
 

 CORPORATE AND ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES COMMITTEE 

 Thursday, July 26, 2012 
 SCRD Boardroom, 1975 Field Road 

 AGENDA 

  

CALL TO ORDER   1:30 p.m. 
 

AGENDA  
 

1.  Adoption of Agenda  

PETITIONS AND DELEGATIONS 
 

2. Michelle Morton, Project Manager – The Progress Plan Annex A 
Pages 1-2 

3. Jim White, Project Coordinator, Sunshine Coast Community 
Services Society – Homelessness Outreach Project 

Handout to 
be provided 

at meeting 

REPORTS 
 

4. Manager, Transportation and Facilities – Transport Canada 2012 
Port Divestiture Program 

Annex B 
pp. 3-8 

5. Manager, Transportation and Facilities – Transit [310] Variance 
Report for June - Period 6 

Annex C 
pp. 9-10 

6. Manager, Recreation Services – Recreation Facilities [616-621] 
Variance Report for June - Period 6 

Annex D 
pp. 11-12 

7. Manager, Sustainable Services – Regional Solid Waste [350-353} 
Variance Report for June - Period 6 

Annex E 
pp. 13-16 

8. Chief Building Inspector – Building Inspection Services [520] 
Variance Report for June - Period 6 

Annex F 
pp. 17-20 

9. Chief Building Inspector – Provincial White Paper on a Modern 
Regulatory System 

Annex G 
pp. 21-40 

10. Manager, Financial Services – General Ledger and Budget Variance 
Report – May 1 to July 31, 2012 (General Ledger No. 5330 emailed 
prior to meeting - 114 pages) 

Annex H 
pp. 41-42 
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11. Chief Administrative Officer – Amended Draft Strategic Plan 2012-
2014 

Annex I 
pp.43-58 

12. Manager, Legislative Services – Legislative Services Second 
Quarter Activity Report 

Annex J 
pp.59-60 

13. Treasurer – Fortis BC’s Common Rates, Amalgamation and Rate 
Design 

Annex K 
pp. 61-70 

14. Accounts Payable Technician – June 2012 Director Constituency 
and Travel Expenses 

Annex L 
pp. 71-72 

15. Purchasing Officer & Risk Manager – Contracts between $20,000 to 
$100,000 to June 2012 

Annex M 
pp. 73-74 

16. Accounting Technician – Long Term Debt to June 30, 2012 Annex N 
pp. 75-76 

17. Accounting Technician – Investments and Reserves to June 30, 
2012 

Annex O 
pp. 77-82 

18. Accounting Technician – Gas Tax Community Works Funding Annex P 
pp. 83-88 

19. General Manager, Community Services – Community Infrastructure 
Improvement Fund Application 

Annex Q 
pp. 89-92 

20. Administrative Assistant – Rural Areas Grant-In-Aid Application from 
Lions Club of Pender Harbour 

Annex R 
pp. 93-104 

21. Manager, Legislative Services – Advisory Committee Member 
Attendance 

Annex S 
pp.105-106 

22. Emergency Program Coordinator – Emergency Management for 
Elected Officials 

Annex T 
pp. 107-108 

23. Manager, Legislative Service – Procedure for Amended Reports Annex U 
pp. 109-110 

COMMUNICATIONS 

24. Association of Vancouver Island and Coastal Communities (AVICC) 
Re:  AVICC AGM and Conventions - Hosting 

Annex V 
pp. 111-112 

25. B.C. Government and Service Employees’ Union (BCGEU) 
Re:  Privatization of the BC Liquor Distribution Branch (LDB) 

Annex W 
pp. 113-118 
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26. District of Kitimat 
Re:  Persons with Disabilities Benefit 

Annex X 
pp. 119-120 

27. Bursary Recipients 
Re:  Thank you letters (3) 

Annex Y 
pp. 121-123 

NEW BUSINESS 

 

IN CAMERA 

That the public be excluded from attendance at the meeting in 
accordance with the Community Charter Section 90 (1) (k) negotiations 
and related discussions respecting the proposed provision of a municipal 
service that are at their preliminary stages and that, in the view of the 
council, could reasonably be expected to harm the interests of the 
municipality if they were held in public. 

ADJOURNMENT 

 





Garry Nohr, Chair 
Board of Directors 
Sunshine Coast Regional District 
1975 Field Road 
Sechelt, BC 
V0N 3A1 
 
July 5, 2012 
 
Dear Garry: 
 
Re: The Progress Plan – Creating Women’s Economic Security along the 
Sunshine Coast 
 
As per you recommendation in our telephone conversation in mid-June, I met last 
Friday with John France, CAO of the SCRD, to discuss The Progress Plan: an 
economic planning project for the Sunshine Coast funded by Status of Women 
Canada.  The goals of this project, over three years are to: 
- develop a community plan for the economic security of women on the Sunshine 

Coast working collaboratively with local women, community organizations, 
businesses and governments 

- pilot one or two priorities of the plan in years two and three of the project and 
modify the plan based on the pilots to ensure continued impact for women. 

 
I am writing to request the Sunshine Coast Regional District join us as a partner in 
developing the plan. We will complete a delegation request via your website to 
present at the July 19 meeting of the planning and development committee.  So far 
the community partners who have committed to joining the project are:  
- The Sunshine Coast Community Services Society 
- The Sunshine Coast Credit Union 
- The Community Futures Foundation 
- School District No. 46 (Sunshine Coast) 
- The Sunshine Coast Volunteer Centre 

 
The obligations of partners to The Progress Plan are: 
- Provide periodic advice and review via a representative on the project advisory 

group (approx. 3 meetings/year) 
- Assist in spreading the information for community consultations 

Other aspects of the project that could be supported by the SCRD could be: 
- Hosting an event or providing meeting space for some of our community 

consultations (ie GAAC) 
- Provide transit passes to help with transport for marginalized women to 

participate in the consultations. 
- We would appreciate updates about other regional economic cooperation to 

ensure the consideration of opportunities for women 
 

ANNEX A
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The Progress plan is region-wide and we hope to hold activities in every area of the 
Coast as well as via the web.  A diversity of women from all ages and backgrounds 
will be encouraged to inform the project. 
 
We are not asking partners for any direct funding but will encourage partners to 
participate in the development of the plan and continue to be involved in one of the 
pilot projects if appropriate. 
 
All partners will be provided with the draft and final plan and will be updated via 
the advisory group meetings throughout the project. Thanks for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Betty Baxter 
Project consultant 
The Progress Plan 
 
cc. Michelle Morton, Project manager 
 Project Management team:  

Anne Titcomb 
Pat Hunt 
Vicki Dobbyn 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  July 4, 2012 
TO:  Corporate and Administrative Services Committee – July 26, 2012 

FROM: Brian Sagman, Manager of Transportation and Facilities 

RE: TRANSPORT CANADA 2012 PORT DIVESTITURE PROGRAM 

 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
THAT the Manager of Transportation and Facilities’ report titled “TRANSPORT CANADA 2012 
PORT DIVESTITURE PROGRAM” be received for information; 
 
AND THAT the SCRD confirm its’ interest in assuming ownership of this dock from 
Transport Canada subject to a more detailed review. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The objective of this report is to provide information to the Committee concerning the Transport 
Canada port divestiture program and in response to a letter from Ms. Lorraine Gill of Transport 
Canada (attached) dated June 29, 2012 that relates to the  New Brighton dock. 
 
Port Divestiture Program 
 
The federal government has been actively divesting of docks since 1996 with the intent to 
modernize and rationalize the Canadian marine transportation system. One initiative was the 
divestiture program that was to have been terminated in 2012 has been extended to March 31, 
2014 in order to allow for the divestiture of Transport Canada’s remaining port facilities. The 
letter from Lorraine Gill stipulates that the aim of the program is to “transfer ownership and 
operation of Transport Canada-owned ports to other federal departments, Canadian Port 
Authorities, provincial/territorial governments or local interests, including municipalities, which 
are better positioned to operate these ports in a manner that is more efficient and responsive to 
local needs.”   
 
In 2001 the SCRD entered into an agreement to assume ownership of eight docks from 
Transport Canada that included: 
 
Gambier Harbour Halkett Bay Vaucroft (Thormanby) 
Keats Landing Halfmoon Bay  Hopkins Landing 
Port Graves Eastbourne   
 
The divestiture included $1.2 million in funding from Transport Canada for use in the first five 
years of operation for repairs to the docks. 
 
In 2002 there was a feasibility studyi related to the acquisition of the New Brighton dock on 
Gambier Island that concluded that the offer of $185,000 in funding from Transport Canada for 
the SCRD to take over this dock was inadequate in view of the anticipated maintenance and  
 
1 Feasibility of SCRD Acquiring New Brighton Port, February 2002, Ference Weicker & Company 

ANNEX B
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Regarding Transport Canada 2012 Port Divestiture Program 
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repair costs. The divestiture of the New Brighton dock did not proceed due to reconsideration by 
Transport Canada that was likely based on its use by the fishing industry which put it in a 
different category from recreational ports. 
 
Subsequently in 2004 the West Bay dock on Gambier Island was taken over from the 
department of Fisheries and Oceans.   
 
Of the 15 remaining ports that Transport Canada has recently identified for divestiture, only the 
New Brighton dock is within the SCRD.  As with past divestitures Transport Canada will provide 
funding for operations and maintenance but this funding is limited and will be provided on a first 
come, first serve basis. 
 
Transport Canada has requested a response by September 30, 2012 if the SCRD is interested 
in assuming ownership for the New Brighton dock.  Transport Canada has confirmed that as of 
July 12, 2012 they have not approached any other agencies to take over the dock and have 
received no expressions of interest.  In past applications of this program, the alternative to a 
local owner has been that Transport Canada would open the affected dock to a bid process and 
then if necessary consider decommissioning the dock. 
 
New Brighton Dock 
 
The New Brighton dock is situated on the west side of Gambier Island.  The dock is serviced by 
BC Ferries route 13 that provides a connection to the Langdale terminal. The dock approach is 
103 metres long by 4.3 meters wide that accommodates vehicle access to the wharfhead that is 
12.2 meters square.  There is approximately 120 meters of float that is used for temporary 
moorage.  Recently the ramp was replaced with a 19 meter aluminum ramp that is designed to 
improve access during low tides. 
 

 

 
  
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

Dock amenities include lights and a 3.0 tonne capacity crane for loading/unloading cargo.  
Efforts are continuing to re-establish payphone service that was recently decommissioned by  
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Telus. 
 
Islands Trust 
 
The issue of the divestiture of the New Brighton dock was raised at the March 1, 2012 meeting 
of the Islands Trust where it was noted that: 
 

“Trustee Stamford met with a Transport Canada representative and members of the 
Federal Dock Divestiture Committee regarding the New Brighton dock on Gambier 
Island.  Divestiture was looked at ten years ago, at which time the community worked 
hard to maintain the federal status of the New Brighton dock. There is a desire by the 
federal government to move responsibility of this dock to another government, 
community or private body. Federal staff have promised to hold public meetings to 
discuss the issue.” 
 

DISCUSSION 
 
FISCAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
If divestiture to the SCRD was to proceed under an agreement with Transport Canada we would 
negotiate an amount of funding to allow necessary improvements to the dock and/or to offset 
operating costs.  Once the federal funding is exhausted the costs of operations and 
maintenance and major repairs would fall to the SCRD.  These costs could be significant given 
the strategic importance of this dock to the community and depending on the condition and 
funding received from Transport Canada under the divestiture program. However at some point 
if the SCRD takes over ownership of the dock there will be an increase in taxation for this 
function. 
 
ANALYSIS 
 
The New Brighton dock is a critical part of the transportation infrastructure for Gambier Island 
residents and visitors.  It is also a focus of community events and contributes to the.  If this dock 
is divested it may reduce the quality of life for island residents.  If it is decommissioned there 
would be a significant impact on the economic vitality and social well-being of the Gambier 
Island community. 
 
Due to the timing of the notification from Transport Canada and the requirement for a 
September 30, 2012 response we have not been able to fully explore the issues surrounding the 
divestiture of the New Brighton dock.  However based on previous experiences with dock 
divestitures and community issues that have developed regarding the use of the New Brighton 
dock, we can examine the general advantages and disadvantages of taking ownership of this 
dock.  At this time Transport Canada has asked for an indication of interest rather than a 
commitment to take over the dock so there would be further review required. 
 
Advantages of Divestiture to the SCRD 
 
The New Brighton dock is of strategic value to the residents of Gambier Island due in large part 
to the availability of ferry service to the Langdale terminal.  An advantage of divesting the dock 
to the SCRD would be the ability to preserve the service the dock provides to the island 
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communities.  This could be compromised if the dock is divested to a local interest or certainly if 
it was to be decommissioned.  
 
Further to the above, an advantage of pursuing divestiture of this dock to the SCRD would be 
the ability of the SCRD to manage and control the use and condition of the dock.  This is 
consistent with the objectives of Transport Canada’s dock divestiture program that recognizes 
the advantages of transferring ownership to other agencies “which are better positioned to 
operate these ports in a manner that is more efficient and responsive to the local economy.”  
The SCRD by virtue of our recent experience with dock maintenance and operations would be 
in a strategic position to ensure the long term sustainability of this facility. 
 
The SCRD would presumably have access to funding to upgrade the dock prior to the required 
transfer of ownership.  These repairs would be designed to ensure that the dock is in the best 
possible condition before the SCRD becomes responsible to fund maintenance and repairs. 
 
Although the SCRD has not considered longer term moorage as a funding strategy this could be 
an option in the future.  The New Brighton water lot lease would appear to provide some 
flexibility in providing that type of service. 
 
Disadvantages of Divestiture to the SCRD 
 
Apart from the general condition of the dock that would have to be assessed, a significant issue 
that has been raised in the past relates to the availability of short and long term parking near the 
dock.  The SCRD commissioned a study in 2007 from which the Board concluded that the 
SCRD does not have a role in providing parking or enforcing regulations on vehicle parking on 
road corridors. 
 
Due to the strategic value of the New Brighton dock to the Gambier Island community, issues 
regarding moorage, maintenance, parking and others will be magnified in comparison to docks 
that have a more localized value. 
 
Next Steps 
 
We are aware that the proposed divestiture was a topic of discussion between Transport 
Canada, Kate Stamford (Islands Trust) and Joyce Clegg at which time Transport Canada was 
advised that there was no appetite by the community to assume ownership of the dock.   We 
are not aware of any other organizations or agencies that have been approached by Transport 
Canada. 
 
At this point Transport Canada has only asked for an expression of interest from the SCRD 
rather than a commitment.  The letter seeks a response by September 30, 2012.  Although the 
program has been extended to 2014, the letter references the availability of funding for 
improvements based on a divestiture agreement that will be awarded on a first-come first-
served basis.  There does not appear to be any potential negative impact for the SCRD to 
express an interest in taking ownership of the dock subject to further evaluation and negotiation 
of funding arrangements. 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  July 10, 2012 
TO:  Corporate and Administrative Services Committee – July 26, 2012 

FROM: Brian Sagman, Manager of Transportation and Facilities 

RE: Public Transit [310] 2nd Quarter Variance Reporting 

 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
THAT the Manager of Transportation and Facilities’ report regarding Public Transit [310] 
2nd Quarter Variance Reporting be received for information. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The Board requested that the Transportation and Facilities department provide quarterly 
variance reporting to the Corporate and Administrative Services Committee for Function 310 – 
Public Transit.  The following information is for the six month period ending June 30, 2012. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Year to Date Operating Budget vs Actual 
 
 Function 310 – Public Transit  YTD Budget YTD Actual  Variance* Variance %* 
 
Revenues (1,358,817) (1,461,687) (102,870)  -7.6% 
 
Expenditures (1,358,817) (1,443,638) (  84,821)   6.2% 
 
YTD (Surplus)/Deficit  (    18,049) (  18,049)   1.3% 
 
*Positive values and percentages are unfavorable variances, negative values and percentages are  
favorable variances. 
 
 
Line Item Variance 
 
Revenues 
01-1-310-133 Recoveries Other Organizations – the year-to-date recoveries from BC Transit for 
certain work are captured in this account.  The 2012 work to address corrosion issues has 
increased funding considerably but is off-set by higher expenditures for maintenance. 
01-1-310-076 Bus Fares – Fare revenue is at about 43% of the year-to-date budget but will 
increase through the summer and fall. 
 
Expenditures: 
01-2-310-464 Vehicle Maintenance – as noted this account is over budget due to the corrosion 
repairs to the buses that is off-set by increased recoveries. 
 
Projected Year End (Surplus)/Deficit 
 

ANNEX C

9

TaraC
Typewritten Text



Staff Report to Corporate & Administrative Services Committee 
Monthly Variance Reporting  Page 2 of 2 
 

N:\Administration\0540 Board & Committees\Agendas\CAS - Current\2012 July - June Transit Variance.docx 
 

Function Name & Number Public Transit [310] 

Projected Year End 
(Surplus)/Deficit 

($5,000) 

Explanation 
 

Higher costs in the summer months and service improvements 
in the fall will largely off-set the current surplus. 

 
 
Mitigation/Options (if deficit projected) 

10
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  July 12, 2012 
TO:  Corporate and Administrative Services Committee – July 26, 2012 

FROM: Bruce Bauman, Manager Recreation Services 

RE: Recreation Facilities [616, 617, 620, 621] 2nd Quarter Variance 
Reporting 

 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
THAT the Manager Recreation Services’ report regarding Recreation Facilities [616, 617, 
620, 621] 2nd Quarter Variance Reporting be received for information. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The Board requested that the Recreation Services Division provide quarterly variance reporting 
to the Corporate and Administrative Services Committee for Functions 616 – Gibsons Aquatic 
Centre, 617 – Gibsons and Area Community Centre, 620 – Sechelt Arena and 621 – Sechelt 
Aquatic Centre.  The following information is for the six month period ending June 30, 2012. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Year to Date Operating Budget vs. Actual 
 
 

Function 616 - Gibsons Aquatic YTD Budget YTD Actual Variance* Variance %*

Revenues (354,207)       (354,793)       (586)             -0.2%

Expenditures 354,207        335,931        (18,276)         -5.2%

YTD (Surplus)/Deficit -                   (18,862)         (18,862)         -5.3%

*Positive values and percentages are unfavorable variances, negative values and percentages are 
favorable variances.

