
PEACE RIVER REGIONAL DISTRICT
ELECTORAL AREA DIRECTORS’ COMMITTEE

MEETING MINUTES
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DATE: October 20, 2016
PLACE: Regional District Office Boardroom, Dawson Creek, BC
PRESENT:

DIRECTORS: Karen Goodings, Director, Electoral Area ‘B’ and Meeting Chair
Leonard Hiebert, Director, Electoral Area ‘D’
Brad Sperling, Director, Electoral Area ‘C’
Dan Rose, Director, Electoral Area ‘E’

STAFF: Chris Cvik, Chief Administrative Officer
Trish Morgan, General Manager of Community and Electoral Area Services
Bruce Simard, General Manager of Development Services
Fran Haughian, Communications Manager / Commissions Liaison
Erin Price, Bylaw Enforcement Officer
Barb Coburn, Recording Secretary

CALL TO ORDER Chair Goodings called the meeting to order at 9:05 a.m.

ADOPTION OF AGENDA:
October 20, 2016 Agenda MOVED by Director Hiebert, SECONDED by Director Sperling,

That the Electoral Area Directors’ Committee agenda for the October 20, 2016 meeting be
adopted:
Call to Order:  Director Goodings to Chair the meeting
Director’s Notice of New Business:
Adoption of Agenda:
Adoption of Minutes:
M-1 Electoral Area Directors’ Committee Meeting Minutes of September 15, 2016.
Business Arising from the Minutes:
Delegations:
Correspondence:
C-1 September 25, 2016 - Terry Coe, T.L. Coe Financial Ltd. (to Director Goodings) - Concerns

regarding Canada Post Rural Address Changes.
C-2 October 11, 2016 - Michael Wells, Reckitt Benckiser - Trees for Change Fact Sheet
C-3 October 11, 2016 - Laurey-Anne Roodenburg, Councillor, City of Quesnel - Opinion on what an

Electoral Area Director Meeting would look like.
Reports
R-1 October 13, 2016 - Bruce Simard, General Manager of Development Services - Review of Standing

Policy for Responding to Referrals for Oil & Gas Commission (OGC) Decisions for Non-farm Use in
the ALR

R-2 October 13, 2016 - Bruce Simard, General Manager of Development Services - Review of PRRD
Bylaw Enforcement Delegation Bylaw No. 1299, 2000

R-3 September 30, 2016 - Erin Price, Bylaw Enforcement Officer - Enforcement File Quarterly Update
R-4 October 14, 2016 - Chris Cvik, Chief Administrative Officer - Notice of Closed Session
New Business:
NB-1 Departmental Audit of Internal Procedures and Practices (Director Rose)
NB-2 CN Rail (Director Goodings)
NB-3 Building Inspection Bylaw (see attached notes from the Arras Community Meeting)
NB-4 Engage Page on website (Director Hiebert)
NB-5 Garbage Trucks losing debris outside landfills (Director Hiebert)
NB-6 Oil and Gas Commission Delegation Agreement
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Peace River Regional District
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ADOPTION OF AGENDA [CONTINUED]:
October 20, 2016 Agenda
(continued)

Communications
CO-1 Discussion on Statutory Development Services Method of Notification
Diary:
Adjournment:

CARRIED.

ADOPTION OF MINUTES:
M-1
EADC meeting minutes of
September 15, 2016

MOVED by Director Hiebert, SECONDED by Director Sperling,
That the Electoral Area Directors’ Committee Meeting minutes of September 15, 2016 be
adopted.

CARRIED.

CORRESPONDENCE:
C-1
Concerns regarding Canada
Post Rural Addressing

MOVED by Director Sperling, SECONDED by Director Hiebert,
That the Electoral Area Directors’ Committee recommends to the Regional Board that staff
prepare a report that would outline options to present to Canada Post to utilize community names
found in the Provincial Digital Road Atlas, rather than “Peace River Regional District” as a
community name, as they migrate to utilizing civic addresses rather than post box numbers for
rural residents, as was recently done for Baldonnel and Two Rivers with a copy of the letter being
forwarded to Bob Zimmer, Member of Parliament for Prince George-Peace River-Northern
Rockies.

CARRIED.

C-2
Trees for Change Fact Sheet

MOVED by Director Hiebert, SECONDED by Director Sperling,
That the Trees for Change Fact Sheet from Michael Wells of Reckitt Benckiser be referred to the
Agricultural Advisory Committee.

CARRIED.

C-3
Electoral Area Director
Meetings

MOVED by Director Hiebert, SECONDED by Director Sperling,
That C-3 be tabled until later in the meeting

CARRIED.

REPORTS:
R-1
Standing Policy for
Responding to Referrals for
Oil and Gas Commission
Decisions

MOVED by Director Hiebert, SECONDED by Director Sperling,
That the Electoral Area Directors’ Committee recommends to the Regional Board:
a) That Resolutions 07/03/09 and 10 (March 8, 2007) be rescinded, considering that the Board

no longer receives Agriculture Land Reserve (ALR) applications that are included in the
Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) / Oil and Gas Commission (OGC) (June 2013)
delegation agreement, and;

b) That the affected electoral area director be authorized to respond through staff with
comments to the OGC regarding referrals for ALR non-farm use applications under the
ALC/OGC (June 13, 2013) delegation agreement.

CARRIED.
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REPORTS [CONTINUED]:
R-2
Bylaw Enforcement
Delegation Bylaw No. 1299,
2000

MOVED by Director Rose, SECONDED by Director Sperling,
That the Electoral Area Directors’ Committee recommends to the Regional Board that Peace
River Regional District Bylaw Enforcement Delegation Bylaw No. 1299, 2000 be rescinded in
consideration of the bylaw fine system established through Bylaw Notice Enforcement Bylaw
No. 2042, 2012.

CARRIED.

R-4
Notice of Closed Meeting

MOVED by Director Hiebert, SECONDED by Director Rose,
That item R-4 be tabled to the end of the meeting.

CARRIED.

NEW BUSINESS:
NB-1
Internal Procedures and
Practices

MOVED by Director Rose, SECONDED by Director Hiebert,
That staff prepare a report to present for the directors’ review at a future Electoral Area Directors’
Committee meeting that would outline options to amend the current referral process for
responding to Agriculture Land Reserve applications, with the intent to shorten the process.

CARRIED.

Recess The meeting recessed for Directors to attend a lunch meeting at 10:50 a.m.

Reconvene The meeting reconvened at 1:38 p.m.

CORRESPONDENCE:
Lift from the Table MOVED by Director Sperling, SECONDED by Director Hiebert,

That item C-3 be lifted from the table.
CARRIED.

C-3
Electoral Area Director
Meetings

MOVED by Director Hiebert, SECONDED by Director Sperling,
That a response be forwarded to Oliver Ray, Executive Director, NCLGA, regarding the proposed
Rural Directors’ Roundtable with the following:
1. The Directors would be interested in attending, subject to agenda items;
2. The Directors would prefer the meeting be held in the month of April before NCLGA;
3. Topics for discussion:
 - a process for action Items; e.g., how are they identified, who is working on them, how are

they reported back to members;
 - communication; e.g., forwarding of minutes, closed meetings;
 - a process for submitting new business items;
 - expectations of NCLGA and how to achieve them;
 - municipal participation in land use planning and the ability to opt in or out of it;
 - is there a process for opting in or out of NCLGA.
4 Other comments:
 - the roundtable meeting should be chaired by the president of the NCLGA;
 - the Electoral Area Directors’ Manager and/or the Chief Administrative Officer of the

Regional District should be invited to attend the roundtable meeting.
CARRIED.
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NEW BUSINESS (CONTINUED):
NB-6
OGC Delegation Agreement

MOVED by Director Hiebert, SECONDED by Director Rose,
That staff review the proposed delegation agreement between the Electoral Area ‘D’ Director and
the Oil and Gas Commission and prepare a report, including background information, for
discussion at a future Electoral Area Directors’ Committee meeting.

CARRIED.

REPORTS:
Lift from the Table MOVED by Director Rose, SECONDED by Director Hiebert,

That item R-4 be lifted from the table.
CARRIED.

R-4
Adjourn to Closed Meeting

MOVED by Director Rose, SECONDED by Director Hiebert,
That permission be granted to resolve to a closed meeting , pursuant to Section 90 (1) of the
Community Charter which states that a part of a (Board) meeting may be closed to the public if
the subject matter being considered relates to or is one or more of the following:
“(ii the receipt of advice that is subject to solicitor-client privilege, including communications

necessary for that purpose.”

Adjourn to Closed Meeting The meeting recessed at 2:40 p.m.

Reconvene The meeting reconvened at 2:55 p.m.

REPORT FROM CLOSED MEETING:
R-4
Rezoning Requirements for
Public Utilities

MOVED by Director Sperling, SECONDED by Director Hiebert,
That staff prepare a report for the Board regarding zoning requirements for independent power
producers on Crown land.

CARRIED.

Adjournment: The Chair adjourned the meeting at 2:57 p.m.

Karen Goodings, Chair Barb Coburn, Recording Secretary
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From: Karen Goodings [mailto:kgooding@pris.bc.ca]
Sent: November-08-16 2:04 PM
To: Barb Coburn <Barb.Coburn@prrd.bc.ca>
Subject: FW: Question and Suggestion from Manfred E. Stief - Farrell Creek

Email for EADC discussion please.

From: Peter [mailto:patria@pris.ca]
Sent: November-07-16 10:35 PM
To: Karen Goodings
Cc: Trish Morgan; Shannon Anderson
Subject: Re: Question and Suggestion from Manfred E. Stief - Farrell Creek

Thank you, Trish, thank you Karen.

Yes, it is this Generic 911 you mention which came to my attention some time ago. I understood it is already
being implemented in the million-head urban areas of our realm. At that time I put my case to the CRTC
demanding that TELUS provide exact data to evidence their monthly fixed fee charge of $32.00, especially so
since we, the Farrell Creek people, paid for it all – remember Karin? The reply was what I expected: TELUS, et
al, does not have to provide any such data to the CRTC as fees are created by a ‘formula’.

Outraged, I sent email to the then new minister Industry Canada demanding that laws be made allowing me to
sell my hay under a ‘formula’, as per guaranteed treatment of equality under the Charter. Also demanded to
know why it is allowed that TELUS charge fixed fees even though phone calls are never made, instead callers
being charged for each call, which would be fair. Well, guess what, while all my emails I shot off to the previous
administration under PM Harper were regularly answered, this new Liberal fellow (whose name I can’t even
pronounce, never mind remember) couldn’t be bothered. This was the second or even third Liberal who told
me to get lost, by inference – and I didn’t even use four-letter words.

I suppose, Karen, it would be too much to ask the PRRD getting hooked into this issue, demanding that
Ottawa/CRTC takes a bit better care of the elderly in our country? I ask all the chiefs at the PRRD to look at the
needs of your/Peace River people first and not stand to attention whenever Victoria shouts, ‘hut’. Understand,
Karen, you voiced your concern, even objected, to this Site C Wild West show. If understood correctly, thank
you for that.

Keeping the landline phone running: Have been toying with this for the better part of a year – held off solely
due to the 911 problem. I should cancel it as it amounts to theft, nothing less. With regards to 911 online: Why
can those people where 911 calls are reported to not create a registry for people without a phone and email
only, entering street name + personal names, entering a password, perhaps for person verification, etc., then
they would know as much from a 911 email as coming from a landline? If history has shown us anything,
‘where there is a will, there is a way’. Why wait for Ottawa/Victoria to make the first move when we can do it
ourselves.

Again, my appreciation for looking into it. Let me know, Karen, the outcome of my suggestion for a
business/professional/person rating system, whenever you get time for it.

Manfred
...................................................................

