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Abstract

Local government is a vital part of Canada’s multi-level democracy. It provides a voice for the

needs, desires, and aspirations of local communities and shapes the environments in which we live.
Amidst growing calls for greater local autonomy and expanded local powers and resources, this paper
contributes a comparative overview of municipal law in Canada’s ten provinces and three territories.
We find that Canadian municipal law has experienced a quiet evolution over the past 40 years. The
scope of municipal legal authority has expanded considerably as provinces and territories have revised
their general municipal acts and adopted special laws for major cities. While the overall trend has been
toward more permissive authority and the recognition of municipalities as democratic, accountable,
and responsible governments, there are significant variations, both in law and in practice, among and
within provinces and territories. We conclude that the practical potential of this wave of legislative
reform is not fully known and may be unrealized, and requires further research.

Keywords: municipal governance, municipal powers, Canada, municipal law, intergovernmental
relations
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Foreword

The first edition of Power and Purpose was published in 2020. As the most comprehensive overview
of Canadian municipal law targeted at policy practitioners and lay audiences published in many years, it
clearly filled a gap. It has been widely read and cited.

The intervening five years have brought numerous changes. In the name of the housing affordability
crisis, provincial governments across the country have involved themselves more deeply in municipal
affairs. Ontario assigned new powers to city mayors. New Brunswick restructured its municipal
system. Newfoundland and Labrador passed a new general municipal act. Many smaller amendments
have been made, touching on development finance and ethics. And, much to the original author
team’s dismay, we have discovered omissions and errors in the original text. In this new edition, we
have brought all material up to date, refined the summaries and discussion, and corrected errors.
Importantly, we have also added coverage of the territories. To make the paper more user-friendly, we
have created an Appendix containing extended extracts from some of the legislation referred to in the

paper.

While the political context of local governance and provincial-municipal intergovernmental relations
has changed, we stand by the argument made in the first edition: that there has been considerable
evolution over the past 40 years in the statutory basis of local government, and that the direction of
change has been toward greater flexibility and empowerment. While provincial governments may not
always respect the spirit of these changes, and municipalities may be cautious in embracing them,
important changes with potentially broad consequences and implications have occurred nonetheless.

Once again, the authors are grateful for comments from Nevena Dragicevic, Stéphane Emard-Chabort,
Gabriel Eidelman, Daniel Rubenstein, and Andrew Sancton on the first edition, and from Aynsley
Hovius, Alexandra Flynn, Waye Mason, Rob Nolan, Andrew Sancton, and Dave Taylor on this update.

Zack Taylor

Craig Mutter
Joseph Lyons
Alex Dobson

December 2025
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1. A Quiet Evolution

Local government is a vital part of Canada’s multi-level democracy. It provides a voice for the needs,
desires, and aspirations of local communities. It shapes the environments in which we live. It owns
most public infrastructure. As Canada’s population has grown and become more urbanized, many have
called for the retooling of local government so it can become more effective and responsive. These
debates have often revolved around resources. Canadian municipalities are understood to be subject

to a fiscal imbalance, whereby the taxation powers they possess and intergovernmental grants they
receive are insufficient to discharge their responsibilities (Federation of Canadian Municipalities 2024;
Slack 2006). Others have focused on the constitutional status and legal powers of municipalities. By
one measure, Canadian local governments have low autonomy compared to over 50 Global North
countries (Ladner et al. 2021; see also Smith and Spicer 2016). Voices have proposed the entrenchment
of municipalities as an independent order of government, with a protected sphere of jurisdiction,

in the national constitution (Charter City Toronto 2019; Kong 2024; Flynn, Albert, and Des Rosiers
2024), or at least the embrace of legal doctrines that would afford local jurisdiction greater deference
and autonomy (Flynn 2019; Good 2019). These calls echo those made by international organizations,
including the OECD (2019), UN-Habitat (2009), and United Cities and Local Governments (2008),
and academic observers (Frug and Barron 2008; Hirschl 2020; Schragger 2019).

In this context, it is important that Canadians better understand the legal foundations of their local
governments and how they vary across the country (see Box 1.1). Updating and expanding Taylor
and Dobson (2020), the goal of this paper is to provide an accessible, up-to-date, and systematic
comparative overview of municipalities’ authority and responsibilities as defined in provincial and
territorial law. Overcoming the typical focus on Ontario and British Columbia and other Canadians’
tendency to ignore developments in Québec, the overview is of national scope, covering all ten
provinces and the three territories.

The comparison reveals that Canadian municipal law is not frozen. In fact, there has been a quiet and
underappreciated evolution in public authority. Starting with Alberta in 1994 (LeSage and McMillan
2008), each province and territory has during the past 30 years replaced or comprehensively revised
its general municipal legislation in ways that expand the scope of local authority and the discretion

to exercise it. Before these changes, Canadian municipalities could only perform tasks explicitly
authorized in law; doing anything else required legislative change. They were conceptualized in law
primarily as deliverers of services; their democratic purpose was minimized. With these changes,
Canadian municipalities became defined in law as accountable, democratic governments with broad,
flexible powers and greater discretion to exercise them. This paper charts these changes and points to
their implications.
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Box 1.1: What is Municipal Law?

Broadly construed, the body of municipal law includes all legislation, regulations, and judicial
and tribunal decisions that establish, enable, constrain, and otherwise influence the activities
of municipal corporations. Within this wide net, arriving at a precise number of provincial
and territorial statutes that touch on the municipal domain is difficult. Coté and Fenn (2014, 3)
identify more than 70 separate provincial statutes that do so in Ontario, while the Association
of Municipalities of Ontario estimates the number at 280. This does not include federal
statutes on matters such as environmental standards, Indigenous rights, and law enforcement.
A stricter definition includes only provincial statutes that establish the existence and primary
authority of municipal corporations. This body of law is the primary focus of this paper.

In this paper, we make a broad distinction between “special” and “general” legislation. Special
legislation applies to a specific person or corporation (including a municipal corporation).
General legislation, by contrast, applies to all subjects in the polity or a defined class of subjects
(see Binney 1893). This overlaps with the legal distinction between “public” and “private”
bills; however, we find the special/general distinction to be a more intuitive descriptor for the
putrposes of this papet.’

In the case of Ontario, for example, its Municipal Act, 2001 is a unified general statute that
applies to all municipalities in the province — with one exception. The Ci#y of Toronto Act, 2000,
is a special statute that applies solely to its namesake municipality. A similar dynamic of general
provincial legislation paralleling city-specific statutes can be seen in British Columbia (with
Vancouver), Manitoba (with Winnipeg), Nova Scotia (with Halifax), and Newfoundland and
Labrador (with St. John’s, Corner Brook, and Mount Peatl) (see Section 6).

Saskatchewan, by contrast, takes a less unified approach. It relies on separate general statutes
for three different classes of municipal corporations: cities, rural municipalities, and northern
municipalities. In Québec, meanwhile, the Munzcipal Code of Québec pertains to smaller, rural
municipalities, while the Cities and Towns Act applies to larger, urban ones. Both specify
processes of incorporation and boundary change, as well as institutions and procedures. The
grant of authority that defines municipal jurisdiction, however, is contained in a separate
general Municipal Powers Act. Several Québec municipalities also have their own specific
legislation that applies in addition to, rather than instead of, the general statute (see Section
6). The Northwest Territories provides for four types of communities in parallel legislation:
the Cities, Towns, and V'illages Act, the Charter Communities Act, the Hamlets Act, and the Tlicho
Community Government Act, the provisions of which largely mirror one another.

1.1 The provincial-municipal relationship: The perennial tension

It is frequently said that Canadian municipalities are “creatures of the provinces.” This is a
constitutional fact, identical to American and Australian local governments’ relationship to their states,
and British local authorities’ relationship to Parliament. In Anglo-American democracies, general-
purpose municipalities are public corporations that derive their existence entirely from enactments

of sovereign legislatures and exercise only the authority that is delegated to them by law. The division
of powers specified in section 92 of the Constitution Act, 1867, assigns “Municipal Institutions in the

1 Conventionally, public bills deal with matters of general provincial interest, and may be introduced by ministers, chairs of
legislative standing committees, or individual members. Private bills grant special powers, benefits, or exemptions to a person or
persons, including corporations, and may be introduced by members on behalf of municipalities, groups, or individuals.



Zack Taylor, Craig Mutter, Joseph Lyons, and Alec Dobson o o

Province” to provincial jurisdiction. Thus, in the words of former Chief Justice McLachlin in Cazalyst
Paper Corp. v North Cowichan (District):

Municipalities do not have direct powers under the Constitution. They possess only those
powers that provincial legislatures delegate to them. This means that they must act within the
legislative constraints the province has imposed on them. If they do not, their decisions or
bylaws may be set aside on judicial review ([2012] 1 SCR 5, at para. 11).?

In legal terms, provincial governments therefore have plenary authority over the existence, decision-
making authority, institutional structures, boundaries, responsibilities, and financing of municipalities,
which are typically constituted as corporations. The three territories lack the status of provinces within
the Constitution Act, 1867. They are creations of federal statute and exercise delegated authority. In
practice, however, the three territorial legislatures exercise exclusive jurisdiction over municipal affairs,
akin to that exercised by provinces, as specified in their constituting acts.” All authority exercised by
municipalities is delegated by the provinces and territories through legislation and regulation.

Despite this narrow legal construction of local governments in Canada and elsewhere as corporations,
municipalities are also understood to embody a second purpose: as accountable, democratic governing
authorities representing localities.* This has been recognized by the courts. In 1997, the Supreme
Court found that “municipal councils are democratically elected by members of the general public
and are accountable to their constituents in a manner analogous to that in which Parliament and the
provincial legislatures are accountable to the electorates.” In 2012, Chief Justice Mclachlin wrote that
elected municipal councillors “serve the people who elected them and to whom they are ultimately
accountable.”® These decisions extended MclLachlin’s dissent in the 1994 Shell Canada Products case,
which asserted the existence of a

fundamental axiom that courts must accord proper respect to the democratic responsibilities
of elected municipal officials and the rights of those who elect them. This is important to the
continued healthy functioning of democracy at the municipal level. If municipalities are to be
able to respond to the needs and wishes of their citizens, they must be given broad jurisdiction
to make local decisions reflecting local values”

As such, local governments therefore have a strong claim to legitimacy and autonomy based on the
argument that they are the governments that are closest to local communities, are the most sensitive to
their needs, and will make the best decisions for them.

This tension between the central and the local has been present since before Confederation, and always
will be. In certain domains, municipalities are policy zakers, effectively functioning as branch offices
of provincial ministries, executing decisions made by higher powers; in others, they are policy makers,

2 See also Greenbaun v Toronts, 1993, 1 SCR 674, in which the Supreme Court of Canada declared: ... municipalities are
entirely the creatures of provincial statutes. Accordingly, they can exercise only those powers which are explicitly conferred upon
them by a provincial statute.” See also Ontario Public School Boards’ Assn. v Ontario (Attorney General), 1997 151 DLR (4th) 346, in
which the Ontario Supreme Court stated: “Municipal governments and special purpose municipal institutions such as school
boards are creatures of the provincial government. Subject to the constitutional limits in s. 93 of the Constitution Act, 1867 (30

& 31 Vict, ¢ 3. https://canlii.ca/t/56g8v), these institutions have no constitutional status or independent autonomy and the
province has absolute and unfettered legal power to do with them as it wills.” For a review of case law, see Flynn (2019, s. 2).

3 S.18(1)(e) of the Yukon Act (SC 2002, ¢ 7, https://canlii.ca/t/56fdx) and the Northwest Territories Act (SC 2014, c. 2. https://
canlii.ca/t/567z5) each establish a legislative power over “municipal and local institutions.” S. 23(1)(g) of the Nunavut Act (SC
1993, c. 28, https://canlii.ca/t/5431p) establishes a legislative power over “municipal and local institutions in Nunavut.”

4 'This has been called the “dual aspect” of the municipal corporation. See Rogers (2025, § 1:4).

5 Godbout v Longueni! (City), 1997 3 SCR 844, para. 51.

6 Catalyst Paper Corp. v North Cowichan (District), 2012 1 SCR 5, para. 19.

7 Shell Canada Products Ltd. v Vancouver (City), 1994 1 SCR 231.
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devising innovative solutions to local problems. Canadian governance is a web of federal, provincial,
local, and Indigenous governments, agencies, and other public bodies whose authority, resources, and
capacities are interwoven in complex ways. The relationship between provincial and local government
has shifted as public expectations of local government, and also the policy needs of an increasingly
urban population, have changed, and will continue to do so.

1.2 Trends

Three distinct trends are evident since the Second World War, and especially since the mid-1990s.
The first is toward local empowerment. provinces and territories have generally expanded the scope of
authority delegated to local governments. Over time, municipalities were enabled to do more things,
and given greater flexibility and discretion to do them, even as they were recognized as democratic
governments in addition to being providers of services. Several provinces have established separate
legal or regulatory frameworks for large cities, sometimes known as “city charters” (see Section 6).

Table 1.1 summarizes major changes to general municipal law and city charters: the inclusion of a
statement of the purpose of local government; a general welfare power; a natural person power; and
spheres of jurisdiction (see section 3.1). Figure 1.1 shows that the point of inflection was 2001, when

Figure 1.1: Proportion of the Canadian Population Residing in Municipalities with Reformed Powers
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Ontario, Canada’s most populous province, followed Alberta and Manitoba in reforming its general

municipal legislation. Since then, the other provinces have followed suit, most recently Newfoundland

and Labrador. Forty years ago, no Canadians resided within a local government with any of these legal

provisions; today, almost all Canadians do. This broadening of local legislative scope and discretion has

far-reaching implications, potentially enabling municipalities to enter new policy fields while unlocking

local policy innovation.

Table 1.1. Major Changes to Municipal Legislation

10

Year | Prov./ Statute Added:

Terr. Natural | Spheres | Statement
person of purpose
power

1988 | QC Act Respecting Municipal Territorial Organization (assigns natural .
person power to local governments)
1994 | AB Municipal Government Act (Bill 31, comprehensive revision) . . .
1996 | MB Municipal Act, 1996 (amended the Municipal Act, 1988) ° °
1997— | BC Municipal Act (amended several times, ultimately renamed the
2000 Local Government Act, 2000) y °
1998 | NS Municipal Government Act consolidated the Towns Aet and the
Municipal Act, adding statement of purpose and spheres of °
jurisdiction
1999 | YT Municipal Act (Bill 69, comprehensive revision, replaced the . . .
Municipal Act, 1986)
2000 | QC Separate municipal legislation was established for specific
municipalities as part of municipal restructuring: Charter of
Viille de Gatinean, Charter of 1ille de Lévis, Charter of 1ille de * *
Longuenil, Charter of 1ille de Montréal, and Charter of Ville de
Québec (Bill 170)
2001 | ON Municipal Act (Bill 111, comprehensive revision) ° o o
2002 | SK Cities Act (Bill 75, comprehensive revision replacing Urban o o o
Municipality Act, 1984)
2002 | MB City of Winnipeg Charter Act (Bill 39, replaced City of Winnipeg o . o
Aet, 1972)
2003 | BC Community Charter (Bill 14, replaced certain aspects of the
Local Government Act; pertains to municipalities only, not ° ° °
regional districts, and not to the City of Vancouver)
2003 | NT Cities, Towns, and Villages Act ° .
2003 | NU Cities, Towns, and Villages Act (NU) o o
2005 | SK Municipalities Act (Bill 106, amendments to mirror Cities Act, o . .
2002)
2005 | QC Municipal Powers Act (Bill 62, added new fields of jurisdiction
for municipalities and regional county municipalities, and also * *
a general welfare power clause)
2006 | ON City of Toronto Act (Bill 53, detached City from general % « %
Municipal Aci)
2006 | ON Municipal Act amendments brought many general Municipal
Act provisions into line with the City of Toronto Act, 2006 (Bill * * *
130)
Continued
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Table 1.1. Major Changes to Municipal Legislation

Year | Prov./ Statute Added:

Terr. Natural | Spheres | Statement
person of purpose
power

2008 | NS Halifax Regional Municipality Charter (Bill 179, detached City »
from general Municipal Government Acf)

2009 | SK Northern Municipalities Act (Bill 110, amendments to mirror o o .
Cities Act, 2002, and Municipalities Act, 2005)

2017 | QC An Act to Increase the Autonomy and Powers of Ville de Montréal,

the Metropolis of Québec (Bill 121, an omnibus bill that
recognizes Montréal’s special role within Québec and confers
a number of additional powers)

An Act Mainly to Recognize that Municipalities are Iocal
Governments and to Increase Their Autonomy and Powers (Bill 122,
an omnibus bill that gave municipalities additional specific
powers)

2017 |NB Local Governance Act (Bill 44, replaced Municipalities Act, 1973) . ° .

2017 | PE Municipal Government Act (Bill 58, replaced Municipalities
Act, 1988, Charlottetown Area Municipalities Act, 1988, City of ° ° °
Summerside Act, 1988)

2018 | AB “City charter” regulations proclaimed for Calgary and
Edmonton that modify the Municipal Government Act

2019 | NS Sections added to Municipal Government Act and Halifax
Regional Municipality Charter specifying purposes of °
municipalities (Bill 92)

2025 | NL Towns and Local Service Districts Act (replaced the Municipalities
Act, 1999)

* Amendments to general legislation or special legislation maintains provisions in prior legislation.

The second trend is toward provincial policy centralization. Canadian governments dramatically expanded
their activities after the Second World War, constructing the modern welfare state, building out
health care and education systems, expanding infrastructure of all types, and guiding economic and
urban development (Feldman 1974; Taylor 2019, 71-77; Tindal et al. 2013, 186-189). Provincial and
territorial governments use legal mandates and conditional grants to direct or steer local priorities,
particularly in housing, social policy, and land use planning, either to provide a minimum level

and consistent standard of service across the greater jurisdiction or to coordinate the policies of
proximate local governments. Since the 1960s, several provinces have unilaterally restructured local
government institutions, including altering their boundaries, to increase the municipal system’s fiscal
and administrative capacity to make and implement policies and deliver services. At the same time,
provinces have always made, and continue to make, decisions that affect localities in a variety of
ways; for example, the design and siting of infrastructure and facilities and the attraction of localized
business investments.

On the face of it, local empowerment and provincial policy centralization embody contradictory
impulses. Local governments have more authority and the capacity to exercise it than ever before, yet
unilateral provincial government intervention in municipal affairs continues. Provincial intervention
and municipal autonomy inevitably coexist. Nevertheless, the question of whether the configuration

11
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of the provincial- and territorial-municipal relationship reflects contemporary values and meets current
needs is perennial.

While we reference but do not systematically review case law in this paper, the third trend is #be
expansion of judicial deference to local legislation. Since the 1990s, the Supreme Court of Canada has tended
to interpret municipal action more generously, although it has recently re-affirmed that municipalities
lack “independent constitutional status.”™

1.3 Scope and limitations

Our coverage of “local governments” is necessarily selective. There are many types of local public
authorities in Canada, including school boards, watershed management boards, and local improvement
districts. Our focus here is on general-purpose municipalities and the enabling and constraining aspects

of provincial and territorial legislation: what statute law directly empowers municipalities to do and
what it prevents them from doing. Beyond some discussion of development finance, we do not discuss
statutes ancillary to this focus, such as legislation governing the conduct of municipal elections or
emergencies, nor do we discuss municipalities’ regulatory authority over land use, private businesses,
and building standards, provincially regulated pooled municipal pension systems, or municipal liability
in negligence. We also do not examine the complex and variable nature of intergovernmental funding
and administration of specific services, such as policing, ambulance services, public health, childcare,
long-term care, and so on, nor do we discuss institutions and rules regarding metropolitan governance
and intermunicipal collaboration.” To catalogue these intricacies across the ten provinces and three
territories would overburden this paper and obscure the broad patterns and trends we seek to identify.

We do not systematically assess whether municipalities make full use of their authority. Indeed,

it is certain that most or even all of Canada’s approximately 3,500 municipalities do not. Such an
assessment would require close examination of specific municipalities and is beyond the scope of this
paper; however, in the Conclusion we propose that this should become an active area of research.

Finally, our primary focus is on statutory provisions, not their judicial interpretation in case law,
although we reference judicial interpretations of legislation from time to time. Judicial decisions and
their interpretation are discussed in legal commentaries; for example, Makuch, Craik, and Meisk (2004)
and Rogers (2025). Moreover, while recognizing important differences between common law and civil
law jurisdictions in legislative drafting practices and judicial interpretation, we do not comment on
these issues.

1.4 Outline of the paper

The remainder of the paper is divided into six sections:

Section 2, Defining the Intergovernmental Relationship, discusses the recent adoption of statutory
provisions that define or regulate the provincial- and territorial-municipal relationship. In several
jurisdictions, statutes have been amended to recognize municipalities as a “level” or “order” of
government or as democratic governments, to specify the purpose of local government, and to
establish a provincial duty to consult municipalities before making decisions that affect them, including
recognizing the role of municipal associations as interlocutors.

8 Toronto (City) v Ontario (Attorney General), 2021 SCC 34; 2021 2 SCR 845.

9 On service provision, see Eidelman, Forman, Hachard, and Slack (2024). On emergency management, see Henstra,
ed. (2013). On provincial arrangements for metropolitan governance, see Taylor (2020; and Taylor 2022). On intermunicipal
collaboration, see Spicer (2016b). On municipal relations with Indigenous authorities, see Alcantara and Nelles (2010).
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Section 3, Powers and Jurisdiction, outlines the powers and areas of jurisdiction authorized in general
municipal legislation — municipal acts and equivalents that define the authority of all general-purpose
local governments within each province or territory or of specific categories of municipalities.

In Section 4, Institutions, we review statutory provisions governing institutional structures: municipal
incorporation, internal organization, boundary changes, the organization of municipal councils, the
authority to enter into formal relationships with other bodies, and municipal accountability. We focus
on the differences in statutes in addressing intermunicipal boundary changes, whether municipalities
are empowered to create separate corporations, some of the options available to municipalities

to provide services, the methods prescribed for the selection of municipal heads of council, the
powers available to heads of council, the independent ability of municipalities to organize their
internal structure, statutory measures respecting ethical standards and the accountability of municipal
councillors, and legislative protections for municipal politicians.

Section 5, Finance, catalogues the range of revenue sources authorized by provincial or territorial
legislation for operating and capital purposes, including the scope of and limitations on borrowing.

Section 6, Asymmetrical Arrangements, describes several provinces’ use of special legislation and
regulation to establish idiosyncratic powers, jurisdiction, and requirements for large cities, commonly
referred to as “city charters.” In some cases, these charters have removed specific municipalities from
the application of general municipal legislation so that the municipality’s authority is derived from
the special law; in others they take the form of special laws or regulations “layered” over the general
framework.

In the Conclusion, we discuss variations in local government laws among provinces and territories,
identify trends, and draw conclusions for the future.

We have made every effort to consistently cite legislation where it is referred to in the text. Excerpts
of legislation pertaining to the grant of authority is reproduced in the Appendix. Judicial decisions
mentioned are listed in the case references at the end of the document.

2. Defining the Intergovernmental Relationship

Defining the relationship between a province or territory and its municipalities is a central task of local
government law. Yet for most of Canada’s history, provinces and territories did not articulate in their
statutes an explicit purpose for local governments beyond specifying their specific functions; nor did
they set out “rules of engagement” for provincial-municipal interactions. This absence makes more
sense if we appreciate that in the British constitutional and legal tradition, municipal governments
originated as corporations whose voting shareholders were local burghers or landowners (Isin 1992)
and that until the 19th century, there was no legal distinction between public and private corporations.
Only with the extension of the electoral franchise to the general adult population, rather than property
owners only (a process that in some Canadian provinces remained incomplete until well after the
Second World War), did municipal councils become democratic, accountable, and representative bodies
in any meaningful sense.

Moreover, it was only in the postwar period, as the fiscal entanglements and principal-agent
relationships between provinces and territories and municipalities multiplied, that provincial- and
territorial-municipal interaction became understood as a form of intergovernmental relations parallel
to, or nested within, the federal-provincial and federal-territorial relations that define Canadian
federalism. At the same time, provincial- and territorial-municipal relations increasingly involved the
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formalized interaction of provincial and territorial governments with municipal associations at an
executive or political level (Shott 2015).

This context helps us understand why provinces and territories have only recently added explicit
articulations of municipalities” purpose and democratic function, as well as a recognition of
intergovernmental relationships, to general municipal laws (see Table 2.1)." Each of these additions is
discussed in turn.

Table 2.1. Defining the Intergovernmental Relationship

BC | AB | SK | MB | ON | QC | NB | NS PE | NL | YT | NT | NU
Statement of ° °
.. .. o o [ [ o ° ° ° ° °
municipalities’ purpose * ook
Good
[ ] [ ] (] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] (] [ ] [ ] [ ]
government
Provide
. [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] (] [ ] [ ] ([ ]
services
Safe and viable
. [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] (] [ ] [ ]
community
Foster well-being ° ° ° °
Wise stewardship of
. L4 o °
public assets
Foster economic .
development
Public . °
participation sk
Intermunicipal .
collaboration
Responsible and . . ° ° °
accountable Fok *ok ok
Provincial requirement to L4
o . P . .
consult municipalities ok

* Community Charter but not the City of Vancouver Act. ** In preamble. *** Towns and Local Service Districts Act but not the City of St. John’,
City of Corner Brook, and City of Mount Pear! Acts.

2.1 Statements of purpose

Most general municipal laws — those of Québec being a conspicuous exception — include a statement
of the purpose of local government. Some provinces and territories emphasize providing “good
government” and public services. Laws in Alberta, Saskatchewan (mirrored in the Cities Act and the
Municipalities Aci), Manitoba, New Brunswick, Nova Scotia, Prince Edward Island, and Newfoundland
and Labrador, contain almost identical phrasing: “The purposes of a municipality are ... (a) to provide
good government; (b) to provide services, facilities or other things that, in the opinion of the council

10 For ease of interpretation, summary tables in this report list provinces in order from west to east, followed by territories
from west to east.
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of the municipality, are necessary or desirable for all or a part of the municipality; and (c) to develop
and maintain safe and viable communities.”

Some provinces and territories include additional items. Saskatchewan and Prince Edward Island add
“providing for stewardship of the municipality’s public assets.” Alberta adds “to foster the well-being
of the environment,” while Saskatchewan, New Brunswick, and Newfoundland and Labrador include
“to foster economic, social and environmental well-being.” Curiously, given the commonly held notion
that local government’s superior accessibility to the public is an important virtue and rationale for its
existence, Prince Edward Island is alone in making “encouraging and enabling public participation in
matters affecting the municipality” a basic purpose. Alberta is unique in mentioning intermunicipal
collaboration: “to work collaboratively with neighbouring municipalities to plan, deliver and fund
intermunicipal services.”

Other provinces and territories use wording that acknowledges municipalities as accountable and
responsible democratic authorities, and even an “order” of government. The Nova Scotia Municipal
Government Act states in its preamble that “the Province recognizes that municipalities have legislative
authority and responsibility with respect to the matters dealt with in this Act” and that “municipalities
are a responsible order of government accountable to the people.”

