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Executive Summary 
 

Urbanics Consultants was retained by the Comox Valley Regional District to 

perform the review of its economic development service function as required by 

Bylaw 2395.  

 

Section 8 of Bylaw No. 2395, being “Comox Valley Economic Development 

Commission Establishment Bylaw No. 2395, 2001,” states:  

 

“All aspects of the Comox Valley economic development service shall be 

reviewed every five years, with the first review occurring in 2012.”  

 

The following is considered as ‘all aspects’ as approved by the CVRD board on 

July 30, 2013. All aspects include:  

• Review of the service establishment documents including letters patent, 

conversion bylaw and amendment bylaw. The consultant shall 

recommend improvements to the service establishment bylaw that will 

reflect the Comox Valley Regional District and any other 

recommendations that would improve the bylaw language.  

• Review of the requisition limits, section 3 of Bylaw No. 2395.  

• Review of cost recovery methods, section 4 of Bylaw No. 2395.  

• Review of borrowing, section 5 of Bylaw No. 2395.  

• Review of composition, section 6 and 7 of Bylaw No. 2395.  

• Review of elected officials role on Comox Valley Economic Development 

Society board with respect to Court of Appeal decision in Schlenker v. 

Torgrimson, 2013 BCCA 9 

 

After reviewing the pertinent legislation and literature, we established an initial 

peer group of nine other communities and their respective economic 

development organizations where we examined the following aspects: activities 

undertaken, administrative structure, staff size, governance structure, role of 

elected officials, funding methods, requisition limits, cost recovery methods and 

borrowing practices.  
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The peer group consisted of: 

 

REGIONAL DISTRICT ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ORGANIZATION ORGANIZATION TYPE

Comox Valley Comox Valley Economic Development Society Society/Commission

Alberni-Clayoquot City of Port Alberni Economic Development Government Department

Central Kootenay Nelson and Area Economic Development Partnership Chamber (partnership)

Cowichan Valley Cowichan Valley Economic Development Commission Government Department

Fraser Valley Chilliwack Economic Partners Corporation (CEPCO) City-owned Corporation

Fraser-Fort George Initiatives Prince George (IPG) City-owned Corporation

Kootenay Boundary Lower Columbia Initiatives Corporation (via LCCDTS) Society/Commission

North Okanagan City of Vernon Economic Development Office Government Department

Okanagan-Similkameen City of Penticton Economic Development Department Government Department

Strathcona Rivercorp (Campbell River Economic Development Corporation) City-owned Corporation  
 

We reviewed the available literature and conducted over 60 telephone and in-

person interviews with various stakeholders and experts. Based on this research 

we arrived at the following findings and recommendations:  

 

Requisition Limits – Comox Valley has a higher requisition limit than most 

communities that set a limit, but not as high as others. We see no reason to 

change the current requisition limit at this time.  

 

Tax Requisitions – Comox Valley economic development costs the taxpayers 

more per-capita than the average of the peer group, but consistent with the 

broader programs operating in the larger communities.  

 

Overall Budget – Comox Valley economic development spends more per-capita 

than the average of the peer group, but consistent with broader programs 

operating in the larger communities. 

 

Funding and Cost Recovery –Larger programs tend to make greater use of 

outside funding sources (i.e. in addition to revenues from tax requisitions), than 

do smaller programs. Comox Valley performs in a manner consistent with the 

larger programs, but other programs do seem to make more use of grants or 

funding from senior government.  

 

Borrowing Practices – We found that borrowing aside from current debt was not 

an issue in any of the communities we explored. We see no reason to change 

the current policy at this time. 
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Staffing Sizes – Comox Valley, while employing a larger staff than the average, 

was similar to those with broader programs. We did not see this as a particular 

concern.   

 

Activities Taken –We did not find Comox Valley to be lacking in its overall 

breadth of services offered.  

 

Roles of Elected Officials – We found that Comox Valley economic development 

had the highest involvement of elected officials of any of the programs using an 

arms-length structure. We recommend that the CVEDS board be changed such 

that elected officials no longer serve as directors, but rather as “liaisons” that are 

still able to attend all board meetings.  

 

Economic Development Structure – After consideration of the merits and 

disadvantages of each economic development organization structure, we 

recommend that the current structure of an arms-length commission be 

maintained, and that CVEDS continue as a quasi-independent commission 

mandated to serve the City of Courtenay, the Town of Comox, the Village of 

Cumberland and electoral areas Baynes Sound (Area A), Lazo North (Area B) 

and Puntledge/Black Creek (Area C); – funded by all six members on a 

proportionate basis.  

 

Establishment Bylaw – We see an opportunity to amend the existing bylaw to 

help provide greater clarity as to the role of the economic development 

organization.  
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Introduction 
 

Urbanics Consultants has been retained by the Comox Valley Regional District to 

perform the review of its economic development service function as required by 

Bylaw 2935. The review intended to accomplish the following:  

 

1. Review the economic development activities in communities comparably-

sized with the Comox Valley Regional District,  

• Establish a peer group of economic development programs in 

comparably-sized communities in the Province of British Columbia; 

• Examine and compare the requisition limits, cost recovery methods and 

borrowing practices in comparable economic development programs in 

the peer group;  

• Examine and compare the administrative structure, staff sizes, 

composition, governance structure, role of elected officials, funding 

methods, and activities undertaken by economic development programs in 

the peer group.  

 

2. Compare the Comox Valley economic development service with others in its 

peer group based on certain criteria,  

• Rank the Comox Valley economic development service with respect to 

communities in terms of the requisition limits, cost recovery methods, 

borrowing practices and composition; 

• Identify the differences as well as advantages and disadvantages of the 

economic development service models used in other communities; 

• Present findings from these analyses that identify the differences between 

Comox Valley economic development service and the service models 

found elsewhere.  

 

3. Make recommendations based upon the findings revealed by research,  

• Recommend specific changes, if required, to the legal wording of the 

service establishment documents; 

• Recommend specific changes, as necessary, to requisition limits, cost 

recovery, borrowing, governance and accountability; 

• Recommend necessary changes in light of the Schlenker decision.   
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Methodology 

 

This review was informed by the insights gathered from public and primary 

sources. Public sources included the Supplemental Letters Patent, the service 

establishment bylaws for Comox Valley Regional District and many other 

jurisdictions, as well as reports available through various levels of government.  

 

These information sources were supplemented through extensive primary 

research. From late November 2013 to early March 2014, we interviewed dozens 

of stakeholders about economic development in the Comox Valley. This included 

a cross-section of: 

• Local politicians (including the three Mayors and nearly all of the 

Councilors of Courtenay, Comox and Cumberland); 

• Regional politicians (the Directors of Electoral Areas A, B and C); 

• Senior municipal and regional staff; 

• CVEDS staff and board members; 

• Members of the Comox Valley business community and community 

groups.  

 

Limitations 

 

Due to the differences inherent in each community, economic development 

model and local economy, this review was, by necessity, highly qualitative in 

nature. As there is no one way to deliver economic development services, we 

often needed to use our discretion and judgement to reduce the dissimilarity 

between concepts being compared. Furthermore, economic development 

organizations generally tend to be somewhat opaque and often do not make all 

of their information publicly available. Though we did our best to work around 

these limitations, we acknowledge that our information may be incomplete. That 

said, all the recommendations offered herein were made based more on overall 

trends and patterns observed rather than on specific metrics or incidents.  
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About Economic Development 
 

Economic development is typically understood to encompass a number of goals 

and activities in furtherance of a higher standard of living for a community, a 

concept which itself is defined in any number of different ways. Accordingly, the 

following two definitions have been provided to provide a clearer insight into what 

is felt to be an appropriate understanding of economic development. The first is 

from the World Bank, as follows: 

 

“To build up the economic capacity of a local area to improve its economic 

future and the quality of life for all residents. It is a process by which 

public, business and non-governmental sector partners work collectively to 

create better conditions for economic growth and employment generation.”  

