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CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF COURTENAY 

COUNCIL MEETING AGENDA 
 

We respectfully acknowledge that the land on which we gather is the  
unceded traditional territory of the K’ómoks First Nation 

 
 
DATE:  September 17, 2018 
PLACE: City Hall Council Chambers 
TIME:  4:00 p.m.  
 
 
 
 
 
1.00 
 
1 

 
K’OMOKS FIRST NATION ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 
 
 
ADOPTION OF MINUTES 
 
1. Adopt September 4th, 2018 Regular Council meeting minutes 
 

 
2.00 

 
INTRODUCTION OF LATE ITEMS 
 

 
3.00 
 
 

 
DELEGATIONS 
 
1. Steve Hughes - Development Fees - Subdivision of Property Suffield Road 
 
2. Roger Kishi, Director Homeless & Housing Programs, Wachiay Friendship 
 Centre and Lindsay Monk, M’akola Development Services - Braidwood 
 Affordable Housing Project Update 

 
4.00 
 
 
 
 
 
7 
27 
 
 
 
59 
 
 
 
79 
 

 
STAFF REPORTS/PRESENTATIONS 
 
(a) CAO/Legislative Services 
 
1. Sherry Hurst and Allan Neilson, Neilsen-Welch Consultants to Government - 
 Comox Valley Regional District (CVRD) Utilities Governance Review: 
  a) Utilities Governance Options - Issues Paper 
  b) Utilities Governance Options – Draft Report 
 
(b) Development Services 
 
2. Development Variance Permit No. 1804 - 1964 Dogwood Drive 
 
(c) Engineering Services 
 
3. Greenwood Trunk Sewer and Hudson Trunk Sewer Budget Amendment 
 

 
5.00 
 

 
EXTERNAL REPORTS AND CORRESPONDENCE FOR INFORMATION 
 
 

6.00 INTERNAL REPORTS AND CORRESPONDENCE FOR INFORMATION 
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7.00 REPORTS/UPDATES FROM COUNCIL MEMBERS INCLUDING 

REPORTS FROM COMMITTEES 
 
 

8.00 
 
 

RESOLUTIONS OF COUNCIL  
 
1. In Camera Meeting 
 
That notice is hereby given that a Special In-Camera meeting closed to the public 
will be held September 17th, 2018 at the conclusion of the Regular Council Meeting 
pursuant to the following sub-sections of the Community Charter: 
 

- 90 (1) (c) labour relations or other employee relations; 
- 90 (1) (b) personal information about an identifiable individual who is 

being considered for a municipal award or honour, or who has offered to 
provide a gift to the municipality on condition of anonymity; 

- 90 (1) (i) the receipt of advice that is subject to solicitor-client privilege, 
including communications necessary for that purpose; 

- 90 (2) (b) the consideration of information received and held in confidence 
relating to negotiations between the municipality and a provincial 
government or the federal government or both, or between a provincial 
government or the federal government or both and a third party 

 
9.00 
 

 
UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
 
 

10.00 NOTICE OF MOTION 
 
 

11.00 
 

NEW BUSINESS 
 
 

12.00 
 
 
 
83 
 
 
89 
 
 
93 
 

BYLAWS 
 
For First, Second and Third Reading 
 
1. “Tax Exemption 2019 Bylaw No. 2939, 2018” 
 (A bylaw to consider permissive tax exemption for the 2019 taxation year) 
 
2. “Churches Tax Exemption 2019 Bylaw No. 2940, 2018” 
 (A bylaw to consider permissive tax exemption for the 2019 taxation year) 
 
3. “Council Remuneration Bylaw No. 2941, 2019” 
 (A bylaw to provide for the payment of Annual Remuneration to the Mayor 
 and Councillors of the City of Courtenay)  
 

13.00 ADJOURNMENT 

 
NOTE:  There is a Public Hearing scheduled for 5:00 p.m. in relation to:  

Bylaw No. 2926, 2018 A bylaw to permit a two-lot subdivision - 4697 Headquarters Road 
Bylaw No. 2936, 2018 A bylaw to allow for a secondary suite - 1081 Mantle Drive 
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Minutes of a Regular Council Meeting held in the City Hall Council Chambers, Courtenay 
B.C., on Tuesday, September 4, 2018 at 4:00 p.m. 
  

Attending: 
Mayor:  L. V. Jangula 

 Councillors: E. Eriksson 
     D. Frisch  
     D. Hillian 
     R. Lennox via Teleconference 
     B. Wells 
     M. Theos  
      
 Staff:  D. Allen, CAO 
    J. Ward, Director of Legislative and Corporate Services/Deputy CAO 
    W. Sorichta, Manager of Legislative & Corporate Administrative Services 
    I. Buck, Director of Development Services 
    T. Kushner, Director of Public Works Services 
    D. Snider, Director of Recreation and Cultural Services 
    A. Guillo, Manager of Communications 
    T. Setta, Manager of Planning 
     
1.00  ADOPTION OF MINUTES 
 
.01 
MINUTES 

 Moved by Wells and seconded by Frisch that the August 20th, 
2018 Regular Council meeting minutes be adopted. 
Carried  
 
 Moved by Wells and seconded by Frisch that the August 30th, 
2018 Special Council meeting minutes be adopted. 
Carried 

 
2.00 ADOPTION OF LATE ITEMS 
 
 
3.0 DELEGATIONS 
 

1. Richard Park and Dylan Hardie of Coastline Canada made a presentation to Council 
regarding their proposed medical cannabis production facility on Fraser Road. The operation 
will be supplying to Health Canada and adhering to their security requirements.  The facility 
is anticipated to produce 60 - 100 jobs and will be pursuing organic, Vancouver Island 
Green Business and Surfrider Approved certifications. The proponents discussed facility 
options, either greenhouse or indoor concrete bunker, and how they may mitigate concerns 
about smell, sound and sight pollution raised by area residents. 

 
2. Cheryl Glennie, a Fraser Road resident, made a presentation to Council regarding the 

proposed medical cannabis production facility on Fraser Road and expressed concerns 
related to health and safety, air quality, noise, traffic, and impacts to sensitive habitat of 
watershed and farmland. 
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4.00 STAFF REPORTS/PRESENTATIONS 
 
.01 
COURTENAY 
AIRPARK LEASE 
OPTIONS 
2380-20 
 

 Moved by Hillian and seconded by Frisch that based on the 
September 4th, 2018 staff report “Courtenay Airpark Lease Options”, 
Council approve OPTION 1 and direct staff to offer a new long term 
lease, prior to the expiration of the existing lease, of five years with three 
options to renew for a further five year term each and include the 
addition of the float plane dock and ramp as part of the lease area. 
Carried with Mayor Jangula and Councillor Theos opposed 
 
 Moved by Wells and seconded by Theos that Dave Mellin and 
Morris Perrey, Courtenay Airpark Association, be permitted to address 
Council at the September 04, 2018 Regular Council meeting regarding 
the Courtenay Airpark Association lease agreement options. 
Carried 

 
The council meeting recessed at 5:46 p.m.  
The meeting reconvened at 5:53 p.m. 
 
.02 
ZONING AMENDMENT 
BYLAW NO. 2926 - 
4697 
HEADQUARTERS 
ROAD 
3360-20-1804 

 Moved by Hillian and seconded by Wells that based on the 
September 4th, 2018 staff report “Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 2926 - 
4697 Headquarters Road”, Council approve OPTION 1 and proceed to 
First and Second Readings of Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 2926, 
2018; 
 
That Council direct staff to schedule and advertise a statutory public 
hearing with respect to the above-referenced Bylaw on September 17th, 
2018 at 5:00 p.m. in City Hall Council Chambers; and 
 
That prior to the final reading of Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 2926, a 
covenant be registered on title to secure the creation of a statutory right-
of-way on the property for drainage maintenance and operation 
purposes. 
Carried 
 

.03 
STOREFRONT 
CANNABIS RETAILERS 
POLICY 
3360-20-1811 
 

 Moved by Hillian and seconded by Wells that based on the 
September 4th, 2018 staff report “Storefront Cannabis Retailers Policy”, 
Council adopt the attached Storefront Cannabis Retailer Policy No. 
3030.00.05. 
Carried 
 

6:25 p.m. Councillor Theos recused himself citing a potential conflict of interest as he lives 
in the vicinity of the zoning amendment application. 
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.04 
ZONING AMENDMENT 
BYLAW NO. 2936 TO 
ALLOW FOR A 
SECONDARY SUITE AT 
1081 MANTLE DRIVE 

 
 Moved by Hillian and seconded by Wells that based on the 
September 4th, 2018 Staff report, “Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 2936 
to allow for a secondary suite at 1081 Mantle Drive” Council approve 
OPTION 1 and proceed to First and Second Readings of Zoning 
Amendment Bylaw No. 2936, 2018; and 
 
That Council direct staff to schedule and advertise a statutory public 
hearing with respect to Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 2936, 2018 on 
September 17th, 2018 at 5:00 p.m. in the City Hall Council Chambers. 
Carried 
 

Mayor Jangula left Council Chambers at 6:26 p.m.; Councillor Wells took the chair 
Mayor Jangula returned to Council Chambers and took his seat at 6:31 p.m. 
 
Councillor Theos returned to Council Chambers at 6:28 p.m. and took his seat. 
 