Similarly, Ontario’s Municipal Act (s. 2) states that “Municipalities are created by the Province of
Ontario to be responsible and accountable governments with respect to matters within their
jurisdiction and each municipality is given powers and duties under this Act and many other acts for
the purpose of providing good government with respect to those matters.” The wording in the Cizy
of Toronto Act (s. 1) differs, avoiding mention of the Province as the municipality’s creator: “The City
of Toronto exists for the purpose of providing good government with respect to matters within its
jurisdiction, and the city council is a democratically elected government which is responsible and
accountable.”

British Columbia’s Community Charter (s. 1(1)) goes perhaps the furthest in stating that “Municipalities
and their councils are recognized as an order of government within their jurisdiction that (a) is
democratically elected, autonomous, responsible and accountable, (b) is established and continued by
the will of the residents of their communities, and (c) provides for the municipal purposes of their
communities.”

Québec’s Municipal Powers Act and Cities and Towns Act do not articulate a purpose for local government.
However, the preamble to Québec’s omnibus Bill 122, An Act Mainly to Recognize that Municipalities

are Local Governments and to Increase Their Autononry and Powers, 2017, states that “the National

Assembly recognizes that municipalities are, in the exercise of their powers, local governments that

are an integral part of the Québec State” and that “elected municipal officers have the necessary
legitimacy, from a representative democracy perspective, to govern according to their powers and

responsibilities.”"!

2.2 Requirement to consult municipalities

British Columbia and Ontario have also legislated a requirement on the part of the Province to consult
municipalities, individually or collectively, before making decisions that affect them. Building on its
recognition of municipalities as an order of government, section 2 of British Columbia’s Community
Charter articulates principles to govern the relationship between the Province and municipalities:

11 An Act Mainly to Recognize that Municipalities are ocal Governments and to Increase Their Autonomy and Powers, SQ 2017 ¢ 13.
https://canlii.ca/t/52z5v
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mutual respect, a requirement to consult, and a commitment to resolving conflict through
negotiation. Part 9, division 1 of that act sets the parameters of provincial-municipal
consultations, and division 3 establishes an arbitration procedure to resolve provincial-
municipal and intermunicipal disputes.

Section 3(1) of Ontario’s Municipal Act states that ““The Province of Ontario endorses the principle

of ongoing consultation between the Province and municipalities in relation to matters of mutual
interest and, consistent with this principle, the Province shall consult with municipalities in accordance
with a memorandum of understanding entered into between the Province and the Association of
Municipalities of Ontario.”'? The City of Toronto and the Province of Ontario have signed a formal
cooperation agreement '’

Other provinces, including Alberta and Québec, have also adopted memoranda of understanding
(MOUs) with municipal associations or individual municipalities that establish a duty to consult, either
generally or on specific tasks. In 2015, the Government of Alberta, the Alberta Urban Municipalities
Association, and the Alberta Association of Municipal Districts and Counties (now known as Rural
Municipalities of Alberta) established a framework MOU to regulate mutual consultation during the
review of the Municipal Government Act (Government of Alberta 2015).

While Québec law does not oblige the Province to consult with municipalities, it does establish

the Table Québec-municipalités to advise the minister, comprised of municipal association leaders
and the mayors of Montréal and Québec City, as well as parallel “tables” for Montréal and Québec
metropolitan planning purposes (Act Respecting the Ministére des Affaires municipales, des Régions et de
I’Occupation du Territoire, s. 21, enacted 1998)."* In parallel to Bill 121, which recognized Montréal’s
position as the major metropolis of Québec and conferred additional powers and resources on it, the
2018 “Réflexe Montréal” framework agreement also outlines a delegation of responsibility from the
province to the municipality (Government of Québec 20106).

The preamble of the Yukon’s Municipal Act states that “the Government of the Yukon and municipal
governments shall respect each other’s responsibilities to provide programs and services to the people
of the Yukon,” and section 5 (as amended in 2015) states that “The Government of Yukon must

consult with the Association of Yukon Communities on any amendments that a Minister proposes to
this Act.”

2.3 Conclusions

The potential legal effect of the explicit articulation of municipal purposes, including their recognition
as accountable and responsible governments, is unclear, because it has not been the subject of
significant judicial interpretation. Such statements do not establish powers, nor do they alter provincial
governments’ constitutional supremacy over municipal affairs. Municipal corporations remain the legal
creations of provincial and territorial legislatures, which may alter their powers and institutions as they
see fit, and have shown a willingness to do so to further their interests and policy objectives.

12 'This is paralleled in the Cizy of Toronto Act, 2006: “The Province of Ontario endorses the principle that it is in the best
interests of the Province and the City to work together in a relationship based on mutual respect, consultation and co-operation.”
(s. 1(2)) and “For the purposes of maintaining such a relationship, it is in the best interests of the Province and the City to engage
in ongoing consultations with each other about matters of mutual interest and to do so in accordance with an agreement between
the Province and the City.” (s. 1(3)).

13 See “Agreement on Cooperation and Consultation between the City of Toronto and the Province of Ontario.” (Updated:
April 17, 2024.) https:/ /www.ontatio.ca/page/agreement-cooperation-and-consultation-between-city-toronto-and-province-
ontario

14 Act Respecting the Ministére des Affaires Municipales, des Régions et de I'Occupation du Territoire, CQLR ¢ M-22.1. https://canlii.
ca/t/56hvp

15 An Act to Increase the Autononry and Power of 1ille de Montréal, the Metropolis of Québec, SQ 2017 ¢ 16. https://canlii.ca/t/530jf
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These statements may, however, play an important symbolic role insofar as they support

provisions that delegate specific authority to municipalities (see Section 3) and underlie formalized
intergovernmental relationships, such as memoranda of understanding or Québec’s 7ables. At a general
level, statutory recognition of municipalities” democratic function, supported by legislated duties to
consult, sets a collaborative and respectful tone that departs from the traditional framing of municipal
governments as constitutionally subordinate “policy takers.”

3. Powers and Jurisdiction

3.1 Grant of authority

All municipal legislation contains a grant of authority; that is, a set of provisions that delegate to
municipalities particular roles and responsibilities. These can be more or less general in their
construction, at one extreme enabling municipalities to perform only explicit enumerated functions
(known as express powers); at the other defining general fields (known as spheres of jurisdiction) within
which municipalities have broad discretion. Grants of authority are both enabling and constraining in
that they not only create municipal authority, they also limit it to certain subjects and circumscribe its
use. Generally, grants of authority have become more expansive since the 1990s, when the cycle of
statutory modernization began with Alberta’s revised 1994 Municipal Government Act (see Table 3.1).

Table 3.1. Grant of Authority

Power BC AB SK MB | ON | QC NB NS PE NL YT NT NU
General welfare °
[ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ) [ ) [ ) [ ]
power skok

Express powers

[ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] (] [ ]
Spheres of ° ° °
T ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° °
]urlsdlcnon * skk skoksk
Broad ° °
. . ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° °
1nterpretat10n * kkk

* Commmunity Charter but not City of Vanconver Act. ** Local municipalities only. *** Towns and Local Service Districts Act but not the City of
St. Jobn's, City of Corner Brook, and City of Mount Pearl Acts. See the Appendix for excerpts of these provisions.

Legislation in most provinces and territories also includes a “broad interpretation” clause stating that
municipalities are empowered to govern as they see appropriate within their areas of jurisdiction,
courts should interpret municipal actions generously, and municipalities should have the flexibility to
respond to changing and unforeseen circumstances.

We note that these concepts, and especially the distinction between express powers and spheres of
jurisdiction, are more difficult to discern in the Québec context due to the operation of the civil
law.'® We have attempted to identify elements in Québec legislation that most closely resemble those
found in other Canadian jurisdictions. The operation of the civil law may result in the more restrictive
interpretation of enumerated powers, however characterized, than under the common law.

16 Frate and Robitaille (2021, 96-97); however, note that the creation of broadly defined areas of authotity in Québec’s
Municipal Powers Act, 2006, dramatically widened the scope of municipal action within those areas compared to the narrowly
constructed enumerated powers found in the Municipal Code and Cities and Towns Act.
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3.1.1 General welfare power

A municipality’s general welfare power typically refers to an omnibus provision in the provincial
enabling statute that gives municipalities power to act for their own well-being, and for the well-

being of their residents. Provincial legislation uses a variety of phrases to describe the general welfare
power of municipalities. Alberta’s Municipal Government Act, 2004, gives municipalities power to pass
bylaws for “the safety, health and welfare of people and the protection of people and property” (s.

7). The Ontario Municipal Act empowers municipalities to pass bylaws for the “economic, social and
environmental well-being of the municipality, and the health, safety and well-being of persons” (s. 11).

Québec’s Municipal Powers Act, 2005, gives local municipalities the power to pass bylaws “to ensure
peace, order, good government, and the general welfare of its citizens” (s. 85). This does not extend
to regional county municipalities, although section 99 states that “A regional county municipality may
make by-laws on any regional matter relating to its citizens that is not otherwise regulated.” The limits
of this power are not clear.

In some jurisdictions, the general welfare power arises by implication through an interrelationship
between the statutory “purposes” of the municipality described in the empowering statute(s) and the
powers afforded to the municipality to achieve its purposes. For example, in British Columbia, sections
3 and 4(1) of the Community Charter provide that:

[tlhe purposes of this Act are to provide municipalities and their councils with... (b) the
authority and discretion to address existing and future community needs, and (c) the flexibility
to determine the public interest of their communities and to respond to different needs and
changing circumstances of their communities.

3.1.2 Broad interpretation

Although their wording varies, “broad interpretation” clauses directed to the courts now appear in

all provinces and territories’ general legislation (but not all charter legislation), often in connection

to the municipal corporation’s bylaw-making power. For example, section 4(1) of British Columbia’s
Community Charter states: “The powers conferred on municipalities and their councils under this Act or
the Local Government Act must be interpreted broadly in accordance with the purposes of those Acts
and in accordance with municipal purposes.” Section 4(1) of the Northwest Territories’ Cities, Towns,
and Villages Act states: ““The general legislative powers of a municipal corporation to make bylaws

are to be interpreted as giving broad authority to council to govern the municipality in whatever way
council considers appropriate, within the jurisdiction given to a municipal corporation under this or
any other enactment, and to address issues not contemplated at the time this Act is enacted.” Similar
wording regarding “appropriateness” and the ability to address future issues appears in most provincial
and territorial laws. Québec’s Municipal Powers Act, 2005, simply states ““The provisions of the Act are
not to be interpreted in a literal or restrictive manner” (s. 2).

3.1.3 Express powers

Before the 1990s, and dating back to the colonial period, most municipal legislation restrictively
defined municipalities’ jurisdiction by enumerating lists of discrete powers (Lidstone 2007, 402—403).
Municipalities were authorized to perform only those functions that were expressly included — hence
its characterization as the express powers doctrine. This approach was reinforced by the Canadian courts
prior to the 1990s, which Makuch, Craik, and Meisk (2004, 84) describe as follows:
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[tlhe courts, as a result of this inferior legal position, have traditionally interpreted narrowly
statutes respecting grants of powers to municipalities. This approach may be described as
“Dillon’s Rule,” which states that a municipality may exercise only those powers expressly
conferred by statute, those powers necessarily or fairly implied by the express power in the
statute, and those indispensable powers essential and not merely convenient to the effectuation
of the purposes of the corporation.

Listing express powers has the advantage of affording municipalities certainty that bylaws and
regulations passed in conformity with the enumerated powers will not be found to be #/tra vires —

that is, beyond municipal jurisdiction. Yet no list of express powers can be exhaustive. In Canada, as

in the United States, the need to adapt to changing circumstances has led municipalities to petition

the legislature for amendments to general legislation or for special legislation to permit additional
functions. The consequent burden on legislative committees spurred the creation of municipal boards
and departments and ministries of municipal affairs in the early 20th century (Taylor 2019, 57-59). The
desire for greater flexibility led to the development of the “spheres of jurisdiction” approach and the
insertion of “broad interpretation” clauses.

3.1.4 Spheres of jurisdiction

In the 1990s, provincial governments began to amend their municipal laws to grant municipalities
authority over broadly defined categories, called spheres of jurisdiction, with fewer supplementary express
powers. Alberta’s 1994 statute, the first to establish spheres of jurisdiction, appears to have coined the
phrase (Forgrave 1995; Fyfe 1995). This legislative scheme is now used in the municipal statutes of

all provinces and territories, with considerable variation, and in some separate city statutes, including
those for Winnipeg (a hybrid form), Toronto, and Montréal. Rather than providing municipalities
with a “laundry list” of specific and narrow powers beyond which they cannot stray, the spheres of
jurisdiction approach is intended to provide more flexibility. Nevertheless, as Table 3.1 shows, all
provincial and territorial statutes retain some express powers that apply to specific municipal needs.

In Ontario, the Municipal Act, 2001, authorizes separate lists of broadly worded spheres for single-,
upper- and lower-, and lower-tier municipalities (s. 10(2), s. 11(2), and 11(3), respectively), along with
a lengthy list of specific powers (ss. 24—149). In Québec, the Municipal Powers Act, 2006, grants local
municipalities powers within “fields” and assigns further express powers to local municipalities and
regional county municipalities. In British Columbia, the Community Charter distinguishes between
spheres exclusive to municipal governments and spheres shared by the Province and municipalities,
which require provincial sanction (s. 9). In its Town and Local Service Districts Act, Newfoundland and
Labrador distinguishes between mandatory and discretionary areas of authority (ss. 7(1) and 8(1)).

Most provinces and territories enable the making of bylaws with respect to nuisances; the safety,
welfare, and protection of people and property; the activities of businesses; transportation systems;
animals; public places; and municipal service delivery (see Table 3.2). A majority also authorize local
legislation regarding the enforcement of bylaws, public utilities and assets, and the natural environment
and land management, including vegetation and pesticides. Beyond these areas, there is considerable
variation in the enumerated spheres. Roughly half of the jurisdictions provide specific authority over
roads, on- and off-road vehicles, and pedestrians. A smaller proportion mention building standards,
building demolition, vacant buildings, and expropriation and property dealings. Only three name fire
protection and economic development, and two include policing — all typical local functions — as
spheres of jurisdiction. The inclusion of specific items such as pawnbrokers (Nova Scotia), tourism
levies (New Brunswick), libraries (Prince Edward Island), and arrears sales (Newfoundland and
Labrador) suggests a kind of “scope creep,” whereby lists of ostensibly broad spheres of jurisdiction
are populated with narrow subjects that might otherwise be captured by larger concepts. Indeed, the
number and specificity of spheres is higher in more recently updated legislation. While Alberta’s 1994
statute contains nine items, Newfoundland and Labradot’s Towsns and Local Service Districts Act, the
most recent legislation to be updated, has 24. The inclusion of narrow items in lists of spheres of
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jurisdiction may reflect an enduring “express powers” mentality — that powers not explicitly named
will be neither exercised nor prioritized by municipalities, nor considered 7n#ra vires by the courts. As
most of the provinces that have more recently updated their legislation are also among the smaller
and less urbanized, it may also reflect the absence of secondary legislation that assigns authority and
responsibilities to municipalities in these areas.

Table 3.2. Summary of enumerated spheres of jurisdiction in general municipal legislation

BC | AB | SK | MB ON | QC NB NS PE NL YT NT NU | Number
Number of 16 | 9 [ 12 | 19 | 11 | 8 19 | 14 | 21 | 24 | 16 | 11 | s | °fjuis
Clauses — dictions
Concept
Nuisances W] ©| @] © 120 ©] © | @] 6 80O @ | © | © | 13
Welfare,safer, | @ | @ | B | @ | © | 0| @ | @ | @ [80@| @ | @ | @ | 13
and protection 8) (b)
of people and
property
Business 86 | © | @ | @, | ay W |o|o|swe] © 6| o] 2
activities (n.1),
(n.2)
Transport @ | @ | @ |13 | @ ©® © | & | 81 | &D | @) @) 12
systems, @) @)
airports
Animals K | & | & (k) ) (k) O |8 | (o) @ (® 11
Public places b | & | © (b) (b) © ® 8@ @ (b) (b) 11
Municipal @ [ @ @ @) @ (k) 8@ | ®) ®) ® 10
services
Enforcement @) (0) (¥) () ® |8M@ | @) (k) () 9
of bylaws
Natural (0, 5) “ (9 0) (), 8(1) ©) (© 9
environment, G) (m) | (-m)
land
management,
vegetation,
pesticides
Public utilities ® | O O |13 [ G 0} (b) | 8(M)®) ® 9
and assets *)
Buildings, ) (10) (e) @, (©), ) 6
structures (s) 8(1)
C)
Roads and () (d-f) | 11(3) ®) 8()(g) G 6
highways ©)
Maintaining (© (d) (jb) (s) | 8(H)® 5
safe properties
Vehicles and ® (0) 8(LH(h) 0] @ 5
pedestrians
Vehicle parking (© 11(3) (o) 8(1)() @ 5
(1,8)
Building O © © (b) 4
demolition
Cemeteries ® 0O [8WPE | @ 4
Explosives, (d) G) ® @ 4
fireworks,
blasting
Parks and 11(3) ) (o) | 8(D)(n) 4
recreation ©)
Public health, @) 11(3) 5) (b) 4
sanitation, 3
waste
management
Continned
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Table 3.2. Summary of enumerated spheres of jurisdiction in general municipal legislation

BC | AB| SK | MB | ON | QC | NB NS | PE NL YT NT | NU | Number

Number of 16 | 9 [ 12| 19 | 11 | 8 19 | 14 | 21 | 24 | 16 | u | s | °fjuris
Clauses — dictions

Concept
Weapons, (e), 0) (n) (@) 4
firearms 8(5)
Economic 11(3) 2 (@) 3
development (10)
Expropriation (m), (d—e) (d—e) 3
and property (n)
dealings
Fire protection @ (e—f) () 3
Municipal (1-3) (a) G 3
governance,
structures,
management,
rules,
accountability
Signs, 8(4) (10) (© 3
advertising
Off-road () (o) 8(1)(h) 2
vehicles
Police 10 (w) 2

G4
Soil (m) (©) 2
displacement
Vacant (c.1) () 2
dwellings
Drainage (h) 11(3) 2
©

Ambulance (a) 1
services
Arrears sales C) !
Automatic ()
machines
Civic holidays (h) !
Curfews ) 1
Libraries ® 1
Pawnbrokers @ 1
Peace, order, (a) 1
and good
government
Pension and (3) 1
benefit plans
Rental (c.2) 1
conversions
Tourism levy (m.1) 1

Note: See the Appendix for wordings, which vary. The number of clauses may not match the number of shaded cells because some
clauses enumerate multiple spheres. Clauses cited are within the following sections: BC, Community Charter s. 8(3) unless otherwise stated;
AB, Municipal Government Act, s. T; SK, Cities Act, Municipalities Act, and Northern Municipalities Act, s. 8(1); MB, Municipal Act, s. 232(1); ON,
Municipal Act, s. 10(2) unless otherwise stated; QC, Municipal Powers Act, s. 4; NB, Local Governance Act, s. 10(1) unless otherwise stated; NS,
Municipal Government Act, s. 172(1); PE, Municipal Government Act, s. 180; NL, Towns and 1ocal Service Districts Act, s. 7(1) unless otherwise
stated; Y'T, Municipal Act, s. 265; N'T, Cities, Towns, and V'illages Act, s. T0(1); and NU, Cities, Towns, and V'illages Act (Nu), s. 54.2.

While the proliferation of spheres suggests a blurring of the boundary between expansive spheres
of jurisdiction and narrow express powers, the key conceptual distinction between the two regimes is
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not so much the specificity of individual enumerated powers, but the presumption that councils have
a broad and open-ended scope to legislate within them. Broad interpretation clauses therefore play a
potentially important role in “opening up” the meaning of enumerated powers, which might otherwise
be narrowly construed by policymakers and the courts.

3.1.5 Judicial interpretation

Before the 1990s, municipal powers were usually interpreted narrowly to constrain a municipality’s
power to illegitimately restrict or control its residents’ common law or civil law rights (Lidstone 2007,
403—404). Lidstone argues that the broad interpretation of the municipal general welfare power began
to gain acceptance at the time of the Supreme Court of Canada’s decision in the 1994 Shell Canada
Products case."” In that decision, the dissent, written by Justice McLachlin, urged that courts “adopt a
generous, deferential standard of review toward the decisions of municipalities” in part because “a
generous approach to municipal powers is arguably more in keeping with the true nature of modern
municipalities” (Lidstone 2007, 405—4006).

Following the She/l Canada Products decision, the Supreme Court of Canada has tended to adopt

the reasoning of the minority in that case, and has given impugned municipal bylaws a broad and
deferential interpretation in the Rascal/ Trucking, Spraytech, and United Taxi Drivers decisions (see Makuch
and Schuman 2015, s. 1).

The Supreme Court and lower courts have been guided by the “broad interpretation” clauses inserted
into revised municipal laws. The Supreme Court ruled in Unzted Taxi Drivers” Fellowship of Southern
Alberta v Calgary (City) that even though the Municipal Government Act did not explicitly give the City

of Calgary authority to regulate taxis, it could nonetheless do so by virtue of its general powers. The
decision directly referenced the new “modern” style of statutory drafting:

The evolution of the municipality has produced a shift in the proper approach to interpreting
statutes that empower municipalities. A broad and purposive approach to the interpretation of
municipal legislation reflects the true nature of modern municipalities which require greater
flexibility in fulfilling their statutory purposes and is consistent with the Court’s approach to
statutory interpretation generally. The Municipal Government Act reflects the modern method
of drafting municipal legislation which must be construed using this broad and purposive
approach.

Similarly, in the 2005 Croplife decision, the Ontario Court of Appeal engaged in a lengthy and
affirmative discussion of the shift from Dillon’s Rule to the “benevolent construction” of municipal
powers following Shell Canada Products, complemented by the renovation of enabling legislation."

In Owt-of-Home Marketing, the Ontario Court of Appeal upheld the City of Toronto’s third-party signs
tax, enacted in 2010." The Court rejected the appellant’s arguments that the tax was not a direct tax
and that it was discriminatory. Moreover, the Court overruled the initial ruling that the tax could apply
only to billboards erected after the tax’s introduction, stating that such a limitation or restriction was
counter to the spirit of the City of Toronto Acfs broad grant of authority. Similarly, in Toronto Livery
Assoczation, the Ontario Court of Appeal took note of the enabling intent of the 2006 City of Toronto
Aet, stating, “Importantly, the powers conferred on the City by the Toronto Act [sic] attract an expansive

and deferential interpretation,” and that the act’s “broad authority” clause is “far-reaching,””’

17 Shell Canada Products 1td. v Vanconver (City), 1994 1 SCR 231.

18 Croplife Canada v Toronto (City), 2005 CanLII 15709 ONCA, paras. 16-28.

19 Out-of-Home Marketing Association of Canada v Toronto (City), 2012 ONCA 212.
20 Toronto Livery Association et al. v Toronto (City), 2009 ONCA 535, paras. 29—-30.
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Nevertheless, the provinces and territories retain original authority over municipalities within their
assigned fields of jurisdiction, as shown in the 2019 decision of the Ontario Court of Appeal in the
Toronto city watds case.” This decision, which found that Ontario had not interfered with citizens’
right to free expression under the Charter of Rights and Freedoms in unilaterally changing the size of
the city council, was upheld by a 5-4 Supreme Court of Canada decision in 2021.* In their dissent,
Justices Abella, Karakatsanis, Martin, and Kasirer argued that municipal elections are subject to an
unwritten principle of democracy that was contravened by the Province, and that the local democratic
sphere should be respected and protected regardless of municipalities’ deriving their existence and
delegated authority from provincial legislation. However, the majority’s ruling makes an unambiguous
statement of the limits of using unwritten constitutional principles to invalidate legislation:

In short, and despite their value as interpretive aids, unwritten constitutional principles cannot
be used as bases for invalidating legislation, nor can they be applied to support recognizing a
right to democratic municipal elections by narrowing the grant to provinces of law-making
power over municipal institutions in s. 92(8) of the Constitution Act, 1867. Nor can they be
applied to judicially amend the text of s. 3 of the Charter to require municipal elections or
particular forms thereof. The text of our Constitution makes clear that municipal institutions
lack constitutional status, leaving no open question of constitutional interpretation to be
addressed and, accordingly, no role to be played by the unwritten principles. [84]

Municipalities exercise their broad authority within this foundational restriction.

3.2 Natural person power

Natural person power enables a corporation to act as the legal equivalent of a person in areas such

as entering contracts, suing or being sued, hiring and firing employees, and undertaking any other
corporate acts not prohibited by law. During the 1970s, most provinces modernized their corporation
laws to give business corporations expansive powers akin to those of a human being — in legal terms,
a “natural person.” In recognition of municipalities’ legal status as corporations empowered to
exercise powers on behalf of their electors and residents, some provincial and territorial governments,
beginning with Québec in 1988 and Alberta in 1994, extended natural person power to municipalities.
The grant of natural person power does not create new enumerated powers or spheres of jurisdiction,
but potentially expands the municipality’s ability to act independently within its areas of jurisdiction

as established in provincial or territorial law. For example, acting as a natural person may enable
municipalities to create corporations, enter into contracts, sue and be sued, and, if not provided for in
other legislation, hire and fire their employees without explicit legislative provision.

3.2.1 Uneven extension and limitations

As Table 3.3 shows, municipalities have been granted “natural person power” in some or all of the
municipalities in nine of the ten provinces — British Columbia, Alberta, Saskatchewan, Manitoba
(Winnipeg only), Ontario, Québec, New Brunswick, Prince Edward Island, and Newfoundland and
Labrador — as well as the Yukon Territory. Generally, natural person power is restricted to carrying out
municipal purposes or powers contained in enabling legislation.

Québec’s Act Respecting Municipal Territorial Organization, initially enacted in 1988, provides that local
municipalities (s. 13) and regional county municipalities (s. 210.5) are “a legal person [ personne morale’]

21 Toronto (City) v Ontario (Attorney General), 2019 ONCA 732.
22 Toronto (City) v Ontario (Attorney General), 2021 SCC 34.
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The Charter of Ville de Montréal, 2000 (s. 2) also states the City is a “legal person.™

Alberta was the first province outside of Québec to extend natural person power to all municipalities
in its 1994 Municipal Government Act. Section 8(1) of British Columbia’s Community Charter extends
natural person power to all incorporated municipalities in the province, “subject to any specific
conditions and restrictions established under this or another Act” (s. 8(10)), the exception being the
City of Vancouver, which is governed by its own legislation that does not confer natural person power.
Natural person power is also not available to the province’s 47 regional districts, which are principally

governed by the Local Government Act.