 

An alternative understanding of economic development could include the 

following:  

 

“Economic development occurs when wealth is created for citizens, 

businesses, and government. Each part supports the opportunities of the 

other. Citizens purchase goods and they work at firms. Business provides 

jobs and pay taxes. These activities enable citizens to maintain an 

improving standard of living, resulting in government support of the 

services necessary to sustain a community over the long term." 

 

Economic development is thus about communities continually enhancing their 

competitiveness, increasing sustainable growth, improving their investment 

climate, retaining jobs and improving incomes, and ensuring that growth is 

inclusive of the community in which it occurs.  It encompasses a range of 

disciplines including physical planning, economics and marketing.  It also 

incorporates many local government and private sector functions including 

business development, infrastructure provision, real estate development and 

finance.  

 

Ideally, the development of an economic development strategy should be an 

integral part of the broader strategic planning process for a municipality or, if 

applicable, a region. Economic development at any cost or to the benefit of only 
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a select few industries or individuals is no longer an acceptable option in most 

communities, particularly if social and environmental values are compromised.  

 

Communities respond to their economic development needs in many ways, and 

a variety of approaches can be taken that include: 

• Ensuring that the local investment climate is functional; 

• Supporting local enterprises; 

• Encouraging the formation of new enterprises; 

• Promoting economic diversification; 

• Attracting external investment; 

• Investing in both hard and soft infrastructure; 

• Supporting the growth of particular industries or clusters of businesses. 

 

Funding an economic development strategy is often very difficult. One of the 

reasons for this is that local authorities often do not have the ability to leverage 

public funds to deliver economic development services. When it comes to 

budgeting, economic development is competing for scarce resources with roads, 

sewers, city beautification, etc. Sometimes, it is difficult for local officials to justify 

spending scarce resources on economic development efforts because they often 

require longer time horizons to produce appreciable benefits.  

 

Indeed, we have often seen governments underfund or altogether defund their 

economic development activities when they did not produce immediate results. 

This is ironic in that one of the very reasons for engaging in economic 

development is to help create more public funds and to generate higher and 

more cost-effective public revenues, allowing government to provide better 

services to the community.  

 

Sources of funding for economic development initiatives typically include:  

• Local authority revenue raised from the usual sources including property taxes, 

business license fees, and user fees (such as hotel room taxes); 

• Sale or rental of municipally-owned buildings and land; 

• Federal, provincial, and regional government inter-governmental transfers; 

• Private sector funding such as corporate donations. 

 

In selecting particular economic development programs and projects, as well as 

the overall economic development budget itself, care needs to be taken to 

ensure that funds are available for the entire length of each project as projects 
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can range anywhere from several months to several years. Thus, long-term 

commitments of funding and political support are essential to the success of 

these efforts. Additionally, forward or exit strategies should also be developed in 

case economic or political circumstances change considerably over the course of 

time. 

 

Economic development makes the most sense when applied at the level of the 

entire local economy, not necessarily contained within easy political boundaries. 

Economic development consultant Jamie Vann Struth provided this insight in the 

recent Strategic Plan Update for CVEDS:  

 

“The most relevant geographic unit for regional economic analysis is the 

local labour market area or commutershed. This is an area where most 

people living in the area also work in the area and it usually consists of a 

central urban area and surrounding rural areas, often covering multiple 

individual municipalities and/or unincorporated areas. The Comox Valley 

functions as a separate economic unit in exactly this way.” 

 

This is a good way to encapsulate why approaching economic development at 

the regional district level makes sense. Because the jurisdictions within the 

CVRD are economically linked it makes less sense for each to compete against 

one another for investment and growth opportunities. In other words, from a 

strictly economic perspective, the political boundaries within the region are 

irrelevant. By approaching economic development as a region each jurisdiction 

benefits from the economy of scale in pursuing initiatives as well as from the 

results, regardless of how localized they appear to be.  

 

Over the course of our primary research, we found that most people we spoke 

with agreed that the regional approach was preferable to each municipality 

pursuing its own initiatives.  
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Review of Economic Development Activities across 
Comparable Communities 
 

Comparing any professional activity to industry benchmarks is standard practice 

in the business world. Since there is no single set of best practices for economic 

development activities in a community one needs to identify criteria for 

comparison. This section seeks to: first, find a peer group for the economic 

development service function in Comox Valley, and; second, compare that 

function to its counterparts within that group.   

Identification of Economic Development Organizations in 
Comparable Communities  

 

Comox Valley is a compact Regional District with a relatively high population 

density and population centres within close proximity to each other. Unlike many 

regional districts, all of the population centres in Comox Valley are integrated into 

a single economy; no constituent community operates in economic isolation from 

the others. Thus, we began our analysis by identifying communities comparable 

with the Comox Valley Regional District in terms of overall population as well as 

economic density. 

 

We identified the regional districts with populations ranging from 30,000 to 

100,000 or from roughly half to roughly double the population of Comox Valley. 

We then disregarded those without sizable population centres, or those in very 

remote parts of the Province. For example, a regional district such as Cariboo 

may have 62,000 residents, but its population centres are separated by 

significant distances, thus creating an economic landscape substantially different 

from that of Comox Valley. Similarly, the Peace River Regional District, though 

home to over 58,000 residents, was too remote and too sparsely populated to 

yield a good comparison to Comox Valley. As such, our research of economic 

development service functions across British Columbia included the following 

regional districts:  
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Table 1: Regional Districts comparable with Comox Valley and their Populations 

 

REGIONAL DISTRICT POP (2011) REGIONAL DISTRICT POP (2011)

Comox Valley 63,538 Central Kootenay 58,441

Fraser-Fort George 91,879 East Kootenay 56,685

North Okanagan 81,237 Strathcona 43,252

Okanagan-Similkameen 80,742 Kootenay Boundary 31,138

Cowichan Valley 80,332 Alberni-Clayoquot 31,061  
Source: Statistics Canada 

 

We then identified the dominant economic development organization in each of 

the districts. Some districts had a single organization provide economic 

development services to the entire district, some districts had several 

organizations operating in different jurisdictions, while others had no regional-

scale economic development function of any kind. To add to the comparison, we 

also considered the economic development services of two cities serving 

communities with roughly the same population as Comox Valley. They are Prince 

George, with a population of about 72,000 and Chilliwack, with a population of 

about 78,000.  

 

The economic development organizations we explored are shown below: 

 

Table 2: Comparable Regional Districts and their main Economic Development Groups 

 

REGIONAL DISTRICT ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ORGANIZATION ORGANIZATION TYPE

Comox Valley Comox Valley Economic Development Society Society/Commission

Alberni-Clayoquot City of Port Alberni Economic Development Government Department

Central Kootenay Nelson and Area Economic Development Partnership Chamber (partnership)

Cowichan Valley Cowichan Valley Economic Development Commission Government Department

Fraser Valley Chilliwack Economic Partners Corporation (CEPCO) City-owned Corporation

Fraser-Fort George Initiatives Prince George (IPG) City-owned Corporation

Kootenay Boundary Lower Columbia Initiatives Corporation (via LCCDTS) Society/Commission

North Okanagan City of Vernon Economic Development Office Government Department

Okanagan-Similkameen City of Penticton Economic Development Department Government Department

Strathcona Rivercorp (Campbell River Economic Development Corporation) City-owned Corporation  
Source: Urbanics Consultants 
 

Comparison of Governance Structures and Roles of Officials 

 

The communities we will compare utilize three of the four typical economic 

development organizational structures. Note that the Society or City-owned 

Corporation models are two forms of the same type of “arms-length” delivery 

model where the local or regional government has mandated an economic 
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development commission. We will discuss each type in detail in a later section, 

but the way the economic development organization is structured could have 

broader ramifications in light of the relatively recent BC Court of Appeals decision 

in the Schlenker v. Torgrimson case.  