5.00 EXTERNAL REPORTS AND CORRESPONDENCE FOR INFORMATION 
 
 
6.00 INTERNAL REPORTS AND CORRESPONDENCE FOR INFORMATION 
 
.01 
CANNABIS 
CULTIVATION IN THE 
AGRICULTURAL 
LAND RESERVE (ALR) 
3015-00 
 

 Moved by Frisch and seconded by Hillian that the September 4th, 
2018 Memorandum, “Cannabis Cultivation in the Agricultural Land 
Reserve (ALR)”, be received for information. 
Carried 
 

7.00 REPORTS/UPDATES FROM COUNCIL MEMBERS INCLUDING REPORTS 
FROM COMMITTEES 
 
COUNCILLOR  
ERIKSSON 

Councillor Eriksson reviewed his attendance at the following events:  
 Comox Valley Exhibition and RCMP Musical Ride 
 Comox Valley Development and Construction Association AGM 

 
COUNCILLOR  
FRISCH 

Councillor Frisch reviewed his attendance at the following events: 
 LUSH Valley Share the Harvest Community Garden tour 
 Labour Day picnic and barbeque 

 
COUNCILLOR  
HILLIAN 

Councillor Hillian reviewed his attendance at the following events:  
 LUSH Valley Share the Harvest Community Garden tour 
 Puntledge Park playground opening 
 Labour Day picnic and barbeque 
 Comox Valley Community Health Network Transition meeting 
 Community Justice Centre luncheon for Inspector Tim Walton 
 Comox Valley Exhibition and RCMP Musical Ride 
 Project Watershed, K’omoks First Nation and MLA Ronna-Rae 

Leonard meeting and funding application submissions to 
Provincial and Federal governments 
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COUNCILLOR  
LENNOX 

 
Councillor Lennox reviewed her attendance at the following event:  
 LUSH Valley Share the Harvest Community Garden tour 

 
COUNCILLOR  
THEOS 

Councillor Theos reviewed his attendance at the following event:  
 CVRD Board meeting 

 
Councillor Theos mentioned the upcoming Comox Valley Ribfest 
community event September 14 – 16, 2018 

 
COUNCILLOR  
WELLS 

Councillor Wells reviewed his attendance at the following events:  
 Comox Valley Exhibition and RCMP Musical Ride 
 Comox Valley Development and Construction Association AGM 
 CVRD Waste to Energy Select Committee meeting 
 Puntledge Park playground opening 
 LUSH Valley Share the Harvest Community Garden tour 
 Launch of Rapid Corridor for Comox Valley transportation system 

 
Councillor Wells mentioned the new “Courtenay Collects” App to help 
sort waste and recycling 

 
MAYOR 
JANGULA 

Mayor Jangula reviewed his attendance at the following events:  
 CVRD Board meeting 
 Comox Valley Exhibition and RCMP Musical Ride 
 Puntledge Park playground opening and ribbon cutting and 

expressed his appreciation to Courtenay Rotary Club for their 
financial contribution to the new playground and to City staff for a 
job well done 

 
Mayor Jangula mentioned the upcoming 10th Annual Old House Hotel & 
Spa Mayor’s Charity Golf Classic community fundraiser event Friday, 
September 7th, 2018 at Crown Isle Resort 
 

8.00 RESOLUTIONS OF COUNCIL 
 
.01 
 

 Moved by Hillian and seconded by Frisch that 
Whereas some Courtenay residents have requested the installation of 
street-side benches to provide resting areas on streets that are not on bus 
routes and thereby enhance walkability, particularly for elderly citizens; 
and, 
 
Whereas the City does not have a program or assigned budget for street-
side benches apart from those in bus shelters, and the memorial bench 
program is currently under review; 
 
Therefore, be it resolved that staff look into and report back to Council 
on the potential implementation of a street bench program. 
Carried 
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9.00 UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
 
 
10.00 NOTICE OF MOTION 
 
 
11.00 NEW BUSINESS 
 
.01 
RESCIND JULY 16, 
2018 RESOLUTION 
RE: GOVERNANCE 
RESTRUCTURE STUDY 
BALLOT QUESTION 

 Moved by Frisch and seconded by Hillian that the highlighted 
portion of the following resolution from the July 16, 2018 regular 
Council meeting be rescinded: 
 
 Moved by Wells and seconded by Lennox that Council support the 
non-binding community opinion question to consider a governance 
restructure study for Comox Valley local governments as posed in the 
June 19, 2018 correspondence received from the Comox Valley Regional 
District; and 
 
That the question:  

“Are you in favour of conducting a study, in partnership 
with the Province of BC, to review the governance 
structures and policies of the City of Courtenay and other 
local governments within the Comox Valley to consider the 
feasibility and implications of restructure?”  
YES or NO  
 

Be included on the October 20, 2018 local government general election 
ballot. 
Defeated 
In Favour: Councillors Frisch, Hillian and Lennox 
Opposed: Mayor Jangula, Councillors Eriksson, Theos and Wells 

 
12.00 BYLAWS  
 
.01 
BYLAW NO. 2926, 
2018 ZONING 
AMENDMENT (4697 
HEADQUARTERS RD) 
 

 Moved by Hillian and seconded by Wells that “Zoning 
Amendment Bylaw No. 2926, 2018” pass first and second reading. 
Carried 
 
 

6:58 p.m. Councillor Theos recused himself citing a potential conflict of interest as he lives 
in the vicinity of zoning amendment Bylaw No. 2936 

.02 
BYLAW NO. 2936, 
2018, ZONING 
AMENDMENT 
(1081 MANTLE 
ROAD) 
 

 Moved by Wells and seconded by Frisch that “Zoning 
Amendment Bylaw No. 2936, 2018” pass first and second reading. 
Carried 
 

Councillor Theos returned to Council Chambers at 6:59 p.m. and took his seat. 
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.03 
BYLAW 2937, 2018, 
DOWNTOWN 
COURTENAY 
REVITALIZATION TAX 
EXEMPTION BYLAW 
 

 
 Moved by Frisch and seconded by Wels that “Downtown 
Courtenay Revitalization Tax Exemption Bylaw No. 2837, 2018” be 
adopted. 
Carried with Councillor Eriksson opposed 
 

 
13.00 ADJOURNMENT 
 
.01 Moved by Hillian and seconded by Wells that the meeting now 

adjourn at 7:02 p.m. 
Carried  
 
 
 
CERTIFIED CORRECT 
 
 
      
Corporate Officer 
 
 
 
Adopted this 17th day of September, 2018 
 
 
       
Mayor 
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1152 Leonard Street    
Victoria, BC  V8V 2S4 

(250) 516-0748 
	
July 9, 2018 
 
Comox Valley Regional District 
600 Comox Road,  
Courtenay, BC   
V9N 3P6 
 
 
ATTENTION: JAMES WARREN, GENERAL MANAGER OF CORPORATE SERVICES 
 
Dear James: 
 
REFERENCE: UTILITIES GOVERNANCE OPTIONS – ISSUES PAPER 

 
The following issues paper represents the first step in our project to assist the Comox 
Valley Regional District (CVRD) in identifying and evaluating alternative governance 
models for the Comox Valley water and sewage services. The attached appendix 
provides some additional background on some examples of different models to 
illustrate the range of alternatives available.  
 
1.0  PROJECT BACKGROUND 
 
The CVRD is seeking to identify governance options for the Comox Valley sewage 
service and Comox Valley water supply system. The sewage service is delivered to the 
Town of Comox and City of Courtenay as well as the Department of National Defence 
and the bulk water supplied to Courtenay and Comox (who then distribute the water 
using their own infrastructure), plus portions of three electoral areas (A, B and C). 
While not a service participant through the CVRD establishing bylaws, K’ómoks First 
Nation receives both sewer and water services to their IR No.1 property, as well as to 
the IR No. 2 property on Condensory Road. The agreement on the Condensory Road 
property is based on a servicing agreement negotiated with the City of Courtenay in 
2016.  
 
Currently the Comox Valley Water Supply Service is governed by a Water Committee, 
with representatives from Courtenay (4), Comox (2), and one director from each of 
the electoral areas A, B and C. The Committee also has non‐voting members including 
Chief Administrative Officers (CAOs) of the regional district, the City of Courtenay and 
the Town of Comox, senior managers of operations for Courtenay and Comox, as 
well as the General Manager of Engineering Services of the regional district. The 
Committee membership, authority and voting system are specified within the service 
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establishment bylaw (Bylaw 1783). Recently, the Water Committee also resolved to 
include a representative from the K’ómoks First Nation as a non‐voting member. 
 
The sewage system is governed by a Sewage Commission. The Commission was 
established through a separate bylaw (Bylaw No. 650) in 1982, and is comprised of 
three representatives from the Town of Comox, three representatives from the City 
of Courtenay, and one representative from Canadian Forces Base Comox. The 
Commission considers matters relating to the administration and operation of the 
sewage system. 
 
Given the technical nature of many of the water and sewer decisions, the CVRD 
expressed an interest in exploring models that involve experts more directly in the 
process. Currently there are management advisory committees comprised of staff 
from the Regional District, Town and City for both water and sewer services. While 
these groups meet regularly to discuss projects and provide advice regarding capital 
and operational projects, including review of reports from engineering consultants, 
they do not have members from outside agencies or independent consultants 
participating on the committee. The Board has expressed interest in evaluating a 
“utilities commission” concept that includes independent professionals setting the 
services’ administrative and operational priorities. 
 
2.0 METHODOLOGY 
 
In order to propose alternate governance models for the CVRD, including variations 
of a commission model for the sewer and water services, staff (administration and 
utilities) as well as the elected representatives that have been serving on the 
Committee and Commission over the past few years were interviewed.  K’ómoks First 
Nation staff and Band Council were also interviewed to discuss current service needs, 
growth plans, and interest in being involved in water and sewer service delivery and 
governance. 
 
The following summarizes the general methodology agreed to for the project: 
 

1. Review services and background materials – The consulting team reviewed 
the terms of reference for the Committee and Commission, past minutes, and 
discussed the services with staff at the CVRD to better appreciate the issues 
over the past few years. Master plans, regional strategies, and other reports, 
were reviewed to gain some background and context. 

  
2. Interviews – the consulting team met and interviewed (in person and/or by 

phone): 

8



leftside partners inc.  
 

	
	

  
  CVRD Utilities Governance Options – Issues Paper  Page 3  

	
	

 Staff – CAOs of City of Courtenay, Town of Comox, CVRD, as well as 
regional district engineering staff, Town and City operations staff, 
K’ómoks First Nations and a representative from the Canadian Forces Base 
Comox.  

 Elected representatives from the participating areas, including those 
represented on the Sewer Commission, Water Committee, as well as 
representatives from the K’ómoks First Nation. 

 
The consultants also attended a Committee of the Whole meeting to 
introduce the project and solicit initial feedback.  

 
3. Research – the consultants have been researching Commission, Standing 

Committee and other alternatives that could potentially respond to the stated 
objectives and concerns identified by the participants. The consultants are 
continuing to review examples and delve into those structures and bodies to 
determine successes, challenges and lessons that can be learned that might 
be relevant for the CVRD. 
 

4. Issues Paper – This paper represents the Issues Paper that identifies the 
concerns and issues raised through the interview process with Courtenay, 
Comox, CVRD, CFB Comox and K’ómoks First Nation. The paper summarizes 
the research conducted to date into alternate governance models, and 
identifies some potential options. The paper also examines how K'ómoks First 
Nation might participate in a governance / decision‐making role. 