From: Karen Goodings
Sent: Monday, November 07, 2016 5:36 PM
To: Peter
Cc: Trish Morgan ; Shannon Anderson

mailto:kgooding@pris.bc.ca
mailto:Barb.Coburn@prrd.bc.ca
mailto:patria@pris.ca
mailto:kgooding@pris.bc.ca
mailto:patria@pris.ca
mailto:Trish.Morgan@prrd.bc.ca
mailto:Shannon.Anderson@prrd.bc.ca
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Subject: FW: Question and Suggestion from Manfred E. Stief - Farrell Creek

Hi again, below you will find an email stream with an opinion to your question about 911.  No need for you to
find the emails that you sent as Trish has responded with an apology.  Your second question about a registry
will be forwarded to the next electoral area directors meeting for discussion. Hopefully there will be a
recommendation coming forward to address your query.  Thanks again for reminding us of our duty to due
diligence.

From: Trish Morgan [mailto:Trish.Morgan@prrd.bc.ca]
Sent: November-07-16 3:13 PM
To: Director Karen Goodings
Cc: Shannon Anderson; PRRD_Internal
Subject: FW: Question and Suggestion from Manfred E. Stief - Farrell Creek

Good afternoon Director Goodings,

I have to apologize as we did receive an email from Mr. Stief just as the region started flooding and I apparently
missed getting back to him during all of the chaos.  Below is his email and below that I will provide a
response.  Please let me know if you would like me to email him or if you will speak to him directly.

Hi:

My name is Manfred E. Stief. I am a semi-retired farmer residing at 12078 Farrell Creek Road, near Hudson’s
Hope. Due to hearing and speech problems I am about to give up my phone as it became completely useless to
me and rely solely on email contact with the outside world. Among the most important reasons to have kept
my phone going, at almost $400.00/annum in fixed fees to TELUS, was being able to report a power outage and
the 911 emergency service. Living alone at my age 911 could be a lifesaver in some situations.

Just found out that reporting a power outage can now be done online – I hope it works as explained – but have
not found a way to contact 911 via email or any other way on the Internet. Would there be someone at your
office to answer this query for me?

Just in case it should be suggested, I did look at VoIP and rejected it as it costs nearly as much in fixed fees as
TELUS is charging and response time is delayed and unreliable.

Thank you.

Manfred E. Stief,
Patria/MESTCO,
12078 Farrell Creek,
Peace River North, BC.

Thank you Mr. Stief for your email on June 14 and I am very sorry that I did not get back to you sooner.  The
day we received your email was right before the  1:100 year flood  event in June and our office was in the
process of initiating emergency response protocols and opening our Emergency Operations Centre to assist
residences impacted by flooding.

With regard to your question, I would highly recommend that you continue to maintain some form of
telephone communication.  At this time in BC and Canada one CANNOT access 911 via internet – it can only be
done via landline, VOIP or cellphone.   911 is available for the deaf and hard of hearing impaired via text
message, but 911 service via internet is not anticipated within the next year.  What you may have heard of is
Next Generation 911.  The Canadian Radio-television & Telecommunications Commission (CRTC) is currently

mailto:Trish.Morgan@prrd.bc.ca
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working on developing protocols so that 911 call takers can receive pictures and videos via text message in
order to assist and direct responders.  This service is not yet  in place and is not anticipated for another 5 years
or so.  Here is a link to where you can find more information http://www.crtc.gc.ca/eng/phone/911/gen.htm

While landlines can be the most expensive option, it will provide you with the best option for reaching 911 and
for 911 to provide important information to those who are responding to help you – this will particularly be the
case if you have health concerns.  When one dials 911 from a landline in the Peace, the call taker is provided
with your land line phone number and your civic (street) address.  This information is then transferred to the
responding agency like Ambulance or RCMP.   This piece of information is important to responders as there are
times where the individual calling 911 is not able to provide an accurate location or address to the call
taker.  Having the civic address can increase response times and decrease the amount of confusion when
responding to an emergency.  Also by having a landline you can still make 911 calls during a power outage.

If you are unable to maintain a landline and a cell phone on a contract is too expensive, I would recommend
purchasing a pay and talk cell phone that is kept charged 24/7. Calling from a cell phone or VOIP is not ideal as
the civic address is not provided to the call taker simply because of the nature of cell phones and that the user
could be located anywhere.  But sometimes the call taker can triangulate an area where the cell phone may be
located between cell phone towers. However, this area could be very large in the rural area where we don’t
have many cell phone towers and thus making it difficult for responders to find the caller.

With VOIP, sometimes the 911 call taker is provided with a street address, but it is often not accurate as it is
usually the corporate office address of the VOIP provider – sometimes many provinces away!

I hope this helps to answer your questions and again I am very sorry we did not get back to you sooner.

Trish Morgan | General Manager of Community & Electoral Area Service
PEACE RIVER REGIONAL DISTRICT | Direct: 250-784-3218 | Cell: 250-219-3000
trish.morgan@prrd.bc.ca | www.prrd.bc.ca

IMPORTANT:  The information transmitted herein is confidential and may contain privileged or personal information.  It is intended solely for the person
or entity to which it is addressed.  Any review, re-transmission, dissemination, taking of any action in reliance upon, or other use of this information by
persons or entities other than the intended recipient is prohibited.  If you received this in error, please notify the sender and delete or destroy all digital
and printed copies.

From: Karen Goodings [mailto:kgooding@pris.bc.ca]
Sent: Monday, November 07, 2016 9:52 AM
To: 'Peter' <patria@pris.ca>
Cc: Shannon Anderson <Shannon.Anderson@prrd.bc.ca>
Subject: RE: Question and Suggestion from Manfred E. Stief - Farrell Creek

Good morning Manfred, sorry about last night.  I started out responding from my phone and then decided that
it was too difficult so prefer to use my PC for the response.  To start with, --- thank you for contacting me.  I
was thinking about you the other day and wondering if you were still in Farrel Creek.  Funny how that
happens.  Secondly, I need to let you know that I  have not been the chair of the PRRD for three years.  I am still
the director of Area B so anytime you send any email to staff please make sure to send me a copy.  Do you have
the two emails that you sent?  If you forward them to me I will look into your concerns and request a response
to them.  I am interested In your query as to a general registry but need you to know that we would be
restricted to only being able to discuss those items which are directly under our purview.  We are working hard

http://www.crtc.gc.ca/eng/phone/911/gen.htm
mailto:trish.morgan@prrd.bc.ca
http://www.prrd.bc.ca/
http://www.prrd.bc.ca/
mailto:kgooding@pris.bc.ca
mailto:patria@pris.ca
mailto:Shannon.Anderson@prrd.bc.ca
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at improving our ability to make sure the residents are better informed of what we do.  Thank you for
contacting me and hopefully you will still have the emails that you sent to the general email.

From: Peter [mailto:patria@pris.ca]
Sent: November-06-16 9:39 PM
To: karen.goodings@prrd.bc.ca
Subject: Question and Suggestion from Manfred E. Stief - Farrell Creek

Karin Goodings – Chair PRRD
November 6, 2016

Hi Karin:
I have two issues which I thought ought to be put directly before you.

1.      Regarding the 911 emergency calls. Within a year I sent two emails to the PRRD general address
asking for assistance > both were pointedly ignored. I sincerely hope the general employees at the
PRRD do not all suffer from arthritis in their fingers and thus are able to run a keyboard. It is my
understanding that 911 will be accessible online all over BC and that the first efforts to this end were
introduced in the Lower Mainland (of all places, as if they need it most). I need to know how far this
has advanced/when will it come to us here in the hinterland? I need to know this because I have to give
up my landline phone – can't make calls due to health problems and have to pay TELUS
$400.00/annum in fixed fees, for nothing. Either way, though, my landline phone will be gone in a very
short time and, most certainly, I will not get into the even more expensive and more useless cell phone
circus.

2.      Regarding the 'official' establishment of a all-embracing rating system in our country, which is long
overdue and owed the people – under the principles of Democracy, if nothing else -. An official and
verified rating system where people/customers can enter their experiences - good and bad - with
businesses and employees along with elected officials of government , health and legal professionals,
etc., etc.. Ratings – positive and negative – will be given as per satisfaction of patients, customers, etc..
I thought it best the PRRD as a public and (one hopes) neutral entity would establish, oversee and
maintain such a thing rather then something entirely private which would look for profit. Yes, it would
certainly cost money to create and run the thing, but to cover expenses a annual membership fee
could be charged; which, however, should be very little.

If you agree in whole or at least with the basic concept, Karin, perhaps you will be enticed to bring to the
attention of your board or whatever is required to get the ball rolling.
Thank you.
Manfred E. Stief,
Patria/MESTCO,
12078 Farrell Creek Rd.,
Peace River – BC,  Canada

mailto:patria@pris.ca
mailto:karen.goodings@prrd.bc.ca
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From: Karen Goodings [mailto:kgooding@pris.bc.ca]
Sent: November-09-16 10:25 AM
To: Barb Coburn <Barb.Coburn@prrd.bc.ca>
Subject: FW: report of fire

Good morning, please add this email to the EADC meeting agenda.  thanks

From: Sawchuk, Terry ENV:EX [mailto:Terry.Sawchuk@gov.bc.ca]
Sent: October-25-16 12:22 PM
To: 'Karen Goodings'
Subject: RE: report of fire

Back in 2012 a decision was made (by Victoria and Prince George) to close the MOE Environmental
Protection Office here in FSJ and move all staff (FTE’s) down to Prince George and (eventually with the
restructuring of MOE) around the Province. As a result there are no MOE staff in FSJ to do permit
inspections or respond to complaints any longer. These duties have now been spread out to staff located
around the Province.

Terry

From: Karen Goodings [mailto:kgooding@pris.bc.ca]
Sent: Tuesday, October 25, 2016 11:39 AM
To: Sawchuk, Terry ENV:EX
Subject: RE: report of fire

Thanks Terry.

From: Sawchuk, Terry ENV:EX [mailto:Terry.Sawchuk@gov.bc.ca]
Sent: October-25-16 11:34 AM
To: 'Karen Goodings'
Subject: RE: report of fire

Just to let you know both Alan Stebbing and I here in the office don’t deal with any MOE Authorizations
(processing, inspecting or compliance). We will deal with an issue that is reported as a spill or an
Emergency. But if it is from an Authorized site or received as a general Complaint we will then quickly turn it
back over to either Regional Operations Authorizations or Compliance.

Terry Sawchuk
Environmental Emergency Response Officer
Ministry of Environment, Environmental Emergency Program
Northern Region (Peace)

mailto:Terry.Sawchuk@gov.bc.ca
mailto:kgooding@pris.bc.ca
mailto:Terry.Sawchuk@gov.bc.ca
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Peace River Regional District
REPORT

Staff Initials: Dept. Head: CAO: Page 1 of 2

To: Electoral Areas Directors’ Committee Date:   November 7, 2016

From: Claire Negrin, Assistant Manager of Development Services

Subject: Proposed Draft PRRD Private Campground Guidelines

RECOMMENDATION:

That the Electoral Areas Directors’ Committee forward the Draft PRRD Private Campground Guidelines to
the Regional Board for approval.

BACKGROUND/RATIONALE:

Following direction from EADC as stated by the resolutions found below, Staff have revised the Draft PRRD
Private Campground Guidelines.  The Guidelines have been redeveloped into a pamphlet-style document,
with a focus on health and safety.  Information contained within the Guidelines has been presented with an
educational approach rather than regulatory. The intent of the Guidelines is to help campground owners
find pertinent information related to the development and operation of campgrounds.

Prior to the Guidelines being considered by the Regional Board, Staff have provided the Draft PRRD Private
Campground Guidelines to EADC for final review.

Below is a brief history of the document to date:

At the March 17, 2016 EADC Meeting:
After a lengthy discussion regarding the proposed campground bylaw, management was asked
to review the bylaw and investigate using guidelines rather than a bylaw to mitigate safety
concerns then report back to the Electoral Area Directors’ Committee.

At the March 24, 2016 Regional Board Meeting:
R-10 March 19, 2016 – Karen Goodings, Chair of Electoral Area Directors’ Committee DRAFT
CAMPGROUND BYLAW RD/16/03/24 (24) MOVED Director Goodings, SECONDED Director Rose,
That the results of the public meetings on the draft Campground Bylaw be forwarded to the
Electoral Area Directors ‘Committee (EADC) for review and that any recommendations come
back to the Board for consideration. CARRIED.

