Council Meeting
Jubilee Centre Council Chamber
9909 Franklin Avenue, Fort McMurray

Tuesday, September 27, 2016
6:00 p.m.

Agenda
In Camera (3:00 p.m. – 6:00 p.m.)
- Wood Buffalo Recovery Committee Briefing – Policy Matters
(in camera pursuant to Section 24 of the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act)

- Advice from Officials
(in camera pursuant to Section 24 of the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act)

- Support for Small Business Proposal
(in camera pursuant to Section 16 and 24 of the Freedom of Information and Protection of
Privacy Act)

Call To Order

Adoption of Agenda

Minutes of Previous Meetings

1.

Minutes of Regular Council Meeting - September 20, 2016

Presentations

2.

Critical Revenue Perspective – Impact of Bill 21 on the Regional Municipality of
Wood Buffalo (Taxation and Assessment)

Council Meeting - Tuesday, September 27, 2016
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Public Hearings and Related Reports

3.

Bylaw 16/020 - Land Use Bylaw Amendment - Wildfire Recovery Overlay
- Public Hearing
- 2nd and 3rd readings

Reports

4.

Municipal Fee Structure relating to Demolition and Rebuilding
- delegations

5.

Wood Buffalo Recovery Committee Recommendation – 2016 Budget Request
– Recovery Committee and Task Force
- delegations

6.

Audit Committee Recommendation - Appointment of External Auditor - 2017
Year End
- delegations

7.

Member Appointments to Composite Assessment Review Board and Local
Assessment Review Board
- delegations

Councillors' Motions

8.

Proposed Amendments to Wood Buffalo Recovery Committee Bylaw
- delegations

In Camera
- Personnel Matter
(in camera pursuant to Section 17.1 of the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy
Act)

Adjournment

Unapproved Minutes of a Meeting of the Council of the Regional Municipality of Wood
Buffalo held in the Council Chamber at the Municipal Offices in Fort McMurray, Alberta,
on Tuesday, September 20, 2016, commencing at 6:00 p.m.
Present:

M. Blake, Mayor
T. Ault, Councillor
L. Bussieres, Councillor
J. Cardinal, Councillor
S. Germain, Councillor
K. McGrath, Councillor
P. Meagher, Councillor
J. Stroud, Councillor
C. Tatum, Councillor
A. Vinni, Councillor
C. Voyageur, Councillor

Administration:

M. Ulliac, Chief Administrative Officer
K. Scoble, Deputy Chief Administrative Officer
R. Billard, Acting Executive Director
B. Couture, Executive Director
D. Leflar, Chief Legislative Officer
A. Rogers, Senior Legislative Officer
R. Marshall, Legislative Officer
S. Soutter, Legislative Officer

Call To Order
Mayor M. Blake called the meeting to order at 6:10 p.m.
Adoption of Agenda
Moved by Councillor T. Ault:
•

that the Agenda be amended by adding Item # 1.b Bylaw No.
16/021 Land Use Bylaw Amendment to Repeal Bylaw 13/032
– Flood Zone Development Restrictions;

•

that Council waive any requirement to serve notice relative to
the proposed addition; and

•

that the Agenda be adopted as amended.

Councillor K. McGrath served the following Notice of Motion to be presented during the Council
Meeting of October 4, 2016.
“WHEREAS the Canadian Border Service Agency has recently exercised its
statutory authority to impose a tariff on all gypsum imported from the United
States into Western Canada, as a punitive measure resulting from a finding that
certain United States based firms have been importing gypsum into Western
Canada in contravention of international trade agreements;
AND WHEREAS the Regional Municipality suffered a massive wildfire in May
2016 that destroyed over 2500 homes which will require significant quantities of
gypsum to rebuild;
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AND WHEREAS the recently imposed tariff on gypsum, justifiable on a national
level as a Canadian response to foreign violations of international trade
agreements, will nevertheless significantly increase the cost of rebuilding a home
and will therefore have a particularly negative impact on property owners seeking
to rebuild homes destroyed by the wildfire in the Regional Municipality of Wood
Buffalo;
AND WHEREAS there has been national support for the recovery efforts of the
Regional Municipality of Wood Buffalo which includes support for rebuilding
homes damaged and destroyed by the wildfire;
NOW THEREFORE IT IS RESOLVED THAT:
1.

Council hereby calls upon the Government of Canada, as the level of
government responsible for negotiating and implementing the
international trade agreements that have led to the recent gypsum tariff,
to develop and fund a grant program to compensate property owners in
the Regional Municipality of Wood Buffalo who are rebuilding or will be
rebuilding the homes they lost in the May 2016 Wildfire, for the increased
costs of rebuilding their homes as a result of the gypsum tariff; and

2.

The Mayor is hereby authorized and requested to write on behalf of
Council to the Government of Canada advising of the above resolution
and requesting federal grant assistance for affected homeowners.”

Mayor M. Blake served the following Notice of Motion to be presented during the Council
Meeting of September 27, 2016.
“THAT Administration be directed to bring forward an amendment to the Wood
Buffalo Recovery Committee Bylaw 16/013, to effect the following amendments:
1.

Section 4(a) “up to” one Councillor elected from a Ward in the Rural
Service Area;

2.

Section 4(b) “one” Councillor elected from Ward 1

3.

Section 7(f) strike “weekly” and replace with “timely”

4.

Replace all of Section 10 with “Committee members who are also
Councillors may claim the same meeting compensation as other Wood
Buffalo Recovery Committee members. The Wood Buffalo Recovery
Committee will be compensated per the schedule used by the
Assessment Review Board for its members.”

5.

Strike Section 11, and renumber Bylaw 16/013 accordingly.”

Voting occurred on Councillor T. Ault’s motion.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
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Minutes of Previous Meetings
1.

Minutes of Council Meeting - September 13, 2016
Moved by Councillor P. Meagher that the Minutes of the Council
Meeting held on September 13, 2016 be approved as presented.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

1.b

Bylaw No. 16/021 – Land Use Bylaw Amendment to Repeal Bylaw No. 13/032 –
Flood Zone Development Restrictions
(6:15 p.m. – 6:17 p.m.)

Moved by Councillor T. Ault that Bylaw No. 16/021, being a Land
Use Bylaw Amendment to repeal Bylaw No. 13/032 which
restricts flood zone development be read a first time; and
that the Public Hearing be held on Tuesday, October 4, 2016
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
Public Hearings and Related Reports
2.

Bylaw No. 16/018 – Land Use Bylaw Amendment to Repeal Bylaw No. 16/011
(6:17 p.m. – 6:31 p.m.)

Mayor M. Blake declared the public hearing open at 6:17 p.m.
Exit and Return
Councillor K. McGrath exited the meeting at 6:19 p.m. and returned at 6:20 p.m.
Jamie Doyle, Director of Planning and Development, provided an overview of the proposed
Land Use Bylaw Amendment and indicated that events since the passage of Bylaw No. 16/011,
have shown that the remaining Chief Medical Officer’s (CMO) restrictions on habitation need
not be an obstacle to commence rebuilding.
Alex McKenzie, resident, spoke in support of the proposed amendment, as well as the
rebuilding process.
Crystal Lewis-Wilton, Executive Director of Habitat for Humanity, spoke in support of the
bylaw and indicated if approved, they are hoping to have a family in a home by Christmas.
Mayor M. Blake declared the public hearing closed at 6:27 p.m.
Moved by Councillor K. McGrath that Bylaw No. 16/018, being a
bylaw to repeal Bylaw No. 16/011, be read a second time.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
Moved by S. Germain Councillor that Bylaw No. 16/018, be read
a third and final time.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
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Reports
3.

Wood Buffalo Recovery Committee Recommendation - Compensation for
Firebreak Properties
(6:32 p.m. – 6:37 p.m.)

Moved by Councillor K. McGrath:
•

That the Chief Administrative Officer and the Interim
Recovery Team Leader work together to develop a program
designed to ensure that property owners who suffered loss or
damage to their property during the wildfire of May 2016 as a
direct result of actions taken on their property:
(a) by employees, agents or contractors acting on behalf of
either the Regional Municipality of Wood Buffalo or the
Province of Alberta; and
(b) in an effort to suppress the wildfire or to delay or prevent
movements of the wildfire
will be fairly compensated for their losses; and

•

That Administration report back to Council with details of the
program so developed, for Council’s review and approval, not
later than October 4, 2016
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Councillors' Motions
4.

Cost of Surveys for Destroyed Properties
(6:37 p.m. – 6:55 p.m.)

Moved by Councillor K. McGrath:
1.

That Council supports in principle that residential property
owners whose homes were destroyed by the May 2016
wildfire should not be required to pay:
(a)

the costs of any survey or Real Property Report; or

(b)

the costs of any geotechnical investigation, analysis
or report

that is required as part of a Development Permit application
or as a condition of a Development Permit; and
2.

That Administration is directed to report back to Council with
a recommendation for an implementation strategy and a
cost estimate in respect of the RMWB paying for the
services described in 1. above, including information as to
the probability of such costs incurred by the RMWB in
support of affected property owners being reimbursed by
the Government of Alberta
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
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Adjournment
As all scheduled business matters had been concluded, Mayor M. Blake declared the meeting
adjourned at 6:56 p.m.

Mayor

Chief Legislative Officer
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COUNCIL REPORT
Meeting Date: September 27, 2016

Subject: Critical Revenue Perspective – Impact of Bill 21 on the
Regional Municipality of Wood Buffalo (Taxation and
Assessment)
APPROVALS:
David Leflar, Director
Kevin Scoble, Deputy Chief Administrative Officer

Administrative Recommendations:
THAT Council endorses the “Critical Revenue Perspective - Impact of Bill 21 on the Regional
Municipality of Wood Buffalo with respect to Taxation and Assessment” as the Municipality’s
position on the Government of Alberta’s proposed Bill 21; and
THAT the Mayor is hereby authorized to write on behalf of Council:
(a) to the Government of Alberta, advising of the Municipality’s position on Bill 21 and
enclosing a copy of the Critical Revenue Perspective document; and
(b) to other key stakeholders including the Oil Sands Community Alliance, the Rural
Stakeholders Group and aboriginal leadership, advising of the Municipality’s position on
Bill 21, enclosing a copy of the Critical Revenue Perspective document, and seeking a
collaborative approach to the Government of Alberta in addressing the concerns arising
from Bill 21.
Summary and Background:
Bill 21 is anticipated to be brought before the Alberta Legislature for second reading in the Fall
Sitting that opens on October 31, 2016. The Bill introduces several significant changes to the
way that municipalities are required or allowed to set their tax rates for various classes of taxable
properties. Some of these changes are of particular concern to the Municipality including limits
on a Municipality’s ability to tax Non-Residential Property and Machinery & Equipment.
The attached “Critical Revenue Perspective - Impact of Bill 21 on the Regional Municipality of
Wood Buffalo with respect to Taxation and Assessment” analyses the impacts of these proposed
amendments to the Municipal Government Act.
Rationale for Recommendations:
If Bill 21 is passed, it would result in significant budget and financial implications on the
Municipality. It is imperative that the Government of Alberta be aware of the Municipality’s
concerns associated with the potential impacts of this Bill, and that the Municipality seek the
support of key local stakeholders in urging the Government to address these concerns.

Author: David Leflar
Department: Legal and Legislative Services
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COUNCIL REPORT - Critical Revenue Perspective – Impact of Bill 21 on the Regional Municipality of Wood
Buffalo (Taxation and Assessment)

Strategic Plan Linkages:
Pillar 1 – Building Responsible Government
Pillar 6 – Building a Sustainable Region
Attachments:
1.