 
5. The Issues Paper will be followed by a more thorough report that will be 

presented to the Water Committee and Sewage Commission, the CVRD 
Committee of the Whole as well as the councils for Courtenay and Comox that 
builds on the Issues Paper, provides some examples of commissions or other 
models and their advantages and challenges, and identifies some potential 
models for consideration. The report will contain a more thorough analysis of 
the options identified in the Issues Paper, and include:  

 For each model presented, including the status quo, a high‐level strengths 
and weaknesses analysis of the models, 

 Examples of where the model is used, 

 How each model responds to the issues identified by the service 
participants and stakeholders during the interviews, 
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 Using a sample issue (one for sewer one for water, based on actual 
decisions previously made), the team will prepare an overview of how 
those decisions could be made under each model, and  

 The path forward to achieve each option (associated timeline and 
process). 

 
6. After the full report is presented, the options will be refined based on 

feedback from the presentations to the Committee, Commission, Board and 
two councils. While feedback will be incorporated into the final report, and 
preferred approaches identified, models won’t be eliminated at this stage 
given the fact that the ultimate decisions will be made by the newly elected 
Board.  
 

Given the impending election in October 2018, the decision to proceed with any new 
governance approach for the utilities will not be made until there is a new Board. The 
work done at this stage is intended to capture the concerns of those who have the 
experience participating in the Water Committee and Sewage Commission. The 
resulting governance options will then be presented to the new Board for 
consideration in late 2018 or early 2109. Accordingly, the scope of this project will not  
result in a recommendation for any one approach. Any recommendations for a 
preferred alternative would be best left until after the new Board is familiar with the 
alternatives and makes a decision regarding the best option to proceed. The final 
report will, however, include comments and suggestions on what approach (or 
approaches) appear to best respond to the needs and concerns identified at the 
conclusion of this stage of the process.  
 
3.0 WHAT WE HEARD  
 
Through interviews with staff and elected officials from K’ómoks First Nation, Comox 
Valley Regional District, City of Courtenay and Town of Comox, as well as with a 
representative from CFB Comox, a number of issues with the current process were 
identified. The issues were not necessarily shared by all, but the following were raised 
by at least one of the partners interviewed. 
 

1. Political interference 
Politics is inherent in any decision‐making process, particularly when there are 
multiple parties involved. Politics, in and of itself, is not necessarily a negative 
part of the process, but rather an indication that compromises are often made 
by parties through the decision‐making process. In this instance, politics was 
raised as something that some saw as interfering with the “correct” technical 
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decisions. While some issues are determined according to values and political 
considerations, other operational issues are seen as more technical in nature 
and are best determined based on technical and engineering considerations. 
There is a concern that in some cases involving technical issues, technical 
considerations have been overshadowed by political needs and views. The 
concern was also raised that the political perspectives were impacting the 
long‐term or big‐picture view for the Comox Valley as a whole.  
 

2. Who is at the table 
The desire to have the “right” players at the table to make decisions, and even 
to be part of the discussions, was raised by many partners. In particular, the 
need to include K’ómoks First Nation in decisions was universally 
acknowledged during discussions, although opinions varied on what form that 
involvement should take. This governance review is an opportunity to build 
the relationship with KFN and acknowledge the First Nation as a partner 
moving forward. Beyond the KFN, there were other suggestions on who else 
should be participating in decision‐making, including the potential for 
electoral areas to participate in sewer decisions (in particular, regarding future 
expansion, or when facilities are located in the regional district), even though 
they do not currently receive or pay into sewer treatment services. Other 
suggestions were to evaluate whether CFB Comox needs to be a voting 
member of the sewage commission (or potentially to only vote on certain 
issues), and whether to include representatives from agencies with influence 
over the decisions in the process, such as BC Hydro (water allocation), Island 
Health (water treatment) or potentially provincial representatives. While 
these agencies would not necessarily be welcome as voting members, it was 
noted that their input into the process may be helpful.  
 

3. Voting/voice in decisions  
Some of the concerns with the current water committee, in particular, have to 
do not only with having the right members, but with how much weight each 
member carries in decisions. Stakeholders did not suggest that Courtenay has 
imposed decisions on other members.  The imbalance, however, was 
identified as a problem, as was the fact that voting is weighted based on 
water consumption. 
 

4. Technical expertise and oversight 
Related to the discussion regarding the “right” people at the decision‐making 
table is the desire for greater technical expertise or oversight as part of the 
process. While the current structure for both services includes a Management 
Advisory Committee, which includes engineering and administrative staff from 
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all the municipalities and regional district, this committee does not appear to 
have been used (at least not recently) to rigorously vet technical documents, 
provide advice to the water committee or sewage commission on technical 
decisions, or provide oversight of consultant reports. Some of the reasons 
cited include the time/capacity that would be required to undertake the role, 
but also the expertise available within the municipalities. Staff are seen as 
experts in their own local distribution systems, and while their involvement in 
decisions that impact their respective systems is critical, they do not consider 
themselves experts in regional water supply or sewage treatment. The 
potential for independent experts to have a role in the decision‐making 
process, particularly with respect to operations, was raised by a few 
interviewees, as was the desire to use independent expertise to provide 
advice and operational oversight. At least part of the motivation seemed to be 
the highly technical nature of many of the decisions, the challenges in fully 
informing elected officials on decisions and their potential implications, and 
the capacity for municipal staff to stay apprised of the details of the regional 
projects (above their own municipal workloads). Several interviewees noted 
that the role of educating decision‐makers was not being done well, and it 
was unclear who was responsible for this role. Partners identified a need to 
not only educate decision‐makers of the regional impacts of any particular 
project, but from the perspective of the local jurisdictions.  
 

5. Accountability 
The current decision‐making process, by relying upon decisions made by 
elected officials, provides some accountability to the taxpayers/residents. The 
disconnect in terms of accountability is through the relationship between staff 
and the elected officials. Concerns were raised that elected officials were 
making decisions based on regional district staff recommendations, when 
ramifications for their own communities that had not been fully explained. 
There was a perceived lack of accountability between the decision makers and 
staff, particularly when mistakes or mis‐steps are made. 
 

6. Trust and confidence 
A common concern during the interview process was not about the decision‐
making structure itself, but instead about the relationships among the 
partners involved. There was a lack of trust identified among several parties – 
between partners, between elected officials and staff, and between staff at 
the various local governments. Despite many successes, there is significant 
history, and it can be difficult to overcome certain perceptions. Regardless of 
who is responsible, and even if new staff or elected officials are in place, there 
was a prevailing sentiment that mistakes have been made, resulting in a push 
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for a new approach to help build new relationships and build confidence in the 
process.   
 
 

7. How to move forward 
The concern was also raised about the likelihood of success for any new 
governance models that required current players sharing control, and the 
difficulty in reaching consensus on any new approach. Others noted that any 
new process should have some clear dispute resolution mechanisms for when 
future concerns arise, to help the region deal with differences or 
disagreements when they do arise.  
 
 

4.0 GOVERNANCE OPTIONS 
 
Given the issues identified above, there are two main themes that appear to have 
emerged from the conversations. One is the need to involve more expertise in the 
decision‐making process at some level, and the other is to maintain some role for 
political decisions, but restructured to change who is involved, and what voice each 
party has in key decisions. 
 
The following elaborates on the two themes, based on conversations with the 
partners involved. 
 
4.1 Expert Advice 

 
The need for involvement of experts comes from: 

 a desire for more informed decision making and decision makers (difficult for 
politicians to fully understand the issues, options and implications), 

 capacity of staff resources (of all participants) to spend the time to provide 
needed oversight for projects and technical input, 

 remove some of the politics from technical and operational decisions, 

 minimize the reliance on any one consultant, particularly on larger issues (ability 
to peer review or provide oversight), and 

 allow staff from all local governments in the Valley to build relationships (and not 
necessarily peer review each other’s work, which can create adversarial 
relationships). 
 

13



leftside partners inc.  
 

	
	

  
  CVRD Utilities Governance Options – Issues Paper  Page 8  

	
	

In contemplating options to integrate more expert advice into the water and sewer 
services, some of the considerations include:  

 In a healthy regional water or sewer service municipal staff are often expected to 
assume the role of a sounding board, and a body that provides input, oversight 
and asks the critical questions,  

 Regardless of the governance framework, politics cannot be fully removed from 
the process, 

 The degree of authority delegated is key (what decisions the experts make), and  
how the expert body fits into the broader decision‐making framework,  

 Obtaining highly qualified technical expertise may (and will likely) require 
extending the search beyond the Valley. To truly get experts without conflict of 
interest (i.e. some of the Valley’s experts will likely want to reserve the ability to 
work for and with the Valley’s local governments on sewer and/or water projects, 
which may place them in a conflict of interest), will require paid Board members 
with relevant and updated skills. While there may be some local representatives, 
it should be assumed that to create a body with impartial experts will require 
drawing upon resources from further afield (e.g. Victoria, Vancouver or beyond), 

 An expert body could be used solely to review specific decisions or projects (as 
needed, or based on pre‐established dollar value or complexity thresholds), 

 The Provincial and Federal Government look favourably upon an expert body or 
board leading a senior‐government‐funded project, and the cost of using the 
expert board to guide the project would be a cost that is eligible for payment 
through grants received, and 

 Reviews of water governance in many jurisdictions often results in 
recommendations for models that involve decisions by independent Boards 
rather than local government elected officials. As noted in the Ontario report on 
water governance, “the people who govern water services must have a firm 
grasp of the technical and business aspects of an increasingly complex enterprise. 
The responsibilities for public health and environmental quality demand no less.”1  

 
 
 
 
 

																																																								
1 Water Strategy Expert Panel on Water and Wastewater Strategy.  WATERTIGHT: The case for change in 
Ontario's water and wastewater sector. May 2005.  
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4.1.1 Options 
 
The following range of options could be used to address the desire to introduce a 
greater level of expertise and technical advice into the process. Examples of the 
different options are referenced, with more detail provided in the Appendix.   
     

1. Corporate model  
 Separate corporation wholly owned by the CVRD or service participants 

that runs the utility (operationally and potentially some policy decisions). 
Responsibility could include both sewer and water. 