Table 3.3. Natural Person Power

Prov./
Tx:ov Included Not included
err.
BC Community Charter (s. 8(1), subject to s. 8(10)) Local Government Act (for regional districts)
Vanconver Charter
AB Municipal Government Act (ss. 6, 11(1))
Also Calgary and Edmonton Charters, by reference
SK Cities Act (ss. 4(3), 4(4))
Municipalities Act (ss. 4(3), 4(4))
Northern Municipalities Act (ss. 4(3), 4(4))
Lloydminster Charter (s. 12(3))
MB City of Winnipeg Charter Act (s. 7(1), subject to 7(2)) The Municipal Act
ON Municipal Act (s. 9, subject to s. 17)
City of Toronto At (s. 7, subject to s. 13)
QC Gatinean Charter (s. 2) Cities and Towns Act
Lévis Charter (s. 2) Municipal Powers Act
Longueni! Charter (s. 2) Municipal Code of Québec
Montréal Charter (s. 2)
Ville de Québec Charter (s. 2)
Act Respecting Municipal Territorial Organization (s. 13,
210.5)
NB Local Governance Act (s. 6(1) subject to s. 6(2))
NS Municipal Government Act
Halifax Regional Municipality Charter
PE Municipal Government Act (s. 4(2))
NL Towns and Local Service Districts Act (s. 4) City of St. John'’s Act
City of Corner Brook Act
City of Mount Pear! Act
YT Municipal Act (s. 223.01(2))
NT Cities, Towns, and Villages Act, 2003
NU Cities, Towns, and Villages Act (Nu), 1988

23 Act Respecting Municipal Territorial Organization, CQLR ¢ O-9. https://canlii.ca/t/56kl9
24 Charter of Ville de Montréal, Metropolis of Québec, CQLR ¢ C-11.4. https://canlii.ca/t/56kk9
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Ontario restricts the application of the natural person power. As amended in 2001, the Ontario
Municipal Act grants natural person power to all municipalities “for the purpose of exercising its
authority under this or any other Act” (s. 9).> The provincial government has interpreted this to mean
that the natural person power is not an independent source of authority for a municipality to act in a
particular area, but applies only to help a municipality achieve its purposes within a properly authorized
sphere, matter, or power (Ontario 2014, 33). Moreover, section 17 of the Municipal Act sets limits on
financial transactions. For example, the municipal power to levy taxes is prohibited unless otherwise
authorized. This is mirrored in section 13 of the City of Toronto Act.

Nova Scotia, the Northwest Territories, and Nunavut do not grant municipalities natural person
power. In 2017, Halifax Regional Municipality lobbied the government of Nova Scotia for natural
person powet, but this request has not been taken up (Halifax Regional Council 2017).

3.2.2 Judicial interpretation

The courts have upheld the municipal exercise of natural person power. The 2005 decision of the
B.C. Supreme Court in Kitimat (District of) v Alcan Inc. was that the exercise of the natural person
power under the Community Charter was not narrowed by the fact that more detailed corporate powers
are set out expressly elsewhere in the legislation, and that the natural person power supplements the
enumerated spheres and powers in the statute (Lidstone 2007, 415—416). In the 2006 5% Paul (County)
No. 19 v Belland case, the Alberta Court of Appeal approved a municipal council’s application for an
injunction against a property owner based on the natural person power in section 6 of the Municipal
Government Act.

3.3 Expropriation of property

Expropriation — the unilateral purchase of private property by the government — is an important tool
to achieve public purposes. All general municipal statutes, as well as several city-specific empowering
statutes, give municipalities the power to expropriate land. In all instances, expropriation is an

express power outside the general list of spheres or areas of municipal power. In Saskatchewan and
Newfoundland and Labrador, the power of municipalities to expropriate is found in a separate statute.
Laws authorizing expropriation are summarized in Table 3.4. In all provinces, municipalities cannot
expropriate property owned or occupied by the federal or provincial government or any of their
agencies.

3.3.1 Economic development purposes

As Table 3.4 shows, Alberta, Saskatchewan, Manitoba, Ontario, Nova Scotia, and New Brunswick
allow municipal expropriation for economic development purposes — that is, the compulsory purchase
of private land for development by third parties. Municipalities may exercise this power to attract
employment or regenerate blighted areas. The other provinces and territories restrict expropriation to
public undertakings, such as the construction of public facilities and infrastructure.

3.3.2 Ministerial approval

Some provinces and territories impose additional conditions on a municipality’s power to expropriate.
A municipality in Newfoundland and Labrador may expropriate property, or an interest in land,

only with the approval of the provincial minister (Urban and Rural Planning Act, s. 50).*° In Québec,
municipalities governed by the Cities and Towns Act must have the approval of the provincial

25 This provision is mirrored in section 7 of the City of Toronto Act, 2006.
26 Urban and Rural Planning Act, 2000 SNL 2000, ¢ U-8. https://canlii.ca/t/56£65
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government to expropriate property held or occupied by railway companies; or by religious, charitable
or educational institutions or corporations; or to expropriate cemeteries, bishops’ palaces, parsonages,
and their dependencies; or a wind farm; or a hydroelectric power plant (s. 571). A similar provision,
requiring provincial consent, appears in the Municipal Code of Québec (s. 1104).

Table 3.4. Expropriation of Property

Prov./ Can expropriate for economic Cannot expropriate for economic Ministerial
Terr. development purposes development purposes approval required
BC Local Government Act (s. 289, re: regional districts)
Community Charter (s. 31)
AB Municipal Government Act (s. 14) (also
Calgary and Edmonton Charters, by
reference)
SK Municipal Expropriation Act

MB Municipal Act (s. 254)
ON Municipal Act, 2001 (s. 6)

QC Municipal Code of Québec (s. 1097) Partial
Cities and Towns Act (s. 570) (see text)

NB Local Governance Act (s. 184)

NS Municipal Government Act (s. 52)

PE Municipal Government Act (ss. 180, 188)

NL Urban and Rural Planning Act (s. 50) Yes —s. 50

YT Excpropriation Act 2002 (Sec 2(1))

NT Expropriation Act 1988 (s. 3)

NU Expropriation Act 1988 (Nu) (s. 3)

3.3.3 Process requirements

In most provinces, municipal expropriation is initiated by a bylaw or resolution of council, and the
process is set out in provincial statute. For example, Prince Edward Island has established a more
rigorous expropriation process; a municipality may expropriate an interest in land only by a vote
of two-thirds of the municipal councillors present at a regular open public meeting of council
held following a regular open public meeting of council called upon prior notice of the proposed
expropriation — in other words, two meetings are required (s. 189).

3.3.4 Judicial interpretation

The acceptability of government expropriation for potential private benefit is controversial in the
United States, especially following the U.S. Supreme Court’s 2005 decision in Kelo v City of New London.
In that decision, the court accepted the municipality’s broad characterization of a “public use” to
justify the expropriation of single-family homes to develop an office park with parking and retail
services (Malloy 2008, 9).

In Canada, the Courts of Appeal in two provinces that permit municipal expropriation for economic
development purposes (Manitoba and Ontario) have allowed municipalities to expropriate private
property for the benefit of, at least in part, other private third parties (Fouillard v Ellice (Rural Municipality);
Vincorp Financial 1.td. v Oxford (County)). The Supreme Court of Canada refused to entertain appeals of
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these cases, but it is possible that, in future, the Supreme Court may reconsider the issue if an example
of unreasonable municipal expropriation for private benefit reaches the Court.”’

3.4 Asserting the provincial interest

Several general and special provincial laws include provisions that limit municipal authority in order to
assert a provincial interest. In 2000, the Ontario government added new subsections to the Municipal
Aet (s. 451.1), mirrored in the City of Toronto Act (s. 25), which authorize the Lieutenant Governor in
Council to pass regulations restricting the authority of a municipality to exercise powers otherwise
granted by legislation. Regulations made under the applicable provincial statute expire after 18 months
and cannot be renewed.

Similarly, section 281(1) of British Columbia’s Community Charter empowers the provincial government
to act by regulations to:

(b) provide an exception to or a modification of a requirement or condition established by an
enactment;

(c) establish any terms and conditions the Lieutenant Governor in Council considers
appropriate regarding a power, modification or exception under this section;

(d) authorize a minister to establish any terms and conditions the minister considers
appropriate regarding a power, modification or exception under this section.

This language is less explicit than the Ontario statutes’ override sections. However, since the Community
Charter characterizes a municipal bylaw as an “enactment,” it appears that this section authorizes the
Lieutenant Governor in Council or a minister acting by regulation to retroactively modify the terms of
a municipal bylaw.

In 2024, Alberta similarly amended the Municipal Government Act to insert a new power enabling the
Lieutenant Governor in Council, at their own discretion, to repeal or amend any municipal bylaw
(s. 603.01), compel specific municipal actions to protect public health or safety (s. 615.11), and even
remove a councillor from office (s. 179.1).%

Nova Scotia’s passage of Bi// 24 in 2025 similarly formalizes provincial authority to challenge or
overturn municipal decisions. Amongst other measures, this legislation allows the provincial public
works minister to directly dictate municipal decisions with respect to transportation infrastructure.”’
In the summer of 2025, the Nova Scotia premier proposed using this legislation to overturn Halifax
council decisions regarding bike lanes in the city, leading council to reverse its decision (Patil 2025).
This situation mirrors a similar conflict in Ontario, where, enabled by B/ 212, Reducing Gridlock,
Saving Youn Time Act, 2024, the Province sought to remove existing bike lanes within Toronto, despite
opposition from the city council, and require provincial approval for new ones.” At the time of
writing, this legislation was successfully challenged in Ontario court by a third party as a violation of
section 7 of the Charter of Rights and Freedoms,” which guarantees the right to life, liberty, and security
of the person.” The Province has indicated an intent to appeal the decision.

27 We note that in 2022, the Supreme Court of Canada issued a controversial ruling that firmly establishes a new legal concept;
that of “constructive takings.” Under this doctrine, municipal zoning that sufficiently impedes the enjoyment of private property
without compensation may, within prescribed limitations, be challenged as de facto expropriation. See Harris (2023).

28 Municipal Affairs Statutes Amendment Act, 2024 SA 2024, ¢ 11. https://canlii.ca/t/5696s

29 Temporary Access to Land Act and Joint Regional Transportation Agency Act, SNS 2025, ¢ 10. https://canlii.ca/t/56gjh

30  Reducing Gridlock, Saving You Time Act, 2024 SO 2024, ¢ 25. https://canlii.ca/t/56ddr

31  Charter of Rights and Freedoms. The Constitution Act, 1982, Schedule B to the Canada Act 1982 (UK), 1982, ¢ 11, pt 1.
https://canlii.ca/t/1dsx

32 Cycle Toronto v Ontario (Attorney General), 2025 O.]. No. 3366. This decision has been criticized as overreach, as section 7 of
the Charter has been found by the courts to apply in relation to the administration of justice, not establish positive rights; in the
case, a positive right to a bicycle lane (Shaw and Schechner 2025).
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3.5 Conclusions

This review suggests that the scope of delegated authority and the autonomy with which it can be
exercised have expanded considerably over the past 40 years. Despite significant variation across the
country, Canadian municipalities now have broad general and specific powers to accomplish public
purposes without provincial oversight. All provinces and territories now establish a general welfare
power, all specify express powers, and all establish spheres of jurisdiction. Most have granted some or
all municipalities natural person power, albeit sometimes with limitations.

Within limits, lower courts have followed the Supreme Court of Canada’s lead in generously
interpreting the scope of municipal authority. However, the outer limit of municipalities’ legal
authority, especially that stemming from the general welfare power and the grant of authority, remains
ill-defined. As with all legal concepts in a common law system, the “real-world” scope of municipal
authority is defined only through judicial interpretation, and jurisprudence focusing on these elements
remains modest.

These are important and potentially far-reaching changes. Yet, as noted, provincial (and territorial)
supremacy remains an inescapable constitutional fact, affirmed by the courts. Delegated powers may
be limited, retracted, or overridden, and indeed several provinces have in recent years used their
authority to do so. The tension between autonomy and intervention — both at the discretion of
provincial and territorial governments — continues. Whether future observers will interpret recent
interventions as a slowing or reversal of the long-term trend toward the broadening of municipal
authority and discretion will become known only in the fullness of time.

4. Institutions

Contflicts pitting individual communities’ desire for self-determination against provinces’ desire

to increase the efficiency and equity of municipal service delivery and the fiscal viability and
administrative capacity of the local government system have occurred since Confederation. These
conflicts often involve how — and who decides how — municipal institutions should be organized. On
the one hand, local autonomy advocates argue that local control promotes democratic accountability
and innovation; on the other, provincial governments have a legitimate interest in local affairs insofar
as province-wide standards are desirable and municipal actions may generate negative externalities.

This section is concerned with municipalities’ discretion regarding

¢ municipal restructuring through amalgamation or annexation;

¢ the organization of their representative institutions, including the selection and prerogatives of
the head of council; and

¢ the organization of their administrative structures, including those by which services are delivered.

With greater powers and discretion comes greater risk. We also consider the “ethics regime” (Levine
2009) governing municipal elected officials, as well as oversight systems: codes of conduct of public
officials and their oversight, and the existence and role of municipal ombudsman and auditor general
functions. Lastly, we consider legal protections for municipal politicians.

4.1 Municipal restructuring

Unilateral provincial changes to municipal boundaries, including imposed annexations and
amalgamations, have been notable battlegrounds in intergovernmental relations. Six provinces have
imposed at least one round of comprehensive municipal amalgamations since the 1960s: Manitoba,
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New Brunswick, Nova Scotia, Ontario, Québec, and Prince Edward Island (Dollery, Garcea, and
LeSage 2008, 158—160; Sancton 2000). Manitoba consolidated 107 of its rural communities into

47 municipalities in the early 2010s (Ashton, Kelly, and Bollman 2015). In 2023, New Brunswick
comprehensively redesigned its municipal system, reducing the number of municipalities from 104 to
77 and bringing 22 percent of the provincial population that had previously resided in unincorporated
areas under the jurisdiction of municipal government (Taylor and Taylor 2024). In legal terms, these
large-scale restructuring exercises have been imposed by provincial governments through legislation, as
opposed to using procedures in the existing general legislation.

While these extraordinary actions have received considerable attention, most provinces’ and territories’
general municipal laws do in fact contain procedures for the initiation and approval of amalgamations
and annexations by municipal councils, the minister, or the public.” Table 4.1 presents an overview of

statutory provisions regarding the initiation of and consent for municipal restructuring;

Table 4.1. Boundary Change Procedures

Can initiate amalgamation or annexation
Prov./ . . B .
Public Council Minister Public approval
Terr.
BC Annexation: Local Local Government Act, s. 12(2)
Government Act, s. 12 (©); Community Charter, s. 279
AB Municipal Government Act, | Municipal Government Act,
ss. 102, 116 ss. 99.1, 107, 110, 116
SK Municipalities Act, s. 54(1) | Municipalities Act, s. 53(1) | Municipalities Act, s. 49(1) | Cities Act, s. 47(1) (Minister
Cities Act, s. 43(1) may order vote)
MB Municipal Act, s. 34(1) Municipal Act, ss. 46(1), 47 | Municipal Act, ss. 42(2), 48
(apply to Municipal (Municipal Board may require
Board) vote)
ON Municipal Act, s. 181(c) | Municipal Act, s. 173(1), Municipal Act, s. 181(b)
181(a)
QC Act Respecting Municipal Act Respecting Municipal
Territorial Organization, ss. Territorial Organization, ss. 100,
85, 128 142, 153 (Minister may order
vote)
NB Local Governance Act, s. 21
NS Municipal Government Act, | Municipal Government Act, | Municipal Government A,
s. 358 s. 358 s. 358
PE Municipal Government Act, | Municipal Government A,
s. 15(2) s. 15(2)
NL Towns and Local Service
Districts Act, s. 14
YT Municipal Act,'s. 17(1) Municipal Act,s. 17(1) Municipal Act,s. 17(1)
NT Cities, Towns, and Villages | Cities, Towns, and Villages
Aet, s. 11(1) Aet, s. 11(1)
NU Cities, Towns, and Villages | Cities, Towns, and Villages
Act,s. 7 Act,s. 7
33 In Québec, municipal restructuring procedures for most municipalities are set out in a dedicated statute, the At Respecting

Municipal Territorial Organization, CQLR ¢ O-9, https://canlii.ca/t/56kl9, rather than in the Municipal Code ot the Cities and Towns

Act.
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4.1.1 Initiation

In all provinces and territories except British Columbia, New Brunswick, and Newfoundland and
Labrador, statutes set out a procedure whereby municipal councils can initiate annexations and
amalgamations themselves, typically on application to the minister or to a provincial board or
tribunal.’* General legislation in Québec does not provide a procedure for the minister to initiate
annexations or amalgamations, although ministerial approval is required. In Québec and Ontario,
restructuring has typically occurred through ad hoc special legislation.

In addition to the procedures summarized in Table 4.1, Part XVII of Nova Scotia’s Municipal
Government Act includes a procedure for the formation of new, single-tier regional municipalities.

On request from all councils in a single county, the Nova Scotia Regulatory and Appeals Board will
undertake a study of the proposal’s advisability. If the study finds that consolidation is in the public
interest, and a majority of the county electors approves in a plebiscite, the Lieutenant Governor in
Council may proceed to dissolve the county and its municipalities and replace them with a new, single-
tier regional government.

Only in Saskatchewan, Ontario, Nova Scotia, and the Yukon can municipal restructuring be initiated by
a petition from residents.

4.1.2 Approval

In almost all provinces and territories, amalgamations and annexations must be approved by the
responsible minister. Unlike many American states, few provinces require an affirmative vote of
residents in affected areas. British Columbia is a partial exception; it requires that residents approve
annexations (Local Government Act, s. 12(2)(c)) and amalgamations (Community Charter, s. 279) before
they go into effect. Québec allows the minister to order a consultative vote on amalgamation, although
there is no obligation to observe its results (An Act Respecting Municipal Territorial Organization, s. 95);
however, a vote is required for annexation (ss. 133—134). The same is true in Saskatchewan and
Manitoba.

In some provinces and territories, municipal boards or tribunals are involved. Manitoba’s Municipal
Act requires that the Manitoba Municipal Board advise the minister on amalgamations or annexations,
except for minor annexations about which there is no dispute (ss. 34(2), 48). In Nova Scotia, the
provincially appointed Regulatory and Appeals Board (Municipal Government Act, s. 357) may approve
annexations or amalgamations. If a municipality initiates a restructuring in Saskatchewan or Prince
Edward Island, the applicable provincial statutes mandate a mediation process if another affected
municipality does not consent to amalgamation or being annexed. If no agreement is reached in
Saskatchewan, the Saskatchewan Municipal Board rules (Citzes Act, s. 43.1; Munzcipalities Act, s. 60).

In Prince Edward Island, failed mediation leads to a public hearing before the Island Regulatory and
Appeals Commission (Municipal Government Act, s. 17).

4.2 Reorganizing representative institutions

The question of control over the structure of the municipality’s representations was thrown into
sharp relief by the Ontario government’s unilateral reorganizations of Toronto’s ward system in 2000

34 The restructuring process set forth in Ontario’s Municipal Act is not available to the Cities of Toronto, Hamilton, Ottawa,
and Greater Sudbury; nor to the Counties of Haldimand and Norfolk; nor to regional municipalities and their lower-tier
municipalities, except for minor restructuring proposals (see s. 171(2)).
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and 2018. In the United States, home rule (see Box 4.1) and greater reliance on special legislation

to incorporate municipalities ensure more variation in representative forms among municipalities.
Distinctions between council-manager, mayor-council, and commission government systems are well
known and accepted there, as well as considerable variation in the independent scope of mayoral
authority, the role of parties, and the territorial basis of representation. Canada’s use of general
legislation to constitute most municipalities and to limit local control over institutional structures has
had a homogenizing effect.

Box 4.1: Home Rule: An American Doctrine

Home rule, an American legal concept, refers to the entrenchment in state laws or constitutions
of provisions that either prohibit state special legislation regarding municipal affairs, or
delegate to municipalities the authority to amend their own charters respecting the structure
of their representative and administrative institutions, revenue raising, service provision, and
labour relations (Local Law Center 2015).

Late 19th century good government reformers advocated home rule to decongest state
legislative business, which was overwhelmed by local special legislation, and to eliminate
incentives to partisan patronage, whereby state legislative leaders would manipulate local offices
and contracts to reward their friends (Taylor 2019, 54-57). Home rule is distinct from, but
related to, the greater reliance on special laws rather than general legislation to constitute local
governments in many American states compared with the process in Canadian provinces.

Canadian observers tend to overestimate the scope of American home rule. Even where

it is in effect, states retain their original constitutional authority to intervene unilaterally in
municipal affairs. Home rule has proven easy for state legislatures to circumvent, as evidenced
by a growing American literature on states’ pre-emption of local policymaking in a wide
range of policy areas (DuPuis et al. 2017; Riverstone-Newell 2017). While the constitutional
entrenchment of an inalienable sphere of municipal jurisdiction is theoretically possible in
Canada through amendments to the Constitution Act, 1867, it is unlikely to occur, given the
political complexity of “opening up” the Constitution.”

4.2.1 Head of council: Selection, authority, and duties

In most provinces, the head of council — variously called the mayor, reeve, warden, or chair —is the
individual who presides over the activities of a municipality’s council. Most provinces provide for the

35  Unlike American states, Canadian provinces do not have self-standing, unilaterally amendable written constitutions distinct
from ordinary legislation. Rather, provinces are constituted in a variety of ways — not only by the various Constitution Acts, but

also by other documents customarily considered constitutional, such as Newfoundland and Labrador’s Terwzs of Union. Indeed,

the content and scope of Canadian provincial constitutions remains unsettled (Price 2017). While this arrangement is untested,
we believe that the provincial legislature and the federal Parliament would have to approve the constitutional entrenchment of

an autonomous sphere of jurisdiction for municipalities within a single province (s. 43). This mechanism was used to abolish
religion-based education rights in Québec and Newfoundland and Labrador, in the former case replacing them with language-
based schools. To add a municipal schedule to the federal-provincial division of powers in the Constitution Act, 1982, would requite
the approval of seven provinces representing 50 percent of the Canadian population (s. 38). Good (2019) points to alternative
ways of thinking about the constitutionality of local governments. Municipal laws can be considered organic laws (that is, subject
to a higher standard of amendment than regular legislation due to their foundational nature) or enacted using “manner and form”
provisions that explicitly recognize their constitutionality in the provincial context. No province has used such approaches and
their effect is untested in the courts.
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head of council to be selected by an at-large vote of the municipality’s electors. Newfoundland and
Labrador is the major exception. There, the default procedure follows the historical British model of
selection by a majority of council following an election, however municipalities may choose to directly
elect the head of council by an affirmative vote of two-thirds of the council (Towns and Local Service
Districts Act, s. 27). In Alberta, where the default is direct election at large, the reverse is possible:

prior to a municipal election, a council may pass a bylaw authorizing the selection of the head of
council from among the councillors by vote of the council. Similarly, Nova Scotia counties and district
municipalities and Yukon towns may, if provided for by bylaw, choose to select the head of council
from among the council membership. Table 4.2 lists the various ways in which municipal heads of
council are selected.

Table 4.2. How Municipal Heads of Council are Selected

Prov./ Default selection method Exceptions
Terr.
BC Direct election at large
AB Direct election at large Council may pass bylaw to select head of council by vote of council
SK Direct election at large
MB Direct election at large
ON Direct election at large County wardens and the chairs of several regional municipalities are selected

by vote of council

QC Direct election at large Some regional county municipality wardens are selected by vote of council

NB Direct election at large

NS Direct election at large County and district municipality wardens may be selected from among the
councillors

PE Direct election at large

NL Selection by vote of council | Council may pass bylaw with two-thirds majority to enable municipality-wide

direct election

YT Direct election at large Council of a town (but not a city) may, by bylaw, provide for the election of
one additional councillor instead of a mayor, and allow for the designation of
mayor by a majority of councillors

NT Direct election at large

NU Direct election at large

In Ontario, heads of council of single- and lower-tier general-purpose local governments — cities,
towns, townships, and villages — are directly elected at large. There is variation, however, among upper-
tier units. With the exception of Wellington County, all county councils select their heads of council
from among their own number. This is also true of the chairs in most regional municipal councils;
however, some are directly elected. These variations are codified in special legislation.
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In Québec, the Act Respecting Municipal Territorial Organigation sets out the procedures for selection of
the warden of a regional county municipality (RCM). Ordinarily under the Act, “the warden shall
be elected by the members of the council, from among those members who are mayors” of the
constituent local municipalities (s. 210.26). Alternatively, RCMs outside the Montréal Metropolitan
Community may choose to elect their warden at large (s. 210.29.1).

Heads of council in Canada are considered members of the council and participate in council votes.
In most jurisdictions, they have few statutory prerogatives greater than those exercised by other
councillors. Section 225 of the Ontario Municipal Act codifies the “standard package” of authority and
duties of heads of council found in most general municipal laws:

to act as chief executive officer of the municipality; to preside over council meetings so that its
business can be carried out efficiently and effectively; to provide leadership to the council; to
provide information and recommendations to the council with respect to the role of council;
to represent the municipality at official functions; and to carry out the duties of the head of
council under this or any other Act (s. 225; see also Rust-D’Eye, Bar-Moshe, and James 2015,
21-22).

British Columbia, Québec, and Prince Edward Island grant significant additional powers to the head
of council in their respective municipalities. Drawing on Graham (2018) and a review of general
municipal legislation, we have summarized the duties and authority of mayors in Table 4.3. These
differences are most pronounced in British Columbia, where mayors can hire and suspend the chief
administrative officer, appoint standing committees of council, and require reconsideration of council
decisions (Commmunity Charter, ss. 131, 141, 151). This authority is mirrored in the Local Government Act
provisions pertaining to regional district chairs (ss. 217-218, 239—241). In the Yukon, the mayor may
also suspend the CAO until the next meeting of council, which makes the final decision (Municipal
Aet, ss. 180(1)(d), 189). The mayor of Winnipeg appoints the powerful Executive Policy Committee
and committee standing chairs (City of Winnipeg Act, s. 59(1)). After the adoption of the City of Toronto
Aet (20006), the municipal code was revised to enable the mayor to appoint an executive committee
comprising standing committee chairs.

In 2022, Ontario introduced a controversial change to these norms and practices by introducing
so-called “strong mayor” powers, first in Toronto and Ottawa, and then progressively to other
municipalities (see Taylor et al. 2023). As of 2025, regulations enacted under Part VI.1 of both the
Municipal Act and City of Toronto Act designate 216 municipalities (out of the province’s 444) where the
head of council is afforded extra powers. These additional powers permit the mayor to

* hire and fire prescribed municipal employees;

* appoint chairs and vice-chairs of local boards;

* establish, dissolve, and appoint the chairs and vice-chairs of council committees;

* place items on the council agenda;

* develop and propose the municipal budget;

* veto council decisions (subject to override by a two-thirds vote of council) if the adopted
bylaw is deemed by the mayor to interfere with a provincial priority; and

* pass bylaws with only one-third support of council if the bylaw is deemed by the mayor to
advance a provincial priority.
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Table 4.3. Authority and Duties of the Head of Council

Power BC AB SK MB | ON | QC NB NS PE NL YT NT | NU
CEO ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° °
ook
Presides over ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° °
council
Leads council ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° °
Represel‘lts ([ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] ([ ] [ ] [ ) [ )
municipality
May fire ° ° °
employees * sk *
Appoints standing ° °
committees s
May require ° °
reconsideration *%
of council
decision
Staff reports to °
head of council
(not council as a
whole)
Casts vote to °
break tie
Appoints deputy o
mayor

* Mayor may “suspend” CAO until the next council meeting, which makes the final decision. ** In municipalities with “strong mayor”
powers as designated under O. Reg. 529/22 and O. Reg, 530/22. *** Mayor is referred to as “senior executive officet” (Cities, Towns, and
Villages Act, $.39(2)).

