
 
  

 
CLEARWATER COUNTY 

COUNCIL AGENDA 
March 26, 2013 

 
 

11:00 A.M. Land Development Proposal Delegation 
 
    

A.  CALL TO ORDER  
 
B.  AGENDA ADOPTION  
 
C.  CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES  
1. March 12, 2013 Regular Meeting Minutes 
 
 
D. PUBLIC WORKS 
1. Approach Construction Guidelines Policy 
2. Municipal Road Construction Request - Bunch 
 
E. CORPORATE SERVICES 
1. Education Property Tax Requisition 
 
F. COMMUNITY AND PROTECTIVE  SERVICES 
1.  Community Hall & Community Group Insurance – Caroline SC Drop In Centre 
2. RMH Sportsfield Development 
3. South East Recreation Grounds (Item to follow Monday) 
  
 
G. IN CAMERA 
1. Kurt Browning Complex 
2. Draft Tax Rate Bylaw 
3. 11:00 Land Development Proposal Delegation 
 
H. INFORMATION 
1. CAO’S Report 
2.  Public Works Director’s Report 
3. Accounts Payable Listing 
4. Councillor Remuneration 

 
I. COMMITTEE REPORTS  
 
 
J. ADJOURNMENT 



TABLED ITEMS 

 
Date  Item, Reason and Status      
 
04/10/12 Arbutus Hall Funding Request 

 To allow applicant to provide a complete capital projects plan.  
 
STATUS:  Pending Information, Community and Protective Services 
 
 

FOLLOW UP 
 
 
Date  Resolution Item, Action Required and Department 
 
12/03/13 088/13 Approach Construction Guidelines Policy 

 Amend policy re setback requirements  
   
  DEPARTMENT: Public Works 
 
 
12/03/13 091/13 Bylaw 972/13 Williamson 

 Second Reading 
 
  DEPARTMENT: Planning & Development 

 



 
 

 

 

Agenda Item  

Project: Approach Construction Guidelines Policy Review        

Presentation Date: March 26, 2013 

Department: Public Works Author: Erik Hansen 

Budget Implication:         ☒  N/A      ☐ Funded by Dept.     ☐  Reallocation     

Strategic Area: Infrastructure & Asset 
Management 

Goal: - To effectively manage the financial 
and physical assets of the County in order 
to support the growth and development of 
the County while obtaining maximum value 
from County owned infrastructure and 
structures.  

Legislative Direction: ☐None                                       

                                     ☐ Provincial Legislation (cite)        _________________________   

                                     ☒ County Bylaw or Policy (cite) APPROACH CONSTRUCTION GUIDELINES   

Recommendation: That Council reviews the information provided; amend if required and 
approves the draft revisions. 
 

Attachments List: Approach Construction Guidelines Policy 

 

Background: The Administration has made the requested changes to the Approach 

Construction Guidelines policy including how existing approaches and development will 

be managed. As per the request Council made at their March12, 2013 meeting, Staff 

has also included a setback relaxation for approaches in relation to industrial leases. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

D1



 

 

Page 1 of 4 
 

  
Approach Construction Guidelines 

 
  

Clearwater County 
APPROACH CONSTRUCTION GUIDELINES       
    
EFFECTIVE DATE:  October 15, 2009 

Draft Revision: March 26, 2013 

    
SECTION: Public Works 
 
POLICY STATEMENT: 
 
The County is responsible to provide reasonable approach from any developed County roadway 
to each existing adjacent property. With the approval from the County, property owners are 
responsible for the development of additional approaches beyond those provided for by this 
policy. The purpose of this policy is therefore to provide direction regarding the responsibility for 
the construction of approaches from adjacent County roadways and specifications for same. 
 
DEFINITIONS 
  
Approach –  Any entrance located within a municipal road allowance or right-of-way 

that provides ingress and/or egress to a field, resident(s), commercial 
use, or industrial use. 

 
Intersection – Any junction where two government road allowances or right-of-ways 

connect. 
 
Grandfathered –   Any approach constructed prior to July 1, 2007, will be accepted by the 

County in its present condition and location; with the exception of new 
bare land subdivisions. 