 High level of autonomy from politicians 
 Governance through a corporate board made up primarily of experts, with 

potential to include some local government staff or council/directors 
 
e.g. Aquatera (Grand Prairie utility company), Vancouver Island Emergency 
Dispatch Corporation, Kingston Utilities, CLCO for Canada Line (temporary) 
 

2. Commission 
 Commission with paid members with various technical expertise 

(engineering, project management) similar to a corporate board 
 Members appointed by water/sewer committee or CVRD Board 
 Delegated authority from the CVRD Board for operations and 

administration, and make policy/budget recommendations to the 
water/sewer committee 

 Political committee retains authority for policy decisions (service 
extensions or expansion, long‐term plans, bylaws) 

 Could deal with both sewer and water, or just one service 
 

e.g. CRD Core Area Wastewater Treatment Board 
 

3. Review Board 
 Paid Review Board with various technical expertise (engineering and 

project management) 
 Members appointed by political water/sewer committee 
 Provides oversight for projects when needed 
 Political committee could make policy regarding when projects are 

forwarded to the Review Board (triggers or threshold) 
 Could be used to conduct value engineering review (Province uses this 

approach) or conduct and/or coordinate peer review of consultant reports 
to ensure value for money and best approach 
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e.g. Provincial policy that requires value engineering review or peer review of 
projects, decisions or reports over certain dollar value and/or complexity, CRD 
Technical Oversight Panel for Wastewater Treatment Project 

 
4. Revamped Management Advisory Committee 

 Have local government staff commit to a role that includes project review, 
oversight, and advice  

 Could provide a budget for extra review (i.e. if the advisory committee 
needs to commission a peer review)  

 Could be combined with option 3 
 

e.g. Regional Engineering Advisory Committee (REAC) role for the Greater 
Vancouver Sewerage and Drainage District (GVSDD), and the Greater 
Vancouver Water District (GVWD)  
 

4.2 Political Decisions 
 

While the assistance of independent experts was articulated by many, there is a 
desire to have continued political involvement in the service decisions. Decisions 
made by political representatives provide a direct link between elected officials and 
the people they represent.  However, those interviewed indicated a preference to 
have political representatives focus on broader long‐term policy decisions and overall 
budget, and less on the technical options or details of operating the service.  
 
Some of the political decisions may include: 
 Extending or expanding the service  
 Funding the service (this needs to be approved at the Board table) 
 Long‐term policy (master plans) dealing with water supply, and water and sewer 

treatment 
 Cost recovery tools (fees and charges – bylaws need to be approved by the 

Board) 
 Potentially policy regarding what matters are referred to the technical body 

(commission, review board, etc.) 
 

At the political level, the issues with the current process and objectives for future 
structures identified include: 
 
1. The desire to involve KFN in decisions (and determine how best to do so) 
2. Revisit the voting structure that is based on water usage 
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The options on the political composition and structure are considerable. The key will 
be to define: 
 Who – Composition of the committee (membership ‐‐ number of representatives 

and from where) 
 What – Decisions to be made by the political representatives (scope, purpose of 

the body) – and the associated delegated authority  
 How – How the decisions are made, and votes are weighted  

 
WHO 
Traditional RD models for decision‐making include representation only for those who 
participate in a service, emphasizing the relationship between paying for a service, 
and having influence over decisions regarding the service. Some decisions are always 
made by the Board as a whole – which typically includes representatives who are not 
participants of the service.  
 
There was unanimous support for having KFN as part of the water decisions, but not 
consistent support for involvement in the sewer decisions. Sewer services are 
currently extended to KFN lands at IR#1 and through a sewer agreement with the City 
of Courtenay. There was greater support for KFN participation in the Sewage 
Commission as the sewer service expands to service broader KFN lands (including 
Treaty Lands). 
 
Most of the discussion regarding KFN participation defaulted to suggestions for 
membership on the water committee and/or sewage commission. There was little 
recognition that KFN may not want to participate in the typical regional district 
framework, and that offering them a seat at the table (on the current RD and water 
committee/sewage commission terms) may not be of interest to the KFN. 

 
In addition to adding representation for the KFN, there was discussion about 
whether electoral area directors should participate on the political body, particularly 
if the infrastructure extends through electoral areas, but residents are not connected 
to the services. There was also some question on whether a broader representation 
of the region (i.e. those who may be serviced in the future) should be included on 
issues regarding expansion of services.  

 
WHAT 
The majority of the interviewees indicated a desire for the political committees to 
focus on policy issues rather than technical or operational issues. Operation and 
administration are currently delegated to the Water Committee and Sewage 
Commission. Having an expert body to review, decide or at least advise on the 
operational issues could remove some of the detailed work and discussions currently 
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faced by the both the Sewage Commission and Water Committee. While the line 
between policy and operations is not always clear, the intent is that the political 
committee (or committees) would concentrate on long‐term plans, policies regarding 
the expansion of the systems, financing (setting of rates), and water conservation 
policy, among others.  
 
HOW 
At the regional board, votes on some issues are made based on weighted voting (by 
population) while others are made based on the principle of one vote for each 
representative. Those issues decided on an unweighted corporate vote (1 vote per 
person) include establishing bylaws for a service and regulatory bylaws. Weighted 
votes are used on financial matters such as borrowing or the financial plan, as well as 
on the administration and operation of services. Weighted voting at the board table 
in regional districts (as well as the number of municipal directors at the table) is 
based upon population. While regional board votes are structured this way, the 
structure does not need to extend to committees or commissions created by the 
Board.   
 
Much of the feedback about the existing committee structure was centered around 
the voting structure in the Water Committee, where the City of Courtenay has the 
majority of votes. Likewise, Courtenay is responsible for paying for the majority of 
the costs of that service. The dynamic created anytime one player has the majority of 
the votes can be unhealthy. In cases where there is a significant imbalance in who 
pays for the service, other formulas can be used to promote collaboration on key 
issues (e.g. require 2/3 majority or 50% plus at least 2/3 of the participants, etc.). 
Allocating the votes based on water consumption, aside from the fact that it provides 
Courtenay with majority of votes, is also counter‐intuitive in terms of promoting 
water conservation. Ultimately, most of the participants were uncomfortable with 
the current method of allocating votes.  
 
The desire to include KFN in the decision‐making process provides an opportunity to 
revisit the voting relationship, and the basis for allocating votes. Given the 
discrepancy between how much of the system is paid for by Courtenay, compared to 
other factors, there may be a need for different voting structures on specific issues or 
topics. For instance, the expansion of the service to lands beyond the current service 
boundaries or issues regarding supply and allocation of water may involve a broader 
set of decision‐makers, or potentially just have different voting rules. As long as there 
is a cost‐recovery basis for the extension, who pays for the service may not be the 
relevant factor for that type of decision, thus warranting a different basis for voting.  
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Discussion over how the representation and weighted votes could be structured 
regarding water could help demonstrate to KFN the region’s interest in having the 
KFN as an equal partner, and recognize Aboriginal title, as well as the volume of 
water KFN is contributing to the Valley’s supply. Other possible bases for weighting 
votes could include:  

 Water licence (amount of water each party brings to the table)  
 Service connections	
 Land area in the water service area (or in the long‐term plan for servicing) 
 Financial contributions to the service. 

 
It is useful to note that a different basis of voting or different requirements for a vote 
to pass could be used on specific key topics. For instance, on some issues, maybe 
each government receives one vote – KFN, Comox, Courtenay, CVRD – or there could 
be requirement for 2/3 support, or agreement from more than one jurisdiction. It is 
useful to keep in mind that situations that promote stalemates can be used to force 
collaboration, but can also cause conflict. It is imperative to consider both the worst 
case scenarios, and determine ways to resolve potential conflicts that may arise. On 
the sewage commission, CFB Comox has one vote, compared to 3 from Comox and 3 
from Courtenay, making CFB Comox’s vote a tie‐breaker in the event of 
disagreements between Courtenay and Comox regarding the service.  While some 
scenarios can be anticipated, it should be acknowledged that some tension among 
participants is inevitable no matter how carefully designed the governance 
arrangements. 

  
4.2.1 Options 
 

1. Continued separate sewer and water committees (different representation on 
each), with expanded membership and altered voting structures 
 Expand list of current members to include KFN, and revisit weighted 

voting, 
 First Nations could be a commission/committee member regardless of 

whether they choose to participate in the regional district, 
 Different issues could have different voting structure if warranted, and 
 Decisions could be made based on the advice from technical body. 
 

2. Combined sewer/water committee with expanded combined membership and 
altered voting structures 
 Could promote a more holistic approach to the connections between 

water supply, sewage treatment and healthy watersheds, and encourage 
broader understanding of the services. While this would make more sense 
if it was a regional service that took care of all water supply for the region 
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(i.e. different sources to different distribution systems), there may be 
some value to having the players in the room become more familiar with 
the crossover issues,  

 Different representatives could vote on different issues (some the same), 
 May result in more time spent by some directors (and therefore increase 

cost),  
 First Nations could be a commission/committee member regardless of 

whether they choose to participate in the Regional District, 
 Different issues could have different voting structure if warranted, and 
 Decisions could be made based on the advice from technical body.  

 
 
 

3. Future Region‐wide Committee 
Another option to consider is whether there is any appetite for a broader 
committee that looks at sewer and/or water issues for the entire region, or 
perhaps on a broader scale. There is considerable momentum around the 
options and opportunities for watershed governance, and the 
interconnectedness of land use, sewage practices, and other related activities 
on the health of a broader region or watershed. Focusing on the broader 
issues and implications – particularly when the service is intended to examine 
long‐term planning for water supply and treatment, as well as sewage 
treatment, may be a future goal of the service. For instance, while the service 
delivery and distribution network is left primarily to the municipalities (or the 
CVRD in electoral areas), the broader plan for water supply in the Valley is a 
regional responsibility – not only for this particular defined service (Comox 
Valley Water Supply), but also for other systems in the regional district. 
Similarly, while the Cumberland sanitary and water system may be separate 
from Courtenay and Comox, the impacts of the individual practices may still be 
felt elsewhere in the region. Where this is and can be the case, an argument 
can be made to having all of those who may be impacted by future decisions 
upon water supply, treatment, sewage treatment, to be at the table 
discussing long term plans. The Regional District of Nanaimo has a region‐wide 
drinking water and watershed protection service, and the Cowichan Valley 
Regional District is preparing a draft establishing bylaw to create one.  

 
The self‐contained service model of regional districts is not always conducive 
to collaborating between services. While broadening the scope of any 
commission or committee was perhaps beyond the scope of this particular 
project; it may be worth considering the applicability of any model changes to 
broader range of water and sewer services in the long‐term.   

20



leftside partners inc.  
 