Importantly, the exercise of several of these powers is subject to the mayor determining that the
council decision at hand is related to a “provincial priority” defined in regulation under the Municipal
Act or Ciity of Toronto Act. As adopted by regulation in 2022, the Province has articulated two priorities:
building housing and constructing and maintaining infrastructure to support housing. The existence
of “provincial priorities” illustrates a tension between provincial goals and local discretion. On the one
hand, considerable authority heretofore exercised by council collectively has been centralized in heads
of council; on the other hand, the mayor’s biggest “sticks” can only be used if they are consistent with
provincial, rather than local, priorities.

Similar “strong mayor” powers may be adopted elsewhere. At the time of writing, it has been reported
that the mayor of Halifax has asked the Nova Scotia government for similar powers and that the
provincial government offered such powers to the previous mayor, who turned them down (Gorman
2025); however the premier has decided to maintain the status quo (Halef 2025).

4.2.2 Establishing and altering wards and ward boundaries

36

Canadian municipal councils are generally organized in one of two ways.” In most provinces, the

norm is a ward-based system in which councillors represent territorially defined districts. In British

36 The once-common board of control — an executive body separate from the council with special financial and administrative
authority, usually separately elected at large — no longer exists in any Canadian municipality (Tindal et al. 2017, 248-249).
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Columbia, the norm is election at large, whereby all electors vote for all candidates and the council
is populated by those who receive the most votes. As Table 4.4 shows, the level of control that
municipalities have in determining the form of representation varies among provinces.

Table 4.4. Municipality’s Power to Organize Council Without Provincial /Territorial Approval

Prov./

Establish wards Set ward boundaries
Terr.

BC No (only with approval of Lieutenant Governor No (only with approval of LGIC)
in Council (LGIC), unless in original letters patent;
called “neighbourhood constituencies”)

AB Yes Yes

SK No (not in rural municipalities; in non-rural No (not in rural municipalities; in non-rural
municipalities, determined by municipal wards municipalities, determined by municipal wards
commission, following public hearings) commission, following public hearings)

MB Yes (25 voters may require Municipal Board to review | Yes (25 voters may require Municipal Board to review
bylaw, with hearing; the Board may reject bylaw) bylaw, with hearing; the Board may reject bylaw)

ON Yes (may be sought by petition of 1% of electors; Yes (may be sought by petition of 1% of electors;
bylaw subject to appeal to Ontario Land Tribunal; the | bylaw subject to appeal to Ontario Land Tribunal; the
Tribunal may reject bylaw) Tribunal may reject bylaw)

QC Required for local municipalities greater than 20,000 Yes
population, can be adopted by two-thirds vote of
council for smaller municipalities.

NB Yes (with public notice) Yes (with public notice)

NS No (requires consent of Nova Scotia Utility and No (requires consent of Nova Scotia Utility and
Review Board, after hearing) Review Board, after hearing)

PE Yes. Yes

NL Towns: by 2/3 vote of councillors; with limitation on Towns: by 2/3 vote of councillors; with limitation on
number of councillors number of councillors
Regions: by LGIC Regions: by LGIC

YT No (requires approval from Minister) No (requires approval from Minister)

NT No (requires approval from Minister) No (requires approval from Minister)

NU No (requires approval from Minister) No (requires approval from Minister)

Only three provinces — Alberta, New Brunswick, and Prince Edward Island — delegate broad
autonomy to establish ward systems and determine ward boundaries. Alberta’s Municipal Government
Aet places no constraints on council’s ability to create, modify, or eliminate wards (s. 148(2)). In New
Brunswick, the Local Governance Act requires that a council publish or broadcast notice of its intention
to pass a ward division bylaw within 10 days before the bylaw is first considered by council (s. 45(1)).
Prince Edward Island’s Municipal Government Act requires only that the number of electors not vary by
greater than 10 percent among all the wards (s. 39(4)).”” In Prince Edward Island, councils are required
to establish a local Electoral Boundaries Commission to review wards following every third election,
but they are not bound to accept its recommendations.

In the other provinces, the power to establish or modify ward systems is subject to approval by the
minister, an independent local commission, or a provincial board. Territorial legislation does not
provide for ward systems.

37  This may set an important precedent as there is no constitutional or legal requirement for equal representation by population
at the local level. Supreme Court decisions regarding justifiable deviations from equal representation apply only at the federal and
provincial levels (Sancton 1992).
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British Columbia’s Local Government Act prescribes a process for creating a municipal ward system in
incorporated municipalities. Unless the municipality was originally divided into wards (referred to as
“neighbourhood constituencies”) in the letters patent incorporating it, its council may establish wards
only with the approval of the Lieutenant Governor in Council (s.53(4)). Only one municipality, the
District of Lake Country, has established wards.

Saskatchewan has a unique approach to third-party oversight of a municipality’s authority to divide
into wards for council elections. Under both the Municipal Act (s. 84) and the Cities Act (s. 58), bylaws
that create or alter municipal wards must be approved by an independent municipal wards commission
appointed by the municipal council.”® Only the municipality’s clerk, and no council members, may sit
on this local commission. The commission must hold public hearings before reaching its decision.

Under Manitoba’s Municipal Act, municipalities have the authority to establish and amend ward
boundaries, subject to the requirement that they attempt to ensure an approximately equal number of
electors in each ward (s. 88). Proposed establishment or modification of wards is also subject to review
by the Municipal Board; upon receipt of a written request from at least 25 voters in a municipality, the
Municipal Board may hold a hearing on the proposed bylaw and may require that the law be amended
or returned to council for further consideration (s. 89).

Ontario’s Municipal Act functions in a similar way: municipalities may divide or redivide a municipality
into wards, but any such decision is subject to possible appeal to the Ontario Land Tribunal, which
may affirm or reject the bylaw (s. 222). Electors may also initiate a change by submitting a petition to
council endorsed by the lesser of 500 electors or 1 percent of electors in the municipality, and may
appeal to the Lland Tribunal in cases where council fails to act on the petition within 90 days (s. 223).

In Québec, municipal authority to establish municipal “electoral districts” is laid out in the Aet
Respecting Elections and Referendums in Municipalities rather than in general municipal legislation.” This
legislation establishes the circumstances under which electoral districts are to be established (ss. 4-7)
and the procedures by which those districts should be determined (ss. 9-15). Division into districts
is required for local municipalities with more than 20,000 population, and they can be adopted by

a two-thirds vote of council in smaller municipalities. These requirements do not apply to regional
county municipalities. This legislation also establishes a process through which electors may object
and trigger a public hearing on proposed boundaries (ss. 16—20), and by which the Commission

de la représentation électorale may reject or amend a proposed bylaw (s. 31). Councils can amend
boundaries, but a two-thirds vote of council is required to abolish them in small local municipalities.

In Nova Scotia, any municipal bylaw to divide or redivide a municipality into wards must be approved
by the Nova Scotia Regulatory and Appeals Board after a public hearing on the issue (s. 368). In each
case, the provincial agency has authority to reject, amend, or approve a municipality’s wards bylaw.

In Newfoundland and Labrador, the Towns and Local Service Districts Act prescribes that wards may be
established or altered in towns, either by order of the minister or through a bylaw passed by at least
two-thirds of the municipal councillors in office (s. 25).

4.2.3 Establishing council committees and community councils

In all provinces and territories, municipalities have the power to create committees of council
without conditions or constraints. At the same time, only two provinces — Ontario and Nova Scotia

— provide for community councils or area committees to assist municipal councils in addressing

38  These provisions do not apply to rural municipalities.
39 Act Respecting Elections and Referendums in Municipalities, CQLR ¢ E-22. https://canlii.ca/t/52t4c
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issues of importance to sub-areas of the municipality.”’ Some observers consider this a shortcoming
in provincial legislation, arguing that community councils serve an important democratic function,
especially in large cities (Flynn 2017, 96). Spicer (2016a, 129) has found that few Ontario municipalities

have chosen to exercise this authority.

4.3 Determining modes of service delivery

In most provinces, general municipal legislation implicitly or explicitly gives municipalities wide latitude

in how they provide services under their assigned jurisdiction, including

* in-house delivery by municipal departments or divisions;
* contracting out, through agreements with private contractors;
* joint-power arrangements with other municipalities; and

* through special-purpose bodies such as public utility corporations.

British Columbia entrenches flexibility in section 8(2) of the Comumunity Charter, which states that “A
municipality may provide any service that the council considers necessary or desirable and may do this

directly or through another public authority or another person or organization.”

In some provinces, legislation specifically prescribes that certain services be provided through special-
purpose bodies or corporations with varying degrees of municipal policy and budgetary oversight.
Ontario, for example, prescribes specific institutional structures for police services, electric utilities,

library services, and watershed management.

4.3.1 Power to create corporations

An independent authority to create public corporations without provincial approval is a potentially
useful extension of a municipality’s ability to reorganize its internal structures. For example,
municipalities may create corporations for tourism promotion, economic development, land

management, or other purposes.

Provincial statutes vary in their provisions authorizing municipalities to establish corporations. As
Table 4.5 indicates, most do, with Prince Edward Island being the most permissive. In the other
provinces, a municipality’s power to incorporate a corporation is constrained to some extent, usually by
provincial oversight or approval. In all provinces except Newfoundland and Labrador, a municipality
can establish corporations to undertake only such activities and exercise such powers as the
municipality is authorized to undertake itself. In other words, the act of incorporating a separate legal
entity cannot extend the authorized jurisdiction of the municipality (Lidstone 2004, 28).

It can be argued that, where it exists, the natural person power renders a separate authorization to
establish corporations redundant (Lidstone 2004, 28). This opens up an as-yet untested legal question:

are limited authorizations superseded by the more expansive natural person power?

40  See Ontario Municipal Act, s. 23.6; City of Toronto Act, s. 24.1; Halifax Regional Municipality Charter Act, ss. 24-29.
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Table 4.5. Power to Create Corporations

Prov./ Enabled Restrictions
Terr.

BC ° Approval of Inspector of Municipalities (Community Charter s. 185(1))

AB ° After a public hearing; may be restricted by Minister’s Regulations (Municipal Government Act, s.
75.1)

SK ° Annual financial statements of “controlled corporations” must be audited (Cities Act s. 158)

MB ° Approval of Minister (Implicit under Municipal Act, s.1(1), definition of “municipal participation
corporation”)

ON ° May be restricted by Minister’s Regulations (Municipal Act s. 203(1))

QC ° For specific purposes (Municipal Powers Act, ss. 17.1, 111)

NB ° For limited described purposes; must be non-profit (Local Government Act ss. 8(1-2))

NS ° No

PE ° None (Municipal Government Act s. 181.1)

NL ° For limited purposes; must be non-profit (Towns & Local Services District Act, s. 179(1))

YT ° Can only be established to perform functions that municipality itself may do (Municipal Act, s.
43))

NT ° “may, by bylaw, establish a board or commission to administer or provide a service, public utility
or facility as an agent of the municipal corporation” (Cities, Towns, and Villages Act, s. 60(1))
which may be “a corporate entity” (Cities, Towns, and Villages Act, s. 60(2))

NU ° “may, by bylaw, establish a board or commission to administer all or part of one or more
programs and services within the jurisdiction of the municipal corporation” (Cities, Towns,
and VVillages Act (Nu), s. 31.1(1)) and determine “whether the board or commission is to be
established as a separate body corporate under the Business Corporations Act” (Cities, Towns, and
Villages Act (Nu), 31.1(2)(f))

Nova Scotia law does not permit municipalities to establish separate corporations (nor do they grant
municipalities natural person powers). However, Nova Scotia municipalities may enter into agreements
with other municipalities, villages,* service commissions, the provincial and federal governments

or their agencies, and band councils to provide or administer municipal or village services, and may
further delegate this responsibility to a separate body corporate (Municipal Government Act, s. 60). The
Municipal Housing Corporations Act (RSNS, c. 304, s. 1) provides for municipalities to individually or
jointly establish a housing corporation with permission of the minister.

4.4 Ethics, accountability, and transparency

Contflict of interest laws prohibiting municipal councillors from taking part in decisions where they
have a private interest exist in all jurisdictions. However, concerns about the accountability, ethical
behaviour, and transparency of local institutions and activities have grown as municipalities have taken
on more tasks and gained greater autonomy (Levine 2009). All provinces, but none of the territories,
now provide oversight mechanisms for municipal elected officials of one kind or another. As Table 4.6
shows, however, they differ in whether these are locally or provincially administered, and how much
discretion local governments have over rule-making. As noted below, in provinces where integrity
commissioners are not required, several municipalities have voluntarily retained them.

41 In Nova Scotia, “villages” are unincorporated communities that may receive services from a larger county or municipality in
which they are situated, or through an unelected commission.
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In this section, we examine several common institutional devices: the code of conduct for conncillors,

which provides a standard for councillor behaviour intended to prevent ethical conflicts; the zntegrity

commissioner, who independently investigates possible ethical breaches at the request of the council;

the ombudsperson, who independently investigates municipal actions at the request of members of

the public; and the auditor general, who independently conducts value-for-money audits of municipal

activities.*

Table 4.6. Ethical Oversight and Councillors’ Protection

Prov./ | Code of conduct Integrity Ombudsperson Local Auditor Protection for
Terr. for councillors Commissioner General councillors
BC Yes — optional Provincial Yes — optional Yes (if not grossly

Ombudsman has negligent)
jurisdiction
AB (Repealed in 2025) Provincial No — provincial Yes
Ombudsman has Minister may
jurisdiction intervene
SK Yes — mandatory Provincial Yes
Ombudsman has
jurisdiction
MB Yes — mandatory Provincial Provincial Yes
Ombudsman has Auditor General
jurisdiction has jurisdiction;
Winnipeg appoints
City Auditor
ON Yes — mandatory, Yes — mandatory Optional (or Yes, for Toronto; Yes
Bill 9 (2025) would Provincial optional for other
standardize Ombudsman) municipalities
QC Yes — mandatory Optional (needs Yes, for No (but municipality
2/3 vote of municipalities over | will provide defence
municipal council) | 100,000 population; | against claims)
optional for others
NB Yes — mandatory Provincial No (council may
Ombudsman has indemnify)
jurisdiction
NS Yes — mandatory, Provincial Yes, for Halifax No (but notice
content Ombudsman has Regional required and
standardized in jurisdiction Municipality limitation period
regulation reduced)
PE Yes — mandatory No — Provincial Provincial Yes (if not negligent)
Minister may act Ombudsman has
jurisdiction
NL Yes — mandatory, Yes
model code
YT Yes (if not grossly
negligent)
NT Yes (if not grossly
negligent)
NU Yes (if not grossly
negligent)

42 Other institutions and offices exist in some jurisdictions, but due to limited space we do not discuss them here. These

include lobbyist registrars and closed meeting investigators. We also do not discuss freedom of information rules and

requirements, laws, and regulations that govern election campaigns and campaigning, ethics codes governing municipal employees,

and whistleblower protections. The broader “ethical infrastructure” of local government deserves separate investigation.
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4.4.1 Code of conduct for councillors

Codes of conduct establish standards for respectful conduct and ethical behaviour and permit
investigation of transgressions of these standards. In the early 2000s, the United Kingdom Parliament
required all local authorities to draw up codes of conduct and stipulated that they mirror the model
code of conduct developed by Parliament (Dollery, Garcea, and LeSage 2008, 83). Most Canadian
provinces and territories have been less directive, although mandating the local adoption of codes of
conduct with prescribed content is increasingly common.

The general statutes of Saskatchewan, Manitoba, Ontario, Nova Scotia, New Brunswick, Prince
Edward Island and Newfoundland and Labrador (as of 2024)* requitre that municipalities adopt a code
of conduct for councillors. In each case, accompanying regulations contain guidelines for the content
of the code. For example, section 1 of Ontatio Regulation 55/18 lists mandatory code of conduct
subjects:

1. Gifts, benefits, and hospitality;

2. Respectful conduct, including conduct toward officers and employees of the municipality
or the local board;

3. Confidential information;

4. Use of property of the municipality or of the local board.*

Manitoba’s regulation established under section 84.1(1) of the Municipal Act is similar.*

In British Columbia, neither the Community Charter nor the Vanconver Charter require municipalities to
establish a code of conduct for councillors, but do require that municipalities “consider” establishing
one and provide an explanation if they choose not to (Raso and Fox 2024).

The most stringent provinces are Québec and Nova Scotia. Québec’s Municipal Ethics and Good Conduct
Aet mandates municipal adoption of binding codes of ethics and conduct and prescribes the rules

to be covered by the codes.* Each municipality’s code must be updated every fout years, after a
municipal election. Municipalities must publish a notice of the draft bylaw for the proposed code of
ethics and conduct. The same statute also requires municipalities to adopt a separate code of conduct
for employees. Alleged breaches of municipal codes may be investigated by a provincial body, the
Commission municipale du Québec. In 2024, Nova Scotia prescribed in regulation standardized codes
of conduct for councillors serving in villages, municipalities, and Halifax.*” If passed, Ontario’ Bill 9,
the Municipal Accountability Act, 2025, would allow for the creation of a standardized code of conduct
for all municipalities across the province (Ontario 2025).

Regardless of provincial mandates, all municipalities likely have the authority to adopt binding
councillors’ codes of conduct under their general welfare or natural person powers. In doing so, a
municipality may establish rules and procedures that complement — and in some cases exceed — those
in provincial law (Cunningham 2011, 160-162).

43 In 2024, Newfoundland and Labrador passed a Municipal Conduct Act requiring municipalities to adopt a code of conduct
and published a model code of conduct to which municipalities may refer. See Municipal Conduct Act, SNL 2021 ¢ M-20.11,
https://canlii.ca/t/55m71; and Code of Conduct Template — Councillors, May 2024. https://www.gov.nl.ca/mpa/files/Code-of-
Conduct-Policy-for-Councillors-May-2024.pdf

44 Codes of Conduct — Prescribed Subject Matters, O Reg 55/18. https://canlii.ca/t/53jw0

45 Council Members” Codes of Conduct Regulation, Man Reg 98/2020. https://canlii.ca/t/54rnf

46 Municipal Ethics and Good Condnet Act, CQLR ¢ E-15.1.0.1. https://canlii.ca/t/56g2z

47  Code of Conduct for Elected Officials Regulations, NS Reg 218/2024, https://canlii.ca/t/56h2¢; Code of Conduct for
Municipal Elected Officials Regulations, NS Reg 219/2024, https://canlii.ca/t/56h2d; Code of Conduct for Village Elected
Officials Regulations, NS Reg 220/2024. https://canlii.ca/t/56h2g
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The one exception is Alberta. Since 2015, Alberta’s Municipal Government Act required municipalities to
establish codes of conduct for municipal office holders. However, in 2025, the provincial government
enacted Bill 50, which included provisions that nullify all municipal codes of conduct in the province,
ostensibly to prevent the “weaponization” of codes when relationships among councillors break
down (Bellefontaine 2025).* The minister has proposed replacing codes of conduct with an ethics or
integrity commissioner.

4.4.2 Integrity commissioner

Recognizing that having councillors investigate and police themselves regarding code of conduct
violations and conflicts of interest is in itself a conflict of interest, some jurisdictions have created
independent investigation and recommendation functions.

To date, Ontario is the only province that mandates the appointment of an external integrity
commissioner. The City of Toronto was the first Canadian municipality to do so in 2004 (Cunningham
2011, 164) in response to scandals involving lapses of judgment and ethical conflicts among
councillors and senior officials that led to judicial inquiries in Toronto and Mississauga (see Bellamy
2005). Sections 223.3-5 of the Ontario Municipal Act require that all municipalities retain an integrity
commissioner, exclusively or jointly with other municipalities. The Municipal Act prescribes that the
commissioner is responsible for applying a municipality’s rules of ethical behaviour and code of
conduct, enforcing certain provisions of the Municipal Conflict of Interest Act, and providing education
and advice regarding these rules, codes, and statutes. The City of Toronto Act similarly requires the
appointment of an Integrity Commissioner (ss. 158—164). If passed, Ontario’s Bill 9, the Municipal
Acconntability Act, 2025, would establish a test that integrity commissioners must meet to recommend
removal of elected councillors, as well as a framework governing commissioners’ investigations and
complaints (Ontario 2025).

The councils of several British Columbia municipalities have appointed integrity commissioners,
including Vancouver, Surrey, and Maple Ridge. Regina and Saskatoon in Saskatchewan, and Winnipeg
in Manitoba, have also done so. In Prince Edward Island, Chatlottetown’s code provides for the
appointment of an external investigator if complaints cannot be otherwise resolved. Retaining an
external commissioner or appointing an investigator is not required in provincial legislation in these
provinces. The provincial Ombudsperson of British Columbia has called for a formal, province-wide
approach to municipal oversight (Ombudsperson B.C. 2025).

The Province of Alberta recently amended the Municipal Government Act (s. 179.1) to give itself

the authority to dismiss elected councillors if it deems it “in the public interest” to do so.* This
discretionary power goes far beyond the legal criteria and penalties found in conflict-of-interest rules
and the provision for investigatory processes described above.

4.4.3 Ombudsperson

An “ombudsman” is an impartial, independent official who investigates complaints made by the public
regarding the actions of governments and other organizations. Montréal established the first municipal
ombudsman’s office in Canada. The Province of Québec amended the Cities and Towns Act (div. XI.1)

and the Municipal Code (Title XX VIIIL.1) in 2006 to enable municipalities to establish an ombudsman by

48 Municipal Affairs Statutes Amendment Act, 2025 SA 2025, ¢ 13. https://canlii.ca/t/56hgb
49 Municipal Affairs Statntes Amendment Act, 2024, SA 2024, ¢ 11. https://canlii.ca/t/5696s
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a two-thirds majority vote. In Ontario, a municipality may appoint its own ombudsperson (Municipal
Aect, s. 223.13); the City of Toronto is required to establish one (Cizy of Toronto Act, ss. 170-176).

Seven provinces — British Columbia, Alberta, Saskatchewan, Manitoba, Ontario, New Brunswick,
Nova Scotia, and Prince Edward Island — empower a provincial ombudsperson to investigate residents’
complaints regarding municipal actions or service delivery. Québec’s provincial ombudsperson

does not have jurisdiction to investigate or act on complaints against municipalities. Similarly,
Newfoundland and Labradot’s citizens’ representative (which is akin to a provincial ombudsperson), is
not empowered to deal with citizens’ complaints against municipalities.

4.4.4 Auditor general

Several large municipalities across the country have established auditors general, analogous to those

at the provincial and federal level, empowered to conduct investigations and issue reports on their
own Initiative on the municipality’s compliance with financial and administrative rules, and spending
with due regard for economy and efficiency.” In some cases this is mandated in legislation. The City
of Toronto Act (ss. 177—182) establishes an auditor general “responsible for assisting city council in
holding itself and city administrators accountable for the quality of stewardship over public funds and
for achievement of value for money in city operations” (s. 178.1). Ontario’s Municipal Act (s. 223.19)
authorizes, but does not mandate, municipalities to appoint an auditor general. Greater Sudbury,
Ottawa, Peel Region, and Windsor are known to have established auditors general under this authority.

British Columbia established a provincial Auditor General for Local Government in 2012,”' but the
office was decommissioned in 2021 after consistent opposition from municipalities (Shaw 2020). The
City of Vancouver established its own auditor general in 2019. Other municipalities, including Calgary
and Edmonton, have done the same, relying on their own general legal authorization to do so. The
City of Winnipeg Act (ss. 102—-107) provides for the appointment of a city auditor. As amended in 2008,
the Halifax Regional Municipality Charter (ss. 49—54) mandates the appointment of an Auditor General.
Québec’s Cities and Towns Act (s. 107.1) requires every municipality with more than 100,000 residents to
establish an auditor general.

4.5 Protection of councillors from liability

While seemingly a technical question, the potential for municipal councillors to be held liable for
actions made in the course of their work may have far-reaching effects. Liability may discourage
individuals from running for office or stifle necessary risk-taking by officeholders.

The general municipal laws of seven provinces and three territories offer some protection to
councillors for claims arising from their actions (see Table 4.6). Ontario’s Municipal Act is the most
stringent, providing that:

No proceeding for damages or otherwise shall be commenced against a member of council
or an officer, employee or agent of a municipality or a person acting under the instructions of
the officer, employee or agent for any act done in good faith in the performance or intended
performance of a duty or authority under this Act or a by-law passed under it or for any
alleged neglect or default in the performance in good faith of the duty or authority (s. 448(1)).

50 A permanent, appointed “auditor general” operating independently of the municipality and its council and empowered to
conduct its own investigations is distinct from retaining external professional services to audit financial statements, although these
functions are sometimes combined.

51 Auditor General for Local Government Act, SBC 2012, ¢ 5. https://canlii.ca/t/52lcs
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Section 284.14 of Ontario’s Municipal Act and section 226.12 of the City of Toronto Act provide broad
immunity to mayors: “A decision made, or a veto power or other power exercised, legally and in good
faith under this part shall not be quashed or open to review in whole or in part by any court because
of the unreasonableness or supposed unreasonableness of the decision or exercise of the veto power
or other power.”

Several important limitations are related to statutory protection provisions. While Ontario has the
broadest “bar to action” protection in that it covers municipal councillors, employees, and agents, the
councillor or employee must have been acting in good faith. Similarly, some provinces, such as British
Columbia, do not afford protection for dishonesty, gross negligence, malicious or wilful misconduct,
or defamation.

Some provinces also provide for municipalities to indemnify council members sued for actions or
inaction in the good faith performance of their roles. This falls short of the “bar to action” protection
because it applies only after a councillor has been sued and may require councillors to retain their own
legal counsel pending indemnification. Québec goes somewhat further than indemnification in that a
municipality shall provide a defence for councillors or employees sued for acting in their roles, unless
acting with intentional or gross fault, or illegally.

Nova Scotia does not provide specific statutory protections for municipal councillors. Instead, it leaves
it to the common law to determine whether councillors may be liable for actions or inactions taken in
their roles as council members. However, the Municipal Government Act requires that actions against a
councillor may be commenced only after one month’s notice and within a one-year limitation period
(s. 512).