 
GENERAL 
 
General Provisions: 
 
1. Unless directed otherwise by this policy, The Public Works Department has the 

responsibility to administer this policy. 
 
2. All approaches constructed prior to July 1, 2007 shall be grandfathered; therefore the 

following policy pertains to only the approaches constructed from July 1, 2007 to the 
present; unless otherwise specifically stated (i.e. – bare land subdivision). 

 
3. If a development wishes to utilize an existing approach, which would alter or intensify 

its use, the approach must meet all applicable Municipal Standards.  
 

4. If an industrial lease is proposed in the corner of a property adjacent to an 
intersection, the approach shall be setback from an intersection a minimum of 100m 
provided it meets all other municipal standards. 

 
Procedure Provisions: 
 

D1



 

 

Page 2 of 4 
 

  
Approach Construction Guidelines 

 
  

1. Where a parcel of land has no approach, the County will supply one approach only, to each 
existing parcel of land from an adjacent developed roadway. The location of the approach 
will be determined through consultation with the landowner and all reasonable attempts will 
be made to place it in a convenient and safe location for the benefit of the landowner and 
the travelling public. To provide additional clarification, an existing approach will include any 
approach currently providing access to an existing parcel of land that was constructed by 
the Road Authority, Industry or landowner. 

 
2. In the event a parcel is severed by a developed County roadway, or a major drainage 

course, and providing the severed parcel has no approach and is adjacent to a developed 
County roadway; the County will furnish one additional approach for each severed parcel of 
land. The landowner shall provide reasonable need or justification for the approach, and it 
will only be installed if it can be done at a safe location and at reasonable cost. 

 
3. During municipal road improvements conducted by the County, a landowner may request an 

approach to be widened to accommodate large pieces of equipment. The widening of said 
approach will not be free of charge (if widening extends beyond a total surface width of 7.3m 
or 24 feet) to the landowner but can be done in exchange for borrow material or a 
negotiated exchange approved by the Director of Public Works. If the landowner wishes he 
could also pay the County an approved amount to widen the approach. 

 
4. During the annual construction program all approaches located adjacent to a rehabilitation 

project will be evaluated as to how the approach meets both municipal construction 
standards and municipal safety standards. Any field approaches that are deemed to be 
located in an unsafe location will be removed or re-located by the construction crew after 
consultation with the effected landowner. Approaches that are not grandfathered and are 
found to be constructed to a lower standard than the municipal standard or are deemed to 
be a safety hazard will be upgraded, relocated or removed at the cost of the municipality. All 
residential approaches are considered to be grandfathered. 

 
STANDARDS 
 
Construction Guideline Provisions 
 
1. Standard approaches will be constructed with a minimum 7.3m (24 feet) finished driving 

surface. Further approach specifications are outlined on Schedule “A” attached to this 
policy. Approach specifications may be varied, at the discretion of the County, based on 
local circumstances and limitations. 

 
2. The following unobstructed sight distance requirements must be obtained for any approach 

approved under this policy and to be constructed on municipal road allowance: 
a) 150 m for a roadway with less than 1,000 vehicles per day. 
b) 200 m for a roadway with a 1,000 vehicles per day or greater 

 
3. The County will determine if a culvert is required and the appropriate size. The size of the 

culvert must accommodate normal drainage requirements. 
 
4. Approaches will be constructed in a manner that will not restrict or alter drainage patterns, 

unless specifically approved by the County. Prior to restricting or altering drainage patterns, 
the County will consult with Alberta Environmental Protection. 
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5. The County will, at the request of the landowner, upgrade substandard approaches, when 
an existing parcel, or severed parcel, is not currently serviced by one standard approach. 
This will only be done where costs are reasonable, and as budget limitations permit. 

 
6. Should the landowner require an approach with the finished driving surface exceeding 7.3m 

(24 feet), the additional cost shall be borne by the landowner.  
 
7. Upon receipt of a request to construct an approach, the County reserves the discretion to 

either approve or not approve the approach and to determine the varying approach 
specifications based on physical characteristics. 

