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BCSC Upholds Local Government 
Authority to Regulate Long-Term 
Moorage
A recent British Columbia Supreme Court ruling has provided a favourable answer to the 

question of whether local governments may use their zoning powers to regulate long term 

vessel moorage.

The background to the litigation was the 
eviction of several houseboats from a marina on 
Okanagan Lake. Without sheltered moorage, 
a number of the houseboat owners relocated 
their vessels to the relatively safe waters of 
Gellatly Bay, within the boundaries of West 
Kelowna. Many perceived the houseboats as an 
unsightly addition to the bay and agreed with 
the Mayor’s characterization of their presence 
as creating a “floating subdivision.” 

The District responded first by amending 
its zoning bylaw to create the W1 Water Use 
(Recreational) Zone covering Okanagan Lake 
from the shore to the District’s boundary at the 
mid-lake point. Permitted uses included boat 
launching, beach and water-based recreational 
activities, and temporary boat moorage 
“accessory to the use of the immediately 
abutting upland parcel.” Long term moorage 
and temporary moorage not accessory to the 
use of an adjacent upland parcel were not 
permitted.

The Province also issued a ten year licence 
of occupation to the District for a significant 

portion of Gellatly Bay. The licence allowed 
for use of the waters for public recreation and 
park purposes. When the licence took effect 
in June 2010 the District issued notices to the 
houseboat and other vessel owners to relocate 
from Gellatly Bay and not take up moorage 
within the W1 zoned area. One houseboat 
owner, Mr. Newcombe, moved his houseboat 
into W1 zoned waters and kept it moored in 
one location over a number of months. When 
the District commenced proceedings for an 
injunction, Newcombe responded that both 
the licence of occupation and the W1 Zone 
regulations were constitutionally invalid as 
invading the federal government’s exclusive 
jurisdiction over navigation and shipping.

While the validity of the licence of occupation 
arguably merited separate consideration, due 
to the Province’s proprietary authority over 
Crown lands, the Court dealt with the validity of 
the licence in the context of the constitutional 
challenge to the zoning regulations.
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There were three parts to the defendant’s 
challenge:

Where the pith and 
substance of only one 
part of an enactment 
is challenged, the 
Court should first 
look at that provision 
or provisions, rather 
than considering 
the validity of the 
enactment as a 
whole; in this case 
that would have 
been the entire 
zoning bylaw. 
The challenged 
provision(s) should not, however, be read in 
isolation.

Madam Justice Beames acknowledged 
the object of the W1 Zone from its purpose 
statement as being the provision of recreational 
opportunities, the preservation and protection 
of the natural qualities of the lake, and the 
orderly development of boat docks and moorage 
facilities. Previous case law also supported the 
use of the zoning power to regulate the use of 
land covered by water. The judge accepted that 
the District was not attempting to regulate 

the operation of vessels, the point on which 
previous municipal and provincial regulations 
had been found invalid. Additionally, the 
W1 Zone gained support by being part of a 
comprehensive regulatory zoning bylaw.

The Court considered the significance of the 
prohibition of all moorage in the W1 Zone 
except temporary moorage accessory to 
the use of an adjacent upland parcel. This 
restriction incidentally impacted on navigation 
and shipping. However, the judge concluded 
that this did not detract from the essential 
character or dominant feature of the W1 
Zone regulations being land use regulation, a 
subject within provincial jurisdiction.

Having already observed that the bylaw did not 
purport to regulate 
the operation of 
vessels, the issue to 
be addressed in the 
interjurisdictional 
immunity analysis 
was whether the 
moorage restrictions 
impinged on 
navigation and 
shipping. The 
Court must 
consider whether 
an otherwise valid 
provincial law goes 
beyond having an 

effect on a federal head of power, and whether 
it impairs or significantly trammels on a vital 
or core aspect of navigation and shipping. 
Here the case law recognized that at common 
law the public right to navigation included a 
right to anchor or moor for a reasonable time 
and for a reasonable purpose, governed by 
circumstances at the time of anchoring such 
as the weather, loading or unloading of the 
vessel, or the need for repairs. The public 
right of navigation did not extend to the right 
to permanently moor a vessel in a particular 
location. The Court noted the analogy to the 

1. the licence and water 
zoning provisions were, in pith 
and substance, the regulation of 
navigation and shipping;

2. even if valid under a pith 
and substance analysis, they were 
inoperative under the doctrine of 
interjurisdictional immunity as 
impairing a core aspect of the federal 
navigation and shipping power; and 

3. the licence and zoning had to 
yield to the federal power under the 
principle of paramountcy.