At the April 29, 2016 EADC Meeting:
R-5 Proposed Draft Campground Bylaw MOVED by Director Sperling, SECONDED by Director
Hiebert,
That the Electoral Area Directors’ Committee recommends to the Regional Board that the
proposed Campground Bylaw be replaced with guidelines and that staff prepare the ‘Private
Campground Guidelines’ for the Regional Board’s consideration. CARRIED.
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Report – Chair and Directors
November 17, 2015 Page 2 of 2

At the July 21, 2016 EADC Meeting:
R-5 Proposed Draft Private Campground Guidelines
The Directors discussed the proposed guidelines for campgrounds on private property. They
requested that staff make some further changes and bring it back to Electoral Area Directors’
Committee for more discussion.

STRATEGIC PLAN RELEVANCE:

FINANCIAL CONSIDERATION(S):

COMMUNICATIONS CONSIDERATION(S):

The approved PRRD Private Campground Guidelines will be posted to the PRRD website, printed copies
will be made available at both offices, and copies will be sent to all existing campground operators
within the region.

OTHER CONSIDERATION(S):

Attachments:
Draft PRRD Private Campground Guidelines
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PEACE RIVER REGIONAL DISTRICT
Campground Guidelines

diverse. vast. abundant.

November 2016
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2  PEACE RIVER REGIONAL DISTRICT | CAMPGROUND GUIDELINES 2016

Introduction

These Guidelines have been established in order to assist campground
operators in the general development and operation of campgrounds
within the Peace River Regional District (PRRD) Electoral Areas.

This document includes information on best practices regarding health
and safety, fire protection, and campground development and
operations. These guidelines are not intended to be used for mobile
home parks, hotels, motels, marinas or work camps.

It is the responsibility of campground owners and operators to comply
with any relevant Regional, Provincial or Federal legislation. Contact
information for these agencies has also been provided.

Safety Guidelines

The health and safety of the general public, owners, operators, staff, and
any other persons entering the property should be the first priority when
establishing, operating, and maintaining any campground. The following
guidelines set out some best practices pertaining to health and safety
issues within campgrounds.

General

Ø Camping units should be properly blocked and tied down (if
applicable) to help prevent issues caused by inclement weather,
loose debris, and other unforeseen accidents.

Ø Access roads need to accommodate emergency vehicles. No
vehicles or camping units should be allowed to block or impede
roads and accesses within the campground.

Fire Protection

Ø All campgrounds should be in compliance with the most current BC
Fire Code.

Ø All campgrounds, individual campsites, and camping units should
comply with the most current CSA code B-149.2 concerning
propane storage and handling.

Ø Portable fire extinguishers should be kept in all campground
facilities and these devices should comply with all relevant codes
and standards.

Camping Unit:

A tent, tent trailer, truck camper,
travel trailer, fifth wheel, park model
trailer, tiny home on wheels, motor
home and any other unit designed to
travel by road, and intended to be
used as a temporary, mobile
accommodation.
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PEACE RIVER REGIONAL DISTRICT | CAMPGROUND GUIDELINES 2016 3

Ø Additions should not be constructed on camping units as they may not be
built to proper codes and may increase the risk of fire. Should campground
operators choose to allow such structures, some minor structures may not
present as significant of risk, including:

· skirting around the undercarriage of a camping unit;
· a deck less than two feet high; or,
· an Arizona room.

Solid Waste & Water

Ø Any necessary water supply and sewage disposal systems will require
authorization from the Northern Health Authority.

Ø Camping units should not discharge solid, grey or black sewage into the
environment except in an authorized sewage disposal facility.

Ø Garbage and recycling bins should be accessible, clearly marked, adequate
to contain all onsite waste, and should be wildlife/bear proof.

Development Information & Guidelines

Ø Structures placed on blocks or any other permanent foundation may be
considered permanent and may be subject to zoning and permitting through
the Regional District. Contact the Development Services Department for
further information.

Storage

Ø Campground operators should check with the applicable Zoning Bylaw in
their area to determine if RV storage is a permitted use, and whether any
location restrictions apply. Contact the Development Services Department
for further information.

Campsites

Ø Individual camp sites should be marked and numbered. Sites should be large
enough to accommodate RV’s with slide outs or awnings.

Ø Greenspaces should be placed between campsites, and are recommended
to be 4m wide in  order  to  accommodate amenities  such as  trees,  shrubs,
fencing, screening, picnic tables, and benches.

Buffers

Ø Buffers should be maintained between a campground and a road or
highway, or along residential areas.  Buffers are recommended to be at least
5m wide with fencing and/or trees in order to provide visual screening and
to help reduce noise.

Arizona Room

A  covered  patio  or
porch consisting of a
single room enclosed
with insect screening.

AD0009
Nov17

AD0009
R-1



Relevant Groups and Agencies

Peace River Regional District

Dawson Creek Head Office

PO Box 810
[1981 Alaska Avenue]
Dawson Creek, BC V1G 4H8

Telephone: 250 784-3200
Toll-free: 800 670-7773
Fax:  250 784-3201
E-mail:  prrd.dc@prrd.bc.ca

Fort St John Branch Office

9505 100 Street
Fort St. John, BC V1J 4N4

Telephone:  250 785-8084
Toll-free: 800 670-7773
Fax:  250 785-1125
E-mail: prrd.fsj@prrd.bc.ca

External Agencies

BC Fire Code

Website: www.bccodes.ca

CSA Standards

Website: www.shop.csa.ca
Email: sales@csagroup.org
Tel: 416 747-4044
Toll-free: 800 463-6727

Northern Health Authority

Dawson Creek

Environmental Health Officer
1001 110th Ave
Dawson Creek, BC, V1G 4X3
Tel: 250 719-6500

Fort St. John

Public Health Protection
10115 110th Avenue
Fort St John, BC V1J 6M9
Tel: 250 263-6000

BC Parks

Website: www.env.gov.bc.ca/bcparks

BC Lodging & Campground Association

Suite 209 - 3003 St. John's Street
Port Moody, BC V3H 2C4
Tel: 778-383-1037
Website: www.travel-british-columbia.com

diverse. vast. abundant.
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Peace River Regional District 
 

Staff Initials: Dept. Head: CAO: Page 1 of 2 

REPORT 
To: Electoral Area Directors Committee  (EADC) Date:  November 9, 2016 
 

From: Bruce Simard, General Manager of Development Services 
 

Subject: Municipal Participation in and Voting on Electoral Area Planning (Part 14) 
 LGA s.381 
 

 

RECOMMENDATION(S): 
 
For Information 
 

BACKGROUND/RATIONALE: 
At the October 13, 2016 meeting the Regional Board endorsed the following recommendation from the 
EADC: 

RD/16/10/24 
That staff be directed to prepare a report explaining the legislation that gives municipality’s authority to 
participate in rural planning and to clarify the amount each municipality contributes to the planning function. 

 
The opportunity for municipalities to participate in electoral area planning derives from s.381 of the LGA 
(see attached).  This legislative scheme was established by the provincial government in 2000. Bulletin 
No. A.7.0.0 (Aug, 2000) provides an overview of the legislation. (attached) 
 
Up to 2006, participation occurred through a variety of contracts that differed in scope and duration. 
From 2007-2010, five of seven municipalities had opted in. By 2011 six of the seven municipalities had 
been fully opted in, and all seven have been opted in since 2015. 
 
The 2016 budget picture is attached in Exhibit 3. 
 
In summary the scheme works as follows: 

 Municipalities may choose to opt in fully or partially to participate in electoral area planning. 
Participation means the right to vote on Part 14 matters. 

 To opt in fully requires only a resolution of the Council notifying the Board of the municipal 
intention. There is no vote on the matter and the municipality is automatically included in Part 14 
decisions the following budget year, and required to contribute to the Part 14 budget through an 
apportionment of the requisition based on the jurisdictions that are participating.  

 This participation continues until the municipality informs the Board of an intention to opt out or a 
desire to participate in a more reduced manner. 

 The option to participate in a more reduced manner is facilitated through an agreement negotiated 
with the Board.  

 Partial participation means municipal directors are entitled to vote on Part 14 matters to the extent 
established under an agreement and costs paid toward the Part 14 budget pursuant to the 
agreement. (examples of previous agreements in the PRRD are attached) 

 There is no authority for the Board to require contracts with municipalities for reduced participation 
in Part 14 matters. 
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Report – Chair and Directors 

«Date»  Page 2 of 2 
 

 

OPTIONS: 
 

STRATEGIC PLAN RELEVANCE: 
 

FINANCIAL CONSIDERATION(S): 
 

COMMUNICATIONS CONSIDERATION(S): 
 

OTHER CONSIDERATION(S): 
 
 
Attachments: 
 
LGA s. 381 
Bulletin No. A.7.0.0 (Aug, 2000): Municipal Participation in and Voting on Electoral Area Planning 
Backgrounder: Cost Sharing Part 14 Services 
Maps 

AD0009
R-2

AD0009
Nov17



Peace River Regional District - Budget Working Paper - Page 65

EXHIBIT 3
Category

Management of Development

Basis of Apportionment:

Electoral Areas: Converted Hospital Assessments - Land & Improvements

Municipalities: Converted General Municipal Assessments -

Land & Improvements

Tax Rate or Other Limitations: None

LGA s. 800(2) (f)

Adopted March 24, 2016 Requisition Tax Rate Figures for Pnor Year Adjusted

Amount Per 1000 ApportIonment Percent Adjustment Requisition

Tumbler Ridge 17,720 0.021 84,921,438 2.89% - 17,720

Dawson Creek 52,405 0.021 251,143,553 8.56% (316) 52,089

Hudson’s Hope 8,088 0.021 38,760,367 1.32% (6) 8,082

Fort St. John 115,847 0.021 555,181,831 18.92% 130 115,978

Taylor
8,984 0021 43,052,312 1.47% -

8,984

Pouce Coupe 2,236 0.021 10,715,824 0.37% (6) 2,230

Chetwynd 12,822 0.021 61,446,619 2.09% 3 12,824

Area B 187,709 0.021 899,571,178 30.65% 49 187,758

Area C
52,485 0.021 251,526,749 8.57% (4) 52,480

Area D 90,332 0.021 432,902,178 14.75% 277 90,609

AreaE 63,796 0.021 305,732,888 10.42% (127) 63,669

See Area E Jurisdiction Spilt flelow

Total 612,423 2,934,954,937 100.00% 0 612,423

Area E - Jurisdiction 759 63,038 302,102,411 98.81% (125) 62,913

Area E - Jurisdiction 760 758 3,630,477 1.19% (2) 756

63,796 305,732,888 100% (127) 63,669

[ Municipal Requisition 217,906

Electoral Area Requisition 394,517

Total Requisition 612,423
After_Pnor_Year Adj

________________________________________

Last Year Change % Change $

Requisition 768,178 -20.3% (155,755)

Assessment 2,753,809,522 6.6% 181,145,415

Tax Rate 0.028 -25.2% (0.007)

Class 1 - Residential Total All Other Classes

200,000

180,000

160,000

140,000

120,000

100,000

80,000

60,000 I I
Tumbler Dawson Hudson’s Fort St. John Taylor Pouce Coupe Chetwynd Area B Area C Area 0 Area E

Ridge Creek Hope
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LGA s. 381 

 

Cost sharing for services under Part 14 [Planning and Land Use 

Management]  

381  (1) The costs of services under Part 14 must be apportioned on the 

basis of the converted value of land and improvements in the 

service area as follows: 

(a) if no municipality has entered into an agreement 

under subsection (2) or opted out under subsection (3), 

among all the municipalities and electoral areas, with the 

service area deemed to be the entire regional district; 

(b) subject to paragraphs (c) and (d), if one or more 

municipalities have opted out under subsection (3) and 

are no longer participating in the services, among the 

electoral areas and any municipalities that have not 

opted out, with the service area deemed to be those 

areas; 

(c) if one or more municipalities have entered into an 

agreement under subsection (2) to share only some of 

the costs, those costs are to be recovered in accordance 

with the agreements and the remaining costs are to be 

apportioned among the other municipalities and electoral 

areas participating in the services; 

(d) if a municipality is liable for costs under subsection 

(6) or (7), those costs are to be recovered from the 

municipality and the remaining costs are to be 

apportioned among the other participating municipalities 

and electoral areas. 

