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TOWN OF HINTON
AGENDA
For a Public Hearing on Bylaw No. 1088-8
to be held on July 30, 2019
4:00 p.m., Council Chambers
Hinton Government Centre
A.

INTRODUCTION & PROCEDURES

(Chairman)

The following Public Hearing is held pursuant to the Municipal
Government Act.

(Chairman)

The following rules of conduct will be followed during this Public
Hearing:
➢ Presentation should be brief and to the point.
➢ The order of presentation shall be:
-

Report from the Sr. Development Officer;
Entry of written submissions;
Those supporting the Bylaw;
Those opposing the Bylaw; and
Any other person deemed to be affected by the Bylaw.

➢ Council may ask questions of the speakers after each presentation
for clarification purposes.
➢ There will be no debating the Bylaw, however, questions to the
Councillors or other parties will be accepted through the Chair.
B.

HEARING

(Chairman)

I hereby declare the Public Hearing relating to the Bylaw open.

(Secretary)

The purpose of the proposed Bylaw No. 1088-8 is to amend the Land
Use Bylaw as follows:
1. Amend the Land Use Bylaw #1088-8 incorporating
Attachment 2 as it pertains to the Land Use map A.
As shown on Attachment 2.

Secretary)

First reading was given to Bylaw No. 1088-8 on June 25, 2019.
Notice of this Public Hearing was advertised in the Hinton Voice
newspaper on July 18, 2019, and July 25, 2019, and advertised on the
Town of Hinton website.

(Sr. Development
Officer)
Land Use Bylaw #1088-8

Report from Sr. Development Officer (please see Attachment 1).
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(Secretary)

There are no written comments received to date.

(Chairman)

Are there any late written submissions relating to the Bylaw?
(Secretary to read letters into the record)
➢ Is there anyone who supports the Bylaw and wishes to speak?
➢ Is there anyone who opposes the Bylaw and wishes to speak?
➢ Is there anyone deemed to be affected by the Bylaw and wishes to
speak?

(Chairman)

Do the Councillors have any further questions?

(Chairman)

Do the Councillors require further information?
If not, I hereby declare that the Public Hearing relating to Bylaw No.
1088-8 is closed and will accept a motion to adjourn.

IF COUNCIL REQUIRES MORE TIME OR WISHES TO CONTINUE THE PUBLIC
HEARING AT A FUTURE DATE:
I will accept a motion to adjourn to continue the Public Hearing on ____________, 20___ at
________ a.m./p.m.

Attachment(s):
1. Public Hearing Report – Sr. Development Officer
2. Bylaw No. 1088-8 - Schedule “A” - with Attachment 1.

Land Use Bylaw #1088-8
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ATTACHMENT 1

TOWN OF HINTON
PUBLIC HEARING REPORT
DATE:

July 30, 2019

TO:

MEETING OF COUNCIL JULY 30, 2019

FROM:

Dani Woodman, Senior Development Officer

REVIEWED BY:

Peter Vana, RPP, MCIP, Interim Director of Planning and Development

APPROVED BY:

Martin Taylor, Chief Administrative Officer

RE:

Second and Third/Final Reading for Land Use Bylaw 1088-8
to Amend Zoning District of One (1) parcel

Land Use Bylaw No. 1088-8 was given First Reading at the Regular Meeting of Council on June 25,
2019. The proposed amendment to the LUB is for the purpose of amending the zoning district of one
(1) parcel of land.
The subject parcel is located at 439 Makenny Street (Lot 1, Block 12, Plan 832 1567) and is currently
zoned C-HWY Highway Commercial. The proposed zoning amendment is to C-NOD Urban Node
Commercial District. The existing building currently houses an Indoor Recreation Use (Trampoline
Park) on the street level and that Use will remain.
The Bylaw was advertised consecutively in the Hinton Voice newspaper July 18, 2019, and July 25,
2019.
At the time of writing this Report, no submissions, verbal or written, have been received.
There are no attachments to this Report.

Land Use Bylaw #1088-8
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TOWN OF HINTON
BYLAW NO. 1088-8

SCHEDULE “A”

BYLAW OF THE TOWN OF HINTON IN THE PROVINCE OF
ALBERTA TO AMEND BYLAW No, 1088 THE LAND USE BYLAW IN
THE SAID TOWN
WHEREAS

The Land Use Bylaw for the Town of Hinton was adopted on the 6th day of
September, 2016, By-Law No. 1088, which was initiated under the
Authority of Section 639 of the Municipal Government Act, R.S.A. 2000,
Chapter M-26 current as amended from time to time.

AND WHEREAS

Authority for Amendments is provided for by Part 17 of the Municipal
Government Act, R.S.A. 2000, Chapter M-26 current as amended from
time to time.

NOW THEREFORE the Municipal Council of the Town of Hinton in session duly assembled
hereby enacts as follows:
1. That Land Use Bylaw No. 1088 hereby amended by the following changes:
Plan 832 1567, Block 12, Lot 1 - 439 Makenny Street
FROM:
C-HWY - Highway Commercial District
TO:
C-NOD - Urban Node Commercial District
Attachment #1 - provides a Site Area Map of the subject parcel.
2. This Bylaw shall take effect on the day of final passing thereof.
3. This Bylaw was advertised in the Hinton Voice on July 18, 2019 and July 25, 2019, and
the Public Hearing was held on July 30, 2019.
READ A FIRST TIME THIS 25TH DAY OF JUNE 2019.
READ A SECOND TIME THIS 30TH DAY OF JULY 2019.
READ A THIRD TIME THIS 30TH DAY OF JULY 2019.

______________________________________
MAYOR

______________________________________
CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER

Land Use Bylaw #1088-8
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TOWN OF HINTON
Administrative Report

☐ DIRECTION REQUEST

☒ REQUEST FOR DECISION

DATE:

MEETING OF July 30, 2019

FROM:

Dani Woodman

RE:

AMENDMENT TO LAND USE BYLAW #1088

☐ INFORMATION ITEM

Recommended Action
Administration recommends that

•
•

Council approve Second Reading of Land Use Bylaw #1088-8.
Council approve Third Reading of Land Use Bylaw #1088-8.

Background
The subject parcel of land is located at 439 Makenny Street, Plan 832 1567, Block 12, Lot 1.
The current use (main floor) is Indoor Recreation (a Discretionary Use in the C-HWY District); the
Applicant proposes to develop the 2nd floor with residential rental suites which is neither Permitted nor
Discretionary use under the current C-HWY district.
Analysis
The Applicant has applied for the subject parcel of land currently designated as C-HWY Highway
Commercial District to be redistricted to C-NOD Urban Node Commercial District; this allow Residential
dwelling units above street level. The redistricting would not compromise the landowners’ ability to lease
the remaining main floor units to future Commercial Uses.
This amendment is compatible with the surrounding C-NOD and Residential districts.
Implications of Decision
Financial Implications
Items
Operating Cost/Implications
Capital Cost
Budget Available
Source of Funds
o Budgeted Amount
o Grants (successful/unsuccessful)

Comments
n/a
n/a
n/a
n/a

Unbudgeted Costs
n/a
o Options for where to acquire the
necessary funds

Level of Service Implications
None

Reviewed by: Peter Vana

Land Use Bylaw #1088-8 - Presented by Dani Woodman

Approved by: Martin Taylor
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Public Engagement
A Public Hearing must be held prior to 2nd and 3rd reading of Land Use Bylaw #1088-8. Administration
has obtained public feedback through advertising and has brought back a Report to Council at the
regular meeting of July 30, 2019.
Communications
An advertisement has been published for two (2) consecutive weeks in The Hinton Voice as well as
being published on the Town of Hinton website hinton.ca
Risk / Liability
None

Legislative Implications
Conforms with:
Council’s Strategic Plan

Yes/No/
Partial
Yes

Community Sustainability
Plan
Municipal
Policies
or
Bylaws

Yes

Provincial Laws or MGA

Yes

Other plans or policies

n/a

Yes

Comments
Goal 2 of the current Strategic Plan is met by increasing
housing alternatives and increasing stock availability to the
rental market.
The Land Use Bylaw follows the principles of sustainability as
reflected in the five themes.
East Area Structure Plan Bylaw #1118 and Municipal
Development Plan Bylaw #1084.
MGA, RSA 2000, Chapter M-26 current, as amended from
time to time.
Division 5 Land Use - S.639, S.640(1-6), S.645(1)

Options / Alternatives
1. Council approve Second Reading of Land Use Bylaw #1088-8.
2. Council approve Third Reading of Land Use Bylaw #1088-8.
3. Council approve Second Reading of Land Use Bylaw #1088-8 as amended.
4. Council approve Third Reading of Land Use Bylaw #1088-8 as amended.
5. Council refers Land Use Bylaw #1088-8 back to a Standing Committee Meeting for further
review and discussion.

Attachment(s)
1. Map - showing proposed parcel to be rezoned.
2. Proposed Amending Bylaw #1088-8.