 
 

Function 617 - GACC YTD Budget YTD Actual Variance* Variance %*

Revenues (923,765)       (930,504)       (6,739)           -0.7%

Expenditures 923,765        862,466        (61,299)         -6.6%

YTD (Surplus)/Deficit -                   (68,038)         (68,038)         -7.4%

*Positive values and percentages are unfavorable variances, negative values and percentages are 
favorable variances.

 

ANNEX D
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Function 620 - Sechelt Arena YTD Budget YTD Actual Variance* Variance %*

Revenues (304,621)       (317,491)       (12,870)         -4.2%

Expenditures 304,621        288,229        (16,392)         -5.4%

YTD (Surplus)/Deficit -                   (29,262)         (29,262)         -9.6%

*Positive values and percentages are unfavorable variances, negative values and percentages are 
favorable variances.

 
 

Function 621 - Sechelt Aquatic YTD Budget YTD Actual Variance* Variance %*

Revenues (1,035,403)    (1,022,326)    13,077          1.3%

Expenditures 1,035,403     973,443        (61,960)         -6.0%

YTD (Surplus)/Deficit -                   (48,883)         (48,883)         -4.7%

*Positive values and percentages are unfavorable variances, negative values and percentages are 
favorable variances.

 
 
Line Item Variance 
 
Revenues for the period ending June 30, 2012 are consistent with the budget projections.  
 
Expenditures for the period ending June 30, 2012 are consistent with the budget projections.  
 
In all cases the maintenance closure for facilities is yet to occur thus a surplus is normal for the 
period ending June 30, 2012.  
 
 
Projected Year End (Surplus)/Deficit 
 

Function Name & Number Recreation Facilities [616, 617, 620, 621] 

Projected Year End 
(Surplus)/Deficit 

($50,000) 

Explanation 
 

The majority of the overall operating surplus will be at the 
Sechelt Arena. The amount of surplus is dependent on the 
option chosen by committee for the operation of the arena for 
the remainder of 2012. 

 
 
Mitigation/Options (if deficit projected) 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  July 10, 2012 
TO:  Corporate and Administrative Services Committee – July 26, 2012 

FROM: Dion Whyte, Manager of Sustainable Services 

RE: Regional Solid Waste [350 - 353] 2nd Quarter Variance Reporting 

 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
THAT the Manager of Sustainable Services’ report regarding Regional Solid Waste [350 - 
353] 2nd Quarter Variance Reporting be received for information. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The Board requested that the Solid Waste Division provide quarterly variance reporting to the 
Corporate and Administrative Services Committee for Regional Solid Waste Functions 350– 
353.  The following information is for the six month period ending June 30, 2012. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Year to Date Operating Budget vs Actual 
 

Function 350 - Regional Solid Waste YTD Budget YTD Actual Variance* Variance %*

Revenues (187,422)       (190,917)       (3,495)           -1.9%

Expenditures 187,422        127,411        (60,011)         -32.0%

YTD (Surplus)/Deficit -                   (63,506)         (63,506)         -33.9%

*Positive values and percentages are unfavorable variances, negative values and percentages are 
favorable variances.

 
 

Function 351/352 - Landfills YTD Budget YTD Actual Variance* Variance %*

Revenues (946,166)       (873,051)       73,115          7.7%

Expenditures 946,166        804,105        (142,061)       -15.0%

YTD (Surplus)/Deficit -                   (68,946)         (68,946)         -7.3%

*Positive values and percentages are unfavorable variances, negative values and percentages are 
favorable variances.

 

ANNEX E
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Function 353 - Regional Recycling YTD Budget YTD Actual Variance* Variance %*

Revenues (318,009)       (291,198)       26,811          8.4%

Expenditures 318,009        288,990        (29,019)         -9.1%

YTD (Surplus)/Deficit -                   (2,208)           (2,208)           -0.7%

*Positive values and percentages are unfavorable variances, negative values and percentages are 
favorable variances.

 
Line Item Variance 
 

• Costs associated with Salaries and Wages, Benefits and WCB for all functions as shown 
in VADIM reports are missing one week’s expenditures.  This is because pay period 14 
straddles the last week of June and first week of July.  Variances reported above have 
been corrected to include an additional week’s costs. 

• 350-220 (Salaries and Wages) – under budget for this function due to delays hiring new 
Zero Waste Coordinator.   

• 351-117 and 352-117 (Landfill Tipping Fees) – actual revenues are below budgeted 
projections for this function.  At Sechelt Landfill, revenues have increased to meet or 
exceed monthly budget projections since beginning of May when tipping fees were 
increased.  At Pender Harbour Landfill, revenues were roughly on budget for May 
following the tipping fee increase but were approximately 12% under budget again in 
June.   

• 351-505 and 351-506 (Debenture Debt Principal and Debenture Debt Interest) – 
although more than $34,000 is budgeted assuming borrowing for development of the 
Pender Harbour Transfer Station, no expenses have been recorded to date.  It is 
anticipated that these costs will not occur before the end of 2012.  If the borrow does 
proceed this year, no principal would be paid until the following year. 

• 351-262 and 352-262 (Contracts Operating) – this line item is under budget at both 
landfill sites in part because an allowance was included in the budget for potential 
contract cost increases later in the year.  Several contracts are scheduled to be re-
tendered in 2012 and may result in increased monthly costs.   

• 353-128 (Other Revenue) – revenue from the sale of recyclable materials is under 
budgeted projections for the year to date.  The approved budget over-estimates 
expected revenue as this figure was based on previous budgets where SCRD operated 
two depots instead of the single depot currently operated in Sechelt.  Also impacted by 
declining commodity values in late 2011/early 2012.     

• 353-458 and 353-464 (Vehicle Fuel and Maintenance) – these line items were reduced 
relative to 2011 budget to reflect operation of single depot in Sechelt, however actual 
costs are below what was projected. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Projected Year End (Surplus)/Deficit 

14



Staff Report to Corporate & Administrative Services Committee 
Monthly Variance Reporting  Page 3 of 3 
 

N:\Administration\0540 Board & Committees\Agendas\CAS - Current\Regional Solid Waste January to June Variance Report 2012-
JULY-13.docx 
 

 

Function Name & Number Regional Solid Waste and Regional Recycling [350 &353] (Tax 
Funded Portion) 

Projected Year End 
(Surplus)/Deficit 

$40,000 deficit 

Explanation 
 

Actual costs for continued recycling services in Gibsons area 
exceed what was approved in the 2012 budget by 
approximately $5000 per month.  Revenues from sale of 
recyclables are below budget.  These factors are mitigated to 
some extent by under-expenditures in vehicle fuel and 
maintenance.      

 
 

Function Name & Number Pender Harbour and Sechelt Landfills [351 & 352] (Tip Fee 
Funded Portion) 

Projected Year End 
(Surplus)/Deficit 

$0 (on budget) 

Explanation 
 

Although contract costs are currently under budget (ytd), 
several contracts are scheduled to be re-tendered in 2012 and 
may result in increased monthly costs.  Conservatively, it is 
estimated that landfill functions will be on budget at year end 
provided revenues meet budget projections in remaining 
months.  

 
 
 
Mitigation/Options (if deficit projected) 
 
SCRD is still in the process of securing a service contract for Gibsons area recycling.  Assuming 
current costs for this service continue through the remainder of 2012, a deficit is projected as 
shown above.  It is anticipated this will need to be addressed in the 2013 budget.  

15
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  July 10, 2012 
TO:  Corporate and Administrative Services Committee – July 26, 2012 

FROM: Peter Longhi, Chief Building Inspector 

RE: Building Inspection [520] 2nd Quarter Variance Reporting 

 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
THAT the Chief Building Inspector’s report regarding Building Inspection [520] 2nd 
Quarter Variance Reporting be received for information. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The Board requested that the Building Division provide quarterly variance reporting to the 
Corporate and Administrative Services Committee for Function 520 - Building Inspection.  The 
following information is for the six month period ending June 30, 2012. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Year to Date Operating Budget vs Actual 
 
 

Function 520 - Building Inspection YTD Budget YTD Actual Variance* Variance %*

Revenues (339,821)       (313,519)       26,302          7.7%

Expenditures 339,821        348,302        8,481            2.5%

YTD (Surplus)/Deficit -                   34,783          34,783          10.2%

*Positive values and percentages are unfavorable variances, negative values and percentages are 
favorable variances.

 
 
Line Item Variance 
 
At present, the Building Function [520] is showing a deficit of $34,783. There are a number of 
expenses that are paid by this function at the beginning of the year that would cause a deficit 
situation such as ICBC insurance for the vehicle  fleet,  professional association membership 
dues paid at the beginning of the year and payroll expenses at month end June 30th.  This 
deficit figure also includes the pro-rated deficit  amount from 2011. 
 
Permit activity for June 2012 has been higher than previous years, creating a fairly predictable 
revenue stream over the last five years. 
 
There are some line items that have exceeded the 50% used amounts on the GL-5330 print out  
however these are  for the most part related to fuel costs, maintenance of vehicles and repairs 
to the fleet. 

ANNEX F

17



Staff Report to Corporate & Administrative Services Committee 
Monthly Variance Reporting  Page 2 of 2 
 

N:\Administration\0540 Board & Committees\Agendas\CAS - Current\2012 July - Departmental Variance Reporting Template (520) 
2012 one.docx 
 

 
 
 
Projected Year End (Surplus)/Deficit 
 

Function Name & Number Building Inspection [520] 

Projected Year End 
(Surplus)/Deficit 

$ 0.00  Balanced budget 

Explanation 
 

Moving forward into the second half of 2012, we are 
experiencing steady but flat permit revenues. There are a 
number of larger projects waiting in the wings such as the last 
stage of the St. Mary’s renovations, Townhouse project in 
Hopkins landing, (Squamish First Nation), and redevelopment 
of the Petro Canada site, (Sechelt First Nation),  however it is 
uncertain when these permits will be applied for. 
General optimism with respect to  economic and construction 
confidence exists in the lower mainland  and BC in general 
and it is expected this confidence will return to the Sunshine 
Coast in the near future.   
 
 

 
 
Mitigation/Options (if deficit projected) 
 
As directed by CAS Committee in the 2012 Budget session, a reduction in the HR plan for this 
function resulting in a layoff of 1.0 FTE Building Inspector has taken place.   It is also  expected 
that an additional staff member will be away on Short Term Disability for two- three months this 
fall. 
The effect on service delivery  as a result will translate to possible  delays in getting to the more 
remote inspections in as far as not being able to guarantee “next business day service” in some 
cases.  
  
Staff expect at this time, given steady permit volumes and the taxation allocated at Budget  
2012 that this function should break even by year end. 
 
 
Please find attached a graph showing permit billings  for the first half  from 2007  through 2012. 
 
 
Respectfully; 
  
 
Peter Longhi 
Chief Building Inspector and Bylaw Manager 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  July 18th, 2012 

TO:  Corporate and Administrative Services  Committee  July 26th, 2012 

FROM: Peter Longhi, Chief Building Inspector and Bylaw Manager 

RE:  Update on Provincial White Papers on a Modern Regulatory System  

 

RECOMMENDATION 
 

THAT   the Corporate and Administrative Services Committee receive this report from the Chief 
Building Inspector for information on Updating the Provincial White Paper on a Modern  Building 
Regulatory System and  Mandatory Certification of Building Officials, 
 
AND THAT  the Corporate and Administrative Services Committee recommend to the Board 
that the Board  submit  a written response with approval in principal  to the UBCM 
recommendations surrounding  the Draft Policy White Paper on Modernization of the Regulatory 
System and Certification of Building Officials. This response will also include comments from the 
Board  in addition to the UBCM draft document for discussion at the UBCM conference this fall. 
 

BACKGROUND 
 
The following recommendation was made at the Community Services Committee: 
 
Recommendation No. 15            Provincial White Paper on a Modern Regulatory System 

The Community Services Committee recommended that the report from the Chief Building Inspector and 
Bylaw Manager regarding and update on the Provincial White Paper on a Modern Regulatory System and 
Mandatory Certification of Building Officials be received; 

AND THAT Directors forward recommendations to the Chief Building Inspector and Bylaw Manager the 
week of July 16

th
 in order that concerns may be incorporated into a report for the July 26

th
 Corporate and 

Administrative Services Committee meeting and then a letter be forwarded to UBCM by July 31
st
. 

 
Attached is the UBCM  Policy Paper, summary response and recommendations to the 
Province of BC regarding the  Modernization Strategy and Certification of Building 
Officials, and in an attachment,  includes comments and additional concerns  from 
Directors, (Board), of the SCRD. 
 
 
Summary: 
 
Since the Barrett Commission recommendations of the early  nineteen nineties came 
into being, (regarding leaky condos and who should take responsibility for these 
disasters), much discussion  has taken place at the Provincial level involving a 
Modernization Strategy for the Building Regulatory System. Some things have  been 

ANNEX G
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developed over the years to help mitigate the  trappings of the past construction 
techniques  with a view to bring a higher level of quality and accountability to 
stakeholders in the building regulatory system. 
 
Examples of what has been accomplished  by the Province to date are: 
 

 Registered Professionals are now mandated through the BC Building Code to 
supply letters of assurance for design and construction for all Part Three 
Buildings, and some  single family residential buildings where required. 

 Builders are now required to be licensed through the Home Owners Protection 
office and offer warranties under the 2-7-10 warranty program in concert with the 
Home Owners Protection Office, an agency of the Provincial Government 
established in 1998.   

 Much public information on Building systems and care and maintenance of all 
buildings in the form of brochures, extensive guides, seminars and builder 
workshops has taken place and remains ongoing in the form of bulletins and 
workshops. 

 Building envelope design is now regulated as part of the BC Building Code 
requirements, extending even to residential homes, to help mitigate  a multitude 
of environmental concerns  potentially causing damage  to structures. 

 
As of late, the Regulatory Authority’s and Registered Professional’s construction 
monitoring practices will now be subject to some scrutiny to the extent of the Provincial 
desire to apply uniform  building regulations to all buildings constructed in the Province 
of BC, have uniform interpretation of the Building Code throughout the Province and 
have  mandatory training and mandatory certification of staff involved in the regulatory 
side of the business.  
 
The Building Officials Association of  British Columbia, (BOABC), has for decades  
taken a pro-active approach to training of their members in code interpretation, 
competency  and delivery as well as certification of their members within the BOABC 
standards. They, as an association, have been working closely with the Province to 
deliver training on new Building Code iterations Province wide  for every code cycle 
since 1985.  
 
The BOABC is governed by a Provincial Act, (similar to the  Structural Engineers and 
Geoscientists Act and the Architects Act), is a certified  and  provincially recognized 
training body, has a continuing professional development program,  registers certifies its 
members  and has a disciplinary function within its membership.  The BOABC however 
does not yet have a “right to practice” as the two other professional associations 
possess. 
 
Not every Local Government in the Province  has staff certified by BOABC in their 
roster, nor have those staff received any training on BC Building Code requirements. 
This represents a great concern to the Province as their intent is to strive for uniform 
interpretation, application  and delivery of the BC Building Code Province wide. 
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The Provincial Government is considering, as one of its options in the overall strategy, a 
program of mandatory certification at a provincial level  for Building Officials in its 
current  Modernization Strategy in line with these  long term goals goal after reviewing 
recommendations and outcomes of the Barrett Commission.  This strategy is meant to 
streamline the regulatory process, improve consistency in interpretation and application 
of codes, and bring the industry as a whole to a new level of accountability to the public. 
 
The Province in this modernization strategy would propose, among other things, they be 
the sole authority to adopt standards, issue interpretations on the  BC  Building Code 
and eventually phase out  portions of individual local government bylaws that regulate 
construction requirements over and above  the BC Codes throughout the Province in an 
effort to standardize the application of building regulations. They would work of course 
with individual jurisdictions where unique situations or needs occur.   
 
 
Staff have  some concerns associated with  Provincial roll out of such  proposals without 
sufficient detail as to how these critical changes may take  place: 
 

 Delays associated to obtaining timely interpretations from the Province  for 
construction projects applied for, and those  projects that experience problems 
while under construction with respect to alternative solutions or new product 
approvals. 

 Audits of construction projects conducted by the Province while under 
construction to determine code compliance and the costs associated to this. 

 Cost of implementation, administering and sustaining a program at the Provincial 
level and what could be passed on to the consumer at the building department 
counter by way of additional fees and levies.  

 Mandatory certification of Building Officials, various other trades such as 
electricians, plumbers, carpenters, and finishing trades at the Provincial level. 

 How existing staff in the regulatory environment are affected, specific changes to 
job descriptions, the impact on future recruitment requirements and costs 
associated to these. 

 
There are a number of Provincial proposals made available to industry participants and 
the general public for commentary.  These documents can be viewed by visiting the 
website  posted here at  http://www.housing.gov.bc.ca/building  

 
The Province is also considering a proposal submitted by the BOABC  offering to be the  
lead  agency to train and regulate,  (as well as certify  to a predetermined Provincial 
standard),  a Provincial program of mandatory certification of all those involved in the 
regulatory business, (i.e. the Building Inspector and those who may regulate 
construction  or inspect buildings for Building Code compliance). Particulars of the 
proposed standard are still being discussed among stakeholders and the province. 
Decisions on what the final outcome might look like have not been made, although there 
is a draft on the BC government website. 
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As there are a number of proposals contemplated, each will advance at different times 
for Ministerial approval based on their own unique timeliness and complexity. This 
timeline itself has the potential to cause industry wide confusion. 
  
SCRD staff and many other local government jurisdictions throughout BC are in general 
support of uniform application of safety regulations throughout the Province, however 
how and when  this achieved and what  additional costs to the present systems in place  
remains to be seen, needs to be reviewed before implementation, and should be 
discussed with each local government.  These issues are high on the priority list when 
discussions take place with the various stakeholders.   
 