 
8. Access roads or approaches entering a county road shall be setback from an intersection a 

minimum of 150m, unless they fall under the grandfather clause or are specifically 
identified elsewhere in this policy. 

 
9. During the municipality’s annual rehabilitation program all approaches adjacent to the 

roadway under construction will be evaluated, upgraded, re-located, or removed (unless it is 
grandfathered or specifically identified exempted) in accordance with this policy.  The 
evaluation shall include all non- grandfathered approaches located within 150m of municipal 
intersections. Residential approaches shall not be removed or re-located, unless consent is 
obtained from the landowner. 

 
10. A minimum spacing of 50 meters is required between individual approaches.  
 
11. A railway crossing does not constitute as an intersection, therefore the required setback for 

rail crossings will be a minimum of 35 meters or as determined by the rail authority. 
 
12. No more than four (4) approaches per half (1/2) mile or eight (8) per quarter section are 

permitted, unless more existed prior to July 1, 2007.  
 
13. In the event a landowner wishes to appeal a decision of the Public Works Department 

regarding the construction beyond that permitted in this policy, that landowner will have to 
submit in writing an outline for his/her rational behind the appeal and will be invited to attend 
a meeting of Council to discuss his/her concerns or needs. 

 
 
 
SUBDIVISION 
 
Subdivision Provisions: 
 
1. The County will not supply approaches to parcels of land to accommodate the subdivision of 

land. 
 
2. During the subdivision approval process, the subdivision approving authority shall ensure 

that each new parcel created and each remaining parcel has a developed approach, 
constructed in accordance with this policy. 

 
3. The Public Works Department will inspect existing approaches to any proposed bare land 

subdivision (i.e. new parcel) and the remaining parcel(s) to ensure one approach to 
municipal standard exists on each parcel(s).  
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4. The developer is required to supply; at their cost, one approach to the subdivision and one 
approach to the remaining parcel that meet municipal standards. If by the creation of the 
subdivision the number of approaches exceed the permitted amount, the developer will be 
required to remove the number of approaches on a one to one basis; for example: if the 
landowner has 6 approaches within the half mile and requires an additional approach to 
facilitate a new subdivision, one other approach of the landowner’s choice must be 
removed. 

 
5. The subdivision approving authority will identify all approaches that are deemed unsafe and 

to be removed as a condition of subdivision. Any existing approach accessing an 
established residence shall not be required to be removed or re-located, unless consent 
from the landowner is obtained. The cost of removal will generally be the developers. 

 
6. Generally, more than one approach to a subdivided residential parcel will not be considered 

unless a significant need can be demonstrated by the developer. If two existing approaches 
are accessing a proposed residential parcel and do not present a safety concern, 
consideration will be given to allow both approaches to remain.  If both approaches are to 
remain the developer will be required to upgrade both approaches to municipal standard.  

 
7. During the development approval process, the Development Officer, shall ensure, as a 

condition of development, that the developer provides (at his cost), an approach to suit the 
approach needs of the development. The Development Officer shall consult with the Public 
Works Department regarding appropriate standards. 
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Agenda Item  

Project: Municipal Road Construction Request        

Presentation Date: March 26, 2013 

Department: Public Works Author: Erik Hansen 

Budget Implication:         ☒  N/A      ☐ Funded by Dept.     ☐  Reallocation     

Strategic Area: Infrastructure & Asset 
Management 

Goal: - To effectively manage the financial 
and physical assets of the County in order 
to support the growth and development of 
the County while obtaining maximum value 
from County owned infrastructure and 
structures.  

Legislative Direction: ☒None                                       

                                     ☐ Provincial Legislation (cite)        _________________________   

                                     ☐ County Bylaw or Policy (cite)  

Recommendation: That Council reviews the information provided and approve the 
proposed road construction. 
 

Attachments List: Air Photo, Request Letter 

 

Background: The Administration has received a request from Dwayne and Shelagh 

Bunch to construct a municipal standard road on road allowance. The request is a 

product of an application to create a +-18 acre fragmented parcel on the northwest 

corner of NE 20- 39- 4 W5M. The request includes constructing approximately 500m of 

road on the undeveloped portion of Twp. Rd 39-4 to gain access to the proposed parcel. 