Critical Revenue Perspective - Impact of Bill 21 on the Regional Municipality of Wood
Buffalo (Taxation and Assessment)”
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Attachment 1

Critical Revenue Perspective
Impact of Bill 21 on the Regional Municipality of Wood Buffalo
with respect to Taxation and Assessment
(A)

Changes to the Taxation Provisions of the MGA
Bill 21, anticipated to be brought before the Alberta Legislature for second
reading in the 2016 Fall Sitting, introduces several significant changes to the way
municipalities are allowed or required to set their tax rates for various classes of
taxable properties. Some of these changes are of particular concern to the
Regional Municipality of Wood Buffalo:
1. Limits on a Municipality’s Ability to Tax Non-Residential Property
Bill 21, if enacted, would bring a new Section 358.1 into the Municipal
Government Act (the “MGA”) that would cap the ratio between a municipality’s
highest tax rate on non-residential property, and its lowest tax rate on residential
property, at 5:1.
This section includes a grandfathering provision to allow “non-conforming”
municipalities who exceed this ratio at the date of first reading of Bill 21 to
maintain the tax ratios they had in place at that date. The Regional Municipality
of Wood Buffalo (the “Regional Municipality”) is a non-conforming municipality,
having a tax ratio of approximately 18.3:1 prior to first reading of Bill 21.
Unfortunately, this grandfathering provision provides no real protection to a nonconforming municipality that relies substantially on non-residential property tax
revenue, since it speaks only to the tax ratio, not to the actual rate of taxation.
Another proposed MGA section, the new 354(3.1), states that the actual tax rate
for non-residential properties (or tax rates—plural – if the Government allows
more than one class of non-residential properties) shall be set as prescribed by
regulation. The Government could then, by regulation, require the Regional
Municipality to reduce its rural non-residential property tax rate by 10% or 25%
or 50%, or even more. Such a regulation could be of general application, or the
Regional Municipality could be subject to a regulation targeting it specifically.
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The Regional Municipality collects about $100 million annually from the nonresidential property assessment class -- virtually all of which derives from the
land and buildings on the oil sands companies’ sites. Any significant curtailment
of our ability to raise tax revenue from this assessment class would have a serious
negative impact on the Regional Municipality’s ability to maintain critical
infrastructure and core municipal services.
Therefore, the Regional Municipality respectfully requests assurance that the
Government of Alberta will draft the new regulations contemplated under Bill
21 so as to preserve the ability of the Regional Municipality to maintain the rate
of taxation on the Non-Residential assessment class at not more than the
current rate for the next five years to and including 2021.
2. Limits on a Municipality’s ability to tax Machinery & Equipment
Although the non-residential property assessment class generates a significant
portion of the revenue of the Regional Municipality, it pales by comparison to the
Machinery & Equipment (“M&E”) assessment class in terms of importance to the
Regional Municipality’s revenue stream. Approximately 75% of municipal tax
revenue (approximately $600 Million annually) comes from taxes on M&E, which
consists almost entirely of operating installations on the oil sands companies’
sites.
Under Bill 21, this critical revenue stream for the Regional Municipality would
also be subject to the uncertainty of Provincial regulation. The same regulatory
power referenced above in discussion of non-residential property tax rates -new MGA section 354(3.1) - would also allow the Government to put whatever
limit it sees fit on the Regional Municipality’s ability to set an M&E tax rate. Since
M&E taxes represent such a large proportion of our revenue, even a relatively
small forced reduction in the rate of M&E taxation (i.e., 5% to 10%) would have a
crippling effect on revenues and consequently on our ability to deliver services to
our residents. A much larger forced reduction to the M&E tax rate would
seriously compromise the Regional Municipality’s ability to function at all, at any
level of service.
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In considering these potential outcomes of Provincial regulation it is important to
recognize that the municipal tax burden on oil sands companies operating in the
Regional Municipality is, at most, a very minor factor in their ability to be
profitable and successful:
(a) M&E taxes levied by the Regional Municipality represent only a very small
percentage of the total cost of operating oil sands facilities in the region.
For most of the oil sands companies, M&E taxes represent well under 5% of
their total cost to operate.
(b) The history of the Regional Municipality’s tax rate on M&E clearly
demonstrates a track record of keeping that rate as low and as stable as
possible, consistent with changing levels of demand for services that have
closely mirrored the history of oil sands activity. A key factor in establishing
M&E rates was our recognition that our ability to attract citizens to this
region is significantly impacted by escalating housing costs. The Regional
Municipality’s goal in responding to that challenge was to maintain a
residential property tax burden broadly similar to that of other Alberta
communities of comparable size. In order to achieve that goal, the
residential mill rate had to be low in order to compensate for huge increases
in assessed values of residences. That in turn necessarily constrained how
low M&E tax rates could be.
These extraordinary circumstances are the essential context to the information in
the table on the next page. Our joint lobbying efforts with industry, and our
interventions in the regulatory process for large new developments, did not
result in new or targeted funding from the previous Provincial Government to
assist with the enormous costs of building a huge amount of critical infrastructure
at an almost feverish pace – something that other communities had far longer to
anticipate and grow into. The Regional Municipality had no alternative but to
incur these costs. Critical infrastructure is “critical” precisely because it is
indispensable to providing a high quality of life for all residents, including
thousands of oil sands company employees, thereby greatly enhancing the ability
of the companies to attract high quality people who frequently have families that
they wish to live with rather than leave behind to be seen only on occasional “fly
out” rotations.
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In these circumstances it was to be expected that there would be a period of
significant increase in the M&E tax rate, from about 2007 to 2010, which closely
correlated with a period of rapid population growth spurred by rapid expansion
of the oil sands industry. Lacking any other source of funding for the many new
facilities and services that had to be provided, the Regional Municipality had to
resort to significant increases to the M&E and non-residential tax rates during
that period.
But it is equally important to note that after this period of frenetic growth, the
M&E tax rate in the Regional Municipality has remained constant or declined for
the past 6 years in a row, from 2011 through 2016. In fact, today’s M&E tax rate
is virtually unchanged from what it was as long ago as 2009. This reflects our
keen awareness of how important it is for the oil sands industry to succeed, not
just for this region but for all of Alberta and all of Canada, and the consequent
need to keep the industry’s municipal taxes reasonable as we strive to meet the
needs of our residents who are also their employees.

RMWB Rural Machinery and Equipment Tax Rate
0.02
0.018
0.016
0.014
0.012
0.01
0.008
0.006
0.004
0.002
0

To summarize on this point, the Regional Municipality is well aware of the
difficult situation facing the oil sands companies that has resulted from the steep
decline in the price of crude oil. Accordingly, the Regional Municipality will
continue to strive to avoid any increase to the M&E tax rate, and indeed will
continue the past six-year effort to keep bringing that rate down.
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Taking into account the critical factors and the commitment set out above, the
Regional Municipality respectfully requests assurance that the Government of
Alberta will draft the new regulations contemplated under Bill 21 so as preserve
the ability of the Regional Municipality to maintain its rate of taxation on the
Machinery & Equipment assessment class at not more than the current rate for
the next five years to and including 2021.
3. Link between Rural Non-Residential & Machinery and Equipment Tax Rates
For nearly the past 20 years the MGA has required the rural non-residential tax
rate to be the same as the M&E tax rate. For the oil sands companies this is not
an issue since it merely assures them a single unified rate of taxation. However,
this linkage of assessment classes for tax rate purposes also applies to small
commercial properties located in rural hamlets, and the impact on them is to
make their property taxes much higher than what their urban counterparts pay.
Not only is this terribly unfair to rural small business, it also represents for many
of them a cost that is close to being the proverbial straw that broke the camel’s
back, especially considering the overall economic downturn resulting from the
steep decline in the price of oil. It is not an exaggeration to say that the Regional
Municipality is at serious risk of losing half or more of its rural small businesses,
which would be a devastating blow to the social fabric of these communities.
Fortunately, one of the changes to the MGA under Bill 21 would open the door to
eliminating this 20 year run of injustice to rural small business, but only if the
Government of Alberta does the right thing in drafting regulations. The Bill 21
provisions would finally eliminate the direct statutory linkage between rural nonresidential and M&E tax rates, but they would also preserve the possibility for the
grossly unfair status quo to be maintained by regulation
Therefore, the Regional Municipality respectfully requests assurance that the
Government of Alberta, in drafting regulations under the proposed new Section
297 of the MGA, will effect a complete de-coupling of the tax rate for small
rural commercial properties from the M&E tax rate.
If the Government of Alberta will take this simple step, the Regional Municipality
will do the rest. We will ensure that small rural businesses pay property tax at no
greater rate than their urban counterparts.
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(B)

Changes to the Assessment Provisions of the MGA
Bill 21 includes new MGA provisions to centralize assessments of “designated
industrial properties” (which would include M&E) under the Province’s authority,
ultimately taking away municipal autonomy over assessment in this regard. This
has proved to be one of the most problematic aspects of Bill 21, opposed almost
universally by all municipalities with any significant level of industrial property
assessment. The Regional Municipality hereby adds its voice to the other
municipalities who have urged the Government of Alberta to re-think this
initiative.
Here are the basic problems with what Bill 21 would do in this region:
(a)

Assessment of large industrial property is a highly specialized skill, and the
Province does not have sufficient people with the skill sets to do it. This
means their assessments are likely to be challenged on a regular basis, and
this will lead to protracted and costly litigation.

(b)

One of the parties likely to be forced into challenging Provincial
assessments of designated industrial properties is the Regional
Municipality itself. This newly created property class would account for
approximately 90% of the Regional Municipality’s tax base (combined nonresidential and M&E) and, as discussed earlier, our ability to adjust tax
rates to compensate for declining assessment values will also be
significantly restricted under Bill 21. These new assessment provisions will
therefore give us no choice but to fight as hard as we can for every dollar
of assessment base we can find. Why is that a problem? Because, unlike
oil companies when they appeal their M&E assessments, the Regional
Municipality will have essentially no knowledge base from which to
prepare challenges to Provincial assessments. We will have neither the
information of an assessed taxpayer, nor the information of an assessor,
yet the Regional Municipality will be the party most impacted of all in
terms of percentage of its revenue stream. It is hard to imagine that the
Government of Alberta intended to cause such hardship, but that will be
the effect.

(c)

Changing the identity of who does the industrial assessments will do
nothing to address the core problem plaguing such assessments: the
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ambiguities and uncertainties in the poorly drafted Construction Cost
Reporting Guide which establishes the rules for how such assessments are
to be carried out. Municipal Affairs officials are well aware of these
problems, having discussed them on many occasions with the Regional
Municipality’s assessors and legal counsel.
In consideration of the foregoing, the Regional Municipality respectfully
requests that the Government of Alberta give serious consideration to
proposing a second reading amendment to Bill 21 that eliminates the concept of
“designated industrial assessment” as well as the initiative to transfer
responsibility for assessments of property of that kind to the Government of
Alberta.
CONCLUSION
The Regional Municipality of Wood Buffalo appreciates the instructions that the
Minister of Municipal Affairs has given to her Department to solicit input from a wide
variety of stakeholders prior to bringing Bill 21 back before the Legislative Assembly in
the Fall Sitting of 2016. We believe that the issues outlined in this Critical Revenue
Perspective could significantly and negatively impact our residents, and also those who
comprise our “shadow population” as well as the First Nations peoples who live on
Reserve lands within our borders and rely on us for a wide range of core municipal
services. Our concerns may also be shared by other specialized municipalities.
The Regional Municipality therefore respectfully requests that senior officials from the
Department of Municipal Affairs and other stakeholder departments take the time to
fully understand these potentially negative impacts before moving forward with a
package of amendments to Bill 21, and with regulations drafted to avoid the negative
impacts to the Regional Municipality while still accomplishing the Government’s policy
goals. We would be pleased to participate in further consultations on these matters,
including consultations involving senior executives of the oil sands industry, our Rural
Stakeholder Group, and the leadership of First Nations in our region.
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Item Number 3.

Public Hearing re: Bylaw No. 16/020 – Land Use Bylaw
Amendment – Wildfire Recovery Overlay

A.

Introduction and Opening Statement from Administration
• Jamie Doyle, Director, Planning and Development

B.

Written Presentations
• none received

C.

Verbal Presentations
• Terry Cooper, Rebuild Abasand Committee, in support

D.

Other Verbal Presentations (Time Permitting and with Consent of
Council)

E.

Questions of Council

F.

Closing Statement from Administration
• Jamie Doyle, Director, Planning and Development

Council Meeting Presentation Request
Completed requests to make a public presentation must be received by 12:00 noon on the Wednesday immediately prior to
the scheduled meeting. Presentations are a maximum of 5 minutes in duration.