The Regional Permits and License  Committee, one of these stakeholders, is a group of  
lower mainland Building Department Managers, (the SCRD Building Department is an 
active  member), who are actively taking part in direct discussions  with Trudy Rotgans, 
Executive Director of Building and Safety Standards Branch, as she is also a member of 
this group. 
 
For the Committee’s information, attached is a UBCM Policy Paper articulating in 
greater detail the issues  generally touched on in this report.   
 
Recommendations: 
 
 
Staff recommend the following: 
 

1. That a letter  be sent by the SCRD Board  to UBCM indicating support of the 
recommendations contained the  UBCM Policy Paper, including recommended 
changes and additions. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
Respectfully submitted; 
 
 
Peter Longhi, CBO. 
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Attachments 
 
Proposed additional changes and recommendations  are as follows: 
 
(From Director) 
 
I would like to recommend that the SCRD send a letter to UBCM (and copied to all local 
governments in the province) indicating our opposition to the proposed changes being 
suggested by the province. Much of what is contained in the UBCM paper is very good 
but I do feel it could be stronger and there are some points that I believe have been 
missed. I have suggested some additional wording/amendments in the text below in 
red. (Scroll down quite a way to get to the comments) 
 
But in addition in our letter I would like to make the following points: 
 

 The provincial proposal and the UBCM response appear to leave the home 
owner out of the equation both in terms of cost and also the impact on the owner 
builder and the do it yourself home renovator. This policy and the UBCM 
response are strictly geared to the construction industry. It is important 
(particularly from an affordability perspective) to consider homeowners’ ability 
and desire to create a living space for themselves and their families. A large 
number of the building permits in small rural communities such as ours are for 
single family homes and small project renovations. The policy and the response 
do not take these regional differences into account. 

 There are also the obvious differences in climate and weather in the various 
regions around the province. These local differences must be considered and the 
best way to do that is through local autonomy. 

 Centralization of the building permit process may stifle creativity and innovation. 
It is not likely that a provincial body can be responsive to new ideas and 
innovative solutions to energy efficiency, affordability, or special circumstances 
such as landscape in the same way that a local government body within one’s 
own community can be.  

 The solution to the liability issue is to change the Negligence Act as described in 
the UBCM paper, not to create a new, centralized level of bureaucracy which will 
severely limit flexibility and unnecessarily raise costs and cause unwarranted 
delays. 

 
TO: UBCM Members 
FROM: UBCM Executive 
DATE: September 26, 2012 
RE: Modernizing Building Code Safety  
Regulations 
POLICY PAPER 
# 1  2012 CONVENTION 
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1. DECISION REQUEST  
That the UBCM members approve the recommendations outlined in response to the  
provincial proposal to modernize the building regulatory system.  
 
2. BACKGROUND  
Over the last 25 years, the Province of British Columbia has undertaken a number of  
different reviews on the building regulatory system, with incremental changes pursued  
through each. In 2004, a modernization strategy was established but was not 
implemented, as government priorities shifted to focus on “greening” the Building Code 
and mid-rise (6 storey) wood-frame construction provisions.  
 
The Province is responsible for developing and maintaining the BC Building Code, 
which sets the standards for the province’s building regulatory system. Local 
governments are able to adopt the Building Code through their bylaws and are 
responsible to administer, interpret and enforce the Code. Local governments must 
decide whether they want to enforce the Code and how to enforce the Code.  
In 2007 the Building and Safety Policy Branch which is part of the Office of Housing and 
Construction Standards consulted with over 300 people – owners, developers, 
designers, builders and trades, local governments, the insurance sector and consumers 
– about the enforcement of the BC Building Code as part of its Modernization Strategy.  
 
The Building and Safety Policy Branch during discussions with stakeholders heard 
about the following problems:  
• existing defects in buildings – some buildings with significant defects;  
• shortage of skilled labour;  
• lack of or limited code enforcement – some jurisdictions have cut back or discontinued 
plan review and building inspection and some rural areas have no regime for regulating 
construction;  
• lack of consistency and predictability – plan review and inspection can be very 
different from one jurisdiction to another; and  
• lack of coordination – building officials, fire officials, safety officers and warranty 
company inspectors may be poorly coordinated.  
 
Some of the key concerns raised by local governments at these consultation sessions  
were:  
• liability – need to address joint and several, need to narrow the ‘duty of care’ local 
government has when currently inspecting buildings, some local governments indicated 
that they may withdraw from code enforcement to reduce their chances of being sued if 
claims are made for building defects;  
• need to ensure competency of builders;  
• lack of capacity – technical expertise; some local governments just do not have the 
staff and/or resources to enforce the code effectively, especially with the increasing 
complexity of design and technology of large buildings;  
• lack of resources – staff, cost to expand building inspection role;   
• shortage of qualified building inspectors.  
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3. CURRENT STATUS  
The Building and Safety Standards Branch has released two white papers:  
• “A Modern Building Regulatory System”  
• “Certification of Local Government Building Officials”  
 
The provincial government is proposing that it be given the sole authority to adopt 
building standards and ensure that the standards are the same throughout the province.  
To implement this measure the Province is requesting that local governments review 
their bylaws and remove any ‘technical building standards’ that do not conform to the 
provincial standards. The white paper proposes to give the Minister the authority to 
override any local government bylaw that the Province determines goes beyond the 
‘technical building standards’ established.  
 
The Province is also proposing to:  
• implement random third-party audits of local government approvals and administrative 
practices related to building decisions;  
• expand its capacity to provide Code interpretations, provide evaluations of alternative 
solutions, and establish a registry of acceptable building products and assemblies;  
• establish mandatory training requirements for building inspectors; and  
• introduce a new levy on the value of construction as part of the local government 
permit process – the levy would be collected by local government and remitted to the 
Province to pay for the new changes.  
 
In 2011 the Office of Housing and Construction Standards undertook an online survey 
focused on code compliance and code administration. It is an anecdotal survey of 
potential problems and/or issues that those involved in the process may have. A total of 
300 people responded, the majority were architects, engineers and technicians that 
work for or are employed by the building industry, a total of 40 or more building 
inspectors also responded to the survey.  
 
The industry stakeholders indicated that the major building regulatory concerns were 
the following:  
• inconsistent Code interpretation by local government – complicates development and 
construction and is a major cause of increased costs to business;  
• local government building standards that go beyond the Code – complicates 
development and construction and can create delays and increase costs;  
• lack of centralized decision making on Code matters – results in wide variation in 
decisions and can result in local government decisions not to approve new technologies 
and products (due to risk aversion);  
• poor compliance with code provisions – such as fire protection in some high-rise 
residential, commercial and other large complex buildings; and  
• lack of skills or Code knowledge – contributes to poor quality construction and poor 
compliance with Code provisions.  
 
In 2012 the Office of Housing and Construction Standards undertook a second survey 
that focused on the issues outlined in the two white papers. A total of 500 people 
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responded, the survey was directed at architects, engineers and technicians, and local 
government, a total of 220 local government representatives responded to the survey 
this included 140 building inspectors, 18 administrators, 8 elected officials and a number 
of others.  
 
The provincial government is proposing the following measures:  
• Uniform Building Code – giving the Province sole authority to adopt building standards 
and ensure that the standards are the same throughout the province. The Province is 
requesting that local governments review their bylaws and remove any ‘technical 
building standards’ that go beyond what is required in the provincial Building Code. The 
Province has suggested it would have a transition period to achieve uniformity with the 
provincial standards and that the Minister would then have the power to declare any 
local government bylaw or measure that was viewed to go beyond the Building Code as 
null and void;  
• Code Interpretations – Province will expand its capacity to provide credible, 
nonbinding interpretations at Code users requests and will issue binding interpretations 
(directives) on topics of concern to Code users;  
• Alternative Solutions – Province will establish an Alternative Solution and Product 
Evaluation Body to assist local governments in evaluation of alternative solutions, 
develop a guide to alternative solutions and local governments uncertain about the 
acceptability of alternative solutions could refer submissions to this body of expertise;  
• Products and Assemblies – the Province would establish a registry of acceptable 
products and assemblies throughout the province;  
• Third-Party Random Audits – provide information on the level of Code compliance and 
the effectiveness of the Code administration. The Province has suggested that:  
Initially, audits would focus on high-risk aspects of complex (Part 3) building design and 
construction, establishing a baseline for Code compliance. Audits would pinpoint areas 
of non-compliance and ineffective administrative processes and help develop targeted 
measures to address them. Subsequently, audits would be used to selectively monitor 
the system and measure its performance. 
• Online Portal – one window online permit application to begin a development project – 
including all Provincial permits required and ultimately extending to permits of 
participating local governments;  
• Stakeholder Advisory Body – creation of a provincially appointed advisory body to 
advise on matters related to the building regulatory system;  
• Qualification Requirements – the Province is proposing to introduce minimum 
qualification requirements for residential builders of four units or less; and  
• Financial Costs – the Province has suggested that the proposal could be funded by a 
levy on construction. The levy could either be a percentage of cost of construction or a 
flat rate and would be collected when the building permit is issued. User fees would also 
be considered to cover part of the costs of alternative solutions and product evaluations.  
The Province is proposing a system of mandatory certification of building officials, 
including continuing professional development. The Province is partnering with the  
Building Officials’ Association of BC (BOABC) to deliver the program. This proposal 
would:  
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• require all building officials employed by local governments to meet qualifications and 
obtain certification from the BOABC;  
• limit local governments to employing only certified individuals as building officials; and  
• limit the functions that building officials could perform to their level of certification.  
Three levels of certification are proposed:  
• Level 1 – one and two family dwellings;  
• Level 2 – small buildings regulated under Part 9 of the Code with a footprint of  
not more than 600 m and not more than 3 storeys; and  
• Level 3 – larger and more complex buildings regulated under Part 3 of the Code.  
The time frame for implementing the new measures is not clear at this point and the 
process for further input is not known. It would appear that it could be the fall of 2012 or 
the spring of 2013.  
 
4. DISCUSSION  
The Province is proposing to change how the building approval process will work in the 
future. Under the Provincial proposal any discussions related to ‘technical building 
standards’ will be shifted from the community level to the provincial level.  
 
The current proposal raises some issues, in the following areas:  
• local autonomy ‘one size fits all approach’: concern that the proposed changes might 
undermine local government efforts to respond to community needs;  
• third party audits: concern as to the intent of the audit process and the impact it might 
have on local government, such as a requirement in the future to implement mandatory 
building inspections;  
• liability – need to address local government concerns regarding “joint and several 
liability”;  
• building inspection standards – need to understand the training costs to local 
government of meeting mandatory standards and how this could impact the availability 
of building inspectors;  
• financial costs – concern about the impact of the new “provincial building tax” levy on 
development and the cost of reviewing local government bylaws to ensure that they do 
not contain “technical building standards” which would be in contravention of the new 
provincial mandate.  
 
Outlined below is a discussion of each of the issues identified and local government 
concerns related to them.  
 
a) Local Autonomy – “One Size Fits All Solution”  
The Province is proposing that it have the sole authority to adopt building standards.  
Under this proposal the Minister would have the authority to determine whether or not a 
local government bylaw dealt with ‘technical building standards’ that fall under the 
Building Code. Local government bylaws that dealt with “technical building standards” 
would be need to be changed or would be declared invalid.  
Under the Community Charter, the Concurrent Authority provision requires that local 
governments consult with the Province before establishing bylaws that regulate building 
construction. It has also meant that the Province needs to consult with local government 
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before taking action in this area. This is different to a number of other provinces in 
Canada where the provincial government has the sole authority to adopt building 
standards without having to work with their local governments. The Community Charter 
has created the framework for partnership between local government and the province 
and this would be eliminated under the new initiative.  
Local government would be concerned about the elimination of all local government 
building regulatory bylaws, as outlined in the provincial proposal. This change would 
limit local governments’ flexibility in responding to specific community needs. As one 
local government pointed out:  
Many local government jurisdictions have pursued local bylaws to address specific 
community needs, as well as to respond to important issues where the provincial 
government was unable to find a solution that could be applied uniformly across the 
province. For example, the establishment of supplementary fire sprinkler system 
requirements were developed locally to address needs, without the necessity of having 
requirements forced on all other areas that do not have those same needs or objectives.  
This local approach, also allows for a response to an issue that may not be a current or 
future provincial priority. 
 
Local governments look at a broad range of community amenities in their Official 
Community Plan or Zoning Bylaw to address neighbourhood issues. To meet 
community objectives local governments have requested that local builders undertake 
measures that may in some cases be considered “technical building standards” that go 
beyond what is identified in the Building Code. Outlined below are examples of some 
community objectives that have been addressed in this way:  
• Protection of seniors through the use of fall protection in bathrooms;  
• Protection of families from fire hazards through the use of sprinklers in new houses;  
• Protection of young children from accidental drowning by requiring fencing around 
swimming pools;  
• Protection of buildings to reduce the risk from wildfires – requirements that specific 
construction materials be used in homes to minimize wildfire risks and avoid wildfire 
issues like those that took place in Kelowna and other areas of the province;  
• Measures to increase the sustainability of local communities by implementing ‘green 
building standards’ – requirements for  LEED  Gold standards in constructing new 
building offices;  
• Measures to enhance community safety – crime prevention measures to enhance 
safety around buildings and in public spaces; 

 Measures to reduce light pollution through dark skies policies 
 Measures to reduce GHG emissions and fossil fuel consumption through solar 

readiness programs, geothermal programs and other energy efficiencies with or 
without LEED certification 

 Measures to reduce water consumption by encouraging such improvements as 
rain water and grey water systems 

 Measures to encourage innovative solutions to housing affordability 
 
Local government concern is that the measures proposed by the Province may limit 
local governments’ ability to use these tools (and others) in the future to address 
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community objectives and in some cases may prevent local government from using 
these types of planning tools at all to respond to neighbourhood and other local issues 
including climate and weather differences.  
 
Other agencies have also raised concerns in this area. For example, the BC Fire Chiefs  
Association has indicated its opposition to the Province’s Building Code strategy. The  
Fire Chiefs Association is concerned is that it would limit local governments ability to 
implement a sprinkler protection program in local communities.  
Local government also has concerns about the impact of the provincial proposal on 
construction projects that are being constructed in different phases. For example, it 
could mean that the first stage of development would have sprinklers or fall protection 
for seniors and the remaining stages would not as the Minister would have determined 
that they were “technical building standards” and the requirements are inconsistent with 
a uniform Building Code.  
 
In addition, local government would have concerns that the new process may create 
potential conflict, uncertainty and delays in the building approval process. The  
Province has only provided limited information as to what it means by “technical building 
standard” and where local government bylaws might conflict with the new policy being 
proposed. The Province would need to provide more detailed information as to its 
intentions in this area and a detailed list of what “technical building standards” would be 
included under its proposal so as to ensure that local government bylaws did not conflict 
with it. This information is also needed to fully understand the scope of the provincial 
initiative and to ensure a full understanding of its implications.   
 
The provincial proposal could also create uncertainty as to who is responsible for 
making decisions about building construction at the local level and what type of 
decisions can be made. The outcome could mean increasing delays in the construction 
process as everyone waits for a decision from Victoria as to what “technical building 
standards” mean and who has jurisdiction to issue permits and/or approve construction. 
At the present time, the Building Code provides scope for interpretation and there 
currently is some give and take in the field around the use of construction techniques, 
the removal of this flexibility could have unforeseen consequences.  
The Provincial proposal would appear to centralize building construction decisions at 
the provincial level. Local government in general has not supported a “one size fits all” 
approach to building development decisions. This process would remove local 
governments’ ability to respond to neighbourhood needs, would cause delays in the 
approval of construction projects, as seeking provincial code interpretations could prove 
time consuming, and would not meet the day-to-day needs of the industry or the 
property owner.  
 
b) Third Party Audits – Mandatory Building Inspection  
The proposal is to conduct 60 audits of building projects that involved complex building 
design and construction. The provincial paper suggests that these audits are necessary 
to ensure the safety of public buildings and to ensure uniform building standards across 
the province. The audit process would be designed to include a review of the role of 
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local government officials and registered professionals in the administration of the Code 
processes. The results of the audit would be used to determine if further changes are 
required to the Code administration process and to establish a baseline for future 
action.  
In the past, the Province when discussing a third party audit process for building 
inspection has linked it to a larger plan to implement a mandatory building inspection 
program. The audit program, in that case, was intended to ensure that local government 
met provincial objectives in its building inspection program. A third party audit process 
could be useful in assisting local government in delivering better service to the public.  
However, there need to be clear objectives for the audit process to work and it is not 
clear what the intended purpose of the provincial proposal for a third party audit is at 
this time.  
 
Currently, the implementation of code administration and compliance processes is 
under the sole discretion of local government. The level of detail and involvement of 
local government is set by each jurisdiction in relation to local need, resources and 
interests. It is not clear how a provincial audit process might be established to ensure 
that local objectives were being met in the most efficient and effective manner. If the 
intent of the Province is to implement a mandatory bylaw inspection program in the 
future then there should be consultation on this issue. However, before such a measure 
is implemented there are a number of practical issues that need to be considered when 
looking at the application of province wide building standards and the use of third party 
audits. A number of these points were raised in the UBCM discussion paper entitled 
“Enforcement of the BC Building Code and Related Issues” that was endorsed at the 
2007 UBCM Convention:  
• Consistency – need to ensure consistent interpretation of the Code on a province wide 
basis and that the focus should be on the outcome of the building regulation, namely the 
construction of safe buildings and not on the consistent implementation of a province 
wide building permit application process.  
• Competency – need to ensure an ongoing partnership between the development 
industry, local government and the Province. Competent building trades reduce the 
amount of oversight that is required on a construction site and ensure that safe 
buildings are constructed in accordance with the requirements of the Building Code. It is 
important that each partner understand the role that they play in the process and the 
responsibility they have in making the process work. 
  