(2) The board and a municipality may enter into an agreement that 

the municipality is to share in some but not all of the costs of 

services under Part 14, to the extent set out in the agreement and in 

accordance with the terms and conditions for the municipality's 

participation established by the agreement. 
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(3) Subject to subsection (4), a municipality may opt out of 

participation in services under Part 14 by giving notice to the board, 

before August 31 in any year, that until further notice it will no 

longer share the costs of services under Part 14. 

(4) A municipality that is a party to an agreement under subsection 

(2) may give notice under subsection (3) only in the last year of the 

term of the agreement. 

(5) After notice is given under subsection (3), the municipality 

ceases to participate in the services, effective at the start of the 

following year. 

(6) As an exception to subsection (5), if a municipality that is not a 

party to an agreement under subsection (2) gives notice under 

subsection (3) after a board has passed a resolution authorizing the 

preparation of an official community plan or bylaw under Part 14, the 

municipality continues to participate in the services and must share 

the costs in that preparation until the earlier of the following: 

(a) the date the plan or bylaw is adopted; 

(b) 2 years after the date the resolution is passed. 

(7) Subsection (6) also applies to a municipality that is a party to an 

agreement under subsection (2) if the official community plan or 

bylaw is in relation to the Part 14 services for which the municipality 

shares costs under the agreement. 
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Date: August, 2000 Bulletin
Number:

A.7.0.0

Municipal Participation in and Voting on
Electoral Area Planning
Rationale:

The new provisions, which come into effect August 30, 2000, primarily respond to the Municipal Act
Reform principles of flexibility and resolution of inter-local government issues. The amendments
respond to consultations with regional districts which emphasized the need to reduce conflict between
municipalities and electoral areas and to encourage co-operative planning. Finally, they are consistent
with the recommendations of the report by Professor Bish, commissioned by the ministry, which
particularly emphasized the need for establishing fair voting rules. To this end the provisions:

· authorize broader, longer term agreements on municipal participation in electoral area planning;
and

· change the rules for municipal directors' voting on municipal-regional district agreements for
electoral area planning.

The overall objective is to encourage agreements between a municipality and the regional district with
respect to the extent of participation in electoral area planning by the municipality. This is done by
allowing greater scope and longevity of agreements, as well as clarifying the relationship between the
agreement and notices relating to a municipality opting out of all electoral area planning services.

New Provisions:

Municipal Participation in Electoral Area Planning

· Regional districts are authorized under Part 26 to undertake planning and land use management
within electoral areas, but this service differs from many other regional district services in two
substantive ways:

· unlike most other services, the regional district is not authorized to provide Part 26 services in
municipalities [section 873]; and

· unlike other services, all municipalities participate in decision making and share in the cost of the
service even though they are not within the service area (unless the municipality indicates that it

Note:
References to Part 26 should now be to Part 14.
s.804.1 is now s.381

AD0009
R-2

AD0009
Nov17



does not wish to participate in electoral area planning, or can come to an agreement with the
regional district on partial participation).

· Municipal participation is based on the view that planning benefits all areas, not just the electoral
areas for which the plans are developed (i.e., good planning benefits the region as a whole). This
can be seen most clearly in urban fringe areas, but is true, at least conceptually, for all electoral
area planning. In addition, decisions about planning are often considered a general government
or corporate responsibility of the entire board (similar to the decisions for establishing services)
rather than a service operation or management decision of the participants.

· However, it is recognized that the extent of this benefit to individual municipalities is a matter
that is best judged locally, based on the specifics of the situation. Therefore, the legislation
provides opportunities for municipalities to make agreements with the regional district whereby
the municipality partially participates in electoral area planning. The legislation also authorizes
municipalities that have not entered into such agreements to provide notice to the regional
district that it does not wish to participate in any electoral area planning services (i.e., municipal
opt-out).

Signalling an intention to participate, partially participate, or not participate

· The legislation provides that a municipality is deemed to be fully participating in electoral area
planning unless it provides a notice that it intends to opt-out entirely, or agrees with the regional
district to participate partially (i.e., if the municipality does nothing, it is deemed to be fully
participating). Full participation means that municipal directors are entitled to vote on all
resolutions and bylaws relating to Part 26 matters and that costs related to Part 26 services will
be apportioned to the municipality based on converted values.

· A municipality may make an agreement with the regional district which sets out conditions under
which the municipality partially participates in electoral area planning. Partial participation
means that municipal directors are entitled to vote on resolutions and bylaws relating to Part 26
to the extent authorized under the agreement, and costs related to Part 26 services will be
apportioned to the municipality in accordance with the agreement.

· If a municipality does not have an agreement as noted above, or if it is in the last year of an
agreement, it may provide notice to the regional district by August 31 that it no longer wishes to
participate in any electoral area planning, in which case, the municipality ceases to be a
participant in the following year. No participation means that municipal directors are not entitled
to vote on any resolutions and bylaws relating to Part 26 and that the costs of the Part 26 service
will not be apportioned to it (with the exception that it must continue to pay for plans or bylaws
under Part 26 for 2 years after the board resolution initiating them). There is no longer a
requirement to provide notice every year -- once a notice has been given, the municipality
remains excluded from participation in the service in all subsequent years until it either
provides notice that it wishes to fully participate, or makes a partial participation
agreement.

Agreements
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· Section 804.1 (2) provides that a municipality and a regional district may enter into an agreement
that a municipality will participate in some, but not all, electoral area planning. The agreement
authority differs from the previous authority in four important aspects:

· Councils and boards may make an agreement at any time in the year. The previous authority
required that agreements be in place by August 31 and would become effective for the following
year. The new authority allows agreements to be made at any time, with their effective dates set
by the parties to the agreement.

· The agreement can be made whether the municipality is a full participant or has opted out. The
previous authority allowed for an agreement only if a municipality had provided notice to opt
out.

· The agreement may set out the terms and conditions of the municipality's participation. The
previous authority was unclear about the extent to which the agreement could set out terms and
conditions of participation -- it allowed the agreement to specify "particular plans, permits or
bylaws and particular areas" but did not specifically allow any other terms. The new authority
makes it clear that any term or condition which can be agreed upon may be provided for in the
agreement. The legislation does not specify a maximum term or the scope of the agreement --
this is left to the judgement of the parties to the agreement -- but it is intended that certainty and
stability be considered when entering into these agreements, and it is anticipated that these
factors will be enhanced when broader, longer term agreements are developed.

· Once an agreement is made, the parties to the agreement are obligated to comply with the
agreement until it expires or is amended. If circumstances change, the agreement can always be
reviewed and renegotiated, but both parties will need to agree to any changes. Compliance with
an agreement means, in part, that once an agreement is in place, municipalities cannot either
fully participate or fully opt-out of participation in electoral area planning during the term
of the agreement. The only exception to this provision relates to the last year of an agreement --
municipalities may provide notice to the board in the last year of an agreement that it wishes to
fully opt-out of participation in electoral area planning effective the following year. This opt-out
is authorized because the notice must be given by August 31 in a year, but is not effective until
the next year (when the agreement would have expired).

· Both cost apportionment for Part 26 services and voting on Part 26 decisions should be dealt
with in an agreement. Section 804.1(1)(c) provides that if a municipality has entered into an
agreement, costs are to be recovered in accordance with the agreement (therefore, if the
agreement does not provide for cost recovery, the municipality is not required to share in the
costs). Section 791(12)(c) provides that while an agreement is in force, the director for the
municipality cannot vote on Part 26 resolutions or bylaws except in accordance with the
agreement (therefore, if the agreement is silent with respect to voting then the director is not
entitled to vote).

Fairer Voting Rules

· All votes by the regional district board on planning agreements and resolutions and bylaws under
Part 26 continue to be unweighted -- i.e., each director who is entitled to vote has one vote
[section 791(2) and (3)].

AD0009
R-2

AD0009
Nov17



· Voting rules for municipalities that are fully participating in electoral area planning have not
changed. A director from a fully participating municipality continues to be entitled to vote on all
partial participation agreements and all resolutions and bylaws pertaining to Part 26 services.

· Previous provisions prevented a municipal director from voting on the agreement for that
municipality but allowed voting on another municipality's agreement. Section 791(12) is
amended to eliminate the ability to vote on another municipality's agreement. Therefore, a
municipal director representing a municipality that has entered into an agreement in accordance
with section 804.1(2) in which it is a partial participant in Part 26 services, cannot:

· vote on the acceptance of an agreement with the director's municipality;

· vote on any agreement with another municipality; or

· vote on any resolution or bylaw under Part 26 except as authorized by their municipality's
agreement.

· Similarly, municipal directors representing municipalities that had fully opted-out were
authorized to vote on other municipality's agreements. The provisions have been changed to
prevent this. Therefore, a director for a municipality which has fully opted-out, cannot:

· vote on an agreement pursuant to section 804.1(2); or
· vote on bylaws and resolutions pertaining to Part 26 except when the municipality is required to

continue to pay for Part 26 services under section 804.1(6) or (7).

· The timing of voting entitlement is also changed. With respect to agreements, as soon as a
municipality has entered into an agreement, it is not entitled to vote on other agreements.
However, the entitlement to vote on Part 26 services is linked to the term of the agreement,
rather than the date it is entered into. Therefore, if a municipality and regional district agree in
September of 2000 to limited participation in Part 26 services commencing in March of 2001,
then the director for the municipality would be entitled to vote on all planning matters until
March 2001 (assuming that the municipality has not opted-out of electoral area planning for
2000). Similarly, as soon as notice to opt-out has been given directors are not entitled to vote on
agreements, but their entitlement to vote on Part 26 matters continues until January of the
following year.

Related Provisions:

N/A

Practical Considerations:

· The intent of the new provisions is to encourage regional districts and member municipalities to
enter into longer, more comprehensive agreements. This will avoid the annual renegotiation of
agreements or annual decisions about opting-out which, in the past, have created uncertainty and,
in some cases, conflict.

· The agreement provisions are broad both in terms of scope and timing. It is recommended that
boards approach this new power prudently. Since a municipality cannot opt-in or out during the
term of an agreement, and since an agreement may only be amended with the consent of both the
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municipality and the regional district, it is recommended that initially consideration be given to
agreements with relatively short time frames, for example, three years. Once the board and the
municipality have had a chance to see how the agreement is working they may want to consider
a longer or a shorter term.

· It is recommended that regional districts consider the annual budgeting and tax requisition
system when negotiating agreements with municipalities. Agreements may be made at any point
in the year, but the regional district must ensure that the effective dates of the agreement mesh
with its requisition cycle.

· It is recommended that the agreement lay out the scope of the planning program, in the fullest
detail possible, so as to minimize misunderstandings. This can provide an opportunity to deal
with a number of critical issues including the following:

municipal interests in electoral area planning and vice versa;

consultation and referral processes between municipalities and electoral areas; and

the priority projects to be undertaken within the time frame of the agreement.

· Regional districts and municipalities are encouraged to use regional growth strategies and
official community plans to establish municipal interests in electoral area planning and electoral
area interests in municipal planning. This could, for example, focus on the definition of and
policies for "urban fringe" areas.

· unicipalities and regional districts may also want to use the new consultation requirement for
Official Community Plans contained in the new section 879 as an impetus to develop protocols
as to how the two jurisdictions can achieve cooperative planning processes. A bulletin will be
developed on this topic prior to the new section 879 coming into effect.

· The Ministry will be undertaking research and will work with regional district and municipal
planning staff on the development of model agreements and a best practices guide. In addition,
Ministry staff are available to meet with regional boards and municipal councils to provide any
assistance they might need in using these new legislative provisions.