Presentation Information
Preferred Date of Presentation

September 27, 2016

Name of Presenter(s)

Terry Cooper

Organization Represented

Rebuild Abasand Committee

Topic

Public Hearing – re: Overlay By-Law

Please List Specific
Points/Concerns

Presentation re: Overlay

Action Being Requested of
Council

Supporting Overlay with some ammendments

Are you providing any supporting documentation (ie: Powerpoint)?

__x_ Yes

___ No

If yes, the documentation must accompany this request, as handouts will not be distributed at the meeting. To ensure that your documents meet
minimum standards, please see presentation guidelines on the next page.
Supporting documents may be e-mailed to Legislative.Assistants@rmwb.ca.
As per Procedure Bylaw No. 14/025, a request to make a presentation may be referred or denied.
Please Note: The documentation we will be presenting is in preparation and is based on the information we received at an engagement on
Wednesday Sept 14, 2016 which involved RMWB (David Leflar and Jamie Doyle) together with information we have collected since then.
We are currently working to put this information together and our goal is to have it available by this Wednesday.

PRESENTATION FOR PUBLIC HEARING
RE: BYLAW NO. 16/020 (“WILD FIRE RECOVERY OVERLAY”)
ON BEHALF OF THE REBUILD ABASAND COMMITTEE

There is a great deal of unknown facing the residents of Fort McMurray who have lost their homes in the
wildfire. For those who lost their homes in Abasand, Beacon Hill and Waterways, although council is
moving forward with provision to enable them to rebuild, there is still no certainty as to what they will be
allowed to rebuild.
This uncertainty means:
• they cannot settle their insurance claims;
• they cannot find a builder,
• they cannot plan their new home and
• they cannot plan to return home.
We recognize that Mayor and Council cannot remove all of the uncertainties faced by those who have lost
their homes but they can at lease remove those uncertainties in the Land Use Bylaw so that residents can
plan their rebuild, settle their insurance and return home.
This is what the Overlay is intended to achieve.
The Rebuild Abasand Committee (RAC) has had the opportunity to work with the RMWB on the Overlay
and to have input. We believe that the most current version of the Overlay that was reviewed by our
Committee achieves the goal of providing certainty for those who have lost their homes because it makes
clear what they can rebuild if they want to be assured in obtaining development approval. It also creates
the opportunity for many who would otherwise be unable to rebuild to in fact rebuild the homes they have
lost.
Here are the problems that we identified and how the Overlay deals with those problems:
•

Lots with no Option to Rebuild.
We have been advised by Planning that there are a number of lots in the Abasand area which,
because of Land Use Bylaw changes since the homes were originally built, could not be rebuilt as
they do not conform to the Land Use Bylaw. If those dwellings had been damaged but not destroyed
they could be rebuilt. Because they were destroyed they can’t be rebuilt.
The Overlay remedies this by allowing the rebuild if the rebuild is to the pre-existing footprint. This
provision would apply to not only to R1, R1M, R1P, R1S and R2 zoning. This not only enables the
rebuilding of patio homes that might otherwise be unable to be rebuilt but it also allows for the
reconstruction of zero lot homes (such as in Cote Bay, Waterways) and in essence enables people
to rebuild what they had.

•

Providing Rebuild Options – Duplexes & Patio Homes
Enabling people to rebuild what they had is an important first step but in of itself is not enough.
For those who were in duplexes or in the patio home district in Abasand, rebuilding what you had
means coordinating with the neighbor your building was previously connected to so that everyone is
on board to not only rebuild but to rebuild the same thing at the same time. This is a near
impossibility.
In our consultations we have heard from many individuals whose neighbors don’t have insurance,
don’t want to rebuild, or don’t want to rebuild now. Although there may be some scattered examples

where four neighbors in a patio home (four-plex) have been able to connect and agree on rebuilding
together, those examples are rare. If the Overlay simply allows residents to rebuild what they lost
most people who lost patio homes and many people who lost duplexes would either:
a. not be able to rebuild at all; or
b. be forced to build part of a patio home or part of a duplex with the hope that the absentee
neighbor would some time in the future show up and decide to build the remaining portion of the
patio home complex or duplex.
If an owner of a patio home needs the agreement of all owners of that patio home complex or if an owner
of a duplex needs the agreement of the neighboring duplex owner to rebuild residents would be faced
with an obstacle to rebuilding which many would not be able to overcome. The Overlay must give options
beyond simply rebuilding what was lost.
The patio district in Abasand is zoned R1S. Attached to this presentation is a map showing how that area
was previously developed.
Prior to the wildfire the patio home district might give the impression of a series of row houses, tri-plexes
or four-plexes. In reality the district was developed as a series of duplexes joined to other duplexes by
connected garages or, duplexes joined to a single home by a semi-attached garage.
Before the Overlay was presented for first reading we had already heard from many residents that they
did not want to rebuild patio homes connected like they were: tri-plexes or four-plexes. Some wanted to
rebuild detached homes. Others wanted to rebuild duplexes. Occasionally we heard that some wanted
to rebuild the patio home they lost. But for a bylaw amendment in 2007 all of these uses would have
been permitted uses in the Abasand patio home district.
After the first reading of the Overlay our committee held an engagement with the Abasand residents
which involved David Leflar, Director of Legislative & Legal Services, and Jamie Doyle, Director of
Planning. We listened to what the residents wanted. We asked them to complete surveys. We
continued to engagement through Facebook to get input from the residents of the patio home district who
had lost their homes.
Here is what we learned:
270 residences in the patio home district were destroyed. We received feedback from 75 property
owners in that district. This represents about 28% of the residents.
Of those who responded:
• 55 (or 73%) wanted the opportunity to build a detached home,
• 12 (or 16%) wanted the opportunity to build a duplex,
• 5 (or 7%) wanted to rebuild a patio home and
• 3 (or 4%) did not know what they wanted to build.
Please note that these numbers reflect those who are intending to rebuild. There are many not
intending to rebuild for various reasons.
In our view the Overlay had to provide an opportunity for a property owner to detach themselves from the
patio home development and build a home they wanted to build that would meet the R1S requirements.
At the same time our committee was concerned about how that might affect other property owners. This
was a concern because in the patio home district in Abasand, although the majority of the lots are 30’
wide or more, there are some narrow lots.
Narrow Lots:
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By our count, of the 270 homes that were destroyed in the patio home district 45 of those were on narrow
lots. By narrow lot we mean a lot of about 25’ (7.6 meters).
We believed that the intention of the Overlay as initially presented contemplated allowing owners who had
been part of a patio home the opportunity to detach to build single family homes, detached homes or
duplex homes provided doing so did not make it impossible for a property owner in the patio home
development to develop a home on their land. This provision insofar as it relates to the patio home
districts was intended to deal with the narrow lots.
Attached to this presentation is a map previously prepared which, amongst other things, identifies the
narrow lots with a star.
Of the destroyed homes in the patio home district 17% were on narrow lots. We determined that 14 of
those lots were adjacent to another narrow lot. There were therefore 7 narrow lot pairs in the district.
This was important because in the Land Use Bylaw a 25’ lot was too narrow for a detached home and
therefore the owners of those lots had to rebuild either as duplexes or as part of a patio home
development. 14 of those narrow lots could therefore be developed as duplexes leaving 31 lots scattered
amongst the remaining lots in the patio home district.
These remaining 31 narrow lots had a potential of becoming a “spoiler or impediment” to rebuilding.
In reviewing the location of the narrow lots we noticed that there was a higher density of narrow lots in
some areas. We also determined that there were areas where there was a low density of narrow lots and
the presence of narrow lots would not impact the development (“easy to build”). We calculated that there
were about 146 lots that were “easy to build”. In the high density area we calculated 28 lots (including 6
narrow lot pairs) could be developed without adversely affecting c the narrow lots. This means that there
remained 96 lots where we considered there would be development issues. These 96 lots include the
remaining 31 narrow lots and those 30’ lots nearby.
The Overlay as it was originally presented (based on our understanding of its intention) would provide
rebuilding certainty for about 65% of the destroyed homes but could leave 35% of them with uncertainty.
By way of example, if the owner of a 30’ lot bordering on the east side of a narrow lot and a 30’ lot owner
bordering on the west side of a narrow lot both wanted to develop as a detached home, only one could
develop because issuing permits for both would eliminate all development opportunities for the narrow lot.
They would therefore either:
• be left doing nothing or
• seeing who could get their development application through first.
Commencing the development application process means settling your insurance claim, finding a builder,
signing a contract and paying money for the development application, plans, permits etc. (probably a
$10,000 investment). In this scenario, if the two owners had a race one would win, one would lose and
that loser would not only be out of pocket they would have likely settled their insurance based on their
proposed development. They would now need to rebuild with the narrow lot owner and who knows when
and if that would happen. We believed that face with this situation both 30’ lot owners might be unable to
move forward.
Our committee had heard many stories of situations where property owners were not only uninterested in
building, they were not interested in having any discussion about rebuilding options. Our committee was
of the view that it would be unfair for the owner of a narrow lot to be in a “spoiler” position and to thereby
prevent one or both of their neighbors from rebuilding.
Our view was that the Overlay should allow owners of 25’ lots to build detached homes. A detached
home on a 25’ lot would mean a home with a width of 17’ and a single car garage in the front. We had
seen real property reports for lots that were 30’ wide where the “patio home” constructed on that lot was
only 17’ wide and had a single car garage out front. We had seen plans for detached homes designed to
be built on a 25’ lot.
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The Overlay in its current form (G(2)) contemplates that a single detached dwelling that meets the set
back requirements of the Bylaw shall be allowed on lots that are 7.6 meters (25’) wide or wider. This is
important for the Abasand patio home area as it means that all or almost all of those who lost their homes
will have options to rebuild and their rebuilding options would not be limited because their neighbor:
a) doesn’t want to rebuild;
b) is unable to rebuild (uninsured);
c) is uninterested or cannot be found.
Of the feedback we have received, some owners of 25’ lots have expressed an interest in a detached
home. Some have been very clear that they do not want a detached home. Those who own 25’ lots and
who do not want detached homes then have the opportunity to be proactive and to work with their one of
their neighbors to develop as a duplex or, with all of their neighbors to redevelop as a patio home tri-plex
or four-plex.
The provisions of G(2) also benefit the R2 areas (especially the duplex area in Beacon Hill). We have
heard from individuals who own duplexes in Beacon Hill that they also have neighbors who are not
rebuilding. A detached home would be a permitted use in a R2 area if the width was 40’ wide. We have
heard of one instance of an individual with a lot that is 37’ wide and his adjoining neighbor has a 30’ lot
and does not want to rebuild. We have heard of another instance of an individual with a lot of 32.5’ wide
and the adjoining neighbor has the same size lot and does not want to rebuild. The provisions of G (2)
would allow those Beacon Hill duplex owners the opportunity to build a detached home provided they can
meet the other set back requirements.
With the addition of the provisions of G (2) patio home owners will for the most part be able to build:
• a detached home,
• a duplex, or
• rebuild the patio home complex.
We believe that the proposed provisions in the Overlay reflect an excellent balance. It will allow the
residents who have lost their homes certainty as to what options they have to rebuild. It provides for
some flexibility. They ensure that no resident is left “out in the cold” without the opportunity to rebuild.
We support the Overlay and urge Mayor and Council to approve it based on the proposed amendments
we have reviewed.

Enclosures:
Map showing previous development zoning
Map showing narrow lots
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FIGURE 1 - STATUS OF PROPERTIES IN PATIO HOME DISTRICT AS OF SEPTEMBER 4

Rebuilding Abasand South

Abasand Heights

COUNCIL REPORT
Meeting Date: September 27, 2016

Subject: Bylaw 16/020 - Land Use Bylaw Amendment - Wildfire
Recovery Overlay
APPROVALS:
David Leflar, Director
Bob Couture, Executive Director
Kevin Scoble, Deputy Chief Administrative Officer

Administrative Recommendations:
1.

THAT Bylaw No. 16/020, being a Land Use Bylaw amendment to add a Wildfire
Recovery Overlay, be read a second time.

2.

