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Board Governance Review Survey – Summary of Responses from Sturgeon County Council Members

1.1 	Is there a need to consider changes to RMA membership eligibility to accommodate for changes to types of municipalities/local government structures, past and upcoming, that should be addressed in the RMA’s definition of full members.
Council response: No
1.2 	If there is a need to consider changes to the RMA’s membership base, what changes should be considered.
Council response: N/A
1.3 	Does the current district structure and boundaries properly represent RMA’s full members?  If not, how could they be changed?
Council response: Yes (1 response) 
Not completely – too big of a difference between real rural ranches vs rural urban 
(1 response)
2.1 	Does the current board composition and size (one president, one vice president, five district directors) adequately represent the full (voting) membership? 
Council response: Yes
A larger board may become cumbersome unless “triggered” by a population increase. If further information is needed, directors should be asked if they feel they have enough time to adequately represent their districts.
2.2 	Is the geographic area and number of municipalities represented by board directors appropriate?
Council response: same as 2.1 and if 1.3 is addressed
2.3 	Is geographically based board representation the ideal structure? If not, what alternate structures should be considered?
Council response: A hybrid between geography and populations should be considered.
2.4 	Should there be a position on the board for a municipal administrator representative?
Council response: Yes (2 responses) No (2 responses) 
3.1 	In your view, should the role of the RMA board be changed/modified?
Council response: No
3.2 	Are board members currently accountable to: 
· The membership overall?  Council response: Yes
· Their districts? Council response: Yes
3.3 	If not, how could accountability be improved? 
Council response: N/A
4.1 	Should there be a term limit on how long a board member (Director, Vice President, President) can be on the RMA Board for?
Council response: Yes 
4.2 	If yes, what should be the term limit and for what board position? 
Council response: Two-year terms with a maximum of 2 term appointments for all positions
4.3 	Are current election processes appropriate?
Council response: Yes
4.4 	Should there be a nomination deadline in advance of the fall convention/AGM requiring use of a returning officer?
Council response: No
4.5 	Please suggest any improvement to the RMA’s board election process.
Council response: N/A
5.1 	Please provide any input on the effectiveness of the resolution process used to seek “overall” membership direction.
Council response: It is effective
5.2 	Please share your views on the potential role of committees comprised of RMA members.  Consider aspects such as composition, scope, time commitments, purpose, and cost.
Council response: Positive for certain issues, should not be overused.
5.3 	What role do you believe municipal staff should play in providing the RMA with specialized advice?
Council response: Using available skill sets that reside within the membership is logical, but the challenge is determining who and how that involvement is decided.
5.4 	Please share your view on the relationship between RMA and the Districts. Does this relationship need to be more clearly defined?
Council response: No (1) Yes (1) - More interrelations
5.5 	Do you believe that district meetings could be more focused on providing the RMA with member input on issues?
Council response: Yes, that would be a useful way to improve understanding and perspective.
6.1 	Please provide any comment or suggestions related to RMA board compensation.
Council response: How does this compensation compare to AUMA or other similar organizations?
7.1 	Please provide any other input or comments you believe will be helpful to the RMA Board Governance Review Committee.
Council response: N/A
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