Transitional provisions:

· B.C. Regulation 241/2000 specifies that the new provisions will be effective August 30, 2000.
This date has been chosen specifically because of the August 31 deadline for municipal opt-out
notices.

· As in previous years, if a municipality wishes to fully opt-out of electoral area planning, it must
do so by August 31.

· Also as in previous years, if a municipality and a regional district wish to enter into an annual
partial participation agreement, and the agreement is made prior to August 31, the municipality
must first give the regional district an opt-out notice and then may enter into an agreement.
Voting on any of these annual agreements prior to August 31 would be based on the old voting
rules (i.e., a municipal director cannot vote on its own agreement, but can vote on another
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municipality's agreement). However, if partial participation agreement is voted on after August
30, it must be voted on using the new voting rules (i.e., municipal directors cannot vote on any
agreements unless their municipality is fully participating in electoral area planning).

· If a municipality and a regional district wish to enter into a multi-year agreement under the new
provisions, it may do so at any time. Depending on the timing, however, the process will be
different. The two options are as follows:

· Agreements under the new provisions may be made before August 30. The Interpretation Act
provides authority to exercise new powers prior to them coming into force, but states that the
action has no effect until the new powers come into force. This means that the municipality and
the regional district can use the new powers for making agreements before August 30, but that
the agreements themselves have no effect until after that date. However, if the new agreement
powers are used, voting on the agreements must be done in accordance with the new voting rules
(i.e., municipal directors cannot vote on any multi-year agreements unless their municipality is
fully participating in electoral area planning, no matter whether that voting takes place prior to or
after August 30).

· Agreements under the new provisions may also be made after August 30. Both the new
agreement powers and the new voting rules come into force August 30, and so are applicable to
any agreements made after that date. It is recommended, however, that municipalities
currently negotiating a multi-year agreement consider its options with respect to opting-out
as well, in case it cannot come to an agreement with the regional district. This is because if
the municipality does not give a notice to opt-out by August 31 and subsequently cannot
come to an agreement with the regional district, it is considered to be fully participating in
electoral area planning.

Local Government Act References:
Primary Sections: 791, 804.1, 879
Bill 14 Sections:
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BACKGROUNDER 
 

Cost Sharing Part 14 Services 
Local Government Act Section 381 

 
1.0 RATIONALE 
 

According to Part 14: Planning and Land Use Management, of the LGA, the PRRD 
undertakes activities in the electoral areas of the region to plan, manage and regulate 
development. The PRRD considers that municipal participation in these activities is 
important because proactive planning benefits all jurisdictions. 

 
2.0 PART 14: PLANNING AND LAND USE MANAGEMENT 
 

Activities authorized under Part 14 include: 

Official Community Plans 
Zoning Bylaws 
Public Hearings & Public Notifications 
Advisory Planning Commission 
Development Approval Procedures 
Board of Variance 
Housing Agreements 
Parking & Loading Regulations 
Run-off Control 
Regulation of Signs 
Screening & Landscaping Regulations 
Flood Plain Regulations 

Farm Bylaws 
Development Permit Areas 
Development Variance Permits 
Temporary Industrial & Commercial 
Permits 
Tree Cutting Permits 
Application & Inspection Fees 
Development Cost Charges 
Development Works Agreements 
School Site Acquisition Charges 
Subdivision Servicing Regulations 
Site Profile Assessments 

 
3.0 SUMMARY OF MUNICIPAL PARTICIPATION 

 
 

       

 
Municipality 

 
1999 

 
2000 

 
2001 

 
2002 

 
2003 

 
2004 

 
2005 

 
2006 

Chetwynd $6,706 $6,705 $6,705 $6,705 $5,830 $5,830 $5,904 $6,662 

 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Dawson Creek $9,368 $9,247 18,751 25,031 22,688 22,599 23,786 24,442 

 50% 50% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Fort St John $23,044 $25,052 33,797 33,797 36,086 36,086 38,863 42,764 

 75% 75% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Hudson’s Hope $2,524 $2,524 2,524 2,524 2,338 2,338 2,492 2,782 

 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Pouce Coupe $1,206 $892 879 1,106 961 863 903 998 

 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Taylor $2,320 $2,320 2,320 2,320 2,572 2,572 2,924 3,237 

 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Tumbler Ridge 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

         

Total $45,168 $46,740 $64,976 $71,483 $70,475 $70,288 $74,872 $80,885 
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4.0 OPTIONS FOR COST SHARING 
 
4.1 There are three levels of participation available, based on the geographic area over which 

participation in Part 14 Services is desired. These levels are set at 100%, 75% and 50%, as 
illustrated on maps for each municipality. 
 

4.2 Two options for cost sharing are offered;  
1) by requisition, or  
2) by per-capita (not to exceed the 100% requisition amount) 

 
4.2.1 The per-capita option is based upon population figures as estimated by BC Stats.This option is 

only available to those municipalities that choose the 100% participation level. The cost is 
calculated as follows: 

Year Population (est.) Rate Per Capita 

2006 18044 $2.37 

2007  18311 $2.43 (est.) 

2008 18582 $2.49 (est.) 

For approximately 10 years the per capita rate has been fixed at $2.25. It is proposed this 
year, and in subsequent years to include an inflation factor equal to the annual CPI (consumer 
price index) as established by Statistics Canada. The current figures are based on a CPI of 
2.6%, as last updated October 2005. The per capita rate will require recalculation each year 
depending on the CPI change, and annual population estimate. 

 
4.2.2 The requisition option is based on apportionment of the Part 14 requisition, assuming all 

jurisdictions participate. This is the only cost option available for participation levels less than 
100%. As an example, at the 75% level the requisition option would be 75% of the estimated 
requisition for that jurisdiction. This calculation will be based on completed assessments and 
confirmed budget for the given year. As an estimate at this time, a 9% annual assessment 
increase has been assumed, since 2005.  
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Peace River Regional District

Staff Initials:  Dept. Head: CAO: Page 1 of 4

REPORT
To: EADC Date:  November 10, 2016

From: Claire Negrin, Assistant Manager of Development Services

Subject: Zoning Bylaw Update Options

RECOMMENDATION(S):
OPTION 1

That the Electoral Area Director’s Committee recommend to the Regional Board that Staff be
directed to undertake a Zoning Bylaw update process by developing a single integrated Regional
Zoning Bylaw, and that EADC be the Steering Committee for the process.

BACKGROUND/RATIONALE:
The Peace River Regional District 2015-2018 Strategic Plan identifies the completion of a Regional
Zoning Bylaw as a proposed strategy.

A Regional Zoning Bylaw is beneficial for the transparent and equitable application of regulations within
the region. A Regional Zoning Bylaw will not prevent the development of area specific zones within the
document, which will help ensure that community identity is not lost.

One point to consider regarding multiple Zoning Bylaws is the fact that people and businesses within the
PRRD are very mobile. Businesses may have multiple locations and will operate throughout the region.
It is easy for people to understand that they are located within the Regional District, and therefore they
have different rules than within the cities.  However, it may be quite confusing if multiple sets of rules
apply within different areas of the Regional District.  This will lead to regulations being missed or applied
incorrectly, which is confusing and causes hardship on residents and will also cause an increase in
administrative time trying to fix those issues.

Based on this rationale, Staff is recommending a single integrated Regional Zoning Bylaw.

OPTIONS:
The following four options are provided for EADC to consider:

· Option 1 – One Regional Zoning Bylaw
· Option 2 – Fringe and Rural Zoning Bylaws
· Option 3 – Match with OCPs
· Option 4 – No Overall Change

OPTION 1 – ONE REGIONAL ZONING BYLAW
That the Electoral Area Director’s Committee recommend to the Regional Board that Staff be
directed to undertake a Zoning Bylaw update process by developing a single integrated Regional
Zoning Bylaw, and that EADC be the Steering Committee for the process.
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Report – Electoral Area Directors Committee
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Discussion
Combine existing Zoning Bylaws into one integrated Regional Zoning Bylaw.  This is the option that
is currently identified within the PRRD Strategic Plan.  This option is the most equitable for the
region as only one set of regulations will apply to everyone.  Also, this option can accommodate
area specific regulations and zones to ensure that the needs of each area are provided for.

PROS: CONS:
User Friendly – only one document for the
public to refer to – reduces confusion

Sub-region identity lost in zoning but
maintained in OCPs

Can still have ‘area specific’ regulations and
zones

One zoning bylaw will require periodic
updates as all four OCPs evolve

Will not have to update multiple Bylaws Some updates could be complicated
Least work for staff after completion
Equitable – same bylaw applies to all areas

OPTION 2 – FRINGE AND RURAL ZONING BYLAWS
That the Electoral Area Director’s Committee recommend to the Regional Board that Staff be
directed to undertake a Zoning Bylaw update process by updating Bylaw 1343 as the Fringe Area
Zoning Bylaw and by combining and updating the remaining Zoning Bylaws into a Rural Area
Zoning Bylaw, and that EADC be the Steering Committee for the process.

Discussion
Redevelop existing Zoning Bylaws into two (2) separate Zoning Bylaws coinciding with the rural
and fringe areas:

- Fringe Areas: Bylaw 1343 update and amend boundaries to coincide with fringe area OCPs
- Rural Areas: combine and update Bylaws 1000, 506, 479, and 85

This is a good compromise if one regional Zoning Bylaw is not desired.  This option would leave
Bylaw 1343 to remain as the Fringe Zoning Bylaw, and would combine the remaining bylaws into
one Rural Zoning Bylaw.  Bylaw 1343 has been in place since 2001 and has been functioning well,
so this option builds on that success and applies it to the rural areas.

In reality, Option 2 and 4 are very similar – once Bylaws 1000, 479, and 506 are updated, they will
end up looking very similar, if not identical.  Therefore, if all of these Bylaws are so similar, they
should be combined into one document for ease of use and understanding by the public.

PROS: CONS:
Easy process Still two bylaws which can be complicated
Least different from existing while
accomplishing ‘regional’ zoning

Different rules will apply to rural and fringe
areas which may be viewed negatively

Can easily utilize existing 1343 (fringe) as
basis for update

Creates ‘separatism’ between rural and
fringe areas (us vs. them)

Clearly differentiates Fringe and Rural areas
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Report – Electoral Area Directors Committee
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OPTION 3 – MATCH WITH OCPs
That the Electoral Area Director’s Committee recommend to the Regional Board that Staff be
directed to undertake a Zoning Bylaw update process by redeveloping four area Zoning Bylaws
coinciding with each PRRD Official Community Plan, and that EADC be the Steering Committee for
the process.

Discussion
Redevelop existing Zoning Bylaws into four (4) separate Zoning Bylaws coinciding with each PRRD
Official Community Plan:

- Rural Area OCP <–> Rural Area Zoning Bylaw
- South Peace Fringe Area OCP <–> SPFA Zoning Bylaw
- North Peace Fringe Area OCP <–> NPFA Zoning Bylaw
- West Peace Fringe Area OCP <–> WPFA Zoning Bylaw

PROS: CONS:
Zoning Bylaws will coordinate with
already established areas

Still multiple bylaws which can be complicated

Coordinated OCPs and Zoning Bylaws
can assist with ease of understanding

Creates ‘separatism’ between rural and fringe
areas (us vs. them)

OCP and Zoning Bylaws can easily be
updated concurrently

Creates additional ‘separatism’ between areas of
the region (us vs. them)
As time passes, bylaws will diverge further,
creating large gaps in regulations between bylaws
– this may lead to confusion and loss of regional
identity

OPTION 4 – NO OVERALL CHANGE
That the Electoral Area Director’s Committee recommend to the Regional Board that Staff be
directed to undertake a Zoning Bylaw update process by updating the existing Zoning Bylaws, and
that EADC be the Steering Committee for the process.