4.6 Conclusions

Local control over the internal structure and territorial boundaries of municipal institutions is an
important aspect of community autonomy and self-determination. Nevertheless, this value must be
balanced against the province or territory’s interest in ensuring effective local governance and equitable
access to services, the application of consistent standards where appropriate, and the avoidance of
negative externalities. Our review, and the experience of provincially imposed municipal restructuring
and other unilateral provincial interventions across the country, suggests that Canadian municipal
legislation elevates the latter set of priorities over the former in many respects. Despite variation

from one jurisdiction to the next, most legislation provides for a role for provincial and territorial
governments in initiating and approving boundary changes and prescribes permissible forms of
representation and modes of service delivery.

Most provinces and territories also enable or prescribe an “ethical infrastructure” (Cunningham 2011)
governing the conduct of local elected officials, sometimes giving the provincial agencies a direct
role. This ranges from mandating the adoption by councils of codes of conduct to the voluntary or
mandatory appointment of integrity commissioners or other bodies to investigate breaches of those
codes. Other functions, such as an ombudsman to hear and investigate residents’ complaints or an
auditor general to report on government efficiency, have been mandated or enabled in provincial law,
or adopted at local initiative. These “guardrails” may be increasingly important as municipal elected
officials undertake a wider range of tasks, and with greater discretion.

Would greater local control over institutional forms, and therefore greater variation and customization,
improve the quality of local governancer Local control over whether representation is on a ward

basis or by election at large, how many members a council should have, or how the head of council

is selected, may be benign. The argument may be made that it does not matter how, institutionally, a
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service is organized as long as it is delivered. Yet some aspects of local governance may benefit from
standardization — for example, the creation of uniform codes of conduct and rules for investigation of
breaches seen in some provinces. Leaving the definition and investigation of ethical standards to those

who must follow them is likely unwise.

5. Finance

The adequacy of municipal revenues to meet municipalities’ operating and capital needs is the subject
of ongoing debate (see Box 5.1 for the distinction between operating and capital budgets). We do not
address the question of adequacy here.”> Our focus in this section is on identifying variation among
provinces and territories in the legal availability of revenue sources to municipalities. We also do not
deal with the significant proportion of municipal spending (19 percent) funded by transfers from other
levels of government as opposed to own-source revenues — funds municipalities raise themselves (Johal
2019). We note, however, that municipalities have broad discretion over what they can spend money
on, although they are constrained by conditional grants and collective agreements. We are aware of one
example of recent legislation that potentially broadens the scope of spending discretion. In 2019, with
Bill 92, Nova Scotia removed section 65 of the Municipal Government Act, which contained an itemized

list of what municipalities could spend money on.”

Box 5.1: Operating versus Capital Budgets

A distinction must be made between gperating and capital expenditures and the types of
revenues that fund them. Municipalities in all provinces and territories maintain and fund
separate operating and capital budgets; the former for annual expenditures, the latter for

the construction of public assets. All provinces and territories require municipalities to plan
for balanced operating budgets (although some provinces permit deficits, with ministerial
permission). As the servicing of debt for capital purposes is an operating expense, there is a
practical limit on the size of capital expenditures. All provincial governments limit or regulate
borrowing to preserve municipal solvency.

5.1 Revenues for operating purposes

5.1.1 Property taxes, fees, and fines

In all provinces and territories, the standard menu of municipal own-source revenues for operating
purposes are taxes on real property (both residential and non-residential), user fees, licence and permit
fees, and fines and penalties (See Table 5.1). Due to their relatively universal application, we will not go

into detail on these revenue sources here.

All provinces and territories enable municipalities to levy municipality-wide taxes on different
categories of real property. However, there is significant variation across provinces, and sometimes

52 For detailed discussions of municipal public finance and the merits and use of various taxes and fees, see Althaus and Tedds
(2010), Bird, Slack, and Tassonyi (2012), Kitchen and Slack (2016), McMillan and Dahlby (2014), Slack (1996), Slack and Tassonyi
(2017), and Vander Ploeg (2002).

53 Municipal Government Act, SNS 1998, ¢ 18, https://canlii.ca/t/56gx0; and Halifax Regional Municipality Charter, SNS 2019, ¢ 19.
https://canlii.ca/t/55jhq
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among municipalities within a province, in the frequency and method of property value assessment,
the classification of properties for tax purposes, whether provincial or municipal government is
responsible for conducting property assessment, and whether municipalities are permitted to use

tax abatements as economic development incentives.” While municipalities can set rates of property
taxation, subject to provincial and territorial regulation, some provinces have imposed limits on how
much they can be increased each year (Kitchen, Slack, and Hachard 2019). New Brunswick centralizes
tax collection, receiving property taxes directly and distributing the funds to municipalities along with
equalization and other grants.

Table 5.1. Sources of Revenue Enabled for Operating Purposes in Provincial /Territorial Law

Source BC AB SK MB ON QC | NB NS PE | NL | YT | NT | NU
Tax on real ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° °
property
Vacant ° °
dwelling tax = *

User fees ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° . . °
Licence, ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° °
franchise,

and permit

fees

Fines and [ ) [ ) [ ) [ [ ] [ ) [ [ ) [ ) [ ) [ ) [ ) [ ]
penalties

Business ° ° ° °

occupancy

tax

Accom- ° ° H ° ° ° °
modation ok

levies and

fees**

Land transfer ° T ° °

tax ok

Billboard W T

tax )k ok

FElectricity W

& natural ok

gas con-

sumption

* Designated municipalities. ** Collected by municipalities directly. H=Halifax; T=Toronto; W=Winnipeg.

To discourage speculative ownership of empty housing, some municipalities in British Columbia
and Ontario are authorized to levy vacant dwelling taxes, typically as a percentage of assessed value,
sometimes with different rates for non-Canadian citizens or permanent residents.”

54 Alberta, for example, has amended the Munzcipal Government Act to enable municipalities to rebate property taxes over multi-
year periods in order to attract and retain businesses. See Bill 7, the Municipal Government (Property Tax Incentives) Amendment Act,
2019, which received Royal Assent on June 28, 2019. https://canlii.ca/t/53pp8

55  British Columbia gave designated municipalities the ability to levy a vacant dwellings tax in its 2018 budget bill (Budget
Measures Implementation (Speculation and Vacancy Tax) Act, 2018, SBC 2018, ¢46), https://canlii.ca/t/55k4k). Ontario introduced a
similar authority in its 2017 budget bill, which amended the Municipal Act to add Part IX.1, Optional Tax on Vacant Residential
Units. The City of Vancouver introduced its own tax in 2017 (Vacancy Tax By-Law #11674).
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In provinces with remote regions in which property values are not assessed, or regions with sufficiently
low demand for property that valuation is difficult, other revenue sources must be found. In
Newfoundland and Labrador, for example, local service districts levy user fees in unincorporated areas
for water and sewer services, fire protection, solid waste management, street lighting, animal control,
and road cleating and maintenance (Towns and Local Services District Act, s. 259; French 2024).% Other
provinces, including British Columbia under the Taxation (Rural Area) Act, Ontario under the Provincial
Land Tax Act, and New Brunswick, also directly levy land taxes in unincorporated areas.”’

Given broad municipal discretion to design fee regimes for services, licences, and permits, and to
impose fines, it is difficult to generalize regarding their application. Even within municipalities, there

is no doubt considerable variation in the degree to which user fees are intended to achieve full cost
recovery. Nevertheless, many Canadian municipalities have in recent decades shifted an increasing
share of the funding of private goods from the property tax to user fees, principally for the provision
of water and sewer services and solid waste collection. As Althaus and Tedds (2016, ch. 3) report,
there is extensive but sometimes inconsistent case law regarding the legal distinction between user fees,
taxes, and licence fees.

5.1.2 Business occupancy taxes

Municipalities can levy property taxes on non-residential properties in all provinces. Four provinces,
however, also permit municipalities to levy separate business occupancy taxes: Alberta, Manitoba,
Québec, and Newfoundland and Labrador. Sometimes, business occupancy taxes are levied in relation
to property values; in other cases, they are levied in relation to revenues, rental values, or other
measutes.

The Newfoundland and Labrador Towns and Local Services District Act enables municipalities to assess a
“business tax” as a percentage of the gross revenue of a business if the “property tax is not applicable
to a business because it has no fixed place of business or a place of business cannot be assessed” (s.
125(2)(b)), or, if business property has been assessed but the municipality does not levy a property
tax, it may assess a business tax as a percentage of the assessed value of business property (s. 125(2)
(a)). Manitoba also enables a municipal “business tax,” although the Municipal Act and the Municipal
Assessment Act®® are silent on the process of assessing business properties for the purposes of these
taxes.

Under Alberta’s Municipal Government Act (ss. 371-380), municipalities may assess business tax as
a percentage of the gross or net annual rental value of the premises, the storage capacity of the
premises, floor area, or assessed property value. Similatly, section 232 of Québec’s At Respecting
Municipal Taxation enables local municipalities to impose a business tax “on the basis of its rental

value.”’

In most provinces, business occupancy taxes have been eliminated to improve business
competitiveness. For example, Ontario abolished its business occupancy tax in 1998 and Nova Scotia
did so in 2006. The City of Calgary (n.d.) voted to consolidate its business tax with its non-residential
property tax in 2011, completing the process in 2019.

56  Prior to the passage of the Towns and Local Services District Act in 2024, Newfoundland and Labrador municipalities that did
not levy a property tax could levy a flat-rate poll tax. The act eliminated the poll tax and requires all towns to levy a property tax.
57  See Provincial Land Tax Act, 2006 SO 2006, ¢ 33, Sch Z.2, https://canlii.ca/t/52v3j; and Taxation (Rural Area) Act, RSBC
1996 ¢ 448. https://canlii.ca/t/56jh6

58  The Municipal Assessment Act. CCSM ¢ M226. https://canlii.ca/t/56jm6

59 Act Respecting Municipal Taxation (n.d.) CQLR ¢ F-2 1. https://canlii.ca/t/56kx2
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5.1.3 Other taxes and fees

Other revenue streams, including accommodation levies, land transfer taxes, and energy taxes, are used
in various cities and provinces on a piecemeal basis. Unlike some American jurisdictions, no Canadian
municipality may levy a retail sales or payroll tax.

Hotel and motel accommodation levies and destination marketing fees are increasingly common (see
Yukon Tourism 2017). As Table 5.1 shows, municipalities collect them directly in Manitoba, Ontario
(as of 2019), Nova Scotia (Halifax only), Prince Edward Island, and Newfoundland and Labrador (as
of 2023 outside St. Johns). In Alberta, Saskatchewan, and New Brunswick they are collected by third-
party tourism organizations, while in British Columbia and Québec they are collected by the Province
directly or by a provincial organization.

Several provinces permit municipalities to tax land or deed transfers. Ontario allows the City of
Toronto to piggyback on its LLand Transfer Tax, but this arrangement is not available to other
municipalities. Tassonyi and Conger (2015, 25) report that Manitoba, Nova Scotia, and Québec also
permit municipal land or deed transfer taxes, but no Manitoba municipality levies it in practice. Halifax
is exploring raising its deed transfer tax to fund infrastructure development (Ryan 2025).

Winnipeg may be the only municipality that directly imposes taxes on residential and commercial
electricity and natural gas consumption (Winnipeg Charter, ss. 441-450). The City also imposes a tax on
amusements (the Entertainment Funding Tax), levied on admissions to large venues.

Winnipeg, and Toronto, are permitted to tax billboards and signs. Under authority conferred by the
City of Toronto Act, 2000, Toronto also taxed motor vehicle registrations between 2008 and 2011. The
Province amended the Act to explicitly exclude this practice in its 2025 budget bill.

5.2 Revenues for capital purposes

Municipalities rely on a variety of sources for capital expenditures. In addition to intergovernmental
transfers, they

* levy special assessments;

¢ borrow funds and issue bonds and debentures;

* levy development charges (also known as development cost charges or impact fees) or
community benefit charges to fund growth-related capital costs;

* may require cash in lieu of provision of parkland when land is developed; and

* capture land value uplift using tools such as density bonusing to secure public benefits in
exchange for development rights above what regulation permits.

Tax increment financing is used to direct incremental property tax revenues to repay debt incurred

for investments that raise land values, typically within a defined district. User fees are also commonly
used to fund maintenance and expansion of infrastructure that delivers private goods, such as water.
The availability of these revenue sources is summarized in Table 5.2. For more detailed discussion, see
Slack and Tassonyi (2017).
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Table 5.2. Sources of Revenue for Capital Expenditures

Source BC AB SK | MB | ON | QC | NB NS PE NL YT NT | NU
Borrowing ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° °
Special ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° °
assessments *

LO Ca.l [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ) [ ) [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ] [ ]
improvement

districts

Development ° ° ° ° ° ° ° ° °
levies/charges

Density ° ° ° ° ° ° °

bonusing Hok

Tax increment ° ° ° °

financing ook

* The Province may levy a business improvement area levy on behalf of business improvement area corporations.
** Charlottetown only.
*#* While Ontario has authorized tax increment financing in statute, it has not passed enabling regulations.

5.2.1 Special assessments and local improvement districts

A straightforward way for municipalities to raise funds for new or improved capital facilities is to levy

a property surtax or frontage fee®

on properties that benefit from the new facilities. Most provinces
provide for some form or another of special assessment over and above property taxes to cover
incremental capital costs.” This logic may be taken further by establishing local improvement districts,
which are also authorized to issue debt. Similar in principle, but applying to all residential property
owners, the City of Toronto adopted the City Building Fund levy, a property tax increment dedicated

to capital expenditures, in 2017.

5.2.2 Borrowing

All provinces and territories promote municipal fiscal solvency by either requiring approval for capital
borrowing by the minister or a delegated authority, such as a municipal board, limiting debt servicing
costs as a proportion of current revenues (that is, revenues collected to fund the operating budget
within a fiscal year), or limiting total outstanding debt, usually as a percentage of assessed property
value (see also Tassonyi and Conger 2015, 15-17; Slack and Tassonyi 2017, 25; Amborski 1998;
Hanniman 2015).% Debt must be repaid from current revenues, and so debt servicing costs appear in
the operating budget. The rules in each province are complex, and defy easy summarization. Table 5.3
reveals a diversity of approaches but no strong pattern or convergence of practices.

60 A frontage fee is a fee levied in proportion to the relative length of the front of a lot; that is, the side of a lot that runs along
a street.

61  We do not discuss provisions for local improvement districts in unincorporated areas. In Western Canada especially, local
improvement districts have been used as a substitute for general-purpose municipal corporations in sparsely populated areas. The
terminology differs from one province to the next. For example, the Newfoundland and Labrador Towns and Local Service Districts Act
authorizes “local improvement fees” (s. 142) and Alberta’s Municipal Government Act provides for a “local improvement tax” (s.
391).

62 In this brief discussion, we do not distinguish between short-term and long-term borrowing, or between bank loans, bonds,
and debentures.
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Table 5.3. Limitations on Borrowing

Act (Nu), 5. 250(3—4) —

Minister may exempt

Prov./ Prior provincial Elector approval Cap on debt servicing Cap on total debt/
Terr. | approval of bond issues costs liabilities
BC Community Charter, s. 179 | Community Charter, s. 180 | Municipal 1 iabilities Vanconver Charter, s. 236(1)
— subject to exceptions in | — subject to exceptions in | Regulation, BC Reg —20% of assessed property
regulation regulation 254/2004 — 25% of value
current revenues
AB Municipal Government Municipal Government
Act, ss. 251-263; Debt Act, ss. 251-263; Debt
Limit Regulation, Alta Reg | Limit Regulation, Alta Reg
255/2000 — 25-35% of | 255/2000 — 150-200% of
own-source revenue own-source revenue
SK If cities do not have debt Cities Aty 5. 133(1) —
limits or amount exceeds Municipal Board may set
debt limit debt limits
MB Municipal Act, s. 176 — Per Municipal Board Per Municipal Board policy
approval by Manitoba policy — maximum 20% | — maximum 7% of assessed
Municipal Board of current revenues* value of property*
ON Debt and Financial
Obligation Limits, O Reg
403/02 applies to all
municipalities except
Toronto (25% of own-
source revenues)
QC Act Respecting Municipal Municipal Code, s. 1061;
Debts and 1 oans;, Cities and Towns Act, s.
Municipal Code, s. 1061, 543 — with exceptions
Cities and Towns Act, s.
543 — with exceptions
NB Municipal Capital Local Governance Act, s.
Borrowing Act 100(4) — 2% of assessed
value of property*
NS Municipal Government Act, | Municipal Government Act, | 30% of own-source Municipal Government Act, s.
s. 88; HRM Charter Act, s. 90 — villages and local | revenue* 86; HRM Charter Act, s. 109
s. 111 — required above service districts only — Minister may establish
dollar threshold limits
PE Municipal Government A, s.
164 — relative to assessed
value of property
NL Towns and Local Service
Districts Act, s. 100
YT Municipal Act, s. 252(2) Municipal Act, s. 252(1) — 3%
— Minister may order if of current assessed value
total debt above cap of all real property unless
Minister varies
NT Cities, Towns, and Villages | Cities, Towns, and Villages | Cities, Towns, and 1 illages
Act, s. 112; Cities, Act, s. 112 — subject to Act, s. 108; Cities,
Towns and Villages Debt conditions Towns and Villages Debt
Regulations, NWT Reg Regulations, NWT Reg
070-2005 070-2005, ss. 67 — 25%
of current revenues
NU Cities, Towns, and V illages Cities, Towns, and V'illages Act

(Nu), s. 250(2) — Minister
may prescribe limits

* See Slack and Tassonyi (2017, 24).
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Prior approval of bond issues by the minister or a delegated authority is most common in jurisdictions
with small municipalities that may have limited fiscal and administrative capacity. British Columbia
requires approval from the Inspector of Municipalities for longer-term debt. Manitoba requires

all capital bylaws to be approved by the Manitoba Municipal Board. Section 1061 of Québec’s
Municipal Code states that “Every by-law of a local municipality referred to in the first paragraph must
be approved by the qualified voters and by the Minister of Municipal Affairs, Regions and Land
Occupancy,” although there are some exceptions.”” New Brunswick, Newfoundland and Labrador,
and the Northwest Territories require provincial or territorial approval before borrowing from capital
markets.®* British Columbia, Québec, Nova Scotia (villages and local service districts only), and the
three territories require elector approval of bond issues under some circumstances.

Most provinces impose limits on debt servicing costs, or on the total value of debt outstanding,

or both, through regulation. British Columbia, Alberta, Manitoba, Ontario, Nova Scotia, and the
Northwest Territories set regulatory limits on the proportion of own-source revenues (that is,
excluding transfers) or current revenues accounted for by debt servicing costs. Alberta caps limits on
total outstanding debt as a proportion of own-source revenues. The City of Vancouver, Manitoba,
Saskatchewan, New Brunswick, Prince Edward Island, and the Yukon set total debt limits relative to
the total assessed value of property in the municipality. Again, the percentages vary and are subject to
the discretion of the minister or a delegated authority, such as Manitoba and Saskatchewan’s municipal

boards.

In British Columbia and New Brunswick, provincial agencies issue debt on behalf of all
municipalities.”” Other provinces used to centralize borrowing but have vacated this role. The
Newfoundland and Labrador Municipal Financing Corporation borrowed on behalf of municipalities
between 1964 and 2006, but is in the process of being wound down (Newfoundland and Labrador
2025). Nova Scotia passed a bill to sunset its Municipal Finance Corporation in 2022, with the

government taking over the function directly.®

Other provinces play a more limited role in mediating
municipal borrowing, Financement-Québec, Infrastructure Ontario, and the Saskatchewan Municipal
Financing Corporation lend money to municipalities and other public entities, but their use is not

mandatory.

5.2.3 Development charges, levies, and impact fees

One-time fees levied on new development to finance growth-related infrastructure — sometimes
referred to as “lot levies” — are called “development charges” in Ontario and New Brunswick,
“development cost charges” in British Columbia, “development levies” in Saskatchewan, “capital
cost charges” in Nova Scotia, “service levies” in Newfoundland and Labrador, and “off-site levies” in
Alberta. In the United States they are commonly referred to as “impact fees.”

For administrative convenience, uniform fees for units of different classes of property are typically
levied municipality-wide (average cost pricing) rather than reflecting the specific cost of service
provision at the subdivision or parcel scale (marginal cost pricing). Québec is an exception; the A¢#
Respecting Land Use Planning and Development provides for “municipal works agreements” between

63  Additional requirements are specified in the Act Respecting Municipal Debts and Loans, CQLR ¢ D-7. https://canlii.ca/t/55dk7
64 Municipal Capital Borrowing Act, RSNB 1973 ¢ M-20. https://canlii.ca/t/56brx

65 Municipal Finance Authority of British Columbia, https://mfa.be.ca; and New Brunswick Municipal Finance Corporation Act,
SNB 1982 ¢ N-6.2. https://canlii.ca/t/566sm

66 Municipal Finance Corporation Dissolution Act, SNS 2022 ¢ 38. https://canlii.ca/t/55mlm
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developers and municipalities (ss. 145.21-30).°” Typically, these fees are passed on to the property
purchaser by the developer.

There is variation across the country in what these charges or fees may fund (see also Baumeister
2012). Some frameworks, including Alberta’s, limit expenditure to hard services, such as piped
infrastructure and roads. Others allow funds to be spent on parks and recreation facilities (British
Columbia and Saskatchewan). Ontario’s regime has become more restrictive in recent years. Bill 108,
the More Homes, More Choice Act, 2019, narrowed the range of eligible services that can be covered by
development charges and shifted the cost for several services to a new community benefits charge.
More recently, Bill 23, the More Homes Built Faster Act, 2022, removed “housing services” as an eligible
category and instead introduced various exemptions and discounts for housing developments. Bill
185," the Cutting Red Tape to Build More Homes Act, 2024, partially reversed some elements of Bill 23.

5.2.4 Density bonusing

Incremental property tax revenues flowing from land value uplift are the most basic form of land
value capture. Another form is density bonusing (see also Moore 2013). In exchange for permitting
a rezoning of land to a higher use, thereby increasing its value, the property developer agrees to
construct facilities or infrastructure, or to contribute cash in lieu to pay for on- or off-site benefits of
various kinds, including, for example, public realm improvements. Density bonusing is available in
Nova Scotia (Municipal Government Act, s. 220(5)(k) and Halifax Regional Municipality Charter, s. 31A), in
British Columbia (LLocal Government Act, ss. 482 and 904), and several other provinces.

Historically, density bonusing was widely used in Ontario under the Planning Act (s. 37)."" Bill 108,

the More Homes, More Choice Act, 2019, replaced density bonusing with community benefits charges
imposed by municipal bylaws, subject to a regulation that specifies for what purpose the charge may be
collected and how the charges can be spent.” (It should be noted that while density bonusing entailed
an exchange of benefits for more lucrative development, Ontario’s new community benefits charges
are more akin to a development charge: a flat fee levied as percentage of a development’s land value,
up to a maximum of 4 percent.)

5.2.5 Tax increment financing

With tax increment financing (TIF), a municipality borrows money to make a localized improvement
that is expected to increase land values. The property continues to be taxed at its prior rate; however,
revenues are collected from the increment in land value to pay for the investment that increased the
land value. TIF is widely used — and controversial — in the United States.

TIF is authorized in Manitoba, both generally (Municipal Act, s. 261.3) and in the Winnipeg Charter (s.
222), as well as in Alberta and Ontario. Alberta permits a “community revitalization levy,” subject to
ministerial approval, whereby a council may “impose a levy in respect of the incremental assessed
value of property in a community revitalization levy area to raise revenue to be used toward the
payment of infrastructure and other costs associated with the redevelopment of property in the
community revitalization levy area” (Municipal Government Act, s. 381.2(2)). While Ontario has enabled

67 Act Respecting Land Use Planning and Development, (n.d.) CQLR ¢ A-19 1. https://canlii.ca/t/56kk0

68  Bill 108. (2019). More Homses, More Choice Act, 2019 SO 2019, ¢ 9. https://canlii.ca/t/5604p

69  Bill 23. (2022) More Homes Built Faster Aet. 2022 SO 2022, c21. https://canlii.ca/t/56089

70 Bill 185. (2024). Cutting Red Tape to Build More Homes Act, 2024, SO 2024, ¢ 16. https://canlii.ca/t/5696f
71 Planning Aect. RSO 1990, ¢ P. 13. https://canlii.ca/t/56jdl

72 Community Benefits Charges and Parkland, O Reg 509/20. https:/ /canlii.ca/t/56b4f
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TIFs in statute, it has never enacted enabling regulations. While not the same as a TIF, because they
entail a subsidy, Ontario municipalities may issue subsidies called tax increment equivalent grants to
property owners as part of community improvement plans (Planning Act, s. 28).

5.3 Conclusions

Greater local revenue-raising autonomy and the enabling of a greater diversity of revenues are
often portrayed as ways to make local governments more nimble, accountable to their residents, and
insulated from arbitrary provincial action (Slack 2017). Our review shows that the revenue sources
available to municipalities for operating and capital purposes are broadly similar across Canada.

All municipalities are empowered to levy property taxes and user fees for services, charge fees for
licences and permits, and impose fines and penalties. These sources, along with intergovernmental
transfers, fund virtually the entirety of municipal operating budgets. Municipalities have broad
discretion to set tax rates and establish levels of user fees. Additional sources, including taxes on
short-term accommodation, land transfers, and billboards, are available in some provinces and
territories, but these account for a relatively small proportion of the overall operating budget. Unlike
the United States and some other countries, no province or territory permits municipalities to raise
their own retail sales or income taxes.” Excise and business occupancy taxes are rare.

For capital expenditures, all provinces and territories enable municipalities to issue bonds for
general or specific purposes (sometimes through a provincial borrowing agent), and to levy special
assessments. Borrowed funds must be repaid from current revenues, principally raised through
property taxes and user fees. To sustain municipal solvency, provincial and territorial laws and
regulations limit debt for capital purposes by imposing limits on total debt, capping debt servicing
costs, or requiring approval to borrow. Most provinces provide for development charges and permit
some form of density bonusing, all within strict legal frameworks. Several provinces also permit
forms of tax increment financing,

Overall, the review suggests that Canadian municipalities have fiscal autonomy in the sense that most
of their annual revenues are raised locally; however, the menu of local revenue sources available to
municipalities is constrained. Debates surrounding the adequacy of municipal revenues have focused
on opening up new tax fields to local governments — including value-added taxes (an HST surtax, for
example), retail sales and excise taxes, and land transfer taxes — or removing prohibitions on particular
user fees, such as road and bridge tolls. It is commonly argued that diversifying local revenue sources
away from the property tax for operating expenditures would make local finances more stable

while tapping sources more directly tied to economic and population growth. Moreover, access to
new own-source revenues is also viewed as a solution to the unpredictability of, or limitations on,

intergovernmental transfers for capital investments.

An ideal revenue mix remains elusive. There are good reasons why Canadian municipalities operate
under broadly similar fiscal rules, yet these rules are criticized as overly restrictive, especially by big
cities (see Box 5.2). If we assume that fundamental change is not on the table, the question then
becomes whether municipalities fully exploit the revenue sources they already possess. Past analyses
have shown that they likely do not (Bird, Slack, and Tassonyi 2012, ch. 8; Tassonyi and Conger 2015).