 

The Schlenker decision concluded that elected officials could not serve on a 

board of a society or other organization while they also served on a board or 

council which provides funding to the former. The Court ruled that such a 

situation presented a conflict of interests such that the public interest could be 

compromised. Elected officials were required to either relinquish their post with 

the society or face removal from office. Rural directors from the Comox Valley 

found themselves in such a position as their office requires them to serve on both 

the CVRD Board as well as the Board for CVEDS, which receives a significant 

amount of its funding from CVRD.  

 

The following are brief descriptions of the jurisdictions, governance structures 

and roles of elected officials of each of the economic development services 

compared:  

 

Comox Valley Economic Development Society (CVEDS) – CVEDS is a non-profit 

society serving as the Economic Development Commission in the Comox Valley 

Regional District. The society provides economic development services to the 

Regional District’s three municipalities and the three rural areas and is overseen 

by a thirteen-member Board of Directors. Six Board members are elected 

officials: one Councilor each from the municipalities of Courtenay, Comox and 

Cumberland and the three Area Directors from Electoral Areas A, B and C. One 

member represents the K’omoks First Nation. The remaining six Board members 

are chosen by the six elected Board members from local industry. The immediate 

past-president of the Board serves in an ex-officio capacity. The staff of CVEDS 

report to the CVEDS Board. In light of the Schlenker decision, the three Area 

Directors were required to step down from the CVEDS Board and appoint 

replacements of their own choosing. Any other elected officials are not required 

to serve on both Boards simultaneously. It is worth noting that CVEDS has the 

highest level of involvement by elected officials among the arms-length (i.e. non-

municipal) economic development organizations.  
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Chilliwack Economic Partners Corporation (CEPCO) – CEPCO is a private 

corporation owned by the City of Chilliwack to provide economic development 

services for that city. The staff of CEPCO ultimately report to a seventeen-

member Board of Directors whose members represent the private sector, 

including the president of the Chilliwack Chamber of Commerce. The Chilliwack 

City Council appoints all other board members. Recently, in light of the Schlenker 

decision, all elected officials have been redesignated as non-voting “liaisons” 

rather than directors. As a result, elected officials, though freely allowed to attend 

meetings of the CEPCO Board, are not involved in the governance or operation 

of CEPCO, thus eliminating any potential conflicts of interest.  

 

City of Penticton Economic Development Department – This organization is a 

department of the city government in Penticton, ultimately reporting to the City 

Manager. Penticton recently brought economic development “in-house” after the 

function had been previously contracted to the local Chamber of Commerce. The 

contract was awarded in early 2012 to the Penticton Business Development 

Society, which collapsed after only two months of operation. Penticton City Hall 

has stated their intent to keep the economic development department at arms-

length from the political process. Regardless, as a department of government, 

avoids potential conflicts of interests as defined by the Schlenker decision.  

 

City of Port Alberni Economic Development – As a department of city 

government, the Port Alberni Economic Development Department does not have 

an advisory body per se, but does receive direction from Mayor and Council. The 

department is led by the Economic Development Manager, who reports to the 

City Manager of Port Alberni. The department provides economic development 

services to both the city and the Alberni-Clayoquot Regional District, receiving 

funding from both entities. Since Economic Development is part of government 

and not a separate society or corporation, the involvement of elected officials 

does not carry the potential for conflicts of interest as defined by the Schlenker 

decision.  

 

Cowichan Valley Economic Development Commission –Economic Development 

Cowichan (EDC) provides economic development services to all the 

municipalities and rural areas of the Cowichan Valley Regional District. The 

economic development officer of EDC reports directly to the CAO of the Regional 

District. A thirteen-member commission provides guidance and reviews the 
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EDC’s annual strategic plan. Two are political appointees, five are the heads of 

the local Chambers of Commerce and others represent First Nations bands. The 

rest of the members are selected by the aforementioned members. While two 

members of the EDC Board are elected officials, it merely an advisory body to a 

unit of government and thus poses no conflict of interest with respect to the 

Schlenker decision. 

 

Initiatives Prince George (IPG) – Board of nine members whose composition 

collectively reflects the important sectors of the Prince George economy. Others, 

including two members of government, serve in an ex-officio capacity: one is the 

CAO of the Fraser Fort George Regional District and the other the City Manager 

of the City of Prince George. IPG has no elected officials involved in its 

governance or operation, and thus avoids the potential for conflicts of interest as 

defined by the Schlenker decision. 

 

Nelson and Area Economic Development Partnership (NAEDP) – The NAEDP is 

a partnership between the Nelson Chamber of Commerce and Community 

Futures to provide economic development services on behalf of the City of 

Nelson and Electoral Areas E and F in the Regional District of Central Kootenay 

(RDCK). Elected officials from RDCK and the City serve on advisory committees, 

but not on the Board of the Chamber. In this way NAEDP avoids the potential for 

conflicts of interest as defined by the Schlenker decision. 

 

Rivercorp (Campbell River Economic Development Corporation) – Rivercorp is a 

private corporation owned by the City of Campbell River, and under the direction 

of a nine-member volunteer board from private industry, to which the CEO of 

Rivercorp reports. Rivercorp has no elected officials involved in its governance or 

operation, and thus avoids the potential for conflicts of interest as defined by the 

Schlenker decision. 
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Comparison of Service Function Metrics 
 

One may compare the structures and processes of economic development 

service functions by reviewing legislation, which may contain some language 

governing quantifiable items such as requisition limits. When one wants to 

compare staffing levels, or the costs of providing those services, one must also 

consider the way that service is delivered. This section compares various 

aspects of economic development service functions across several communities. 

In the cases where the service function establishment does not inform the 

comparison required, we used the current service delivery agency.  

Comparison of Requisition Limits 

 

The service establishment bylaw for economic development in the Comox Valley 

Regional District specifies that the tax requisition shall not exceed $0.278 per 

every $1,000 of assessed property value. While the intent was to benchmark this 

figure against those of other regional districts, most other jurisdictions, especially 

those where economic development is enabled by the Community Charter, do 

not set limits on what the taxpayers can pay for this service. We reviewed the 

economic service establishment bylaws from around the Province and found that 

only a few communities set requisition limits of any kind. Typically, such 

communities were small, often subsets of regional districts and they usually set 

their requisition limits quite low. Of the bylaws reviewed, only the Regional 

District of North Okanagan and certain areas in the Regional District of Central 

Kootenay had requisition limits higher than that of Comox Valley. The regional 

districts where we found requisition limits for economic development codified in a 

service establishment bylaw are shown below:  
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Table 3: Requisition Limits found in Economic Development Service Bylaws across BC 

 

REGIONAL DISTRICT (SUB-AREAS) REQUISITION LIMIT

Comox Valley $0.278 per $1000

Central Kootenay (New Denver, Silverton, Slocan, H) $0.34 per $1000

East Kootenay (Invermere, Radium Hot Springs, F, G) maximum of $100,000

Nanaimo (Northern Community) maximum of $50,000

North Okanagan $7.50 per capita

Okanagan Similkameen (Area D) $0.04 per $1000 (later omitted)

Okanagan Similkameen (Karameos, B, G, H) maximum of $50,000

Squamish-Lillooet (Pemberton, C) $0.0808 per $1000  
Sources: Various regional districts and municipalities 

 

The general trend among communities in British Columbia is to either set a 

relatively low limit or no limit at all. In fact, Section 800.1(2)(d)  of the Local 

Government Act states that “an economic development service is exempted from 

the requirement for a maximum requisition amount.” Among those which do set 

limits, Comox Valley sets a relatively high limit. It is worth noting, that the amount 

actually requisitioned each year in Comox Valley is only $0.1055 per $1000, just 

more than a third of the maximum.  