Reviewed by: Peter Vana

Land Use Bylaw #1088-8 - Presented by Dani Woodman

Approved by: Martin Taylor
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SITE AREA MAP

Attachment 1

Land Use Bylaw Amendment No. 1088-8
Civic Address: 439 Makenny Street
Legal Address: Lot 1; Block 12; Plan 832 1567
FROM:
TO:

C-HWY – Highway Commercial District
C-NOD – Urban Node Commercial District

439 MAKENNY ST

N

TOWN OF HINTON
SUBJECT AREA

Land Use Bylaw #1088-8 - Presented by Dani Woodman

July 17, 2019
Scale : NTS
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TOWN OF HINTON
BYLAW NO. 1088-8
BYLAW OF THE TOWN OF HINTON IN THE PROVINCE OF
ALBERTA TO AMEND BYLAW No, 1088 THE LAND USE BYLAW IN
THE SAID TOWN
WHEREAS

The Land Use Bylaw for the Town of Hinton was adopted on the 6th day of
September, 2016, By-Law No. 1088, which was initiated under the
Authority of Section 639 of the Municipal Government Act, R.S.A. 2000,
Chapter M-26 current as amended from time to time.

AND WHEREAS

Authority for Amendments is provided for by Part 17 of the Municipal
Government Act, R.S.A. 2000, Chapter M-26 current as amended from
time to time.

NOW THEREFORE the Municipal Council of the Town of Hinton in session duly assembled
hereby enacts as follows:
1. That Land Use Bylaw No. 1088 hereby amended by the following changes:
Plan 832 1567, Block 12, Lot 1 - 439 Makenny Street
FROM:
C-HWY - Highway Commercial District
TO:
C-NOD - Urban Node Commercial District
Attachment 1 - provides a Site Area Map of the subject parcel.
2. This Bylaw shall take effect on the day of final passing thereof.
3. This Bylaw was advertised in the Hinton Voice on July 18, 2019 and July 25, 2019, and
the Public Hearing was held on July 30, 2019.
READ A FIRST TIME THIS 25TH DAY OF JUNE 2019.
READ A SECOND TIME THIS 30TH DAY OF JULY 2019.
READ A THIRD TIME THIS 30TH DAY OF JULY 2019.

______________________________________
MAYOR

______________________________________
CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER

Land Use Bylaw #1088-8 - Presented by Dani Woodman
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TOWN OF HINTON
Administrative Report

☐ DIRECTION REQUEST

☒ REQUEST FOR DECISION

☐ INFORMATION ITEM

DATE:

Regular Council Meeting, July 30, 2019

FROM:

Martin Taylor, CAO and Nikiea Hope, HR Manager

RE:

Resources Increase Request

Recommended Action
Council approve the $99,447 increase to 2019 resources and further recommend that Council direct
Administration bring forward a budget amendment to include this increase.

Background
During the 2019 Budget process, all position requests were deferred until the Organizational Efficiency
and Effectiveness Review was completed and a permanent CAO was in place. In November 2018, MNP
conducted an Organizational Efficiency and Effectiveness Review. The Review was completed on
May 10, 2019. During this process, Martin Taylor, CAO conducted twenty-five (25) in-person interviews
with Council, Directors, Managers, Supervisors, Advisors, and Co-ordinators to gain a holistic
understanding of the organization and to identify for himself opportunities for improvements.
Independently, CAO Taylor and MNP came to the same conclusion: in a few departments, the Town
has insufficient resources to support several objectives defined in the 2018-2021 Strategic Plan.
Analysis
To maintain existing service levels, three (3) new positions are required. These position requirements
are supported by the recent organizational review and have been identified as priority positions by the
CAO to address emerging issues.
1.

Maintenance Technician

A fourth Maintenance Technician is requested for the following reasons:
• To address increased workload;
• To reduce vacation and overtime load;
• To have a successful succession plan; and
• To address recreation centre requirements by reducing costs and service interruptions.
From 1989 to 2006, the Town had two Maintenance Technicians. In 2006, a third Technician position
was created by reducing the contracted Maintenance operations budget. Since 2006, the same three
workers have been in this role. Between the three, they are responsible for the daily maintenance,
improvements, and efficient operation of all municipal facilities, systems, and equipment, such as boilers,
generators, pumps, condensers, compressors, pressure vessels, and related controls.
The Maintenance Department has seen a dramatic increase in workload:
• Pre 2000, there were 10 buildings to maintain;

Resource Increase Request - Presented by Martin Taylor & Nikiea Hope

Page 10 of 66

Page 2 of 7

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Currently, there are 20 buildings to maintain;
Replacement buildings have a larger footprint to maintain (ex. old Town Hall vs. Government
Centre);
Increased maintenance due to aging infrastructure;
In 2008, Maintenance had 631 work orders;
In 2018, Maintenance had 1,998 work orders;
New Occupational Health and Safety legislation means that it takes longer to complete
maintenance tasks with existing staffing levels; and
New Occupantional Health and Safety legislation means that workers are now required to take
full days of training which takes away time from daily work, putting them further behind.

Equipment failures have more to do with aging infrastructure; the older our facilities, the more break
downs occur. Technicians are not always able to fix equipment immediately due to requirements of other
buildings. This problem will only compound with age.
The workload is reflected in the Department’s large vacation load. If the Technicians took the vacation
they were eligible for, the Department would be down to two workers for 7 months of the year. This would
have a significant impact on service levels.
To date, the Department has 312 hours of overtime. This is a mix of banked stat days, scheduled over
time, and call-outs. The 8 weeks of overtime is required to maintain the buildings and prevent interruption
to existing service levels. Roughly $13,800/year of overtime has been required for the last several years.
This Technician would provide vacation coverage and reduce over time costs.
Over the years, the Technicians have developed a broad, yet unique skill-set. They know the Town’s
equipment and buildings intimately, and this knowledge translates into a highly efficient and productive
team. The Town is at great risk of losing this knowledge, as all three workers are likely to retire within the
next 3-4 years. Due to the number of buildings, and the number and diversity of equipment they maintain,
this knowedge cannot be transferred through manuals or a few weeks of cross-over. For this reason, the
Maintenance Technician has been marked as the Town position requiring a Succession Plan in 2019. A
fourth position will provide a conduit for the knowledge transfer from the seasoned employees to those
who come after the retirements.
The Recreation Centre requires complex maintenance, due to the specialized equipment used to run the
pool and the arenas. This building has an ice-plant, specialized pumps, extensive piping, boilers, filtration
pits, high pressure sand filters, chlorinators, an accessible elevator, and a HVAC system which require a
unique skill set compared to the rest of the Town’s infrastructure. Specialized certification is required to
safely maintain much of this equipment. The Arena and Aquatic staff use this equipment on a regular
basis, but when the equipment fails, it needs to be maintained by a Technician. Due to workload and
competing priorities, the Technicians are not always available to respond to break downs or meet the
regular maintenance schedule. As such, the Aquatic and Arena staff sometimes repair the equipment by
following direction from the Technician over the phone.
An additional Technican would consistently conduct daily walk throughs to catch early signs of trouble or
break-downs. This is an improvement from the current system of waiting for a work order to be submitted
when there is an actual break-down and/or failure. Without daily checks, the Technicians are missing
visible signs of leaks, odd smells, equipment making odd or no sounds when it should be operational,
and seasonal issues (i.e. equipment icing up). Preventative maintenance can lead to huge costs savings
and decrease potential customer impacts (i.e. closures or service interruptions).
The recent broken boiler for the hot tub is a perfect example of the cost-savings which could be achieved
by a fourth Technician. When the boiler broke in March, the Maintenance department was unable to fix

Resource Increase Request - Presented by Martin Taylor & Nikiea Hope
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the issue for three months. This was due to competing priorities, issues with sourcing discontinued parts
for old equipment, and lack of available manpower. This resulted in a trippling of our chemical budget for
the hot tub and issues with the Health Inspector.
Having one Technician assigned to the Recreation Centre would allow for consistent maintenance of the
expensive equipment which would decrease maintenance costs, decrease down-time, and increase
Recreation service levels. This Technician would still rotate out of the Recreation Centre to cover
vacation and learn from the other Technicians.
2. HR Advisor
Many of the findings in the Organizational Efficiency and Effectiveness Review identified a lack of HR
functions which have a negative impact on the Town’s culture and efficiencies. The Review’s findings
included a list of opportunities for improvement. Of the 14 items, almost half of the list is HR lead:
• Turnover/Succession;
• Training;
• Hiring/Recruitment;
• Performance Management;
• Roles/Responsibilities/Accountability; and
• Need for Standardization of Policies/Processes/Procedure.
Several other items are supported by HR:
• Lack of Stability/Ongoing Change;
• Leadership; and
• OH&S Requirements.
The Review identified that the HR Department is experiencing resourcing and capacity issues and cannot
address these problems in-house in a timely manner. The HR Department’s resources are strained
because there has been an increase in workload due to recruitment and legislative changes. The past
two years has seen an increase in recruitment (an average 2 year turnover rate of 20%), and with an
anticipated 13% retirement rate over the next 4 years recruitment is not expected to slow down.
Currently, recruitment is taking 80% of the HR Administration Assistant’s time and 30% of the HR
Manager’s time. Changes in Employment Standards and the WCB Act emphasizing workplace mental
health and decreasing tolerance of workplace harassment has increased workload and response times.
There is no other HR expertise in the Town, which leads to significant delays in developing fundamental
corporate practices (ie: Policy Development, Succession Planning, Performance Management, and
Disability Management).
Additionally, should any of the above programs be developed, the HR Department lacks the manpower
to manage, maintain, or train supervisors on these programs.
These are not programs which are ‘nice to have’ but provide the foundation and operational components
of effective operational outputs.