THAT Bylaw No. 16/020 be amended by making the changes to the Part 11 Wildfire
Recovery Overlay that are shown on the marked up version of the Overlay that is
Attachment 2 to the Council Report dated September 27, 2016.

3.

THAT Bylaw No. 16/020, as amended, be read a third time.

Summary:
Bylaw No. 16/020 introduces a new Part 11 to the Land Use Bylaw consisting of a “Wildfire
Recovery Overlay” applying specifically to the most heavily fire-damaged areas – Abasand,
Beacon Hill, Stone Creek, Wood Buffalo, and the portion of Waterways that lies above the flood
hazard zone. The Overlay seeks to accomplish the following:
(a)

Remove uncertainty caused by the present “discretionary use” designation of all lands in
Abasand and Beacon Hill and much of Waterways, which gives no direction to the
Development Officers on how that discretion is to be exercised;

(b)

Make clear that in residential zones within the Overlay Area other than R3 (a special case
involving only condominiums) those who wish to rebuild to the same building footprint
that existed prior to the wildfire will not be denied a development permit to do so;

(c)

Establish with certainty what a property owner -- or a group of owners working together - must do in order to be assured of receiving development approval when a proposed
rebuild is not to the same building footprint that existed prior to the wildfire;

(d)

Allow construction of even detached residential Dwelling Units on narrow lots – which is
currently prohibited under the Land Use Bylaw – thereby minimizing the risk of
“orphaned lots” on which no rebuilding could occur; and

Author: David Leflar
Department: Legal and Legislative Services
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(e)

Allow property owners to commence construction immediately after receiving
development approval, without the normal wait time to see if their approval is appealed
to the Subdivision and Development Appeal Board, if they are willing to take the risk that
an appeal might be filed and might be successful.

Background:
The wildfire not only destroyed most of the homes in the Overlay Area, it has also left many of
the affected property owners in a state of uncertainty with regard to how, or even if, they could
rebuild. This is largely due to factors beyond the ability of the Municipality to address, such as
lack of insurance, under-insurance, high mortgage debts, the price of crude oil, and personal or
family circumstances. But some of the uncertainty arises from the current state of the Land Use
Bylaw and its application to different types of residential properties in the aftermath of the fire.
These are factors within the ability of the Municipality to influence in a positive way. The
proposed Wildfire Recovery Overlay is designed to do exactly that.
After Bylaw No. 16/020 was introduced for first reading, Administration engaged in extensive
dialogue and analysis of particular problem areas, with key stakeholder groups, especially from
the Abasand area where most of the problematic situations arise. This collaborative public
engagement has led Administration to recommend a number of amendments to the Overlay that
Administration believes will have broad public support, and which Council is accordingly being
asked to consider making at second reading – these are set out by way of a marked up version of
the Overlay, found at Attachment II to this Council Report.
Some key features of the proposed amended version of Bylaw No. 16/020, which implements the
Overlay, are as follows:
1.

It addresses the problem of largely unfettered discretion currently given to Development
Officers when they make decisions on development permit applications in Abasand,
Beacon Hill and Waterways. This has led some affected property owners to delay
finalizing plans and making financial commitments to rebuild [and in some cases even to
demolish and clean up] because they cannot know for certain if their development permit
applications will be approved. Under the proposed Overlay, the rules will be clear. Both
property owners and Development Officers will benefit by knowing exactly what has to
happen in order for development approval to occur, and for rebuilding to begin.

2.

As a consequence of 1 above, Bylaw 16/020 also repeals a nine year old Land Use Bylaw
Amendment that imposed a blanket “discretionary use” designation on all properties
south of the Athabasca River. With the new clarity provided by the Overlay, this old
provision is no longer necessary or useful and can be removed from the Land Use Bylaw.

3.

It sends the clear message that those who wish to rebuild on exactly the same building
footprint as before the fire, and will not adversely impact others in so doing, will have the
green light from the Municipality. This is critical because most homeowners likely do
not have insurance coverage to rebuild anything significantly different than what they
previously had, and many do not have the financial resources to make up the difference.
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Knowing that a “like-for-like” rebuild will meet land planning requirements, will free
these owners and their insurers to make their rebuilding decisions sooner.
4.

It expands the range of rebuilding options for owners who for whatever reason cannot or
would prefer not to rebuild what they had before, and as such should encourage “out of
the box” thinking and dialogue between adjoining property owners, their insurers and
mortgage lenders. Administration believes this may lead to creative new proposals for
rebuilding damaged communities, on a block-by-block basis, to be more attractive and
livable than they were before the wildfire.

5.

Further to point 4 above, it makes clear that even owners of narrow lots [25 feet wide] in
the Overlay area will now be allowed to build detached single family Dwelling Units if
they are unable to make satisfactory arrangement with their neighbors to rebuild multiunit structures spanning more than one lot, as existed prior to the wildfire.

6.

It allows property owners to commence construction immediately after receiving
development approval, without the normal mandatory waiting period to see whether the
development permit is appealed to the Subdivision and Development Appeal Board, in
cases where owners are willing to take the risk that an appeal might be filed and might be
successful.

It is important to recognize that the proposed Wildfire Recovery Overlay, even with the proposed
second reading amendments, does not and cannot solve every problem or address every issue. In
particular:
•

The Overlay does not address the situation of the destroyed condominiums on R3 zoned
lands in Abasand. For the most part these were decades-old structures that could not be
rebuilt as they were before the wildfire, if only because of non-compliance with current
Building Code standards. These situations also involve complex legal issues of
relationships between unit owners, tenants, and condominium corporations, and their
respective insurers and mortgage lenders. Rather than attempt to wade into such issues,
the Overlay sidesteps them in order to allow the affected parties to work out their own
issues and come forward with rebuilding proposals when they are ready to do so.

•

The Overlay does not address what would happen if a single property owner simply could
not be located or did not wish to rebuild at all, or did not wish to co-operate with a
building proposal from one or more adjacent neighbors. To put it another way: the
Overlay is intended to facilitate rebuilding where one or more owners are on the same
page, not to set up a dispute mechanism for adjacent owners whose legal rights are
interlinked and who cannot agree on how to move forward.
If it turns out that there are so many situations of that kind that the overall well-being of
the community is adversely impacted, then other means to address the problem may be
required. This might have to occur at the provincial level where the authority exists to
implement binding dispute resolution mechanisms. Alternatively the problem might be
addressed by establishing or empowering some entity or agency to acquire certain
strategically located properties for the purpose of facilitating new private sector land
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assemblies to support rebuilding in a more attractive and/or safer manner than what was
in place prior to the wildfire.
Budget/Financial Implications:
There are no direct financial or budgetary implications to the Municipality. The financial
implications to property owners are anticipated to be positive, since the new clarity introduced
by the Overlay will eliminate some significant obstacles to moving forward with settling with
insurers and rebuilding properties destroyed by the wildfire.
Rationale for Recommendations:
All levels of Administration, including the Recovery Team, have consistently been guided by the
principle that everything the Municipality does to address the aftermath of the wildfire should be
focused on making it easier for people to rebuild their properties, their lives and their
community. The Wildfire Recovery Overlay represents a significant step in that direction, in the
realm of land planning and re-development.
Strategic Plan Linkage:
Pillar 1 – Building Responsible Government
Pillar 4 – Building an Effective Land Strategy
Attachments:
1.
2.

Bylaw 16/020 – Land Use Bylaw Amendment
Marked up version of Wildfire Recovery Overlay showing proposed 2nd Reading
Amendments
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Attachment I
BYLAW NO. 16/020
A BYLAW OF THE REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF WOOD BUFFALO TO AMEND
LAND USE BYLAW NO. 99/059
WHEREAS the Municipal Government Act requires a council to enact a Land Use Bylaw and
allows a council to pass bylaws amending a Land Use Bylaw;
AND WHEREAS the Council of the Regional Municipality of Wood Buffalo wishes to amend its
Land Use Bylaw to add a Wildfire Recovery Overlay for the purpose of providing a range of
rebuilding options and certainty of obtaining development permits for rebuilding to owners of
properties located in areas most severely impacted by the Wildfire of May, 2016;
AND WHEREAS the Council is of the opinion that a result of introducing the Wildfire Recovery
Overlay it is no longer necessary to maintain the situation created by Land Use Amending Bylaw
No. 07/036 pursuant to which all land uses to the south and east of the Athabasca River became
discretionary uses;
NOW THEREFORE the Regional Municipality of Wood Buffalo, in Council assembled, enacts
as follows:
1.

Bylaw No. 99/059, the Land Use Bylaw, is hereby amended.

2.

The document entitled “Wildfire Recovery Overlay” that is Attachment 1 to this Bylaw, is
added as a new Part 11.

3.

The series of maps that is Attachment 2 to this Bylaw is added as Schedule A to Part 11.

4.

The document entitled “Voluntary Waiver of Claims” that is Attachment 3 to this Bylaw, is
added as Schedule B to Part 11.

5.

Bylaw No. 07/036 is repealed and all amendments to the Land Use Bylaw consequential to
the passage of Bylaw No. 07/036 are also repealed.

6.

This Land Use Bylaw Amendment comes into effect when it is passed.

READ a first time this 6th day of September, 2016
READ a second time this ______ day of _______, 2016
READ a third and final time this ______ day of _______, 2016
SIGNED and PASSED this _____ day of _________, 2016.

______________________________
Mayor
______________________________
Chief Legislative Officer
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PART 11
WILDFIRE RECOVERY OVERLAY
(A)

Purpose of Overlay and Intention of Council

The purpose of this Overlay is to address the situation that has arisen as a result of the
widespread destruction of properties within the Overlay Area, caused by the wildfire of
May 2016.
The intention of Council is to establish a legal and land use planning framework for the
Overlay Area that will provide certainty to owners whose properties were destroyed or
damaged beyond repair, with respect to their available re-development options and the
requirements they must meet to be assured of obtaining development approval to
rebuild.
(B)

Overlay Area

The Overlay Area consists of the areas shown within the heavy dotted black lines on the
diagrams that are Schedule “A” to this Part 11.
(C)

Application

This Part 11 applies only to lots or parcels of land within the Overlay Area that are zoned
R1, R1M, R1P, R1S, or R2.
(D)

Over-riding Effect of Overlay

Within the Overlay area and in respect of lots or parcels of land that are zoned as
described in Section (C) above, the provisions set out in this Part 11 apply
notwithstanding anything to the contrary in this Bylaw. The range of permissible
residential uses on lots or parcels of land within the Overlay area that are zoned as
described in Section (C) above are the uses set out in other provisions of this Bylaw
unless modified explicitly by, or by necessary implication from, a provision of this Part
11. If there is an inconsistency or conflict between any provision of this Part 11 and any
other provision of this Bylaw, the provisions of this Part 11 shall prevail within the
Overlay area.
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(E)

Interpretation of Terms

In this Part 11 a reference to an application for a Development Permit means an
application for which all necessary supporting information and documentation has been
provided by the Applicant to the satisfaction of the Development Authority, and in
respect of which the Development Authority has notified the Applicant in writing that
the application is complete.
In this Part 11 the term “Multi-Site Rebuilding Plan” means a plan for rebuilding
destroyed or damaged structures that involves more than two lots or parcels of land or
residential dwellings, and includes without limitation: conversion of pre-wildfire
townhouse developments to either single detached or semi-detached dwellings, and
conversion of all or a portion of a block, street or neighborhood to one or more new
residential uses that may involve new property lines or subdivisions and/or different
types of uses than the uses existing immediately prior to the wildfire.
(F)

All Uses Discretionary subject to specific Council direction in this Part

All land uses within the Overlay area are discretionary uses but the discretion of the
Development Authority to refuse to issue a Development Permit, or to issue a
Development Permit with conditions, is subject to the specific directions of the Council
set out in Sections (G) through (I) of this Part.
(G)

Council Direction to the Development Authority – all parts of the Overlay area

The Development Authority, in exercising its authority and discretion to make decisions
on Development Permit applications for lots or parcels of land within the Overlay area,
may impose site-specific conditions upon a Development Permit as it deems advisable
to address technical, planning or land use issues that are unique to an individual
property or to a limited number of individual properties, including a requirement to
consolidate titles or obtain subdivision approval where appropriate.
(H)

Council Direction to the Development Authority – R1 and R1M Zoning

An application for development approval to rebuild on a lot zoned R1 or R1M must be
approved by the Development Authority, with or without conditions as described in
Section (G) of this Part:
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(1)

regardless of whether the proposed rebuild Development conforms to the
development regulations set out in other provisions of this Bylaw, if the building
footprint of the proposed rebuild Development is the same as the Development
that existed on that lot immediately prior to the wildfire; or

(2)

provided that the proposed rebuild Development conforms to the development
regulations set out in other provisions of this Bylaw, if the building footprint of
the proposed Development is not the same as the Development that existed on
that lot immediately prior to the wildfire.