Comparison of tax requisitions 

 

In the absence of a significant amount of information on requisition limits, we 

chose to also compare the per-capita tax collected for economic development 

services in our comparable communities. While no two communities are alike, 

determining the per-capita requisition helps establish a basic level of 

understanding as to which economic development programs are more costly 

from the perspective of the taxpayer. It is important to note that how much an 

economic program costs the taxpayers is affected by several factors, including: 

the level of service provided by the program, the number and scope of the 

initiatives attempted by the program, the complexity of the political environment, 

and the overall efficiency of the economic development organization. An 

economic development service is a cost, but also an investment.  

 

In the tables below we isolated the budgets and requisitions for just economic 

development services of the communities comparable to Comox Valley. Some of 

these organizations also handle tourism and visitor centre initiatives, and we 

have excluded those figures from these tables. All figures are from 2012 unless 

otherwise specified. Note that the figures for Comox Valley are from CVEDS 
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2013 budget and exclude Revenues and Expenses of initiative associated with 

AHRT, CVAC or the Visitor Centre. The figures do, however, include revenues 

and expenses associated with destination marketing, which arguably falls under 

the category of business investment and attraction. The aim was to separate 

economic development from tourism, as many of the comparable communities 

have organizations other than their economic development services handling 

their tourism-related initiatives. We can see that at $11.81 per-capita, the Comox 

Valley economic development service requisition is higher than average, second 

to Initiatives Prince George and comparable to Kootenay Boundary’s LCIC.  

 

Table 4: Tax Requisitions for Comparable Economic Development Services (excl. tourism) 

 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ORGANIZATION POP REQUISITION CAPITA

Initiatives Prince George (IPG) 72,000       $1,025,000 $14.24

Comox Valley Economic Development Society 63,000       $724,250 $11.50

Lower Columbia Initiatives Corporation (via LCCDTS) 19,500       $224,000 $11.49

City of Port Alberni Economic Development 31,000       $284,000 $9.16

Rivercorp (Campbell River Economic Dev'ment Corp.) 31,000       $235,000 $7.58

Chilliwack Economic Partners Corporation (CEPCO) 78,000       $550,000 $7.05

City of Penticton Economic Development Department 43,000       $284,000 $6.60

Cowichan Valley Economic Development Commission 80,500       $505,000 $6.27

City of Vernon Economic Development Office 58,000       $257,000 $4.43  
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When taking into account the total budgets for economic development, Comox 

Valley at $14.97 per-capita is significantly above the mean of $11.92 but within 

the same realm as the larger programs, as shown below. Again, Initiatives Prince 

George commands the highest budget per-capita for economic development 

among the communities compared.  

 
Table 5: Overall Budgets for Comparable Economic Development Services (excl. Tourism) 

 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ORGANIZATION POP BUDGET CAPITA

Initiatives Prince George (IPG) 72,000       $1,471,000 $20.43

Chilliwack Economic Partners Corporation (CEPCO) 78,000       $1,580,000 $20.26

Comox Valley Economic Development Society 63,000       $943,000 $14.97

Lower Columbia Initiatives Corporation (via LCCDTS) 19,500       $246,000 $12.62

City of Port Alberni Economic Development 31,000       $367,000 $11.84

Rivercorp (Campbell River Economic Dev'ment Corp.) 31,000       $235,000 $7.58

Cowichan Valley Economic Development Commission 80,500       $600,000 $7.45

City of Penticton Economic Development Department 43,000       $284,000 $6.60

City of Vernon Economic Development Office 58,000       $320,000 $5.52  
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Sources: Municipal and economic development organization annual reports and budgets 

 
 
Such differences between per-capita expenditures and per-capita requisitions 
transition us to a brief exploration of funding and cost recovery. 
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Comparison of cost recovery and funding methods 

 

The stronger the financial position of an economic development organization, the 

more that organization can do to grow the local economy and/or improve the 

well-being of its community. Ideally, the taxpayer will not need to shoulder the 

entire burden for economic development. Section 803 of the Local Government 

Act allows for regional districts to recover the costs of its service functions 

through property and parcel taxes, fees and charges or by “way of agreement, 

enterprise, gift, grant or otherwise.” The economic development entities in 

Comox Valley and in many of its comparable communities have managed to 

provide at least a fraction of their budgets from sources other than taxes. This 

information is shown in the table below.  
 

Table 6: Cost Recovery for Comparable Economic Development Services (excl. Tourism) 
  

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ORGANIZATION BUDGET REQUISITION FROM TAX

Chilliwack Economic Partners Corporation (CEPCO) $1,580,000 $550,000 35%

Initiatives Prince George (IPG) $1,471,000 $1,025,000 70%

Comox Valley Economic Development Society $943,000 $724,250 77%

City of Port Alberni Economic Development $367,000 $284,000 77%

City of Vernon Economic Development Office $320,000 $257,000 80%

Cowichan Valley Economic Development Commission $600,000 $505,000 84%

Lower Columbia Initiatives Corporation (via LCCDTS) $246,000 $224,000 91%

City of Penticton Economic Development Department $284,000 $284,000 100%

Rivercorp (Campbell River Economic Dev'ment Corp.) $235,000 $235,000 100%  
Sources: Municipal and economic development organization annual reports and budgets 
 

Again, the figures for Comox Valley are based upon what was provided by 

CVEDS for 2013 in its 2014 budget submission. These figures included some 

spending and cost recovery associated with destination marketing, which helped 

defer the overall cost of operations. While it can be debated whether Destination 

Marketing is more tourism than economic development, we see such activity as 

having an economic development function in Comox Valley. Without including 

Destination Marketing, CVEDS recovers its costs for economic development 

exclusively through tax requisitions.  

 

Other organizations use a variety of other means to shield their local taxpayers 

from the full cost of their operations. In Chilliwack, CEPCO receives well over 

$800,000 annually from rent on its real estate assets. Also, Initiatives Prince 

George receives substantial funding from the Federal Government, the Northern 

Development Initiatives Trust and from private partnerships.  
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Comparison of Borrowing Practices 
 

Our research revealed no borrowing beyond short-term current debt in any of the 

economic development organizations that were not private corporations. The 

economic development service establishment bylaw for the Comox Valley 

Regional District was the only bylaw which included any language regarding 

borrowing practices. Generally speaking, borrowing does not play an appreciable 

role with the economic development organizations examined here.  

Comparison of Staff Sizes 

 

Another metric that we can compare across communities is the staffing size for 

each economic development organization. While it would make sense that 

organizations serving larger communities or engaged in a broader range of 

services would naturally have more staff and higher staffing budgets, we also 

compared the number of staff in proportion to the populations of the communities 

which they serve. Doing this we found that the number of residents served per 

staff member in Comox Valley, while lower than average when compared across 

all the communities, remains similar to those among the larger communities. 