The judge accepted that the District was 

not attempting to regulate the operation of 

vessels, the point on which previous 

municipal and provincial regulations 

had been found invalid.
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right of passage on highways, where it was 
said that “a man may not use the highway to 
stable his horse.”

Accordingly, Justice Beames recognized that 
some anchorage or moorage rights were a core 
aspect of the federal power over navigation 
and shipping. In the context of recreational 
navigation, which the defendant Mr. Newcombe 
engaged in, the core 
was likely comprised 
of overnight 
moorage, emergency 
anchoring, mooring 
for repairs, or 
anchoring or mooring 
to take on provisions. 
As the W1 Zone 
temporary moorage 
prohibitions would 
not have permitted 
these activities, it 
was necessary to 
“read down” the prohibition to permit some 
temporary moorage.
The Court was able to dispose summarily 
of the defendant’s challenge on the basis of 
paramountcy. The doctrine of paramountcy 
applies only where there is an operational 
conflict between a federal and provincial 
legislative provision, or where the provincial law 
frustrates the purpose of federal legislation. 
There being no federal regulations governing 
moorage on Okanagan Lake, paramountcy 
principles had no application.   

In the result the Court held that the defendant 
was in breach of the W1 Zoning and licence 
of occupation by mooring his houseboat for 
times and purposes that were not temporary 
and not directly incidental and related to active 
recreational use of the vessel.  

The case is significant as it clearly addresses 
the authority of local governments to regulate 
long-term moorage use of waters within their 
boundaries. In Salt Spring Island Local Trust 

Committee v. B & B Ganges Marina Ltd., the BC 
Supreme Court and Court of Appeal had held 
that the local trust committee had authority to 
regulate in respect of a “float camp” situated in 
Ganges harbour. It was argued that the federal 
power over navigation and shipping rendered 
the zoning bylaw inapplicable to the float 
camp. The zoning bylaw in that case however 
permitted commercial moorage and wharfage 

for resident boats. 
The bylaw applied to 
the float camp as a 
consequence of the 
Court’s finding that 
it was a structure 
and not a vessel or 
boat. The majority 
of the Court of 
Appeal decided 
the case solely on 
non-constitutional 
grounds; thus the 
comments of the 

lower court judge and the single appeal 
court judge on the navigation and shipping 
constitutional issue were persuasive, but not 
binding.

In West Kelowna (District) v. Newcombe there 
was no doubt that Mr. Newcombe’s houseboat 
was a vessel used to navigate the waters 
of Okanagan Lake. The Court has usefully 
concluded that as long as the zoning bylaw 
does not touch the operation or navigation of 
the vessel or moorage, or anchorage that it is 
directly related and incidental to navigation or 
recreational use, it is a constitutionally valid 
exercise of a local government’s land use 
regulation authority.  

The reasons for judgment were filed August 6, 
2013 and this article was prepared during the 
appeal period. The defendant had not indicated 
whether he intended to file an appeal.

... the defendant was in breach of the 

W1 Zoning and licence of occupation by mooring 

his houseboat for times and 

purposes that were not temporary and not 

directly incidental and related to active 

recreational use of the vessel. 

Barry Williamson
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Court Confirms Candidate Defamation 
During Election
In the recent decision of Roshard v. St. Dennis, 2013 BCSC 1388, the Supreme Court of British 

Columbia awarded $5,000 in damages to a former mayor of the District of Lillooet in relation 

to statements made by a former councillor during the 2008 election campaign. The Court 

found that comments made by the defendant councillor in a media interview regarding the 

plaintiff’s adherence to conflict of interest rules and practices in calling meetings were untrue 

and tended to lower the plaintiff’s reputation in the community. Both parties were running for 

re-election at the time the comments were made.