	
	

  
  CVRD Utilities Governance Options – Issues Paper  Page 15  

	
	

 
 
5.0  K’ÓMOKS FIRST NATION INVOLVEMENT 
 
Perhaps the most pressing issue in reviewing options for a regional district utilities 
governance model is how KFN is going to be involved in making decisions moving 
forward. The issue with water in particular provides the opportunity to foster a 
relationship with KFN that is built upon a recognition of the KFN’s aboriginal rights 
and title. It can be difficult to reconcile these rights and title with the Provincial 
system of water licencing, as well as the history of governance and decision‐making 
inherent in the regional district and municipal government framework. Fortunately, 
the regional district legislation does allow considerable authority to be flexible in its 
decision‐making and governance models, which provides the opportunity to 
incorporate KFN in a way that is meaningful for them, and respects their own ability 
and interest in being part of the discussion and decisions about how the resources 
will be used in the future to sustain the Comox Valley.  
 
5.1 Water Governance and First Nations in BC  
 
Water governance, and First Nations involvement in that process, has been a topic of 
study at BC universities over the past few years, with academic papers and reports 
being produced by the UBC Program on Water Governance, as well as the University 
of Victoria’s POLIS Project that is part of the UVic Centre for Global Studies. 
The POLIS Water Sustainability Project examines innovative water and watershed 
law, policy, and governance reform as well as exploring new governance approaches 
with respect for Indigenous rights and knowledge. While the following points were 
not articulated by KFN during discussions as part of this project, much of the broader 
research into the topic highlights the barriers to First Nations participation in water 
governance, which may provide useful context and create awareness of the 
challenges faced by KFN and other First Nations, including: 
 
 Challenges in dealing with different levels of governments, including 

municipalities and regional districts (First Nations are not local governments and 
typically deal directly with the Crown), 

 Concern with the provincial system of allocating water licences, given the 
inherent incompatibility of that system with the recognition of Aboriginal rights 
and title (i.e. First Nations have never ceded their governance powers for water, 
therefore the Province has no legitimate authority for water and cannot then 
delegate that authority), 
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 Desire to ensure that participating in locally‐based water initiatives does not 
prejudice Aboriginal rights or title claims, 

 Forcing First Nations to work within the existing local government framework 
may not respect indigenous knowledge systems, values, First Nations 
conceptualizations of governance, or provide equal opportunities for partnership 
and collaboration, 

 Discussions regarding the capacity in collaborative governance needs to consider 
who is directing the process: who is being asked to speak whose language, and 
on whose terms and knowledge systems is collaborative governance proceeding?  

 Concern that to participate in various governance models, the First Nations will 
have to adapt to the local government processes, versus placing the onus on local 
governments to adapt. As such, a power imbalance is embedded within the 
process from the outset,  

 While First Nations are now invited to participate, to some extent, in the current 
water governance framework, their participation is still constrained by resource 
and capacity limitations. This is not simply a matter of First Nations lacking the 
knowledge and capacity but rather a symptom of a structural barrier that 
prevents equitable participation, and  

 At the same time the “capacity building” approach assumes that the FN 
somehow do not have the “capacity” to participate in governing water. On the 
contrary, First Nations have always been able to govern water, they just don’t 
necessarily have the background or experience in participating in the regional 
district’s system of governance of the water. The assumed lack of capacity is 
therefore about educating First Nations to participate within the local 
government system.  

The research emphasizes that often the existing framework not only ignores the 
rights and title of First Nations with respect to water and resources, but also does not 
recognize or consider the different cultural practices or forms of governance for 
water that First Nations may already practice or prefer.  
 
5.2 KFN Opportunities for Governance 
 
The political committee structures referenced in the options above included: 

1. An expanded Water Committee and Sewage Commission (with more focused 
policy roles and less operational decisions) 

2. A combined Water/Sewage Commission  
3. A broader watershed or region‐wide commission overseeing watershed 

health and drinking water supply  
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Although these three options are identified as options to consider, and despite the 
keen interest shown by KFN to work together with the CVRD, based on discussions 
with KFN Council and staff, it should not be assumed that the KFN will want to join 
any of these committee(s) based on the CVRD’s current voting structure. This may 
come as a surprise to some of the parties involved – indeed, discussions with the 
various jurisdictions involved in this project revealed a preference or assumption that 
KFN would join the regional district framework or water committee/sewer 
commission structure that already exists, and with which the participants are already 
familiar. However, involvement on the existing committees, with only a single vote, 
was not a model favoured by KFN. It is imperative that the other parties appreciate 
any reluctance that may exist on the part of KFN based on typical regional district 
frameworks, whether for the reasons noted in the previous section, or due to the 
simple fact that most regional district service governance models rely on voting 
structures that relate to funds contributed or population. While small in population 
now, the KFN holds significant lands to be serviced in the future, and brings 
considerable water resources to the table. Although some First Nations have built 
relationships and chosen to participate in regional districts (Tsawwassen and Huu‐ay‐
aht), others have declined (Tla’amin) due in part to the concern with recognizing a 
regional district as an equal level of government, as well as the lack of authority or 
weight accorded to the First Nation as one participant. How the KFN representation 
on any committee translates into a voice will therefore be critical in creating a 
partnership moving forward. There appears to be a good working relationship 
between the KFN and the local governments in the region, interest in working 
together moving forward, and mutual respect. However, relationships and trust take 
time, but are key to meaningful participation in governance by all parties moving 
forward.  

 
The involvement of KFN in the utilities governance could represent a significant first 
step toward shared decision‐making, and set the stage for further cooperation. This 
will require further conversations together with KFN so that the resulting framework 
for shared authority is co‐created by the parties involved. KFN will need to be 
involved in developing the terms, structures and decision‐making processes. Finding 
common ground may be challenging, although certainly there is a shared 
responsibility and desire for the health of the Valley as a whole. KFN emphasized that 
it looks out 50 to 100 years (or longer), which is a time‐range that far exceeds the 
long‐term time frame typically used in local government infrastructure and regional 
planning exercises (20 to 30 years).  
 
Some potential factors to consider when sharing in decision making: 

 Water brought to the table 
 Amount of land in the service area (long term) 
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 Number of service connections 
 Financial contribution to the service 

 
Some options for moving forward involving the KFN could include: 
 

1. Seek KFN involvement in designing the water/sewer or joint utility committee 
– while this study has initiated discussions with Council, staff and advisors, 
details would have to be explored so that KFN has a greater role in designing 
the process, including: 

 Identifying how they would choose to be involved, how many members, 
and how they would want to participate in decision‐making (i.e. vote on 
issues at the Committee table, or to take issues back to their Council for 
discussion prior to any votes),  

 Identifying voting structure preferences, and determining the impact of 
using different bases for determining weighted voting, and 

 Identifying specific types of decisions that may warrant a different 
structure (decisions impacting current users vs future users, decisions 
regarding extension or expansion of services, conservation, etc.). 

2. In the creation of any technical commission (and/or on the Management 
Advisory Committee), ensure that First Nations traditional knowledge are 
recognized and included on the committee. 

3. Ensure participation and collaboration is the primary goal, regardless of 
whether KFN chooses to become part of the RD Board framework.  

 
e.g. Cowichan Valley Watershed Board  
 

It is also useful to remember that governance is an issue separate from service 
delivery. Designing a governance system together with KFN will likely take time. 
Efforts to build relationships and agree upon a governance approach do not have to 
impact more immediate agreements on servicing. Service agreements to deliver 
water or sewer services could be completed in the interim, to address shorter term 
needs, while progress is made on governance options.  
 
 
6.0  NEXT STEPS 
 
As noted previously, this Issues Paper is intended to summarize the results of the 
interview process, and the issues identified, as well as outline some preliminary 
models that might help to address some of the issues. In addition, the Issues Paper 
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was intended to consider opportunities to involve KFN in service governance moving 
forward. As the next step in the process, the models will be examined in more detail 
including the strengths and weaknesses of the different approaches, how the 
different models may help to address issues identified during the interviews, and how 
the proposed models might impact decisions, using past Committee and Commission 
decisions as examples. The analysis will consider potential options for how KFN could 
be involved in those models. In addition, the examples will be explored further to 
identify lessons learned, and past decisions of both the Sewage Commission and 
Water Committee will be examined in the context of the different approaches. The 
final paper will also compare the path forward to achieve the various models.   
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CONSULTANTS TO GOVERNMENT 

September 12, 2018 
 
Comox Valley Regional District 
600 Comox Road,  
Courtenay, BC   
V9N 3P6 
 
 
ATTENTION: JAMES WARREN, GENERAL MANAGER OF CORPORATE SERVICES 
 
Dear James: 
 
REFERENCE: UTILITIES GOVERNANCE OPTIONS – DRAFT REPORT 
 
The following report represents the second step in our project to assist the Comox Valley 
Regional District (CVRD) in identifying and evaluating alternative governance models for the 
Comox Valley water and sewage services. It is intended to be read in conjunction with the 
Issues Paper, and builds upon the information provided in that report. After presentations 
based on the report are made to the CVRD and KFN, City of Courtenay, and Town of Comox, 
revisions will be made and the draft report will be finalized. 
 
1.0 ISSUES  
 
The Issues Paper identified issues raised through interviews with staff and elected officials 
from K’ómoks First Nation, Comox Valley Regional District, City of Courtenay and Town of 
Comox, as well as with a representative from CFB Comox. The paper acknowledged that the 
issues were not necessarily shared by all, but were mentioned by at least one of the partners 
interviewed. While this report follows from, and is intended to be read in conjunction with, 
the Issues Paper, the following summarizes the concerns noted within that document. 
 

1. Political interference – concern that technical considerations and operational 
decisions are being overshadowed by political needs and views. Political perspectives 
were noted as impacting the long-term or big-picture view for the Comox Valley as a 
whole.  

 
2. Who is at the table – desire to include the K’ómoks First Nation in decisions, but also 

to examine whether seeking representatives or input from other jurisdictions or 
agencies might be appropriate.  
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3. Voting/voice in decisions – concerns regarding weighted voting and imbalance on 
the Water Committee in particular. 

 
4. Technical expertise and oversight – desire for greater technical expertise or 

oversight as part of the process, due in part to the highly technical nature of many of 
the decisions, the challenges in fully informing elected officials on decisions and their 
implications, as well as the capacity and expertise of local government staff.  

 
5. Accountability – concern about providing accountability to residents/taxpayers, both 

in individual jurisdictions, and for the region as a whole. Also a perceived lack of 
accountability between decision-makers and staff.  

