CORPORATE AND ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES COMMITTEE
Thursday, September 22, 2011
SCRD Boardroom, 1975 Field Road
AGENDA

CALL TO ORDER

1:30 p.m.

AGENDA
Adoption of Agenda
1.
DELEGATION
Reverend Esther North and Celia Fisher – WaterCan
REPORTS
Treasurer – WaterCan Contribution
2.

Annex A
Pg 1-2

3.

Manager, Transportation and Facilities – BC Transit Cost Sharing and New
Fareboxes

Annex B
Pg 3-4

4.

Chief Administrative Officer – Economic Development
(Report to be emailed to Committee prior to the meeting.)

Late Item

5.

Chief Administrative Officer – Strategic Plan Update
(Report to be emailed to Committee prior to the meeting.)

Late Item

6.

Treasurer – 2012 Budget Process and Financial Plan Timetable

Annex C
Pg 5-7

7.

Treasurer – Departmental Work Plan Updates

Annex D
Pg 8-11

8.

Treasurer – 2011 Project Carry Forwards

Annex E
Pg 12

9.

Chief Administrative Officer and Treasurer – Proposed Office of the Municipal
Auditor General

Annex F
Pg 13-17

10.

Treasurer – Deferment Program

Annex G
Pg 18-19

11.

Manager, Legislative Services – 2011 Resolutions to UBCM

Annex H
Pg 20-23

12.

Chief Administrative Officer and Manager, Legislative Services – Board
Orientation

Annex I
Pg 24-26

13.

Chief Administrative Officer – Director Remuneration Process

Annex J
Pg 27-28
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14.

Accounts Payable Technician – August 2011 Director Constituency and Travel
Expenses

Annex K
Pg 29

15.

Purchasing Officer – Contracts Between $20,000 and $100,000

Annex L
Pg 30

COMMUNICATION
City of Port Coquitlam
16.
Re: Proposed Municipal Auditor General Function

Annex M
Pg 31-35

17.

Town of Golden
Re: Municipal Auditor General Survey

Annex N
Pg 36

18.

Sunshine Coast Senior Citizens
Re: UBCM Resolution to Eliminate MSP Premiums

Annex O
Pg 37

19.

District of Sechelt
Re: Sunshine Coast Museum & Archives

Annex P
Pg 38-39

20.

Minister of Finance
Re: Surveyor of Taxes 5.25% Collection Fee

Annex Q
Pg 40-43

NEW BUSINESS
IN CAMERA
That the public be excluded from attendance at the meeting in accordance with section 90 (1) (c)
and (k) of the Community Charter – “labour relations or other employee relations” and “negotiations
and related discussions respecting…..reasonably be expected to harm the interests of the
municipality if they were held in public.”
ADJOURNMENT

A
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

August 10, 2011

TO:

Corporate and Administrative Services Committee - September 22, 2011

FROM:

Tina Perreault, Treasurer

RE:

WATERCAN CONTRIBUTION

RECOMMENDATION(S):
THAT the Treasurer’s report regarding the feasibility of making a $500 contribution to
WaterCan from the rural areas grant-in-aid functions, with information on past Regional
District contributions made to international crisis situations be received for information.

BACKGROUND
At the July 28, 2011 Regular Board Meeting, Resolution 323/11, Rec. 24 was adopted, excerpt
as follows:
Recommendation No. 24

WaterCan

THAT the correspondence from the “Our Community Can’ regarding the fundraising
initiative be received;
AND THAT staff provide a report to the September Corporate and Administrative
Services Committee as to the feasibility of making a $500 contribution to
WaterCan from the rural areas grant-in-aid functions, along with information on
past Regional District contributions made to international crisis situations;
AND FURTHER THAT Reverend Esther North be invited to that meeting to answer
questions regarding WaterCan that the Committee may have.
DISCUSSION
As of August 15, balance of uncommitted discretionary funds for rural grant-in-aid functions are
as follows:
1. Area A (Function 121) - $5,729
2. Area B (Function 122) - $1,554
3. Area D (Function 127) - $917
4. Area E (Function 128) - $1,960
5. Area F (Function 129) - $9,755
Currently, grant-in-aid, Area E&F, function 123, has a deficit of ($5,250) and the Greater
Gibsons Community Participation, function 126, has a deficit of ($138).

H:\WP\2011\09\RPT\Watercan-donation-tp.docx

1

WATERCAN CONTRIBUTION

Page 2

In January 2005, a total of $10,000 was given to the Canadian Red Cross for the Asian
earthquake and tsunami relief from grant-in-aid functions 120 (areas A, B, D, E, F & SIGD) in
the amount of $7,740, and grant-in aid function 124 (DOS) in the amount of $2,260 with the
following Board recommendation of January 13, 2005.
Recommendation No. 15 – Tsunami Relief Fund
THAT the Board authorize the donation of $10,000 from the Grant in Aid
fund to the Canadian Red Cross Tsunami Relief Fund;
AND THAT staff prepare a press release to advise the general public of
this donation.
In September of the same year, funds were again given to the Canadian Red Cross for the
Hurricane Katrina relief, from grant-in-aid function 120 (areas A, B, D, E, F & SIGD) with the
following September 22, 2005 Board recommendation.
Recommendation No. 27 - Hurricane Katrina
THAT the SCRD donate $4,000 from grant-in-aid to the Red Cross for
Hurricane Katrina relief.
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B
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

September 9, 2011

TO:

Corporate and Administrative Services Committee – September 22, 2011

FROM:

Brian K. Sagman – Manager of Transportation and Facilities

RE:

BC TRANSIT COST SHARING AND NEW FAREBOXES

RECOMMENDATION

THAT the Manager of Transportation and Facilities report titled “BC TRANSIT COST
SHARING AND NEW FAREBOXES” be received.

BACKGROUND

In response to the July 28, 2011 report on the June Transit budget variance and based on the
discussion at the meeting the Board provided the following direction to staff (ref. 323/11):
Recommendation No. 1

Transit Variance Reporting

THAT the Manager of Transportation and Facilities’ report regarding Transit,
Function 310, Variance Reporting for the Period Ended June 30, 2011 be
received;
AND THAT staff report to the September Corporate and Administrative Services
Committee on the following issues:
•
•

the funding split between the Regional District and BC Transit on the
corrosion issue, and
details on the fare box program.

Bus Corrosion Repairs
The SCRD’s low floor buses are mainly 1997 New Flyer models that are reaching the end of
their useful life of approximately 20 years. Most of this fleet have new engines that were
replaced in 2009/2010 and some have also had transmissions and differentials replaced. At this
time, BC Transit is evaluating these vehicles to determine which ones would be suitable for
repairs to major structural components that have corroded. The corrosion repairs are
considered major repairs and will extend the life of the bus at an estimated province wide
average cost of approximately $8,400 per bus. This cost will be amortized over a three-year
period at $3,800 in Year One and $2,300 in Years Two and Three. These costs would be
shared between the SCRD and BC Transit based on the Annual Operating Agreement. Note
that because the estimate is based on the total cost of repairing the provincial fleet, the costs for
individual systems can vary. In addition, there may be buses that BC Transit decides to retire, if
the estimated cost of corrosion and other needed repairs is considered to be excessive.