Discussion
Update existing Zoning Bylaws (would not include an update to Bylaw 85, as this bylaw was
intended to be rescinded previously but a portion of the Bylaw’s applicable area was missed in
error)

- Bylaw 1343 (includes all fringe areas around Fort St. John, Dawson Creek, and Chetwynd);
applicable within portions of Electoral Areas B, C, D, and E

- Bylaw 1000 (includes rural areas in the North Peace); applicable within portions of
Electoral Areas B and D

- Bylaw 506 (includes rural areas around Chetwynd); applicable within portions of Electoral
Area E

- Bylaw 479 (includes rural areas around Dawson Creek); applicable within portions of
Electoral Area D
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PROS: CONS:
N/A Does not accomplish anything

Remains difficult for staff to administer
Remains complicated for the public to understand
Updates to 1000, 506, and 479 will result in very
similar bylaws – they may as well be combined

STRATEGIC PLAN RELEVANCE:
1.4  Development Services
Strategic Objective #4
Proposed Strategies Estimated Completion Status
1.4.1 Establish agreements with municipalities to
implement shared services to provide required
services in a cost effective manner.

X
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

1.4.2 Completion of major long range planning
reviews including updating four Official
Community Plans.

X
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

1.4.3 Completion of regional zoning bylaw. X
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

1.4.4 Completion of regional agriculture plan. X
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

1.4.5 Finalize direction for building inspection
services in the rural areas.

X
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

1.4.6 Complete WebMap integration for all
member municipalities.

X
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Summary: Finalizing direction for building inspection services is key strategy.

FINANCIAL CONSIDERATION(S):

COMMUNICATIONS CONSIDERATION(S):

OTHER CONSIDERATION(S):

Attachments:
- Existing OCP and Zoning Bylaw Applicable Area Maps
- Zoning Bylaw Update and Consolidation Option Maps
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Existing OCP & Zoning Bylaw Application Area Maps

PRRD Zoning Bylaw 1343, 2001
Applicable Areas: B, C, D, E

Rural OCP Bylaw 1940, 2011
Applicable Areas: B, D, E

PRRD Zoning Bylaw 1000, 1996
Applicable Areas: B, D

North Peace Fringe Area OCP 1870, 2009
Applicable Areas: B, C, D

Chetwynd Rural Area Zoning Bylaw 506, 1986
Applicable Areas: E

South Peace Fringe Area OCP 2048, 2012
Applicable Areas: D

Dawson Creek Rural Area Zoning Bylaw 479, 1986
Applicable Areas: D, E

West Peace OCP 1086, 1997
Applicable Areas: E

Peace River-Liard Regional District Zoning Bylaw 85, 1979
Applicable Areas: E
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Zoning Bylaw Update and Consolidation Option Maps

OPTION 1

PROS:
· User Friendly – only one document for the

public to refer to – reduces confusion
· Can still have ‘area specific’ regulations and

zones
· Will not have to update multiple Bylaws
· Least work for staff after completion
· Equitable – same bylaw applies to all areas

CONS:
· Sub-region identity lost in zoning but

maintained in OCPs
· One zoning bylaw will require periodic updates

as all four OCPs evolve
· Some updates could be complicated

OPTION 2

PROS:
· Easy process
· Least different from existing while

accomplishing ‘regional’ zoning
· Can easily utilize existing 1343 (fringe) as basis

for update
· Clearly differentiates Fringe and Rural areas

CONS:
· Still two bylaws which can be complicated
· Different rules will apply to rural and fringe

areas which may be viewed negatively
· Creates ‘separatism’ between rural and fringe

areas (us vs. them)

OPTION 3

PROS:
· Zoning Bylaws will coordinate with already

established areas
· Coordinated OCPs and Zoning Bylaws can assist

with ease of understanding
· OCP and Zoning Bylaws can easily be updated

concurrently

CONS:
· Still multiple bylaws which can be complicated
· Creates ‘separatism’ between rural and fringe

areas (us vs. them)
· Creates additional ‘separatism’ between areas

of the region (us vs. them)
· As time passes, bylaws will diverge further,

creating large gaps in regulations between
bylaws – this may lead to confusion and loss of
regional identity

OPTION 4

PROS:
· N/A

CONS:
· Does not accomplish anything
· Remains difficult for staff to administer
· Remains complicated for the public to

understand
· Updates to 1000, 506, and 479 will result in

very similar bylaws – they may as well be
combined

One Regional Zoning Bylaw Fringe & Rural Zoning Bylaws Match with OCPs No Overall Change
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Peace River Regional District 
 

Staff Initials: Dept. Head: CAO: Page 1 of 3 

REPORT 
To: Electoral Area Directors Committee  (EADC) Date:  October 9, 2016 
 

From: Bruce Simard, General Manager of Development Services 
 

Subject: Exclusion of lands subdivided in the ALR 
 

 

RECOMMENDATION(S): 
 
Direction required. 
 

BACKGROUND/RATIONALE: 
 
At the October 13, 26 meeting the Regional Board endorsed the following recommendation of EADC: 
 
RD/16/10/25 
 

That staff be directed to prepare a report identifying decision options for subdivision applications on lands 
within the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) with regard to effects such as unequal property taxation and 
jurisdiction confusion, for consideration whether subdivisions should be excluded from the ALR, rather than 
remaining in the ALR.  

 
This request arises from the concern that subdivided land which remains within the ALR and is no longer 
used for farm purposes continues to benefit from a property tax exemption for school tax purposes. 
50% of the land value is exempted from school taxes for lands within the ALR, thus resulting in a 
property tax discount.  The concern raised by directors is that this is an unfair benefit for lands that are 
not intended or available for farming. 
 
This matter was considered during the development of the North Peace Fringe Area OCP Bylaw No. 
1870, 2009 with the following result in section 15.9. 
 
While the Board has discussed the idea of seeking a delegation agreement from the ALC, such an action 
has waxed and waned in the interest of both the PRRD and the ALC. Currently there seems to be little 
interest by either jurisdiction for establishing a delegation agreement between the PRRD and ALC. 
 
On a case-by-case basis the Board has required ALR exclusion applications in regard to the Advisory 
Committee recommendation contained in s. 15.9(2) of North Peace Fringe Area OCP Bylaw No. 1870, 
2009. When applicants only wanted to subdivide and not exclude, the Board would refuse the ALR 
subdivision application and consider favorably an ALR exclusion application that is consistent with the 
OCP.  This practice has already established a preference of the Board for exclusion of land from the ALR 
when it is subdivided and no longer used for agriculture. 
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Report – EADC 
  Page 2 of 3 
 

 
 
While the policy of s.15.9(2) exists only in the North Peace Fringe Area OCP Bylaw No. 1870, 2009, there 
is nothing precluding the Board from applying the principle in its review of ALR applications region wide, 
because consideration of ALR applications is a mandated administrative function from the ALC Act, 
rather than a required element of planning legislation in the LGA. 
 

OPTIONS: 
 
1. THAT EADC recommend that the Regional Board adopt a standing resolution for the consideration 

of all ALR subdivision applications as follows: 
Require that subdivision proposals be excluded from the ALR, rather than accepting 
applications for subdivision within the ALR, for lands that are intended for non-farm use. 

 
2. THAT EADC recommend that the Regional Board amend all OCPs to include a policy that requires 

subdivision proposals be excluded from the ALR, rather than accepting applications for subdivision 
within the ALR, for lands that are intended for non-farm use. 

{This could be defined to a further degree if desired, based on such attributes as property size, type 
of land use, geographic location, etc.} 
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Report – EADC 
  Page 3 of 3 
 

3. That no changes be made and the Board continue to evaluate and decide on ALR subdivision 
applications on their merit as appropriate in their context, on a case-by-case basis. 

 
Note: Either option #1 or #2 could work, however inclusion of the policy in OCPs would be more 
transparent and publicly available in a published document than a single Board resolution which could 
be at greater risk of being forgotten over time. 
 
 

STRATEGIC PLAN RELEVANCE: 
 
 

FINANCIAL CONSIDERATION(S): 
 
Cost of public engagement and bylaw amendment 
 

COMMUNICATIONS CONSIDERATION(S): 
 
Since it has been a long standing practice to permit subdivisions within the ALR without requiring 
exclusion, land owners may consider such a policy of the PRRD as an unwelcome intrusion and 
removal of a benefit that would not otherwise occur if the PRRD did not impose such a 
requirement.  
 
Before adopting such a policy it is recommended that the Board first conduct a public information 
and engagement campaign to obtain resident views on the idea. 
 

OTHER CONSIDERATION(S): 
 
 
 
 
 
Attachments: 
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Peace River Regional District 
 

Staff Initials: Dept. Head: CAO: Page 1 of 1 

REPORT 
To: Electoral Area Directors Committee Date:  October 10, 2016 
 

From: Bruce Simard, General Manager of Development Services 
 

Subject: Revised ALC Application Report Format 
 

 

RECOMMENDATION(S): 
 
Direction required. 
 

BACKGROUND/RATIONALE: 
 
To reduce staff workload, EADC has request an option for a shorter ALC application report.  Attached is a 
standard report and revised report that has been shortened. 
 
The revised report has been shortened by removing the following sections and maps: 

 Site Context 

 Site Features 

 Previous Applications on Subject Property 

 Previous Applications Within 100m 

 Impact Analysis 

 Soils Map 

 ALR Map 
 

This changes have reduced the report length by 3 pages 
 
 

OPTIONS: 
STRATEGIC PLAN RELEVANCE: 
FINANCIAL CONSIDERATION(S): 
COMMUNICATIONS CONSIDERATION(S): 
OTHER CONSIDERATION(S): 
 
 
Attachments: 

1. Revised Report Format 
2. Standard Report Format 
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Printed on:                     __________________________________   ____________________________ 
10-Nov-16 12:19:49 PM                  Department Head                                                 CAO 

Report prepared by: Kole A. Casey, South Peace Land Use Planner 

PEACE RIVER REGIONAL DISTRICT 
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES  

REPORT ON SUBDIVISION WITHIN THE  
AGRICULTURAL LAND RESERVE 

FILE NO. 093/2016 

 

OWNER:  Daniel McLean DATE: August 18, 2016 

AREA: Electoral Area D 

LEGAL:  Parcel A (R2285) of the SE ¼ of Section 5, Township 81, Range 17, W6M, PRD. 

LOT SIZE:  10.7 ha (26 acres ) 

LOCATION:  Tower Lake Area 

OPTIONS 

OPTION 1:  THAT the Regional Board support ALR subdivision application 093/2016, and authorize the 
application to proceed to the Agricultural Land Commission as it is consistent with the OCP. 

OPTION 2: THAT the Regional Board refuse authorization for the subdivision application 093/2016 to 
proceed to the Agricultural Land Commission. 

LAND USE POLICIES AND REGULATIONS 

OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN (OCP):  ‘Rural Neighbourhood’, Peace River Regional District Rural Official 
Community Plan Bylaw No. 1940, 2011 

ZONING:  RR-4 (Small Holdings Zone) Dawson Creek Rural Area Zoning Bylaw 
No. 479, 1986 

AGRICULTURAL LAND RESERVE (ALR): Within 

BUILDING INSPECTION AREA:  Within the Building Permit Area 

COMMENTS AND OBSERVATIONS 

OCP: Peace River Regional District Rural Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 1940, 2011  

Pursuant to the Peace River Regional District Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 1940, 
2011, the subject property is designated ‘Rural Neighbourhood’  

Based on these policy directions, the application is consistent with the OCP.  

ZONING: Dawson Creek Rural Area Zoning Bylaw No. 479, 1986 

The subject property is zoned RR-4 (Small Holdings Zone) within the Dawson creek Rural 
Area Zoning Bylaw No. 479, 1986. This zone has a minimum parcel size of 8 ha (20 ac).  

PROPOSAL 

To subdivide the property into two approximately 5 ha (12 ac) parcels to provide a residence for their 
daughter. 

RECOMMENDATION: OPTION 1 
THAT the Regional Board support ALR subdivision application 093/2016, and authorize the 
application to proceed to the Agricultural Land Commission as it is consistent with the OCP. 
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File No. 093/2016 

Page 2 of 5 

However should the proposal meet the requirements for subdivision under Section 514 
of the Local Government Act, a zoning amendment would not be necessary. 