Again, different communities also place different priority on economic 

development. The details are shown in the table below: 
 

Table 7: Staffing Metrics for Comparable Economic Development Services 
 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ORGANIZATION STAFF FTE POP/FTE MEAN

City of Penticton Economic Development Department $106,000 1 43,000    $106,000

City of Vernon Economic Development Office $155,000 1.5 38,667    $103,333

Cowichan Valley Economic Development Commission $279,500 3.75 21,467    $74,533

City of Port Alberni Economic Development $148,000 1.5 20,667    $98,667

Chilliwack Economic Partners Corporation (CEPCO) $520,000 5 15,600    $104,000

Comox Valley Economic Development Society $406,000 5 12,600    $81,200

Initiatives Prince George (IPG) $530,000 7 10,286    $75,714

Rivercorp (Campbell River Economic Dev'ment Corp.) $210,000 4 7,750     $52,500  
Sources: Economic development organization annual reports and budgets 

 

It should be noted that CVEDS, like most economic development organizations 

also engage contractors and consultants as the needs arise. Typically those 

expenditures are denoted on a separate line item apart from those for the wages 

and benefits of staff directly employed. Comparisons with other organizations of 

contractor expenditures were not made due to the inconsistent availability of 

such information.  
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Comparison of activities undertaken across communities 

 

Economic development organizations generally focus on at least some of the 

same broad categories of activities, including: Business Retention and 

Expansion; Business Investment and Relocation; Small Business Creation and 

Support; Local Asset Promotion (such as aquaculture); Workforce Readiness; 

Downtown Revitalization; and Information Support. Insofar as the overall 

comprehensiveness of providing these services is concerned, the Comox Valley 

Economic Development Society is comparable to those of the larger communities 

examined here.  

 

Table 8: Comparison of Activities across Comparable Economic Development Services 

 

BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT & SUPPORT CVEDS CEPCO IPG EDC

Business Investment and Attraction X X X X

Business Retention and Expansion X X X X

Export Development X X

New Business Setup X X X

Small Business Support X X X

LOCAL ASSET DEVELOPMENT CVEDS CEPCO IPG EDC

Downtown Revitalization X X X

Workforce Development X X X

Educational Partnerships X X X X

Agricultural/Agribusiness Development X X X

Manufacturing Development X X

Forestry Development X

Mining/Oil/Gas Development X

Green Business Development X X X X

INFORMATION SUPPORT CVEDS CEPCO IPG EDC

Economic Profile/Market Research Stats X X X X

Regular Economic Information Dissemination X

Development Economic Impact Analysis X

Sectoral Marketing Campaigns X X X

Available Land Database X X  
Sources: Economic development organization annual reports 

 

It is worth noting that an economic development organization may appear to be 

providing services that are duplicative of those provided by other local 

organizations, such as a Chamber of Commerce or a Business Improvement 

Association (BIA). We feel that an economic development organization is an 

ideal platform to leverage and coordinate the efforts of these other supporting 

organizations; it is positioned between the government and the business 
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communities and is able to view the regional economy holistically. Because of 

these relationships, it may sometimes appear that there is an “overlap” of 

services provided. We feel this is a necessary thing, provided that the economic 

development organization does not needlessly attempt to duplicate all of a 

supporting organization’s functions.  

 

Differences between Economic Development Service Models 
 

Though the exact details of their configurations may differ across communities, 

economic development service functions nearly always conform to one of four 

basic structures:  

 

• As a department or agency of the municipal government; 

• As a semi-independent Economic Development Commission mandated by 

the municipal or regional government; 

• As a Chamber of Commerce or other local organization assuming 

responsibility for  economic development; 

• As a private agency or corporation contracted on a fee-for-service basis.  

 

These four models represent a continuum of governmental oversight and 

involvement, ranging from total control to no control. What follows is a brief 

description of each type and how it might pertain to Comox Valley: 

 

Economic Development as a department within municipal government – A 

common model for delivering economic development services in many mid-sized 

B.C. communities has been to operate from within municipal government, 

ultimately reporting to a City Manager or Chief Administrative Officer. Obviously, 

this model has the highest level of governmental oversight and accountability of 

the models for economic development. Although this structure generally achieves 

closer cooperation with other municipal departments, its working relationship with 

outside agencies can be compromised. Political interference and micro-

managing from the municipal government can also complicate economic 

development operations, and the lack of political consistency over the life of the 

mandate can be detrimental. This model typically works best for serving a single 

jurisdiction (i.e. the municipality alone), as the inclusion of other jurisdictions can 

dramatically complicate the mandate of such a position. Given that CVEDS 
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delivers services to the municipalities of Courtenay, Comox and Cumberland, as 

well as three Electoral Areas, this model would probably be challenged to 

adequately address the needs of each individual member. It is worth noting, 

however, that the Cowichan Valley (via Economic Development Cowichan) does 

use this model at the regional district level to provide services to all of its 

constituent communities. Perhaps this model works well there because no one 

jurisdiction is significantly larger or more dominant than any other; based on our 

observations of the political realities in Comox Valley, we do not think the region 

could support economic development as a governmental office under CVRD.  

 

While such a model in theory could work for the Regional District’s rural areas or 

for individual municipalities, the tight economic integration of the communities 

within the Comox Valley would reduce the effectiveness of such a plan. In 

essence, such an officer would be competing with the other jurisdictions within 

the same regional economy for many of the same investment resources while 

failing to leverage the economy of scale gained from utilizing a region-wide 

service.  

 

Economic Development Commission mandated by government – Another model 

is the use of a separate organization, an economic development commission, to 

take responsibility for economic development. The services of this commission 

are then usually “outsourced” to a non-profit society or a development 

corporation. There are numerous successful examples of this approach in the 

Province, and CVEDS, a non-profit Society fits into this category. Interestingly, 

Economic Development Cowichan technically uses this model as well, with the 

notable exception that the services have been “insourced” to a department within 

regional district government.  

 

The economic development commission or non-profit society models are used to 

remove a degree of political interference, freeing the commission to more freely 

and fully engage with the outside community. They may also allow for greater 

financial involvement of the private sector. This model has less direct 

governmental control and involvement than the previous model, but the local 

government is still able to define the terms of what economic development entails 

as well as demand accountability from the party ultimately carrying out this 

directive. These bodies are also commonly used in situations where multiple 

government jurisdictions wish to pursue economic development together. They 
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jointly fund the organization and provide input into its operation through a board 

of directors. Development corporations represent another variety of the economic 

development commission model, with Chilliwack Economic Partners Corporation 

and Initiatives Prince George being prominent examples.  

 

This model suffers from the fact that there is sometimes difficulty in coordinating 

its efforts with the municipal or regional governments. The distance from 

governmental oversight also introduces a potential for reduced communication, 

accountability and public participation. A surprisingly common public complaint 

about this model is that executives and officers are not required to disclose their 

salaries, as are many public employees. Furthermore, being an outside body 

means that funding commitments and political support might fluctuate 

substantially over the life-time of the commission, which can complicate or 

obstruct its effective operation. 

 

Chamber of Commerce being responsible for local economic development – 

Another possible, but less common, model involves the assignment of lead 

responsibility for economic development to the Chamber of Commerce. This 

approach has been used by some BC communities over time but has generally 

been less successful than other organizational models. Chambers of Commerce 

are membership-driven business organizations and thus are oriented toward the 

interests of their membership rather than the interests of the entire community. 

Moreover, Chambers often count just a fraction of local businesses among their 

membership; for instance the Comox Valley Chamber of Commerce counts only 

about one fourth of the region’s businesses as members. Chambers are also 

more removed from the development process, from planning, and from other 

municipal functions that are complementary to economic development. For these 

reasons, we do not see adopting this model as being within Comox Valley’s 

interests.  

 

Furthermore, communities that have adopted this model have often moved the 

economic development function back into the municipality after a period of time. 

While Chambers of Commerce can perform a valuable supporting role in 

economic development, and are better suited than municipal government to 

undertake some activities (such as business counselling), this approach is 

generally only recommended for very small communities. Of the communities 
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explored by this review, only the Nelson and Area Economic Development 

Partnership fits this model. 