73 Municipalities in some provinces levied income and other taxes as recently as the 1930s, but these powers did not survive the
Depression.
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Box 5.2: The Elusive Revenue Mix

The revenue mix has evolved the way it has for understandable reasons. While there is a strong
case to be made that municipalities, and especially the larger cities, require more revenues,

and from sources that increase in proportion to economic and population growth to better
perform their tasks (e.g. Federation of Canadian Municipalities 2024), the fact remains that
taxes on immovable property and user fees on locally consumed public goods are “good”
taxes for local governments. This is because mobile people cannot move their land from

one municipal jurisdiction to another and local user fees recoup the incremental cost of
consumption for residents and visitors alike. Local discretion over taxes on mobile activities
risks destructive competition between municipalities for mobile households and businesses, a
ZEro-sum game.

One answer to this is greater reliance on transfers from other governments to fund local
activities; however, this necessarily reduces local governments’ accountability to residents for
their spending decisions, even if transfers have few or no conditions, and may not be stable or
predictable. The economic rationale for transfers is twofold. First, local activities may generate
“externalities”: positive or negative effects beyond the municipality’s border. Conditional
transfers may incentivize positive externalities while disincentivizing negative ones. Second,
redistribution across space may be desirable to achieve equity goals. Fiscal equalization grants
enable jurisdictions to provide similar levels of service at similar levels of taxation. Ultimately,
Canadian municipalities’ “fiscal constitution” (Blochliger and Kantorowicz 2015) embodies a
trade-off between local accountability, fiscal adequacy in relation to responsibilities, and the
management of externalities — one that governments must revisit as conditions and needs
change.

6. Asymmetrical Arrangements

The focus to this point has been on general municipal legislation; that is, legislation that applies to

all (or almost all) municipalities or specific categories of municipalities within a province or territory.
The use of general enabling frameworks rather than special acts to authorize municipal authority has
long been the norm in Canada, one that was consolidated earlier even than in Great Britain (Taylor
2019, 47-51). In the United States, by contrast, one-off, idiosyncratic laws emerged as typical means
of establishing and empowering local governments in the 19" century, a practice that continues to this
day. For this reason, there is much greater institutional variation among American local governments
than there is in Canada.

From the provincial or territorial perspective, a symmetric treatment of municipalities through a
permissive general framework offers the potential for administering local government as a system.
From the municipal perspective, however, asymmetrical provisions through special legislation permit
the tailoring of institutions and jurisdiction to local conditions. For example, Winnipeg is the only
Manitoba municipality to have been granted natural person power under the City of Winnipeg Charter
Aet. This logic grounds demands for bespoke legislative arrangements for large cities, which are
understood to possess special requirements, conditions, and needs.

Both impulses are at work in Canada today; the trend toward more permissive exercise of municipal
authority described above exemplifies general or symmetric treatment, while demands for big-city
charters exemplify movement toward special or asymmetric arrangements. We define a “charter” as
the creation of independent enabling legislation for a specific municipality, separate from the existing
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general statute. The term “charter” is borrowed from corporate law. The historical precursors of
today’s private and public corporations, such as the Hudson’s Bay Company, were “chartered” through
the passage of a special act. As public corporations, early municipalities were chartered using the same
legal mechanism.

Whether empowering all local governments through a permissive and flexible general framework
would deliver better practical outcomes than the separate empowerment of individual municipalities
is a matter of public debate in Canada and elsewhere. Much hinges on the degree to which the chosen
legal structure is enabling and permissive as opposed to restrictive and directive. There is no legal
reason for charters to be more permissive than general municipal laws, as is sometimes implied in
public discourse. Politics determines the substance of the law, not the law itself.

This section discusses asymmetrical legal arrangements for specific municipalities in some provinces,
with a focus on how they differ from the general municipal law operative in their provinces. We have
grouped them into two models: detachment and layering.

6.1 Detachment

The first model is detachment: the enactment of a special law, customarily called a “charter,” from
which a single municipality derives its primary jurisdiction and powers. This does not mean that the
municipality derives a// powers from the special law. Rather, its defining feature is that the municipality
is excluded from the effect of general law empowering municipal government elsewhere in the
province. For example, although the City of Toronto is incorporated and empowered by the Cuzy

of Toronto Act, 2000, it, like all other Ontario municipalities, remains subject to many other laws
concerned with public health, land use planning, building standards, and so on. The Ci#y of Toronto Act
simply means that the City of Toronto is not subject to the general Municipal Act.

In some cases, including Vancouver and Montréal, municipalities were initially incorporated by a
special law and have remained so throughout their history. These incorporations occurred either in
parallel to general municipal legislation (from which the cities were exempt), or prior to its passage.
In other cases, such as the City of Toronto, a municipality long governed by general municipal law
was legally detached from it by the legislature. In the case of Saint John, an ancient royal charter was
nominally sustained while bringing the municipality under general legislation.™

The goal of detaching a single municipality from the general framework is to grant it powers that other
municipalities do not, and should not, have, since if all municipalities were to exercise such powers,

the legislature could simply amend the general law. The analytic question, then, is to identify how

the content of special legislation differs from the general legal framework. To assess this, we briefly
examine the special statutes for several municipalities, drawing on Kitchen (2016) and other sources.

6.1.1 The Vancouver Charter, 1953

British Columbia enacted a rudimentary general law regulating municipal incorporation before joining
Canada in 1871 (Bish and Clemens 2008, 22-23). The City of Vancouver, however, was established by
special legislation, the IVanconver Incorporation Act, 1886," the current iteration of which is the Vanconver
Charter, 1953. British Columbia’s Community Charter, 2003 and Local Government Act, 1996, do not apply
to Vancouver.

74 See An Act Respecting the Royal Charter of the City of Saint Jobn, SNB 1967, ¢ 81. https://canlii.ca/t/5508
75 Vancouver Charter (Vancouver Incorporation) Act, SBC 1886, ¢ 32.
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The Vanconver Charter and the general law governing the province’s other municipalities differ in several
important respects. In particular, the VVancouver Charter exemplifies the express powers doctrine in that
it itemizes services, whereas the Community Charter grants a permissive sphere of authority. At the same
time, Vancouver’s charter confers authority not available to other municipalities, including

¢ the ability to borrow on its own authority without approval by the Municipal Finance
Authority, a provincial agency that issues debt on behalf of all other municipalities in the

province;

* the power to establish its own building code and impose requirements without provincial
oversight;

* the power to prohibit businesses or business activities;

* the ability to impose specialized development cost levies (City of Surrey 2007).

In 2018, the Charter was amended to permit the City to impose a tax on vacant housing, distinct from
the Speculation and Vacancy Tax levied by the British Columbia government directly in designated
regions, including the City of Vancouver.

The VVanconver Charter has also enabled the evolution of a distinct land use planning regime, which
follows the British practice of development control through permits that need not be consistent with
an adopted zoning bylaw. Vancouver’s council is also authorized to delegate development permission
to the Director of Planning, whereas the Community Charter requires municipal councils to approve all
development permits and requires that this permission be consistent with approved zoning. Another
idiosyncratic feature of Vancouver’s charter is that it has enabled the City to adopt its own building
code that supplements the provincial code.

6.1.2 The City of Toronto Act, 2006

Toronto was chartered by special act in 1834, but in 1849 was brought under the general municipal
law commonly known as the Baldwin Aet” 1t, along with all other Ontario municipalities, remained
under the jurisdiction of the Municipal Act until 2006, when the City of Toronto Act detached the City’s
incorporation and grant of authority from the general law.

At the time of its enactment, the Cizy of Toronto Act differed from the Municipal Act in several respects,
but some Toronto-only powers were later added to the general act. The explanatory note at the
beginning of Bill 130, which amended the Municipal Act, states, “[TThe amendments to the Municipal
Aet, 2001, would give municipalities most of the powers and duties that were given to the City of
Toronto under the Cizy of Toronto Act, 2006.” The grant of authority, including spheres of jurisdiction
statement of purpose, and natural person powers provisions, are worded almost identically in the two
acts (Sancton 2010).

ol

Despite this high degree of symmetry between the two acts, the City of Toronto does have some
unique powers, including the ability to levy taxes not available to other municipalities. Section 267(1)
authorizes the City to levy any direct tax, but this permissive authority is limited by a list of exclusions.
In effect, the City is not permitted to tax income, payrolls, wealth, inputs to economic production (e.g
machinery and natural resources), energy consumption, sales of goods and services, or on the basis
of residence (a poll tax). An amendment made in the 2025 Ontario budget implementation bill also

76 Baldwin Act. (1849). An Act to provide, by one general law, for the erection of Municipal Corporations, and the establishment of Regulations
of Police, in and for the several Counties, Cities, Towns, Townships and V'illages in Upper-Canada, 12 Victotia, ¢ 81. https://n2t.net/
ark:/69429/m0xd0qr4p35b
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removed the City’s ability to impose tolls on roads or tax personal vehicle registrations (a tax it had not
levied since 2011). A scope for new taxes remains after these exclusions. The City currently levies the
Municipal Land Transfer Tax collected on its behalf by the provincial government, the Third Party
Sign Tax on billboards, a vacant home tax, and the Municipal Accommodation Tax.

The City of Toronto can also set its own limitations on borrowing, although sections 256—257 of the
City of Toronto Act permit the Lieutenant Governor in Council to enact regulations regarding any aspect
of the municipality’s financial activities. The City has chosen to set stricter rules than those specified in
the general Municipal Act.

6.1.3 The City of Winnipeg Charter Act, 2002

As in British Columbia, general municipal legislation was adopted soon after Manitoba joined
Confederation and continues as the Munzcipal Act, 1996. After an unsuccessful attempt by local
citizens to incorporate Winnipeg under the general municipal law, the City of Winnipeg was chartered
by special law in 1873, and it has remained governed by special legislation ever since. Winnipeg’s
governance has undergone considerable reform since the Second World War, with comprehensive
institutional restructurings in 1960 and 1972.

The purposes in Winnipeg’s charter (s. 5(1)) reflect, but differ slightly from, those in the Municipal
Aet (s. 3). Both laws state that the purposes of the municipality are to provide good government, to
provide services the council deems necessary or desirable, and to promote and maintain a “safe” and
“viable” community. To this the Winnipeg Act adds “to promote the health, safety, and welfare of the
inhabitants.” The Winnipeg Charter contains additional clauses, not paralleled in the general law, which
recognize the City as “a responsible and accountable government” (s. 5(2)) whose authority is to be
broadly interpreted (s. 6). The charter also confers natural person power (s. 7(1)).

Both Winnipeg’s charter and the Municipal Act contain broadly permissive grants of authority. The
Winnipeg Charter is more detailed in its enumeration of spheres of jurisdiction (Pt. 5) than is the
Municipal Act (Pt. 8), although Kitchen (2016, 4) finds that the spheres of jurisdiction and mandated
services are broadly similar in both laws. However, unlike all other Manitoba municipalities, Winnipeg
may borrow without seeking approval from the Manitoba Municipal Board.

The 2002 Winnipeg Charter gave the City unique authority to establish tax increment financing districts
and offer certain types of grants and tax credits, but these provisions were later incorporated into the
general Municipal Act. Nevertheless, Winnipeg remains uniquely capable of levying taxes on gas and
electricity consumption, as well as business improvement taxes within designated zones.

6.1.4 The City of St. John’s Act, City of Corner Brook Act, and City of Mount
Pearl Act, 1990

A general municipal statute, the Towns and Local Service Districts Act, 2023 (which replaced the
Municipalities Act, 1999), governs most towns and smaller municipalities in Newfoundland and
Labrador. The province’s three “cities” — St. John’s, Corner Brook, and Mount Pearl — are instead each
governed by special legislation passed in 1990. In the case of St. John’s, the 1990 legislation replaced
the 1921 Cuty of St Johns Act that incorporated the municipality; Mount Pearl had previously been
incorporated in 1955 under general legislation, while Corner Brook had been established under special
legislation in 1956.

Prior to the passage of the Towns and Local Service Districts Act in 2023, both the general and special
statutes reflected older legal approaches. Neither the former Municipalities Act nor the current City of
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St John's Act, the City of Corner Brook Act, and the City of Mount Pear/ Act contain a general statement
of municipal purposes, a broad grant of authority, statements of broad interpretation, spheres

of jurisdiction, or natural person powers. Instead, these acts reflect a continued reliance on the
enumeration of express powers and a narrow construction of legal authority. As a result, similar to the
City of Vancouver vis-a-vis other municipalities in British Columbia, Newfoundland and Labradot’s
three cities are currently more legally constrained than the province’s other municipalities governed by
the Towns and Local Service Districts Act.

6.1.5 The City of Lloydminster Act, 2004

The City of Lloydminster, which is bisected by the Alberta-Saskatchewan border, operates under

a unique arrangement: a longstanding cooperative agreement by both provinces to mirror their
legislation to establish a single municipal corporation drawing its authority from special legislation. The
Alberta Municipal Government Act and Saskatchewan Cities Act and Municipalities Act do not apply. Parallel
City of Lloydminster Acts in each province are essentially shells that enable the Lieutenant Governor in
Council of each province to enact identical municipal “charters” by regulation.”

6.2 Layering

The second model is /ayering. In this approach, the municipality remains subject to general municipal
law but its authority is augmented by special laws or regulations. In principle, layering enables the best
of both worlds: harmonized provisions that apply to all municipalities combined with customization
where appropriate.

6.2.1 Montréal, Québec, Gatineau, Lévis, and Longueuil

Several Québec municipalities are subject to the general Cities and Towns Act and the Municipal Powers
Aet, but their authority is augmented by special legislation. For example, the City of Montréal is also
governed by The Charter of the 1Ville de Montréal, Metropolis of Québec Act, 2017.7 Special laws pertaining
to Québec City, Gatineau, Lévis, and Longueuil also contain provisions specific to each municipality.”

A substantial proportion of each municipality’s charter is devoted to defining the distinct institutions
of the municipality, including the roles of specific entities and additional spheres of jurisdiction
designated to the municipal government. The Montréal Charter, for example, discusses the powers of
the City and borough councils, as well as provisions relating to the dissolution of the former Montréal
Urban Community and the mergers and demergers that occurred in the early 2000s. Section 84 states
that the “city has jurisdiction in all matters within the jurisdiction of a local municipality” as defined
in the Municipal Powers Act. These are supplemented by enumerated fields of jurisdiction for the city
council, such as land use planning and development and economic promotion (Ch. 111, Div. II) and
borough councils, such as urban planning, fire safety, and civil protection (Ch. III, Div. III). The
charter also mandates the City to “adopt a Montréal charter of rights and responsibilities” (s. 86.1),
which it did in 2006.

77  See Alberta Reg 212/2012 and Saskatchewan OC 595/2012; City of Liloydminster Act, SA 2005, ¢ C-13.5, https://canlii.ca/t/
i876; The City of Liloydninster Act, SS 2004, ¢ C-11.2. https://canlii.ca/t/h636

78 Charter of VV'ille de Montréal, metropolis of Québec, CQLR ¢ C-11.4. https://canlii.ca/t/56kk9

79 Charter of Ville de Québec, national capital of Québec, CQLR ¢ C-11.5, https://canlii.ca/t/56kkb; Charter of Ville de Gatinean, CQLR
¢ C-11.1, https://canlii.ca/t/56klg; Charter of Ville de Lévis, CQLR ¢ C-11.2, https://canlii.ca/t/56kk7; and Charter of Ville de
Longnenil, CQLR ¢ C-11.3. https://canlii.ca/t/50kk8
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6.2.2 Calgary and Edmonton

The Alberta government amended the Municipal Government Act in 2015 to enable the Lieutenant
Governor in Council to establish “city charters” by regulation (s. 141.1). The provision is sweeping,
stating that the charter regulation may exempt the municipality to which it applies from any law, confer
authority not currently in law, and allow the City, by bylaw, to “modify or replace... a provision of this
Act or any other enactment” (s. 141.5(3)). Moreover, s. 141.6 states that any inconsistencies between
the charter regulation and provincial law are resolved in favour of the former.

The Calgary and Edmonton regulations purport to amend statutes. An interpretive clause states that
the charter sections “modify” the provisions of the Municipal Government Act, ““as it is to be read for the
purposes of being applied to the City” (s. 4(1)). The regulation renumbers sections and subsections

of the statute, inserts new clauses, and amends existing ones. Other statutes, including the Traffic Safety
Aet* are similarly modified.

The charters are broadly enabling. Section 4(4) reads an expansive enabling clause into the Municipal
Government Act:

8.1 Without restricting the generality of sections 7 and 8 [of the Municipal Government
Aet, which establish municipal spheres of jurisdiction and bylaw authority], the council
may pass a bylaw for any municipal purpose set out in section 3 [of the Municipal
Government Ac].

As the “purposes” in section 3 of the Municipal Government Act are broadly encompassing, the charters
grant the cities a permissive and open-ended scope of authority.

The charters also establish new powers and areas of jurisdiction that Calgary and Edmonton may
exploit by bylaw. Specifically, the cities now have the authority to enact new forms of statutory land
use regulation (s. 4(33)), define their own subdivision approval standards (s. 4(35)), levy supplementary
assessments on property that has changed from farm to another use (s. 4(17)), and impose stricter
building code standards to meet environmental and energy code objectives (e.g. s. 7(2)). Calgary, but
not Edmonton, can establish its own debt servicing policies, including a debt limit, run operating
deficits for up to three years (s. 4(7)), and impose off-site infrastructure levies (s. 4(35)(1)). Both

cities are required to establish climate change mitigation and adaptation plans (s. 4(30)). In 2024,

the provincial government repealed several elements of the charters, including those allowing the
municipality to impose additional inclusionary housing and building code requirements on developers,
and limited the scope of off-site levies (Strasser 2023).

Proclaiming regulations that effectively rewrite general legislation as it applies to specific municipalities
is an unorthodox approach that tests the limits of constitutionality. As Homersham (2018) notes,
Canadian parliamentary committees and courts have cautioned against the use of regulation to modify
primary legislation because regulations are not subject to parliamentary scrutiny and approval, and
because subdelegating the authority to effectively amend provincial laws to municipal councils is
offensive to parliamentary supremacy.”

Perhaps to address concerns about accountability, since the charters bypass the scrutiny they would have
received had they been enacted as statutes by the legislature, the charter regulations provide for public
scrutiny of bylaws made under their authority (s. 9(1)). However, bylaws made under section 4(4), the
blanket authority clause described above, are exempted from the public hearing requirement (s. 9(2)).

80  Traffic Safety Act, RSA 2000, c-T-6. https://canlii.ca/t/5696w
81  Such regulations are called “Henry VIII clauses”; essentially, the king undermined Patliament in the 16" century by
pressuring it to delegate to him the power to rewrite legislation by proclamation.
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Although the charter regulations remain in effect, Alberta’s Fiscal Measures and Taxation Act, 2019
(Bill 20)** repealed and replaced the City Charters Fiscal Framework Act, 2018,% which legislated
fiscal arrangements that accompanied their creation. It remains to be seen whether the provincial
government will choose to alter or rescind the charter regulations themselves.

6.3 Conclusions

Two general conclusions emerge from the brief examination of the stand-alone, special act charters in
Vancouver, Winnipeg, Toronto, Halifax, St. John’s, Mount Pearl, and Corner Brook. First, the separate
legal establishment of large cities has not necessarily conferred significant additional powers on them.
“Charter” cities do not do fundamentally different things from municipalities that fall under general
municipal legislation. Even if the laws differ in their legal construction and organization (as with the
Vancouver Charter), the grant of authority and scope of jurisdiction are broadly similar. While there

is variation in access to specific and mostly minor tax fields, the property tax and user fees remain

the primary sources of municipal revenue. Second, a long-term trend toward legal harmonization

is evident, as many or all of the additional powers eventually find their way into general municipal
legislation, although the Vancouver charter and Newfoundland and Labrador city charters are in some
ways less “modern” than more recently revised general legislation in those provinces. Time will tell
whether Newfoundland and Labrador will update the city charters to bring their provisions in line with
the Towns and Local Service Districts Act, 2023.

Both these conclusions call into question the substantive (as opposed to symbolic) purpose of
detaching particular cities from the general municipal law in the first place, thereby adding complexity
to an already complex body of law. Many, if not most, of the provisions in the general municipal

law are generally applicable and therefore mirrored in special act charters. This complexity increases
the burden on the legislature, which must maintain two parallel bodies of functionally similar law,
including their dependencies on and cross-references to other legislation.

In the layering model, we find that Québec’s special laws and the Alberta city charter regulations
are functionally equivalent insofar as they layer additional authority on top of an established general
statute. Both tailor the legal frameworks governing specific municipalities while retaining the
consistency of a province-wide general law.

Nevertheless, the political and symbolic effects of separate legal arrangements for large cities should
not be underestimated. They may encourage provincial forbearance in relation to charter cities and
spur more aggressive and innovative local political leadership. Nevertheless, provincial legislatures
remain constitutionally unfettered in their ability to unilaterally amend charters and make regulations.
In this sense, these asymmetrical legal arrangements are no different from parallel general municipal
laws. Bespoke charter city arrangements should not be conflated with “home rule” (see Box 4.1).

7. Trends, Implications, and Knowledge Gaps

Canadian municipal law is often criticized for being static, yet it has been evolving for decades in
significant ways. Much has changed in recent years, and the extent and pace of change is increasing;
Where once the restrictive 1849 Baldwin Act was the template for general municipal law across Canada

82 Fiscal Measures and Taxation Act, 2020, SA 2020, ¢3. https://canlii.ca/t/549pz
83 City Charters Fiscal Framework Act, SA 2018, s C-13-3. https://canlii.ca/t/53¢f7
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(with historical exceptions in the Maritime provinces and Newfoundland and Labrador, which joined
Canada in 1949), Alberta initiated a national wave of legal reform starting in the 1990s. Several
patterns and trends are evident:

First, provinces and territories increasingly recognize municipalities as accountable, democratic
governments in law. Legal frameworks across the country now recognize municipalities as
“responsible and accountable” governments and articulate democratic self-government in the public
interest as a basic purpose of municipal corporations. British Columbia (Community Charter, s. 1(1)) and
Nova Scotia (Municipal Government Act, preamble) go so far as to recognize municipalities as an “order
of government,” a term usually reserved to the federal and provincial governments, and sometimes
Indigenous governments established through treaties. Some governments have legislated frameworks
governing provincial-municipal collaboration or established a duty for the government to consult
municipalities on changes that would affect them. These provisions indicate an important shift, one
that is both symbolic and practical. Imagining municipalities as legitimate democratic governments as
opposed to subordinate branch offices of provincial and territorial governments is a precondition for
intergovernmental relations based on respectful collaboration.

Second, municipal grants of authority are increasingly expansive and permissive. While the pace
of change has been uneven across the country, municipalities today, in all provinces and territories,
operate within a more permissive enabling legal framework than they did in the 1980s. All provinces
and territories have shifted from a restrictive, express powers framework that narrowly construed
municipalities as deliverers of services to property to one that grants permissive authority through the
general welfare power, broad spheres of jurisdiction, and, in most jurisdictions, natural person power.
These changes have significantly broadened the scope of municipal action and discretion, potentially
unlocking new capacities for policy innovation.

Third, the courts have increasingly demonstrated a generous interpretation of municipalities’
permissive authority. While sustaining the constitutional construction of municipalities as “creatures
of the provinces,” the judicial interpretation of local bylaws has become more generous and
deferential since the dissent by Justice McLachlin in the Supreme Court of Canada’s 1994 Shel/ Canada
Products decision, in which she stated that “Courts should not be quick to substitute their views for
those of elected council members on what will best serve the welfare of the city’s citizens.” This has
been supported by the insertion of “broad interpretation” clauses into legislation.

Fourth, the governance landscape is becoming increasingly complex, the costs and benefits of
which are unclear. Building on the precedent established by the 1849 Baldwin Act, under which
municipalities draw their authority from general legislation, the municipal system within, and even
between, provinces and territories, developed with a high degree of symmetry (Taylor 2019, 47-51).
Since the 1990s, however, some provinces have moved to create special “city charters,” or what we
characterize as asymmetrical arrangements for large cities. While the legal instruments differ, Calgary,
Edmonton, Toronto, and Halifax have joined Vancouver, Winnipeg, Montréal and other urban
municipalities in deriving some or all of their authority from statutes or regulations distinct from those
applying to other municipalities within the same province.

We note two tendencies, one pointing toward greater symmetry, the other in the opposite direction.

In Ontario, many of the distinctive provisions in the City of Toronto Act were later mirrored in the
general Municipal Act — changes that may undermine the rationale for creating the Toronto Charter

in the first place. On the other hand, British Columbia’s passage of a new Local Government Act and
Commmunity Charter in the late 1990s and early 2000s did not lead to a revamp of the VVancouver Charter.
Whether Newfoundland and Labrador’s recent replacement of the Municipalities Act with the new
Towns and Local Service Districts Act leads to updates of the Saint John’s, Mount Pearl, and Corner Brook
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charters remains to be seen. Alberta and Ontario have used regulation to alter the powers of select
municipalities — comprehensively for Calgary and Edmonton and selectively for a list of “strong
mayor” municipalities across Ontario. Beyond symbolic recognition of the economic importance
of Canada’s big cities, the substantive impacts of these deviations from general legal frameworks on
policy process and outcomes remain to be seen (Kitchen 2016; Sancton 2016).

Fifth, the trend toward municipal empowerment co-exists with provincial intervention. At the
start of this paper we noted an inescapable feature of intergovernmental relations: the push-and-

pull between centralizing and decentralizing tendencies. With one hand, provincial and territorial
governments across Canada have overhauled municipal legislation to recognize and empower
municipalities as accountable democratic governments. With the other, they have on various occasions
unilaterally restructured local government boundaries and internal structures; overridden adopted
local policies; compelled municipalities to perform actions they would not otherwise have done; and
imposed uniform standards and procedures rather than permitting local discretion. Sometimes these
impositions have been ad hoc and seemingly politically motivated; at other times they have been
designed to achieve larger policy objectives. They have very often been resented and opposed by local
politicians and residents, although there is very little they can do given the exclusive responsibility

for municipal affairs granted to provinces and territories within the federal division of powers.
Nevertheless, we argue that arbitrary and politically motivated actions remain high-profile exceptions,
not the rule. The 40-year trend toward expanded and more permissive municipal legal authority is real,
comprehensively reshaping the day-to-day activities of local governments, even if its effects are not
tully visible or appreciated.

Finally, fiscal innovation has lagged legal innovation. Legal authority is not much use without
commensurate resources and capacities. While the fiscal imbalance has not been the focus of this
papet, we note that the broad transformation in local government law we have described has not
been accompanied by equally far-reaching changes in municipal access to own-source revenues. Few
municipalities have access to revenues beyond the traditional menu of property taxes, user fees, and
penalties for operating purposes, and borrowing and development exactions for capital purposes.
Long-running debates surrounding the adequacy and diversification of revenue sources, municipal
discretion over tax rates and spending, the size and conditionality of intergovernmental transfers,
and “who does what,” cannot be summarized here. Nevertheless, most would likely agree that

the innovation that has characterized the transformation of municipal law should be matched by
innovative fiscal reform.