A further justification in the provincial proposal for implementing an audit requirement is 
a concern that a public safety issue may exist in relation to complex buildings (Part 3 
Buildings under the Code). The proposal does not provide any details as to the extent of 
the safety issue with respect to complex buildings and it is not clear how reviewing local 
government administrative practices would fix this problem. Local governments in the 
majority of cases rely on professional architects and engineers to review the plans for 
complex buildings and to indicate whether or not they meet Building Code standards. 
The link between the safety concern and the need for an audit process is further 
obscured by the fact that the City of Vancouver is exempt from the measures being 
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proposed by the Province and a large number of the complex buildings constructed in 
the province are located in Vancouver.  
 
c) Liability Issues  
The provincial proposal does not mention the liability issue. However, the liability issue 
is a significant concern to local government. Local government continues to take on risk 
when making decisions with respect to the building projects.  
The Province has taken some significant steps in addressing local government liability 
issues with recent amendments to the Limitations Act. However, there is still the need to 
address the issue of “joint and several liability” which would require amendments to the 
Negligence Act.  
The issue of “joint and several liability” will continue to be a concern to local government 
when approving the design and construction of buildings and undertaking inspections. 
As one local government described the problem:  
Under joint and several liability, any one defendant found responsible for even a small 
degree of fault can be called upon by the successful plaintiff to pay 100% of the 
damages.  
In a typical defective building case, such as a leaky condo, defendants would include 
the architect, the builder, the consultants and the subcontractors and the municipality. 
All of the private sector defendants are capable of insulating themselves from 
judgments through numbered companies, minimal insurance, bankruptcy etc. whereas 
the municipality has essentially unlimited deep pockets and exists in perpetuity. If a 
court finds that negligent municipal inspections were responsible for 5% of the 
damages, the municipality can be called upon to pay 100% of the damages if the other 
defendants have no ability to pay.  
 
It is the unfairness of the principle of joint and several liability in defective building cases 
which has been driving municipalities away from building code enforcement […]. 
UBCM has long advocated the reform of joint and several liability. The failure to 
acknowledge this concern is generally seen as a shortcoming in the process. In 
response to a discussion paper in 2002 on Civil Liability by the Attorney General, UBCM 
made the following recommendations related to the principle behind liability and the 
issue of joint and several liability:  
 
A Fundamental Principle  
That civil liability reforms should be guided by the fundamental principle that individuals 
and organizations should be responsible for the consequences of their actions, not for 
the actions of others; and their liability should be commensurate with their degree of 
responsibility.  
 
Joint & Several Liability  
That the concept of joint and several liability for property damage and economic loss is 
inappropriate in a modern society and should be abolished.  
That joint and several liability be replaced by a system of pure several or proportionate 
liability (such as now exists in cases of contributory liability) under which defendants are 
responsible only to the degree to which they contributed to the loss.  
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The liability issue has had a major impact on how local governments have dealt with 
building inspection as was pointed out in the UBCM discussion paper entitled  
“Enforcement of the BC Building Code and Related Issues” that was endorsed at the  
2007 UBCM Convention:  
• Liability – local governments have been withdrawing from Building Code enforcement 
because they face a liability burden disproportionate to their actual responsibility for 
defective buildings.  
• Alternative Solutions – currently local governments have sole decision-making 
authority and a major deterrent to accepting alternatives for local governments is 
liability.  
 
d) Building Inspection Standards  
The provincial government has proposed to deal with this issue in two ways:  
• administrative process to provide more direction in the building inspection process – 
interpretative bulletins, alternative solutions panel, etc.  
• mandatory training requirements for Building Inspectors and the requirement that a 
Building Inspector be a member of the Building Officials Association of BC  
(BOABC).  
 
The Province has proposed to provide more information to assist in the decision making 
process related to building construction and local government has supported the 
following measures in the past:  
• Code Interpretations – the Province will expand its capacity to provide credible, non-
binding interpretations at Code users’ requests and will issue binding interpretations 
(directives) on topics of concern to Code users;  
• Alternative Solutions and Product Evaluation – the Province would establish a guide to 
alternative solutions and a registry of acceptable products and assemblies throughout 
the province;  
• Online Portal – one window online permit application to begin a development project – 
including all provincial permits required and ultimately extending to permits of 
participating local governments.  
 
i. Code Interpretations  
The Province amended the Community Charter in 2008 to allow it to issue binding 
interpretations of the Building Code. However, the Province has not implemented this 
authority to this point.  
The establishment of approved interpretations at the provincial level would be of 
assistance to all local governments. The collection of these interpretations at the 
provincial level would provide a valuable resource to facilitate permit issuance and 
resolution of construction issues in the long term.  
 
ii. Alternative Solutions & Product Evaluation  
At the present time, compliance of the Building Code can be achieved by either 
following the prescriptive requirements in the Code or by proposing alternative solutions 
that meet the intent of the Building Code. Specific building products and assemblies that 
are developed to meet the intent of the Building Code are required to be tested and 
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listed by a recognized testing/certification agency, such as the Underwriter Laboratory 
of Canada (UCL) or Canadian Construction Materials Centre Association (CSA). This 
process ensures building safety while allowing for the development and application of 
technologies that can decrease costs and allow for the introduction of alternate 
solutions to meet Building Code requirements. However, at the present time each 
jurisdiction must consider and determine whether to accept an alternate solution that 
requires some level of expertise and multiple evaluations across jurisdictions.  
The creation of a provincial body to evaluate alternate solutions and new building 
products and the establishment of a registry of approved alternate solutions would 
assist local governments and builders. Provincial review and acceptance of new 
building products and assemblies would remove the requirement to review alternate 
solutions at the local level and enable alternate solutions to be shared or transferred 
between jurisdictions. A provincial process would reduce the time and cost of industry in 
achieving certification of new products, the resources needed by local government to 
review new products and local government liability that may occur when accepting the 
use of alternative solutions.  
However, this must be weighed against the loss of local flexibility in encouraging 
innovation and responding expediently to new ideas being brought forward by both the 
building sector and the owner/builder. 
 
iii. Mandatory Training Standards  
The proposal by the Province to require mandatory certification of building officials 
would assist local government in promoting safer builders and potentially reduce its 
liability. In general, the development of common qualifications and training standards 
would benefit the regulatory system.  
The mandatory certification of building officials, however, will create some potential 
issues for local government in meeting the objective. The Province will need to carefully 
consider how the certification process will be implemented and support it with the 
necessary resources to achieve the desired outcome.  
The implementation of these new measures will raise some concerns with respect to the 
status of existing staff and how these staff will be treated under this new process if they 
do not obtain the necessary certification. The Province will need to address how these 
employment and contract issues will be dealt with when moving forward.  
The new requirements will also impact the ability of local government to find and recruit 
certified staff to meet the demands of the construction industry for service. The 
requirements for certification will result in a reduction of the pool of potential employees 
that will be available to local government to provide service. There is currently a general 
shortage of qualified building inspectors in the province.  
Local governments outside of the Lower Mainland are having difficulty in finding 
qualified officials who wish to work in their area and have been forced to hire people 
qualified in the building trades in order to maintain the building inspection function, 
which would not meet the new standards being proposed. In the case of local 
governments in the Lower Mainland, it may hinder the ability of local governments to 
hire part-time plan checkers and inspectors to provide coverage during peak work load 
periods or to provide coverage in response to retirements, sick, vacation or other work 
availability issues.  
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The proposal will add additional costs to both local governments and/or individuals in 
meeting the new certification requirements. Costs associated with the certification 
process are approximately $500 to obtain each of the Level 1 and Level 2, and $2,100 
for level 3; $448 for annual membership in the BOABC. Other costs associated with the 
training, include travel and accommodation costs for those outside the Lower  
Mainland, courses through BCIT and other institutions, and on-going professional 
development.  
The Municipal Insurance Association (MIA) has indicated its support for the proposed 
mandatory building inspection program outlined by the Province. The MIA has 
suggested that it may be able to assist small communities in training bylaw inspectors 
through its Risk Management Grant program. The MIA feels that this initiative may help 
reduce the number of cases related to building inspections and may assist in reducing 
its overall liability in this area.  
It would also appear that provincial support for the implementation of the certification 
program is required to ensure its success. Financial assistance from the Province to 
offset the new costs, at the local government and individual level, from the application of 
the certification proposal would appear to be a key component to making sure that the 
desired outcome is achieved.  
 
e) Financial Costs  
The Province is proposing that a new “provincial building tax” be introduced. It is not 
clear whether this new tax would be a percentage of construction costs or a flat fee 
added to the building permit fee that is charged by local government to review and 
approve building applications. The proposal is for local government to collect the fee on 
behalf of the provincial government.  
The proposed approach would appear to raise a number of concerns. The first concern 
is that it would impose a new levy on the building industry and increase the cost of 
construction. The second concern is that it would transfer the revenue responsibilities of 
the provincial government to local government. The third concern is that the process 
would require a duplication of revenue collection processes across local government, 
draw on the resources of local government to collect and transfer the funds and add 
additional layers to the audit and accounting processes required for the collection and 
remittance of the levy.  
As a general rule, local government would not support collecting a levy on behalf of the 
provincial government. The process would appear to be more efficient if the Province 
funded its role in the building regulatory system directly from provincial sources.  
Nor could a flat fee levy be supported. The range of building projects is enormous, from 
the small home renovation to large complex projects. A flat fee does not take this 
variation into consideration. 
 
5. CONCLUSION  
The Community Charter currently provides a framework for a partnership between local 
government and the Province in the development of building bylaws and there is a need 
to strengthen this relationship going forward.  
There is also a need to ensure that the ongoing partnership between the development 
industry, local government and the Province is maintained.  
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Local government flexibility with respect to building regulations has allowed it to:  
• respond to important issues where the provincial government is unable to find a 
solution that could be applied uniformly across the province;  
• respond to an issue that may not be a current or future provincial priority; and 

 Respond to local conditions and priorities 
 
Local government ability to meet community objectives in its planning and building 
approval process has allowed it to respond to neighbourhood needs including but not 
limited to:  
• protection of seniors through the use of fall protection in bathrooms;  
• protection of families from fire hazards through the use of sprinklers in new houses;  
• protection of young children from accidental drowning by requiring fencing around 
swimming pools;  
• protection of buildings to reduce the risk from wildfires – requirements that specific 
construction materials be used in homes to minimize wildfire risks and avoid wildfire 
issues like those that took place in Kelowna and other areas of the province;  
• measures to increase the sustainability of local communities by implementing  
‘green building standards’ – requirements for  LEED  Gold standards in constructing 
new building offices;  
• measures to enhance community safety – crime prevention measures to enhance 
safety around buildings and in public spaces;  

 Measures to reduce light pollution through dark skies policies; 
 Measures to reduce GHG emissions and fossil fuel consumption through solar 

readiness programs, geothermal programs and other energy efficiencies with or 
without LEED certification; 

 Measures to reduce water consumption by encouraging such improvements as 
rain water and grey water systems; and 

 Measures to encourage innovative solutions to housing affordability 
 
Liability remains an ongoing issue for local government and plays a major role in how it 
deals with building inspection matters. There needs to be further discussion around the 
liability issue and more specifically around ways to address the issue of “joint and 
several liability” which continues to be a concern for local government when approving 
building permits.  
The development of common qualifications and training standards would assist local 
government in the building inspection process. However, the Province and local 
government will need to work together around the certification process and support it 
with the necessary resources. There is a need for further discussion around a number 
of issues related to the certification process and the general shortage of qualified 
inspectors.  
 
Finally, the paper identifies the need for the Province to provide the resources needed 
to implement a number of the changes proposed. Both financial and staff resources will 
be needed to ensure that the Province can provide an interpretation code, a guide for 
alternative solutions, a registry of suggested acceptable products, and assist local 
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government in meeting the new training standards that are required. There also needs 
to be discussion around some of the financial aspects of the proposed changes, such 
as the “provincial levy” on construction costs and the impact this might have on the 
construction industry, current and prospective home owners and on local government.  
 
6. RECOMMENDATIONS  
a) UBCM request that the Province work with local government to strengthen the 
current partnership in the building approval process and request that no changes be 
made to the Community Charter.  
 
b) UBCM request that local governments continue to have the flexibility to address  
neighbourhood issues and other local conditions and the ability to implement measures 
such as but not limited to:  
 
• protect seniors through the use of fall protection in bathrooms;  
• protect families from fire hazards through the use of sprinklers in new houses;  
• protect young children from accidental drowning by requiring fencing around swimming 
pools;  
• reduce the risk from wildfires by requiring that specific construction materials be used 
in homes to minimize wildfire risks and avoid wildfire problems;  
• increase the sustainability of local communities by implementing ‘green building 
standards’ – requirements for LEED Gold standards in constructing new building offices;  
• enhance community safety by requiring crime prevention measures to be  
implemented around buildings and in public spaces;  

 Measures to reduce light pollution through dark skies policies; 
 Measures to reduce GHG emissions and fossil fuel consumption through solar 

readiness programs, geothermal programs and other energy efficiencies with or 
without LEED certification; 

 Measures to reduce water consumption by encouraging such improvements as 
rain water and grey water systems; and 

 Measures to encourage innovative solutions to housing affordability. 
 
c) UBCM request that the implementation of code administration and compliance 
processes continue to be at the sole discretion of local government and that a third 
party audit process not be implemented.  
 
d) UBCM request that the Negligence Act be amended to address the issue of ‘joint and 
several liability’. UBCM would propose the following recommendations related to the 
principle behind liability and the issue of joint and several liability:  
 
i. A Fundamental Principle  
That civil liability reforms should be guided by the fundamental principle that individuals 
and organizations should be responsible for the consequences of their actions, not for 
the actions of others; and their liability should be commensurate with their degree of 
responsibility.  
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ii. Joint & Several Liability  
That the concept of joint and several liability for property damage and economic loss is 
inappropriate in a modern society and should be abolished. That joint and several 
liability be replaced by a system of pure several or proportionate liability (such as now 
exists in cases of contributory liability) under which defendants are responsible only to 
the degree to which they contributed to the loss.  
 
e) UBCM request that the Province implement the following measures:  
• Code Interpretations – Province provide credible, non-binding interpretations at Code 
users’ requests and issue binding interpretations (directives) on topics of concern to 
Code users;  
• Alternative Solutions and Product Evaluation – Province establish a guide to 
suggested alternative solutions and a registry of suggested acceptable products and 
assemblies throughout the province;  
• Online Portal – One window online permit application to begin a development project.  
 
f) UBCM support the need for qualified building inspectors and request that the  
Province work with local government to address the following implementation concerns 
– employment and contract issues, the reduction in the number of potential employees 
available to local government to provide service, and the shortage in qualified 
inspectors.  
 
g) UBCM request that the Province provide financial assistance for training and other 
related costs to implement the new program, particularly for smaller communities.  
 
h) UBCM request that if the Province introduces a new provincial levy on construction 
costs that it collect the levy directly from the construction industry and that a flat fee not 
be considered.  
 
i) UBCM request that the Province provide the resources, both financial and staff, 
needed to ensure that it can provide an interpretation Code, a guide for alternative 
solutions, and a registry of suggested acceptable products. 
er Longhi, CBO 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT  
   

DATE:  July 17, 2012     
 
TO:  Corporate and Administrative Services Committee – July 26, 2012  
 
FROM: Jackie Day – Manager Financial Services 
  Rachel Burggraf – Accounting Technician  

 
RE: JUNE 30, 2012 CORPORATE GENERAL LEDGER & BUDGET VARIANCE REPORT 

 
 
RECOMMENDATION  
 
THAT the Manager of Financial Services’ report on Corporate General Ledger and Budget 
Variance  for the period ending June 30, 2012 be received for information. 
 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The Corporate General Ledger by Department is attached to provide the Committee with a 
Statement of Revenue and Expenditures for the period ending June 30, 2012. 
 
This covering report provides a high level overview for the organization, focusing on line items 
that make up the larger dollar impacts in the Financial Plan. 
 
The General Ledger by Department report for this period has also been provided to Budget 
Managers for their review.  If there are material variances within a function or the status of a 
project, it is the expectation that the Budget Manager will bring this information to the attention 
of the Treasurer.  Further action may include a report to the appropriate Committee to request 
approval of the recommended change/solution.    
 
Finance continues to work with the Budget Managers to ensure that financial plan adjustments 
and information is provided to the Treasurer, CAO and Board as required under the Financial 
Plan Adjustments section of the Budget Manual. 
 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Expenditures: 
 
Normal variations to expenses are affected by timing, and include expenditures such as debt 
payments, contract fees, dues, insurance and project costs that occur during specific times of 
the year or as contracts are awarded.  The overall expenditures for functions are within 
percentages anticipated for this time period.   Operations are within 43% spent which is slightly 
higher (2%) than the same period in 2011. 
 
 
 

ANNEX H
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Revenues: 
 
Percentages for revenues are also affected by the time of year that funds are received or 
processed. 
 
Overall, revenues for most functions are within percentages anticipated for this time period.   
 
Building Inspection permit revenue as well as Pender Harbour and Sechelt Landfill tipping fee 
percentages are slightly below anticipated percentage.  Budget Managers are monitoring and 
have provided additional information in their June 30 variance reports. 
 
 
LINE ITEM VARIANCE  
 
Finance has conducted a review by function for this period.  Line items that show amounts 
posted where there is no budget, or line items showing variances are monitored and reviewed 
with the Budget Managers to ensure entries are correct.  An adjustment requiring a reallocation 
from one line to another (within the same function) may occur where an item budgeted under 
one line item is more appropriately posted under another line item, within the function budget.  
 
A review by type of expense is also undertaken; line items including salaries and benefits, 
operating contracts, hydro, cost of fuel, building repair & maintenance are within the anticipated 
percent levels overall for this time period.    
 
Percentages for those expenses associated with projects (professional fees, contracted 
services, equipment repairs and maintenance) are slightly lower for this time period.  Natural 
gas is 16% lower than anticipated due to timing of invoices. 
 
Vehicle repairs & maintenance are 10% higher than anticipated due to larger transit corrosion 
repairs incurred within this time period. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION  
 
THAT the Manager of Financial Service’s Report on General Ledger and Budget Variance for 
the period ending June 30, 2012 be received for information. 
 