SOILS Class 4x soils.  Class 4 soils have severe limitations that restrict the range of crops or 
require special conservation practices. Subclass x comprises of soils having a limitation 
resulting from the cumulative effect of two or more adverse characteristics 

IMPACTS The proposal may have an impact on the agricultural productivity of the parcel as some 
land will be allocated to rural residential development. 

This area consists mainly of small residential lots, however observations of the general 
area does show larger quarter section parcels. This area is recognized as an area of 
smaller rural residential lots with the intention to make use of existing lots and the 
provide the farming community with housing alternatives, other than large holdings 
close to similar development 
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ALR SUBDIVISION REPORT 

MAPS 
FILE NO. 093/2016 

Air Photo  
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Approx. Proposed 

Subdivision Line. 

Approx. 5.2 ha (13 ac) 

Approx. 5.2 ha (13 ac) 
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ALR SUBDIVISION REPORT  

MAPS 
FILE NO. 093/2016 

PRRD Rural Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 1940, 2011 (Map 21 Inset 1) 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Dawson Creek Rural Area Zoning Bylaw No. 479, 1986 (Schedule B Map 11) 
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ALR SUBDIVISION REPORT  

MAPS 
FILE NO. 093/2016 

Photo’s 

 

Fig#1: Resident Shop Fig#2: Residence 

Fig#3: Southwest looking northeast Fig#4: Northwest Corner of Parcel looking east 

Fig#5: BC Hydro powerline easement Fig#6: Subject property looking west 
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 Daniel McLeanApplicant:

1.  

1.  

Provincial Agricultural Land Commission -
Applicant Submission

 55303Application ID:
 Under LG ReviewApplication Status:

 Daniel McLean Applicant:
 Peace River Regional DistrictLocal Government:

 05/02/2016Local Government Date of Receipt:
 This application has not been submitted to ALC yet. ALC Date of Receipt:

 Subdivision Proposal Type:
 To provide a portion of the land to my daughter to set up a separate residence, to help usProposal:

through our retirement years, and won't be forced to sell the house our family grew up in. Also to
maintain the property as it becomes more difficult to do in our old age.

 Mailing Address:
Box 613
Dawson Creek, BC
V1G 4H4
Canada

 (250) 789-3373Primary Phone:
 kiskatkid@gmail.comEmail:

Parcel Information

Parcel(s) Under Application

 Fee Simple Ownership Type:
 014-635-950Parcel Identifier:

 Sec 5 TWP 81 RG 17 W6M Parcel APart SE 1/4Legal Description:
 8 ha Parcel Area:

 5420 224 RdCivic Address:
 09/02/1983Date of Purchase:

 Yes Farm Classification:
Owners

 Daniel McLean Name:
 Address:

Box 613
Dawson Creek, BC
V1G 4H4
Canada

 (250) 789-3373Phone:
 kiskatkid@gmail.comEmail:

Current Use of Parcels Under Application

Pl0013
Typewriter
093/2016
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 Daniel McLeanApplicant:

1. Quantify and describe in detail all agriculture that currently takes place on the parcel(s).
Haying 90% 

2. Quantify and describe in detail all agricultural improvements made to the parcel(s).
None

3. Quantify and describe all non-agricultural uses that currently take place on the parcel(s).
Home use

Adjacent Land Uses

North

 Agricultural/Farm Land Use Type:
 Hobby farm 4 HectaresSpecify Activity:

East

 Residential Land Use Type:
 Residential 1/4 sectionSpecify Activity:

South

 Residential Land Use Type:
 Residential 16 hectaresSpecify Activity:

West

 Agricultural/Farm Land Use Type:
 Hobby Farm Specify Activity:

Proposal

1. Enter the total number of lots proposed for your property.
 ha4
 ha4

2. What is the purpose of the proposal?
To provide a portion of the land to my daughter to set up a separate residence, to help us through our
retirement years, and won't be forced to sell the house our family grew up in. Also to maintain the
property as it becomes more difficult to do in our old age.

3. Why do you believe this parcel is suitable for subdivision?
This area has already got 4ha., 8 ha., and 16 ha. residential lots all around it.

4. Does the proposal support agriculture in the short or long term? Please explain.
Yes. This will give my grandchildren (9 so far) an opportunity to experience a rural environment. And,
maybe in the long run end up in the agriculture business.

5. Are you applying for subdivision pursuant to the ALC Homesite Severance Policy? If yes, please
submit proof of property ownership prior to December 21, 1972 and proof of continued occupancy
in the "Upload Attachments" section.
No
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 Daniel McLeanApplicant:

Applicant Attachments

Proposal Sketch - 55303
Certificate of Title - 014-635-950

ALC Attachments

None. 

Decisions

None.
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1

Kole Casey

From: Kole Casey
Sent: August-19-16 3:45 PM
To: 'kiskatkid@gmail.com'
Cc: PRRD_Internal
Subject: Question concerning ALR Subdivision. PRRD File #093/2016

Hello Daniel,

I have a couple of questions that I hope you can answer me.

1. Can you provide me with all the structures that you presently have on the parcel please?
2. You mentioned that you wish to Subdivide along the BC Hydro Easement Line? Is that correct. Which proposed

parcel would you like to have the easement on?
Would Monday morning site visit work for you?

Have a great weekend.

Kole A. Casey  | South Peace Land Use Planner
PEACE RIVER REGIONAL DISTRICT | Direct: 250-784-3205 | Fax: 250-784- 3201
kole.casey@prrd.bc.ca | www.prrd.bc.ca

IMPORTANT:  The information transmitted herein is confidential and may contain privileged or personal information.  It is intended solely for the person or entity to
which it is addressed.  Any review, re-transmission, dissemination, taking of any action in reliance upon, or other use of this information by persons or entities other
than the intended recipient is prohibited.  If you received this in error, please notify the sender and delete or destroy all digital and printed copies.
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Kole Casey

From: Dan McLean <kiskatkid@gmail.com>
Sent: August-19-16 6:02 PM
To: Kole Casey
Subject: Subdivide

1 1800 sq. ft. house

1 1000 sq. ft shop

2 small storage sheds

1 calving shed

              The easement  would  be better on the east side I think. Due to the structures.
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Printed on:                     __________________________________   ____________________________ 
31-Aug-16 3:44:33 PM                  Department Head                                                 CAO 
Report prepared by: Kole A. Casey, South Peace Land Use Planner 

PEACE RIVER REGIONAL DISTRICT 
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES  

REPORT ON SUBDIVISION WITHIN THE  
AGRICULTURAL LAND RESERVE 

FILE NO. 093/2016 

 

OWNER:  Daniel McLean DATE: August 18, 2016 

AREA: Electoral Area D 

LEGAL:  Parcel A (R2285) of the SE ¼ of Section 5, Township 81, Range 17, W6M, PRD. 

LOT SIZE:  10.7 ha (26 acres) 

LOCATION:  Tower Lake Area 

OPTIONS 

OPTION 1:  THAT the Regional Board support ALR subdivision application 093/2016, and authorize the 
application to proceed to the Agricultural Land Commission as it is consistent with the OCP. 

OPTION 2: THAT the Regional Board refuse authorization for the subdivision application 093/2016 to 
proceed to the Agricultural Land Commission. 

LAND USE POLICIES AND REGULATIONS 

OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN (OCP):  ‘Rural Neighbourhood’, Peace River Regional District Rural Official 
Community Plan Bylaw No. 1940, 2011 

ZONING:  RR-4 (Small Holdings Zone), Dawson Creek Rural Area Zoning Bylaw 
No. 479, 1986 

AGRICULTURAL LAND RESERVE (ALR): Within 

BUILDING INSPECTION AREA:  Within the Building Permit Area 

SITE CONTEXT 

The subject property is located ~32 km northwest of Dawson Creek at the junction of the Braden Road 
& 224 Road and the Alaska Highway (97N). This area consists of a mix of small rural residential lots and 
larger quarter section agricultural parcels. The old Alaska Highway and Lebell Subdivision is southeast of 
the subject parcel. 

SITE FEATURES 

LAND:  Based on aerial photograph interpretation and site inspection, the property is mostly 
agriculturally cleared with a small area forested on the northwest portion of the property.  
The property is observed to have a medium graded slope with a westerly aspect. 

PROPOSAL 

To subdivide the property into two approximately 5 ha (12 ac) parcels to provide a residence for their 
daughter. 

RECOMMENDATION: OPTION 1 
THAT the Regional Board support ALR subdivision application 093/2016, and authorize the 
application to proceed to the Agricultural Land Commission as it is consistent with the OCP. 
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File No. 093/2016 

Page 2 of 8 

STRUCTURES:  House, shop, two small storage sheds and one calving shed. 

ACCESS:  The subject property is accessed from the 224 Road and is directly adjacent to Hwy 97N. 

SOIL: 

 

Class 4x soils.  Class 4 soils have severe limitations that restrict the range of crops or 
require special conservation practices. Subclass x comprises of soils having a limitation 
resulting from the cumulative effect of two or more adverse characteristics. 

FIRE:  Outside all Rural Fire Protection Areas. 

PREVIOUS APPLICATIONS – SUBJECT PROPERTIES 

APPLICANT:  Mr. & Mrs. J. L. McCauley 

LEGAL: SE ¼ of Sec 5, Twp 81, Rge 17, W6M, Lying E of Alaska Hwy, PRD, Exc. Plan 15328 

PROPOSAL: To subdivide the property into a 20.5 and a 21.5 acre parcel. 

DECISION: The ALC approved the application. Resolution #261/80 (ALC #114-W-79-09878) 

PREVIOUS APPLICATIONS – PROPERTIES WITHIN 100 M  

APPLICANT:  Mr. C. Kolstad 

LEGAL: Sec 32, Twp 80, Rge 17, W6M, & N ½ sec 29, Twp 80, Rge 17, W6M, PRD 

PROPOSAL: To subdivide the parcel as document on application  

DECISION: The ALC refused the application however gave alternate approval: Resolution 
#9101/78 (ALC #114-W-78-06520) 

  

APPLICANT:  Mr. G. A. Schmakeit 

LEGAL: Part of S ½ of Sec 5, Twp 81, Rge 17, W6M, Lying W of Alaska Highway Plan A938 

PROPOSAL: To subdivide the parcel into 2 parcels of 160 ac and 80 ac. 

DECISION: The ALC refused the application: Resolution #11232/79 (ALC #114-W-79-08116) 

  

APPLICANT:  D. & G. O’Reilly 

LEGAL: Lot A, Plan 26772, SE ¼ of Sec 5, Twp 81, Rge 17, W6M 

PROPOSAL: To subdivide the 8.703 ha into 4 parcels of 2.17 ha. 

DECISION: The ALC refused the application: Resolution #1726/82 (ALC #21-W-82-14847) 

  

APPLICANT:  Dudley Wilson 

LEGAL: Sec 32, Twp 80, Rge 17, W6M, PRD, Exc. Part. Lying E of Pl A938, and Exc. PLs A938, 
PGP45537 & BCP 38516 

PROPOSAL: To use 4 ha of a 205 ha property for storage of oil and gas drilling equipment. 

DECISION: The ALC approved the application, with conditions: Resolution #324/2012 (ALC 
#52920) 

COMMENTS AND OBSERVATIONS 

APPLICANT: It is the intent of the landowners to subdivide the property along to BC Hydro powerline 
easement to provide a residence for their daughter. The applicants are retired and will 
require help with maintenance of the property. They do not wish to sell the family 
residence. 
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ALR: The subject property lies within the Agricultural Land Reserve.  Therefore, Agricultural 
Land Commission approval is required.  

Note: Pursuant to the Agricultural Land Commission Act, an application may not be 
considered by the ALC unless the Regional Board authorizes the proposal to proceed to 
the ALC.  This is intended to provide local governments with latitude to consider and 
weigh the local community interests of each application, in addition to its zoning and 
Official Community Plan designation.  Should the Regional District forward the 
application to the ALC, the information and recommendation offered by the Regional 
District is taken into consideration by the Commission but should not be construed as 
being binding on the Commission’s opinions or decisions. 