In finding the defendant liable for defamation, 
the Court dismissed the three common 
defences of justification, qualified privilege, and 
fair comment. The defendant was also unable to 
rely on the relatively new defence of responsible 
communication in 
the public interest, 
as Mr. Justice 
Schultes found that 
the defence should 
not “become a 
shield for petty and 
malicious sniping of 
this kind.”

This decision serves 
as a reminder to 
local government 
employees, officers, 
and elected officials 
that they are not barred from suing in 
defamation in relation to untrue statements 
made about how they personally act in public 
office or employ. This contrasts with the rule 
previously upheld in Dixon v. Powell River (City), 
2009 BCSC 406, that local governments cannot, 
in their corporate capacity, sue for defamation 
for damage to their governing reputations.

Another notable aspect of the Roshard case 
is that the plaintiff did not need to prove that 
she suffered a financial loss in order to claim 
damages. The Court held that “slander that 

disparages the plaintiff’s work reputation, 
including in the discharge of public office, is an 
exception to the usual requirement of special 
damages”. It was sufficient for the plaintiff 
to show that the statements “call[ed] into 

question the integrity 
of her actions as 
mayor”. However, 
the Court awarded 
a comparatively low 
amount of damages 
for this type of 
claim, noting that 
the defendant’s 
comments “were 
parts of a long 
s t r e a m - o f -
c o n s c i o u s n e s s 
narrative of 
criticisms of a 

political opponent, only two segments of which 
turned out to be actionable against him” and 
that the manner of publication did not offer 
the defendant a broad platform to damage the 
plaintiff’s reputation.

The Court did not focus on the fact that only 
the defendant was elected to office in the 2008 
election.

Michael Moll

This decision serves as a reminder to local 

government employees, officers, and 

elected officials that they are not barred from 

suing in defamation in relation to untrue 

statements made about how they 

personally act in public office or employ.
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Joanna Track

The decision is the result of a request made 
by a resident of the City of Quesnel for the 
Mayor’s cellphone bills for 2009, 2010, and 
2011. The applicant argued she had a right to 
know the cost of the personal calls made by 
the Mayor with her taxpayer-funded cellphone. 
In response to the request, the City provided 
the applicant with two of the Mayor’s cellphone 
bills, from which it withheld information in the 
“Number Called”, and the “To” and “From” 
(i.e. the geographic location of each phone) 
columns on the basis that disclosure of those 
items would be an unreasonable invasion of a 
third-party’s personal privacy. All other details, 
including the charges associated with each 
call, were disclosed. The City also marked the 
Mayor’s personal calls with an asterisk. The 
City offered to provide the same information 
provided in these two bills for the remaining 34 
bills, but the applicant refused this offer and 
brought her complaint to the OIPC for review.

The Adjudicator agreed with the City that 
the information withheld was personal 
information, the disclosure of which would 
be an unreasonable invasion of a third-
party’s personal privacy under section 22 of 
the Freedom of Information and Protection of 
Privacy Act. The Adjudicator concluded that 
it would be possible to identify the caller and 
perhaps even the nature of their call (e.g. a 
bylaw complaint about a neighbour), if the 
number was combined with a reverse directory 
and the date and time of the call. Further, 
the geographic location information about 
each call (the “To” and “From” columns) was 
personal information about where the Mayor 
and the person with whom she was speaking 

were located at a particular point in time. 

The Adjudicator found that, even if the phone 
number was not disclosed, the location of the 
caller, combined with the timing or frequency 
of calls, may allow the applicant to draw 
accurate inferences about the caller’s identity.
The Adjudicator also agreed with the City’s 
assertion that individuals have a reasonable 
expectation that the fact that they spoke with 
the Mayor will remain confidential, and that 
any incidental recording of their telephone 
number, and the details of their call, will not 
be disclosed to a third party without their 
consent. While the Adjudicator agreed with the 
applicant that public scrutiny of the personal 
use of publicly-funded resources is desirable, 
she did not agree that disclosure of the full 
cellphone bill was the only means by which 
this could be accomplished. A less privacy-
intrusive means of obtaining the information 
sought by the applicant would be to simply 
ask the City to provide the cost of the Mayor’s 
personal calls.