H:\WP\2011\09\Transit-Corrosion-and-fareboxes.docx
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Staff Report to Corporate and Administrative Services Committee
Electronic Farebox Program

In March 2011, the Sunshine Coast introduced electronic fareboxes on the conventional fleet.
These GFI Genfare fareboxes were purchased by BC Transit for installation on 700 buses
throughout the province at a budgeted cost of $6.48 million or about $9,300 per bus. The
benefits of these fareboxes are as follows:
•

•
•

The new machines will record data from each fare, such as product type, boarding time
and bus route – valuable data that can be used to help determine future changes or
improvements to the local transit system.
Validation of cash and pre-paid fares resulting in an estimated increase in revenues of
10% on average.
A reduction in fare disputes by reducing the focus on the driver when a passenger has
not paid the correct fare. Rather than the driver having to flag invalid fare payment, the
farebox accomplishes that task.

The maintenance issues that we experienced with the new fareboxes in the early days of
implementation have largely been addressed. These generally involved either software
problems or defective components that have since been replaced. The 2011 budget included a
forecast increase in revenue from cash fares of approximately 7% in lieu of the new fareboxes.
Because the fareboxes did not come online until March of this year, we will not have the benefit
of a full year of operation. Estimated yearly farebox revenues as of the end of August show a
$37,000 deficit on revenues of $437,000. However, the statistics to date paint an optimistic
picture for the remainder of the year as shown below:

Average Revenue (1,000s)

3 Month Fare Revenue Trend
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Higher revenue numbers are typical of the summer months but monthly figures can also be
impacted by the revenue pick-up dates, such that revenue from one month can be carried
forward to the subsequent month.
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C
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

September 13, 2011

TO:

Corporate and Administrative Services Committee - September 22, 2011

FROM:

Tina Perreault, Treasurer

RE:

2012 BUDGET PROCESS AND FINANCIAL PLAN TIMETABLE

RECOMMENDATION(S)
THAT the Treasurer’s report regarding the 2012 Budget Process be received for
information;
AND THAT the three rounds of budget meetings be set for the following dates:
• Round 1 – January 17, 18, 19 and 21st (Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday and Friday)
• Round 2 - February 13, 14 and 15th (Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday)
• Round 3 – March 5, 6 and 7th (Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday).

BACKGROUND
Each year following the budget process, managers review how the process worked and identify
recommended changes for the next budget year. In addition, the budget manual is updated to
include any recommended changes in the process and the timelines for the following budget
year. This year, several recommendations were received from both managers and the
Committee. These have been incorporated in the 2012 draft budget manual, pending the
Committee’s approval.

DISCUSSION
We are currently in the third year of the “new” base budget process. A maximum percentage
increase to net operating base budget will be determined by the Board in the fall of each year
for the upcoming budget year. (Net operating base budget is defined as the prior year’s base
budget excluding administrative support, salaries, benefits, transfers and debt payments.) Once
a recommendation is received by the Board as to the maximum for 2012, the “Base Budget” will
be open to managers to refine and add detail. For Round 1 Budget, managers will incorporate
increases to net operating base budget where required, adjust downward where actual figures
reflect savings and report to the Committee on the total percentage increase used per budget
with an explanation of which line items were adjusted and why.
In general, it is felt that the new process was well received by the Board and staff. On that
basis, staff are recommending to continue the “Base Budget” process for 2012 with the dates for
the three rounds of budget review to be set as shown in the attached “Financial Plan Timetable”,
which are as follows:
• Round 1 – January 17, 18, 19 and 21st (Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday and Friday)
• Round 2 – February 13 to 15th (Monday, Tuesday and Wednesday)
• Round 3 – March 5, 6 and 7th (Monday, Tuesday and Wednesday).

H:\WP\2011\09\RPT\2012 Budget process & Finacial Plan Timetable-TP.docx
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FINANCIAL PLAN TIMETABLE
Stage

Lead

Timeline

CAO

April - July

1.

Strategic Planning

2.

Prebudget

i.

Request Board direction for max % increase to
Net Operating Base Budget for 2012

CAO / Treasurer

Sept 22 CAS

ii.

Managers to seek direction from Board where
required

BM’s

Ongoing

iii.

Develop operating and capital plans in line with
Strategic Plan

GM’s / BM’s

Ongoing

iv.

Initial Meetings to Review Procedures of Budget
Refining and Inflation Adjustments

Sr Mgrs / BM’s

Oct (see budget calendar)

v.

Base Budget open for refining and details (5
weeks)

BM’s

Oct 17 – Nov 18 (Deadline)

vi.

Review of Decision Packages

Sr Mgrs / BM’s

Week of Nov 14 (see
budget calendar)

vii.

Prepare / complete HR Plan

Sr Mgrs / BM’s

Week of Nov 14 (see
budget calendar)

3.

Financial Plan Round 1

i.

Departmental Work Plan Updates to the Board

BM’s

Week of Oct 17 (2 Days
TBD)

ii.

Update / Amend Financial Plan

Finance

1 two weeks of December

iii.

Budget Calculations for Round 1

Finance

1 two weeks of December

iv.

Review draft R1 Budget & Decision Package
reports

Sr Mgrs/ BM’s

Week of Dec 12 (See
budget calendar)

v.

Final R1 Decision Package Review

Senior Management

Jan 3 & 4 , 2012

vi.

Final R1 Decision Package Reports submitted for
Agendas

BM’s / Admin Asst’t

Monday, Jan 9
DEADLINE

vii.

Produce R1 Package / Agendas

Finance

Jan 3 - 12

viii.

R1 Package to the Board

Finance

Friday, Jan 13th

ix.

Round 1 Board Review

BM’s / Board

Jan 16 – 20th

x.

Incorporate amendments / recalculate

Finance

Last week of January

xi.

Update / Finalize HR Plan

HR / Finance

Last week of January

xii.

Senior Managers Review

Senior Management

Jan 30 - 31

xiii.

Provide Update to Municipalities

Treasurer

Following R1

xiv.

Final R2 Decision Reports submitted for Agendas

BM’s / Admin Asst’t

Monday, Feb 6
DEADLINE

xv.

Produce R2 Package / Agendas

Finance

Feb 1 – 9th

xvi.

R2 Package to the Board

Finance

Friday, Feb 10th

th

th

th

st
st

th

6

rd

th

th

th

4.

Financial Plan Round 2

i.

Round 2 Board Review

ii.

Incorporate amendments / recalculate

iii.

Update / Finalize HR Plan

iv.

Produce R3 Package / Agendas

v.

Public Presentations

vi.
NEW

Project Carryforward Requests to Board
(Accruals and year-end complete)

vii.

Final R3 Decision Package Reports submitted for
Agendas

viii.

th

BM’s & Board

Feb 13 – 15th

Finance

Last week of February

HR / Finance

Last week of February

Finance

Last week of February

Board/CAO/GM’s

First week of March

BM’s

Feb 23 Special CAS

BM’s / Admin Asst’t

Monday, Feb 27
DEADLINE

Produce R3 Package / Agendas

Finance

Feb 20 – 29th

vix.

R3 Package to the Board

Finance

Friday, Mar 2nd

5.

Financial Plan Round 3

i.