(I)
(1)

Council Direction to the Development Authority – R1P, R1S and R2 Zoning
Rebuilding to pre-existing building footprints - not more than two lots
When an application for approval to rebuild on a lot zoned R1P, R1S or R2 is for a
proposed Development that:
(a)

would have the same building footprint as the Development that existed
on that lot immediately prior to the wildfire; and

(b)

is not part of a Multi-Site Rebuilding Plan

then a Development Permit with or without conditions as described in Section
(G) of this Part 11 must be issued by the Development Authority regardless of
whether the proposed Development conforms to the development regulations
set out in other provisions of this bylaw, provided that:
(c)

the proposed rebuild Development would not be attached to another
rebuild Development on an adjacent lot; or

(d)

if the proposed rebuild Development would be attached to only one
other rebuild Development on an adjacent lot that meets conditions (a)
and (b) of this subsection (I)(1), the Development Permits for the two
rebuild Developments are being issued at the same time.
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(2)

Rebuilding to new building footprints - not more than two lots
When an application for approval to rebuild on a lot zoned R1P, R1S or R2 is for a
proposed Development that:
(a)

would not have the same building footprint as the Development that
existed on that lot immediately prior to the wildfire; and

(b)

is not part of a Multi-Site Rebuilding Plan

then a Development Permit with or without conditions as described in Section
(G) of this Part 11 must be issued by the Development Authority if the proposed
Development conforms to the development regulations with respect to setbacks,
height restrictions on buildings and fences, maximum density and on-site parking
requirements, as set out in other provisions of this Bylaw, provided that:
(c)

(3)

the proposed rebuild Development
(i)

would not be attached to another rebuild Development on an
adjacent lot, or

(ii)

would be attached to only one other rebuild Development on an
adjacent lot that meets conditions (a) and (b) of this subsection
(I)(2) or of subsection (I)(1) and the Development Permits for the
two rebuild Developments are being issued at the same time; and

(iii)

in the opinion of the Development Authority the proposed rebuild
Development(s) would not have the effect of removing all redevelopment options for any other lot or parcel of land.

Rebuilding to a Multi-Site Rebuilding Plan
When an application for approval to rebuild on a lot zoned R1P, R1S or R2 is part
of a Multi-Site Rebuilding Plan, then a Development Permit with or without
conditions as described in Section (G) of this Part 11 must be issued by the
Development Authority if
(a)

Development Permit applications have been submitted in respect of all the
lots or parcels of land included within the Multi-Site Rebuilding Plan;

Attachment 1

(b) Development Permits for all of the lots or parcels of land included within the
Multi-Site Rebuilding Plan are being issued simultaneously;
(c)

the Multi-Site Rebuilding Plan as a whole conforms to development
regulations with respect to setbacks, height restrictions on buildings and
fences, maximum density and on-site parking requirements, as set out in
other provisions of this Bylaw; and

(d) in the opinion of the Development Authority the proposed Multi-Site
Rebuilding Plan Development(s) would not have the effect of removing all redevelopment options for any lot or parcel of land not included within the
Multi-Site Rebuilding Plan.
(J)

General Provisions
(1) Voluntary Waiver of Claims
A development for which a Development Permit has been issued under this Part
11 may be commenced before the time period for appeal to the Subdivision and
Development Appeal Board has expired, if
(a)

no appeal has been made by any person, including an appeal of conditions
by the Development Permit holder; and

(b)

the Development Permit holder has executed and delivered to the
Development Authority a Voluntary Waiver of Claims in the form set out in
Schedule B to this Part 11.

(2) Public Notice Provisions
When a Development Permit has been issued under the provisions of either
subsection (I)(1) or subsection (I)(2) of this Part 11, then in addition to any other
applicable notice provision the Development Authority shall ensure that notice of
the Development Permit is posted to the Municipality’s public website with a
specific notation that the approved Development is not to the same building
footprint as existed prior to the wildfire, and the notice shall remain on the
Municipality’s public website until the time for appeal to the Subdivision and
Development Appeal Board has expired.

SUBJECT AREA MAP
Wildfire Recovery Overlay Area - Abasand
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VOLUNTARY WAIVER OF CLAIMS
LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY:
Lot

Block

Plan

Development Permit Number: __________

Civic Address

Permit Approval Date:

This “Voluntary Waiver of Claims” allows the undersigned development permit holder (hereinafter
called “Permit Holder”) to commence development in advance of expiry of the time within which
an appeal of the development permit may be made to the Subdivision and Development Appeal
Board (hereinafter called “the Appeal Period”). Execution of this document does not prevent
Permit Holder from appealing some or all of the conditions of development approval.
Permit Holder hereby agrees that if an appeal of the development permit is made by a third
party of if Permit Holder appeals any condition of the development permit, all work on the
development will immediately cease pending the outcome of the appeal, and in such case
Permit Holder waives all claims to compensation from the Regional Municipality of Wood Buffalo
for any costs or damages whatsoever associated with: (a) commencement of work on the
development prior to expiry of the Appeal Period; (b) cessation of work on the development
pending disposition of the appeal; or (c) the outcome of the appeal.
Permit Holder acknowledges that execution of this Voluntary Waiver of Claims does not
eliminate the need to comply with all conditions of the Development Permit, including conditions
that must be satisfied before the development may commence.
Permit Holder further acknowledges that execution of this Voluntary Waiver of Claims does not
eliminate any applicable requirements for a Business License, Building Permit or other required
permits or approvals.

I HAVE READ, UNDERSTOOD AND AGREE TO THIS “VOLUNTARY WAIVER OF CLAIMS”

NAME OF DEVELOPMENT PERMIT HOLDER (Printed):

___________________________

SIGNATURE OF DEVELOPMENT PERMIT HOLDER:

___________________________

DATE: ______________________________
The personal information on this form is being collected solely for the purpose of a Voluntary Waiver of Claims application and
is protected from public disclosure pursuant to the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act of Alberta.

Municipal Fee Structure Relating to Demolition
and Rebuilding
Presented by:
Bob Couture, Executive Director, Planning & Regional Development
Dana Woodworth, Interim Recovery Team Leader

Sept. 27, 2016

www.rmwb.ca

Summary
• Administration to review municipal fee structure relating to residential
development and building permits and all fees for properties damaged
or destroyed by the May 2016 wildfire
• Recommendations for possible amendments reported no later than
Sept. 27, 2016.

• Residential property owners whose homes were destroyed by the May
2016 wildfire should not be required to pay:
• Costs of any survey or Real Property Report; or
• Costs of any geotechnical investigations, analysis or report

www.rmwb.ca

2

Background
Insurance Considerations: Three types of policies
• Guaranteed Replacement Cost
• Replacement Cost
• Actual Cash Value

www.rmwb.ca
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Background
Development and Building Permit Fees:
• Administration is in discussions with the Canadian Red Cross
regarding a cost sharing agreement ($9 M)

www.rmwb.ca
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Background
Landfill Fees
• Municipality to receive approx. 90 tonnes of concrete from
each dwelling
• Municipality proposes rebate of $540 to each affected
property owner; total of $1,392,660

www.rmwb.ca
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Background
Firebreak Home Fees
• Firebreak homeowners compensated for excess fees
• Total cost is $292,500 and will be submitted to Government
of Alberta for reimbursement

www.rmwb.ca
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Background
Geotechnical Reports in Waterways
• Geotechnical assessment report about the overall slope
stability and safety of the area will be done
• Current estimate for report; $200,000 and will be submitted to
Government of Alberta for reimbursement
• Request for Proposal for this work has been posted publically
on Alberta Purchasing Connection

www.rmwb.ca
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Background
Overall Grading Plan
• Municipality proposes overall grading plan for Abasand,
Beacon Hill and Waterways
• Estimated cost is $300,000 which will be submitted to
Government of Alberta for reimbursement

www.rmwb.ca
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Background
Survey Pins
• Investigate and propose actions to re-establish survey pins in
all areas to reduce costs to homeowners

www.rmwb.ca
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Background
Site Plan, Real Property Report and As-Built Grading Certificate
• Cost to remain homeowner’s responsibility
 approximately $4300 for each property
 covered through insurance
• Canadian Red Cross a consideration for under or uninsured
• Total cost of approximately $7,000,000

www.rmwb.ca
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Alternatives
1. Residents impacted by firebreak will only be eligible for benefits
developed through other comprehensive programs and no upfront
Municipal compensation will be provided
2. Municipality covers the cost of the site plan, Real Property Report
and As-Built Grading Certificate.

www.rmwb.ca
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Budget/Financial Implications
Fees

Cost

Development and Rebuilding Fees

$9 M

Concrete (crushed aggregate rebate)

$1.4 M

Firebreak Home fees

$300 K

Geotechnical Assessment

$200 K

Overall Grading Plan

$300 K

Survey Pins

unknown

SUBTOTAL

$11,200,000 M

Site Plan, RPR, Build As Grading

$7 M

TOTAL

$18.2 M

• Costs are rounded off
• Administrative costs and process has not been finalized
www.rmwb.ca
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COUNCIL REPORT
Meeting Date: September 27, 2016

Subject: Municipal Fee Structure relating to Demolition and
Rebuilding
APPROVALS:
Jamie Doyle, Director
Rob Billard, Executive Director
Bob Couture, Acting Chief Administrative Officer

Administrative Recommendations:
1. THAT the Municipality waive the fees related to development and building permits specific
to the properties destroyed or damaged by the wildfire of May 2016; and
2. THAT Administration enter into discussions with the Canadian Red Cross regarding a cost
sharing agreement relating to development and building permits specific to the properties
destroyed or damaged by the wildfire of May 2016; and
3. THAT Council direct Administration to issue rebate cheques in the amount of $540 to each
effected property owner as a result of the concrete that will be received at the landfill; and
4. THAT Council direct Administration to issue debris removal payments to residents impacted
by the firebreak; and
5. THAT Council direct Administration to submit the costs related to firebreak debris removal
payments to the Government of Alberta; and
6. THAT Council direct Administration to complete the overall geotechnical assessment for the
Waterways area; and
7. THAT Council direct Administration to submit the costs related to the overall geotechnical
assessment for the Waterways area to the Government of Alberta; and
8. THAT Council direct Administration to complete the overall grading plan for Abasand,
Beacon Hill and Waterways; and
9. THAT Council direct Administration to submit the costs related to the overall grading plan
for Abasand, Beacon Hill and Waterways to the Government of Alberta; and
10. THAT Council direct Administration to investigate and propose a plan to re-establish the
survey pins in all destroyed areas; and
11. THAT Council direct Administration to submit the costs related to the establishment of the
survey pins to the Government of Alberta.
Summary:
At the September 13th, 2016 Council meeting Council approved the following motion:
“That Administration review the municipal fee structure relating to residential development and
building permits and all fees associated therein, specific to the properties destroyed or damaged
by the wildfire of May 2016, and report back to Council with recommendations for possible fee
amendments no later than September 27th 2016. “
Subsequently, at the September 20th, 2016 Council meeting Council approved the following
motion:

Author: Jamie Doyle
Department: Planning and Development
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1. “That Council supports in principle that residential property owners whose homes were
destroyed by the May 2016 wildfire should not be required to pay:
(a) The costs of any survey of Real Property Report; or
(b) The costs of any geotechnical investigation, analysis or report
that is required as part of a Development Permit application or as a condition of a
Development permit
2. And that Administration is directed to report back to Council with a recommendation for
an implementation strategy and a cost estimate in respect of the RMWB paying for the
services described in 1. above, including information as to the probability of such costs
incurred by the RMWB in support of affected property owners being reimbursed by the
Government of Alberta.”
Administration has since reviewed the fees relating to development and building permit fees, met
with the Canadian Red Cross (CRC) about possible program development, reviewed landfill
fees, investigated the options that could be available to firebreak homes, reviewed the need for
geotechnical reports, overall grading and survey plans and individual Real Property Reports.
Background:
While there has been discussion to compare the Fort McMurray wildfire event to the Southern
Alberta floods, it has to be noted that the wildfire is an insurance event whereas the floods are
not considered an insurance event. As such, the same approach that was used to cover fees in
many instances in the floods cannot be applied for the Fort McMurray wildfire.
In areas that have experienced a similar catastrophic event like the 2016 Wildfire, those
Municipalities waived development permit fees and reduced building permit fees to ease the
rebuild process for those affected in each respective event.
Planning and Development staff reached out to Slave Lake, Alberta as well as Lac Megantic,
Quebec and discovered both development authorities had waived municipal development fees
and reduced building permit fees to help ease the rebuild burden on property owners.
However, costs associated with the rebuild were covered by the respective Provincial/Federal
Government (Disaster Relief Funding) or grant program. For example, in Lac Megantic, Quebec,
the Municipality provided 100% tax credit and covered commercial relocation (up to $20,000),
survey fees and related costs and the cost of new/replacement deeds (land titles). This assistance
was made possible by provincial and non-profit funding and is in effect until 2018. In Slave
Lake, Alberta, the Municipality received provincial reimbursements of $250,000 for off-site
levies, $20,000 for fees associated with development permits as well as monies to offset land
taxes for 3 years. Slave Lake had also received stabilization dollars for public utility accounts.
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While researching other communities it became evident that there are some similarities, however
each have their own unique social and physical impacts. Most notably, the 2016 Wildfire’s scale
was much larger than that of Slave Lake and Lac Megantic.
Insurance Considerations:
Based on discussions with the Insurance Bureau of Canada, there are generally three types of
insurance policy basis of settlement:
1. Guaranteed Replacement Cost:
a. This policy would insure a building up to a set dollar amount. If the rebuild cost is
over this amount, provided it was originally insured to value and no additions
since the value was calculated, the insurer would pay increased rebuild costs
above the limit. They are essentially ‘guaranteeing’ to cover the cost of the
rebuild. Some of these policies may have a defined ‘overage’ limit, meaning they
would only pay a maximum of, for example, up to 125 per cent of the insured
policy limit.
2. Replacement Cost:
a. The policy would have a defined limit for the building. Typically no costs over
and above this limit would be covered by the insurer. The policy would pay for
debris removal and rebuild costs up to this stated limit only.
3. Actual Cash Value
a. This type of policy only insures the actual cash value of the building. Once the
actual cash value is determined, a payment would be made to the policy holder
and related interested parties (mortgage holder for example) and no additional
costs for rebuilding, permits/fees etc. would be considered.
In each of these examples, debris removal costs, permits/fees, etc., would be applied to and come
out of the limit. For example, if a replacement cost policy has a $100,000 limit and debris
removal costs $10,000, the policy holder would have $90,000 available to rebuild. If the
permits/fees were an additional $7,000, then a policy holder would have $83,000 remaining from
their limit for the actual rebuild.
Development and Building Permit Fees:
Residents are responsible to obtain development permits, building permits, electrical, plumbing
and gas permits, as well as a water meter permit and a utility connection permit. Other regulatory
or testing fees that would be borne by the property owners include the new home warranty and
soil bearing testing. While the Municipality does not have control over the additional regulatory
or testing fees, the Municipality does control the development, building and the other related
permit fees. Some fees are based on a flat rate such as the development permit fee of $75
however, building and building discipline fees are based on square footage, fixtures, etc., that
being said, it could be estimated that permits range between $75 to over $7,500 with an expected
average of $3,500 per single family house.
Administration is in discussions with the CRC regarding a cost sharing agreement regarding
Building Permit Fees. This agreement is based upon the average of $3,500 for Permit Fees for a
single family house. Details of the agreement are being developed.
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Landfill Fees:
Landfill fees and tipping rates are generally developed to recover costs associated with future
capital construction, in-situ treatment, monitoring, materials and labour. Average tipping rates
are approximately $85 per tonne, whereas the cost to the Municipality is approximately $120 per
tonne; resulting in an approximate 30 per cent subsidization for all users of the landfill.
In addition to the subsidization of landfill fees, the Municipality has waived the tipping fees for
residential household waste until October 31, 2016 and the landfill is operating 24 hours per day
instead of 10 hours per day. This represents an additional $414,420 subsidy to residents in
tipping fees while costing the Municipality an additional $433,000 per month to operate the
landfill for 24 hours per day.
The wildfire has presented a unique opportunity where the landfill is receiving the concrete from
the damaged or destroyed properties. The Municipality is able to process this concrete and it can
be used for future road building or other future infrastructure projects. As the landfill fees are
already subsidized by approximately 30 per cent, Administration is proposing a rebate program
direct to the resident in response to the benefit of the concrete.
It is estimated that the average house would produce approximately 90 tonnes of concrete.
Typically, the Municipality would have to purchase crushed aggregate for infrastructure projects
however, the Municipality could potentially save approximately $6 per tonne from the reuse of
concrete. Therefore, the Municipality proposes a direct rebate to the resident to offset this
benefit.
Applying the $6 per tonne benefit received by the Municipality to approximately 90 tonnes of
concrete received from each dwelling; the Municipality proposes a rebate of $540 to each
effected property owner; for a total of $1,392,660.
The rebate would be directed to the registered property owner so the benefit would be realized by
the homeowner rather than the contractor; and all effected homeowners would benefit rather than
basing the rebate on the type of insurance. The rebate will be in the form of a cheque to the
registered property owner.
Firebreak Home Fees:
To date, 53 properties have sustained damage due to firebreak activities. Firebreak activities
relate specifically to homes that sustained damage due to bulldozing rather than properties that
sustained damage due to the wildfire. Firebreak damages identified to date include eight homes
with garages, eight homes, 17 garages, one condominium unit, three fences, five decks and
damage to 11 yards.
It has been recognized that these individuals may have excess costs due to the cost of the landfill,
higher demolition costs to remove the debris and many were not able to participate in the sifting
or heirloom retrieval program as in some instances all of the debris was pushed into one location.
It is proposed that these individuals may be compensated up front for the additional fees, which
have been incurred while a comprehensive program is developed for these individuals.
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Based on the average costs of demolition, home owners who experienced firebreak damages to
their home and garage will be compensated $15,000; home only $12,000; garage only $3,000;
fence $750; and deck $500. These upfront costs will not deduct from any future program that is
developed. Based on the calculation for all of the firebreak damages, the total upfront cost is
$292,500. It should be noted that many of the garages that were used as firebreak were actually
pushed into one location and that demolition work is being done by the Municipality given its
location; as such, homeowners who did not have to complete demolition will not receive any
additional benefit, thus reducing the overall cost. That being said, the garages may receive
compensation following the development of the comprehensive program.
Firebreak homes that experienced yard damage will not receive this upfront additional
compensation since there are no longer additional landfill fees however, they will be included in
the comprehensive program. Additionally, the condominium unit is a separate issue and will be
dealt with through the overall program. It is anticipated that once this program is communicated,
there may be additional individuals who identify themselves as having sustained firebreak
damage, which will be reviewed and confirmed by Administration.
That Council directs Administration to submit the costs related to firebreak debris removal
payments to the Government of Alberta for reimbursement.
Geotechnical Reports in Waterways
As per Section 62 of the Land Use Bylaw, all developments near slopes require that a
geotechnical report for the lot be submitted at the time of a development permit application.
While this assessment would probably not replace the need for individual house geotechnical
reports, it will assist the Municipality in determining if certain areas are safe to rebuild on.
A geotechnical assessment about the overall slope stability and safety of the area would be
submitted to the Government of Alberta for reimbursement. The assessment would not provide
designs or comments for individual properties, but could make general recommendations.
Current estimates for this overall geotechnical report in Waterways are $200,000. The RFP for
this work has been posted publically on Alberta Purchasing Connection (APC).
Overall grading plan
At the time of subdivision the overall grade and the grades for each lot are set. This information
is used by the surveyor to create individual site plans for each lot at the time of development.
Upon submission of the development permit, Administration confirms that the grades proposed
on the site plan reflect the overall subdivision design. The Municipality proposes an overall
grading plan for Abasand, Beacon Hill and Waterways.
Current cost estimates for this work vary between $25,000 and $100,000 per area depending on
the amount of work required.
Survey Pins
During the demolition period many of the survey pins were destroyed as a direct result of the
demolition. As such, the Municipality will investigate and propose actions required to reestablish the survey pins in all areas to reduce that overall cost to the homeowner at the time of
their survey. The cost would be submitted to the Government of Alberta for reimbursement.

5/7

COUNCIL REPORT – Municipal Fee Structure relating to Demolition and Rebuilding

Site Plan, Real Property Report and As-Built Grading Certificate
Part of the submission for a development permit, the applicant is required to submit a site plan
that references the proposed home on the lot, including the proposed grades for the home and
any easements.
As a condition of the development permit, a Real Property Report (RPR) and As-Built Grading
Certificate are to be submitted following construction.
As these three documents are so specific to each lot and would be covered through insurance, the
Municipality proposes that these costs remain the responsibility of the homeowner. It is
estimated that these costs could be approximately $4,300 for each property. For those residents
who are uninsured or underinsured they would be able to reach out to the CRC about their
specific requirements.
Should Council wish to cover the costs, given these three documents are specific to each lot and
homeowner, the homeowner would be required to do the work and provide an invoice and
receipts to the Municipality. The estimated cost for these three documents would be
approximately $7,000,000; the cost of administrating this program must be considered.
Alternatives:
1) Residents who were impacted by the firebreak will only be eligible to benefits developed
through other comprehensive programs and no upfront Municipal compensation will be
provided.
2) The Municipality covers the cost of the site plan, RPR and As-Built Grading Certificate.
Budget/Financial Implications:
The approximate cost of these recommendations is $11,500,000.
Funding requests for $6,500,000 will be submitted to the Government of Alberta and the CRC
and it has not yet been determined whether these requested will be approved. If the funding
requests are approved $5,000,000 would be the responsibility of the Municipality.
Administration will continue to monitor the year end financial position and will bring back a
recommendation to Council as may be required.
Development and Building Permit Fees:
Administration is in discussions with the CRC regarding a cost sharing agreement. The cost will
be approximately $9,000,000 in permit fees based upon an average cost of $3,500 (excludes 4%
SCC Levy) per lot at 1935 structures. Additional cost of approximately $6,858,500 would be
incurred should the Municipality cover the cost of Site Plans, Real Property Reports and AsBuilt Grading Certificates.
Landfill Fees:
The Municipality proposes a rebate of $540 to each affected property owner; for a total of
$1,392,660.
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Firebreak Home Fees:
Given the additional debris removal costs incurred by those identified as firebreak dwelling
structures, the payment would result in an approximate cost of $300,000.
Geotechnical Reports in Waterways:
Current estimates for the overall geotechnical report for Waterways is $200,000 and the cost
would be submitted to the Government of Alberta for reimbursement.
Overall Grading Plan:
Cost for an overall grading plan is estimated at $100,000 per area and dependent on the amount
of work required. As such, the estimated maximum cost of the overall grading plan for Abasand,
Beacon Hill and Waterways is $300,000. This cost would be submitted to the Government of
Alberta for reimbursement.
Survey Pins:
Cost estimates to re-establish survey pins is unknown as an entire re-survey of the area would be
required. This cost may or may not be eligible for the Disaster Recovery Program.
Rationale for Recommendations:
As a result of the May 2016 wildfire, residents are incurring costs as a result of the demolition
and rebuild. While the May 2016 wildfire is an insurance event, in response to the overall impact
to the residents of the Region; the Municipality proposes the waiving of some fees along with
rebates to assist those impacted.
Strategic Plan Linkages:
Pillar 1 – Building Responsible Government
Pillar 2 – Building Balanced Regional Services
Pillar 4 – Building an Effective Land Strategy
Pillar 6 – Building a Sustainable Region
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COUNCIL REPORT
Meeting Date: September 27, 2016

Subject: Wood Buffalo Recovery Committee Recommendation – 2016
Budget Request – Recovery Committee and Task Force
Wood Buffalo Recovery Committee Recommendations:
1. THAT funding in the amount of $7,036,190 be allocated from the 2016 Municipal Operating
Budget surplus, if it exists, to support the additional cash flow requirements related to the
operations of the Wood Buffalo Recovery Committee (WBRC) and the Recovery Task Force
(RTF); and
2. THAT in the event this funding cannot be accommodated in the 2016 Municipal Operating
Budget surplus, funding be allocated from Emerging Issues Reserve or any other funding
source as determined by the Municipality.
3. THAT the Municipality provide $26,053,260 in cash-flow requirements to the WBRC and
RTF in advance of the formal submission to the Disaster Recovery Program (DRP) for
reimbursement.
4. THAT the WBRC make a submission to the Government of Alberta for an advance in DRP
funding.
Summary and Background:
At the September 21, 2016 Wood Buffalo Recovery Committee meeting, the Recovery Task
Force presented a recommendation to the Committee respective to the 2016 Budget for the year
remaining for the Wood Buffalo Recovery Committee and Task Force. At that meeting, the
Wood Buffalo Recovery Committee passed the following resolution:
“1.