Resource Increase Request - Presented by Martin Taylor & Nikiea Hope
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The Town faces significant risk if the current lack of HR processes and support continues:
• Lack of Succession Planning means a loss of knowledge and skills which impacts efficency
and our ability to offer programs;
• Roles and Responsibilities need to better align with skills and expertise which increases
efficency and output;
• Responsibilities and role clarity of staff may uncover duplication of efforts and additional
opportunities for efficiency and effectiveness; and
• Staff development and performance management are either absent or inconsistenly applied
at the Town of Hinton. This contributes to a lack of retention, and lack of consistent outputs
and service levels.
It would cost an estimated $285,000 to outsource the HR work identified in the Review. An HR Avisor will
be able to address the above issues by adding the skill set and capacity, at half the cost. Not only can
these programs be developed in house, but we can maintain and train our staff on these programs on an
on-going basis with an HR Advisor.
3.

Community Peace Officer, Level I

The Organizational Efficiency and Effectiveness Review identified that the Protective Services
Department is currently experiencing resourcing and capacity issues due to imposed increases in service
levels, increasing citizen expectations, new safety and training requirements, and new Bylaws requiring
enforcement. A third Community Peace Officer, Level I (CPOI), is requested.
Based on municipal research, Hinton is providing a very high level of service. CPOIs must deal with a
substantial number of complaints from several sources (walk-ins, phone calls, emails, Town website,
Facebook, etc. from citizens as well as other Town departmens) which impedes on the ability of this
resource to perform core duties.
In 2015 the Town went from one CPOI to two. In 2015 the CPOIs responded to 509 calls for service. In
2018 the CPOIs responded to 2,183 calls for service. This is in part due to the rise in legislation as the
CPOI enforces 10 provincial Acts and 14 Bylaws. Two Bylaws, Cannibas and Animal Control, were
recently re-written and require more manpower hours to enforce then previously required. 66% of CPOIs
workload pertains to Bylaw enforcement. Currently, the Animal Control Bylaw accounts for 36% of the
service calls received.

Resource Increase Request - Presented by Martin Taylor & Nikiea Hope
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Approximately five calls per week are not responded to immediately, and some weekend calls wait until
Monday. Having a third CPOI would enable the department to be more proactive with Bylaw matters
and hopefully reduce complaints from residents.
Since 2015 there has been a significant increase to service levels. The Bike Program was transferred
from the RCMP to Protective Services. There is more joint FCSS community involvement, where a CPOI
provides public education and engagement. CPOIs also assist Infrastruture Services with moving speed
signs around the community and enforcing Bylaws. The Planning and Development and Corporate
Services Divisions rely upon the CPOIs to enforce compliance with building permits and business
licenses.
Currently, the two CPOIs rotate in the on-call schedule. Each employee is on-call 50% of the year. CPOIs
rarely take their breaks. Combined with OT, which is mainly gained from responding to calls after hours,
and a fast-paced environment, employees are facing burn out.
A third CPOI would not only participate in the on-call rotation but could potentially remove the need for an
on-call rotation entirely. A new shift could reduce stand-by and call-out costs while increasing response
time and service levels.
A third position could potentially reduce costs. In 2018 there was $30,000 in OT and stand-by costs. On
average, a CPOI position brings in $35,000 in fines.
Implications of Decision
2019 Operating Cost Implications (Original Estimate)
Position
Cost
Est. Cost Reduction
Maintenance Technician (4 Months) $39,288
$4,600
HR Advisor ( 5.5 Months)
$54,651
CPOI (3 Months)
$26,358
$16,250
Total

Total Partial Year
$34,688
$54,651
$10,108
$99,447

2019 Operating Cost Implications (Updated Estimate)
Position
Cost
Est. Cost Reduction
Maintenance Technician (3 Months) $29,466
$3,300
HR Advisor (3 Months)
$29,900
CPOI (3 Months)
$26,358
$16,250
Total

Total Partial Year
$32,766
$29,900
$10,108
$72,774

2020 Operating Cost Implications
Position
Cost
Maintenance Technician
$117,864
HR Advisor
$119,239
CPOI
$105,432
Total

Total Yearly
$104,064
$119,239
$40,432
$263,735

Financial Implications
Items
Operating Cost/Implications
Capital Cost

Est. Cost Reduction
$13,800
$65,000

Comments
$99,447 in wages, as shown above. Now, $72,774.
$0

Resource Increase Request - Presented by Martin Taylor & Nikiea Hope
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Budget Available
Source of Funds
Unbudgeted Costs

$0
$0
Additional funds to support an increase in funds would
need to be taken from the operational reserve

Asset Management Implications (if applicable)
• Increase to service levels for the Maintenance, Recreational Centre, Human Resources, and
Protective Services Departments;
• An additional phone will the required for the Maintenance Technician, which will be found within
current budget;
• An office space, with desk, computer, and phone will be required for the HR Advisor, which will
be fund within budget and by utilizing existing equipment; and
• CPOI will require a uniform ($1,500), vest ($1,400), and other equipment ($600). Depending on
candidate qualifications, they may have to attend the Solicitor Generals College ($5,000). These
will be found within existing operational budget. Normally, the College only runs once a year, in
fall.
Risk / Liability
• Maintenance Technician:
o Insufficient manpower to meet service levels across the organization resulting in
service interruptions;
o Inability to meet Occupational Health and Safety legislative which may result in the
Town:
▪ Receiving noncompliance fines;
▪ Losing WCB rebates and standings with possible increased rates;
o No succession plan which will result in a loss of knowledge which will increase
response times, inefficiencies, and costs; and
o Potential for employee burn out which will increase service interruptions and costs.
• HR Advisor:
o Increased contractor costs;
o Increased liability as the Town is not curretly meeting Occupational Health and Safety
Legislation and is operating with outdated Policies;
o Inability to meet Occupational Health and Safety legislative which may result in the
Town:
▪ Receiving noncompliance fines;
▪ Losing WCB rebates and standings with possible increased rates;
o Inability to achieve a positive and efficient Town culture; and
o Employee burnout.
• CPOI:
o Employee burn-out;
o High turnover rate which impeedes in the Department’s ability to operate effectively and
efficiently;
o Increased public complaints due to delayed response times;
o Decrease to service levels; and
o Inability to fully enforce all bylaws.
Legislative Implications
Conforms with:
Council’s Strategic Plan

Yes/No/
Partial
Yes

Comments
Strategic Plan Goal 3: The Town of Hinton is innovative,
efficient, and exceptional in its service delivery
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Strategic Plan Goal 4: Hinton’s Infrastructure is reliable and
able to meet the needs of the growing community.
Strategic Plan Corporate Values: Be a leader, be safe, be
accountable.
Strategic Plan Priorities: Retaining Workforce
Succession, Infrastructure Maintenance and Safety.
Community Sustainability
Plan
Municipal
Policies
or
Bylaws

No

Provincial Laws or MGA

Yes

Other plans or policies

Yes

and

No
OHS Legislation requirements are barely being met with
current workforce. OHS required training is not being met with
current workforce.
Organizational Efficiency and Effectiveness Review

Options / Alternatives
1. Council approve the $99,447 increase to resources for the remainder of 2019 and directs
Administration to bring forward a budget amendment to include this increase. This will enable
Administration to pursue all three positions.
2. Council approve an increase to resources of $89,339 for the remainder of 2019 and directs
Administration to bring forward a budget amendment to include this increase. This will enable
Administration to pursue the Maintenance Technician and HR Advisor positions.
3. Council approve an increase to resources of $34,688 for the remainder of 2019 and directs
Administration to bring forward a budget amendment to include this increase. This will enable
Administration to pursue the Maintenance Technician position.
4. Council direct Administration to bring back further information to a Committee Meeting of Council
for further deliberation.
5. Council deny the request to increased resources.
Attachment(s)
1. None.

Resource Increase Request - Presented by Martin Taylor & Nikiea Hope
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1

SECTION ONE
Plan Area

This section introduces the reader to the Intermunicipal Development Plan and the current conditions within
the plan area.

1-1

PURPOSE
The purpose of the Intermunicipal Development Plan (IDP) is to facilitate and sustain long term
strategic growth and to identify joint development opportunities in the Rural-Urban Fringe (RUF)
between Hinton and Yellowhead County (the Municipalities). The Municipalities agree that mutually
beneficial policies and procedures are the preferred means of addressing intermunicipal growth
opportunities within the agreed upon plan area (see Figure 1 – Plan Area). The IDP has been developed
in alignment with the requirements of the Municipal Government Act (MGA) and represents the best
opportunity for a continuous cooperative working relationship between the Municipalities.