Round 3 Board Review

BM’s & Board

Mar 5 – 7th

ii.

Incorporate amendments / recalculate

Finance

Mid March

iii.

Update / Finalize HR Plan

HR / Finance

Mid March

iv.

Produce Financial Plan Bylaw

Finance / Mgr, Leg
Services

Mid March

6.

Adopt Financial Plan Bylaw

Board

March (CAS)

7.

Revised Assessment Roll Released

BC Assessment

Last week of March

8.

Produce Final (BV) Package
Prepare Summary FP info for publication (Apr
st
1 BC Assessment data available)

Finance

By Mid April

9.

Tax Requisition

Finance / IT

April 10 - Deadline
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D
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

August 26, 2011

TO:

Corporate and Administrative Services Committee - September 22, 2011

FROM:

Tina Perreault, Treasurer

RE:

DEPARTMENTAL WORK PLAN UPDATES

RECOMMENDATION(S):
THAT the Treasurer’s report regarding Departmental Work Plan Updates be received;
AND THAT staff be provided with direction as to which functions they would like Work
Plan Updates submitted for;
AND THAT the Board provide direction as to a suitable date to schedule the Special
Corporate and Administrative Services Committee meeting to review the updates.

BACKGROUND
At the May 12, 2011 Regular Board Meeting, Resolution 199/11, Rec. 3 was adopted, excerpt
as follows:
Recommendation No. 3

Work Plan

THAT Managers provide a report to a Special Corporate and Administrative
Services Committee each December incorporating the following:
•
•
•

the work plan at the beginning of the current year;
the status of current work plan, what was completed, what is in progress and what
is still outstanding;
proposals for the upcoming years’ work plan for consideration by the Board;

AND THAT the Board determine if the outstanding work is still a priority at that time and
identify projects to be included on the upcoming years’ work plan.
DISCUSSION
Staff requests that the Committee identify functions they would like to see Work Plan Updates
for in December, in addition to the following:
[310] Transit
[500] Regional Planning
[345] Ports
[504] Rural Planning
[350-353] Regional Solid Waste
[616-621] Recreation
[365] North Pender Water Service
[650] Parks
[366] South Pender Water
[665] Bike & Walking Paths
[370] Regional Water
[680] Dakota Ridge

H:\WP\2011\09\RPT\Departmental-Work-Plan-Updates.docx
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WORK PLAN UPDATES
As is stated in the above-noted resolution, staff are to include:

• their work plan at the beginning of the current year;
• the status of current work plan, what was completed, what is in progress and what is still
outstanding; and
• proposals for the upcoming years’ work plan.
The Board will then determine if the outstanding work is still a priority at that time and identify
projects to be included in the 2012 years’ work plan. This will give manager’s direction for future
operational plans as well as guide the 2012 decision package proposals.
Due to the 2011 election schedule, staff suggest that a Special Corporate and Administrative
Services (CAS) Committee meeting be scheduled in October (over two days) to fully review
these Work Plan updates, as opposed to December, as was previously recommended.
If the Committee is in agreement, Staff ask that the following dates be reviewed for availability:
•
•
•
•

Monday, October 17th
Tuesday, October 18th
Wednesday, October 19th
Friday, October 21st

9

2011 Departmental Work Plan
Department and Function No.
* Note - Provide estimated timeline if project status is in progress or outstanding.

No. 2011 Item

2011
Budget
Impact

Purpose

H:\FIN\Budget 2012\Budget Templates\2011-Work-Plan-Template

Description

10

Status at Dec
1/2011 (In
Progress,
Outstanding or
Completed)

*Estimated
Timeline

Potential
c/forward
(Yes or No)

2012 Proposed Departmental Work Plan
Department and Function No.

* Note - Provide estimated timeline if project status is in progress or outstanding.

No. 2012 Item

2012
Budget
Impact

H:\FIN\Budget 2012\Budget Templates\2012-Work-Plan-Template

Purpose

Description
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Potential 2012
Decision Pkg
(Yes or No)

E
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

September 8, 2011

TO:

Corporate and Administrative Services Committee - September 22, 2011

FROM:

Tina Perreault, Treasurer

RE:

2011 PROJECT CARRY FORWARDS

RECOMMENDATION(S)
THAT the Treasurer’s report regarding the 2011 Project Carry Forward recommendations
be received for information;
AND THAT a Special Corporate and Administrative Services Committee meeting to
review 2011 Project Carry Forwards be scheduled for February 23, 2012 from 9:30 a.m. to
12:00 p.m.

BACKGROUND
In the fall of each year (November/December), Managers have come to the Corporate and
Administrative Services (CAS) Committee with their prior year projects that are either
incomplete or delayed and request that they be included in the next year’s Provisional Budget.
Typically, projects are still in progress and the status has changed by year-end both financially,
as well as operationally. Therefore, once the year-end is complete, staff report back to the
Committee requesting the carry forward project (with the amended numbers) be included in the
Provisional Budget.

DISCUSSION
Carry forward projects do not have a financial or taxation impact for the following year’s
Provisional Budget. Remaining unused funding for the project is carried over to fund the project
for the following year. Projects are often in progress until the end of the year, and Finance
typically cannot provide departments with final year-end figures until the third week of January,
as invoices are still streaming in.
In light of this, staff recommend that 2011 project carry forwards be brought to a Special CAS
Committee meeting after the second round of budget discussions on the date proposed. The
numbers will be included in the third round of the provisional budget.

H:\WP\2011\09\RPT\2011 Project Carry forwards -TP.docx

12

F
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

August 25, 2011

TO:

Corporate and Administrative Services Committee - September 22, 2011

FROM:

John France, Chief Administrative Officer
Tina Perreault, Treasurer

RE:

PROPOSED OFFICE OF THE MUNICIPAL AUDITOR GENERAL

RECOMMENDATION(S):
THAT the Chief Administrative Officer and Treasurer’s report regarding the proposed
creation of the Office of the Municipal Auditor General be received;
And That, the Municipal Auditor General report be forwarded to the October CAS for
discussion on a possible response to the Province on the Municipal Auditor General
initiative.

BACKGROUND
At the July 28, 2011 Regular Board Meeting, Resolution 323/11, Rec. 26 was adopted, excerpt
as follows:
THAT the correspondence from the Ministry of Community, Sport and Cultural
Development regarding the potential establishment of a Municipal Auditor General office
be received;
AND THAT this correspondence be referred to the September Infrastructure
Services Committee meeting, with staff feedback on the potential creation of this
office;
AND FURTHER THAT the Directors review the background information regarding this
issue during August to provide any feedback to the September meeting.
DISCUSSION
First, Staff apologises for missing the timeline for this report and for missing the survey timeline.
The original email from the ministry was simply not noted in the correspondence. The attached
documents from the UBCM on the “Municipal Auditor General (MAG) Update” are useful and
staff high light the following points:
•
•

The Government of BC has moved to a solution before framing what the problem is.
This approach suggests the Province is not being entirely open with its agenda while
certainly giving hints as to the policy direction of the MAG office.