 

42



 

 SCRD STAFF REPORT                 
  

 
DATE:           July 18, 2012 

TO:                Corporate and Administrative Services Committee – July 26, 2012 

FROM:          John France, Chief Administrative Officer 

RE:  AMENDED DRAFT STRATEGIC PLAN 2012-2014 

 
 
RECOMMENDATION 

THAT the Chief Administrative Officer’s report regarding “Amended Draft Strategic Plan 
2012-2014“  be received; 

AND THAT the Committee request staff make the approved changes; 

AND FURTHER THAT Staff forward the Amended Draft Strategic Plan to the member 
municipalities with a request for final comment. 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The Sunshine Coast Regional District Board made the following motion at their meeting held on 
July 12, 2012: 
 

Recommendation No. 1 Draft Strategic Plan 2012-2014 

THAT the Chief Administrative Officer’s report regarding “Draft Strategic Plan 
2012-2014” be received; 

AND THAT the Committee provide staff with comments and direction to be taken on 
the Strategic Plan two weeks prior to July 26, 2012 Corporate and Administrative 
Services Committee Meeting; 

AND THAT the amended Draft Strategic Plan 2012-2014 be presented to the July 26, 
2012 Corporate and Administrative Services Committee. 

   
DISCUSSION 
 
Staff have received the following comments on the Draft Strategic Plan:   
 

 p2 Values:  All statements should have the same grammatical structure so change  
 bullet 3:  Fairness and equity: Ensure appropriate service levels are 

available to residents... 

ANNEX I
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STAFF REPORT: STRATEGIC PLANNING UPDATE   
 

 

2 
 

 bullet 5:  Transparency and accountability: Maintain a commitment 
to openness and clarity in decision making 

 
 p4   Goals, Objectives and Targets: Bold the words goals, objectives and 

targets wherever they appear in this paragraph 
 
 p6 2.2 ii  I thought the Roberts Creek OCP had already incorporated the GHG 

targets. Perhaps this means that the Plan has yet to be adopted?? 
 
 p7 3.2   Add a second target: after 1 year, designate another department to 

review 
 

 3.3   4th bullet: The budget process is streamlined to be both efficient and 
thorough 

 
 p9   Zero Waste Goal at the top:  This statement is not clear to me...Does it 

mean 90% of all waste generated or does it mean reduce by 90% over 
today's diversion rate? 

 
 p10 6.5   It seems to me that i and the 2nd bullet from the bottom are the same 

 
 
Staff requests that the Committee review these submissions and provide direction on 
those they wish to have incorporated in the Draft Strategic Plan. 
 
Next step:  In keeping with the previous collaborative process, Staff suggest the 
Strategic Plan be shared with local municipalities to ask for comments. The comments 
will be forwarded to the Corporate and Administrative Services Committee meeting for 
review in September. 
 
 
 
Attachments: Draft Strategic Plan 2012-2014 
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WE ENVISION – The “We Envision” plan plays a critical role in formulating and 
understanding shorter term strategic directions.    
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Regional Sustainability Framework 
 
In 2011, a number of community organizations collaborated on the development of a 
discussion paper that, following an extensive public consultation process, was adopted by 
the Sunshine Coast Regional District as a long range sustainability plan for the lower 
Sunshine Coast region. The plan, entitled We Envision: One Coast, Together In Nature, 
Culture and Community, outlines a set of Core Values for a sustainable community and 
thirteen interconnected Strategic Directions towards our best possible future that can inform 
and guide other community plans and initiatives.  Each Strategic Direction is guided by a 
Vision for 2060, and a set of targets to be achieved by 2020. View the full document at: 
http://www.scrd.ca/Regional-Sustainability-Plan 
 
Core Values for a Sustainable Community 
 
The following values make up the compass that will, in guiding us towards sustainability, 
keep our focus pointed in the necessary strategic directions: 

Strategic Directions 
 
The following thirteen strategic directions represent critical paths towards a more sustainable 
future. Each is linked to, and interacts with, the rest. Each strategic direction includes a long 
term vision for 2060 and set of targets to be achieved by 2020. 
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The Board updated its strategic plan for 2012‐2014 by focusing on three key strategic directions and 

stressing principles  that are  fundamental  to support  the overall plan.   The Board stressed  that all 

major  plans  and  initiatives  needed  to  demonstrate  the  three  principles.    The  following  diagram 

illustrates the above Board direction over the next 3 years: 

 

 

  Our Vision 

The Sunshine Coast is a community of communities creating a sustainable way of life through a 

collaborative decision –making process.  We are committed to an enhanced natural context, local control 

over local resources, a vibrant economy and an enriched cultural fabric. 

Our Mission will be realized through: 

 Local control over resources and development  
 Public awareness and involvement  
 Responsive and effective government  
 Quality recreational and cultural amenities  
 Economic well being  
 Healthy and diverse communities  
 Collaborative leadership  
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Our Values 

We will strive to achieve our vision and mission by implementing the following values: 

 Collaborative Decision Making  ‐ Cooperate and collaborate across jurisdictions and maintain an 

open and respectful dialogue in sharing information and decision making. 

 Financial Sustainability  ‐ Use tax dollars prudently, supporting services that benefit residents of 

the region, and maintain transparency in financial reporting.   

 Fairness and Equity ‐ Appropriate service levels should be available to residents, and the costs 

for those services shared fairly. 

 Engagement and Communications ‐ Involve residents through use of multiple engagement and 

communications opportunities in the decision‐making process, facilitate public engagement, 

listen to stakeholders and consider diverse viewpoints. 

 Transparency and Accountability ‐ Committed to openness and clarity about decisions. 

 Responsive Public Service – provide service that is high quality, empathic to the needs of our 

community. 

 

What We Have Achieved in Our Current Strategic Plan 2010‐2012: 

 Worked collaboratively to engage First Nations, Local Governments and our communities on a 
range of initiatives: Strategic Plan, Affordable Housing, Regional Sustainability Plan (We Envision), 
Economic Development Alliance, Integrated Transportation Study, Sechelt Indian Band Land Use 
Plan and Budget process. 

 Completed the Regional Sustainability Plan and began to integrate the core values into the 2012 
budget process by considering each proposal in terms of economic viability, environmental 
responsibility, social well being and cultural well being.   

 Initiated implementation of the Community Energy and Emissions Plan including the Renewable 
Energy Atlas, Green Building Forums, Climate Smart process for businesses, and Bike to Work 
Week. 

 Incorporated targets on sustainability into Electoral Area Official Community Plans. 

 Initiated or completed multiple actions recommended in the Corporate Energy and Emissions Plan 
such as the replacement of inefficient lighting, updating heating systems, use of solar energy, anti‐
idling vehicle  policy; and implementation of Fuel Smart driver training, and secured grant funding 
for energy efficiency upgrades to the Sechelt Aquatic Facility. 

 Continued Water Conservation measures including the bathroom fixture replacement and toilet 
rebate programs in all water service areas. Domestic water use reduction from these programs is 
estimated at 254 ML per year (e.g. water equivalent to 695 homes per year based on the average 
daily use per household of 1 m3) 

 Progress towards achieving local control of Watersheds continued by engaging the Provincial 
Government in a source protection dialogue. Completed a draft of the Chapman Watershed Source 
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Assessment Response Plan which outlines risks to the Chapman Watershed while providing options 
on how to minimise the threats to the watershed. 

 Renewed the Joint Watershed Management Agreement with the Sechelt Indian Band. 

 Completed draft Comprehensive Regional Water Plan. 

 Updated Area “A” Water Master Plan with 15 of the remaining 18 initiatives completed or well 
advanced. 

 Adopted the Zero Waste Management Plan that provides solid waste management directions for 
the next 5 years and strategic planning for the next 20 years. 

 Completed the conceptual plan for Pender Harbour Resource Recovery Facility and transfer station 
by engaging the community in a comprehensive planning process.  

 Completed a Memorandum of Understanding on Affordable Housing with all local governments to 
facilitate the development of affordable housing on the coast. 

 Completed the Regional Integrated Transportation Study which looked at ways to improve on all 
modes of transportation used on the Coast. 

 Initiated the Parks and Recreation Master Plan to enhance parks and recreation opportunities on 
the Coast. 

 Made substantial progress on implementing the financial sustainability plan which limited 
property tax increases to 3.79% in 2011 and 3.37% in 2012. 

 

WHAT IS A STRATEGIC PLAN AND WHY IS IT IMPORTANT? 

A Strategic Plan is a directional document that looks at the long term future of an organization in the 

context of its changing environment and addresses the needs and desires of its citizens.  This Strategic 

Plan outlines the vision and goals the organization is aspiring to achieve.  The Plan also describes the 

specific objectives and specific targets and actions the Sunshine Coast Regional District (SCRD) Board and 

staff want to accomplish by the end of 2014. 

The plan is significant for the Sunshine Coast as it addresses some of the most important local and 

regional challenges we face today and in the future.  

While determining the key strategic directions, the Board identified three principles that will guide 

decisions within the organization.  The principles are collaborative leadership; cultural, social, economic 

and environmental sustainability and financial sustainability  

The key strategic directions are: 

 To protect our water resources as the population increases and as we address the impacts of 
climate change on present and future generations. 

 To work towards zero waste on the Sunshine Coast. 
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 To have community development on the coast that is planned in a collaborative manner and 
achieves cultural, social, economic and environmental targets. 

 

GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND TARGETS 

The SCRD’s process of strategic management includes the setting of goals, objectives and targets to 

accomplish the long term Vision created for the communities of the Sunshine Coast.  Goals are high level, 

long term statements that provide the context for what the Vision is trying to achieve.  Objectives are 

related statements that describe the medium term outcomes that will be achieved.  Targets refer to 

specific deliverables to be accomplished within a stipulated timeline related to the objectives.  Goals, 

objectives and targets are set so that they are complementary and integrated with each other ‐ to help 

to achieve the organization’s Vision.  
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STRATEGIC PLANNING PRINCIPLES: 

 COLLABORATIVE LEADERSHIP   

Collaboration is a process where two or more people or organizations work together by sharing 

knowledge, learning and building understanding. 

GOAL:  To model and facilitate collaborative leadership both internally and externally with local and 

senior governments, the general public and external bodies. 

  3 Year Objectives  Proposed 2012‐13 Targets  
(18 months) 

1.1  To work more effectively with senior 
governments on important Coastal 
issues and developments  

i. To communicate and facilitate the lobbying with one 
voice on key coastal issues such as transportation and 
the upgrading and development of services and 
infrastructure. 

ii. To  engage the MLA, MP and ministries etc. in joint 
intergovernmental initiatives  

1.2  To improve communication, 
information sharing and understanding 
between local governments, school 
district and other local organizations 

i. To create mechanisms that allow information and 
knowledge to be shared; and to enhance coordination.  

ii. To collaborate with other Regional Districts, Crown 
corporations and private sector (i.e. resource sector, 
ferry service improvements and affordable housing)   

iii. To collaborate with the School District and Capilano 
University on educational, post secondary 
opportunities and other community services 

1.3  To continue to develop effective 
relationships with the Sechelt and 
Squamish First Nations 

i. To finalize the shíshálh water agreement 

ii. To finalize the shíshálh land use planning protocol 
agreement 

iii. To establish an umbrella protocol agreement, with 
Squamish First Nation  (to be developed with the Town 
of Gibsons) 

1.4  To listen and improve two way 
communication with the general public 

i. To create effective ways of connecting with all groups 
(First Nations, VOICE, youth, volunteers, seniors)  

1.5  To model collaboration  within the SCRD i. To be a learning organization 

ii. To develop an equity and fairness policy for services 
delivered 

iii. To develop a responsive  “public service” policy for the 
organization 
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CULTURAL, SOCIAL, ECONOMIC and ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY 

 “Sustainable development is development that meets the needs of the present without 

compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs.”  Brundtland Commission  

GOAL: To participate in the implementation of the Cultural, Social, Economic and Environmental 

Sustainability Plan for the Coast (“We Envision”) 

  3 Year Objectives  Proposed 2012‐13 Targets  
(18 months) 

2.1  To implement the Regional 
Sustainability Plan (We Envision) with 
other local governments and 
community stakeholders 
 

i. To facilitate the creation of regional round table that 
includes local governments to coordinate and monitor 
the implementation of the plan 

ii. To continue to educate and involve the public and 
stakeholders about the RSP and its benefits 

iii. To integrate sustainability criteria into major 
Board/Committee reports and actions 

iv. To report to and involve the  community on the SCRD’s 
progress in achieving the targets in the “We Envision” 
document for which SCRD has responsibility 

2.2  To review and report on progress 
towards achieving the Community 
Energy and Emissions Plan (CEEP) 
targets and develop an updated 
inventory 
 
 
 
 

i. To complete the energy projects currently underway 
(i.e. coordinate demonstration projects; produce a 
renewable energy atlas; implement renewable energy 
projects, etc.) 

ii. To have energy and emission reduction targets 
incorporated into Roberts Creek and Halfmoon Bay 
OCPs 

iii. To update CEEP inventory and action plan  to reduce 
emissions and to prevent emission spikes 

2.3  To implement the SCRD’s corporate 
energy and emissions reduction plan 
and make progress towards the target 
of being carbon neutral within our 
organization  

i. To hire a Corporate Energy Manager 

ii. To implement energy and emission reduction actions in 
the plan (Sechelt Aquatic Centre Heat Recovery System, 
Fleet procurement and management improvements, 
lighting retrofits at Administration Building, increased 
recycling and composting stations at facilities) 
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FINANCIAL SUSTAINABILITY 

Financial Sustainability is the degree to which a government is capable of funding the service needs of 

its community, including the management and maintenance of assets; ability to cope with 

contingencies that arise, without making radical changes  to spending or revenue raising; ability to 

effectively manage risks; and avoid financially disadvantaging future generations.  (Partial excerpt: 

Australian Local Government Act)   

 GOAL:  To provide leadership in financial sustainability so residents and businesses can continue to 

receive high quality responsive service and to provide a legacy for future generations. 

  3 Year Objectives  Proposed 2012‐13 Targets  
(18 months) 

3.1  To implement the long term financial 
sustainability policy 

 
 
 

i. To continue with the implementation of the Financial 
Sustainability Policy – e.g. recognize ongoing 
maintenance costs for existing capital assets and new 
capital projects  

ii. To adopt a policy on operational and capital reserves: 

 To adopt an Investment Policy  
 To establish a Sustainable Purchasing Policy that 

reflects local interests 
 To adopt a Debt Policy that includes targets to 

reduce debt 

3.2  To complete internal service reviews to 
achieve efficiencies and benchmarking  

i. To complete a service review for the recreation 
division and benchmarking for regional water 

3.3
. 

To implement an effective annual 
budgeting process  

 

i. To have the annual budget meet the following 
sustainable objectives: 

 Integrates with the organization’s strategic plan & 
‘We Envision” document 

 Examines and responds to the changing economic 
conditions facing residents/businesses  

 Educates and responds to the public as to the 
services provided and their costs,  

 Streamlines the budgeting process 
 Implements strategies to increase public 

participation 

3.4  To diversify current revenue sources 
 

i. To complete and implement an annual review of fees 
and charges 

ii. To identify and implement alternative revenue using 
comparatives to other similar jurisdictions  
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WATER 

GOAL:  To have sufficient high quality drinking water to meet current and future needs 

  3 Year Objectives  Proposed 2012‐13 Targets  
(18 months) 

4.1  To reduce the amount of water 
consumed by residents and 
businesses by 33%, by 2020 

i. To develop and implement a communications plan for 
water metering for South and North Pender 

ii. To complete universal metering installations in South & 
North Pender  

iii. To report on the percent of water reduction in all water 
service areas  

iv. To continue to install metering in the regional water 
system with the rural areas being the priority areas 
before the urban areas 

4.2  To complete and implement the 
comprehensive regional water plan 

 

i. To finalize and adopt the comprehensive regional water 
plan 

ii. To address the link between development and supply 
of available water 

iii. To develop a business plan and updated revenue 
structure for regional water 

iv. To examine potential alternative and back up water 
supply sources 

v. To apply for grant funding where appropriate 

4.3  To seek more local authority and 
control over community drinking 
watersheds  

 

i. To complete the Chapman SARP and submit it to the 
Province for funding, support, and implementation. 

ii. To establish a drinking water protection plan  

iii. To develop watershed management plans for other 
water sources that supply community drinking water 
systems on a risk based priority 

4.4  To implement the Area “A” Water 
Master Plan 

 

i. To address the 3 remaining initiatives:  grant funding 
application to university research programs; UV 
disinfection system for Cove Cay system; and 
development of drinking water source protection 
programs. 
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ZERO WASTE  

GOAL:  To reduce the amount of waste sent to the landfill by 90% by 2060 

  3 Year Objectives  Proposed 2012‐13 Targets  
(18 months) 

5.1  To implement actions in the updated 
solid waste management plan and 
increase the solid waste diversion rate 
at our landfills from 50% to at least 65% 
by 2016 (percentage of total solid waste 
tonnage not disposed at the landfill). 
 

i. To develop policy tools regarding construction and 
demolition activities and waste 

ii. To seek grant funding to support the implementation of 
recommended new programs and services 

iii. To develop options for pay as you throw system for 
garbage collection. 

5.2   To enhance and improve recycling in all 
areas 
 

i. To reach agreement with other local governments 
regarding service levels and operating funding models 
for future recycling services 

ii. To develop business plans for enhanced depot recycling 
services in Pender, Sechelt and Gibsons 

iii. To determine the viability of an organic waste 
collection program 

iv. To review green waste service with the goal of 
improving accessibility, efficiency and costs. 

v. To learn what strategies most effectively facilitate 
behavioral change in this area 

 

 COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT  

GOAL:  To have community development on the coast that is planned in a collaborative manner that 

achieves social, cultural, economic and environmental targets. 