Due to a large ravine on the undeveloped road allowance public works recommend that 

the road be constructed on the existing road plan 3007 ET then continue east on Twp. 

Rd 39-4. All costs associated with the construction of this road would be at the 

developer’s expense.   
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Agenda Item  

Project:  Education Property Tax Requisition  

Presentation Date:  March 26, 2013 

Department: Corporate Services  Author: Denniece Crout  

Budget Implication:         ☒  N/A      ☐ Funded by Dept.     ☐  Reallocation     

Strategic Area: Goal: 

Legislative Direction: ☒None                                       

                                     ☐ Provincial Legislation (cite)        _________________________   

                                     ☐ County Bylaw or Policy (cite)       _________________________   

Recommendation:  Council accept for information    
 

Attachments List: Education Property Tax Comparison Report   

 

Background: Please find attached a report generated by Municipal Affairs that shows the 

amount of change for each municipality. 

In 2013/14 Alberta will collect approximately $2.06 billion in education property taxes which 
represents an increase of $79 million, or about four per cent, from the 2012/13 fiscal year. This 
increase is a result of linking education property tax revenues to achieve 32 per cent of the 
target operating costs for funding Kindergarten to Grade 12 education.  Using target operating 
costs means that the total amount of education property tax revenue will be known one year in 
advance, which will increase predictability and allow for more effective local budget planning. 

Alberta is also discontinuing capping and averaging which reallocated the education tax 
requisition among municipalities. Eliminating the mitigation formula will achieve equity in the 
distribution of the education requisition.  Now taxpayers with similar types of properties and with 
comparable values will be paying similar education taxes. 

Once again there has been considerable attention on education funding in the provincial budget 
that was released earlier this month.   As you are aware, we have the task of collecting the 
education tax on behalf of the province.    Alberta Education tells us how much they need from 
us based on our equalized assessment.  We take that amount and divide the current years’ 
assessment into the requisitioned amount which then gives us the school tax rate.  This tax rate 
forms a large component of the combined tax rate which is what is levied to the ratepayer.  Last 
year the education tax made up 49% of the overall tax levy.  
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The amount requisitioned has been increased by $930,856 or 6%.  This amount will vary as it is 
based upon the actual current year’s assessment.  As the current year’s non-residential 
assessment is higher than the equalized assessment, the non-residential school rate will be less 
than the overall change.  If the current year assessment is less than the equalized assessment, 
the residential school tax rate will see an increase greater than 6%.  The preliminary numbers 
indicate the amount of change for residential could be over 10 % and the non-residential may 
result in a decrease in the education tax rate.  
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Agenda Item  

Project: Community Insurance 

Presentation Date: March 26, 2013 

Department: Community and Protective 
Services 

Author: Tyler McKinnon 

Budget Implication:         ☒  N/A      ☐ Funded by Dept.     ☐  Reallocation     

Strategic Area: Goal: 

Legislative Direction: ☐None                                       

                                     ☐ Provincial Legislation (cite)        _________________________   

                                     ☒ County Bylaw or Policy (cite)  

Recommendations:  
 

1) That Council approve the addition of the Caroline and District Senior Citizens 
Drop in Centre to the “Community Hall and Community Group Insurance” 
policy as a group eligible for liability insurance on a cost recovery basis. 
 

2) That Council provide staff with direction around desired changes to the 
policy. 

 
 
 

Attachments List: “Draft Community Hall/Association Insurance Policy” 

 

Background: 

Council’s “Community Hall and Community Group Insurance” policy outlines insurance 
coverage that Clearwater County will provide for community halls and select not-for-profit 
community groups. According to the policy, the County provides liability insurance for all 
community halls located in Clearwater County. At the request of individual halls, building and 
contents insurance can be provided on a cost recovery basis. The policy also notes other 
community groups that can receive liability insurance, some paid by the County and some 
provided on a cost recovery basis. 
 