H:\WP\2011\09\RPT\CAO-Muni-Auditor-General.docx
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PROPOSED OFFICE OF THE MUNICIPAL AUDITOR GENERAL

•

•

•

•
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There are comments about performance audits and systems. While Staff agree,
performance auditing can provide better accountability, it comes at a cost. Furthermore,
there may be reporting alternatives already in place that substantially meet
accountability goals.
There is strong evidence that the MAG office will look at the municipal taxation formula.
Clearly, the extent of what this review will look into must be clarified by the province. Any
changes to the local taxation policy where for example municipal multiples are set by the
province or where limitations are put on taxation policy (between classes) should be
rigorously challenged. Furthermore if any change is mandated in tax policy which may
result in revenue shifts or drops, this must be coupled with opportunities for local
governments to raise revenues from new sources. Please note, it is unclear if this part
involves RD’s as our multiples are set by the Province.
There has to be a distinction made between reviewing the performance of a service
versus the policy behind the service. Local Governments must retain the right to set
policy for their communities. Reviewing a service to determine whether it is delivering the
intended product is in many communities already being done. As stated above, the tools
may already exist for making improvements in performance auditing if that is a main
objective of MAG.
There is no clear understanding as to any changes the MAG will have in relation to the
Inspector of Municipalities and the effects this will have on Regional Districts specifically.
There is no clear indication if Regional Districts will have to adhere to all the proposed
new requirements set out by the MAG, as information to date makes reference to
municipalities. Staff believe the MAG’s powers will extend to Regional Districts, but
clarification is required.

As the MAG issue will be an item discussed at the upcoming UBCM, Staff suggest that the
Board revisit this report at the October CAS meeting. A response on MAG can then be
forwarded to the Province, if so desired by the Board.
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Dear Mayor or Chair:
I am seeking written feedback from your local government to assist in the establishment of a
Municipal Auditor General office, further to the Province of British Columbia’s commitment to
create such an office.
The primary benefit of an office of the Municipal Auditor General is increased assurance that
taxpayers are getting value-for-money from their local governments—just as they have that
assurance through the Office of Auditor General’s review of provincial fmances. This supports
the public interest, provides certainty and predictability to strengthen investor confidence in
British Columbia, as well as supporting local governments in their budgeting processes.
This summer, staff with the Ministry of Community Sport and Cultural Development are
consulting with interested parties from across British Columbia on the establishment of the
Municipal Auditor General office. Please review the attached survey and provide a response
from your council or board. Individual council members or directors are also invited to submit a
response.
I would greatly appreciate your response by September 9, 2011. Please return completed surveys
to: CSCD.Minister@ gov.bc.ca.
The survey responses will enable further conversation at the Union of British Columbia
Municipalities’ annual convention at the end of September. I look forward to receiving your
views. Hearing from your local government is important to the successful implementation of a
Municipal Auditor General office.
Sincerely,
“Original Signed By”
Ida Chong, FCGA
Minister of Community, Sport and Cultural Development
Attachment
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Municipal Auditor General Survey
BACKGROUND
All provinces in Canada have a Provincial Auditor General who conducts independent audits of
government operations through both “financial audits” and “performance audits” (i.e., audits that
consider value for money). It is important to note that the Auditor General is not designed to revisit or
evaluate the decisions made by elected officials. For example, British Columbia’s Auditor General Act
states that a report or examination “must not call into question the merits of program policies or
objectives of the government”.
Some other provinces also have an office of the Municipal Auditor General. Nova Scotia introduced
legislation to appoint a Municipal Auditor General in 2008; however, full implementation has not yet
occurred. In Ontario, municipalities may (other than Toronto, which must) establish their own office of
the Municipal Auditor General (e.g., Ottawa, Oshawa, and Markham have created such offices) and so
can municipalities with populations over 100,000 in Quebec.
In designing the office of the new Municipal Auditor General for British Columbia, there are a number
of principles to keep in mind:
• it should not duplicate the existing accountability framework for local government;
• it should have independence and credibility;
• it should be cost effective, and;
• it should be accountable to the taxpayer (e.g., by making information publicly available).

SURVEY INSTRUCTIONS
The purpose of this survey is to obtain your feedback on the establishment of a Municipal Auditor
General. Survey responses will be compiled by staff at the Ministry of Community, Sport and Cultural
Development to enable further discussion at the annual UBCM convention in September.
Please return completed surveys by September 9, 2011, by email to: CSCD.Minister@gov.bc.ca
You may choose to fill out this form as an individual elected official or as an organization as a whole
(e.g. council or board).
Please provide the following information to assist in reviewing the results:
• This survey response is from an individual elected official (yes or no):
• This survey response is from a local government council or board (yes or no):
• Name of municipality or regional district:______________________________________
• Name of individual councillor or director (if applicable):___________________________
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SURVEY
1) What should be the general role or purpose of the Municipal Auditor General?

2) What specific functions or duties should the Municipal Auditor General have (e.g., should it focus
on value for money audits? should it identify best practices?)?

3) Who should a Municipal Auditor General report to?

4) What should be done with the recommendations made by a Municipal Auditor General as a result
of an audit (e.g. should local governments be required to consider the results of an audit as part of
their financial plans or annual reports?)?

5) Should the Municipal Auditor General have authority to audit just municipalities and regional
districts, or should the office also have authority over other local bodies (e.g., the greater boards,
corporations incorporated by municipalities)?

6) What do you see as the benefits of having an office of the Municipal Auditor General?

7) Do you have any additional comments?

Thank you for completing the survey.
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G
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

August 15, 2011

TO:

Corporate and Administrative Services Committee, September 22, 2011

FROM:

Tina Perreault, Treasurer

RE:

DEFERMENT PROGRAM

RECOMMENDATION(S):
THAT the Treasurer’s report regarding the Deferment Program be received;

BACKGROUND
At the July 28, 2011 Regular Board Meeting, Resolution 323/11, Rec. 26 was adopted, excerpt
as follows:
Recommendation No. 8

Deferments

THAT the Chief Administrative Officer’s report regarding deferments within the Regional
District and the reasons they have been increasing be received;
AND THAT staff research whether interest and/or penalties accrue on the taxes
being deferred under the Deferment Program;
AND FURTHER THAT, the research include what happens when a child turns 18,
with respect to the Deferment Program for Families with Children.
DISCUSSION
Interest does accrue on the taxes being deferred and some penalties do apply. The following
excerpt is taken directly from “Property Tax Deferment” application:
Simple interest is charged on deferment accounts at a rate not greater than 2% below
the prime rate of the Province's principal banker. The interest rate is set every six
months (April & October) by the Minister of Finance.
For the period of April 1, 2011 to September 30, 2011 the interest rate is:
1.00% for the Property Tax Deferment Program
3.00% for the Property Tax Deferment Program for Families with Children
3.00% for the Property Tax Deferment Program Financial Hardship
Interest is charged from the date your property tax is due or the date you apply
to defer your taxes, whichever is later.