1-2

PLAN AREA CONTEXT
The plan area for the IDP has been determined to reflect Hinton and Yellowhead County’s RUF in the
Athabasca River Valley, encompassing approximately 3,992 hectares (9,864 acres) of land surrounding
the corporate boundary of Hinton. The plan area is bounded by the south bank of the Athabasca River to
the north and incorporates County lands surrounding the west, south and east boundaries of Hinton.
The plan area’s topography sees a substantial drop off from south to north (towards the Athabasca
River), with the foothills creating a series of hills and valleys that include significant slopes greater than
fifteen percent (15%) and impressive views of the Rocky Mountains. Identified tree species include
aspen and balsam poplar, lodgepole pine, white and black spruce, alpine fir and birch. There are
numerous watercourses traversing the plan area, including the Hardisty, Happy, Maskuta, Still, Cold
and Seabolt Creeks, all draining into the Athabasca River. Surface drainage is generally good, while subsurface drainage is excessive in some areas. Soil conditions have severe limitations that restrict the
capability for agriculture or permanent pasture.
1
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Existing development includes country residential parcels, some light industrial development, minor
agricultural uses (primarily horse holding/grazing leases on Crown lands), and extraction and processing
operations that have capitalized on the significant gravel deposits found in the plan area. Areas of existing
development are concentrated east of Hinton along the East River Road and west along Highway 16. The
southern portion of the plan area is predominantly forested Crown land, some of which is utilized for
forestry training. In the south, a portion of the West Yellowhead Regional Landfill straddles the plan area
boundary with Hinton, and a previously determined landfill extension area is located east of the landfill.
The current landfill, the development buffer mandated by the provincial Subdivision and Development
Regulation, and the landfill extension area, along with other noted conditions within the plan area are
shown in Figure 2 – Existing Conditions.
The current transportation network includes Highway 16, travelling west to Jasper and east to Edson,
which provides two gateway entrances on the west and east ends of the plan area, and Highway 40
which travels southwest towards the Hamlet of Cadomin. Highway 40 north acts as the westernmost
boundary of a portion of the plan area, which continues northwest to the Hamlet of Grande Cache.
Local roads in the plan area include Township Road 505A in the west (connecting Hwy 40 to Hansen
Road and Ridge Road west of the plan area), a portion of Seabolt Road in the southwest, Range Road
252A (connecting Hwy 40 and the Robb Road) and Township Road 505A in the south (the portion of
road that carries southeast from the Robb Road towards the Hamlet of Robb), and Township Road 514C
in the east, better known as the East River Road.
Existing development is currently serviced through private water wells and septic tanks.

1-3

AREA STRUCTURE PLANS CURRENTLY IN EFFECT
Prior to the development of the IDP there were three Joint Area Structure Plans (ASPs) prepared by
Hinton and Yellowhead County:
•
•
•

Terrace Heights Joint ASP (1995)
Hinton East Boundary Joint ASP (2000), and the
Hinton West Urban Fringe Joint ASP (2002)

These Joint ASPs provided a coordinating function for future development within Hinton and
Yellowhead County’s RUF akin to an IDP. However, as a result of amendments to the MGA, IDPs are
now mandated by the Province for all municipalities that have common boundaries (but are not
members of a growth region, as is the case). It is also important to note that Hinton’s 2009 Annexation
of County lands impacted the boundaries of the Joint ASPs.
As part of the IDP planning process, each Joint ASP was reviewed to determine its relevancy to the plan
area boundary and the future growth scenario.
Terrace Heights North Joint ASP (1995)
The lands that the 1995 Terrace Heights North Joint ASP covered were completely annexed by Hinton
in 2009 and rescinded by Hinton Council when the 2017 West ASP was adopted. Yellowhead County
rescinded the plan in March of 2019.

2
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Hinton East Boundary Joint ASP (2000)
The 2000 Hinton East Boundary Joint ASP was partially annexed by Hinton in 2009, meaning portions
of the plan area are under the sole authority of Hinton per the Annexation Agreement. The remainder
of the plan area in Hinton was rescinded with the Adoption of Hinton’s 2017 East ASP or is covered by
Hinton’s Established Area Guidelines (Appendix B of Hinton’s Municipal Development Plan). Likewise,
the developable lands identified within the County have had Land Use Districts assigned to them per
the land use concept within the ASP.
In light of these factors, it was determined that the 2000 Hinton East Boundary Joint ASP be rescinded.
The County will, at a future point, redesignate the portion of the “Hinton East Urban Fringe District”
that remains in the County to “Forestry District,” as the developable lands within the District were
annexed into Hinton and have since been incorporated into Hinton’s 2017 East ASP.
Hinton West Urban Fringe Joint ASP (2002)
The 2002 Hinton West Urban Fringe Joint ASP was partially annexed by Hinton in 2009, meaning
portions of the plan area are under the sole authority of Hinton per the Annexation Agreement. The
remainder of the plan area in Hinton was rescinded with the Adoption of Hinton’s 2017 West ASP. The
portion of the Hinton West Urban Fringe Joint ASP plan area within the County is still in effect.
It was determined that the Hinton West Urban Fringe Joint ASP should be retained; however, it requires
amendments to reflect the changes in its boundaries subsequent to the 2009 Annexation and feedback
received during the IDP planning process. Notably, it was determined that the proposed recreation use
along the Athabasca River should be discontinued as a boat launch exists in Hinton’s Riverfront Park
downriver. As well, the ASP boundary should be revised to include land only where new development
is proposed, meaning it would end just south of the proposed campsites and recreational cabins, and
the “Forestry District” lands would be covered by the IDP. Furthermore, the land use in the “future
review area” should be determined with more detailed analysis undertaken during the forthcoming
amendment. The current 2002 Hinton West Urban Fringe Joint ASP plan area is identified in Figure 3 –
Current Land Use and the proposed plan area is identified in Figure 4 – Future Growth Scenario.
Policy 1.3.1

The 2000 Hinton East Boundary Joint ASP shall be rescinded and the IDP replaces those
portions of the ASP which were previously enacted within the plan area.

Policy 1.3.2

The 2002 Hinton West Urban Fringe Joint ASP shall be updated subsequent to the
adoption of the IDP, amendments will include:
• The boundaries of the ASP will be amended to not include Forestry lands or lands
in Hinton;
• The recreation area noted in the ASP along the Athabasca River will be
discontinued; and
• The uses for the “Future Review Area” shall be determined, potential uses include:
Country Residential, Rural Industrial, Business Commercial/Light Industrial and Rural
District for undevelopable portions.

3
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1-4

CURRENT LAND USE AND OWNERSHIP
Current land uses in the plan area are shown in Figure 3 – Current Land Use. The predominant land
use is Forestry District and the Crown owns most of these lands, comprising 86.5% of the plan area.
Privately held land, totalling 508 hectares (±1,255 ac.) represents 12.7% of the IDP area. The remaining
0.8% of the plan area, 31 hectares (±76 ac.), is municipally owned. Private and municipally owned lands
consist of the following land use districts (as articulated within the County’s Land Use Bylaw:
•

Country Residential,

•

Hinton East Urban Fringe,

•

Country Residential Restricted,

•

Public Institutional,

•

Hinton East Rural Residential,

•

Forestry, and

•

Rural Industrial,

•

Rural.

•

Direct Control District 2,

4
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Figure 2

Date: 2019-04-02
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Figure 3
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SECTION TWO
Growth and Development
This section outlines the future growth scenario and policies for the development of the plan area.

2-1

2

GUIDING PRINCIPLES
The following principles were identified through an ongoing conversation with plan area landowners,
selected stakeholders, the general public and the respective Administration and Councils of the
Municipalities:
Land Use – Ensure compatible and complementary land uses in order to minimize conflicts.
Joint Initiatives – Pursue mutually beneficial opportunities for the future development of land,
transportation, and infrastructure systems.
Environment – Retain, protect, and enhance environmentally sensitive areas including rivers,
wetlands, trails, and wildlife corridors within the plan area where possible.
Development – Ensure consistent execution and enforcement of development standards within the
plan area.

2-2

FUTURE GROWTH SCENARIO
The Future Growth Scenario is intended to harmonize future land use opportunities within the plan
area (see Figure 4 – Future Growth Scenario). The Municipalities each recognize the potential for
economic growth in the plan area and the importance of development unfolding in a logical pattern.
The Future Growth Scenario addresses development pressures in a holistic manner with incompatible
land uses separated to the greatest extent possible.

8
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Figure 4
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2-3

GENERAL LAND USE POLICY
Growth in the plan area is inevitable and must be accommodated strategically. Establishing
appropriate land use policies will ensure logical and efficient transitions between the Municipalities.
The goal of the policies herein is to provide direction in land use planning to help achieve the Future
Growth Scenario.

2-4

Policy 2.3.1

All statutory plans and plan amendments as well as future land use, subdivision, and
development in the plan area shall comply with the policies of the IDP.

Policy 2.3.2

Fragmentation of undeveloped lands in the plan area should be avoided.

Policy 2.3.3

The Municipalities shall work to ensure that development and landscaping throughout
gateway areas improves the visual quality of the Highway 16 corridor.

Policy 2.3.4

The Municipalities shall observe and uphold FireSmart practices within the plan area
and on its boundaries.

Policy 2.3.5

The portion of the “Hinton East Urban Fringe District” within the County shall be
redesignated to “Forestry District.”

RESIDENTIAL LAND USE POLICY
Residential land use in the plan area primarily consists of large-lot county residential parcels (see
Figure 4 – Future Growth Scenario). While new residential development is not proposed, there is
potential for infill resulting in smaller lot residential country residential parcels adjacent to Hinton.

2-5

Policy 2.4.1

Country Residential development shall remain the predominant residential form
within the plan area.

Policy 2.4.2

Redevelopment or subdivision of existing Country Residential parcels, resulting in
increased density, should be considered on a site-specific basis.

Policy 2.4.3

Effective transitional buffering should be implemented between residential and nonresidential land uses to mitigate potential interface conflicts.