 

Private agency contracted on a fee-for-service basis – The fourth approach 

involves contracting economic development services to a private sector body on 

a fee-for-service basis. Such structures would be presented as being more 

streamlined and provide better value-for-money than having such a position “in-

house” – for instance, by reducing costs, by better involving the rest of the private 

sector in its efforts, and by reducing the involvement of any municipal or regional 

bureaucracy in its internal operations. There is little evidence to support that such 

a structure would be more efficient than an arms-length economic development 

commission, at least in mid-sized communities. It is possible that such a model 

may be ideally suited for a large conurbation with so many jurisdictions that 

meaningfully coordinating between them would be too unwieldy.  

 

This structure is rarely used, but may become more prominent as local and 

regional governments place more emphasis on harnessing the capabilities and 

efficiencies of the private sector when it comes to promoting economic 

development.  
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Though it is by no means comprehensive, the table below provides a brief 

summary of the merits and disadvantages of each approach: 

 

Table 9: Comparison of Different Economic Development Structures 

 

 STRUCTURE PROS CONS
·  High degree of coordination with 

other municipal departments.

·  Potentially subject to political 

interference from Council

·  Relatively consistent funding 

commitments
·  Lesser degree of coordination with 

agencies outside of municipal 

government (e.g. Chambers of 

Commerce, etc.) 

·  Clearer jurisdictional mandate

·  Independence from government 

can mitigate political interference.
·  Amount and time-frame of 

Economic Development funding less 

certain.

·  Greater potential for engaging with 

outside community and private sector

·  Lower degree of coordination with 

municipal or regional governments

·  Avoids some duplication of 

overhead.

·  Typically Economic Development 

would be outside of the mandate and 

expertise of the Chamber

·  Promotes coordination with other 

local businesses
·  Potential for perceived conflict of 

interest and skewed benefits

·  Lower degree of coordination with 

local and regional government 
departments

·  Potential for cost savings and 

efficiencies

·  Capacity must be available locally.

·  Long-term contract provides clear 

indication of funds available for the 

function

·  Lack of local competition will affect 

ability to secure appropriate price for 

services

·  Takes advantage of private sector 

expertise

·  An outside agency may not be in-

tune with local attitudes towards 

economic development

·  Less hindered by bureaucratic or 
political interference

·  Promotes buy-in from other private 

sector companies.

Government Department

Arms-Length Commission or Society

Chamber of Commerce

Private Corporation or Agency

 
Source: Urbanics Consultants 
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Summary of Findings and Recommendations 

 

Based on the criteria established by the service review, we found the economic 

development service in Comox Valley to be generally comparable to those in 

similarly-sized communities. The following summarizes what we observed and 

our related recommendations.  

 

Requisition Limits – The Local Government Act actually exempts economic 

development from requiring a requisition limit, and thus we found that relatively 

few jurisdictions employ requisition limits for economic development. 

Communities setting such limits tend to be smaller and set those limits quite low, 

severely curtailing the capabilities of the economic development function. Comox 

Valley has a higher requisition limit than most communities that set a limit, but 

not as high as others. Regardless, the actual tax amount requisitioned is well 

below the limit set by the service establishment bylaw.  We see no reason to 

change the current requisition limit at this time.  

 

Tax Requisitions – We found that when examined on a per-capita basis, Comox 

Valley economic development costs the taxpayers more than the average of the 

nine communities compared, but consistent with broader programs operating in 

the larger communities.  

 

Overall Budget – We found that when examined on a per-capita basis, Comox 

Valley economic development spends more than the average of the nine 

communities compared, but consistent with broader programs operating in the 

larger communities. 

 

Funding and Cost Recovery – We found that the larger programs tended to make 

greater use of outside funding sources (i.e. in addition to revenues from tax 

requisitions), than do smaller programs. Comox Valley performs in a manner 

consistent with the larger programs, but other programs do seem to make more 

use of grants or funding from senior government. The Comox Valley economic 

development service has begun to develop additional streams of revenue, 

primarily related to tourism initiatives, but could benefit from identifying new 

sources of funding. In none of these economic development operations being 
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compared did the service establishment legislation specify a preference for any 

particular kind of cost recovery.  

 

Borrowing Practices – We found that borrowing aside from current debt was not 

an issue in any of the communities we explored. We see no reason to change 

the current policy at this time. 

 

Staffing Sizes – When we examined staffing levels in proportion with the sizes of 

the communities served, we found that Comox Valley, while higher than the 

average, was similar to those with broader programs. We did not see this as a 

particular concern.   

 

Activities Taken – We found that in the larger communities each of the programs 

engaged in the full spectrum of activities typical for an economic development 

service. We did not find Comox Valley to be lacking in its overall breadth of 

services offered. This is not meant to indicate a level of satisfaction with any 

specific activity, just that Comox Valley economic development covers all the 

bases one would expect of a program of its size.  

 

Roles of Elected Officials – We found that Comox Valley economic development 

had the highest involvement of elected officials of any of the programs using an 

arms-length structure. Other communities have specifically changed their Board 

structures such that elected officials served only in an advisory “liaison” capacity 

in response to the Schlenker decision; such officials are permitted to attend 

board meetings but have no voting powers. The Schlenker decision discusses 

the pecuniary interest that board directors have in their respective societies, thus 

the UBCM recommends that elected officials serve as nothing more than liaisons 

(or observers), allowing them to better carry out their duties promoting the 

interests of their constituencies. More on the Schlenker decision can be found in 

the Appendix.  

 

In light of this and other factors uncovered by our primary research, we 

recommend that the CVEDS board be changed such that no elected officials 

serve as directors, but rather as “liaisons” that are still able to attend all board 

meetings. Instead, we feel that board members should be chosen by the councils 

of each member municipality in general proportion to their funding level. In the 

case of the Electoral Areas, each area director would appoint a single director to 
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the CVEDS board. Ideally, Board members would be selected based on what 

they can bring to the organization. Initiatives Prince George uses a competency 

matrix to take stock of the skills possessed by the members of its Board and help 

them determine areas where they might need additional expertise. Such a matrix 

could be used to help municipal councils and area directors select the members 

of the CVEDS Board. 

 

Regarding elected officials, we feel that each municipal Council should select a 

member to serve as a Liaison to the Commission and each Electoral Area should 

send its Area Director to serve as a Liaison to the Commission. An additional 

thought is to also include the four CAOs as liaison or otherwise non-voting 

members of the Board. A sample reconfiguration of the Board as well as the 

Board selection matrix used by Initiatives Prince George may be found in the 

Appendix.  

 

Moving Forward – After consideration of the merits and disadvantages of each 

structure, we recommend that the current structure of an arms-length 

commission be maintained, and that CVEDS continue as a quasi-independent 

commission mandated to serve the City of Courtenay, the Town of Comox, the 

Village of Cumberland and electoral areas Baynes Sound (Area A), Lazo North 

(Area B) and Puntledge/Black Creek (Area C); – funded by all six members on a 

proportionate basis. 
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Recommendations for Changes to the Service 
Establishment Bylaw 
 

This section shows the differences between the existing bylaw and a potential 

updated version which incorporates applicable recommendations. Some of the 

recommended changes may be better placed in a service delivery agreement, 

but that would be the decision of the Legislative Officer.  

 

Service Establishing Bylaw Authority 

 

Authority for the Comox Valley economic development service is vested in 

supplementary letters patent dated 1976 and 1980. The current Comox Valley 

economic development service commission bylaw, No. 2395, describes the 

service, participants and commission role.  On the policy advice of the Provincial 

government in 2002, Bylaw No. 2395 was not given inspector approval when it 

was adopted and therefore the authority for this service continues to rest with the 

supplementary letters patent. The province, Ministry of Community, Sports and 

Culture, has advised that an amendment to the service would require Inspector 

approval. Should any amendments be considered to the service as described 

further in this report, inspector approval would be sought to then vest the 

authority for the service in a new service establishment / conversion bylaw. The 

conversion bylaw would require: 

• three readings by the CVRD board; 

• written consent from each electoral area director and municipal council; 

and 

• inspector of municipalities approval 

before it can be adopted. 