H:\WP\2011\09\RPT\Deferments-tp.docx
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DEFERMENT PROGRAM

Interest is charged on the amount of the deferred property tax. It is not charged on the
initial application fee or on renewal fees under the Property Tax Deferment
Program. Payments on deferment accounts are first applied to fees (if applicable), then
interest, and then to the principal.
You must pay late payment penalty charges if, after the property tax due date,
you:
•
•
•
•

are found ineligible for the program
cancel or withdraw your application for ANY reason before deferment program pays
the taxes on your behalf
apply for deferment after the property tax due date
sell your home before the taxes have been paid on your behalf

Staff contacted the Ministry for the penalty schedule and they are the same as the rate set for
late tax payment. They are 5% for taxes not paid on due date and 10% in October if taxes
remain unpaid.
Under the “Families with Children Property Tax Deferment Program”, the year the last child
turns 18, taxes can no longer be deferred as they no longer qualify. Taxes that were previously
deferred are not payable until ownership of the home changes or upon the death of the
agreement holder(s). Interest continues to accrue until the taxes are paid.
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SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

September 9, 2011

TO:

Corporate and Administrative Services Committee – September 22, 2011

FROM:

Angie Legault, Manager of Legislative Services

RE:

2011 RESOLUTIONS TO UBCM

RECOMMENDATION
THAT the report on 2011 Resolutions to UBCM be received;
AND THAT the Board identify which Director will speak to SCRD resolutions at the UBCM
convention.

BACKGROUND
Prior to attending the Union of British Columbia Municipalities convention, Directors may wish to
discuss the logistics related to covering issues, meetings and resolutions.
Briefing notes are being prepared to assist the Board in addressing resolutions on the
convention floor, as well as for meetings requested with the Province i.e. Ministries of Forests,
Lands & Natural Resource Operations (trapping regulations and Chapman watershed
logging/Joint Watershed Management Agreement); Transportation & Infrastructure (Integrated
Transportation Study); and Environment (park maintenance funding). The briefing notes will
form part of the Director’s information packages for the convention.

DISCUSSION
The following resolutions were endorsed at the AVICC convention and forwarded for discussion
at UBCM:
1. TREATY ADVISORY COMMITTEE FUNDING (A7)
WHEREAS the 2008 Memorandum of Understanding between UBCM and the Province
of British Columbia included ‘New Relationship’ matters within the mandate of the Treaty
Advisory Committee, in addition to treaty negotiations;
AND WHEREAS there is no formal pathway within the context of New Relationship
funding which includes the interests of local governments;
AND WHEREAS the information gained from these advisory committees is invaluable for
negotiations with First Nations thereby benefitting all parties;
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT the Association of Vancouver Island and
Coastal Communities urge the Ministry of Aboriginal Relations and Reconciliation to
provide adequate core funding to Treaty Advisory Committees and related organizations.
(NOTE: UBCM Resolutions Committee recommendation is to endorse.)

H:\WP\2011\09\RPT\UBCM-Resn-Speakers-AL.doc
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2. BIKE LANE SWEEPING (B19)
This resolution was endorsed at AVICC as amended to include “highway shoulder” sweeping.
WHEREAS governments invest in the provision of cycling lanes adjacent to provincial
roadways to promote healthy lifestyles and provide alternatives to single occupancy
vehicles;
AND WHEREAS gravel and other debris on the cycling paths pose a risk to cyclists and
act as an impediment to the use of alternative modes of transportation;
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Association of Vancouver Island and Coastal
Communities urge the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure to amend road
maintenance contracts to increase the frequency of bike lane and highway shoulder
sweeping.
(NOTE: UBCM Resolutions Committee recommendation is to endorse).
3. GLASS SPONGE REEFS (B40)
WHEREAS ancient and fragile glass sponge reefs previously thought to be extinct exist
off British Columbia’s coast and are at risk from disturbances caused by trawling,
trapping and anchoring;
AND WHEREAS Fisheries and Oceans Canada has designated the Hecate
Strait/Queen Charlotte Sound glass sponge reefs as an Area of Interest within the
Pacific North Coast;
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT the Association of Vancouver Island and
Coastal Communities urge Fisheries and Oceans Canada to also designate the glass
sponge reefs in the Southern Strait of Georgia (specifically McCall Bank, Howe Sound,
Fraser Ridge, Active Pass, Nanaimo, Coulee Bank and Parksville) as “areas of interest”
for protection.
(NOTE: UBCM Resolutions Committee recommendation is to endorse).

4. NATURAL AREA TAX EXEMPTION PROGRAM (B90)
This resolution was endorsed at AVICC as amended to replace “regional districts” with “local
governments”.
WHEREAS the Islands Trust currently offers a Natural Area Protection Tax Exemption
Program which provides property tax relief of up to 65% for owners who wish to enter
into a conservation covenant to protect important natural features of their property;
AND WHEREAS Regional Districts may wish to support and encourage property owners
to preserve natural areas for the benefit of future generations;
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT the Ministry of Community, Sport and Cultural
Development be requested to grant regional districts local governments the legislative
authority to implement natural area protection tax exemption programs.

H:\WP\2011\09\RPT\UBCM-Resn-Speakers-AL.doc
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(NOTE: UBCM Resolutions Committee recommendation is to endorse with amendment to
delete the word ‘legislative’).

5. ILLEGAL DUMPING (B89)
WHEREAS illegal waste disposal is detrimental to the environment and our
communities;
AND WHEREAS local governments are being called on to expend greater resources in
order to monitor and clean up illegal dump sites;
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT the Ministry of Environment be requested to
make additional financial and human resources available to assist with enforcement,
monitoring and clean up of illegal dump sites on Crown land.
(NOTE: UBCM Resolutions Committee recommendation is to endorse).
6. BC HYDRO FAIR COMPENSATION (C11)
This resolution was also submitted by Nanaimo Regional District.
WHEREAS Crown Corporations are expected to pay their fair share of property taxes by
providing a grant-in-lieu;
AND WHEREAS private utilities pay property taxes to municipalities and regional
districts on property including rights-of-way for distribution and transmission lines, and
private utilities and BC Hydro provide municipalities a 1% tax on gross sales revenues
within their jurisdictions;
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that UBCM lobby the Province of British Columbia to
explore the taxation of BC Hydro and implement a fair and equitable method of
compensation to all local governments for the provision of local and regional services.
(NOTE: This resolution was submitted by multiple local governments and has been referred to
discussion of resolution B23 (identical content).

The following resolutions were submitted directly to UBCM for consideration at the convention:
7. TRAPPING REGULATIONS (B171)

WHEREAS regional districts do not have the authority to regulate trapping;
AND WHEREAS the use of leg hold traps within urban interface areas pose an
unacceptable risk for injuries to humans and pets;

H:\WP\2011\09\RPT\UBCM-Resn-Speakers-AL.doc
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THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT the Ministry of Forests, Lands and
Natural Resource Operations be encouraged to develop and promote
educational programs on alternatives to trapping wildlife and the importance of
signage, particularly within urban interface areas in order to protect humans and
pets from unnecessary injury.
(NOTE: UBCM Resolutions Committee made no recommendation.)

8. MAINTENANCE FUNDING FOR BC PARKS (C18)

WHEREAS many Provincial Parks are utilized by the public year-round despite
being maintained during peak summer months only, resulting in environmental
concerns related to unmaintained toilets, waste disposal and unaddressed
vandalism;
AND WHEREAS insufficient resources are dedicated to ensure required
maintenance is undertaken outside of the peak summer months;
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT the Ministry of Environment be
requested to direct additional funding toward the year-round maintenance of BC
Parks sites.