INDUSTRIAL LAND USE POLICY
Opportunities for industrial development have been identified in the plan area (see Figure 4 – Future
Growth Scenario), as an extension of existing “Rural Industrial” land in the west end of the plan area
and as the intended future use of a mixed residential-industrial Direct Control District along the East
River Road. The IDP recognizes that the successful integration of industrial land uses requires some
land use separation and mitigation of potential impacts on the environment or other land uses
wherever appropriate.
Policy 2.5.1

Industrial development proposed within the plan area shall address compatibility with
existing and future surrounding land uses, environmental impacts, and transportation
and infrastructure requirements.

10
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2-6

Policy 2.5.2

The “Direct Control District 2” within the County shall be redesignated to “Rural Industrial.”
No new residential development shall be allowed once the land use redesignation occurs.

Policy 2.5.3

Heavy industrial uses may be considered in the plan area on a site-specific basis.

PARKS, OPEN SPACE AND TRAILS POLICY
Existing and proposed recreation areas in the plan area include the portion of Mary Reimer Regional Park
within the County (designated as a Public Institutional District) and an area in the Hinton West Urban
Fringe Joint ASP identified for future campsites and recreational cabins (see Figure 4 – Future Growth
Scenario). The existing parks, open spaces and trails network within the plan area should accommodate
a wide range of active and passive recreational amenities.

2-7

Policy 2.6.1

Parks, open spaces and trails should be integrated into reserve lands within the plan area.

Policy 2.6.2

Where feasible, trails should link to the trail system outlined in Hinton’s Parks, Open
Space and Trails Master Plan, as amended.

Policy 2.6.3

Opportunities to establish formal off-highway vehicle trails may be considered within
the plan area.

ENVIRONMENTAL/NATURAL AREAS POLICY
Much of the plan area consists of heavily forested Crown lands that will continue to be retained as
natural areas or “working forests” for existing grazing or foresting leases. The Future Growth
Scenario has been developed to respect environmental sensitivity within the natural areas of the
plan area, such as creeks, watershed sensitivity areas and slopes greater than fifteen percent (see
Figure 2 – Existing Conditions). Respect for the sensitivity of the natural environment is a significant
consideration of the IDP.
Policy 2.7.1

Potentially negative environmental impacts resulting from development in the plan
area should be mitigated to the satisfaction of the Municipalities.

Policy 2.7.2

Environmental impacts shall be minimized where development occurs near
environmentally sensitive areas such as steep slopes and watercourses.

Policy 2.7.3

Environmental Reserve shall be dedicated, or a conservation easement registered, to
protect riparian lands when land is subdivided.

11
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2-8

TRANSPORTATION POLICY
The transportation network in the plan area, shown in Figure 5 – Transportation Network, has been
developed to accommodate anticipated traffic volumes in an efficient, safe and effective manner. Both the
proposed Highway 16 Bypass and Highway 16:40 Interchange are identified; however, the timing of these
network improvements is determined by Alberta Transportation.
Policy 2.8.1

Improvements to the transportation network within the area shall be referred to the
Municipalities for comment.

Policy 2.8.2

Improvements to the transportation network shall consider all modes of
transportation, including transit, pedestrians, and cyclists.

Policy 2.8.3

Development that involves access to, or abuts: Highway 16, Highway 40, the proposed
highway bypass and proposed interchanges in the plan area, shall directly involve local
representatives of Alberta Transportation and the Municipalities in the plan
preparation process.

Policy 2.8.4

Unless otherwise agreed to, each municipality shall be responsible for the
maintenance of transportation infrastructure within their boundaries. Any joint
agreements to share maintenance responsibilities between the Municipalities shall
supersede this policy.

12
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Figure 5
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2-9

INFRASTRUCTURE POLICY
The following policies apply to the development of water, wastewater and stormwater services within
the plan area. Potential exists for servicing to be provided from Hinton for development near to Hinton’s
corporate boundary; however, existing facilities may require upgrades as development proceeds.
Policy 2.9.1

The Municipalities may cooperate on any infrastructure or servicing study which
affects any part of the plan area.

Policy 2.9.2

The Municipalities shall utilize and, where appropriate, develop compatible design
standards for infrastructure throughout the plan area.

Policy 2.9.3

The Municipalities shall share relevant, up-to-date information on storm water issues
with each other.

Policy 2.9.4

Unless otherwise agreed to, each Municipality shall be responsible for the maintenance of
infrastructure within their boundaries.

Policy 2.9.5

New infrastructure shall be aligned to avoid Environmental Reserve within the plan area.

2-10 SOCIAL/ECONOMIC POLICY
A wide range of community services are essential to residents’ safety and quality of life. Agencies and
facilities such as Building Resourceful Individuals to Develop Goals and Employment Society (B.R.I.D.G.E.S.),
Family and Community Support Services (FCSS) Association of Alberta, the Yellowhead Emergency Shelter
for Women and Children, and the Adult Day Centre provide social services for residents in both Hinton and
the County. Local integrated police, Emergency Medical Services (EMS) and fire services ensure the
safety and security of residents. Hinton EMS provides Basic and Advanced Life Support coverage to
Hinton and a large portion of western Yellowhead County. Likewise, the Hinton Fire Department
provides local fire protection, by an agreement with Yellowhead County, to approximately 6,600
square kilometres around Hinton.
From an economic perspective, resource development in the County is vital to Hinton residents with
forestry, coal mining and oil and gas providing important resource-based jobs. Hinton is likewise an
important industrial and commercial service centre for some 20,000 residents in the outlying
communities of Grande Cache, Jasper, Yellowhead County and its western Hamlets. Opportunities for
economic development within the plan area of interest to the Municipalities.
Policy 2.10.1 The Municipalities shall continue to deliver shared emergency and community
services, as appropriate.
Policy 2.10.2 The Municipalities may cooperate on any social, recreational, or economic
development activities which affect any part of the plan area.
Policy 2.10.3 The Municipalities may explore and implement methods of providing future services
in an efficient and cost-effective manner.
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Figure 7
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Figure 8
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SECTION THREE
Implementation

3

This section outlines the framework for enacting Intermunicipal Development Plan policies.

3-1

GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION POLICY
As required by the MGA, the IDP must include provisions relating to its administration and a procedure
to be used by one or more of the Municipalities to amend or repeal the plan. While the IDP is intended
to be a long-range planning document, regular monitoring, review and periodic amendments to policies
are required for it to remain current with changing trends, technologies, and growth within the plan area.
Policy 3.1.1

The IDP shall be adopted via Bylaw by Hinton and Yellowhead County in accordance
with the requirements of the MGA.

Policy 3.1.2

In adopting the IDP, it is recognized that each municipality’s jurisdiction is limited to
lands within their respective boundaries.

Policy 3.1.3

The Municipalities shall undertake minor reviews of the IDP, when required, with
major reviews occurring every five years from the date of adoption.

Policy 3.1.4

An amendment to the IDP may be initiated by:
• The Councils of Hinton or Yellowhead County; or
• The Hinton and Yellowhead County Intermunicipal Committee.

Policy 3.1.5

Amendments to the IDP shall be adopted by the Municipalities by Bylaw in accordance
with the MGA.
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3-2

INTERMUNICIPAL REFERRAL PROCESS
Referral of statutory plan applications and amendments is essential to maintaining open communications
on an ongoing basis. The Municipalities will continue the reciprocal referral of planning proposals, in
accordance with the IDP.
Policy 3.2.1

Referrals on new or amended ASPs within the plan area, or within the 400 m plan area
boundary, as shown on Figure 1 – Plan Area, shall be made to the adjacent municipality.

Policy 3.2.2

Referrals for land use redesignation, subdivision or development approvals within the
plan area are:
• Required when the development is proposed outside of an ASP boundary; or
• Not required when the development is proposed inside of an ASP boundary.

3-3

Policy 3.2.3

Referrals shall be sent by mail or email to the respective Planning Leads of each
municipality, with additional information conveyed by email as needed.

Policy 3.2.4

Referrals shall be responded to within 30 business days.

Policy 3.2.5

If either municipality does not reply within – or request an extension to – the specified
response period, it will be assumed that the responding municipality has no comment
or objection to the referred planning proposal.

INTERMUNICIPAL COMMITTEE
The following policies apply to the Hinton and Yellowhead County Intermunicipal Committee.
Policy 3.3.1

The Hinton and Yellowhead County Intermunicipal Committee shall oversee the IDP
and will meet as required.
The Hinton and Yellowhead County Intermunicipal Committee shall consist of:
• The Mayors of Hinton and Yellowhead County;
• The CAO’s of Hinton and Yellowhead County; and
• The Planning Leads of Hinton and Yellowhead County.

Policy 3.3.2

The Chairmanship of the Committee shall alternate annually between the Mayor of
Yellowhead County and the Mayor of Hinton.

Policy 3.3.3

The Committee shall facilitate on-going sharing of information between elected
officials and respective Administrations and provide a forum for review and comment
on IDP related matters.

Policy 3.3.4

Specific responsibilities of the Committee regarding the IDP may include, but are not
necessarily limited to:
• Making recommendations on IDP matters to their respective Councils;
• Monitoring the implementation of Plan policies;
• Identifying and making recommendations on joint planning and economic
development initiatives to their respective Councils;
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• Reviewing any proposed amendments to the IDP and making recommendations
to their respective Councils;
• Reviewing any referred amendment, proposed area structure plan or significant
development and subdivision applications that may have a significant impact on
the plan area of the IDP;
• Reviewing any proposed applications for annexation and making recommendations
to their respective Councils; and
• Presenting a united position on issues of mutual concern.
Policy 3.3.5

Yellowhead County shall be responsible for the administration of the Committee.

