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July 3, 2019

Regional Municipality of Wood Buffalo (RMWB)
7th Floor, 9909 Franklin Avenue
Fort McMurray, AB  T9H 2K4

Attention:  His Worship Don Scott and
Members of Council

Dear Mesdames/Sirs:

Re: Submissions of Civeo Corporation ("Civeo")
Proposed Bylaw 19/018: Amendments to the Land Use Bylaw
in respect of Project Accommodations
First Reading:  June 11, 2019;  Public Hearing:  July 9, 2019

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input on the proposed changes which will, if implemented, 
impact Civeo's facilities in the RMWB. Our comments are set out below. Mr. Philipp Gruner, 
Senior Vice President of Operations, will be in attendance at the public hearing.

Civeo in the RMWB

Over the past 20 years, Civeo has contributed to the success of the energy industry and the 
RMWB by ensuring quality accommodations are available to the workforce responsible for the 
ongoing, safe and efficient operation of energy projects – which projects are key to securing jobs, 
investment and economic prosperity for the region. Our contributions include, among others:

 Civeo owns and operates 17 workforce accommodation facilities in the RMWB.

 We paid over $23 million in property taxes in the past four years – making us one of the
highest contributors to property taxes in the RMWB.

 Civeo has a local-first procurement policy. We purchased over $14 million of product and 
services from local area businesses in 2018 alone. Over $60 million from 2014-2018.

 Civeo has a local-first hiring policy for all facility-based jobs. Over 2,000 staff are employed 
in our facilities at peak capacity.  Close to 10% of them live in Fort McMurray.

 We paid over $215,000 in levies to the RMWB in 2018 for the operation of our own 
wastewater treatment plants.

 We encourage guests to use the Fort McMurray International Airport, and provide regular 
transportation into Fort McMurray for our guests to help support the local economy.

 We partner with local Indigenous Peoples, and millions of dollars flow directly into our 
partner communities for social programs, employment, business, housing and education.



Page | 2

 We provide services and infrastructure benefiting the community, such as the construction 
of traffic lights at Fort McKay and Hwy #63; maintenance of Aostra Road; and construction 
and operation of three municipal-sized water treatment plants, two municipal-sized 
wastewater treatment plants, and a state-of-the-art commercial laundry facility.

 Civeo donated accommodations, food and access to emergency transportation for 10,000 
people during the 2016 Horse River Wildfire. Our facilities have also been used by those 
attending major regional events such as the 2015 Western Canada Summer Games.

The RMWB's success hinges on industry leaders such as Civeo who contribute to the local 
community and provide consistent support for energy projects. During these challenging 
economic times, the RMWB appears determined to limit project accommodations in an effort to 
address the oft-cited business failures and residential foreclosures in Fort McMurray. 
Respectfully, these issues are not caused by (nor resolved by) limiting project accommodations.  
Comments on the Proposed Bylaw also targeting project accommodations follow.

Proposed Bylaw 19/018

1. Purpose

The Council Report from June 11, 2019 (attached) suggests that changes to the Land Use Bylaw
are required in part to align with policy and evaluate project accommodation applications. The 
report states "31% of the region's population" is made up of industrial workers living in work 
camps. The MDP target is 10% in work camps by 2030. The fact we have not yet met a 2030
target (which is still 11 years away) appears to have inspired several proposals over the past few 
months by the RMWB to drastically limit project accommodations. The facts are:

 31% is based on data collected over a few days in April 2018 during the single 
largest turnaround peak in Canadian history.

 That data indicates 32,855 of 111,687 live in "temporary workers' dwellings (work camps)"
[Municipal Census: p.48].  At best, that is 29% for a few days in April 2018.

 No adjustment has been made to account for the fact that temporary workers are 
employed for variable periods of time, ranging from a few weeks to months, depending 
on the scope and complexity of industry projects. Civeo's facilities alone are subject to 
extreme seasonality. An April worker peak is normal (though not as high as 2018), but 
that peak lasts 2-3 weeks and then significantly tapers off for the balance of the year.

 Applying more frequent counts throughout 2018 shows that temporary workers in 
project accommodations are closer to 20-25% of the region's population – which
aligns with policy targets.

In so far as assessing project accommodation applications, the Land Use Bylaw already provides 
the development authority the tools it needs to process applications and evaluate policy targets
(targets which attempt to project 20-30 years into the future). The development authority has 
jurisdiction to require an applicant provide what it reasonably requires to assess an application,
and to impose conditions of approval based on sound planning reasons.

We submit that the changes proposed to the Land Use Bylaw are for the most part overly 
prescriptive and unnecessary.  If changes are required, our comments are set out below.
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2. Definitions & Uses in Districts

We take no position with respect to suggested changes in paragraphs 1-4 (Definitions), and 6-7 
(Uses in Districts) of the Proposed Bylaw. However, we would request Council consider:

 Differentiating between existing (renewals) and new project accommodations in the 
definitions and rules in recognition of, among other things, the significant investment and 
contribution existing facilities have made in the region to date. Options include 
grandfathering existing project accommodations as a permitted use, allowing for automatic 
permit renewals, and limiting permit application requirements for permit renewals.