(NOTE: UBCM Resolutions Committee has referred discussion of this item to Resolution B49.)
UBCM categorizes resolutions for the convention as follows:
•
•

•

Section A resolutions pertain to new policy matters not previously discussed by
membership and/or priority items that have broad application to UBCM members
Section B resolutions may be brought to the Convention floor with the approval of the
delegates after resolutions in Section A have been considered
• Part 1 – resolutions supporting existing policy
• Part 2 – resolutions proposing new policy – within local government jurisdiction
• Part 3 – resolutions proposing new policy – not within jurisdiction of local government
Section C resolutions are referred to discussion of other similar resolutions that have
been submitted.

H:\WP\2011\09\RPT\UBCM-Resn-Speakers-AL.doc
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I
SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

September 15, 2011

TO:

Corporate & Administrative Services Committee – September 22, 2011

FROM:

John France, Chief Administrative Officer
Angie Legault, Manager of Legislative Service

RE:

BOARD ORIENTATION

RECOMMENDATION(S)
THAT the report concerning Board Orientation be received;
AND THAT the orientation content provided within the report be approved and the event
be scheduled for (December 12/13, January 9/10, or January 23/24);
AND FURTHER THAT Directors be paid for travel expenses and extraordinary meeting
remuneration for attending the two day session.
BACKGROUND
Staff provide an orientation for new (and returning) Directors after each election. This provides a
refresher for returning Directors while also providing new Directors with valuable information on
local government practices, Board meetings/policies, and legal issues.

DISCUSSION
Staff propose a two-day orientation session. The first day will deal the topics outlined at the end
of this report (previously considered by the Committee on July 28th). The second day was
designed with the CAO’s from the Town of Gibsons and District of Sechelt, and affords the
Board with both useful/practical information, but also the opportunity to begin working with
Councils. Main topics of Day Two include:
•
•
•

Council/Board relations – 3 hours: working with Staff, Strategic Planning, Meetings
facilitation, roles and responsibilities of Elected Officials, working in support of
Council/Board resolutions/actions.
Media Relations – 1 hour: Best Practices and Tips
Legal – 2 hours: Conflict of Interest, In Camera Confidentiality and other topics. Also
includes a Q&A session.

The dates suggested are Dec 12/13, Jan 9/10 and Jan 23/24. These dates do not conflict with
Budget sessions or the LGLA elected officials session (Feb 8-10). However, Staff do suggest
the January dates are better suited to avoid work issues leading up to the Budget sessions in
January. Timing for both days would be 9:00 to 4:00. Location to be determined.
Staff also request direction on any other topics the Board wishes to see included in the session.

H:\WP\2011\09\RPT\CAO-cas-new-board-orientation.doc
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2011 Board Orientation
DAY 1
1. General Overview – SCRD Board
a. SCRD Map
b. Vision Statement and Goals
c. Strategic Plan and status report
d. List of functions and participants
e. Standing Committee Terms of Reference
f. Board appointments
g. Director/Alternate Director Contact List
h. Board and Committee calendar
i. Significant Dates
j. Membership in other organizations e.g. UBCM, AVICC, FCM, MFA, MIA, LMTAC
k. Sunshine Coast Regional Hospital District
2. General Overview
a. Organizational chart
b. Board/staff roles and relationships
c. Terms and Conditions of Employment
i.
Exempt Employee Bylaw
d. Five Year Financial Plan Process and Budget Manual
e. Annual Financial Report
f. Records Management
g. Freedom of Information & Protection of Privacy Act
3. Departmental Overviews
a. Infrastructure Services
i.
Summary of Services
ii.
Statement of purpose
iii.
Location of SCRD facilities
iv.
List of services provided with function number and description
b. Corporate Services
i.
Summary of Services
ii.
Statement of purpose
iii.
Location of SCRD facilities
iv.
List of services provided with function number and description
c. Community Services
i.
Summary of Services
ii.
Statement of purpose
iii.
Location of SCRD facilities
iv.
List of services provided with function number and description

H:\WP\2011\09\RPT\CAO-cas-new-board-orientation.doc
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4. Regional District Framework
a. Regional District Tool Kit
b. Disclosure of Gifts Briefing Notes
c. Conflict of Interest
d. Open Meetings and Confidentiality
5. SCRD Bylaws
a. Bylaw Register
b. Remuneration Bylaw
c. Procedures Bylaw
6. Selected Board Policies
a. Policy Register
b. Policy on Reimbursement of Travel and other Expenses
c. Constituency Expenses
7. Other
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.
j.

Corporate Energy and Emissions Plan
Community Energy and Emissions Plan
Integrated Transportation Study
Sustainability Plan
Zero Waste Management Plan
Sustainability
Website / Intranet
Web Mapping
Regional Growth Strategy – what is it
Tour of Regional District infrastructure facilities i.e. waste treatment plants,
landfills

8. Commonly Used Acronyms
9. Notes

H:\WP\2011\09\RPT\CAO-cas-new-board-orientation.doc
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SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

September 13, 2011

TO:

Corporate and Administrative Services Committee – September 22, 2011

FROM:

Susan Hunt, Executive Assistant

RE:

DIRECTOR’S REMUNERATION PROCESS

RECOMMENDATION
THAT the Executive Assistant’s report regarding “Director’s Remuneration
Process” be received for information.

BACKGROUND
There have been some concerns raised by Directors regarding the information provided
on remuneration on their biweekly pay slips.

DISCUSSION
The current process in preparing the remuneration form for payroll includes the
following steps:
- information is collected from the meeting minutes and staff
- remuneration form receives approval by the Corporate Officer
- remuneration form is forwarded to the payroll department for processing the
Friday prior to payday
- the payslip is received on payday by either email or via paper copy
These are the steps staff has taken to improve the flow of information to Directors on
remuneration:
1. Provide you with the remuneration form for the current pay period for comment, and
2. Provide you with a remuneration form for the current pay period as part of the pay
information.
Please see attached example of the remuneration form.

H:\WP\2011\09\RPT\CAO - EA Directors Remuneration Process.doc
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K. Julius (alt.)

A. Lutes (alt.)

B. Wilbee (alt.)

B. Smith (alt.)

L. Johnson (alt.)

D. Ryan(alt.)

J. Clegg (alt.)

L. Hay (alt.)

Jordan Louie

Eric Graham

Lee Turnbull

xxxx - xxxx/11

Lorne Lewis

Barry Janyk

Keith Thirkell

Date

Donna Shugar

Pay Period # xx
x = attended meeting
o = attended by Chair (no pay)

Garry Nohr
(o -not paid)

SCRD Board Remuneration for Pay Period:

REGULAR BOARD ($111 per)
Regular Board (GN)
Special Board In Camera
STANDING COMMITTEE ($111
per)

Planning & Dev (LT)

Community Svcs (DS) am
Community Svcs (DS) pm
Corporate & Admin (BJ)
Infrastructure Srvcs (JL)
Transportation (LL)

Policing (BJ)
Special PDC
EXTRAORDINARY ($111)
HIDEGRO (LT, LL)
JWMAC / Heritage Protocol

PUBLIC HEARINGS ($111)
CONFERENCES ($150 /day)

REGIONAL HOSPITAL DISTRICT
Regional Hospital District
Board $222/chair $113/per
St. Mary's Governance (BJ,GN$103 per)

St. Mary's Liaison/
MOU/Capital Planning (BJ,GN$103
RHDper)
-Extraordinary i.e. Public
info meetings, AGM etc. (full
Board)($103/per)

C:\Users\joannef\AppData\Local\Microsoft\Windows\Temporary Internet Files\Content.Outlook\RTCY8OEF\draft
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SCRD STAFF REPORT
DATE:

September 2, 2011

TO:

Corporate and Administrative Services Committee – September 22, 2011

FROM:

Michelle Goetz – Accounts Payable Technician

RE:

AUGUST 2011 DIRECTOR CONSTITUENCY & TRAVEL EXPENSES

RECOMMENDATION
THAT the Accounts Payable Technician’s Report regarding Directors’ Constituency
and Travel Expenses to August 31, 2011 be received for information.