Policy 3.3.6

Administrative functions shall include, but not be limited to:
• Coordinating dates and locations for meetings;
• Preparing agendas and other matters as deemed necessary; and
• Keeping minutes of the meetings.

Policy 3.3.7

3-4

Committee meetings on particular applications, as identified by the Committee, shall
convene after comments have been received as a result of an intermunicipal referral.

INTERMUNICIPAL COLLABORATION FRAMEWORK
Pursuant to the MGA, the Municipalities will endeavour to prepare an Intermunicipal Collaboration
Framework (ICF) that builds off of the current Revenue Sharing Agreement.

3-5

Policy 3.5.1

The Municipalities shall prepare an ICF.

Policy 3.5.2

The Municipalities acknowledge that services, amenities and infrastructure, provided
by each other, serves an audience beyond the IDP limits and that this extended user
base may be considered when an expansion of services and cost sharing of services is
contemplated per the ICF.

Policy 3.5.3

The Municipalities may establish a cost sharing policy for any service, amenity and
infrastructure where mutual benefit exists.

DISPUTE RESOLUTION
Both Municipalities agree it is important to avoid any dispute by ensuring the policies and provisions
of the IDP are followed. Should any disagreements regarding the interpretation and application of the
provisions within the IDP arise, the Municipalities shall seek a timely resolution in a manner which is
respectful of each Municipality’s interests and concerns using the steps as identified. In the event the
dispute resolution process is initiated, the Municipality having authority over the matter shall not
provide any further approval until the dispute has been resolved or the mediation process has
concluded. The Municipalities agree the resolution steps identified shall be completed within sixty (60)
calendar days from the date on which the disagreement is identified. The process is designed to
maximize opportunities for discussion and review with the goal of resolving any disagreements early
in the approval process through the following four stages:
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Step 1 – Administrative Review and Discussion
Should Hinton or Yellowhead County identify any issue related to proposed plans, bylaws or amendments
that may result in a serious disagreement between them, every attempt will be made to discuss the issues
at the administrative level with the intent of arriving at a mutually agreeable solution.
Step 2 – Hinton and Yellowhead County Intermunicipal Committee
In the event administrative review and discussion are unable to resolve a disagreement, the Hinton
and Yellowhead County Intermunicipal Committee shall attempt to resolve the disagreement. Each
municipality, through its Administration, must ensure the facts of the issue have been fully investigated
and clarified. Administrative meetings may occur at this point to discuss possible solutions.
Step 3 – Municipal Councils
Should the Hinton and Yellowhead County Intermunicipal Committee be unable to resolve the
disagreement, they shall request a joint meeting of the Councils of the Municipalities who will attempt
to resolve the disagreement.
Step 4 – Alberta Municipal Affairs
Should the Councils be unable to resolve the disagreement, either municipality may request Alberta
Municipal Affairs to commence a mediation process under the Department’s guidance. If the
disagreement cannot be resolved by mediation then:
•

Any municipality may appeal to the Municipal Government Board under the provisions of Section
690 of the Act if the disagreement pertains to a statutory plan, a land use bylaw or any amendment
of either, or

•

The results of the mediation report will be binding on each Municipality if no relief under the
Municipal Government Board is found.
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1

SECTION ONE
Plan Area

This section introduces the reader to the Intermunicipal Development Plan and the current conditions within
the plan area.

1-1

PURPOSE
The purpose of the Intermunicipal Development Plan (IDP) is to facilitate and sustain long term
strategic growth and to identify joint development opportunities in the Rural-Urban Fringe (RUF)
between Hinton and Yellowhead County (the Municipalities). The Municipalities agree that mutually
beneficial policies and procedures are the preferred means of addressing intermunicipal growth
opportunities within the agreed upon plan area (see Figure 1 – Plan Area). The IDP has been developed
in alignment with the requirements of the Municipal Government Act (MGA) and represents the best
opportunity for a continuous cooperative working relationship between the Municipalities.

1-2

PLAN AREA CONTEXT
The plan area for the IDP has been determined to reflect Hinton and Yellowhead County’s RUF in the
Athabasca River Valley, encompassing approximately 3,992 hectares (9,864 acres) of land surrounding
the corporate boundary of Hinton. The plan area is bounded by the south bank of the Athabasca River to
the north and incorporates County lands surrounding the west, south and east boundaries of Hinton.
The plan area’s topography sees a substantial drop off from south to north (towards the Athabasca
River), with the foothills creating a series of hills and valleys that include significant slopes greater than
fifteen percent (15%) and impressive views of the Rocky Mountains. Identified tree species include
aspen and balsam poplar, lodgepole pine, white and black spruce, alpine fir and birch. There are
numerous watercourses traversing the plan area, including the Hardisty, Happy, Maskuta, Still, Cold
and Seabolt Creeks, all draining into the Athabasca River. Surface drainage is generally good, while sub-
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surface drainage is excessive in some areas. Soil conditions have severe limitations that restrict the
capability for agriculture or permanent pasture.
Existing development includes country residential parcels, and some light industrial development, some
minor agricultural uses (primarily horse holding/grazing leases on Crown lands), and extraction and
processing operations that have capitalized on the significant gravel deposits found in the plan area. Areas
of existing development are concentrated east of Hinton along the East River Road and west along
Highway 16. The southern portion of the plan area is predominantly forested Crown land, some of which
is utilized for forestry training and grazing leases. In the south, a portion of the West Yellowhead Regional
Landfill straddles the plan area boundary with Hinton, and a previously determined landfill extension area
is located east of the landfill. The current landfill, the development buffer mandated by the provincial
Subdivision and Development Regulation, and the landfill extension area, along with other noted
conditions within the plan area are shown in Figure 2 – Existing Conditions.
The current transportation network includes Highway 16, travelling west to Jasper and east to Edson,
which provides two gateway entrances in bothon the west and east ends of the plan area, and Highway
40 which travels southwest towards the Hamlet of Cadomin. Highway 40 north acts as the westernmost
boundary of a portion of the plan area, which continues northwest to the Hamlet of Grande Cache.
Local roads in the plan area include Township Road 505A in the west, Seabolt Road in the southwest,
Range Road 252A and Township Road 505A in the south, and Township Road 514C in the east.
Existing development is currently serviced through private water wells and septic tanks.

1-3

AREA STRUCTURE PLANS CURRENTLY IN EFFECT
Prior to the development of the IDP there were three Joint Area Structure Plans (ASPs) prepared by
Hinton and Yellowhead County:
•
•
•

Terrace Heights Joint ASP (1995)
Hinton East Boundary Joint ASP (2000), and the
Hinton West Urban Fringe Joint ASP (2002)

These Joint ASPs provided a coordinating function for future development within Hinton and
Yellowhead County’s RUF akin to an IDP. However, as a result of amendments to the MGA, IDPs are
now mandated by the Province for all municipalities that have common boundaries (but are not
members of a growth region, as is the case). It is also important to note that Hinton’s 2009 Annexation
of County lands impacted the boundaries of the Joint ASPs.
As part of the IDP planning process, each Joint ASP was reviewed to determine its relevancy to the plan
area boundary and the future growth scenario.
Terrace Heights North Joint ASP (1995)
The lands that the 1995 Terrace Heights North Joint ASP covered were completely annexed by Hinton
in 2009 and rescinded by Hinton Council when the 2017 West ASP was adopted. Yellowhead County
rescinded the plan in March of 2019. is in the process of rescinding the 1995 Terrace Heights North
Joint ASP, which is anticipated to be concluded before the adoption of the IDP.
2
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Hinton East Boundary Joint ASP (2000)
The 2000 Hinton East Boundary Joint ASP was partially annexed by Hinton in 2009, meaning portions
of the plan area are under the sole authority of Hinton per the Annexation Agreement. The remainder
of the plan area in Hinton was rescinded with the Adoption of Hinton’s 2017 East ASP or is covered by
Hinton’s Established Area Guidelines (Appendix B of Hinton’s Municipal Development Plan). Likewise,
the developable lands identified within the County have had Land Use Districts assigned to them per
the land use concept within the ASP.
In light of these factors, it was determined that the 2000 Hinton East Boundary Joint ASP be rescinded.
The County will, at a future point, redesignate the portion of the “Hinton East Urban Fringe District”
that remains in the County to “Forestry District,” as the developable lands within the District were
annexed into Hinton and have since been incorporated into Hinton’s 2017 East ASP.
Hinton West Urban Fringe Joint ASP (2002)
The 2002 Hinton West Urban Fringe Joint ASP was partially annexed by Hinton in 2009, meaning
portions of the plan area are under the sole authority of Hinton per the Annexation Agreement. The
remainder of the plan area in Hinton was rescinded with the Adoption of Hinton’s 2017 West ASP. The
portion of the Hinton West Urban Fringe Joint ASP plan area within the County is still in effect.
It was determined that the Hinton West Urban Fringe Joint ASP should be retained; however, it requires
amendments to reflect the changes in its boundaries subsequent to the 2009 Annexation and feedback
received during the IDP planning process. Notably, it was determined that the proposed recreation use
along the Athabasca River should be discontinued as a boat launch exists in Hinton’s Riverfront Park
downriver. As well, the ASP boundary should be revised to include land only where new development
is proposed, meaning it would end just south of the proposed campsites and recreational cabins, and
the “Forestry District” lands would be covered by the IDP. Furthermore, the land use in the “future
review area” should be determined with more detailed analysis undertaken during the forthcoming
amendment. The current 2002 Hinton West Urban Fringe Joint ASP plan area is identified in Figure 3 –
Current Land Use and the proposed plan area is identified in Figure 4 – Future Growth Scenario.
Policy 1.3.1

The 2000 Hinton East Boundary Joint ASP shall be rescinded and the IDP replaces those
portions of the ASP which were previously enacted within the plan area.