These trends point to a fertile research agenda.

Importantly, we do not yet know the outer limits of municipal authority. This is true for two reasons.
First, few municipalities have tested the limits of their authority by making aggressive use of the

most expansive elements of the modernized municipal frameworks, namely the broad and permissive
grant of authority, broad spheres of jurisdiction, and, potentially, natural person powers. Justifiably
cautious as they seek to avoid the costs of failure, local decision makers have largely stuck to the tried
and true and stayed within their comfort zone when it comes to matters of regulatory innovation and
intervening in new policy areas. Second, these powers are rarely tested in the courts, meaning that only
a modest body of jurisprudence has emerged to define their limits.

There is certainly room for more creative use of the general welfare power. In the 2019 Canadian
Plastic Bag Association case, the B.C. Court of Appeal (BCCA) quashed a bylaw passed by the City of
Victoria because it was not approved in advance by the provincial Minister of the Environment. In
essence, the BCCA decided that the bylaw’s purpose was “the protection of the natural environment,”
which required ministerial approval prior to enactment under section 8(3)(j) of the Community
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Charter. Unfortunately for Victoria, the bylaw text did not reference its statutory basis and the City’s
legal counsel did not make such arguments before the Court. Would the case have been decided
differently if the bylaw had been grounded in one or more of the broad “municipal purposes” listed
in section 77** We can imagine test cases in which municipalities explore the limits of the permissive
authority granted by the general welfare power, natural person power, and broadly framed spheres of
jurisdiction.
To better understand the scope of municipal powers, we propose four research programs:
1. Municipal survey on legal constraints. This overview shows that municipal law is both
enabling and constraining, and has become more permissive over time. What we do not
fully understand, however, is exactly how constraints are experienced in everyday municipal
governance. We recommend a survey of all Canadian municipalities, large and small and in all
provinces and territories, to identify what specific legislative provisions (as opposed to fiscal
limitations) prevent them from accomplishing important objectives. The results of such a
survey would direct reform advocacy toward matters of everyday significance.

2. Case studies of municipal innovation using modern legal tools. Municipalities have more
expansive powers than ever before, yet we know little about how they are being used. We
propose a research program to discover how municipalities are working at the limits of their
legal authority to respond to pressing policy problems and pursue specific policy objectives. In
particular, we recommend focusing attention on bylaws and undertakings adopted on the basis
of the general welfare power, broad grants of authority, and the natural person power.

3. Monitoring litigation and judicial interpretation. The meaning of statutes is fleshed out
through legal challenges and judicial interpretations. We recommend the ongoing monitoring
of court challenges to boundary-pushing municipal initiatives. Again, a key focus should be
on initiatives grounded in the general welfare power, the grant of authority, and the natural
person power. This would not only reveal how the courts are interpreting the expanded powers
and grants of authority in reformed municipal laws; it would also provide municipalities with
insights on how to frame such bylaws.

4. De-risk test cases. As noted, municipalities recognize that inviting judicial review by testing
the boundaries of their powers is potentially costly, not only in fiscal terms, but also in terms
of policy reversal. The Federation of Canadian Municipalities (n.d.) maintains a Legal Defense
Fund that allows it to intervene in cases appealed to federal courts that are likely to set national
precedents. There is potential to go further in this direction by proactively identifying and
supporting municipalities willing to invite serving as “test cases” of the novel use of municipal
powers. “De-risking” municipal policy action would incentivize local innovation and better
establish the outer limits of municipal powers.

84  Section 8(1) of the Community Charter provides that ministerial pre-approval does 7o apply to actions taken under the natural
person power. The Supreme Court of Canada declined to hear an appeal of this decision.

62



Power and Purpose: The Quiet Evolution of Canadian Municipal Law o o

8. Works Cited

8.1 Documentary sources

Alberta, Government of. (2015). Framework Memorandum of Understanding for the Municipal Government Act
Review. Edmonton.

Alcantara, C., and Nelles, |. (2016). A Quiet Evolution: The Emergence of Indigenous-Iocal Intergovernmental
Partnerships in Canada. Toronto: University of Toronto Press.

Althaus, C., and Tedds, L. (2016). User Fees in Canada: A Municipal Design and Implementation Guide.
Ottawa: Canadian Tax Foundation.

Amborski, D.P. (1998). Review of the Regulatory Environment of Municipal Capital Borrowing. Toronto:
ICURR Press.

Ashton, W, Kelly, W., and Bollman, R. (2015). Municipalities amalgamate in Manitoba: Moving
towards rural regions. Manitoba Law Journal 38(2): 123—154.

Baumeister, M. (2012). Dewvelopment Charges Across Canada: An Underntilized Growth Management Tool?

IMFG Papers on Municipal Finance and Governance No. 9. Toronto: Institute on Municipal Finance
and Governance, University of Toronto. http://hdl.handle.net/1807/81267

Bellamy, D. E. (2005). Report. Toronto Computer Leasing Inguiry and Toronto External Contracts Inquiry. 4

vols. Toronto.

Bellefontaine, M. (2025, April 8). “Alberta government moves to eliminate municipal codes of
conduct.” CBC News. https:/ /www.cbc.ca/news/canada/edmonton/alberta-government-moves-to-
eliminate-municipal-codes-of-conduct-1.7505306

Binney, C. C. (1893). Restrictions upon local and special legislation in the United States. The Awmserican
Law Register and Review 41(12).

Bird, R. M., Slack, E., and Tassonyi, A. T. (2012). A Tale of Two Taxes: Property Tax Reform in Ontario.
Cambridge, MA: Lincoln Institute of Land Policy.

Bish, R. L., and Clemens, E. G. (2008). Local Government in British Columbia. 4th ed. Richmond: Union
of British Columbia Municipalities.

Blochliger, H., and Kantorowicz, J. (2015). Fiscal Constitutions: An Empirical Assessment. OECD
Economics Department Working Papers, No. 1248. Paris: OECD Publishing. https://doi.
org/10.1787 /5jrxjctrxp8t-en

Calgary, City of. (n.d.) Tax Levy — Historical. Accessed 19 Aug. 2025. https:/ /www.calgary.ca/property-
owners/taxes/historical-levy.html

Charter City Toronto. (2019). Charter City Proposal Overview. https:/ /www.chartercitytoronto.ca/
proposal-overview.html

City of Toronto and Province of Ontario. (2017). Agreement on Cooperation and Consultation between the
City of Toronto and the Province of Ontario. (Updated: April 17, 2024.) https:/ /www.ontario.ca/page/
agreement-cooperation-and-consultation-between-city-toronto-and-province-ontario

Coté, A., and Fenn, M. (2014). Provincial-Municipal Relations in Ontario: Approaching an Inflection Point.

IMFG Papers on Municipal Finance and Governance No. 17. Toronto: Institute on Municipal Finance
and Governance, University of Toronto. http://hdl.handle.net/1807/81250

Cunningham, J. D. (2011). Updating the Ethical Infrastructure: Report of the Mississanga Judicial Inguiry.
Mississauga.

Dollery, B., Garcea, J., and LeSage, E. C. (2008). Local Government Reform: A Comparative Analysis of
Adpanced Anglo-American Countries. Cheltenham, UK.: Edward Elgar.

63


http://hdl.handle.net/1807/81267
https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/edmonton/alberta-government-moves-to-eliminate-municipal-codes-of-conduct-1.7505306
https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/edmonton/alberta-government-moves-to-eliminate-municipal-codes-of-conduct-1.7505306
https://doi.org/10.1787/5jrxjctrxp8r-en
https://doi.org/10.1787/5jrxjctrxp8r-en
https://www.calgary.ca/property-owners/taxes/historical-levy.html
https://www.calgary.ca/property-owners/taxes/historical-levy.html
https://www.chartercitytoronto.ca/proposal-overview.html
https://www.chartercitytoronto.ca/proposal-overview.html
https://www.ontario.ca/page/agreement-cooperation-and-consultation-between-city-toronto-and-province-ontario
https://www.ontario.ca/page/agreement-cooperation-and-consultation-between-city-toronto-and-province-ontario
http://hdl.handle.net/1807/81250

Zack Taylor, Craig Mutter, Joseph Lyons, and Alec Dobson o o

DuPuis, N., Langan, T., McFarland, C., Panettieri, A., and Rainwater, B. (2017). City Rights in an Era of
Preemption: A State-by-State Analysis. Washington, D.C.: Center for City Solutions, National League of
Cities.

Eidelman, G., Forman, K., Hachard, T., and Slack, E. (2024). Who Does What Series. Toronto: Institute
on Municipal Finance and Governance and Urban Policy Lab, University of Toronto. https://imfg.
org/who-does-what-seties/

Federation of Canadian Municipalities. (n.d.) Lega/ Defense Fund. https:/ /fcm.ca/en/about-fcm/
membership/legal-defense-fund

Federation of Canadian Municipalities. (2024). Making Canada’s Growth a Success: The Case for a Municipal
Growth Framework. https:/ /fcm.ca/en/resources/making-canadas-growth-a-success

Feldman, L. D. (1974). Ontario 1945—1973: The Municipal Dynamic, The Evolution of Policy in Contemporary
Ontario. Toronto: Ontario Economic Council.

Flynn, A. (2017). Reimagining Toronto’s Community Councils. Journal of Law and Social Policy 27:
94-115. https://doi.org/10.60082/0829-3929.1268

Flynn, A. (2019). Operative subsidiarity and municipal authority: The case of Toronto’s ward boundary
review. Osgoode Hall Law Journal 56(2): 271-300. https://doi.org/10.60082/2817-5069.3482

Flynn, A., Albert, R., and Des Rosiers, N., Eds. (2024). The Past, Present, and Future of Canadian Cities:
Where the Law Went Wrong and How We Can Fix It. Montréal and Kingston: McGill-Queen’s University
Press.

Forgrave, T. (1995, November 27). The Alberta Municipal Government Act: How We Got Here. Canadian
Institute for the Administration of Justice Annual Meeting, Ottawa, ON, Canada. https://ciaj-icaj.ca/
wp-content/uploads/documents/import/LD/1.D1995/1.D48.pdf?id=1048&1600216601

Frate, B., and Robitaille, D. (2021) A pipeline story: The evolving autonomy of Canadian
municipalities. Journal of Law and Social Policy 34: 94-110. https://doi.org/10.60082/0829-3929.1409

French, G. (2024). Representation without taxation? A historical review of Newfoundland and
Labrador’s municipal system and quasi-municipal structures. Dalhousie Law Review 47(2). Art. 7. https://
digitalcommons.schulichlaw.dal.ca/dlj/vol47 /iss2/7/

Frug, G. E., and Barron, D. J. (2008). City Bound: How States Stifle Urban Innovation. Ithaca: Cornell
University Press.

Fyfe, A. (1995, November 27). Alberta’s Municipal Government Act — Enabling Municipalities to Do
Their Job. Canadian Institute for the Administration of Justice Annual Meeting, Ottawa, ON,
Canada. https://ciaj-icaj.ca/wp-content/uploads/documents/import/LD/L.D1995/L.D46.
pdfrid=1042&ts=1755541792

Good, K. (2019). The Fallacy of the “Creatures of Provinces” Doctrine: Recognizing and Protecting Municipalities’
Constitutional Status. IMFG Papers on Municipal Finance and Governance No. 46. Toronto: Institute on
Municipal Finance and Governance, University of Toronto. http://hdLhandle.net/1807/98264

Gorman, M. (2025, August 5). What strong mayor powers could mean for N.S. government and why
they might be granted. CBC News. https:/ /www.cbc.ca/news/canada/nova-scotia/strong-mayot-
powers-andy-fillmore-tim-houston-john-lohr-1.7600863

Graham, K. (2018). Leading Canada’s Cities? A Study of Urban Mayors. [Doctoral dissertation, University
of Western Ontario|.

Halef, C. (2025, September 16). “There shall be no strong mayors™ N.S. premier confirms. CTT” News.
https:/ /halifax.citynews.ca/2025/09/16/ there-shall-be-no-strong-mayors-n-s-premier-confirms/

Halifax Regional Council. (2009, May 26). Code of Conduct for Municipal Elected Officials. Item No. 11.1.5.
Halifax: Halifax Regional Municipality.

64


https://imfg.org/who-does-what-series/
https://imfg.org/who-does-what-series/
https://fcm.ca/en/about-fcm/membership/legal-defense-fund
https://fcm.ca/en/about-fcm/membership/legal-defense-fund
https://fcm.ca/en/resources/making-canadas-growth-a-success
https://doi.org/10.60082/0829-3929.1268
https://doi.org/10.60082/2817-5069.3482
https://ciaj-icaj.ca/wp-content/uploads/documents/import/LD/LD1995/LD48.pdf?id=1048&1600216601
https://ciaj-icaj.ca/wp-content/uploads/documents/import/LD/LD1995/LD48.pdf?id=1048&1600216601
https://doi.org/10.60082/0829-3929.1409
https://digitalcommons.schulichlaw.dal.ca/dlj/vol47/iss2/7/
https://digitalcommons.schulichlaw.dal.ca/dlj/vol47/iss2/7/
https://ciaj-icaj.ca/wp-content/uploads/documents/import/LD/LD1995/LD46.pdf?id=1042&ts=1755541792
https://ciaj-icaj.ca/wp-content/uploads/documents/import/LD/LD1995/LD46.pdf?id=1042&ts=1755541792
https://utoronto.scholaris.ca/items/ee1411dc-d7bc-4189-805c-3a405b208185
https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/nova-scotia/strong-mayor-powers-andy-fillmore-tim-houston-john-lohr-1.7600863
https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/nova-scotia/strong-mayor-powers-andy-fillmore-tim-houston-john-lohr-1.7600863
https://halifax.citynews.ca/2025/09/16/there-shall-be-no-strong-mayors-n-s-premier-confirms/

Power and Purpose: The Quiet Evolution of Canadian Municipal Law o o

Halifax Regional Council. (2017, August 1). HRM Charter Review: Natural Person Powers. Item No. 14.3.1.
Accessed 27 August 2019. https:/ /www.halifax.ca/sites/default/files/documents/ city-hall /regional-
council/170801rc1431.pdf

Hanniman, K. (2015). A Good Crisis: Canadian Municipal Credit Conditions After the 1ehman Brothers
Bankruptey. IMFG Papers on Municipal Finance and Governance No. 22. Institute on Municipal
Finance and Governance, University of Toronto. http://hdLhandle.net/1807/81245

Harris, D. C. (2023). Tending gardens, ploughing fields, and the unexamined drift to constructive
takings at common law. Alberta Law Review 61(1). https://commons.allard.ubc.ca/fac_pubs/748/

Henstra, D., Ed. (2013). Multilevel Governance and Emergency Management in Canadian Municipalities.
Montréal and Kingston: McGill-Queen’s University Press.

Hirschl, R. (2020). City, State: Constitutionalism and the Megacity. Oxford University Press.

Homersham, R. A. (2018). Alberta city charters: Extraordinary powers handed out with the daily rations of
government. Stikeman Elliott. Last modified 26 Sep. 2018; accessed 15 August 2019. https:/ /www.
stikeman.com/en-ca/kh/real-estate-municipal / Alberta-City-Charters-Extraordinary-Powers-Handed-
Out-with-the-Daily-Rations-of-Government

Isin, E. (1992). Cities Without Citigens: Modernity of the City as a Corporation. Montréal: Black Rose.

Johal, S. (2019). The Case for Growing the Gas Tax Fund: A Report on the State of Municipal Finance in
Canada. Ottawa: Federation of Canadian Municipalities.

Kitchen, H. (2016). Is ‘charter-city status’ a solution for financing city services in Canada — or is that
a myth? SPP Research Papers 9(2). Calgary: School of Public Policy, University of Calgary. https://doi.
org/10.55016/0js/sppp.v9il.42566

Kitchen, H., and Slack, E. (2016). More Tax Sources for Canada’s Largest Cities: Why, What, and How?
IMFG Papers on Municipal Finance and Governance No. 27. Toronto: Institute on Municipal Finance
and Governance, University of Toronto. http://hdlLhandle.net/1807/81209

Kitchen, H., Slack, E., and Hachard, T. (2019). Property Taxes in Canada: Current Issues and Future
Prospects. IMFG Perspectives No. 26. Toronto: Institute on Municipal Finance and Governance,
University of Toronto. http://hdlLhandle.net/1807/98034

Kong, H. (2024). Constitutional Amendment and the Canadian City. In A. Flynn, R. Albert, and N.
Des Rosiers (Eds.), Cities and the Constitution: Giving Local Governments in Canada the Power They Need.
Montréal and Kingston: McGill-Queen’s University Press.

Ladner, A., Keuffer, N., and Bastianen, A. (2021). Local Autonomy Index in the EU, Council of Europe and
OECD Countries (1990-2020). Release 2.0. Brussels: European Commission. https://ec.europa.cu/
regional_policy/en/information/publications/studies /2021 /self-rule-index-for-local-authorities-in-
the-eu-council-of-europe-and-oecd-countries-1990-2020

LeSage, E. C., and McMillan, M. L. (2008). Alberta: Municipal system overview. Information Bulletin
7170. Edmonton: Western Centre for Economic Research, University of Alberta.

Levine, G. J. (2009). Municipal Ethics Regimes. Municipal Knowledge Series. St. Thomas, ON: Municipal
World.

Lidstone, D. (2004). Assessment of the Municipal Acts of the Provinces and Territories. Ottawa: Federation of
Canadian Municipalities.

Lidstone, D. (2007). Recent British Columbia legislation: The Community Charter. University of British
Columbia 1.aw Review 40(1): 401-419.

Local Law Center. (2015). Home Rule. Mercersburg, PA: Community Environmental Legal Defense
Fund, Last modified 27 August 2015; accessed 7 September 2019. https://celdf.org/law-library/local-
law-center/home-rule/

65


https://www.halifax.ca/sites/default/files/documents/city-hall/regional-council/170801rc1431.pdf
https://www.halifax.ca/sites/default/files/documents/city-hall/regional-council/170801rc1431.pdf
https://utoronto.scholaris.ca/items/22834caa-d1ac-4516-95a7-91ea14415889
https://commons.allard.ubc.ca/fac_pubs/748/
https://www.stikeman.com/en-ca/kh/real-estate-municipal/Alberta-City-Charters-Extraordinary-Powers-Handed-Out-with-the-Daily-Rations-of-Government
https://www.stikeman.com/en-ca/kh/real-estate-municipal/Alberta-City-Charters-Extraordinary-Powers-Handed-Out-with-the-Daily-Rations-of-Government
https://www.stikeman.com/en-ca/kh/real-estate-municipal/Alberta-City-Charters-Extraordinary-Powers-Handed-Out-with-the-Daily-Rations-of-Government
https://journalhosting.ucalgary.ca/index.php/sppp/article/view/42566
https://journalhosting.ucalgary.ca/index.php/sppp/article/view/42566
http://hdl.handle.net/1807/81209
http://hdl.handle.net/1807/98034
https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/information/publications/studies/2021/self-rule-index-for-local-authorities-in-the-eu-council-of-europe-and-oecd-countries-1990-2020
https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/information/publications/studies/2021/self-rule-index-for-local-authorities-in-the-eu-council-of-europe-and-oecd-countries-1990-2020
https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/information/publications/studies/2021/self-rule-index-for-local-authorities-in-the-eu-council-of-europe-and-oecd-countries-1990-2020
https://celdf.org/law-library/local-law-center/home-rule/
https://celdf.org/law-library/local-law-center/home-rule/

Zack Taylor, Craig Mutter, Joseph Lyons, and Alec Dobson o o

Makuch, S. M., Craik, N., and Meisk, S. B. (2004). Canadian Municipal and Planning Law. 2nd. ed.
Toronto: Thomson Carswell.

Makuch, S. M., and Schuman, M. (2015). Have we legalized corruption? The impacts of expanding
municipal authority without safeguards in Toronto and Ontario. Osgoode Hall Law Journal 53(1): 301—
333. https://doi.org/10.60082/2817-5069.2978

Malloy, R. P. Ed. (2008). Private Property, Community Development, and Eminent Domain. Aldershot, UK.:
Ashgate.

McMillan, M. L., and Dahlby, B. (2014). Do local governments need alternative sources of tax
revenue? An assessment of the options for Alberta cities. SPP Research Papers 7(26). Calgary: School of
Public Policy, University of Calgary. https://doi.org/10.55016/0js/sppp.v7il.42481

Moore, A. A. (2013). Trading Density for Benefits: Toronto and Vanconver Compared. IMFG Papers on
Municipal Finance and Governance No. 13. Toronto: Institute on Municipal Finance and Governance,
University of Toronto. http://hdlLhandle.net/1807/81255

Newfoundland and Labrador, Government of. (2025). Agencies, Boards and Commissions. St. John’s:
Newfoundland and Labrador Municipal Financing Corporation. https://www.gov.nl.ca/fin/
department/agencies/#6

OECD. (2019). Matking Decentralisation Work: A Handbook for Policy-Makers. OECD Multi-level
Governance Studies. Paris: OECD Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1787/g2g9faa7-en

Ombudsperson B.C. (2025, March 27). Two Recent Vancouver Municipal Integrity Reports Highlight Need for
Provincial 1 egislation, BC Ontbudsman Says. [Press release]. https://bcombudsperson.ca/news_release/
two-recent-vancouver-municipal-integrity-reports-highlicht-need-for-provincial-legislation-bc-
ombudsperson-says/

Ontario, Government of. (2014). The Municipal Councillors Guide 2074. Toronto: Ministry of Municipal
Affairs and Housing.

Ontario, Government of. (2025). Bill 9, Municipal Acconntability Act, 2025. https:/ /news.ontario.ca/en/
backgrounder/1005861/ontario-supporting-stronget-local-governance

Patil, A. (2025, August 5). Halifax council backs away from making Morris Street one-way for bike
lane. CBC News. https:/ /www.cbc.ca/news/canada/nova-scotia/halifax-council-reverses-coutse-on-
morris-street-bike-lane-1.7601615

Price, P. (2017). Provincializing constitutions: History, narrative, and the disappearance of

Canada’s provincial constitutions. Perspectives on Federalism 9(3). https:/ /www.researchgate.net/
publication/322374720_Provincializing_Constitutions_History_Narrative_and_the_Disappearance_
of Canada’s_Provincial Constitutions

Québec, Government of. (20106). Le « réflexe Montréal » : entente-cadre sur les engagements du Gouvernement
du Québec et de la Ville de Montréal pour la reconnaissance du statut particulier de la métropole. https:/ /ville.
montreal.qc.ca/pls/portal/docs/PAGE/PRT_VDM_FR/MEDIA/DOCUMENTS/ENTENTE_
CADRE_REFLEXE_MONTREAL.PDF

Raso, A., and Fox, C. (2024, February 12). Municipal Code of Conduct Bylaws in British Columbia: What
Local Government Decision-Mafkers Need to Know. Vancouver: Clark Wilson. https://www.cwilson.com/
municipal-code-of-conduct-bylaws-in-british-columbia-what-local-government-decision-makers-need-
to-know/

Riverstone-Newell, L. (2017). The rise of state preemption laws in response to local policy innovation.
Publins: The Journal of Federalisnm 47(3): 403—425. https://doi.otg/10.1093/publius/pjx037

Rogers, I. M. (2025.) Law of Canadian Municipal Corporations, 2nd ed., Release No. 8, August. Toronto:
Thomson-Reuters WestlLaw Canada.

66


https://journalhosting.ucalgary.ca/index.php/sppp/article/view/42481
http://hdl.handle.net/1807/81255
https://doi.org/10.1787/g2g9faa7-en
https://bcombudsperson.ca/news_release/two-recent-vancouver-municipal-integrity-reports-highlight-need-for-provincial-legislation-bc-ombudsperson-says/
https://bcombudsperson.ca/news_release/two-recent-vancouver-municipal-integrity-reports-highlight-need-for-provincial-legislation-bc-ombudsperson-says/
https://bcombudsperson.ca/news_release/two-recent-vancouver-municipal-integrity-reports-highlight-need-for-provincial-legislation-bc-ombudsperson-says/
https://news.ontario.ca/en/backgrounder/1005861/ontario-supporting-stronger-local-governance
https://news.ontario.ca/en/backgrounder/1005861/ontario-supporting-stronger-local-governance
https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/nova-scotia/halifax-council-reverses-course-on-morris-street-bike-lane-1.7601615
https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/nova-scotia/halifax-council-reverses-course-on-morris-street-bike-lane-1.7601615
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/322374720_Provincializing_Constitutions_History_Narrative_and_the_Disappearance_of_Canada's_Provincial_Constitutions
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/322374720_Provincializing_Constitutions_History_Narrative_and_the_Disappearance_of_Canada's_Provincial_Constitutions
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/322374720_Provincializing_Constitutions_History_Narrative_and_the_Disappearance_of_Canada's_Provincial_Constitutions
https://ville.montreal.qc.ca/pls/portal/docs/PAGE/PRT_VDM_FR/MEDIA/DOCUMENTS/ENTENTE_CADRE_REFLEXE_MONTREAL.PDF
https://ville.montreal.qc.ca/pls/portal/docs/PAGE/PRT_VDM_FR/MEDIA/DOCUMENTS/ENTENTE_CADRE_REFLEXE_MONTREAL.PDF
https://ville.montreal.qc.ca/pls/portal/docs/PAGE/PRT_VDM_FR/MEDIA/DOCUMENTS/ENTENTE_CADRE_REFLEXE_MONTREAL.PDF
https://www.cwilson.com/municipal-code-of-conduct-bylaws-in-british-columbia-what-local-government-decision-makers-need-to-know/
https://www.cwilson.com/municipal-code-of-conduct-bylaws-in-british-columbia-what-local-government-decision-makers-need-to-know/
https://www.cwilson.com/municipal-code-of-conduct-bylaws-in-british-columbia-what-local-government-decision-makers-need-to-know/
https://doi.org/10.1093/publius/pjx037

Power and Purpose: The Quiet Evolution of Canadian Municipal Law o o

Rust-D’Eye, G., Bar-Moshe, O., and James, A. (2015). Ontario Municipal Law: A Users Manual 2015.
Toronto: Carswell.

Ryan, H. (2025, September 15). Halifax explores raising deed transfer tax to help pay for major
projects. CBC News. https:/ /www.cbc.ca/news/canada/nova-scotia/halifax-deed-transfer-tax-majot-
projects-1.7632686

Sancton, A. (1992). Commentary. In John C. Courtney (Ed.), Drawing Boundaries: Legisiatures, Courts and
Electoral Boundaries, 90-95. Saskatoon: Fifth House Publishers.

Sancton, A. (2000). Merger Mania: The Assanlt on Local Government. Montréal and Kingston: McGill-
Queen’s University Press.

Sancton, A. (2016). The false panacea of city charters? A political perspective on the case of

Toronto. SPP Research Papers 9(3). Calgary: School of Public Policy, University of Calgary. https://doi.
org/10.55016/0js/sppp.v9il.42564

Schragger, R. C. (2019). City Power: Urban Governance in a Global Age. Oxford University Press.