Who’s Calling? Mayor’s Cellphone Bills 
Protected under FOI
A recent order from the Office of the Information and Privacy Commissioner confirmed 

that disclosing certain information on a Mayor’s cellphone bill would be an unreasonable 

invasion of third-party privacy. 
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Fortifying the Centrality of the 
“Official Plan”
It was in 1922 that Harland Bartholomew, a civil engineer/planner from St. Louis, Missouri 

suggested that “zoning regulations should be made in accordance with a comprehensive 

plan”.  In 1928, the same Mr. Bartholomew was in Vancouver preparing the City’s first and 

most famous comprehensive plan. The legal concept of consistency with official plans has over 

the years found its way into most zoning and planning legislation in North America.

In Canadian law, the consistency rule is 
marked by high deference given by courts to 
locally elected Councils. Courts have been 
reluctant to overturn Council’s bylaws as “not 
being consistent” with the official plan. The 
Supreme Court of Canada has led the way in 
this regard:

In the same vein:

As we know, most community plans are full of 
broad, vague and high-sounding public policy. 
In addition, many of the broad policies overlap 
and conflict with one another when applied to 
a single practical planning issue. Our courts 

have accepted that the interpretation of plans 
and the inevitable conflicts and trade-offs 
between competing policies and objectives 
are singularly “political” exercises to be 
undertaken by the elected representatives of 
the public. Unless their interpretation is one 
that could never be reasonably arrived at, the 
courts are “hands-off”.

There is a lot to be said about the virtue of 
flexibility in community plans. However, there 
is room to make plans more meaningful and 
effective in terms of defining and implementing 
a clear vision. Some of these possibilities are:

“The question of conformity to an 
official plan is primarily a planning 
decision which is based on fact and 
policy … in [that light] the court would 
not be justified in substituting its view 
of fact and policy except in the most 
exceptional circumstances.” 

[Old St. Boniface Residents Assn. Inc. 
v. Winnipeg (City)]

• Do not be afraid of hard-
edged standards. Do embed fixed 
ranges of density, subdivision lot 
sizes and clear “use” statements in 
the plan. Be more prescriptive where 
the plan counts. Give it some teeth.

• We should avoid the dog and 
pony show of running OCP and Zoning 
Amendments through in tandem. 
After all, it takes several years to 
develop and adopt a comprehensive 
plan - why vary it over a short period 
of several weeks just to keep up with 
a companion zoning amendment? 
Let’s change the legislation to “beef 
up” OCP amendment consultation. 

“Where a municipality is acting upon 
an interpretation of its municipal plan 
that it would reasonably bear, there is 
no violation [of the consistency rule].”

[Queens Square Neighbourhood Assn. 
Inc. v. Fredericton (City)]



YOUNG ANDERSON 7

We bid a fond farewell to associates 

Bryan Jung and Michael Moll. 

Bryan commenced graduate legal 

studies at New York’s Columbia 

University in early August, and 

Michael entered the LLM program 

at the University of Toronto earlier 

this month. We wish them both the 

best of luck and hope that our paths 

will merge again in the future.

News from the Firm

Ray Young, Q.C.

I am suggesting the 
OCP should be made 
much more effective 
and integral to major 
Council decisions 
relating to growth in 
our communities. The 
official plan is the 
major expression of the 
public’s vision of their 

community and it ought to have a fundamental 
role in determining the regulatory and capital 
initiatives that shape the future of that 
community.

Let’s require longer periods between 
readings than are necessary to run 
a simple zoning bylaw through. 
We have to avoid the “in tandem” 
adoption processes.
  

• Let’s change 
the voting rules 
for one-off OCP 
amendments (as 
opposed to the 
enactment of an 
entirely new plan). 
Let’s require a 2/3 
vote of the entire 
Council on each 
reading of a plan 
amendment, unless 
the vote has been 
preceded by a statutory minimum 
and stipulated consultation process 
and period, rather than an ad-hoc 
consultation process determined 
solely by Council.