Policy 1.3.2

The 2002 Hinton West Urban Fringe Joint ASP shall be updated subsequent to the
adoption of the IDP, amendments will include:
• The boundaries of the ASP will be amended to not include Forestry lands or lands
in Hinton;
• The recreation area noted in the ASP along the Athabasca River will be discontinued;
and
• The uses for the “Future Review Area” shall be determined, potential uses include:
Country Residential, Rural Industrial, Business Commercial/Light Industrial and Rural
District for undevelopable portions.
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1-4

CURRENT LAND USE AND OWNERSHIP
Current land uses in the plan area are shown in Figure 3 – Current Land Use. The predominant land
use is Forestry District and the Crown owns most of these lands, comprising 86.5% of the plan area.
Privately held land, totalling 508 hectares (±1,255 ac.) represents 12.7% of the IDP area. The remaining
0.8% of the plan area, 31 hectares (±76 ac.), is municipally owned. Private and municipally owned lands
consist of the following land use districts (as articulated within the County’s Land Use Bylaw:
•

Country Residential,

•

Hinton East Urban Fringe,

•

Country Residential Restricted,

•

Public Institutional,

•

Hinton East Rural Residential,

•

Forestry, and

•

Rural Industrial,

•

Rural.

•

Direct Control District 2,

4
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Figure 1 – Plan Area
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Figure 2 – Existing Conditions
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Figure 3 – Current Land Use
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SECTION TWO
Growth and Development

2

This section outlines the future growth scenario and policies for the development of the plan area.

2-1

GUIDING PRINCIPLES
The following principles were identified through an ongoing conversation with plan area landowners,
selected stakeholders, the general public and the respective Administration and Councils of the
Municipalities:
Land Use – Ensure compatible and complementary land uses in order to minimize conflicts.
Joint Initiatives – Pursue mutually beneficial opportunities for the future development of land,
transportation, and infrastructure systems.
Environment – Retain, protect, and enhance environmentally sensitive areas including rivers,
wetlands, trails, and wildlife corridors within the plan area where possible.
Development – Ensure consistent execution and enforcement of development standards within the
plan area.

2-2

FUTURE GROWTH SCENARIO
The Future Growth Scenario is intended to harmonize future land use opportunities within the plan
area (see Figure 4 – Future Growth Scenario). The Municipalities each recognize the potential for
economic growth in the plan area and the importance of development unfolding in a logical pattern.
The Future Growth Scenario addresses development pressures in a holistic manner with incompatible
land uses separated to the greatest extent possible.
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Figure 4 – Future Growth Scenario
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2-3

GENERAL LAND USE POLICY
Growth in the plan area is inevitable and must be accommodated strategically. Establishing
appropriate land use policies will ensure logical and efficient transitions between the Municipalities.
The goal of the policies herein is to provide direction in land use planning to help achieve the Future
Growth Scenario.

2-4

Policy 2.3.1

All statutory plans and plan amendments as well as future land use, subdivision, and
development in the plan area shall comply with the policies of the IDP.

Policy 2.3.2

Fragmentation of undeveloped lands in the plan area should be avoided.

Policy 2.3.3

The Municipalities shall work to ensure that development and landscaping throughout
gateway areas improves the visual quality of the Highway 16 corridor.

Policy 2.3.4

The Municipalities shall observe and uphold FireSmart practices within the plan area
and on its boundaries.

Policy 2.3.5

The portion of the “Hinton East Urban Fringe District” within the County shall be
redesignated to “Forestry District.”

RESIDENTIAL LAND USE POLICY
Residential land use in the plan area primarily consists of large-lot county residential parcels (see
Figure 4 – Future Growth Scenario). While new residential development is not proposed in the plan
area, there is potential for infill resulting in smaller lot residential country residential parcels adjacent
to Hinton.

2-5

Policy 2.4.1

Country Residential development shall remain the predominant residential form
within the plan area.

Policy 2.4.2

Redevelopment or subdivision of existing Country Residential parcels, resulting in
increased density, should be considered on a site-specific basis.

Policy 2.4.3

Effective transitional buffering should be implemented between residential and nonresidential land uses to mitigate potential interface conflicts.

INDUSTRIAL LAND USE POLICY
Opportunities for industrial development have been identified in the plan area (see Figure 4 – Future
Growth Scenario), as an extension of existing “Rural Industrial” land in the west end of the plan area
and as the intended future use of a mixed residential-industrial Direct Control District along the East
River Road. The IDP recognizes that the successful integration of industrial land uses requires some
land use separation and mitigation of potential impacts on the environment or other land uses
wherever appropriate.
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2-6

Policy 2.5.1

Industrial development proposed within the plan area shall address compatibility with
existing and future surrounding land uses, environmental impacts, and transportation
and infrastructure requirements.

Policy 2.5.2

The “Direct Control District 2” within the County shall be redesignated to “Rural Industrial.”
No new residential development shall be allowed once the land use redesignation occurs.

Policy 2.5.3

Heavy industrial uses may be considered in the plan area on a site-specific basis.

PARKS, OPEN SPACE AND TRAILS POLICY
Existing and proposed recreation areas in the plan area include the portion of Mary Reimer Regional Park
within the County (designated as a Public Institutional District) and an area in the Hinton West Urban
Fringe Joint ASP identified for future campsites and recreational cabins (see Figure 4 – Future Growth
Scenario). The existing parks, open spaces and trails network within the plan area should accommodate
a wide range of active and passive recreational amenities.

2-7

Policy 2.6.1

Parks, open spaces and trails should be integrated into reserve lands within the plan area.

Policy 2.6.2

Where feasible, trails should link to the trail system proposed outlined in Hinton’s
Parks, Open Space, Recreation and Trails Master Plan, as amended.

Policy 2.6.3

Opportunities to establish formal off-highway vehicle trails may be considered within
the plan area.

ENVIRONMENTAL/NATURAL AREAS POLICY
Much of the plan area consists of heavily forested Crown lands that will continue to be retained as
natural areas or “working forests” for existing grazing or foresting leases. The Future Growth
Scenario has been developed to respect environmental sensitivity within the natural areas of the
plan area, such as creeks, watershed sensitivity areas and slopes greater than fifteen percent (see
Figure 2 – Existing Conditions). Respect for the sensitivity of the natural environment is a significant
consideration of the IDP.
Policy 2.7.1

Potentially negative environmental impacts resulting from development in the plan
area should be mitigated to the satisfaction of the Municipalities.

Policy 2.7.2

Environmental impacts shall be minimized where development occurs near
environmentally sensitive areas such as steep slopes and watercourses.

Policy 2.7.3

Environmental Reserve shall be dedicated, or a conservation easement registered, to
protect riparian lands when land is subdivided.
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2-8

TRANSPORTATION POLICY
The transportation network in the plan area, shown in Figure 5 – Transportation Network, has been
developed to accommodate anticipated traffic volumes in an efficient, safe and effective manner. Both the
proposed Highway 16 Bypass and Highway 16:40 Interchange are identified; however, the timing of these
network improvements is determined by Alberta Transportation.
Policy 2.8.1

Improvements to the transportation network within the area shall be referred to the
Municipalities for comment.

Policy 2.8.2

Improvements to the transportation network shall consider all modes of
transportation, including transit, pedestrians, and cyclists.

Policy 2.8.3

Development that involves access to, or abuts: Highway 16, Highway 40, the proposed
highway bypass and proposed interchanges in the plan area, shall directly involve local
representatives of Alberta Transportation and the Municipalities in the plan
preparation process.

Policy 2.8.4

Unless otherwise agreed to, each municipality shall be responsible for the
maintenance of transportation infrastructure within their boundaries. Any joint
agreements to share maintenance responsibilities between the Municipalities shall
supersede this policy.
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Figure 5 – Transportation Network
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2-9

INFRASTRUCTURE POLICY
The following policies apply to the development of water, wastewater and stormwater services within
the plan area. Potential exists for servicing to be provided from Hinton for development near to Hinton’s
corporate boundary; however, existing facilities may require upgrades as development proceeds.
Policy 2.9.1

The Municipalities may cooperate on any infrastructure or servicing study which
affects any part of the plan area.

Policy 2.9.2

The Municipalities shall utilize and, where appropriate, develop compatible design
standards for infrastructure throughout the plan area.

Policy 2.9.3

The Municipalities shall share relevant, up-to-date information on storm water issues
with each other.

Policy 2.9.4

Unless otherwise agreed to, each Municipality shall be responsible for the maintenance of
infrastructure within their boundaries.