  3 Year Objectives  Proposed 2012‐13 Targets  
(18 months) 

6.1  To implement opportunities to achieve 
effective and collaborative coast wide 
planning 

i. To collaborate with the Ministry of Transportation to 
implement the Integrated Drainage Report 

ii. To update SCRD Servicing Bylaw with respect to 
drainage 

iii. To acknowledge and work with the shíshálh Land Plan 

iv. To initiate a memorandum of understanding on Crown 
land/rural community interface issues on the coast 
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(mining, forestry, fishing, drainage, fire concerns, etc) 

v. To identify and reach agreement on future community 
development priorities  on youth initiatives, 
employment and others 

vi. To finalize Roberts Creek OCP 

vii. To finalize Halfmoon Bay OCP 

6.2  To support the development of 
affordable and innovative housing 
 

i. To support the development of a coast wide affordable 
housing strategy 

 

6.3  To implement the Regional Integrated 
Transportation Study 

i. To complete a memorandum of understanding with the 
Ministry of Transportation on  short term priority 
initiatives such as ensuring all recommended curve 
warning and ice warning signs are in place on Hwy 101; 
pavement markings at intersections; improving 
shoulder bicycle ride ability/walk ability on Hwy 101 
and other regional routes 

ii. To develop Business Cases for the Sechelt and Gibsons 
Highway Bypasses according to the MOTI Multiple 
Account Evaluation process 

6.4  To complete and implement the Parks 
and Recreation Master Plan  

i. To complete the plan and bring forward special 
recommendations to the 2013 budget 

6.5  To support the development of a coast 
wide economic development strategy 
that enhances year round economic 
activity, increases local employment; 
encourages investment and reflects the 
values expressed in the “We Envision” 
document 
 

i. To collaborate with other local governments and 
implement the Economic Development Memorandum 
of Understanding 

ii. To explore with BC Ferries the concept of designating 
the Sunshine Coast as an economic zone 

iii. To consider the following ideas and actions for the 
economic development strategy:  

 To support local  enterprise or businesses that 
reinvest on the Sunshine Coast  

 To support the development of  education, training 
and apprenticeship programs for the building trades 
industry by supporting innovative building skills and 
experimental housing as a draw to the Coast  

 To support economic opportunities for young people
 To finalize the economic development 

memorandum of understanding between local 
governments on the coast 

 To establish the Sunshine Coast Economic Alliance 
and its operation (staff, office etc.) 
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 To support the completion of an economic 
development plan incorporating strategies and 
actions in a multitude of sectors like green 
technology, marine, agriculture, tourism, arts and 
culture and others 

 To support the development of specific initiatives 
that will improve the local economy such as 
projects that reduce retail and service leakage; 
supporting businesses that reinvest on the Coast; 
assist local shopping, support niche markets and 
others  

6.6  To support the continued development 
of the Hillside Industrial Park 

i. To develop and implement a plan for ocean access  

ii. To attract marine service industry 

iii. To continue off‐shore marketing e.g. Asia 

6.7  To adopt a joint set of sustainable land 
use principles to guide future 
development decisions on the Coast 

i. To define and adopt a set of land use/sustainability 
guidelines i.e. We Envision 

ii. To explore the concept of land trust  (farmland trust, 
nature trust) 

6.8  To support the increase of locally grown 
and produced food on the Coast 

i. To complete the Agricultural Area Plan 

ii. To support the development of a food sustainability 
strategy 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
  

 
DATE:  July 16, 2012 

TO:  Corporate and Administrative Services Committee – July 26, 2012 

FROM: Angie Legault, Manager of Legislative Services 

RE:  LEGISLATIVE SERVICES – SECOND QUARTER ACTIVITY REPORT 

 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 

THAT the Legislative Services Second Quarter Activity report be received for 
information. 
 

 

BACKGROUND 
 
The purpose of this report is to provide the Committee with an update on projects undertaken by 
Legislative Services in the second quarter of 2012. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
In addition to daily operations, Legislative Services staff have been involved in the following 
projects: 
 
1. Records Management 

a. Inactive record centre purge – 2012 purge in progress 
b. Central records – completion of 2012 archiving 
c. Inactive record centre retrievals  - 132 from April to June 
d. Shared Drive Restructure project – training new staff, ongoing refinement of structure, 

assistance to staff in creation of subfolders, advice on filing documents, setting 
permissions for confidential documents 
 

2. Communications 
a. Marketing and communications strategy development and implementation (in 

consultation with division managers) 

i. Recreation Guide Promotion campaign implementation 

ii. Source Assessment Response Plan Communications Plan Implementation  

iii. Energy Rebate Programs Awareness Campaign 

iv. Recreation Marketing Plan Implementation  

v. Parks Marketing Plan Implementation 

vi. Twitter account maintenance – currently have 204 ‘followers’ (up from 168 in 1st  

quarter) 

vii. Pender Harbour Water Metering Communications Campaign 

viii. Water Conservation Advertising Campaign implementation 

ix. Backroad Trash Bash Communications Campaign Implementation 

x. Asbestos Information Session Communications Plan Implementation 

b. Media relations, media management, news releases, etc. 

i. SCRD & CEP Reach Agreement 

ANNEX J
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ii. SCRD Partners with Municipal Council for Collaborative Strategic Planning 
iii. SCRD Highlights Local Government Awareness Week with Community Clean Up 
iv. New Asbestos Gypsum Landfill Procedures 
v. Bear Hydro funds SCRD Project 

 
c. Coast Currents e-newsletter and advertisement of same to highlight elements of the 

strategic plan – Summer issue - highlighted Parks and Trails 

d. Employee newsletter – summer issue development, readership survey 

e. Design, writing and print production of large scale projects 

i. Board Briefs 

ii. Annual Report – final version to printers 

iii. Parks Brochure 

iv. Dog Bite Prevention Brochure 

v. Zero Waste Guide for Accommodations 

vi. Recycling Directory 

3. Legislative/Corporate 
a. Bylaw amendments - general 

i. Municipal Ticket Information  
ii. Sanitary Landfill Site (gypsum) 
iii. Dog Control Service – drafting and service area consultation 

 
b. FOI Requests – 5 formal requests received/ 4 completed 

 
c. Minute Taking Workshop – development of handbook for support staff and recording 

secretaries in preparation for workshop to be held in September. 
 

d. Draft and submit 5 UBCM Resolutions  
 

e. Placement of Notice on Title for 6 properties in contravention of Building Regulations 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT   
   

DATE:  July 16, 2012 

TO:  Corporate and Administrative Services Committee – July 26, 2012 

FROM: Tina Perreault, Treasurer  

RE: FORTIS BC’S COMMON RATES, AMALGAMATION AND RATE DESIGN 

 

 
RECOMMENDATION(S): 
 
THAT the Treasurer’s report regarding the Fortis BC’s common rates, amalgamation and 
rate design be received for information. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 

In April 2012, Fortis BC applied to the BC Utilities Commission to establish a common rate 
structure and amalgamate the three different utility entities that operate within Fortis at this time.  
A letter of support for the Fortis application was sent from the SCRD to the BC Utilities 
Commission on June 12, 2012 (Attachment A). 

   

DISCUSSION 

Currently there are six different rate structures charged throughout the Province of BC under 
three different legal utility entities.  These entities were created as Fortis acquired these different 
utilities, and has been operating as a common management structure since the mid 2000’s. This 
is the reason why there are currently different rates charged in different parts of the Province 
(Attachment B).  According to the application, moving the three entities to one will allow the 
rates to be uniform throughout the Province. 

Under the new rate structure, Sunshine Coast residents would see a decrease of up to 25% by 
2014, where the Lower Mainland could see an increase of up to 5% by 2017 (Attachment C).  
The Sunshine Coast pays the second highest rate in the Province at $15.73 per Gigajoule (GJ) 
and the lowest rate is $7.28/GJ in Fort Nelson.  The new rate for the Sunshine Coast would be 
approximately around $11.80/GJ by the year 2014.   This is projected to save the average 
Sunshine Coast household $244 dollars, according to the Fortis application. 
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FortisBC is proposing to move to common rates and services across the province, which will be 

made possible by bringing together its three natural gas utilities into one legal entity.

Bringing all three natural gas utilities together as one entity will allow FortisBC to offer consistent 

natural gas rates and facilitate the expansion of services for all customers across the province, which 

will eliminate the current rate discrepancies.

If our application is approved, each customer in a given customer class will be charged the same 

rate, regardless of where they live. This provides significant benefits to a sizable portion of our 

customers, notably on Vancouver Island, Sunshine Coast, Powell River, Fort Nelson and in Whistler 

over the longer-term.

We are committed to providing all our customers in British Columbia with economic and fair natural 

gas rates. Our application is revenue neutral to FortisBC and the proposed changes offer several 

benefits to many of our customers.

Select a topic below for more information.

FortisBC’s current structure
Currently, FortisBC provides natural gas to customers across the province under three separate 

legal entities with entity-specific rate structures. These separate legal entities were formed as 

various natural gas utilities were acquired across the province. Each entity is responsible for 

providing natural gas service in different areas of the province and customer rates differ based on 

which region of the province a customer lives in. The three natural gas utilities are:

■ FortisBC Energy Inc. – serving customers in the Lower Mainland, Columbia and Inland 

regions

■ Fort Nelson, although legally part of FortisBC Energy Inc., is treated as a separate region 

and has its own rate base and rate structure

■ FortisBC Energy (Vancouver Island) Inc. – serving customers on Vancouver Island, Powell 

River and the Sunshine Coast

■ FortisBC Energy (Whistler) Inc. – serving customers in Whistler

The three FortisBC natural gas utilities have been operating with a common management 

structure since the mid-2000s and essentially operate as one combined entity today, with 

operational savings from integration having been realized over that time. Bringing together the 

utilities and adopting common rates is the next logical step for the Companies under common 

management. 

Get involved
If you would like to give input there are 

different ways to get involved.

1. Register for Full or Simplified 

Intervention

2. Register as an Interested Party

3. Attend the Public Hearing as an 

Observer

4. Submit a Letter of Comment

Note: Below, you will find corrected links. 

They were misprinted in your June bill insert.

■ BCUC new user's guide5 (PDF)

■ Register as an Intervener or Interested 

Party6

Latest news

FortisBC filed its application with the BCUC7

on April 11, 2012.

■ View the application on the BCUC 

website8

More info
Learn more about rate amalgamation

Read the FAQ9

Info session storyboards10 (362 KB)

Read your bill insert11

Common Rates, Amalgamation and Rate Design

Page 1 of 4Print Preview
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If the application is approved by the British Columbia Utilities Commission (BCUC), all of 

FortisBC’s regulated natural gas utilities will be one legal entity under the name FortisBC Energy 

Inc. The company’s electric operations will remain a separate utility with a separate legal name –

FortisBC Inc. – with separate rates and service offerings for electricity customers. Customers will 

continue to know all of the companies under the shared name FortisBC.

Benefits of bringing together our utilities and common rates
Overall, bringing together our natural gas utilities offers several benefits including the removal of 

rate discrepancies across the province, lower rates for Vancouver Island, Powell River, Sunshine 

Page 2 of 4Print Preview

7/19/2012http://www.fortisbc.com/_layouts/FortisBC.Internet.Core/PrintPreview/PrintPreview.aspx?...
66



Coast and Whistler customers, consistent programs and services, greater reporting and 

operating efficiencies and  rate stability and simplicity for all,

Rate stability and simplicity
The costs to operate our business, including costs related to infrastructure investments, ongoing 

maintenance or system replacements required to meet new customer demand for natural gas, 

will be spread across all customers around the province. For these reasons, amalgamation will 

help provide rate stability for all customers, particularly those in smaller service areas such as 

Vancouver Island, Whistler and Fort Nelson.

Consistency
FortisBC will offer similar services for similar prices and it will be easier for FortisBC to expand its 

service offerings, such as the renewable natural gas program, to all customers across the 

province.

Reporting and operational efficiencies
FortisBC may see efficiencies in its reporting requirements for regulatory, legal and financial 

filings. Any savings arising from reporting and operational efficiencies will help to lower rates for 

natural gas customers.

Lower rates for Vancouver Island, Sunshine Coast and Whistler customers
Based on average consumption and the proposed FortisBC 2012-2013 revenue requirement 

rates prior BCUC approval, typical residential customers on Vancouver Island, Sunshine Coast 

and Powell River would see a decrease of approximately $244 to their annual bill, while typical 

residential customers in Whistler would see a decrease of approximately $621 to their annual bill.

Without common rates, Vancouver Island, Sunshine Coast and Powell River customers will see 

large rate increases over the next three to four years, as a result of the expiration of the Royalty 

Revenue agreement with the provincial government that ended in 2011. This agreement was put 

in place to help offset the cost to Vancouver Island customers of bringing natural gas to the 

Island 20 years ago.  

Fort Nelson
For Fort Nelson, FortisBC is proposing no change to rates from the approved 2012-2013 revenue 

requirement application, by deferring the impacts of common rates for a five year period after 

which a gradual annual increase will come into effect over a ten year period until Fort Nelson 

rates align with the rest of our customers.

Over the longer term, Fort Nelson customers will benefit in a similar way as customers in 

Whistler. Costs from the region, such as significant localized investments in infrastructure, or a 

loss of volume/customers will be absorbed by the broader customer base, thereby stabilizing 

rates.

In addition to rate stability, Fort Nelson customers will benefit from access to new service 

offerings not previously offered. 

Lower Mainland, Columbia and Inland 
Typical Lower Mainland, Columbia and Inland residential customers will see a one-time increase 

of approximately $45-54 to their annual bill. However, FortisBC is proposing to mitigate this rate 

increase for three years so that typical Lower Mainland, Inland and Columbia residential 

customers only experience an increase of $28-34 to their annual bill starting in 2014. In 2017, 

these customers would see a second increase bringing them up to the $45-54 annual bill 

increase amount.

Next steps
Prior to filing our application, FortisBC conducted market research and held public information 

sessions in communities across the province to gather information and feedback on our proposal 

to move to common rates.  We thank those who provided feedback. Your comments have been 

provided to the BCUC and will be reviewed as part of their regulatory process. To learn more 

about the BCUC regulatory process, visit bcuc.com4.

FortisBC expects a decision on our application by early 2013. If the BCUC approves FortisBC’s 

application, there will be common rates and service offerings for all natural gas customers across 

the province in 2014.

Page 3 of 4Print Preview

7/19/2012http://www.fortisbc.com/_layouts/FortisBC.Internet.Core/PrintPreview/PrintPreview.aspx?...
67



68



FortisBC applies for common 
natural gas rates for all customers

On April 11, 2012, FortisBC applied 
to the British Columbia Utilities 
Commission (BCUC) to amalgamate its 
three natural gas utilities and move 
to common rates and services across the 
province starting January 1, 2014. 

Currently, FortisBC provides natural gas to 
customers across the province under three 
separate legal entities with entity-specific 
rate structures. These separate entities were 
formed as various natural gas utilities were 
acquired across the province. Each entity 
is responsible for providing natural gas 
service in different areas of the province and 
customer rates differ based on the region of 
the province in which a customer lives.

If the application is approved by the BCUC all 
of FortisBC’s regulated natural gas utilities 
will be one legal entity under the name 
FortisBC Energy Inc. Customers will be 
charged the same rate, regardless of where 
they live.

Fort Nelson

Revelstoke

Lower MainlandVancouver 
Island

Columbia

Inland

Natural gas service area
(includes piped propane)

Residential customer impact  

Service area Estimated total bill impact* (%) Date full impact realized by

Lower Mainland +5.3% 2017

Inland +5.4% 2017

Columbia +5.0% 2017

Vancouver Island -25.2% 2014

Whistler -37.6% 2014

Fort Nelson +54.9% 2028

*Depending on consumption, estimated total annual bill impact arising from implementation of common rates.
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FortisBC Energy Inc., FortisBC Energy (Vancouver Island) Inc., FortisBC Energy (Whistler) Inc., and FortisBC Inc. do business as FortisBC.  
The companies are indirect, wholly owned subsidiaries of Fortis Inc. FortisBC uses the FortisBC name and logo under license from Fortis Inc.

 (12-026.12  Common rates 05/2012  MCC#897768)

The BC Utilities Commission (Commission) 
is an independent regulatory agency of the 
provincial government that operates under 
and administers the Utilities Commission 
Act. The Commission’s primary responsibility 
is the regulation of British Columbia’s 
natural gas and electricity utilities.

Ways to get involved: 
For more information on the proposed 
changes and how to participate in the 
BC Utilities Commission public hearing 
process for this application, please 
download the Commission User Guide 
at: bcuc.com/UserGuide.

If you would like to give input there are 
different ways to get involved. 

1. Register for Full or Simplified Intervention

2. Register as an Interested Party

3. Attend the Public Hearing as an Observer

4. Submit a Letter of Comment

Participants who wish to take part in 
the process must register with the 
Commission. You can register online at 
bcuc.com/Registration.aspx. 

You can register by email, fax or mail 
by sending a letter containing your 
name, contact information and who 
you represent to:

Commission Secretary

British Columbia Utilities Commission 
900 Howe Street, 6th Floor 
Vancouver, B.C.  V6Z 2N3

Regarding: FortisBC Energy Application 
for Common Rates, Amalgamation and 
Rate Design 

Email: Commission.Secretary@bcuc.com

Fax: 604-660-1102

The BCUC

70

TaraC
Typewritten Text



 

N:\Administration\0540 Board & Committees\Agendas\CAS - Current\2012 Jul 26 CAS re Director Expenses June30.doc 

SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE: July 9, 2012 
 
TO:  Corporate and Administrative Services Committee – July 26, 2012 
 
FROM: Michelle Goetz – Accounts Payable Technician 

 
RE: JUNE 2012 DIRECTOR CONSTITUENCY & TRAVEL EXPENSES 

 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
THAT the Accounts Payable Technician’s Report regarding Directors’ Constituency 
and Travel Expenses to June 30, 2012 be received for information. 
 
 
 
PURPOSE 
To provide directors with 2012 financial information for constituency and travel expense 
balances. 
 
BACKGROUND 
The 2012 Financial Plan for line item 01-2-111-263 Legislative & 01-2-130-263 UBCM/AVICC 
Constituency Expenses provides a budget of $20,300 ($3,500 allowance per director) for the 
expense of running an elected official office.  Line item 01-2-111-320 Legislative & 01-2-130-320 
UBCM/AVICC Travel Expenses provides an allowance of $36,144 for mileage, meals, hotel and 
other various charges associated with travelling on SCRD business. 
 