• We can explicitly broaden the 
consistency requirement to require 
clear and identifiable consistency 
between the official plan and the 
financial plan, capital expenditure 
programs, borrowing bylaws and 
major capital sewer and water works 
so that one is able to specifically 
point to text in the official plan that is 
consistent.

• We should reverse the onus 
so that the municipality must bear 
the burden of proving consistency 
as opposed to the challenging 
ratepayers. In addition, the statutory 
consistency requirement should 
be amended by the Legislature 
so that the courts do not look for 
inconsistency, but must positively 
find consistency. It is one thing to 

There is a lot to be said about 

the virtue of flexibility in community 

plans. However, there is room 

to make plans more meaningful and 

effective in terms of defining and 

implementing a clear vision.

go to an OCP and find it is silent on 
a particular issue, and thus logically 
conclude there is no “inconsistency” 
- it is quite another thing to require 
a municipality to find explicit policies 
clearly evidencing “consistency” 

in its OCP for its 
intended action.
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SCC Issues Decision Regarding 
Mandatory Alcohol and Drug Testing
On June 14, 2013, the Supreme Court of Canada upheld a decision of a Board of Arbitration 

that had struck down the random alcohol testing portion of a paper mill’s drug and alcohol 

policy.  Under this policy, 10% of employees in safety sensitive positions were to be randomly 

selected for unannounced breathalyzer testing over the course of a year. The employer had 

implemented the alcohol and drug use policy as part of its management rights under the col-

lective agreement.  

Any rules or policies unilaterally imposed by 
an employer and not subsequently agreed 
to by the union must be consistent with the 
collective agreement and be reasonable. The 
Union filed a grievance on the issue of whether 
the random alcohol testing was a reasonable 
exercise of the employer’s management rights.  

Previous arbitral jurisprudence has confirmed 
that employers with dangerous workplaces 
can test an individual 
employee if there is 
reasonable cause 
to believe that the 
employee was impaired 
while on duty, was 
involved in a workplace 
accident or incident, 
or was returning to 
work after treatment 
for substance abuse. 
However, arbitrators 
have generally rejected 
a unilaterally imposed 
policy of mandatory random testing even in 
dangerous workplaces, given the invasion of 
individual privacy interests, unless there is 
evidence of enhanced safety risks, such as 
evidence of a general problem with substance 
abuse in the workplace.

In the case before the SCC, there was no 
question that this was a dangerous workplace. 
However, the Court, in agreeing with the Board 
of Arbitration, confirmed that a dangerous 

workplace does not automatically give an 
employer the right to unilaterally impose 
random testing. The question is whether 
the benefit to the employer from random 
alcohol testing in a dangerous workplace is 
proportional to the harm to employee privacy.  

In this case, there was no evidence that there 
was a significant problem with workplace 
alcohol use. The Court noted that the expected 

safety gains to the 
employer in this case 
were at best minimal, 
while the impact on 
employee privacy was 
much more severe. 
While random alcohol 
testing was found to 
not be a reasonable 
exercise of management 
rights in this case, the 
Court was clear that it 
may be justified if it is a 
proportionate response 

to legitimate safety concerns.  

Local governments will want to review those 
portions of their drug and alcohol policies 
that require random testing to ensure they are 
justified in light of this recent decision.

Carolyn MacEachern

While random alcohol testing was 

found to not be a reasonable exercise 

of management rights in this case, the 

Court was clear that it may be justified 

if it is a proportionate response to 

legitimate safety concerns.  
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In the Supreme Court, the Honourable 
Mr. Justice Betton had concluded that the 
Volumetric Soil Limit was invalid and of no 
force or effect as it effectively prohibited 
commercial soil removal in Peachland, 
and had not been approved by the Minister 
responsible for mining as required by section 
9 of the Community Charter. 

In its Reasons for 
Judgment, the Court of 
Appeal considered the 
validity of the Volumetric 
Soil Limit, firstly through 
an analysis of the 
specific wording of the 
Community Charter, and 
then through an analysis 
of the purpose of the 
ministerial approval 
requirement under 
section 9 for bylaws that 
prohibit soil removal.  