The Caroline and District Senior Citizens Drop in Centre Association has requested that they be 
included under this policy. Liability insurance for this group would be provided on a cost 
recovery basis, so inclusion of the group does not result in any budgetary impact for the County. 
As with the addition of any group to Clearwater County’s liability insurance policy, there is  
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always the potential that the group will have a claim under the policy, which could lead to 
increased insurance rates overall. A similar group, the Leslieville Leisure Club, is currently 
included under Clearwater’s policy so staff recommend that Council approve the addition of the 
Caroline and District Senior Citizens Drop in Centre Association to the policy. A draft copy of 
Council’s policy, which includes the Caroline and District Senior Citizens Drop in Centre 
Association has been included for your review.   
 
Currently, Council reviews each individual group request on a case by case basis. Staff are 
seeking Council’s direction around whether or not they would like the policy to be amended to 
include the criteria around which groups may be added so that future requests could be dealt 
with administratively. Should Council wish to do so, staff recommend that the following inclusion 
criteria be considered. These criteria are largely based off of Council’s existing policy practice: 
 
All groups currently included under the existing policy would continue to be eligible for 
the insurance coverage they currently receive. 
 
Liability insurance provided at no cost to the following groups 

- All community halls in Clearwater County 
- All cemeteries in Clearwater County 
- Any campground or recreation area that Clearwater County holds the recreation 

lease for 
- Registered historical societies that operate within Clearwater County 
- Registered societies or non-profit groups that provide a direct service on behalf 

of Clearwater County (such as the David Thompson Recreation Board) 
 
Building and Contents Insurance provided on a cost recovery basis to the following 
groups 

- Any community hall/association in Clearwater County (upon their request) 
 
Liability insurance provided on a cost recovery basis to the following groups 

- Registered non-profit societies that host specific community events, that are held 
within Clearwater County (such as Leslieville Antique Days) 

- Registered Senior Citizen Service groups 
 
Does Council wish to see the policy amended so that future requests may be dealt with 
administratively? Barring that, does Council wish to outline the specific criteria that they wish to 
use when determining which groups may or may not be included in the future? With Council’s 
direction on this matter, staff can bring forward an amended policy to reflect any desired 
changes. 
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Clearwater County 
COMMUNITY HALL AND COMMUNITY GROUP INSURANCE 
 
EFFECTIVE DATE:  February 2010 
 
SECTION:   Administration 
 
POLICY STATEMENT: 
 

This policy is intended to outline the cost of insurance coverage that the 
Municipality may provide to Community Halls and select not-for-profit 
Community Groups. 

 
PROCEDURE: 

The Municipality will provide insurance coverage as follows. 
 

Community Halls: 
Liability insurance will be provided to all community halls within the 
boundaries of Clearwater County with the same coverage as the County 
currently has.  The County will pay for the cost of this insurance. 

 
Building and contents insurance covering: fire, theft and damage, are 
eligible to Community Halls within Clearwater County at their cost.  This 
Insurance is for the community hall and contents only. Those Community 
Halls are: 

 Alhambra Community Center 

 Arbutus Community Hall 

 Aurora Community Hall 

 Bingley Community Center 

 Buster Creek/Crimson Community Assoc.    

 Butte Community Hall Association 

 Centreview Community Club 

 Condor Community Hall Association 

 Crammond Community Hall Association 

 Dovercourt Community Hall Association 

 Everdell Community Hall Association 

 Evergreen Community Hall Association 

 Faraway Community Club 

 Ferrier Community Club 

 Frisco Community Club 

 Gimlet Community Hall Association 

 Gwendale Community Hall Association 

 Hardindell Community Association 

 Hazeldell Community Hall Association 

 Hespero Community Association 

 Leslieville Community Hall Society 

 Nordegg Community Association 
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 Oras Community Club 

 Prairie Creek Community Hall Association 

 Ricinus-Wooler Community Association 

 Shilo Community Club 

 Taimi Community Club 

 Withrow Community Association 
 
No other property, building, vehicle or equipment will be provided 
Insurance, unless approved by Council, upon written request. 