DISCUSSION  
As of June 30, 2012 the total amount posted to Constituency Expenses is $7,511, leaving an 
unspent balance of $12,789.  The total amount posted to Legislative and UBCM/AVICC Travel 
Expenses is $10,979, which is under budget by $25,165.  Figures are based on expense reports 
submitted to the end of June 2012 and a breakdown by Director is provided below. 
 
        Travel Expense   Travel Expense 

Constituency Expense:     Excluding HST:   Alternate:  
    
Director Area A  $     1,283    $     3,346     $          0 
Director Area B/Chair $        875      $     4,819     $          0 
Director Area D/Vice Chair $     1,741    $     1,829     $          0 
Director Area E  $     2,713    $          40         $        17  
Director Area F  $        223    $        366           $          0 
Director DOS   $        184    $            0     $        13  
Director TOG   $        223    $        459     $        40 
Director SIGD  $        269      $          50      $          0 
Totals    $     7,511    $   10,922     $        57 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

 
DATE:  July 13, 2012 
 
TO:  Corporate and Administrative Services Committee – July 26, 2012 
 
FROM: Robert McKee, Purchasing Officer & Risk Manager 

 
RE: Contracts between $20,000 and $100,000 – to July 12, 2012 

 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
That the Purchasing Officer’s report on Contracts for the period from June 5, 2012 to July 
11, 2012 be received for information. 
 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 

            Sunshine Coast Regional District Delegation Bylaw No. 532, 2003 directs staff to provide the 
Committee with a monthly report on all new contracts entered into that fall between $20,000 and 
$100,000.  Reports include purpose, function and vendor information. 

 
DISCUSSION 
 
There were some 75 contracts/purchase orders entered into in the above time period and four 
contract/purchase orders falls between $20,000 and $100,000. 
 
Bill Lasuta & Associates Ltd               PO 4787/680 – Dakota Ridge                 $ 31,360.00 taxes in 
Sechelt, BC                Consulting & Project Management for Access Road Upgrades 
 
Commercial Truck Equip Co.  PO 4798/312 – Maintenance Facility   $ 35,701.92 taxes in 
Surrey, BC            Bus Corrosion Repairs 1995 D40LF Unit as per BC Transit Agreement 
 
Commercial Truck Equip Co.  PO 4801/312 – Maintenance Facility   $ 35,701.92 taxes in 
Surrey, BC            Bus Corrosion Repairs 1995 D40 LF Unit as per BC Transit Agreement 
 
South Coast Ford Sales Ltd  PO 11485/650 – Community Parks   $ 54,575.52 taxes in 
Sechelt, BC                       2 Each – 2012 Ford F150 Supercab Trucks (MFA Leased) 
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 

ANNEX M

73

TaraC
Typewritten Text



74



 SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  July 11, 2012   

TO:  Corporate and Administrative Services Committee – July 26, 2012 

FROM: Brad Wing, Accounting Technician III - Finance 

RE:  Long Term Debt as at June 30, 2012 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
 

THAT the Corporate and Administrative Services Committee receive the Accounting 
Technician’s Report on Long Term Debt as at June 30, 2012 for information 
 

 

BACKGROUND 
 
To provide the committee with current information regarding SCRD Debt. 
 

DISCUSSION 
 
The balances of capital debt for the Regional District to June 30, 2012 are as follows: 
 
Authority   Purpose   Maturing Interest         June 2012  
 
MFA Debenture Debt 
  
572 Field Rd Admin Bldg  2026 4.560% $2,315,929     
561 Com. Recreation Fac. 2025 4.070% 13,562,933  
561 Com. Recreation Fac. 2026 4.560% 1,482,394       
571 Fleet Maint. Bldg Exp. 2026 4.560% 319,303       
570 Recycle Vehicle Eqp. 2016 4.560% 103,126       
562 Dakota Ridge   2016 4.560% 104,755       
575 Egmont VFD   2026 4.560% 78,453 
592 911    2017 4.820% 429,795 
593 Parks Master Plan  2022 4.820% 962,374 
613 Pender Harbour Pool  2029 3.550% 776,819 
553 Water Treatment Plant 2025 4.070% 2,484,101 
 
Total SCRD MFA Debt  $22,619,982 
 
Capital Leases 
 
Total SCRD MFA Leases    (Various vehicles & equip.)  635,219 
 
Total Long-term Debt SCRD    $23,255,201 
 
The total anticipated debt payments to be made by the SCRD in 2012, excluding those made on 
behalf of member municipalities, is $2,793,677 of which $1,393,954 is for interest. 
 
Member Municipality Debt 
 
Gibsons      5,664,643 
Sechelt     4,393,553 
  
Total Member Municipality Debt  $10,058,196 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  July 12, 2012 
TO:  Corporate and Administrative Service Committee – July 26, 2012 

FROM: Brad Wing, Accounting Technician III - Finance 

RE:  INVESTMENTS AND RESERVES TO JUNE 30, 2012 
 

Recommendation 
 
THAT the Corporate and Administrative Services Committee receive the Accounting 
Technician’s Report on Investments and Reserves as at June 30, 2012 for information. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The report on Investments and Reserves is presented to provide the Committee with information 
regarding the status of SCRD investments and reserves.  
 
DISCUSSION 
 
As at June 30, 2012 the SCRD had $4,062,135 invested in money market funds for reserves and 
$2,706,758 invested in short term bond funds regarding investment for landfill post closure.  Part of 
the water reserves will be used to fund the internal liability under agreement in the amount of 
$1,263,620 and $1,200,000 of the landfill closure reserve will be used this year for the required 
Sechelt Landfill closure work.   
 
Development cost charges and deferred revenues in the amount of $2,380,899 are internally 
funded by the SCRD and not yet held in a third party investment.   Internal monthly interest is 
calculated and accrued based on the MFA money market account rate.   
 
There is currently $1,549,327 in appropriated surplus for projects and rate stabilization, of which 
$1,123,968 is allocated to fund 2012 budget items. Appropriate surplus are short term in nature 
and are therefore not invested.  It is intended that these appropriated surplus amounts will be spent 
within the year. 
 
Detailed balances of reserves, landfill liability, development cost charges, deferred revenue, and 
appropriated surplus accounts are shown in the Attachments A through C.   
 
The difference between the amounts set aside in reserve and the amount invested with MFA is due 
to the timing of transfers and accounting entries. These differences will be addressed by either a 
future subscription or redemption to the investment as appropriate.  
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Attachment A

Investment For Reserves

As at June 30, 2012

Function Bylaw Account

 Opening 

Balances 

 YTD 

Interest 

 Transfers To 

(From) Reserve 

 Closing 

Balance 

 Budgeted 

Transfers To 

(From) Reserve 

112 504 Administration - General 6,097.55           31.48          -                   6,129.03            
112 495 Administration - Vehicle 13,879.53         71.66          -                   13,951.19          
113 Finance - operating reserves 91,277.55         471.25        -                   91,748.80          
114 496 Office Building Upgrades 60,445.31         312.07        -                   60,757.38          (49,301.00)        
115 HR- operating reserves 48,894.53         252.43        -                   49,146.96          
117 IT - capital reserve 137,878.77       711.84        -                   138,590.61        
127 Grant in Aid - Area D 5,468.24           28.23          -                   5,496.47            
200 495 Bylaw Enforcement - Vehicle 15,335.98         79.18          -                   15,415.16          

150-155 467 Feasibility Study Fund -                    -              -                   -                    
210 497 Gibsons and District VFD Land 36,921.69         190.62        -                   37,112.31          
210 489 Gibsons and District VFD Capital 390,885.88       2,018.06      -                   392,903.94        (279,060.00)      
212 490 Roberts Creek VFD Capital 283,092.86       1,461.55      -                   284,554.41        
216 491 Halfmoon Bay VFD Capital 111,978.54       578.12        -                   112,556.66        
218 601 Egmont VFD Capital 21,342.12         110.18        -                   21,452.30          
220 492 911 Telephone Capital 153,867.85       794.39        -                   154,662.24        
222 493 SCEP Capital 38,428.99         198.40        -                   38,627.39          (2,994.00)          
290 495 Animal Control - Vehicle 21,610.70         111.57        -                   21,722.27          
310 529 Transit 733.54              3.79            -                   737.33               
310 Transit - operating reserve 83,631.98         431.77        -                   84,063.75          3,200.00           
312 563 Fleet Maintenance 15,764.25         81.39          -                   15,845.64          
345 486 Ports Capital 382,217.59       1,973.31      -                   384,190.90        (131,000.00)      
345 Ports - Operating Reserve 3,970.54           20.50          -                   3,991.04            6,500.00           
352 Landfill Eco Fee Reserve (SL & PL) -                    54.54          18,205.80         18,260.34          
400 Cemetery Operating Reserve 5,344.90           27.59          -                   5,372.49            
410 515 PH Health Centre 31,852.92         164.45        -                   32,017.37          
504 495 Rural Planning - Vehicle Acquisition 8,904.12           45.97          -                   8,950.09            

Rural Planning - operating reserve 72,030.90         371.88        -                   72,402.78          (23,203.00)        
506 PIMS 9,236.37           47.69          -                   9,284.06            
515 Heritage - operating reserve 2,075.26           10.71          -                   2,085.97            
520 495 Building Dept - Vehicles Acquisition 18,120.54         93.55          -                   18,214.09          

615-621 590.1 Community Recreation Facilities 101,516.89       524.11        -                   102,041.00        (81,439.00)        
625 494 Pender Harbour Pool Capital 29,374.80         151.66        -                   29,526.46          
640 609 Gibsons Library 216,503.53       1,117.76      -                   217,621.29        (60,300.00)        
648 Museum Service Reserve 1,000.00           5.16            -                   1,005.16            
650 Community Parks - Operating Reserve 11,760.00         60.71          -                   11,820.71          
650 533 Community Parks - Capital Reserve 152,050.26       785.00        -                   152,835.26        (90,000.00)        
680 Dakota Ridge 20,103.58         103.79        -                   20,207.37          

2,603,598.06    13,496.36    18,205.80         2,635,300.22     (707,597.00)      

365 589 NPH Water Service- Capital 66,757.51         344.65        -                   67,102.16          
365 605 NPH Water Service - operating reserve 89,569.43         462.43        -                   90,031.86          (19,815.00)        
366 South Pender Harbour Reserve 186,098.33       960.79        -                   187,059.12        
366 South Pender Harbour Op. Reserve 184,902.99       954.61        -                   185,857.60        
370 488 Water Utility Capital 1,023,270.37    5,282.93      -                   1,028,553.30     (74,358.00)        
370 498 Water Utility Land Reserve Fund 15,628.72         80.69          -                   15,709.41          
370 Water Utility - Operating Reserve 265,904.72       1,372.81      -                   267,277.53        (12,655.00)        

1,832,132.07    9,458.91      -                   1,841,590.98     (106,828.00)      

381 512 Greaves Rd. 2,292.69           11.84          -                   2,304.53            
381 608 Greaves - operating 3,979.07           20.54          -                   3,999.61            
382 512 Woodcreek Park 22,957.68         118.53        -                   23,076.21          (47,000.00)        
382 608 Woodcreek Park- operating 54,842.20         283.14        -                   55,125.34          (2,500.00)          
383 512 Sunnyside 17,173.86         88.66          -                   17,262.52          
383 608 Sunnyside - operating 95.02                0.49            -                   95.51                 136.00              
384 512 Jolly Roger 62,491.91         322.63        -                   62,814.54          (8,000.00)          
384 608 Jolly Roger - operating 9,934.31           51.29          -                   9,985.60            (891.00)             
385 512 Secret Cove 38,148.63         196.95        -                   38,345.58          (6,000.00)          
385 608 Secret Cove-operating 7,906.03           40.82          -                   7,946.85            (325.00)             
386 512 Lee Bay 212,161.79       1,095.35      -                   213,257.14        (10,000.00)        
386 608 Lee Bay Operating 103,195.32       532.78        -                   103,728.10        9,279.00           
387 512 Square Bay 174,641.32       901.64        -                   175,542.96        (126,000.00)      
387 608 Square Bay - operating 57,416.10         296.43        -                   57,712.53          7,161.00           
388 608 Langdale - operating 33,150.30         171.15        -                   33,321.45          
389 512 Canoe Rd 2,800.90           14.46          -                   2,815.36            
389 608 Canoe Rd - Operating 3,063.01           15.81          -                   3,078.82            
390 512 Merrill Cres -                    -              -                   -                    
390 608 Merrill Cres - operating 8,448.41           43.62          -                   8,492.03            
391 512 Curran Rd 17,184.22         88.72          -                   17,272.94          
391 608 Curran - Operating 38,427.98         198.40        -                   38,626.38          2,603.00           
392 512 Roberts Creek Co-Housing 4,348.50           22.45          -                   4,370.95            (2,000.00)          
392 608 Roberts  Creek - Operating 40.98                0.21            -                   41.19                 1,220.00           
393 608 Lilys Lake - operating 4,044.19           20.88          -                   4,065.07            4,766.00           
394 Painted Boat -operating -                    -              -                   -                    1,257.00           

878,744.42       4,536.77      -                   883,281.19        (176,294.00)      

5,314,474.55    27,492.03    18,205.80         5,360,172.38     (990,719.00)      

Investments 4,062,135          

Over (under Subscribed)* (1,298,037)         

* note: over(under)subscriptions are due to timing difference in 

transferring into or out of the investment account. 
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Attachment B

Investment For Landfill Post Closure

As at June 30, 2012

Account

 Opening 

Balances  YTD Interest 

 Transfers          

To (From)  

 Closing 

Balance 

Pender Harbour Landfill Closure Liability 1,196,114.37   10,607.57      -                   1,206,721.94   

Pender Harbour (Unfunded) (326,669.00)     (326,669.00)     
Net Liability 869,445.37      880,052.94      

Sechelt Landfill Closure Liability 2,879,983.91   20,742.14      -                   2,900,726.05   
Sechelt Landfill (Unfunded) (1,179,863.47)  (1,179,863.47)  
Net Liability 1,700,120.44   1,720,862.58   

-                   

Total Landfill Closure - Funded 2,569,565.81   31,349.71      -                   2,600,915.52   

Investments  2,706,758.13   

Over (Under) Subscribed * 105,842.61      

* note: over(under) subscriptions are due to timing diferrence in transferring into or out of the 

investment account. 
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Attachment C

Investments For Development Cost Charge and Deferred Revenue

As at June 30, 2012

Bylaw Account  Opening Balances  YTD Interest 

 Transfers To 

(From) Reserve  Closing Balance 

Deferred Revenue

UBCM Gas Tax Funds 1,249,199.80$                  -$                               -$                         1,249,199.80$                 

CARIP Grant 49,911.00                         -                                 41,260.00                91,171.00                        

Municipal Insurance Assoc. of BC -Risk Mgmt 9,190.00                           -                                 -                           9,190.00                          

Water Services (Grants) 127,758.80                       661.47                            -                           128,420.27                      

NPW Unallocated (gl#02-4-365-876) 24,061.74                         124.58                            -                           24,186.32                        

Oyster Bay Reside 33,005.68                         170.89                            -                           33,176.57                        

NPW (gl#02-4-365-878) 28,333.00                         146.69                            -                           28,479.69                        

340 Parkland Acquisition 175,851.55                       910.48                            -                           176,762.03                      

Development Cost Charges

268 Regional Water 385,353.44                       2,147.46                         42,750.00                430,250.90                      

589.1 NPH Water Services 109,555.53                       567.23                            -                           110,122.76                      

SPH Water Services 131,602.17                       681.37                            -                           132,283.54                      

Total Deferred Revenue & DCC Funds 2,323,822.71$                  5,410.17$                       84,010.00$              2,413,242.88$                 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT   

   
DATE:  July 17, 2011 

TO:  Corporate and Administrative Services Committee – July 26, 2011 

FROM:  Brad Wing, Accounting Technician III - Finance 

RE:  GAS TAX COMMUNITY WORKS FUNDING 

 

Recommendation 
 

THAT the Corporate and Administrative Services Committee receive the Accounting 
Technician’s report on the Gas Tax Community Works Funding  

 

 

BACKGROUND 
 
Gas tax funding in the amount of $2,831,387 has been received for 2005-2011 and has been 
allocated to the 5 rural areas based on population.  It is anticipated that in the current year, a 
total of $626,296 will be received in two equal payments, one each in July and November.  The 
Federal Government has committed to extending the funding until 2014, a total of 10 years.  
Amounts expected for 2013 and 2014 are $626,296 per year, which reflects a per-capita 
amount of $40.31. 
 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Following is the status of funding and commitments for each area for 2012 with more details outlined 
in Attachment 1, Gas Tax Community Works Fund Summary of Commitments worksheet:: 
 
 
Area A 
 
 

Balance of Funds Rolled Forward to 2012 369,752$                  

2012 Anticipated Funds 115,114                     

Total funds available for 2012 484,866                     

2012 Project Commitments

Sarah Wray Hall (Irvine's Landing Schoolhouse) 20,422                       

PH Sports Field Drinking Water Treatment System 20,000                       

Balance of Uncommitted Funds Available 444,444$                  
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Area B 
 

Balance of Funds Rolled Forward to 2012 (7,804)$                     

2012 Anticipated Funds 112,232                     

Total Funds Available for 2012 104,428                     

2012 Project Commitments

Bike Path for Redroofs South from Coopers Green (2011 carryforward) 2,500                         

Bike Path Coopers Green South - Redroofs Road 99,000                       

Balance of Uncommitted Funds Available 2,928$                       

 
 
 

Area D 
 

Balance of Funds Rolled Forward to 2012 224,933$                  

2012 Anticipated Funds 145,050                     

Total Funds Available for 2012 369,983                     

2012 Project Commitments

Pedestrian Walkway Downtown (2011 Carry Forward) 52,031                       

Lower Road Planning Project (2011 Carry Forward) 3,888                         

Lower Road Construction Project (2011 Carry Forward) 4,400                         

Pedestrian Walkway Construction (2011 Carry Forward) 112,638                     

Bike Path Lower Road (Woodley Road East to Byng) 140,000                     

Bike Path Hwy 101 Off Road Expansion 10,000                       

Balance of Uncommitted Funds Available 47,026$                     

 
 