 
6. Trust and confidence – lack of trust among the partners involved, between elected 

officials and staff, and among staff at the local governments. Also lack of confidence 
on the part of the public.  

 
7. Path forward – concern about the likelihood of success of any new governance 

model, given the difficulty in reaching consensus.  
 
Given the issues identified above, the two main themes that emerged from the Issues Paper 
were to examine options to a) involve more expertise in the decision-making process, and b) 
to maintain some role for political decisions, but restructure the political decision-making 
body by changing who is involved, and reviewing the voice each party has in key decisions. 
The sections below examine the options to address those key themes. 
 
2.0 TECHNICAL AND OPERATIONAL DECISIONS 
 
The Issues Paper identified four models to enhance the level of technical expertise in the 
process. This section examines each of these options in greater detail.  
 

1. Corporation  
2. Commission  
3. Review Board 
4. Revamped Management Committee 

 
To help illustrate the difference between the models, and the process by which decisions 
would be made under each, a past decision from each of the Water Committee and the 
Sewage Commission have been expressed in flow charts as examples. The purpose of 
modelling these two example decisions is to illustrate how they were made under the 
existing structure (shown below), and then depict how those same decisions would be 
made under each of the different options. The use of flow charts is intended to assist in 
conceptualizing decision-making, and the changes involved, in each model. It is useful to 
note that there was considerable public input and information throughout both decisions, 
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but the flow charts focus on the internal decision-making structure, as well as technical 
advice provided in the process.  
 
The existing decision-making process is summarized and shown below, and then the same 
decisions are shown using the proposed decision-making process in each of the four models. 
The decisions are greatly simplified to allow for comparisons of the process. For instance, 
the “staff” bubbles on the flow chart represent not just one action or one staff member, but 
rather the review, discussion, analysis, report writing, internal meetings and vetting process 
by the team of staff at CVRD at all levels – from engineering technical staff, managers, 
directors, as well as review by corporate services and Chief Administrative Officer.  
 
Sample Decisions: 
 

1. Water Committee  
Decision:  To proceed with a water treatment plant (2016 decision) 
Notes:   The flow chart on this decision shows the involvement by key bodies 

throughout the process. The consultants, once engaged, were involved 
throughout the process, and supported staff in their analysis, as well as in 
presentations to the Water Committee and the public.  

 
2. Sewage Commission 
Decision: To proceed with phase 1 of Pump Station #2, including engaging a consultant 

to begin indicative design and cost analysis, as well as undertaking other 
complementary analysis and reports (condition assessment and hydrological 
groundwater monitoring and well analysis).  

Notes: While this decision reflects a similar process to the water treatment plant, this 
decision involved the management advisory committee more often, and 
issues were brought to the committee and back to staff twice to help address 
concerns and build consensus among municipal partners before proceeding to 
the Commission. 
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2.1  CORPORATION MODEL 
 
2.1.1  OVERVIEW 

• Separate corporation wholly owned by the CVRD or service participants that runs the 
utility (operational and policy decisions). Responsibility could include both sewer and 
water, but would be limited to the regional supply/treatment infrastructure (and not 
include the municipal distribution/collection network). 

• High level of autonomy from politicians 
• Governance through a corporate board made up primarily of experts, with potential 

to include some local government staff or council/directors  
• Utilities corporation would hire their own CEO and staff 
• Corporation still needs to seek approval from shareholders (local governments) for 

some items, such as major expenditures, but not annual budgets 
 

Advantages 
• Autonomy from politicians can remove some of the politics involved and allow 

decisions that are more focused on the technical advice, combined with the financial 
impact (less focus on pleasing jurisdictions) 

• Provides a range of expertise from board members (often includes business 
expertise, technical experience, and can include various representatives that may not 
otherwise be included in current CVRD political discussions, such as First Nations) 

• Does not limit participation to the expertise available in the Valley (or to elected 
officials) 

• Perceived to be fair and balanced and informed decision-making 
• Meetings, with some exceptions, can be closed, which may allow for greater 

efficiency 
• A separate corporation with its own board of directors could free up some time 

spent by elected officials to focus on other issues, as well as reduce time spent on 
regional utilities by all levels of regional district staff 

 
Concerns 
• Extra cost to pay for corporation board members (and member expertise) as well as 

separate corporation staff (partially offset by reduced CVRD staff responsibilities) 
• Perception that focus is on the bottom line more than local concerns  
• Lack of control or voice by those paying for the service (taxpayers) and elected 

officials, which can be seen as an issue (little accountability to taxpayers) 
• Sometimes perceived as a step toward privatization of ‘public good’ services (even 

when owned by the local governments) 
• Some local groups may not see their own perspectives represented on the 

corporation board 
• May not be able to gain the trust and confidence of taxpayers (with limited ability to 

“vote them out”) 
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• Local governments must have considerable trust and confidence in the corporation 
board due to the autonomy over the local services  

• Need to enhance coordination and communication with local governments who own 
and operate the distribution/collection networks 

• Less transparency due to reduced requirements for public meetings  
 
2.1.2 ISSUES  
The following chart provides an overview of how the corporation model might respond to 
the issues noted in the Issues Paper and reiterated above. The upward arrow is shown where 
the model could help to 
address the issue, the 
sideways arrows reflect little 
impact on that issue, and the 
downward arrow indicates 
that the model is likely to 
exacerbate or negatively 
impact the issue. More 
detailed explanation is 
provided below.  
 
Political Interference – the corporation model provides considerable independence from 
elected officials, and provides the corporation board with autonomy in making many 
decisions regarding the operations and policies of the utilities.  
 
Right People – The issues around having the “right” people at the table making decisions, 
and providing those decision-makers with the “right” voice is something that could be 
partially addressed through the creation of a corporation board and the composition of that 
board. However, what is seen as fair from the perspectives of the individual service 
participants and local government shareholders is expected to be different. Corporate 
boards operate on a one vote per board member, as opposed to weighted votes, and board 
members are typically not representatives of the local government. There are examples 
where local governments (shareholders) have representatives sitting as members of the 
corporation board, but this can lead to conflicting roles, as corporate directors and 
municipal councillors have different legal obligations. In some cases, the best interests of 
the corporation are not necessarily the same as the best interests of the municipality. Rather 
than appointing local government representatives to the corporation board, often they are 
granted observer status at meetings. This can enable elected officials or local government 
representatives to have input on corporate decisions without taking on the fiduciary duties 
of a corporate board member. The only control the local governments would have over the 
composition and “voice” would be through the selection of the corporate board of 
directors.   
 

Corporation Commission Review Board
Revamped 

Management 
Committee

Political Interference ⬆ ️ ⬆ ️ ⬆ ️ ↔ ️

Right People ⬆ ️ ⬆ ️ ↔ ️ ↔ ️

Voice ↔ ️ ↔ ️ ↔ ️ ↔ ️

Technical Expertise ⬆ ️ ⬆ ️ ⬆ ️ ↔ ️

Accountability ⬇ ️ ⬇ ️ ↔ ️ ↔ ️

Trust ↔ ️ ⬆ ️ ⬆ ️ ↔ ️

OPTIONS

ISSUES
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Technical Expertise – the corporation option provides a solution to having more technical 
expertise. Not only would the corporation board be comprised of members with a range of 
expertise, but they would hire their own team to work on the utilities.  
 
Accountability – through the corporation model, the corporation staff would be 
accountable to the corporation board. The corporation board would update the CVRD Board 
of Directors, and would need to seek approval for key expenditures, but the Directors would 
have limited influence over the corporation board. Some of the details would be determined 
through the shareholders agreement (i.e. what issues the shareholders would have a vote).  
There would be few opportunities to hold the corporation board accountable.  
 
Trust and Confidence – It is hard to gauge how the public would perceive this model. Some 
view a corporation with dedicated staff and a corporate board as a more business-like and 
efficient model, with staff that are experts in water and wastewater. In other areas, 
residents are suspicious of when local government services are run by corporations (even 
when they are owned by 
the local government). 
Corporations have greater 
leeway in holding closed 
meetings, or making 
decisions without 
discussing them in a public 
forum. In a corporation 
model, the local 
governments (staff and 
elected officials) will need 
to have significant trust and 
confidence in the 
corporation board and its 
staff, due to the autonomy 
that would be provided.   
 
2.1.3 DECISION-MAKING 
The flow charts for the 
decisions under this model 
do not look significantly 
different from the existing 
process. The key 
differences in how 
decisions would be made 
under this model are that 
the operational and policy 
decisions would be made by 
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the corporation board, and/or the Chief Executive Officer (head staff member of the 
corporation), and not the elected officials. As shareholders of the corporation, the 
municipalities and/or regional district would have control only over the decisions that are set 
out for shareholder 
approval in the 
corporation's articles of 
incorporation.1  These 
decisions would likely 
include major expenditures 
(over a certain threshold) 
like the water treatment 
plant, but not annual 
budgets. The local 
governments and elected 
officials (shareholders) are 
therefore only presented 
with the preferred course 
of action for approval of 
major expenditures. It is 
possible that the 
corporation board could 
have an elected official or 
staff on the board as a 
member, however other 
local government 
corporations have moved 
away from this model (in 
part to eliminate political 
interference, as well as a 
potential conflict in roles).   
 
Because the capital 
projects and/or operational decisions would have impacts for the municipal 
distribution/collection systems, there would need to be consultation with municipalities as 
part of the decision-making process for the corporation. It is likely that a variation of the 
management advisory committee or a similar liaison committee would be used to identify 
concerns or issues. The committee would provide input, not direction. It is anticipated that 
the corporation would consult regularly with the liaison committee because ultimately the 

                                                        
1   Shareholders could choose to require shareholder approval for key financial decisions, including those 
related to budgets and assets.  Shareholders would need to be careful, however, to not require so much 
shareholder approval as to impede or needlessly fetter the ability of the corporation to operate with a high 
degree of independence. 

35



leftside partners inc.  
 

 

  
 CVRD Utilities Governance Options – Draft Report v Page 10  
 

!

NEILSON-WELCH 

!

CONSULTANTS TO GOVERNMENT 

local governments, as the shareholders, would need to approve the recommended 
approach and release the funds for major projects.  
 