THAT the Wood Buffalo Recovery Committee (WBRC) recommend to Council
that funding in the amount of $7,036,190 be allocated from the 2016 Municipal
Operating Budget surplus, if it exists, to support the additional cash flow
requirements related to the operations of the WBRC and the Recovery Task
Force (RTF); and

2.

THAT in the event this funding cannot be accommodated in the 2016 Municipal
Operating Budget surplus, funding be allocated from Emerging Issues Reserve
or any other funding source as determined by the Municipality.

3.

THAT the WBRC recommend to Council that the Municipality provide
$26,053,260 in cash-flow requirements to the WBRC and RTF in advance of
the formal submission to the Disaster Recovery Program (DRP) for
reimbursement.

4.

THAT the WBRC make a submission to the Government of Alberta for an
advance in DRP funding.”

Author: Darlene Soucy
Department: Legal and Legislative Services
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Attachments:
I.

Wood Buffalo Recovery Committee Report – 2016 Budget Request – Recovery Committee
and Task Force
II. September 21, 2016 Unapproved Wood Buffalo Recovery Committee Meeting Minutes.
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Attachment I

WOOD BUFFALO RECOVERY
COMMITTEE REPORT
Meeting Date: September 21, 2016

Subject: 2016 Budget Request – Recovery Committee and Task Force
APPROVALS:
Dana Woodworth, Recovery Task Force Team Lead

Recommendations:
1. THAT the Wood Buffalo Recovery Committee (WBRC) recommend to Council that funding
in the amount of $7,036,190 be allocated from the 2016 Municipal Operating Budget surplus,
if it exists, to support the additional cash flow requirements related to the operations of the
WBRC and the Recovery Task Force (RTF); and
2. THAT in the event this funding cannot be accommodated in the 2016 Municipal Operating
Budget surplus, funding be allocated from Emerging Issues Reserve or any other funding
source as determined by the Municipality.
3. THAT the WBRC recommend to Council that the Municipality provide $26,053,260 in cashflow requirements to the WBRC and RTF in advance of the formal submission to the
Disaster Recovery Program (DRP) for reimbursement.
4. THAT the WBRC make a submission to the Government of Alberta for an advance in DRP
funding.
Summary:
The purpose of these funds is to ensure that the objectives and goals as outlined in the Wood
Buffalo Wildfire Recovery Campaign Plan be implemented throughout the remainder of 2016.
These funds will be utilized to support the operations of the WBRC and RTF.
It should be noted that a Provincial representative for the Disaster Recovery Program (DRP) was
involved in the review of the budget, however there is no formal guarantee that all expenditures
will be reimbursed until they have been submitted, reviewed and approved. The RTF anticipates
that the majority of costs will be reimbursable, but there is no reliable statistical data through the
Regional Municipality of Wood Buffalo (RMWB) to indicate the percentage of DRP
submissions that will be reimbursed. To remain conservative, the RTF has made an assumption
that 80% of all costs submitted to DRP will be reimbursed and the remaining 20% will be a true
funding requirement from the RMWB.
Background:
The WBRC was established by Municipal Bylaw in July 2016 and a provisional budget of $4M
was approved as startup funding. The Recovery Task Force Interim Team Lead has been

Author: Marc Fortais
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selected. Municipal personnel reporting to the Team Lead have been seconded to staff the
Recovery Task Force and implement the goals of the Committee and the direction of Council.
Budget/Financial Implications:
The WBRC and the RTF require the entire $33,089,050 additional cash flow for operations up –
front. All eligible costs will be submitted to the DRP program for reimbursement. The
breakdown of overall funding is shown below.
-

Gross expenses

-

Funded by:
o Provisional funding
o Additional Municipal funding
Total RMWB funding requirement
o DRP reimbursable
Total Funding Sources

$37,089,450

$ 4,000,000
$ 7,036,190
$11,036,190
$26,053,260
$37,089,450

Rationale for Recommendations:
The Wood Buffalo Recovery Committee’s mandate is to consult and work with: Municipal
business units, private and not-for-profit sectors, other levels of government, government
agencies, and other stakeholders, including affected residents. The Committee, will select and
execute measures to ensure that the Municipality and its residents will be well established on a
path to recovery from the devastating 2016 wildfire in the shortest time practicable, having
regard for the magnitude of the task. This funding request is necessary to carry out these
activities for the remainder of the year.
Strategic Plan Linkages:
Providing funding to the Wood Buffalo Recovery Committee supports the following pillars of
the strategic plan:
Pillar 1 – Building Responsible Government
Pillar 2 – Building Balanced Regional Services
Pillar 3 – Building a Vibrant Economy Together
Pillar 4 – Building an Effective Land Strategy
Pillar 5 – Building a Reliable Transportation System
Pillar 6 – Building a Sustainable Region
Pillar 7 – Building for a Healthy and Active Lifestyle
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Attachment II

Unapproved Minutes of a Meeting of the Wood Buffalo Recovery Committee held in the
Council Chamber at the Municipal Offices in Fort McMurray, Alberta, on Wednesday,
September 21, 2016, commencing at 6:00 p.m.
Present:

J. Bancarz, Chair
K. Fleury
S. Germain, Councillor
M. Giles
M. Hodson
K. Jenkins
K. McGrath, Councillor
A. Vinni, Councillor

Absent:

M. Farrington, Vice-Chair

Administration:

J. Brown, Supervisor, Legislative Services
A. Rogers, Senior Legislative Officer
D. Soucy, Legislative Officer

Call To Order
Chair J. Bancarz called the meeting to order at 6:05 p.m. and sent regrets on behalf of Maggie
Farrington, Vice-Chair.
Adoption of Agenda
Moved by M. Hodson that the Agenda be adopted as
presented.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
Minutes of Previous Meetings
1.

Minutes of Wood Buffalo Recovery Committee Meeting - September 14, 2016
Moved by K. Jenkins that the minutes of the Wood Buffalo
Recovery Committee Meeting held on September 14, 2016 be
approved as presented.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Presentations
2.

Erin O'Neill, Recovery Branch Lead re: FireSmart Update
(6:07 p.m. – 6:47 p.m.)

Erin O’Neill, Recovery Branch Lead, Bernard Schmitte, Forest Area Manager and Paul
St. John, Fire Prevention Officer, Alberta Agriculture and Forestry, presented an update
on the FireSmart program, including hazardous tree removal, dozer guard areas, the proposed
three-year FireSmart implementation strategy and expansion of the existing FireSmart
Committee.

Attachment II
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3.

Wednesday, September 21, 2016

Melanie Soler, Canadian Red Cross and John Evans, United Way re: Community
Partnerships Table
(6:48 p.m. – 7:12 p.m.)

Melanie Soler, Associate Vice President, Disaster Management, Canadian Red Cross
and John Evans, Board Vice President and Community Investment Committee Chair,
United Way, presented an overview of the Community Partnerships Table, which will act as an
advisory group for evaluating various community organizations’ grant requests for the available
$53 million in funding for wildfire-related initiatives.
4.

Crystal Lewis-Wilton and Greg Elsasser, Uninsured Destroyed Housing Strategy
Working Group re: Uninsured and Underinsured Rebuild and Repair Options
(7:13 p.m. – 7:37 p.m.)

Crystal Lewis-Wilton and Greg Elsasser, Uninsured Destroyed Housing Strategy
Working Group, presented the concept of a program to assist residents who are unable to
rebuild or repair wildfire damaged or destroyed homes due to being uninsured or underinsured.
New and Unfinished Business
5.

2016 Budget Request - Year Remaining
(7:38 p.m. – 8:11 p.m.)

Dana Woodworth, Interim Recovery Team Leader, and Mark Power, Project Services
Lead, provided an overview of the 2016 budget request to support the operations of the Wood
Buffalo Recovery Committee and the Recovery Task Force to implement the objectives and
goals outlined in the Wood Buffalo Wildfire Recovery Campaign Plan.
Moved by M. Giles:
1. That the Wood Buffalo Recovery Committee (WBRC)
recommend to Council that funding in the amount of
$7,036,190 be allocated from the 2016 Municipal Operating
Budget surplus, if it exists, to support the additional cash
flow requirements related to the operations of the WBRC
and the Recovery Task Force (RTF); and
2. That in the event this funding cannot be accommodated in
the 2016 Municipal Operating Budget surplus, funding be
allocated from Emerging Issues Reserve or any other
funding source as determined by the Municipality.
3. That the WBRC recommend to Council that the Municipality
provide $26,053,260 in cash-flow requirements to the
WBRC and RTF in advance of the formal submission to the
Disaster Recovery Program (DRP) for reimbursement.
4. That the WBRC make a submission to the Government of
Alberta for an advance in DRP funding.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
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6.

Wednesday, September 21, 2016

Land Use Bylaw Amendment - Secondary Suites
(8:12 p.m. – 8:40 p.m.)

Erin O’Neill, Recovery Branch Lead, and Isela Contreras-Dogbe, Supervisor,
Development Control and Permitting, provided a summary on proposal by Administration to
recommend a Land Use Bylaw amendment to allow secondary suites to be built before the
principal dwelling in wildfire impacted areas.
Exit and Return
Councillor S. Germain exited the Chamber at 8:18 p.m. and returned at 8:19 p.m.
Motion Recess
A Motion Recess occurred between 8:19 p.m. and 8:32 p.m.
Jim Rogers, resident, spoke in support of secondary suites for all areas of the municipality.
Following the motion recess and delegations, it was agreed that the Committee would receive
this verbal update as information only; therefore, no motion was required.
7.

Sub-Committee Reports

There were no Sub-Committee Reports provided.
8.

Wildfire Recovery Team Update
(8:41 p.m. – 8:42 p.m.)

Dana Woodworth, Interim Recovery Team Leader, provided an update on the various tasks
undertaken by the Recovery Task Force to date, including Waterways flood mitigation
planning, destroyed and damaged firebreak properties, long-term recovery plan and the 2017
budget.
Adjournment
As all scheduled business matters had been concluded, Chair J. Bancarz declared the meeting
adjourned at 8:42 p.m.

Chair

Chief Legislative Officer

-3-

COUNCIL REPORT
Meeting Date: September 27, 2016

Subject: Audit Committee Recommendation - Appointment of
External Auditor - 2017 Year End
Audit Committee Recommendations:
THAT Deloitte LLP be reappointed as external auditor for the Regional Municipality of Wood
Buffalo, Wood Buffalo Regional Library, Regional Recreation Corporation and Wood Buffalo
Housing & Development Corporation for the December 31, 2017 year end audit.
THAT Administration be authorized to enter into a one year contract extension for the provision of
external audit services for the December 31, 2017 year end by Deloitte LLP; and
THAT Administration prepare and issue a Request for Proposal (RFP) for the provision of external
auditing services commencing December 31, 2018.
Summary and Background:
At the September 20, 2016 Audit Committee meeting, Administration presented several
recommendations to the Committee with respect to the appointment of an external auditor for the
2017 year end. At the meeting the Committee passed the following resolutions:
“THAT the following be recommended to Council for approval:
1.