Possible Changes to the Service Establishment Bylaw 

 

We can look to other communities for ideas on how we might improve the 

economic development service establishment bylaw. Because of the political 

similarities between the Comox Valley and Cowichan Valley Regional Districts, 

several modifications were based on what can be seen in the bylaw used by the 

Cowichan Valley Economic Development Commission. Using this bylaw and 
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others from around British Columbia, we recommended several changes 

intended to accomplish the following:  

 

• Better and more clearly define what economic development means 

conceptually and the overall role of the Economic Development 

Commission; 

• Modify the composition of the Economic Development Commission (as 

presently manifested by the CVEDS Board) in order to remove any 

possible conflict of interest as per the Schlenker decision;  

• Modify the composition of the Economic Development Commission (as 

presently manifested by the CVEDS Board) in order to depoliticize the 

Commission.  

 

As such, we suggest the following language; bolded text indicates an addition or 

modification of the original:  

 

WHEREAS under the provisions of the Local Government Act, Section 

796, a regional district may, by bylaw, establish and operate any service 

the Board considers necessary or desirable service for all or part of the 

Regional District;  

 

AND WHEREAS the Board of the Regional District wishes to establish a 

regional economic development service within the Comox Valley Regional 

District;  

 

AND WHEREAS pursuant to section 801 of the Local Government 

Act, the approval of the Inspector of Municipalities has been 

obtained;  

 

AND WHEREAS pursuant to section 801.4 of the Local Government 

Act, the Councils of the City of Courtenay, the Town of Comox and 

the Village of Cumberland have given consent on behalf of the 

electors within the municipal participating areas, to adoption of this 

Bylaw;  

 

AND WHEREAS pursuant to section 801.5 of the Local Government 

Act, the Directors of Electoral Areas A, B and C have given consent 
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on behalf of the electors within the electoral participating areas, to 

adoption of this Bylaw;  

 

NOW THEREFORE, the Board of the Comox Valley Regional District, in 

open meeting assembled, enacts as follows: 

 

Establishment 

1. An Economic Development Commission to be known as the Comox 

Valley Regional Economic Development Commission (the 

"Commission") is hereby established. 

 

Responsibility and Purpose 

2. The responsibility of this Commission is to encourage the 

responsible expansion of the Comox Valley economic base as 

well as enhance wealth and employment opportunities 

through: 

a. Promoting, marketing and facilitating economic 

development in the Comox Valley; 

b. Developing and implementing economic development 

strategies for the Comox Valley;  

c. Developing and/or assisting in the development of 

properties and facilities which create or expand 

economic, investment or employment activity in the 

Comox Valley; 

d. Developing and maintaining timely information on 

economic activity and economically-relevant statistics 

in the Comox Valley;  

e. Partnering with business and other organizations within 

the Comox Valley. 

 

Service Boundaries and Participants 

3. The boundaries of this Service shall be the boundaries of 

Electoral Areas A (excluding Denman and Hornby Islands), 

Areas B and C, and inclusive of the City of Courtenay, the 

Town of Comox and the Village of Cumberland. 

4. The participants of this Service are Electoral Areas A, B and C, 

the City of Courtenay, the Town of Comox and the Village of 

Cumberland. 
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Cost Recovery 

5. As provided in Section 803 of the Local Government Act, the 

annual cost of providing the Service shall be recovered by one or 

more of the following: 

a. property value taxes imposed in accordance with Division 

4.3 of Part 24 of the Local Government Act;  

b. fees and charges imposed under section 797.2 of the Local 

Government Act;  

c. revenues raised by other means authorized by the Local 

Government Act or another Act;  

d. revenues received by way of agreement, enterprise, gift, 

grant or otherwise. 

 

Requisition Limits 

6. The requisition limits are not to exceed the product of $0.278 per 

$1,000.00 applied to the net taxable value of land and improvement 

in the participating area. 

 

Borrowing 

7. No debt, other than temporary current borrowing shall be incurred 

for the purposes of the Commission. 

 

Composition 

8. The services of the Commission may be provided by an agency or 

agencies under contract to the Regional District pursuant to section 

176(1)(a) of the Local Government Act. 

9. If at any time the Regional District assumes operation of the 

Commission, terms of reference for the structure and operation of 

the Commission shall be prepared and appended to this Bylaw as 

Schedule "A". 

 

Service Review 

10. All aspects of the Comox Valley economic development 

service shall be reviewed every three years, with the first 

review occurring in 2017. 

 

Citation 

11. This Bylaw may be cited for all purposes as "Comox Valley 

Regional Economic Development Commission Establishment 

Bylaw No. XXXX, 2014” 
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Current Service Establishment Bylaw 
The need to readopt the bylaw presents an opportunity to introduce improvements that 

help clarify the service being established as well as improve the overall effectiveness of 

the function.  

 

The existing bylaw reads as follows: 

 

COMOX STRATHCONA REGIONAL DISTRICT 

BYLAW NO. 2395 

 

A bylaw to establish an economic development commission for the Comox Valley 

area of the Comox Strathcona Regional District 

 

WHEREAS pursuant to supplementary letters patent dated the 30th day of June, 

1976, the Regional Board may establish, maintain and operate an Economic 

Development Commission on behalf of the consenting member municipalities 

and Electoral Areas or defined areas thereof;  

 

AND WHEREAS the regional board deems it desirable to establish an Economic 

Development Commission for member municipalities and Electoral Areas which 

consent to participate;  

 

AND WHEREAS the Councils of the City of Courtenay, the Town of Comox and 

the Village of Cumberland have each by resolution consented to becoming a 

participating member municipality in an Economic Development Commission;  

 

AND WHEREAS the Board of Directors representing Electoral Areas "A", "B", 

and "C" have given written consent to becoming participating members in an 

Economic Development Commission;  

 

NOW THEREFORE the regional board of the Comox Valley Regional District, in 

open meeting assembled, enacts as follows:  

 

Establishment 

1. An Economic Development Commission to be known as the Comox Valley 

Economic Development Commission (the "Commission") is hereby established.  

 

Membership 

2.  The members of the service are the Town of Comox, the Corporation of the 

City of Courtenay, the Corporation of the Village of Cumberland and Electoral 

Areas ‘A’, ‘B’ and ‘C’.  
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Requisition limits  

3.  The requisition limits are not to exceed the product of $0.278 per $1,000.00 

applied to the net taxable value of land and improvement in the participating 

area.  

 

Cost Recovery  

4.  As provided in Section 803 of the Local Government Act, the annual cost of 

providing the Service shall be recovered by one or more of the following:  

a)  property value taxes imposed in accordance with Division 4.3 of Part 

24 of the Local Government Act;  

b)  fees and charges imposed under section 797.2 of the Local 

Government Act;  

c)  revenues raised by other means authorized by the Local Government 

Act or another Act;  

d)  revenues received by way of agreement, enterprise, gift, grant or 

otherwise.  

 

Borrowing  

5. No debt, other than temporary current borrowing shall be incurred for the 

purposes of the Commission.  

 

Composition  

6.  The services of the Commission may be provided by an agency or agencies 

under contract to the Regional District pursuant to section 176(1)(a) of the Local 

Government Act.  

 

7. If at any time the Regional District assumes operation of the Commission, 

terms of reference for the structure and operation of the Commission shall be 

prepared and appended to this Bylaw as Schedule "A".  

 

Service Review  

8. All aspects of the Comox Valley economic development service shall be 

reviewed every five years, with the first review occurring in 2012.  