 Expanding the definition of project accommodations to include emergencies (e.g., 
wildfires) and major projects or events (e.g., sports and recreational events such as the 
Arctic Winter Games). These uses do not appear captured within the current definition, 
yet facilities like those operated by Civeo are uniquely positioned to accommodate them.

 Revising the definition of project accommodation to remove reference to "camp workers"
and replace it with "project workers and special event guests" or equivalent. And remove 
the second reference to "camp" and replace it with the word "facility" or equivalent.

Our further comments in respect of paragraph 5 of the Proposed Bylaw are set out below.

3. Maximum Term of up to 4 Years

Proposed section 87.2 limits project accommodation development permits to up to 4 years. No 
other major use in the region, which requires significant capital investment and is critical to the 
success of the RMWB, is subject to a limited term permit of up to 4 years.  And, there are no 
automatic rights of renewal proposed for existing facilities.

The only other uses in the Land Use Bylaw that are subject to limited term permits are:

 Family care dwelling: Up to 5 years, at which time "an application may be made for 
continuance of the use". (section 67.4)

 Campground:  Expire 3 years after approval "at which time a new application shall be 
submitted if the development is to remain in operation." (section 90.1(l))

 Manufactured home:  Valid for a maximum of 2 years.  (section 104.5(c)(iii))

 Canvas quonset building: Up to 2 years "except where it is evident that a longer term is 
required."  (section 111.8(b))

 Portable sign marker:  Up to 5 years with some exceptions.  (section 181.8)

Respectfully, project accommodations are not similar to the above uses and ought not be subject 
to permits of similar (or shorter!) duration. To place project accommodations in the same category
as the above uses ignores, or at best minimizes:

 The vital role and significant contribution that existing project accommodations have made 
to the local community, and the success of the energy industry and the RMWB.
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 The existing leases that certain operators have with the Province of Alberta, which 
average 15+ years and are typically renewed.  And other local partnership commitments.

 The significant cost and time to construct or dismantle large project accommodations,
which have been encouraged to expand over the years to provide consistent quality 
workforce accommodations in the region – and whose capital investment decisions were 
based on the expectation of long-term operation.

We submit that there should be no limited term for project accommodations development permits.
If a limited term is required, it should only apply to new project accommodations and not existing
facilities (renewals). If a limited term is required for existing facilities (renewals) as well, then we
would propose the term should be "the longer of 15 years or coterminous with a Government of 
Alberta lease (including amendments or renewals)".

4. Removal Date

Proposed section 87.4(l) requires a removal date with each development permit application for 
project accommodations.

We submit that this provision should be deleted.  A removal date should not be mandatory for all
project accommodation applications because, among other things, this information may not be 
known at the time, and occupation naturally fluctuates based upon new contracts and/or existing 
contracts that may expire or be amended over time.

5. Removal at End of Term

Proposed section 87.5 requires project accommodation be removed at the expiration of a 
development permit, which may be postponed if a renewal is being processed.

We appreciate the proposed exception. However, the exception does not address the gap 
between the expiration of an existing permit and approval of a new permit.  Even though an 
existing facility may not be required to be removed during this gap, the RMWB has the option to 
issue an order halting operations and may not ultimately renew.  This has significant impacts.

We submit that mandatory removal should be deleted. Large project accommodation facilities 
cost millions and take months to construct, and the same to dismantle and remove. A maximum 
4 year term permit (as proposed) is effectively reduced to 2-3 years if time if factored in for 
processing permit applications, construction and removal. Civeo would be in a constant 
application process with its 17 facilities and under constant risk of those facilities being removed.

6. Validity of Permit

Proposed section 87.3 states that development permits for project accommodations are only valid
if conditions are complied with and met to the satisfaction of the development authority.

It goes without saying that all developments are required to comply with conditions of approval
and subject to the satisfaction of the development authority.  If conditions are not met, the RMWB
has jurisdiction to withhold issuance or release of a development permit in certain instances, 
and/or has at its disposal a range of enforcement tools the Land Use Bylaw and the Municipal 
Government Act to address non-compliance.
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We submit that this provision should be deleted as it reiterates a rule that already applies (or 
ought reasonably apply) to all developments in the RMWB.

7. Business Case

Proposed section 87.4(b) requires a "business case" be provided with a project accommodation 
development permit application.

We submit that this provision should be deleted.  It is reasonable to require an applicant provide 
details about a proposed development which are necessary to evaluate planning impacts and 
determine servicing and transportation requirements for example (e.g. expected number of 
occupants, number of employees, trip generation). However, it is not reasonable to require an 
applicant provide an undefined "business case" with all project accommodation applications, and 
require an applicant to provide commercially sensitive information to the public (through a 
mandatory application requirement) in breach of private contractual obligations.

Closing Comments

In closing, it is our hope that concerns raised herein ensure that changes to the Land Use Bylaw 
do not negatively impact industry leaders such as Civeo who have made significant contributions 
to the local community and economy, and provide quality consistent support in furtherance of the 
success of the energy industry and the RMWB.

Thank you in advance for your consideration of our concerns.  We look forward to continuing work 
with Council and Administration on important community initiatives.

Respectfully,

Al Shoening
President, Canada



Council Report and Proposed Bylaw 19/018
Agenda Package: June 11, 2019
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