PURPOSE
To provide directors with 2011 financial information for constituency and travel expense
balances.
BACKGROUND
The 2011 Financial Plan for line item 01-2-111-263 Legislative & 01-2-130-263 UBCM/AVICC
Constituency Expenses provides a budget of $20,300 ($3,500 allowance per director) for the
expense of running an elected official office. Line item 01-2-111-320 Legislative & 01-2-130-320
UBCM/AVICC Travel Expenses provides an allowance of $36,144 for mileage, meals, hotel and
other various charges associated with travelling on SCRD business.
DISCUSSION
As of August 31, 2011 the total amount posted to Constituency Expenses is $8,046, leaving an
unspent balance of $12,254. The total amount posted to Legislative and UBCM/AVICC Travel
Expenses is $15,513, which is under budget by $20,631. Figures are based on expense reports
submitted to date and a breakdown by Director is provided below.

Constituency Expense:
Director Area A
$
Director Area B/Chair
$
Director Area D/Vice Chair $
Director Area E
$
Director Area F
$
Director DOS
$
Director TOG
$
Director SIGD
$
Totals
$

Travel Expense
Excl. GST/HST:

Travel Expense
Alternate:

$ 1,761
$ 6,758
$ 3,053
$
291
$
86
$ 1,079
$
997
$
55
$ 14,080

$ 1,370
$
0
$
0
$
24
$
0
$
39
$
0
$
0
$ 1,433

270
2,225
1,639
510
0
426
2,364
612
8,046

H:\WP\2011\09\RPT\Director-Constituency-Travel-Exp.doc
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SCRD STAFF REPORT

DATE:

September 13, 2011

TO:

Corporate and Administrative Services Committee – September 22, 2011

FROM:

Robert McKee, Purchasing Officer

RE:

Contracts between $20,000 and $100,000 – to September 12, 2011

RECOMMENDATION
That the Purchasing Officer’s report on Contracts for the period from July 16, 2011 to
September 12, 2011 be received for information.

BACKGROUND
Sunshine Coast Regional District Delegation Bylaw No. 532, 2003 directs staff to provide the
Committee with a monthly report on all new contracts entered into that fall between $20,000 and
$100,000. Reports include purpose, function and vendor information.
DISCUSSION
There were some 84 contracts/purchase orders entered into in the above time period and six
listed below fall between $20,000 and $100,000.
NAME OF VENDOR & PURPOSE

AMOUNT OF CONTRACT

Waterhouse Enviro. Services Corp PO 4394/370 – Reg Water Services
$ 25,076.52 taxes in
Lions Bay, BC
Chapman Creek Source Assessment Response Plan
Fraser Valley Refrigeration Ltd
Aldergrove, BC

PO 11269/620 – Sechelt Arena
Evaporative Condenser Unit

$ 66,192.00 taxes in

Coast Climate Control
Sechelt, BC

PO 11279/621 – SAC
Boiler Repair

$ 56,358.40 taxes in

Phitted Design
Roberts Creek, BC

PO 11284/616 – GACC
Online Recreation Guide

$ 30,000.00 taxes in

South Coast Ford Sales Ltd
Sechelt, BC
Dell Canada
Toronto, ON

PO 11297/370/200/520 – Various Dept
Reed Road Pump Station
PO 11319/117 – Info Services
Desktop & Laptop Computers / MFA Leased

30

$ 83,442.24 taxes in

$ 45,818.76 taxes in

M
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July 14, 2011

To:
Town of Gibsons Council
District of Sechelt Council
Sechelt Indian Government District
Sunshine Coast Regional District
Re: UBCM Resolution to Eliminate MSP Premiums
I am writing on behalf of the Sunshine Coast Senior Citizens, a branch of the Council of Senior Citizens’
Organizations of B.C., which represents more than 85,000 seniors across British Columbia.
We understand a motion proposing the elimination of MSP premiums for all B.C. seniors will be considered
at the Union of B.C. Municipalities 2011 Annual Convention in Vancouver this September.
B.C. and Alberta are the only Canadian provinces to levy healthcare premiums. B.C. is the only province
whose seniors pay for their medical insurance. This is shameful! This inequality needs to be addressed so
that BC seniors receive the same benefits available to seniors across Canada.
Most seniors’ pensions either do not compensate for inflation or see meagre increases less than the cost of
living. Most find their purchasing power eroded over time and cannot return to the workforce to supplement
their worsening economic situation. Belt tightening is an ongoing exercise, forgoing critical quality of life
expenditures, such as not filling prescriptions, which can be life threatening, just to make ends meet.
Seniors spent their lives contributing to this country and do not deserve a life of poverty in retirement.
Relief from paying MSP premiums will help B.C. seniors cope and provide some added comfort to their
families.
We believe a ‘families first’ B.C. should eliminate all MSP premiums, as is the case in most other provinces.
While the 2011 UBCM resolution only addresses eliminating MSP premiums for seniors, we are pleased
that this important first step toward full elimination of MSP premiums is being considered. We urge your
Council delegates to the UBCM Convention to support passage of the resolution to eliminate MSP
premiums for B.C. seniors.
Thank you for your attention to this important issue to improve the life of B.C. seniors.
Sincerely,
Jef Keighley,
Chair – Sunshine Coast Senior Citizens,
8580 Redrooffs Road,
Halfmoon Bay, B.C., V0N 1Y1
Cc:

The Coast Reporter, as a Letter to the Editor,
The Local, as a Letter to the Editor,
Nicolas Simons, MLA
Sunshine Coast Senior Citizens Executive
Silvia MacLeay, President, COSCO BC
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“Heart ofthe Sunshine Coast”

July 11, 2011

File No. 0400-50
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Mr. J. France
Chief Administrative Officer
Sunshine Coast Regional District
1975 Field Road
Sechelt, BC VON3A1

-.