THAT Deloitte LLP be reappointed as external auditor for the Regional
Municipality of Wood Buffalo, Wood Buffalo Regional Library, Regional
Recreation Corporation and Wood Buffalo Housing & Development
Corporation for the December 31, 2017 year end audit.

2.

THAT Administration be authorized to enter into a one year contract
extension for the provision of external audit services for the December 31,
2017 year end by Deloitte LLP.

3.

THAT Administration prepare and issue a Request for Proposal (RFP) for
the provision of external auditing services commencing December 31,
2018.”

Attachments:
I.

Audit Committee Report - September 20, 2016 – Appointment of External Auditor – 2017
Year End
II. Audit Committee Unapproved Minutes – September 20, 2016

Author: Joanne Wall
Department: Legal and Legislative Services
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Attachment I

AUDIT COMMITTEE REPORT
Meeting Date: September 20, 2016

Subject: Appointment of External Auditor – 2017 Year End
APPROVALS:
Linda Ollivier, Director
Elsie Hutton, Executive Director
Marcel Ulliac, Chief Administrative Officer

Administrative Recommendations:
THAT the following be recommended to Council for approval:
1. THAT Deloitte LLP be reappointed as external auditor for the Regional Municipality of
Wood Buffalo, Wood Buffalo Regional Library, Regional Recreation Corporation and Wood
Buffalo Housing & Development Corporation for the December 31, 2017 year end audit.
2. THAT Administration be authorized to enter into a one year contract extension for the
provision of external audit services for the December 31, 2017 year end by Deloitte LLP.
3. THAT Administration prepare and issue a Request for Proposal (RFP) for the provision of
external auditing services commencing December 31, 2018.
Summary:
The Municipal Government Act (MGA), Section 280 requires each Council to appoint an auditor
for the Municipality and for each of its controlled corporations.
Background:
Council had appointed Deloitte LLP on September 13, 2011 as the external auditor for an initial
five year term renewable for a maximum of two – one year terms renewed annually, (seven years
maximum) subject to Council approval.
2011 Council resolution extract:
“That Deloitte & Touche LLP (Deloitte) be appointed as external auditor for the Regional
Municipality of Wood Buffalo, the Fort McMurray Public Library, MacDonald Island Park
Corporation and Wood Buffalo Housing and Development Corporation; and
That Administration be authorized to enter into a five (5) year contract renewable for a
maximum of two – one year terms renewed annually (7 years in total) for the provision of
external audit services by Deloitte & Touche LLP”.

Author: Linda Ollivier
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Deloitte LLP completed the initial five year term at the end of the 2015 fiscal year-end. A one
year extension for the 2016 fiscal year-end audit was approved by Council on October 20, 2015.
The 2017 fiscal year-end audit will be the final term of this contract.
Deloitte LLP has provided satisfactory performance to date and has full knowledge of municipal
systems and processes as well as other related entities. Administration is of the opinion that the
Deloitte LLP contract should be renewed for a period of one year in line with the original 2011
Council mandate.
Consideration was given to the New West Partnership Trade Agreement (NWPTA), the rules
that govern municipal procurement which no longer exempt audit services from an open,
transparent and competitive procurement process in order to ensure that external audit services
are obtained on a competitive basis. Administration is recommending extension of audit services
by one year in accordance with the initial Council resolution to maintain efficiencies, leveraging
on their knowledge of our processes, systems and ensuring continuity at competitive pricing.
Deloitte LLP representatives have built a rapport with members of Council and board members
of the subsidiaries.
Deloitte LLP is one of the world’s leading accounting firms with over 170,000 employees in 140
countries. The firm is licensed and in good standing with the Institute of Chartered Accountants of
Alberta (ICAA). Deloitte LLP has experience with municipalities of comparative, larger size and
operation.
Budget/Financial Implications:
The Municipality will continue with a contract extension based on approval of the annual audit
plan. The option to enter into a contract extension of a maximum of one year term renewal
would be subject to Council approval.
Funding will be included in future Municipal budgets.
Rationale for Recommendations:
Based on satisfactory performance to date from the Deloitte LLP, exercising the option in the
initial Council resolution of a one year renewal is in the best interest of the Municipality by
leveraging efficiencies with knowledge of our processes, systems, staff and ensuring continuity
at a competitive pricing.
Strategic Plan Linkage:
Pillar 1 – Building Responsible Government
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Attachment II

Unapproved Minutes of a Meeting of the Audit Committee held in the Council Chamber
at the Municipal Offices in Fort McMurray, Alberta, on Tuesday, September 20,
commencing at 4:00 p.m.
Present:

T. Ault, Chair
S. Germain, Councillor
J. Stroud, Councillor

Administration:

M. Ulliac, Chief Administrative Officer
A. Rogers, Senior Legislative Officer
J. Wall, Legislative Coordinator

Call to Order
Councillor T. Ault called the meeting to order at 4:04 p.m.
1.

Adoption of the Agenda
Moved by Councillor J. Stroud that the Agenda be adopted as
presented.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

2.

Minutes of the Audit Committee meeting – April 20, 2016
Moved by Councillor J. Stroud that the Minutes from the Audit
Committee meeting held on April 20, 2016 be approved as
presented.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

New and Unfinished Business
3.

Appointment of External Auditor – 2017 Year End
(4:05 p.m. – 4:09 p.m.)

Linda Ollivier, Director of Finance, provided a brief presentation on the appointment of an
External Auditor for the 2017 year end.
Moved by Councillor J. Stroud that
recommended to Council for Approval:

the

following

be

1. THAT Deloitte LLP be reappointed as external auditor for the
Regional Municipality of Wood Buffalo, Wood Buffalo
Regional Library, Regional Recreation Corporation and Wood
Buffalo Housing & Development Corporation for the
December 31, 2017 year end audit.
2. THAT Administration be authorized to enter into a one year
contract extension for the provision of external audit services
for the December 31, 2017 year end by Deloitte LLP.
3. THAT Administration prepare and issue a Request for
Proposal (RFP) for the provision of external auditing services
commencing December 31, 2018.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Audit Committee – Unapproved Minutes

4.

Tuesday, September 20, 2016

2016 External Audit Service Plan – Deloitte LLP
(4:10 p.m. – 4:27 p.m.)

Arrival:
Councillor S. Germain joined the meeting at 4:16 p.m.
Rachel Gosse and Sanjeev Rajani, Deloitte LLP, provided a presentation on the 2016
External Audit Service Plan.
Moved by Councillor S. Germain that the 2016 External Audit
Service Plan as provided by the external Auditors, Deloitte LLP,
be approved.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
5.

Expense Summary – Council and Office of the Chief Administrative Officer
(CAO) – Period Ending June 30, 2016
(4:28 p.m. – 4:30 p.m.)

Moved by Councillor J. Stroud that the Expense Summary for
Council and the Office of the Chief Administrative Officer (CAO)
for the period January 1 - June 30, 2016 be received as
information.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
6.

Policy Log Update
(4:31 p.m. – 4:32 p.m.)

Marcel Ulliac, Chief Administrative Officer, provided a brief update on the Accountability,
Integrity and Transparency Audit and the progress made to date.
7.

Next Meeting Date
(4:33 p.m. – 4:34 p.m.)

Moved by Councillor J. Stroud that the next Audit Committee
meeting be held on Tuesday, February 14, 2017 at 4:00 p.m.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
Adjournment
As all scheduled business matters had been concluded, Councillor T. Ault declared the meeting
adjourned at 4:34 p.m.

Chair

Chief Legislative Officer
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COUNCIL REPORT
Meeting Date: September 27, 2016

Subject: Member Appointments to Composite Assessment Review
Board and Local Assessment Review Board
APPROVALS:
David Leflar, Director
Marcel Ulliac, Chief Administrative Officer

Administrative Recommendations:
THAT Ijad Dewan, Nick Alexanders and Phil Klug be appointed as Acting Members to the
Composite Assessment Review Board; and
THAT Donald Gorman, Jennifer Reid and Samuel Odemuyiwa be appointed as Acting Members
to the Local Assessment Review Board; and
THAT the term of these appointments run concurrently with their current appointments.
Summary:
The Assessment Review Boards Bylaw 14/033 provides for the assignment of members to the
Composite Assessment Review Boards and Local Assessment Review Boards, as well as the
appointment of authorized substitutes. The Municipal Government Act requires that the
assignment of members and appointment of authorized substitutes be approved by Council.
Administration is proposing the cross-appointment of Board members to expedite the compressed
timelines for hearings to be completed by December 31, 2016.
Background:
The Assessment Review Boards received 423 assessment complaints in 2016 for the 2015 Tax
Year.
Legislation requires that the Assessment Review Board must provide copies of all the complaints
to the Assessor within 30 days of the deadline date for receiving complaint submissions and that
all the complaints must be heard by December 31, 2016. The timelines set out in legislation are
not typically an issue; however, the evacuation caused by the wildfire resulted in delays in
processing the complaint forms, and the Clerk of the Assessment Review Boards sought and
received a Ministerial Order granting an extension to some of the legislated timelines associated
with notification.
Although the Ministerial Order alleviated the concerns related to notifying the parties about the
complaints received, it did not grant an extension to the dates by which the complaints must be
heard. This necessitates that the 423 complaints be scheduled for hearings within a compressed
timeline before December 31, 2016, with the date of the first hearing currently scheduled on
September 21, 2016.
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In order for all complaints to be heard by the December 31, 2016 deadline set out in legislation, it
is necessary that there be considerable scheduling flexibility. The current Board Members have
expressed a desire to hear both Local and Composite Assessment Review Board complaints, and
have worked with the Clerk of the Boards to establish a schedule based on this premise.
Rationale for Recommendations:
The cross-appointment of Local Assessment Review Board and Composite Assessment Review
Board Members will provide the necessary scheduling flexibility to ensure that complaints are
heard within legislated timelines. All Members receive the same level of training from the
Province, and are therefore equipped with the knowledge and skills to hear complaints.
Strategic Plan Linkage:
Pillar 1 – Building Responsible Government
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COUNCIL REPORT
Meeting Date: September 27, 2016

Subject: Proposed Amendments to Wood Buffalo Recovery
Committee Bylaw
Recommendation:
THAT Administration be directed to bring forward an amendment to the Wood Buffalo
Recovery Committee Bylaw 16/013, to effect the following amendments:
1. Section 4(a) “up to” one Councillor elected from a Ward in the Rural Service Area;
2. Section 4(b) “one” Councillor elected from Ward 1
3. Section 7(f) strike “weekly” and replace with “timely”
4. Replace all of Section 10 with “Committee members who are also Councillors may claim
the same meeting compensation as other Wood Buffalo Recovery Committee members.
The Wood Buffalo Recovery Committee will be compensated per the schedule used by
the Assessment Review Board for its members.”
5. Strike Section 11, and renumber Bylaw 16/013 accordingly.
Summary and Background:
At the Council meeting held on Tuesday, September 20, 2016, Mayor Blake served notice of her
intent to bring forward the following motion for consideration at the September 27, 2016 Council
Meeting:
“THAT Administration be directed to bring forward an amendment to the Wood
Buffalo Recovery Committee Bylaw 16/013, to effect the following
amendments:
1.
Section 4(a) “up to” one Councillor elected from a Ward in the Rural
Service Area;
2.
Section 4(b) “one” Councillor elected from Ward 1
3.
Section 7(f) strike “weekly” and replace with “timely”
4.
Replace all of Section 10 with “Committee members who are also
Councillors may claim the same meeting compensation as other Wood
Buffalo Recovery Committee members. The Wood Buffalo Recovery
Committee will be compensated per the schedule used by the Assessment
Review Board for its members.”
5.
Strike Section 11, and renumber Bylaw 16/013 accordingly.”
In accordance with Procedure Bylaw 14/025, the motion is now before Council for
consideration.
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