Through its first analysis, the Court of 
Appeal held that, in general, the words in the 
Community Charter are to be interpreted in 
accordance with their ordinary meaning, and 
that the ordinary meaning of “prohibit” is to 
forbid. The Court recognized and accepted that 
the Legislature had approached the drafting of 
the Community Charter on the basis that there 
is a clear distinction between regulation and 
prohibition, with prohibition being very narrow 

in scope. In these regards, the Court accepted 
Peachland’s position in the Appeal. 

However, on the second analysis, the Court 
went further and held that the ordinary meaning 
of “prohibit” did not afford the protection to the 
provincial interest that the Court determined 
the Legislature sought to safeguard through 

the ministerial approval 
requirement; that 
provincial interest 
being in soil extraction 
industries, which are a 
key component of the 
provincial economy. 
The Court came to this 
conclusion as to purpose 
largely on the fact that 
it is the approval of the 
Minister responsible 
for mining that is 
required under section 

9 for bylaws that prohibit soil removal. In this 
regard, the Court chose to interpret the word 
“prohibit” in section 9 of the Community Charter 
more broadly than its ordinary meaning, noting 
that there can be overlap between regulation 
and prohibition and that prohibition could 
encompass more than an absolute interdiction. 
The Court held that “prohibit” in the context 
of soil removal meant to render impractical 
industrial scale soil extraction. On that basis, 
and in light of the fact that it was clear that 
no gravel pit could viably operate under the 

Soil Removal Powers:  What Governs?  
The Words of the Community Charter 
or Legislative Intent?
Our Court of Appeal recently delivered Reasons for Judgment in Peachland (District) v. 

Peachland Self Storage Ltd., considering the validity of a 200 m3 annual per parcel limit on soil 

removal (the “Volumetric Soil Limit”) enacted by Peachland. The Volumetric Soil Limit directly 

impacted, and in essence prevented, the operation of a proposed gravel pit in Peachland for 

which the Province had issued a permit under the Mines Act authorizing the extraction of 

100,000 m3 of gravel each year for a period of eight years.

The Court held that “prohibit” 

in the context of soil removal 

meant to render impractical 

industrial scale soil extraction.
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and leave it to the Legislature to rewrite it if its 
wording does not implement the Legislature’s 
intentions. Rather, the Court chose to give 
effect to the purpose found by it to underlie the 
ministerial approval requirement for bylaws 
that prohibit soil removal, as opposed to the 
specific wording of the Community Charter 
imposing that requirement. 

It remains to be seen whether the Legislature 
will take steps to clarify the rules relating to 
the powers of local governments respecting 
soil removal.

Volumetric Soil Limit, the Court concluded 
that the Volumetric Soil Limit was a prohibition 
that required Ministerial approval in order to 
be valid and enforceable.

In coming to its conclusion, the Court 
specifically commented that it is unfortunate 
that the Legislature had approached the 
drafting of the Community Charter on the 
basis that there is a clear distinction between 
regulation and prohibition and that the 
Legislature, by doing so, made it difficult for 
Peachland and its inhabitants to know the 
limits of Peachland’s jurisdiction in relation to 
soil removal. However, notwithstanding this 
difficulty created by the Legislature itself, the 
Court rejected Peachland’s submissions that 
the Court should not rewrite the Community 
Charter but should apply its specific wording 

Starting November 1, 2013, employers will be required to comply with the WorkSafeBC Bullying 
and Harassment Policy, which includes the following steps considered reasonable for an employer 
to take:

WorkSafeBC Bullying and Harassment 
Policy
As previously noted in this newsletter, recent changes under the Workers Compensation 

Act will enable employees who have been harassed or bullied at work, and suffer a mental 

disorder as a result, to file a claim. Last fall, WorkSafeBC drafted and circulated for feedback 

proposed occupational health and safety policies intended to set out the steps WorkSafeBC 

considers reasonable for employers to take in preventing and addressing workplace bullying 

and harassment. Those policies were approved by WorkSafeBC’s Board of Directors in March 

of this year.  