Shaw, B. and Schechner, A. (2025, August 6). Out of its lane? Ontario court creates constitutional right
to a bike lane. McCarthy Tetranlt Canadian Appeals Monitor. https:/ /www.mccarthy.ca/en/insights/blogs/
canadian-appeals-monitor/out-of-its-lane-ontario-court-creates-constitutional-right-to-a-bike-lane
Shaw, R. (2020, February 24). B.C. to shut down the auditor general for local government. Vancouver
Sun. https:/ /vancouversun.com/news/ politics / b-c-to-shut-down-the-auditor-general-for-local-
government

Shott, A. K. (2015). Municipal Associations, Mentbership Composition, and Interest Representation in 1 ocal-
Provincial Relations. [Doctoral dissertation, University of Western Ontario]. https://hdlLhandle.
net/20.500.14721/33347

Slack, E. (1996). Financing Infrastructure: Evaluation of Existing Research and Information Gaps. Ottawa:
Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation.

Slack, E. (2006, 13 March). Fiscal Imbalance: The Case for Cities. Prepared for the Federation of Canadian
Municipalities. https://imfg.org/uploads/104/slack_fiscal_imbalance_the_case_for_cities_2006.pdf
Slack, E. (2017). How Much 1.ocal Fiscal Autonomy Do Cities Have? A Comparison of Eight Cities aronnd

the World. IMFG Perspectives No. 19. Institute on Municipal Finance and Governance, University of
Toronto. http://hdlLhandle.net/1807/82864

Slack, E., and Tassonyi, A. T. (2017). Financing Urban Infrastructure in Canada: Who Should Pay? IMFG
Papers on Municipal Finance and Governance 34. Toronto: Institute on Municipal Finance and
Governance, University of Toronto. http://hdl.handle.net/1807/79554

Smith, A. and Spicer, Z. (2016). The local autonomy of Canada’s largest cities. Urban Affairs Review
54(5): 931-961. https://doi.org/10.1177/1078087416684380

Spicer, Z. (2016a). A patchwork of participation: Stewardship, delegation and the search for
community representation in post-amalgamation Ontario. Canadian Journal of Political Science 49(1):
129-150. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0008423916000275

Spicet, Z. (2016b). The Boundary Bargain: Growth, Development, and the Future of City-County Separation.
Montréal and Kingston: McGill-Queen’s University Press.

Strasser, S. (2023, December 19). Mayor Gondek expresses ‘concern’ about province’s proposed
changes to city charter. Calgary Herald. https:/ / calgaryherald.com/news/local-news/province-
proposed-changes-city-charter-concerning-gondek

Surrey, City of. (2007, September 25). Corporate Report, Council-in-Commaittee: Community Charter and Local
Government Act Municipal Powers Compared to the 1V ancouver Charter. File 0125-50.

Tassonyi, A. T. and Conger, B. W. (2015). An exploration into the municipal capacity to finance capital
infrastructure. SPP Research Papers 8(38). Calgary: School of Public Policy, University of Calgary.
https://doi.org/10.55016/0js/sppp.v8il.42545

67


https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/nova-scotia/halifax-deed-transfer-tax-major-projects-1.7632686
https://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/nova-scotia/halifax-deed-transfer-tax-major-projects-1.7632686
https://journalhosting.ucalgary.ca/index.php/sppp/article/view/42564
https://journalhosting.ucalgary.ca/index.php/sppp/article/view/42564
https://www.mccarthy.ca/en/insights/blogs/canadian-appeals-monitor/out-of-its-lane-ontario-court-creates-constitutional-right-to-a-bike-lane
https://www.mccarthy.ca/en/insights/blogs/canadian-appeals-monitor/out-of-its-lane-ontario-court-creates-constitutional-right-to-a-bike-lane
https://vancouversun.com/news/politics/b-c-to-shut-down-the-auditor-general-for-local-government
https://vancouversun.com/news/politics/b-c-to-shut-down-the-auditor-general-for-local-government
https://uwo.scholaris.ca/items/d9b9bbf6-337d-488f-b089-2e1b8f4468f9
https://uwo.scholaris.ca/items/d9b9bbf6-337d-488f-b089-2e1b8f4468f9
https://imfg.org/uploads/104/slack_fiscal_imbalance_the_case_for_cities_2006.pdf
http://hdl.handle.net/1807/82864
http://hdl.handle.net/1807/79554
https://doi.org/10.1177/1078087416684380
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/canadian-journal-of-political-science-revue-canadienne-de-science-politique/article/abs/patchwork-of-participation-stewardship-delegation-and-the-search-for-community-representation-in-postamalgamation-ontario/3BFB3C2043681CE083B23C2E7209AEE4
https://calgaryherald.com/news/local-news/province-proposed-changes-city-charter-concerning-gondek
https://calgaryherald.com/news/local-news/province-proposed-changes-city-charter-concerning-gondek
https://journalhosting.ucalgary.ca/index.php/sppp/article/view/42545

Zack Taylor, Craig Mutter, Joseph Lyons, and Alec Dobson o o

Taylor, Z. (2019). Shaping the Metropolis: Institutions and Urbanization in the United States and Canada.
Montréal and Kingston: McGill-Queen’s University Press.

Taylor, Z. (2020). Theme and Variations: Metropolitan Governance in Canada. IMFG Papers on Municipal
Finance and Governance 49. Toronto: Institute on Municipal Finance and Governance, University of
Toronto. http://hdLhandle.net/1807/101763

Taylor, Z. (2022). Regionalism from above: Intergovernmental relations in Canadian metropolitan
governance. Commonwealth Journal of 1ocal Governance 26: 139-159. https://doi.org/10.5130/cjlg.
vi26.8141

Taylor, Z, Chapple, K., Elliott, M., Smith, A., and Eidelman, G. (2023). Strong(er) Mayors in Ontario
— What Difference Will They Make? IMFG Forum 13. Toronto: Institute on Municipal Finance and
Governance, University of Toronto. https://hdl.handle.net/1807/127410

Taylor, Z., and Dobson, A. (2020). Power and Purpose: Canadian Municipal Law in Transition. IMFG Papers
on Municipal Finance and Governance 47. Toronto: Institute on Municipal Finance and Governance,
University of Toronto. http://hdLhandle.net/1807/99736

Taylor, Z. and Taylor, J. I. (2024). Boundary battles in New Brunswick.” In Agrawal, S (Ed.).
Municipal Boundary Battles, 185-211. Edmonton: University of Alberta Press. https://doi.
org/10.1515/9781772127881-009

Tindal, C. R,, Tindal, S. N., Stewart, K., and Smith, P. J. (2013). Loca/ Government in Canada, 8th ed.
Nelson.

Tindal, C. R., Tindal, S. N., Stewart, K., and Smith, P. J. (2017). Loca/ Government in Canada, 9th ed.
Nelson.

UN-Habitat. (2009). International Guidelines on Decentralisation and Access to Basic Services for All.
Nairobi: United Nations Human Settlements Programme (UN-HABITAT). https://unhabitat.org/
international-guidelines-on-decentralization-and-access-to-basic-services-for-all

United Cities and Local Governments (UCLG). (2008). Decentralization and 1ocal Democracy in the World.
First Global Report by United Cities and 1ocal Governments. Barcelona: UCLG. https://www.gold.uclg.org/
sites/default/files/ GOLDI_%20EN.pdf

Vander Ploeg, C. G. (2002). Big City Revenue Sonrces: A Canada—U.S. Comparison of Municipal Tax Tools and
Revenue Levers. Calgary: Canada West Foundation.

Yukon Tourism. (2017). Accommodation 1 evies and Taxes across Canada and Internationally. City of
Yellowknife.

8.2 Case references

114957 Canada 1 tée (Spraytech, Société d’arrosage) v Hudson (Town), 2001 2 SCR 241. https://decisions.scc-
csc.ca/scc-csc/sce-csc/en/item/1878/index.do

Canadian Plastic Bag Association v Victoria (City), 2019 BCCA 254. https://www.bccourts.ca/jdb-txt/
ca/19/02/2019BCCA0254.htm

Catalyst Paper Corp. v North Cowichan (District), 2012 1 SCR 5. https://decisions.scc-csc.ca/sce-csc/sce-
csc/en/item/7987/index.do

Croplife Canada v. Toronto (City), 2005 CanLII 15709 ONCA. https://www.canlii.org/en/on/onca/
doc/2005/2005canlii15709/2005canlii15709.html

Cycle Toronto v. Ontario (Attorney General), 2025 O.]. No. 3360.
District of Kitimat v Alean Inc., 2005 BCSC 44. https:/ /justis.vlex.com/vid /680926993
Fouillard v Ellice (Rural Municipality), 2007 MBCA 108. https:/ /justis.vlex.com/vid/680835833

68


http://hdl.handle.net/1807/101763
https://doi.org/10.5130/cjlg.vi26.8141
https://doi.org/10.5130/cjlg.vi26.8141
https://hdl.handle.net/1807/127410
http://hdl.handle.net/1807/99736
https://www.degruyterbrill.com/document/doi/10.1515/9781772127881-009/html
https://www.degruyterbrill.com/document/doi/10.1515/9781772127881-009/html
https://unhabitat.org/international-guidelines-on-decentralization-and-access-to-basic-services-for-all
https://unhabitat.org/international-guidelines-on-decentralization-and-access-to-basic-services-for-all
https://www.gold.uclg.org/sites/default/files/GOLDI_%20EN.pdf
https://www.gold.uclg.org/sites/default/files/GOLDI_%20EN.pdf
https://decisions.scc-csc.ca/scc-csc/scc-csc/en/item/1878/index.do
https://decisions.scc-csc.ca/scc-csc/scc-csc/en/item/1878/index.do
https://www.bccourts.ca/jdb-txt/ca/19/02/2019BCCA0254.htm
https://www.bccourts.ca/jdb-txt/ca/19/02/2019BCCA0254.htm
https://decisions.scc-csc.ca/scc-csc/scc-csc/en/item/7987/index.do
https://decisions.scc-csc.ca/scc-csc/scc-csc/en/item/7987/index.do
https://www.canlii.org/en/on/onca/doc/2005/2005canlii15709/2005canlii15709.html
https://www.canlii.org/en/on/onca/doc/2005/2005canlii15709/2005canlii15709.html
https://justis.vlex.com/vid/680926993
https://justis.vlex.com/vid/680835833

Power and Purpose: The Quiet Evolution of Canadian Municipal Law o o

Godbout v Longueuil (City), 1997 3 SCR 844. https://decisions.scc-csc.ca/sce-csc/sce-cse/en/
item/1560/index.do

Greenbaun v Toronto, 1993 1 SCR 674. https://decisions.scc-csc.ca/scc-csc/sce-csc/en/item/971/
index.do

Kelo v City of New London, 2005, 545 US 469 https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal /us/545/469/

Nanaimo (City) v Rascal Trucking I.td., 2000 1 SCR 342. https://decisions.sce-csc.ca/sce-csc/sce-csc/en/
item/1774/index.do

Ontario Public School Boards’ Assn. et al. v Ontario (Attorney General), 1997 151 DLR (4th) 346. https://
justis.vlex.com/vid/681644201

Out-of-Home Marfketing Association of Canada v Toronto (City), 2012 ONCA 212. https://canliiconnects.
org/en/summaries/25562

Shell Canada Products 1.td. v Vanconver (City), 1994 1 SCR 231. https://decisions.scc-csc.ca/sce-csc/sce-
csc/en/item/1108/index.do

St. Panl (County) No. 19 v Belland, 2006 ABCA 55. https:/ /justis.vlex.com/vid /681027673

Toronto (City) v Ontario (Attorney General), 2019 ONCA 732. https://canliiconnects.org/en/
cases/20190onca732

Toronto (City) v Ontario (Attorney General), 2021 SCC 34. https://decisions.scc-csc.ca/sce-csc/sce-csc/
en/item/19011/index.do

Toronto Livery Association et al. v Toronto (City), 2009 ONCA 535. https://app.vlex.com/vid/ 681646553

United Taxi Drivers’ Fellowship of Southern Alberta v Calgary (City), 2004 1 SCR 485. https://decisions.scc-
csc.ca/scc-csc/sce-csc/en/item/2131 /index.do

Vincorp Financial 1.td. v Oxford (County), 2014 ONCA 876.

69


https://decisions.scc-csc.ca/scc-csc/scc-csc/en/item/1560/index.do
https://decisions.scc-csc.ca/scc-csc/scc-csc/en/item/1560/index.do
https://decisions.scc-csc.ca/scc-csc/scc-csc/en/item/971/index.do
https://decisions.scc-csc.ca/scc-csc/scc-csc/en/item/971/index.do
https://supreme.justia.com/cases/federal/us/545/469/
https://decisions.scc-csc.ca/scc-csc/scc-csc/en/item/1774/index.do
https://decisions.scc-csc.ca/scc-csc/scc-csc/en/item/1774/index.do
https://justis.vlex.com/vid/681644201
https://justis.vlex.com/vid/681644201
https://canliiconnects.org/en/summaries/25562
https://canliiconnects.org/en/summaries/25562
https://decisions.scc-csc.ca/scc-csc/scc-csc/en/item/1108/index.do
https://decisions.scc-csc.ca/scc-csc/scc-csc/en/item/1108/index.do
https://justis.vlex.com/vid/681027673
https://canliiconnects.org/en/cases/2019onca732
https://canliiconnects.org/en/cases/2019onca732
https://decisions.scc-csc.ca/scc-csc/scc-csc/en/item/19011/index.do
https://decisions.scc-csc.ca/scc-csc/scc-csc/en/item/19011/index.do
https://app.vlex.com/vid/681646553
https://decisions.scc-csc.ca/scc-csc/scc-csc/en/item/2131/index.do
https://decisions.scc-csc.ca/scc-csc/scc-csc/en/item/2131/index.do

Power and Purpose: The Quiet Evolution of Canadian Municipal Law o o

IMFG Papers on Municipal Finance and Governance

1. Avre There Trends in Local Finance? A Cantionary Note on Comparative Studies and Normative Models of
Local Government Finance, by Richard M. Bird, 2011.
ISBN 978-0-7727-0864-9

2. The Property Tax — in Theory and Practice, by Enid Slack, 2011.
ISBN 978-0-7727-0866-3

3. Financing Large Cities and Metropolitan Areas, by Enid Slack, 2011.
ISBN 978-0-7727-0868-7

4. Coping with Change: The Need to Restructure Urban Governance and Finance in India, by M. Govinda Rao
and Richard M. Bird, 2011.
ISBN 978-0-7727-0870-0

5. Revenue Diversification in Large U.S. Cities, by Howard Chernick, Adam Langley, and Andrew
Reschovsky, 2011.
ISBN 978-0-7727-0870-4

6. Subnational Taxation in Large Emerging Countries: BRIC Plus One, by Richard M. Bird, 2012.
ISBN 978-0-7727- 0874-8

7. You Get What Youn Pay For: How Nordic Cities are Financed, by Jorgen Lotz, 2012.
ISBN 978-0-7727-0876-2

8. Property Tax Reform in Vietnam: A Work in Progress, by Hong-Loan Trinh and William J. McCluskey,
2012.
ISBN 978-0-7727-0878-6

9. IMFG Graduate Student Papers. Development Charges across Canada: An Underutilized Growth
Management Tool? by Mia Baumeister; Preparing for the Costs of Extreme Weather in Canadian Cities:

Issues, Tools, 1deas, by Cayley Burgess, 2012,
ISBN 978-0-7727-0880-9

10.The Reform of Business Property Tax in Ontario: An Evaluation, by Michael Smart, 2012.
ISBN 978-0-7727-0882-3

11. Hungary: An Unfinished Decentralization? by 1zabella Barati-Stec, 2012.
ISBN 978-0-7727-0884-7

12. Economies of Scale in Fire and Police Services, by Adam Found, 2012.
ISBN 978-0-7727-0886-1

13. Trading Density for Benefits: Toronto and V anconver Compared, by Aaron A. Moore, 2013.
ISBN 978-0-7727-0901-1

14. Merging Municipalities: Is Bigger Better? by Enid Slack and Richard M. Bird, 2013.
ISBN 978-0-7727-0903-5

15. Public Finance and the Politics of Scale in Montréal: Will the Proposed Reforms Save the Megacity? by
Alexandra Flynn and Estair Van Wagner and Francois Vaillancourt, 2013.
ISBN 978-0-7727-0915-8

16. Decentralization and Infrastructure in Developing Countries: Reconciling Principles and Practice, by Roy Bahl
and Richard M. Bird, 2013.
ISBN 978-0-7727-0919-6

17. Provincial-Municipal Relations in Ontario: Approaching an Inflection Point, by André Coté and Michael
Fenn, 2014.
ISBN 978-0-7727-0923-3

70



Zack Taylor, Craig Mutter, Joseph Lyons, and Alec Dobson e o

18..A Better Local Business Tax: The BT, by Richard M. Bird, 2014.
ISBN 978-0-7727-0921-9

19. Cooperation and Capacity: Inter-Municipal Agreements in Canada, by Zachary Spicer, 2015.
ISBN 978-0-7727-0934-9

20. Can GTA Municipalities Raise Property Taxes? An Analysis of Tax Competition and Revenue Hills, by
Almos Tassonyi, Richard Bird, and Enid Slack, 2015.
ISBN 978-0-7727-0938-7

21.How to Reform the Property Tax: Lessons from around the World, by Enid Slack and Richard M. Bird,
2015.
ISBN 978-0-7727-0943-1

22.A Good Crisis: Canadian Municipal Credit Conditions After the Lebman Brothers Bankruptey, by Kyle
Hanniman, 2015.
ISBN 978-0-7727-0945-5

23. Municipal Employee Pension Plans in Canada: An Overview, by Bob Baldwin, 2015.
ISBN 978-0-7727-0949-3

24. Cities, Data, and Digital Innovation, by Mark Kleinman, 2016.
ISBN 978-0-7727-0951-6

25.Can Tax Increment Financing Support Transportation Infrastructure Investment? by Murtaza Haider and
Liam Donaldson, 2016.
ISBN 978-0-7727-0953-0

26. Good Governance at the Local Level: Meaning and Measurement, by Zack Taylor, 2016.
ISBN 978-0-7727-0956-1

27.More Tax Sources for Canada’s Largest Cities: Why, What, and How? by Harry Kitchen and Enid Slack,
2016.
ISBN 978-0-7727-0959-2

28. Did the Land Transfer Tax Reduce Housing Sales in Toronto? by Murtaza Haider, Amar Anwar, and
Cynthia Holmes, 2016.
ISBN 978-0-7727-0961-5

29. Financing the Golden Age: Municipal Finance in Toronto 1950-1975, by Richard White, 2016.
ISBN 978-0-7727-0971-4

30. Climate Change, Floods, and Municipal Risk Sharing, by Daniel Henstra and Jason Thistlethwaite, 2017.
ISBN 978-0-7727-0973-8

31.The Evolving Role of City Managers and Chief Administrative Officers, by Michael Fenn and David Siegel,
2017.
ISBN 978-0-7727-0977-6

32. (Re)ereating Boundary Lines: Assessing Toronto’s Ward Boundary Review Process, by Alexandra Flynn, 2017.
ISBN 978-0-7727-0979-0

33. Land Value Capture and Social Benefits: Toronto and Sao Paulo Compared, by Abigail Friendly, 2017.
ISBN 978-0-7727-0981-3

34. Financing Urban Infrastructure in Canada: Who Should Pay? by Enid Slack and Almos T. Tassonyi,
2017.
ISBN 978-0-7727-0989-9

35. Paying for Water in Ontario’s Cities: Past, Present, and Future, by Harry Kitchen, 2017.
ISBN 978-0-7727-0991-2

36. Re-zmagining Community Councils in Canadian Local Government, by Alexandra Flynn and

Zachary Spicer, 2017.
ISBN 978-0-7727-0987-5

71



Power and Purpose: The Quiet Evolution of Canadian Municipal Law o o

37. Climate Finance for Canadian Cities: Is Debt Financing a Viable Alternative? by Gustavo Carvalho, 2018.
ISBN 978-0-7727-0994-3

38.The Public Finance Challenges of Fracking for Local Governments in the United States, by Austin Zwick,
2018.
ISBN 978-0-7727-0996-7

39. Returning to the Golden Rule of Balanced Budgets: The Institutional and Political Economy of Restricting Public
Deficits and Debt, by Bernard Dafflon, 2018.
ISBN 978-0-7727-0998-1

40. The Platform Economy and Regulatory Disruption: Estimating the Impact on Municipal Revenue in Toronto,
by Zachary Spicer, 2018.
ISBN 978-0-7727-1005-5

41. Development Charges in Ontario: Is Growth Paying for Growth? by Adam Found, 2019.
ISBN 978-0-7727-1009-3

42. Does Local Government Autonomy Promote Fiscal Sustainability? 1essons from Illinois’s Home-Rule
Municipalities, by Matthew Walshe, 2019.
ISBN 978-0-7727-1011-6

43. Mind the Funding Gap: Transit Financing in Los Angeles County and Metro 1 anconver, by Matthew Lesch,
2019.
ISBN 978-0-7727-1016-1

44. The Practice of Municipal Cooperation: Australian Perspectives and Comparisons with Canada, by Graham
Sansom, 2019.
ISBN 978-0-7727-5502-5

45. Filling the Gaps: The Role of Business Ingprovement Areas and Neighbourhood Associations in the City of Toronts, by
Alexandra Flynn, 2019.
ISBN 978-0-7727-1020-8

46. The Fallacy of the “Creatures of the Provinces” Doctrine: Recognizing and Protecting Municipalities’ Constitutional Status,
by Kristin R. Good, 2019.
ISBN 978-0-7727-1023-9

47. Power and Purpose: Canadian Municipal Iaw in Transition, by Zack Taylor and Alec Dobson, 2020.
ISBN 978-0-7727-1029-1

48. Collaborative Regional Governance: Lessons from Greater Manchester, by Alan Harding, 2020.
ISBN 978-0-7727-2526-4

49. Theme and V ariations: Metropolitan Governance in Canada, by Zack Taylor, 2020.
ISBN 978-0-7727-2496-0

50. Poliey in Place: Revisiting Canada’s Tri-1evel Agreements, by Neil Bradford, 2020.
ISBN 978-0-7727-2523-3

51. Cities in National Constitutions: Northern Stagnation, Southern Innovation, by Ran Hirschl, 2020.
ISBN 978-0-7727-2517-2

52. Municipal Financing Opportunities in Canada: How Do Cities Use Their Fiscal Space? by Alexandra Flynn and
Estair Van Wagner and Frangois Vaillancourt, 2021.
ISBN 978-0-7727-2532-5

53. Developing Air and Land Control at Toronto’s Airport: 1 ocal, Regional, and National Conflict and Cogperation,
1937-72, by Nick Lombardo, 2021.
ISBN 978-0-7727-2536-3

54. Addressing the Fairness of Municipal User Fee Poligy, by Almos Tassonyi and Harry Kitchen, 2021.
ISBN 978-0-7727-2540-0

72



Zack Taylor, Craig Mutter, Joseph Lyons, and Alec Dobson e o

55. Indigenons-Municipal 1 egal and Governance Relationships, by Doug Anderson and Alexandra Flynn, 2021.
ISBN 978-0-7727-2542-4

56. Development Charges and Housing Affordability: A False Dichotonry? by Adam Found, 2021.
ISBN 978-0-7727-2550-9

57. Provincial-Local Equalization in Canada: Time for a Change? by Richard M. Bird and Enid Slack, 2021.
ISBN 978-0-7727-2554-7

58. Evaluating Affordable Housing Outcomes in Toronto: An Analysis of Density Bonusing Agreements, by Julie
Mah, 2022.
ISBN 978-0-7727-1112-0

59..A4 Seat at the Table: Municipalities and Intergovernmental Relations in Canada, by Tomas Hachard, 2022.
ISBN 978-0-7727-1136-6

00..A New Agenda for Local Democracy: Building Just, Inclusive, and Participatory Cities by Brittany Andrew-
Amofah, Alexandra Flynn, and Patricia Wood, 2022.
ISBN 978-0-7727-1113-7

61. Housing and Infrastructure Provision for Informal Settlements: Comparing Accra and Buenos Aires, by Hsi-
Chuan Wang, 2022.
ISBN 978-0-7727-7365-4

62.The Old and the New: A Tale of Two Local Property Taxes in Ireland, by Gerard Tutley, 2022.
ISBN 978-0-7727-1142-7

63. Measuring the Fiscal Health of U.S. Cities, by Howard Chernick and Andrew Reschovsky, 2022.
ISBN 978-0-7727-7362-3

64. How Can Municipalities in British Columbia and Québec Contribute to Flood Risk Reduction? by Bernard
Deschamps, Michael Bourdeau-Brien, and Mathieu Boudreault, 2023.
ISBN 978-0- 7727-1099-4

65. Decarbonization of Buildings in Canadian Cities: Using Property Assessed Clean Energy Financing to Attract
Private Capital, by Robert Stewart, 2023.
ISBN 978-0-7727-1076-5

66. Reforming Statutory Public Hearings for Planning, by Aaron A. Moore and Alexandra Caporale, 2024.
ISBN 978-0-7727-1083-3

67. Land Use Planning to Mitigate Climate Change in the Greater Golden Horseshoe: An Analysis of Potential
Scenarios, by Clara Turner, Jeff Allen, Karen Chapple, and Sarah A. Smith, 2024.
ISBN 978-0-7727-1090-1

68. Levelling Up Innovation in Local Government: An Evalnation of International Smart City Competitions, by
Austin Zwick, Zachary Spicer, and Aaron Eben, 2024.
ISBN 978-0-7727-1133-5

09. Flooding: Toward a Municipal Contribution to Economic Risk Sharing, by Bernard Deschamps, Philippe
Gachon, Michel Leclerc, and Mathieu Boudreault 2024.
ISBN 978-0-7727-1135-9

70..A Fleeting Metropolitan Moment: Regional Governance and Municipal Collaboration in Greater Toronto during
the COVID-19 Pandemic, by Gabriel Eidelman and Jen Nelle, 2025.
ISBN 978-0-7727-1162-5

71. Eco-Fiscal Tools and Municipal Finance: Current Practices and Opportunities, by Alexandra Flynn and Estair
Van Wagner and Fanny Tremblay-Racicot, 2025.
ISBN 978-0-7727-1180-9

73



Power and Purpose: The Quiet Evolution of Canadian Municipal Law o o

72. Fiscal Gains from Real Estate Development: The Case of Québec Municipalities, by Jean-Philippe Meloche,
2025.
ISBN 978-0-7727-1187-8

73. The Governance of Homeless Encampments in Canada, by Alexandra Flynn and Estair Van Wagner, 2025.
ISBN 978-0-7727-1189-2

74



ISBN 978-0-7727-1095-6
ISSN 1927-1921

IMFG

Institute on Municipal
Finance & Governance

:: UNIVERSITY OF SCHOOL .
% TORONTO  OFCITIES =

RRRRR