 
Other Community Groups: 
Liability Insurance may be provided to the following community groups 
within the boundaries of the County in support of the service that these 
groups provide directly for Clearwater County.  These facilities and groups 
are  

 Cow Lake Campground (Hardinell Community Center) 

 Burnstick Lake Campground (Caroline Chamber of Commerce) 

 Open Creek Campground (Rimbey Fish & Game) 

 David Thompson Recreation Board 

 Nordegg Volunteer Ambulance Services 

 Rocky Mountain House Search and Rescue Society 

 Chedderville All Hallows Church and Cemetery Society 

 Community Historical Society of Caroline 

 Nordegg Historical Society 

 Caroline and District Senior Citizens Drop-in Centre Association 
 

 
The County will pay for the cost of this insurance. 

 
Upon written request, liability insurance may be provided to other community 
groups within Clearwater County subject to Council approval.  Such 
insurance will be provided on a cost recovery basis.  Community groups 
eligible for insurance coverage through the County are: 

 Central Alberta Antique and Model Club 

 Grey Wooded Forage Association 

 Rocky Mountain House Agricultural Society 

 Rocky Stampede Association 

 Leslieville Leisure Club 
 

The cost of this insurance will be provided on a cost recovery basis. 
 
Vehicle and equipment Insurance may be provided to a community group, 
providing that the vehicle or equipment is used primarily to provide a service 
to Clearwater County. 
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Special Events Insurance: 
Upon the Community Group’s request, special events insurance may, subject 
to the availability of such insurance through the County’s Insurer, be provided 
to the Rocky Stampede Association, David Thompson Days Country Fair 
Society, Ricinus Wooler Rodeo and related additional named insurance, for 
these annual events.  The cost of this insurance shall be the responsibility of 
the Community Group.   
 
No other groups will be eligible for Special Events Insurance unless approved 
by Council. 
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Agenda Item  

Project: Town Rectangular Field Upgrades 

Presentation Date: March 26th, 2013 

Department: Community and Protective 
Services 

Author: Mike Haugen 

Budget Implication:         ☐  N/A      ☐ Funded by Dept.     ☒  Reallocation     

Strategic Area: Quality of Life Goal: 

Legislative Direction: ☒None                                       

                                     ☐ Provincial Legislation (cite)        _________________________   

                                     ☐ County Bylaw or Policy (cite)       _________________________   

Recommendation: The Council reallocate $273,381.00 from Contingency to 
Recreation for rectangular field upgrades in the Town of Rocky Mountain House. 
 

Attachments List: Aerial Photo/ Concept Plan 

 

Background: 

At the Regular Council Meeting of October 9th, 2012 Council committed funding in the 

amount of $84,150.00 (50%) for the upgrade of Curtis Field. As discussed at the time, 

the proposed upgrades were part of a larger plan that would see the current practice 

field, located immediately north of Curtis Field, upgraded as well. The larger plan was 

developed as a result of the Town’s Needs Assessment which indicated a large 

shortage of rectangular fields used for sports such as football, soccer and rugby. 

The total cost of upgrading the two fields is estimated to be $715,063.00. As the Town 

and County share this cost on an equal basis the County’s share would be $357,531.50. 

Given that Council has already committed $84,150.00 to the project, an additional 

$273,381.50 is being requested. 

The Town has applied for a Community Infrastructure Improvement Fund (CIIF) grant 

for this project and it does not appear that this grant will be successful. Given the 

timelines of completing the project so that the fields are useable by the fall, and to 

maximize costs savings by upgrading both fields at the same time, Town Council has  
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opted to put more money into the project and move forward at this time. Having the 

funding in place would allow for the tendering process to occur. 

Attached is a modified aerial photo depicting the scope and some details of the project. 

Staff would note that in order to preserve the fields, they would be fenced to prevent 

pedestrian traffic across them. The Town would also take over the management and 

maintenance of the fields, which would include the ability to close them when weather 

conditions dictated. 

Should Council opt to fund 50% of the project costs, the $273,381.50 could be taken 

from Contingency. 
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