Sukhbir Manhas

(a) developing a policy statement with respect to workplace bullying and
 harassment not being acceptable or tolerated;

(b) taking steps to prevent where possible, or otherwise minimize, workplace 
 bullying and harassment;
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Joe Scafe

Note that the foregoing is not an exhaustive list. The Policy states that the reasonable steps 
“include” those outlined above.  

WorkSafeBC is also developing a tool kit that will provide advice and recommendations to assist 
employers in complying with the above duties. In the meantime, local government employers 
should build awareness among employees that bullying and harassment will not be tolerated 
by formulating policies, providing training, taking any complaints of bullying and harassment 
seriously, and addressing bullying and harassment in a consistent and proactive manner.  
 

(c) developing and implementing procedures for workers to report incidents or
 complaints of workplace bullying and harassment including how, when and  
 to whom a worker should report incidents or complaints. Included must be
 procedures for a worker to report if the employer, supervisor or person acting
 on behalf of the employer, is the alleged bully and harasser;

(d) developing and implementing procedures for how the employer will deal with
 incidents or complaints of workplace bullying and harassment including:
 
 (i) how and when investigations will be conducted;
 (ii) what will be included in the investigation;
 (iii) roles and responsibilities of employers, supervisors, workers and 
  others;
 (iv) follow-up to the investigation (description of corrective actions, 
  timeframe, dealing with adverse symptoms, etc.); and
 (v) record keeping requirements;

(e) informing workers of the policy statement in (a) and the steps taken in (b);

(f) training supervisors and workers on:

 (i) recognizing the potential for bullying and harassment;
 (ii) responding to bullying and harassment; and
 (iii) procedures for reporting, and how the employer will deal with incidents
  or complaints of bullying and harassment in (c) and (d) respectively;

(g) annually reviewing (a), (b), (c), and (d);

(h) not engaging in bullying and harassment of workers and supervisors; and

(i) applying and complying with the employer’s policies and procedures on   
 bullying and harassment.
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On August 15, Reece Harding attended at the University of Victoria to teach “Introduction to Local 
Government Law and Bylaw Drafting” at the Municipal Administration Training Institute (MATI).

On August 18, Francesca Marzari presented a session entitled “Municipal Councillor No-No’s” at 
the Canadian Bar Association Canadian Legal Conference and Expo in Saskatoon.

Sukh Manhas and Gregg Cockrill have been reappointed to the UBC Faculty of Law as adjunct 
professors, teaching Municipal Law.

Ray Young and Gregg Cockrill are on the road again, attending the PIBC Kootenay Rocky Mountain 
Chapter meeting on September 10 to present an evening discussion on “Community Amenity 
Contributions and First Nations’ Participation” at The Heid Out Brew Pub in Cranbrook.

On September 11, Sukh Manhas will be speaking on legalized grow-ops, zoning and land use issues, 
and potential enforcement implications at the Thompson Okanagan Local Government Association 
Annual Conference in Salmon Arm.

Look for us at the UBCM Convention in Vancouver from September 16-20. Bill Buholzer will be 
speaking at the BC Mayor’s Caucus on September 16. Ray Young will be chairing and Francesca 
Marzari will be speaking at a workshop entitled “Conflict of Interest” on September 19. Our lawyers 
will be around the Convention and otherwise available for meetings upon request. 

Bill Buholzer is speaking on “The Approving Officer as a Statutory Decision-Maker” at the MATI 
School for Approving Officers on October 21 in Kamloops.

Bill Buholzer will also be teaching an SFU City Program course on “Development Charges and 
Community Contributions” on November 4 in Nanaimo.

Ray Young is presenting an all day seminar at the SFU City Program on “Common Challenges of the 
Approving Officer” in Spring 2014.

Look for your Lawyers
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Mark your calendars! On November 29, we will be hosting our annual Client Seminar at the 
Hotel Vancouver. On February 7, we will be hosting a reprisal of the seminar at the Westin 
Bear Mountain Resort in Victoria for those clients that are unable to attend in Vancouver.

Client Seminar