This model involves not only a change in governance, but a change in staff. Typically the 
corporation would have its own staff, although they could contract operations to a local 
government (CVRD or a municipality). Staff would be responsible to the CEO of the 
corporation, who is then responsible to the corporation board. Assuming the former, the 
CVRD utilities staff would no longer be responsible for the water and sewage treatment 
functions, but would continue to operate and be responsible for the smaller electoral area 
water services and utilities. This model may therefore involve a reduction in CVRD staff 
responsibilities at all levels.  
 
It is worth noting that the move to a corporation model can represent a change in 
accountability in terms of transparency. Corporate board meetings are not required to be 
open to the public. There is a minimum of an annual general meeting for shareholders, and 
an annual public information meeting, but there is not the same relationship between the 
corporation and the public as there is between local governments and residents. Public 
consultation will still be a part of major decisions, but the process may be more contained, 
with less pressure or obligation to provide extra meetings or additional input opportunities 
for controversial issues, relative to a local government process.  
 
2.1.4 EXAMPLES & LESSONS LEARNED 
 
Some of the examples noted in the appendix to the Issues Paper (also included in this report 
as Appendix A) include Aquatera (Grand Prairie utility company), Vancouver Island 
Emergency Dispatch Corporation, Kingston Utilities, and CLCO for Canada Line (temporary). 

 
Local governments have used this approach for services or projects that are considered to 
be highly technical in nature, such as utilities, or where separation from politics is warranted, 
such as economic development or forestry. There are concerns in some jurisdictions, 
particularly with the delivery of water, that a corporation model is akin to privatization of a 
‘public good’. There are sensitivities around making money from drinking water supply, 
which is seen as a corporate or business model, regardless of whether the owner of the 
corporation is a local government. Corporation models are often recommended when 
options are analyzed for efficiency, technical expertise and cost effectiveness. However, as 
was the case with Toronto’s consideration of a corporate utility, there is often a reluctance 
to cede control over the service from a local government to a corporation.  
 
When Aquatera was initially formed in Saskatchewan in 2004, 4 representatives from the 3 
local governments were initially included as Board members (of which there were 7 in total), 
given that same concern over relinquishing local control. However, after less than 6 years of 
operation, the bylaws for the Corporation were changed to eliminate the municipal 
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members on the Board, in favour of independent Board members with business, legal and 
technical experience.  
 
Reluctance to relinquish control was also an issue with the CRD when the Province favoured 
a corporation model for the Core Area Wastewater Treatment Plant project. The CRD was 
more familiar with a commission model, having had experience with various commission 
formats, and was hesitant to move to a corporation. The corporation model was seen as 
giving up control over the project. Instead the CRD agreed to a Project Commission model 
that provides very limited control to the CRD. The CAO of the CRD is one of 7 members on 
the Project Board.  
 
Discussions with the Province indicated that it is supportive of a corporate model in some 
instances, particularly for projects such as the CRD Wastewater Treatment Plant, where the 
scope and complexity exceed the local government’s capacity and expertise. One example 
of a successful project corporation is the Canada Line. The complexity of obtaining approvals 
for the project, which spanned multiple municipalities, and the local politics involved to 
secure a route or alignment made the project challenging for municipalities to approve. It 
would have been difficult for councilors to support specific alignments for the project, given 
local opposition and impacts. Instead of involving individual municipal councils, a 
corporation was created, led by a project board with experienced project managers, and the 
corporation was given the mandate to get the project done. The project board members 
were experienced and politically connected, with the skills to enable them to negotiate 
approvals and focus on cost effective solutions, rather than politically motivated ones.  

 
2.2  COMMISSION 
 
2.2.1 OVERVIEW 

• Commission with paid members with various technical expertise (engineering, 
project management) similar to a corporation board 

• Members appointed by water/sewer committee or CVRD Board 
• Commission delegated authority from the CVRD Board for operations and 

administration, and make recommendations to the water/sewer (political) committee 
on policy/budget 

• Political committee (referenced here as the Utilities Committee) would retain 
authority for policy decisions (service extensions or expansion, long-term plans, rate 
structures) 

• Commission would deal with operations of both sewer and water 
• CVRD staff would be responsible for directing policy issues to political committee, 

and operational issues to the Commission. Clarity on the separation of these 
responsibilities and the division between issues would be provided through the 
delegation bylaw 
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Advantages 
• Autonomy from politicians for operational decisions can remove some of the politics 

involved and allow operations to be more focused on the technical advice, combined 
with the financial impact (less focus on pleasing jurisdictions) 

• Provides a range of expertise from Board members (often includes business 
expertise, possibly technical experience, and can include various representatives that 
may not otherwise be included in a political discussion, including First Nations) 

• Does not limit participation to the expertise available in the Valley (or to elected 
officials) 

• Perceived to be fair and balanced (and informed) decision making at the operational 
level 

• Still provides a link to politicians, and local representatives. Provides the added 
element of ‘experts running the operations’ while still providing some input from 
local community and accountability to taxpayers by not relinquishing control over 
budget and policy 

• Local political representatives retain some control (this can be a strength to provide 
local input and oversight and responsibility, but can also be a weakness) 

 
Concerns 
• While the commission has authority on operational issues, because politicians still 

have control over some aspects, the politics is not totally removed from this situation 
(so in some cases you now have both, or potentially the political overriding the 
expertise) 

• Can have clash between commission advice and political policy decisions 
• Cost of commission (paid members) 
• Extra bureaucracy – decisions take longer, are reviewed by more bodies (i.e. the 

commission does not replace the sewer and water committees, but instead provides 
an added layer, which will create more work for CVRD staff) 

• Staff responsible for reporting to both commission and political committee(s), and 
some overlap can be inefficient, and lead to uncertainty and grey areas regarding 
responsibilities and authority 

 
2.2.2 ISSUES 
 
Political Interference – the commission model provides some independence from the 
elected officials, and provides the commission with autonomy in making many decisions 
regarding the operation of the utilities.  
 
Right People – The issues around having the “right” people at the table making decisions, 
and providing those decision-makers with the “right” voice is something that could be 
addressed through the creation of a commission and the composition of it, and how their 
decision-making process is structured. However, as noted in the corporation analysis, what 
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is seen as fair from the perspectives of the various service participants, is expected to be 
different. In this instance there would still be a political body that made budget 
recommendations and policy decisions for the service. Political representation and voting 
issues would still remain and 
should be resolved at that 
level. The creation of a 
commission would 
therefore not be sufficient 
to address these issues 
alone, but is expected to be 
combined with an approach 
to amend the terms and 
participants of the political 
body. The commission 
model alone, would therefore not impact this concern. 
 
Technical Expertise – the commission option provides a solution to having more technical 
expertise. The commission would be comprised of members with a range of expertise, 
although they would continue to rely upon information provided by CVRD staff and 
consultants (i.e. they would not have their own staff).  
 
Accountability – through the commission model, the CVRD staff would be responsible for 
informing and taking direction from the commission on operational issues. Policy issues and 
recommendations would be brought to the political committee(s) (referenced in the flow 
chart as a Utilities Committee) for approval and direction. The commission and CVRD staff 
would focus on the technical aspects of operating the service, and would not seek political 
advice or approval unless requesting an amendment to master plan (LWMP), budget or 
policy.  
 
Trust and Confidence – this model is expected to increase trust/confidence that the public 
has in the operational decisions that are being made, due in part to the additional oversight 
and advice provided by the Commission, as well as the fact that those decisions are being 
made by experts, and not elected officials that may have their own biases or who may not 
be well-informed on operations. In turn, the general public, as well as the local governments 
(staff and elected officials) will need to have trust and confidence in the Commission to 
operate the utilities.   
  

Corporation Commission Review Board
Revamped 

Management 
Committee

Political Interference ⬆ ️ ⬆ ️ ⬆ ️ ↔ ️

Right People ⬆ ️ ⬆ ️ ↔ ️ ↔ ️

Voice ↔ ️ ↔ ️ ↔ ️ ↔ ️

Technical Expertise ⬆ ️ ⬆ ️ ⬆ ️ ↔ ️

Accountability ⬇ ️ ⬇ ️ ↔ ️ ↔ ️

Trust ↔ ️ ⬆ ️ ⬆ ️ ↔ ️

OPTIONS

ISSUES
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2.2.3 DECISION-MAKING 
 
The primary 
difference in this 
model is that the 
Commission 
would replace 
the Water 
Committee and 
Sewage 
Commission for 
all operational 
issues only, but 
would not 
eliminate the 
Water/Sewer 
political 
committee 
(although these 
two could be 
combined), as 
they would still 
be needed for 
policy related 
decisions. Staff 
would report to, 
and take 
direction from 
the Commission 
on operations, 
but also provide 
input and take 
direction on 
policy issues 
from the political committee. Having two bodies that look after the different decisions on 
the same service can create some duplication or inefficiencies, and create uncertainty over 
authority, particularly on any grey areas. The specific policy issues where the political 
committee has authority could be spelled out clearly in bylaws. 
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2.2.4 EXAMPLES & LESSONS LEARNED 
 
CRD Core Area Wastewater Treatment Board 
The CRD Core Area Wastewater Treatment Project Board was referenced in the previous 
section as the CRD’s preferred alternative to the corporation option recommended by the 
Province. The commission (or corporation) was identified as a necessary step for the CRD 
due in part to the complexities of obtaining consensus on the siting as well as the technical 
details of a sewage treatment plant to serve 7 municipalities within the Capital Region. The 
CRD, while it operates many services, including supplying water (and some distribution) to 
13 municipalities and 4 First Nations, had never coordinated a project of this scope or 
complexity. Part of the difficulty advancing the project was gaining agreement on the 
technology to use (one plant or many, type of treatment, etc.) and the siting of the project, 
particularly given the variety of local preferences of the 7 municipal participants and 2 First 
Nations in the core area. The provincial and federal funding contributions in excess of $400 
million were in jeopardy if the project could not advance.  
 
Lessons learned through this process included that the Commission (Project Board), due to 
its highly experienced board members, was able to move this project forward. The Board 
members were acknowledged to be top tier professionals, with experience in public private 
partnerships, project management, relationship building financing and in handling high-
profile big-budget projects. The Board members were respected and well-connected 
(politically) professionals. The CRD acknowledges that it was key that they had the right 
people to move the project forward, while also noting that the experience and depth also 
came at a significant cost (i.e. high salaries). 
 