OCP: Peace River Regional District Rural Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 1940, 2011  

Pursuant to the Peace River Regional District Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 1940, 
2011, the subject property is designated ‘Rural Neighbourhood’ wherein the minimum 
parcel size is 1.6 ha (4 ac). 

Policy 4: states: ‘Subdivision or land use proposals will be examined and considered in 
areas designated Rural Neighbourhood, subject to the factors as set out in Section 20.4.’ 

20.4 Subdivision and Development Guidelines  

Where a proposed subdivision, rezoning or temporary use permit may be permitted by  
this OCP, the Regional Board, in reviewing the subdivision application referred to the  
Regional District by the Approving Officer or a rezoning or temporary use permit 
application submitted to the Regional District by the applicant, may consider factors  
including but not limited to the following: 

(a) physical characteristics of the subject property, including topography and 
vegetation;  
(b) the agricultural capability of the land, including the Canada Land Inventory soil 
rating and history of production;  
(c) the subject property’s access to infrastructure and utilities;  
(d) the projected impact on the transportation network;  
(e) impacts of the development on neighbouring properties, which may include 
direct and indirect impacts;  
(f) the extent to which the proposal would create or contribute to encroaching land 
uses that may interfere with agriculture and/or other nearby established land uses;  
(g) public opinion as received through any applicable public consultation process;  
(h) other issues that may be relevant to the subject property or specific proposal. 

Policy 5: states that ‘Subdivision within a Rural Neighbourhood should be oriented so as 
to minimize the impact on surrounding agricultural lands and operations.’ 

Based on these policy directions, the application is consistent with the OCP.  

ZONING: Dawson Creek Rural Area Zoning Bylaw No. 479, 1986 

The subject property is zoned RR-4 (Small Holdings Zone) within the Dawson Creek Rural 
Area Zoning Bylaw No. 479, 1986. This zone has a minimum parcel size of 8 ha (20 ac).  

However, should the proposal meet the requirements for subdivision under Section 514 
of the Local Government Act, a zoning amendment would not be necessary. 
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IMPACT ANALYSIS 

AGRICULTURE:  The proposal may have a minor impact on the agricultural productivity of the land as a 
portion of the new parcel will be allocated to rural residential development. 

CONTEXT:  This area consists mainly of small residential lots, however observations of the general 
area does show larger quarter section parcels. This area is recognized as an area of 
smaller rural residential lots with the intention to make use of existing lots and to 
provide the farming community with housing alternatives, other than large holdings 
close to similar development. 

POPULATION & 

TRAFFIC:  
The proposed subdivision could increase the population of the area by an average of 
5.6 people and four vehicles in Electoral Area D. This density is calculated by a 
population average of 2.8 people (based on Stats Can 2011 census estimate) per 
dwelling in Electoral Area D and about 2 vehicles per dwelling. If the proposed 
subdivision is approved the maximum amount of dwellings that is permitted without an 
ALR Non-Farm Use application is two on the proposed subdivision, and one additional 
residence on the remainder lot. 
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ALR SUBDIVISION REPORT 

MAPS 
FILE NO. 093/2016 

Air Photo  
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ALR SUBDIVISION REPORT  

MAPS 
FILE NO. 093/2016 

PRRD Rural Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 1940, 2011 (Map 21 Inset 1) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Dawson Creek Rural Area Zoning Bylaw No. 479, 1986 (Schedule B Map 11) 

 

 
  

↑ 
N 

↑ 
N 

Subject Property 

AD0009
Nov17

AD0009
R-5



File No. 093/2016 

Page 7 of 8 

ALR SUBDIVISION REPORT  

MAPS 
FILE NO. 093/2016 

Agricultural Land Reserve (Map 093P.097) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CLI-Soil Classification (Map 093P/15) 
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ALR SUBDIVISION REPORT  

MAPS 
FILE NO. 093/2016 

Photo’s 
 

Fig#1: Resident Shop Fig#2: Residence 

Fig#3: Southwest looking northeast Fig#4: Northwest Corner of Parcel looking east 

Fig#5: BC Hydro powerline easement Fig#6: Subject property looking west 
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 Daniel McLeanApplicant:

1.  

1.  

Provincial Agricultural Land Commission -
Applicant Submission

 55303Application ID:
 Under LG ReviewApplication Status:

 Daniel McLean Applicant:
 Peace River Regional DistrictLocal Government:

 05/02/2016Local Government Date of Receipt:
 This application has not been submitted to ALC yet. ALC Date of Receipt:

 Subdivision Proposal Type:
 To provide a portion of the land to my daughter to set up a separate residence, to help usProposal:

through our retirement years, and won't be forced to sell the house our family grew up in. Also to
maintain the property as it becomes more difficult to do in our old age.

 Mailing Address:
Box 613
Dawson Creek, BC
V1G 4H4
Canada

 (250) 789-3373Primary Phone:
 kiskatkid@gmail.comEmail:

Parcel Information

Parcel(s) Under Application

 Fee Simple Ownership Type:
 014-635-950Parcel Identifier:

 Sec 5 TWP 81 RG 17 W6M Parcel APart SE 1/4Legal Description:
 8 ha Parcel Area:

 5420 224 RdCivic Address:
 09/02/1983Date of Purchase:

 Yes Farm Classification:
Owners

 Daniel McLean Name:
 Address:

Box 613
Dawson Creek, BC
V1G 4H4
Canada

 (250) 789-3373Phone:
 kiskatkid@gmail.comEmail:

Current Use of Parcels Under Application

Pl0013
Typewriter
093/2016
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 Daniel McLeanApplicant:

1. Quantify and describe in detail all agriculture that currently takes place on the parcel(s).
Haying 90% 

2. Quantify and describe in detail all agricultural improvements made to the parcel(s).
None

3. Quantify and describe all non-agricultural uses that currently take place on the parcel(s).
Home use

Adjacent Land Uses

North

 Agricultural/Farm Land Use Type:
 Hobby farm 4 HectaresSpecify Activity:

East

 Residential Land Use Type:
 Residential 1/4 sectionSpecify Activity:

South

 Residential Land Use Type:
 Residential 16 hectaresSpecify Activity:

West

 Agricultural/Farm Land Use Type:
 Hobby Farm Specify Activity:

Proposal

1. Enter the total number of lots proposed for your property.
 ha4
 ha4

2. What is the purpose of the proposal?
To provide a portion of the land to my daughter to set up a separate residence, to help us through our
retirement years, and won't be forced to sell the house our family grew up in. Also to maintain the
property as it becomes more difficult to do in our old age.

3. Why do you believe this parcel is suitable for subdivision?
This area has already got 4ha., 8 ha., and 16 ha. residential lots all around it.

4. Does the proposal support agriculture in the short or long term? Please explain.
Yes. This will give my grandchildren (9 so far) an opportunity to experience a rural environment. And,
maybe in the long run end up in the agriculture business.

5. Are you applying for subdivision pursuant to the ALC Homesite Severance Policy? If yes, please
submit proof of property ownership prior to December 21, 1972 and proof of continued occupancy
in the "Upload Attachments" section.
No
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 Daniel McLeanApplicant:

Applicant Attachments

Proposal Sketch - 55303
Certificate of Title - 014-635-950

ALC Attachments

None. 

Decisions

None.
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Kole Casey

From: Kole Casey
Sent: August-19-16 3:45 PM
To: 'kiskatkid@gmail.com'
Cc: PRRD_Internal
Subject: Question concerning ALR Subdivision. PRRD File #093/2016

Hello Daniel,

I have a couple of questions that I hope you can answer me.

1. Can you provide me with all the structures that you presently have on the parcel please?
2. You mentioned that you wish to Subdivide along the BC Hydro Easement Line? Is that correct. Which proposed

parcel would you like to have the easement on?
Would Monday morning site visit work for you?

Have a great weekend.

Kole A. Casey  | South Peace Land Use Planner
PEACE RIVER REGIONAL DISTRICT | Direct: 250-784-3205 | Fax: 250-784- 3201
kole.casey@prrd.bc.ca | www.prrd.bc.ca

IMPORTANT:  The information transmitted herein is confidential and may contain privileged or personal information.  It is intended solely for the person or entity to
which it is addressed.  Any review, re-transmission, dissemination, taking of any action in reliance upon, or other use of this information by persons or entities other
than the intended recipient is prohibited.  If you received this in error, please notify the sender and delete or destroy all digital and printed copies.
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Kole Casey

From: Dan McLean <kiskatkid@gmail.com>
Sent: August-19-16 6:02 PM
To: Kole Casey
Subject: Subdivide

1 1800 sq. ft. house

1 1000 sq. ft shop

2 small storage sheds

1 calving shed

              The easement  would  be better on the east side I think. Due to the structures.
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From: Karen Goodings [mailto:kgooding@pris.bc.ca]
Sent: Wednesday, November 09, 2016 12:41 PM
To: Trish Morgan <Trish.Morgan@prrd.bc.ca>; Kim Frech <Kim.Frech@prrd.bc.ca>
Cc: PRRD_Internal <prrd.internal@prrd.bc.ca>; Barb Coburn <Barb.Coburn@prrd.bc.ca>
Subject: RE: meeting fees

Might be a good refresher topic.  If we are not crammed for time then we should put it on.

From: Trish Morgan [mailto:Trish.Morgan@prrd.bc.ca]
Sent: November-09-16 12:23 PM
To: Kim Frech; Karen Goodings
Cc: PRRD_Internal; Barb Coburn
Subject: RE: meeting fees

Please let me know if you would like to add this to EADC

Trish Morgan | General Manager of Community & Electoral Area Service
PEACE RIVER REGIONAL DISTRICT | Direct: 250-784-3218 | Cell: 250-219-3000
trish.morgan@prrd.bc.ca | www.prrd.bc.ca

From: Kim Frech
Sent: Wednesday, November 09, 2016 12:21 PM
To: Karen Goodings <Kgooding@pris.bc.ca>
Cc: PRRD_Internal <prrd.internal@prrd.bc.ca>
Subject: RE: meeting fees

He could attend and claim but it would be an Electoral expense. By Board approval he is there representing
the PRRD it gets paid from Legislative – Board.
If he doesn’t have Board authority then there are directives of what constitutes a meeting that may be
claimed (attached).

Hope this helps.

*********************************
Kim Frech, CFO
Peace River Regional District
Direct: 250-784-3221
Finance Fax: 250-784-3229
Cell: 250-219-2207
Kim.Frech@prrd.bc.ca

From: Karen Goodings [mailto:kgooding@pris.bc.ca]
Sent: November-09-16 11:42 AM
To: Kim Frech <Kim.Frech@prrd.bc.ca>
Subject: meeting fees

Good morning Kim, In the minutes from the last meeting there was a motion to authorize Leonard to attend
a Bessborough highways meeting.  Is it necessary for the director to request permission when it is his/her
area?  Would minutes of the meeting or a report from the director suffice?  Is it time to bring a report
forward about what is and isn’t a meeting? And when authorization is necessary? Is this something that we
should add to EADC to discuss?  I really believe that when it pertains to a meeting in the rural area that the
director should have some flexibility without having to come to the board.

mailto:kgooding@pris.bc.ca
mailto:Trish.Morgan@prrd.bc.ca
mailto:Kim.Frech@prrd.bc.ca
mailto:prrd.internal@prrd.bc.ca
mailto:Barb.Coburn@prrd.bc.ca
mailto:Trish.Morgan@prrd.bc.ca
mailto:trish.morgan@prrd.bc.ca
http://www.prrd.bc.ca/
mailto:Kgooding@pris.bc.ca
mailto:prrd.internal@prrd.bc.ca
mailto:Kim.Frech@prrd.bc.ca
mailto:kgooding@pris.bc.ca
mailto:Kim.Frech@prrd.bc.ca
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Updated:    May 22, 2015

ELECTORAL AREA DIRECTORS’ COMMITTEE

D I A R Y I T E M S

Item Status Notes Diarized

1. Farmer’s Advocacy Office on-going provide the agenda and meeting notes of the
Farmer’s Advocacy meetings on a quarterly basis

May 21, 2015