 

Repeal  

9. Bylaw No. 731 cited as "Economic Development Service Unit Function Bylaw, 

1984" is hereby repealed.  

 

Citation 

10. This Bylaw may be cited for all purposes as "Comox Valley Economic 

Development  

Commission Establishment Bylaw No. 2395, 2001". 
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One Possible Restructuring of the CVEDS Board 
Our recommendations included altering the structure of the Board to better comply with 

the BC Court of Appeals decision in Schlenker v. Torgrimson. This change would likely 

require altering the CVEDS Constitution and/or be included in future service delivery 

agreements. One possible reconfiguration of the CVEDS (or other organization fulfilling 

the duties of the Comox Valley Economic Development Commission) is as follows: 

 

Directors: 

Four (4) as appointed by Courtenay City Council 

Two (2) as appointed by Comox Town Council 

One (1) as appointed by Cumberland Village Council 

One (1) as appointed by Area A Director 

One (1) as appointed by Area B Director 

One (1) as appointed by Area C Director 

One (1) as appointed by the K’omoks First Nation 

One (1) as appointed by Comox Valley Chamber of Commerce 

One (1) as appointed by another local organization (to be decided later) 

 

Liaisons (or Observers): 

One member of the Courtenay City Council 

One member of the Comox Town Council 

One member of the Cumberland Village Council 

The Area A Director 

The Area B Director 

The Area C Director 

 

Ex-Officio Members: 

Immediate Past-President of CVEDS Board 

The CAO from the City of Courtenay 

The CAO from the Town of Comox 

The CAO from the Village of Cumberland 

The CAO from the CVRD 

 

A quorum would consist of a majority of the Directors plus one, or seven (7) Directors.  
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Board Member Competency Matrix (via Initiatives Prince George) 
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The Schlenker Decision and Comox Valley Economic 
Development 
 

The decision in the Schlenker versus Torgrimson case by the BC Court of Appeals in 

January 2013 has some far-reaching implications, even affecting the nature of how 

elected officials in the CVRD serve overseeing the Economic Development Society. In 

summary, we recommend changing the board structure such that elected officials serve 

as “liaisons” to the Board.  

 

The law firm of Bull Housser summarizes the situation:  

 

“In the recent decision in Schlenker v. Torgrimson, 2013, BCCA 9, the British 

Columbia Court of Appeal held that where an elected official serves as a director 

of a society, such elected official may have conflicting responsibilities as a local 

government councilor and as a director. Irrespective of whether the elected social 

receives any personal financial gain in their capacity as the director, the elected 

official may have a pecuniary conflict of interest if the society receives a 

monetary benefit from the local government. The basis for the pecuniary conflict 

of interest is in the fulfillment of the director’s fiduciary obligations to the society 

which are different and may conflict with their obligations as a local councilor.” 

 

The law firm of Stewart McDannold Stuart further explains:  

 

“This decision should be a cause of concern to elected officials who are also 

directors of not-for-profit societies that serve the broader community interest. As 

a result of this ruling, a decision that involves the financial interests of the not for 

profit society may be found to give rise to an indirect pecuniary conflict of interest 

on the part of an elected official and, accordingly, to create grounds for 

disqualification from office under s.101(3) of the Community Charter. The Court 

did not address the question of mere membership in a society, but was 

concerned with persons who occupy roles as directors of the corporation.” 

 

The Court of Appeals has explained their ruling in depth. Below are the excerpts from 

Justice Donald’s explanation of the ruling which we found to be most relevant to Comox 

Valley Economic Development.  

 

[3]   The pecuniary interest of the respondents lies in the fulfillment of their 

fiduciary obligation to their societies.   When they voted for the expenditure of 

public money on the two contracts,   which master were they serving, the public 
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or the societies?  In these circumstances, a reasonable,   fair-minded member of 

the public might well wonder who got the better bargain. 

 

[50]   As directors of the Societies, the respondents were under a fiduciary duty 

to put the Society’s interests first. Directors of societies, by virtue of their position, 

have an indirect interest in any contract a society is awarded. When the 

respondents moved and voted in favour of resolutions that benefitted their 

Societies through   the granting of contracts, arguably contracts the Societies 

might not have been awarded had the councilors not also been directors, their 

duties as directors to put the Society’s interests first were in direct conflict with 

their duties as councilors to put the public’s interests first.  These circumstances 

encompass the mischief the legislation was aimed at, namely, a conflict of 

interest in deciding money resolutions. The public is disadvantaged by the 

conflict, whether the respondents d derived any personal gain or not, because 

the public did not have the undivided loyalty of their elected officials. 

 

[49]   In several ways in   the course of these reasons, I have endeavoured to 

make the point that so long as the “matter” involves the expenditure of public 

funds and the respondents have “an interest” in the matter which a well-informed 

elector would conclude conflicts with their duty as councilors, it makes no 

difference that they put no money in to their own pockets. 

 

[34]   The object of the legislation is to prevent elected officials from having 

divided loyalties in deciding how to spend the public’s money. One’s own 

financial advantage can be a powerful motive for putting the public interest 

second but the same could also be said for the advancement of the cause of the 

non-profit entity, especially by committed believers in the cause, like the 

respondents, who as directors were under a legal obligation to put the entity first. 

 

[44]   There is little difference in the duties of a director of a business corporation 

and a society.  

 

[45]   Directors of societies have a fiduciary duty of loyalty to “act honestly and in 

good faith and in the best interests of the society”: s. 25(1)(a) of the  Society Act. 

This fiduciary duty is the same duty that directors owe to corporations under the 

Business Corporations Act  at s. 142(1)(a), which provides that directors of a 

company   (defined as a corporation recognized as a company under  that Act), 

when exercising the powers and performing the functions of a director of the 

company must act honestly and in good faith with a view to the best interests of 

the company, as well as the federal  Canada Business Corporations Act  under s. 
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122(1)(a), which provides that every director of a corporation in exercising their 

powers and discharging their duties  shall act honestly and in good faith with a 

view to the best interests of the corporation . Therefore, case law relating to the 

fiduciary duty of directors of corporations is analogous to the fiduciary duty of 

directors of societies. 

 

The Union of BC Municipalities recommends some practical steps. They write: 

 

Elected officials and their local governments may want to consider what steps 

could be taken to avoid or minimize the risk in situations that might be considered 

a conflict of interest under the BCCA decision – whether by clarifying roles or by 

taking care in designing relationships with nonprofit societies.  While there can be 

no guarantees that particular actions will prevent a conflict of interest situation, 

the following are a few practical steps to consider:  

  

Regarding societies to which the local government has traditionally 

appointed elected officials as Directors: 

• Consider having an elected official be a nonvoting  “observer” or 

“liaison” on the society’s board rather than appointing them as a 

director, and provide clear terms of reference for that observer/liaison 

role;  

• Consider alternatives to appointing elected officials – e.g. appoint 

citizen representatives to the society’s board;  

• Consider alternatives to board appointments – e.g. set out in an 

agreement with the society the council/board’s expectations and 

monitor the society’s performance based on that agreement.  

 

Regarding societies on which elected officials choose to be directors:  

• To ensure that elected officials understand the rules, e.g. have orientations 

and regular legal refreshers for council/board members on conflict of interest 

generally, the BCCA decision and the rules for disclosing conflicts and 

absenting themselves from discussions;  

• To encourage elected officials to carefully consider the risks in retaining 

directorships in nonprofit societies seeking financial support or other 

decisions from the local government.  

  

Regarding a local government’s ongoing membership in a society: 

• Consider separating the council/board’s decision on its membership (and 

membership dues) from any decisions on whether to provide grants or other 

forms of financial assistance to the society.  
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