Policy 2.9.5

New infrastructure shall be aligned to avoid Environmental Reserve within the plan area.

2-10 SOCIAL/ECONOMIC POLICY
A wide range of community services are essential to residents’ safety and quality of life. Agencies and
facilities such as Building Resourceful Individuals to Develop Goals and Employment Society (B.R.I.D.G.E.S.),
Family and Community Support Services (FCSS) Association of Alberta, the Yellowhead Emergency Shelter
for Women and Children, and the Adult Day Centre provide social services for residents in both Hinton and
the County. Local integrated police, Emergency Medical Services (EMS) and fire services ensure the
safety and security of residents. Hinton EMS provides Basic and Advanced Life Support coverage to
Hinton and a large portion of western Yellowhead County. Likewise, the Hinton Fire Department
provides local fire protection, and by an agreement with Yellowhead County, to approximately 6,600
square kilometres around Hinton.
From an economic perspective, resource development in the County is vital to Hinton residents with
forestry, coal mining and oil and gas providing important resource-based jobs. Hinton is likewise an
important industrial and commercial service centre for some 20,000 residents in the outlying
communities of Grande Cache, Jasper, Yellowhead County and its western Hamlets. Opportunities for
economic development within the plan area of interest to the Municipalities.
Policy 2.10.1 The Municipalities shall continue to deliver shared emergency and community
services, as appropriate.
Policy 2.10.2 The Municipalities may cooperate on any social, recreational, or economic
development activities which affect any part of the plan area.
Policy 2.10.3 The Municipalities may explore and implement methods of providing future services
in an efficient and cost-effective manner.
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Figure 6 – Water Infrastructure

15

Intermunicipal Development Plan - Presented by Peter Vana

Page 60 of 66

Figure 7 – Wastewater Infrastructure
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Figure 8 – Stormwater Infrastructure
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SECTION THREE
Implementation

3

This section outlines the framework for enacting Intermunicipal Development Plan policies.

3-1

GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION POLICY
As required by the MGA, the IDP must include provisions relating to its administration and a procedure
to be used by one or more of the Municipalities to amend or repeal the plan. While the IDP is intended
to be a long-range planning document, regular monitoring, review and periodic amendments to policies
are required for it to remain current with changing trends, technologies, and growth within the plan area.
Policy 3.1.1

The IDP shall be adopted via Bylaw by Hinton and Yellowhead County in accordance
with the requirements of the MGA.

Policy 3.1.2

In adopting the IDP bylaw, it is recognized that each municipality’s jurisdiction is
limited to lands within their respective boundaries.

Policy 3.1.3

The Municipalities shall undertake minor reviews of the IDP, when required, with
major reviews occurring every five years from the date of adoption.

Policy 3.1.4

An amendment to the IDP may be initiated by:
• The Councils of Hinton or Yellowhead County; or
• The Hinton and Yellowhead County Intermunicipal Committee.

Policy 3.1.5

Amendments to the IDP shall be adopted by the Municipalities by Bylaw in accordance
with the MGA.
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3-2

INTERMUNICIPAL REFERRAL PROCESS
Referral of statutory plan applications and amendments is essential to maintaining open communications
on an ongoing basis. The Municipalities will continue the reciprocal referral of planning proposals, in
accordance with the IDP.
Policy 3.2.1

Referrals on new or amended ASPs within the plan area, or within the 400 m of the plan
area boundary, shall be made to the adjacent municipality as shown on Figure 1 – Plan
Area., shall be made to the adjacent municipality.

Policy 3.2.2

Referrals for land use redesignation, subdivision or development approvals within the
plan area are:
• Required when the development is proposed outside of an ASP boundary; or
• Not required when the development is proposed inside of an ASP boundary.

3-3

Policy 3.2.3

Referrals shall be sent by mail or email to the respective Planning Leads of each
municipality, with additional information conveyed by email as needed.

Policy 3.2.4

Referrals shall be responded to within 30 business days.

Policy 3.2.5

If either municipality does not reply within –, or request an extension to –, the specified
response period, it will be assumed that the responding municipality has no comment
or objection to the referred planning proposal.

INTERMUNICIPAL COMMITTEE
The following policies apply to the Hinton and Yellowhead County Intermunicipal Committee.
Policy 3.3.1

The Hinton and Yellowhead County Intermunicipal Committee shall oversee the IDP
and will meet as required.
The Hinton and Yellowhead County Intermunicipal Committee shall consist of:
• The Mayors of Hinton and Yellowhead County;
• The CAO’s of Hinton and Yellowhead County; and
• The Planning Leads of Hinton and Yellowhead County.

Policy 3.3.2

The Chairmanship of the Committee shall alternate annually between the Mayor of
Yellowhead County and the Mayor of Hinton.

Policy 3.3.3

The Committee shall facilitate on-going sharing of information between elected
officials and respective Administrations and provide a forum for review and comment
on IDP related matters.

Policy 3.3.4

Specific responsibilities of the Committee regarding the IDP may include, but are not
necessarily limited to:
• Making recommendations on IDP matters to their respective Councils;
• Monitoring the implementation of Plan policies;
• Identifying and making recommendations on joint planning and economic
development initiatives to their respective Councils;
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• Reviewing any proposed amendments to the IDP and making recommendations
to their respective Councils;
• Reviewing any referred amendment, proposed area structure plan or significant
development and subdivision applications that may have a significant impact on
the plan area of the IDP;
• Reviewing any proposed applications for annexation and making
recommendations to their respective Councils; and
• Presenting a united position on issues of mutual concern.
Policy 3.3.5

Yellowhead County shall be responsible for the administration of the Committee.

Policy 3.3.6

Administrative functions shall include, but not be limited to:
• Coordinating dates and locations for meetings;
• Preparing agendas and other matters as deemed necessary; and
• Keeping minutes of the meetings.

Policy 3.3.7

3-4

Committee meetings on particular applications, as identified by the Committee, shall
convene after comments have been received as a result of an intermunicipal referral.

ANNEXATION
The annexation of land normally involves the acquisition of land by an urban municipality from a rural
municipality to accommodate future growth. Although not typical, annexation by a rural municipality
may also occur. The following policies are provided in addition to MGA annexation provisions to allow
for mutually agreeable annexation.

3-53-4

Policy 3.4.1

Hinton shall not pursue annexation unless both municipalities mutually agree to
explore such an initiative.

Policy 3.4.2

Any initial discussions on potential annexation shall occur amongst the Intermunicipal
Committee. The discussion and approach agreed to by the Committee regarding
annexation shall be shared with Hinton and Yellowhead County Councils.

INTERMUNICIPAL COLLABORATION FRAMEWORK

Pursuant to the MGA, the Municipalities will endeavour to prepare an Intermunicipal Collaboration
Framework (ICF) that builds off of the current Revenue Sharing Agreement.
Policy 3.5.1

The Municipalities shall prepare an ICF.

Policy 3.5.2

The Municipalities acknowledge that services, amenities and infrastructure, provided
by each other, serves an audience beyond the IDP limits and that this extended user
base may be considered when an expansion of services and cost sharing of services is
contemplated per the ICF.

Policy 3.5.3

The Municipalities may establish a cost sharing policy for any service, amenity and
infrastructure where mutual benefit exists.
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3-63-5

DISPUTE RESOLUTION

Both Municipalities agree it is important to avoid any dispute by ensuring the policies and provisions
of the IDP are followed. Should any disagreements regarding the interpretation and application of the
provisions within the IDP arise, the Municipalities shall seek a timely resolution in a manner which is
respectful of each Municipality’s interests and concerns using the steps as identified. In the event the
dispute resolution process is initiated, the Municipality having authority over the matter shall not
provide any further approval until the dispute has been resolved or the mediation process has
concluded. The Municipalities agree the resolution steps identified shall be completed within sixty (60)
calendar days from the date on which the disagreement is identified. The process is designed to
maximize opportunities for discussion and review with the goal of resolving any disagreements early
in the approval process through the following four stages:
Step 1 – Administrative Review and Discussion
Should Hinton or Yellowhead County identify any issue related to proposed plans, bylaws or amendments
that may result in a serious disagreement between them, every attempt will be made to discuss the issues
at the administrative level with the intent of arriving at a mutually agreeable solution.
Step 2 – Hinton and Yellowhead County Intermunicipal Committee
In the event administrative review and discussion are unable to resolve a disagreement, the Hinton
and Yellowhead County Intermunicipal Committee shall attempt to resolve the disagreement. Each
municipality, through its Administration, must ensure the facts of the issue have been fully investigated
and clarified. Administrative meetings may occur at this point to discuss possible solutions.
Step 3 – Municipal Councils
Should the Hinton and Yellowhead County Intermunicipal Committee be unable to resolve the
disagreement, they shall request a joint meeting of the Councils of the Municipalities who will attempt
to resolve the disagreement.
Step 4 – Alberta Municipal Affairs
Should the Councils be unable to resolve the disagreement, either municipality may request Alberta
Municipal Affairs to commence a mediation process under the Department’s guidance. If the
disagreement cannot be resolved by mediation then:
•

Any municipality may appeal to the Municipal Government Board under the provisions of Section
690 of the Act if the disagreement pertains to a statutory plan, a land use bylaw or any amendment
of either, or

•

The results of the mediation report will be binding on each Municipality if no relief under the
Municipal Government Board is found.
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