 
Area E 
 
 

Balance of Funds Rolled Forward to 2012 330,822$                  

2012 Anticipated Funds 155,822                     

Total Funds Available for 2012 486,644                     

2012 Project Commitments

Ocean Beach Esplanade Trail (2011 Carry Forward) 98,486                       

Ocean Beach Esplanade Bike Path, Chaster Creek Bridge 30,000                       

Balance of Uncommitted Funds Available 358,158$                  
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Area F 
 

Balance of Funds Rolled Forward to 2012 331,496$                  

2012 Anticipated Funds 98,078                       

Total Funds Available for 2012 429,574                     

2012 Project Commitments

Marine Drive Bicycle/Walking Path Additions 300,000                     

Balance of Uncommitted Funds Available 129,574$                  
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Attachment 1 Gas Tax Community Works Fund

Summary of Commitments

2012 Funding Year

Last Updated 7/17/2012

Area A B D E F Total YTD

CWF Funding Function CC 925 926 927 928 929

Balance of 2011 Uncommitted Funds to 2012  349,330.34 (2,464.60)    22,055.94   228,233.29 306,753.19 903,908.16     
Balance of 2011 Committed Funds to 2012 20,421.81   (5,339.24)    202,876.76 102,589.15 24,743.16   345,291.64     

369,752.15 (7,803.84)    224,932.70 330,822.44 331,496.35 1,249,199.80  
July 2012 payment  57,558.20   56,110.47   72,540.00   77,914.15   49,025.37   313,148.20     -               

November 2012 payment 57,558.20   56,110.47   72,540.00   77,914.15   49,025.37   313,148.20     -               
-                 -               

Total funding Available for projects 484,868.55 104,417.10 370,012.71 486,650.74 429,547.10 1,875,496.20  -               

Less: Project commitments 

Area A -Sarah Wray Hall (Irvines Landing Schoolhouse) 650 925-3 20,421.81   20,421.81       20,421.00     
Area A - PH Sports Field Drinking Water Treatment System 650 925-5 20,000.00   20,000.00       -               
Area B - Bike Paths for Redroofs South from Coopers Green 665 926-5 2,500.00     2,500.00         -               
Area B - Bike/Walk Path Coopers Green South -Redrooffs Rd. 665 926-6 99,000.00   99,000.00       71,681.72     
Area D - Pedestrian walkway downtown (2008, 2009 & 2010) 665 927-5 52,030.91   52,030.91       52,030.91     
Area D - Pedestrian walkway construction 665 927-5 112,638.00 112,638.00     112,973.98   
Area D - Lower Rd. Bike Path planning project 665 927-7 3,888.04     3,888.04         -               
Area D - Lower Rd. construction project 665 927-8 4,399.81     4,399.81         4,358.58       
Area D - Bike Path Lower Rd Woodley Rd East towards Byng 665 927-9 140,000.00 140,000.00     1,510.98       
Area D - Bike Path (off road) Hwy 101 Rob Crk expansion 665 927-10 10,000.00   10,000.00       -               
Area E - Ocean Beach Esplanade Trail (2009) 665 928-3 98,485.91   98,485.91       1,528.79       
Area E - OBE Bike Path Chaster Creek Bridge 665 928-6 30,000.00   30,000.00       -               
Area F - Bike/Walk Path Marine Drive additions 665 929-5 300,000.00 300,000.00     -               

40,421.81   101,500.00 322,956.76 128,485.91 300,000.00 893,364.48     264,505.96   

Uncommitted CWF Gax Tax Funds for 2012 444,446.74 2,917.10     47,055.95   358,164.83 129,547.10 982,131.72     

CWF Funds allocation (per capita basis using 2006 Census data) 18.38% 17.92% 23.16% 24.88% 15.66% 100.00%
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE: July 18, 2012 

TO: Corporate and Administrative Services Committee - (July 26, 2012) 

FROM: Paul Fenwick, General Manager Community Services 

RE: COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENT FUND APPLICATION 

 
RECOMMENDATION(S)  
 
THAT the Corporate and Administrative Services Committee receives the report on 
Community Infrastructure Improvement Fund Application; 
 
AND, from the options listed selects a project or projects for funding application. 
 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
This program known as CIIF was announced in June and has an August 2nd deadline for first 
round applications. For Western Canada approximately $46 million is available. It is for 
community facilities like arenas, community centres, sports fields, bike paths and the like. 
Certain items like zamboni, snow groomers, employee salaries and legal fees are not covered. 
Organizations that did not receive a previous grant like Towns for Tomorrow are encouraged to 
apply. Funding is cost shared and available to governments and First Nations and not-for-profit 
groups. 
 
The SCRD has received previous facility grants for Sechelt Aquatic. PH Pool also had grant 
funding in the past.  
 
Eligible projects will also:  

• leverage at least 50% of total eligible project costs from sources other than the 
federal government;  

• Maximum grant is $250,000; 
• Complete all work prior to March 31, 2014.  

CIIF will support eligible costs directly related to a project that have been incurred and paid by a 
successful applicant. Examples of eligible costs under CIIF include:  

• costs incurred between April 1, 2012 and March 31, 2014;  
• costs to rehabilitate or improve fixed capital assets of community facilities, 

including minor expansions to existing infrastructure;  
• fees paid to consultants/contractors or other professional or technical personnel 

directly related to the rehabilitation or expansion of the community facility;  
• costs related to signage, which are required for CIIF projects and need to be 

included in the project budget;  
• costs for assessments, monitoring and follow-up as required by the Canadian 

Environmental Assessment Act (CEAA) or related legislation; and  
• other costs directly related to the success of the project and approved in 

advance. 
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DISCUSSION 
 
Application Process 
 
Staff sense there will be keen competition for this funding locally and in Western Canada as a 
whole. The application form requires that a “project plan” be attached to the application. This 
may not be a complete “shovel ready” requirement but it appears projects will be favoured that 
are at the tender stage i.e. have funding requirements, regulatory approvals and funding 
certainty for our share. A breakdown of project costs is requested. 
 
The project plan must contain a) the project objective, b) project rationale, c) schedule of project 
–Gannt Chart, d) detailed listing of project costs, e) project cash flow (quarterly), f) management 
capacity of the organization to do the work, g) risks and mitigation strategies.  
 
Given the level of detail required, staff suggests that only two or three projects be applied for.  
 
 
Preliminary Screening of Projects 
 
 
Project Name Estimated 

Cost 
SCRD 

Resources 
Available 

Project 
Plan 

 

Other Notes 

Katherine Lake 
Campground site plan and 
buildings improvements 
 

$100k $43k No Project Plan would have to be 
prepared. No existing 
professionally prepared detailed 
costs. 

Ranger Station/Cultural 
Centre Buildings Upgrades 
 

$100k $15k No Project Plan would have to be 
prepared. Preliminary costs 
available. 

Marine Drive Bikeway 
 

$1.2 million $300k Partially This has been applied for the BC 
Recreation grant (our share 
$300,000). Engineering plans have 
been completed. Grant would allow 
project size of $550,000. 

Sechelt Arena emergency 
repairs  
 

$1.3 million 0 No Project Plan would have to be 
prepared. Preliminary costs 
available. No secured SCRD 
funding at this time.  Additional 
Funding from SCRD would have to 
go to AAP. 

GACC Sound Attenuation 
 

$135k $135k No Has been tendered and awarded 
work is in progress. Project Plan 
would have to be prepared. 

Sechelt Arena Upgrades 
Lighting and Electrical  
 

$200k $70k Partially Projects currently on hold. Partially 
funded in the 2012 FP.  

Dakota Ridge Additional 
Trails 
 

$25k 0 Partially Indentified in the DRWRA 
Business Plan. No matching funds 
available. 

Suncoaster Trail South 
 

$400k 0 No Conceptual only at this time. Not 
shovel ready. No matching funds 
available. 
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PH Aquatic Fitness 
Equipment and UV 

$160k 0  Project Plan would have to be 
prepared. Preliminary costs 
available. No matching funds 
available. Fitness equipment 
upgrade deferred in 2012. 

Gibsons Pool UV, hot tub 
repair, boiler and 
mechanical 
(Basic) 

$300k $70k Partially Project Plan would have to be 
prepared. Preliminary costs 
available. Reserve funds for boiler. 
No other matching funds available. 
Additional Funding from SCRD 
would have to go to AAP.  

Gibsons Pool Activity and 
Weights Room 
(Enhanced) 

$500k to 
$700k 

$150k No Project Plan would have to be 
prepared. Approx $150k available 
from TOG. Plans needed. 
Additional Funding from SCRD 
would have to go to AAP. 

 
Ranking of Above Projects (High Score 10) 
 
Based on Project readiness: 
 

• GACC Sound Attenuation 10 
• Marine Drive Bikeway 9 
• Sechelt Arena Lighting 6 
• Others (less than 6) 

 
Based on Urgency: 
 

• Sechelt Arena Slab Repairs 10 
• Gibsons Aquatic (Basic) 7 
• GACC Sound Attenuation 4 
• Katherine Lake 3 

Others (less than 3) 
 
Based on Parks and Recreation Master Plan preliminary support from public: 
 

• Gibsons Pool (Basic) 10 
• Marine Drive Bikeway 7 
• GACC Sound attenuation 6 
• PH Fitness and UV 4 
• Others (less than 4 or non-applicable) 

 
 
Based on Matching Funds Available 
 

• GACC Sound attenuation 10 
• Marine Drive 6 
• Sechelt Arena Lighting  4 
• Gibsons Pool (Basic) 3 
• Others (less than 3) 

 
The above evaluation by staff is subjective however it suggests the following projects should be 
ranked higher for consideration i.e. GACC sound attenuation, Marine Drive (assumes other 
grant is not received), Sechelt Arena slab repair, Gibsons Aquatic (Basic). Some of the above 
do have significant funding constraints as noted below. 
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Since the GACC sound attenuation is already funded, the Board could select another project for 
an application for CIIF.  
 
Dakota Ridge Trails is an attractive project but lacks an avenue to co-fund at this time.  
 
Other Sechelt Arena items were not added to have one major grant application.  The problem is 
our funding share source is not known at this time for the repairs or for more upgrades and 
given the grant is limited. Thus this expanded option is not shown in the above table. 
 
 Marine Drive bikeway could be scaled back from a $1.2 million to $550,000 project under this 
grant as $300,000 is now available and it is ‘shovel ready’. We have applied for another grant 
and are told the program has been significantly oversubscribed. 
 
Gibsons pool is slated for a new boiler and needs the hot tub repairs. The public would like 
amenities like UV in this pool. A building assessment has been completed for the pool. A larger 
process is underway to evaluate the pool including public consultation—the elements selected 
here would not seriously conflict with that process unless the desire was to eventually replace 
the pool say in less than five years. That is unlikely given the new roofing installed in 2011. 
 
Another project is noted for Gibsons Pool—building addition and use of legacy funds of 
approximately $150,000. This project is premature given the study in progress and it is no way 
fundable for the SCRD share at this time.  
 
Most project applications would need staff time to fast track writing the Project Plan and other 
application details by August 2nd.  
 
Of the three projects, Marine Drive is most ready for the project plan. The Sechelt Arena is in 
the most critical situation given the slab failure but is far from being ready with a project plan or 
funding model. 
 
The two projects with no funding constraints to co-fund are GACC Noise Attenuation and a 
modified Marine Drive bikeway (less in scope at $550,000 total as maximum grant is $250,000).  
 
The only project that will allow existing services to be restored vs. enhanced is the Sechelt 
Arena slab repair. All other projects have an existing level of service, some in aging buildings. 
Pender Pool just had an upgrade and did not select UV. Leasing or other options may be found 
for the fitness equipment which is a high priority for this facility.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
__________________________________ 
Paul Fenwick 
 
 
 

92



 

N:\Administration\0540 Board & Committees\Agendas\CAS - Current\2012-JUL-23 CAS STAFF REPORT - Lions Club of Pender 
Harbour Late Application.doc 

SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  July 11, 2012 

TO:  Corporate and Administrative Services Committee – July 26, 2012 

FROM: Tara Crosby, Administrative Assistant, Corporate and Administrative Services 

RE: Rural Areas Grant-In-Aid Application from the Lions Club of Pender 
Harbour 

 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
THAT the Administrative Assistant’s report regarding Rural Areas Grant-In-Aid 
Application from the Lions Club of Pender Harbour be received; 
 
AND THAT the Committee approve Grant-In-Aid funding to the Lions Club of Pender 
Harbour for refurbishing playground equipment at the Lions Club Park in the amount of 
$1,500 from Area A. 
 
AND FURTHER THAT staff prepare this payment for the normal Grant-In-Aid timeline of 
August 1, 2012. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The Lions Club of Pender Habour originally applied for Rural Areas Grant-In-Aid within the 
parameters of the timeline, though the application was unclear in terms of use of funds and 
budget and was therefore rejected.  The have asked for reconsideration of a new application 
outlining the use of funds requested. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Area A Director has accepted the application from the Lions Club of Pender Harbour and would 
grant them $1,500 upon approval by the Board.  With funds to be paid within the normal timeline 
for Rural Areas Grant-In-Aid of August 1. 

ANNEX R

93

TaraC
Typewritten Text



94



95



96



97



98



99



100



101



102



103



104



N:\Administration\0640 Reports & Statistics\0640-30 Administration Reports\2012-jul al cas report advisory committee attendance policy.doc page 1 
 

SCRD STAFF REPORT 
  

 
DATE:  July 12, 2012 

TO:  Corporate and Administrative Services Committee – July 26, 2012 

FROM: Angie Legault, Manager of Legislative Services 

RE:  ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEMBER ATTENDANCE  

 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 

THAT the Manager of Legislative Services’ report concerning Advisory Committee 
Member Attendance be received; 
 
AND THAT the Terms of Reference template be amended to include parameters for 
member attendance. 
 

 

BACKGROUND 
 

The SCRD Board adopted the following recommendation on June 28, 2012: 
 

249/12  Recommendation No. 14 Advisory Committee Terms of Reference 

THAT a policy for terms of reference for advisory committees regarding attendance 
and reappointments to fill vacancies be referred for discussion at the July Corporate 
and Administrative Services Committee.  

DISCUSSION 
 

A template for Advisory Committee Terms of Reference was approved by the Board in July 
2012.  The template has no reference to acceptable attendance but includes the following in the 
Operations Section: 
 

4.5 Committee members are encouraged to: 
a. attend and participate in meetings of the Committee 
b. share experiences and ideas while maintaining an open mind to others’ 

perspectives  
c. report back to the appropriate Standing Committee and Regional District staff 
d. be able to dedicate approximately xyz hours per month to the work of the 

Committee 
 
The Community Charter outlines the circumstances in which a Council member or Director is 
disqualified from office, including:   

110 (1) (b) the person is absent from council meetings for a period of 60 consecutive days or 4 
consecutive regularly scheduled council meetings, whichever is the longer time period, 
unless the absence is because of illness or injury or is with the leave of the council; 

Rather than developing a policy, staff suggest amending the Terms of Reference template to include 
a similar section on attendance as follows: 
 

Members who are absent for four consecutive regularly scheduled meetings will be deemed 
to have resigned their position unless the absence is because of illness or injury or is with 
the leave of the SCRD Board.  
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
   

DATE:  July 19, 2012 
TO:  Corporate and Administrative Services Committee 

FROM: Bill Elsner, Emergency Coordinator 

RE:  EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT FOR ELECTED OFFICIALS WORKSHOP 

 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 
That the Corporate and Administrative Committee recommends that the Emergency 
Coordinator’s Report titled Emergency Management for Elected Officials Workshop be 
received; 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
THE LAST EM FOR ELECTED OFFICIALS WORKSHOP WAS HELD HERE IN APRIL 2009 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
THIS FREE WORKSHOP IS FACILITATED BY REPRESENTATIVES FROM EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 
BC (EMBC). 
 
THE PURPOSE OF THIS WORKSHOP IS TO DESCRIBE HOW VARIOUS LEVELS OF GOVERNMENT 
WORK TOGETHER IN EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AND TO EXPLAIN THE ROLES AND 
RESPONSIBILITIES OF LOCAL AUTHORITIES. FUNDING SOURCES AND PROVINCIAL SUPPORT WILL 
ALSO BE DISCUSSED AS WELL AS WHEN AND WHY A “DECLARATION OF LOCAL EMERGENCY” 
SHOULD BE USED. 
 
TENTATIVE DATE IS SEPTEMBER 14TH, 2012 FROM 10:00-1:00. LUNCH WILL BE PROVIDED. 
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SCRD STAFF REPORT 
  

 
DATE:  July 12, 2012 

TO:  Corporate and Administrative Services Committee – July 26, 2012 

FROM: Angie Legault, Manager of Legislative Services 

RE:  PROCEDURE FOR AMENDED REPORTS 

 

RECOMMENDATION(S) 
 

THAT the Manager of Legislative Services’ report concerning Procedure for Amended 
Reports be received. 
 

 

BACKGROUND 
 
The SCRD Board adopted the following recommendation on June 28, 2012: 
 
251/12 Recommendation No. 7 Amended Reports 

THAT the topic of amended reports be brought forward to the next 
Corporate and Administrative Services committee regarding the use of 
“black lining” or track changes to indicate where changes are made. 

 
DISCUSSION 
 
On occasion it is necessary for staff to amend a report that has already been distributed as part 
of an agenda package.  This may be because new information has been received; an error has 
been corrected, etc.  To ensure the most efficient use of time, Administration will advise staff to 
clearly indicate changes in revised reports, in one of the three following methods: 
 

1. Use of track changes (black lining) e.g. This is an example of track changes. 
 

2. Use of text boxes or other graphic indication of changes e.g. NEW!     OR  
 

3. Cover sheet with a summary of changes 
 

  
 

New information 
received from 
applicant. 
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