Dear Mr. France:
RE:

Your letter dated June 6, 2011

—

Sunshine Coast Museum & Archives

Thank you for your above-noted letter director to our Chief
Administrative Officer.
Unfortunately, the District of Sechelt must respectfully decline
participation in this project in
2011. This request for funding was received after our 2011 budget
was finalized and adopted.
Should the Regional District wish Sechelt to consider partici
pation in this project in 2012, we
request a more detailed description of the scope of the work
required, the progress made on the
project in 2011 and remaining work to be done, and a budget showin
g expenditures and costsharing arrangements. To ensure this information can be includ
ed in 2012 budget deliberations,
please ensure this information is provided by November 1, 2011.
We trust you understand that funding can only be provided within
budget allocations that have
been approved by Council.
Yours truly,

D
n Inkster,•
Mayor

2nd Floor, 5797 Cowrie Street, P.O. Box 129, Sechelt,
British Columbia, Canada VON 3A0
Tel: 604-885-1986 • Fax: 604-885-7591 • Vancouver
Line: 604-689-1680 • Website: www.district.sechelt.bc.ca
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District of Sechelt
P.0.129
Sechelt, BC
VON 3A0
Attention: Rob Brem
1
ner Chief Administrative Officer
Dear Rob:
Re: Sunshine Coast Museum & Archives
At the March 24, 2011 Regular Board meeting, a resolution was
adopted for the financial
commitment of up to $35,000 by the SCRD Electoral Areas to the
Sunshine Coast
Museum & Archives toward the roof replacement of the building
they occupy in the Town
of Gibsons. The

funding will be paid over two years (2011 and 2012),
accounting of the project. It is our understanding that the total cost is based on the final
estimated to be
approximately $54,000.
The funding allocation for the Regional District commitment is as
follows:
Area A
$ 7,000
Area
Area
Area
Area

B
D
E
F

$ 7,000

$ 7,000
$ 7,000
$ 7,000
$35,000

The Board has requested that the District of Sechelt also consid
er participating
financially toward this project, along with the Town of Gibsons
and the Sechelt Indian
Government District.

COST REGIONAL DISTRICT

Chief Administrative Officer
:jmf
cc:

Town of Gibsons
Sechelt Indian Government District
Sunshine Coast Museum & Archives Society

ELECTORAL AREAS: A/Egmont, Pender Harbour B/Half
moon Bay D/ Roberts Creek El Elphinstone F/West Howe Sound
MUNICIPALITIES: District of Sechelt/Sechelt Indian Govern
ment District/ Town of Gibsons
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July25, 2011
Jackie Day
Deputy Treasurer
Sunshine Coast Regional District
1975 Field Road
Sechelt BC VON 3A1
Dear Jackie Day:
Re: Surveyor of Taxes 5.25 per cent Col
lection Fee
I am writing to all regional districts to pro
vide some background information on bill
ing and
collecting property taxes in the rural area
. Your regional district board was likely
copied on a
recent Regional District of Bulkley-Necha
ko letter regarding the 5.25 per cent coll
ection fee
charged on regional district taxes. Our offi
ce has received several enquiries rela
ting to this issue, so
I thought it would be useful to provide a
general update to all regional districts reg
arding rural
property tax billing issues that impact the
collection fee.
The collection fee is determined by the Min
ister of Finance periodically, and was last
confirmed at
the current rate of 5.25 per cent in 2010. Aut
hority for the fee is provided by section
21.1 of the
Taxation (Rural Area) Act.
Major cost components of the fee include
tax billing, information requests, remitta
nce processing,
collection of outstanding taxes and the fma
ncing/guarantee of requisition amounts
paid to local
governments. Services to rural property
owners are provided by this office and
60
Service BC
offices located throughout the Province.
Most regional districts are served by two
to a maximum of
five Service BC offices. In addition to nor
mal collection losses, the Province also
incu
rs costs for
the fmancing of funds paid to regional dist
ricts prior to taxes being collected, and
for assessment
appeal refunds after taxes are billed. The
re is no legislative provision for the Provin
ce to recover
appeal or collection losses from regional
districts, so all these costs are born by
the Province. This
“financing/guarantee” of the rural requisi
tion amount removes significant financia
l uncertainty
from local governments. In 2010, the amo
unt of outstanding rural taxes varied from
$51 to $16 million during the tax year, one
third of which would be attributable to
regional district
taxes. Losses from supplementary assessm
ent reductions have been low for the last
few years, at
approximately $2 million annually.
.12
Ministry of
Finance

Revenue Programs Division
Property Taxation Branch

Mailing Address:
P0 Box 9446 Stn Prov Govt
Victoria BC V8W 9V6
Telephone: 250 356-9565
Facsimile: 250 387-2210
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Location:
1802 Douglas St
Victoria BC V8T 4K6
www.sbr.gov.bc.ca
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-3First of all, municipalities incur no cost for school colle
ction losses, supplementary assessment
value/taxation reductions, or for remitting school taxes
prior to collection, so there is no need to
compensate for these costs in the fee paid. All municipa
l collection and supplementary losses are
passed to the Province, and municipalities only remit scho
ol taxes when they are paid. However,
the province bears the losses on behalf of local service taxes
as dóscribed earlier in this letter.
Accordingly, the provincial collection fee must be higher
to offset these costs.

Secondly, the school tax is only one levy that a municipa
lity charges in addition to at least five
other levies on the tax notice, so the additional municipa
l effort is likely marginal. However,
regional district levies make up 80 per cent of the 1,70
7 levies that the Surveyor of Taxes must
charge, so in combination with the other local service
levies there is a much higher degree of effort
required for local service taxes compared to provincia
l taxes on the rural tax billing process.
Third. the school tax base for which the equivalent to a
0.25 per cent provincial fee is attributable is
seven times the size of the local government tax base, so
a straight 5.25 per cent to 0.25 per cent
comparison does not reflect the actual level of compens
ation. Municipalities collecting school
taxes can also earn additional revenue above the 0.25 per
cent fee through the retention of the
school portion of municipal penalties and interest on over
due property tax payments, even though
they do not bear the cost of financing the outstanding taxes
. I will note that the Province also
retains the regional district portion of penalties and inter
est on overdue rural taxes, but that is
reasonable given that the province has already paid the
requisitioned funds to regional districts and
does bear the associated financing costs.
Regional district tax requisitions increase over time
as costs increase with inflation, resulting
in... commensurately higherfees. But it does not cost
the Surveyor of Taxes any more to collect
more money from the same number oftaxpayers. I agre
e that it does not cost more to collect
annual taxes for the same group of local service tax levie
s. However, unlike other taxing
authorities, regional districts are constantly adding new
services that do cost to set up in the
taxation system, and as previously discussed, the Prov
ince is incurring considerable system and
staffing costs to implement changes necessary to meet the
future demands of new regional district
service areas.

The Province also provides collection services to regional
districts for outstanding utility fees in
addition to the billing and collection of property taxes
. In the past five years the number of utility
fees transferred to this office each year for collection has
increased 20 per cent in number
(to 13,740 accounts in 2011) and 50 per cent in dollar valu
e (to $2.7 million). For the majority of
these accounts there were no rural property taxes outstand
ing, so we do incur additional costs each
year in the provision of services to regional districts.
Workload has been shfting to Regional Districts. Rece
nt processes for the processing of regional
district requisitions by the Surveyor of Taxes have chan
ged. These changes were made to provide
consistent requisition practices and to enable regional
district staff familiar with the local service
areas and intended tax burdens. to verify that the tax resul
ts meet their needs.
.14
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Yours truly,
/

ft

/

Art Chambers
Director, Real Property Taxation,
Property Taxation Branch
Ministry of Finance
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