Although much of the site selection and analysis work was already complete prior to the 
creation of the Project Board, the Board was able to synthesize the work and present a 
business case. The Project Board brought forward 13 recommendations as a package deal to 
the CRD Board of Directors, with no ability to pick and choose from the list of 
recommendations. The CRD Board of Directors was given a yes/no vote to proceed. The 
business case and packaging of the recommendations helped to eliminate some of the 
political wrangling in the initial advancement of the project. Once given the go-ahead, the 
Project Board hired their own “project team” of staff, including top end engineers, 
consultants, legal staff. CRD staff were eligible to apply for those jobs, but the project team 
employees report to the Project Board, and not CRD staff.  
 
Although the Project Board is a commission and not a corporation, the Board’s meetings 
often operate with little public involvement, creating some efficiencies. Some of the 
discussions are closed (as per the Local Government Act) and not even electoral area 
directors (service participants) sit in on closed meetings. The level of public interest in the 
project subsided once the business case was presented and approved, and the 
implementation of the project has been characterized by fewer politics. It is unclear whether 
the reduction in political involvement and public engagement is directly attributable to the 
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management by the Project Board or whether the time of intense scrutiny is often in the 
lead-up to the decision; once it is made, the implementation is generally a less adversarial 
process.  
 
The CRD recognizes that for this project, the Project Board has made a significant difference, 
particularly given the large budget and time constraints. The process has provided some 
relief for politicians, and the professionals that were hired have the skills necessary to 
smooth the transition and implementation of the project (relationship building, negotiation, 
communication). Having the right people with excellent skills was key. The CRD did need to 
place significant trust in the professionals that were being hired, given the lack of control. 
Because the project staff and consultants are hired for a specific project only, in this 
particular relationship there is the concern that the Project Board and staff team may be 
preoccupied with achieving budget targets (they have performance targets and 
performance related bonuses) and short-term results at the expense of long-range 
operational considerations, for which the CRD will ultimately be responsible. If the CRD has 
any concerns that long-range interests are not being prioritized, there is little recourse 
(although the CRD’s CAO does sit on the Project Board). This is one consequence of the 
separation between the work of the Project Board and its staff team, and the CRD.  
 
Additional concerns with the process include the discrepancies between salaries for the 
Project team and CRD staff, although it is recognized that the work and employer 
relationships are quite different, and that CRD staff were eligible to apply for the Project 
team. Local government employee salaries are often established in relationship to other 
local governments, as well as qualifications and job descriptions; private companies such as 
engineering firms have different standards or demands. It was also noted that in this model, 
the control the CRD has is largely superficial (this particular commission is quite close to the 
corporation model).   
  

 
2.3  REVIEW BOARD 

 
2.3.1 OVERVIEW 

• Paid Review Board with various technical expertise (engineering and project 
management) 

• Members appointed by political water/sewer political committee 
• Provides oversight for projects when needed 
• Political committee could make policy regarding when projects are forwarded to the 

Review Board (triggers or threshold) 
• Could be used to conduct value engineering review (Province uses this approach) or 

conduct and/or coordinate peer review of consultant reports to ensure value for 
money and best approach (similar to the Value Planning exercise undertaken for the 
water treatment plant) 
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Advantages 
• Provides some extra oversight and expert advice when needed 
• Provides assistance on the key decisions 
• Increases public confidence in the key decisions 
• Places greater emphasis on the technical aspects of key decisions (and more 

transparent if decisions are made for more political reasons) 
• Greater transparency for public 
• Support for political members of commission/committee 
• Accountability and control still remains with local governments and CVRD 
 
Concerns 
• Still costly (paid members) 
• Involves extra bureaucracy and time to review in detail the key decisions, and staff 

time to report to the review board 
• Adds cost to most consultant contracts (to address the Review Board and defend 

recommendations) 
• Effectiveness can depend on the personalities involved on the Board 

 
2.3.2 ISSUES 
 
Political Interference – the 
review board model does 
not remove any of the 
decisions from the elected 
officials, but rather arms 
them with an additional 
technical panel of experts to 
vet key staff 
recommendations. This 
should provide elected 
officials with more 
confidence in the technical solutions recommended by staff.  
 
Right People – The issues around having the “right” people at the table making decisions, 
and providing those decision-makers with the “right” voice is something that will not be 
changed through the addition of a technical review board. In this option, there would still be 
a political body that makes decisions for the service. The political representation and voice 
issues would still remain and should be resolved at that level. It is anticipated that the 
creation of a review board would therefore not be sufficient to address these issues in and 
of itself, but rather would be combined with an approach to amend the terms and 
participants of the political body as well.  
 

Corporation Commission Review Board
Revamped 

Management 
Committee

Political Interference ⬆ ️ ⬆ ️ ⬆ ️ ↔ ️

Right People ⬆ ️ ⬆ ️ ↔ ️ ↔ ️

Voice ↔ ️ ↔ ️ ↔ ️ ↔ ️

Technical Expertise ⬆ ️ ⬆ ️ ⬆ ️ ↔ ️

Accountability ⬇ ️ ⬇ ️ ↔ ️ ↔ ️

Trust ↔ ️ ⬆ ️ ⬆ ️ ↔ ️

OPTIONS

ISSUES
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Technical Expertise – the review board option provides a solution to having more technical 
expertise. The review board would be comprised of members with a range of expertise. 
 
Accountability – through the review board model, the staff would continue to be 
accountable to the CVRD Sewage Commission/Water Committee and Board of Directors 
(and not the review board).  The review board would have access to staff and consultants to 
ask questions and review work. The accountability would not change from the current 
circumstances.  
 
Trust and Confidence – this model is expected to increase trust/confidence that the public 
has in the key 
operational decisions 
that are being made, 
due in part to the 
oversight provided 
by a technical 
committee. The 
process will be more 
transparent in how 
technical decisions 
are being made, 
given the extra 
review, and it will 
also be more 
apparent when 
political decisions do 
not align with the 
advice of staff and/or 
the review board, 
and the reasons for 
those decisions.  
 
2.3.3 DECISION-
MAKING 
 
The flow chart for 
this model is not 
significantly different 
from the current 
process, but would 
not be the same in 
the case of every 
decision. The review 
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board concept is that only decisions that require the extra layer of technical advice would be 
referred to the review board. The review board would be intended to provide the Sewage 
Commission or 
Water 
Committee (or 
combined 
committee – 
referred to as 
the Utilities 
Committee in 
the flow chart) 
with the added 
confidence of 
having 
additional 
technical 
review and 
advice, not 
unlike a peer 
review. This 
advice would 
only be sought 
in instances 
where 
decisions 
involve big-
ticket cost 
items, areas 
beyond staff 
expertise, or 
that have 
major long-
term 
implications 
for the region’s 
utilities. 
Specific 
policies on when the review board would be used could be made. The process does require 
additional work by staff to inform the review board and receive, process and refer the 
recommendations.   
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2.3.4 EXAMPLES & LESSONS LEARNED 
 

As noted in the Issues Paper, the Province routinely requires a value planning or engineering 
review of significant projects undertaken or funded by the Province, to ensure that the path 
forward is the most cost effective (or if it is not, why that might be justified). The CVRD 
commissioned a Value Planning study earlier this year, as encouraged by the Province in 
order to be eligible for a grant. The value planning process reviewed the scope and 
implementation strategy of the water treatment plant with the aim of finding cost 
efficiencies. The process was attended by a provincial representative of the Ministry of 
Municipal Affairs and Housing, which administers the grant program. The purpose of the 
study was to identify viable alternatives to the proposed indicative design for consideration 
as value improvements. The alternatives and design suggestions were provided by a team of 
experts with no prior involvement in the project. After the review, the CVRD’s engineering 
consultants (that had prepared the indicative design) considered the suggestions and 
alternatives, determined which suggestions to incorporate, and provided rationale for their 
decisions. The review confirmed the selection of direct filtration as the filtration technology, 
and resulted in a reduced the depth and length of the lake intake as part of the design. 
 
The CRD also created a panel – the Technical Oversight Panel – with a similar intent, prior to 
the creation of the Core Area Wastewater Treatment Project Board. The CRD’s Technical 
Oversight Panel was intended to provide confidence for the politicians and the public, in the 
technical advice on the sewage treatment project. The CRD was in the midst of reviewing 
technology options for sewage treatment (i.e. one single plant, multiple plants, alternative 
technologies), and elected officials were subject to lobbying from different sources with 
competing objectives. The panel was seen as a way to evaluate the technical information 
and provide some confidence that the path forward was indeed the best technical option. 
The panel was selected by the elected officials (a recruiter was hired to identify a shortlist of 
candidates) with little input from staff. While the panel was comprised of paid experts, it 
was noted by the CRD that the experts were not the same high-profile candidates of the 
Project Board, in terms of experience, cost and political connections. In addition, because 
elected officials had different preferences, some of the panelists were chosen specifically for 
their knowledge in one technology or another. The work from the CRD’s engineering 
consultant was then reviewed by the Technical Panel. The process involved considerable 
additional work for the engineering consultant, who spent many extra hours defending 
numbers and recommendations. The CRD acknowledged that the oversight panel approach 
had merit, but that the particular panel members made the group challenging. Furthermore, 
the panel had no chair and no mandate to expedite or reach a decision. While the detailed 
review was undertaken, the group therefore had little to gain from reaching consensus, and 
had difficulty in reaching a compromise. The ability of panel members to work together was 
therefore seen as key, but also the need to expedite a resolution. 
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2.4 REVAMPED MANAGEMENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
2.4.1 OVERVIEW 

• While structure for decision-making is almost identical to the current process, the 
authority, oversight role and commitment of time and resources to the management 
advisory committee by local governments and their staff would be increased in this 
option 

• Will require additional time to be spent by staff of all municipalities and potentially 
include the KFN (subject to KFN interest in becoming involved) 

• Could provide a budget for extra review (i.e. if the advisory committee needs to 
commission a peer review)  

• Could be combined with review board model (so that projects of a certain size or 
magnitude are referred to a technical review board for peer review) 

 
Advantages 
• Staff are already in place and already have expertise to offer 
• May help provide confidence to the municipalities and their Councils that their own 

staff have thoroughly reviewed the decisions and advised on the project (so that any 
local concerns at the technical level have been heard), including obtaining 
independent peer review where specialized expertise is required 

• Relies upon those with local knowledge and understanding of the combined 
collection/distribution system together with the regional components 

• More efficient than creating an additional body, and provides for involvement of 
municipal participants 

• Can create additional buy-in to the recommended approach 
 

Concerns 
• Requires additional resources (time) and commitment from municipalities and 

potentially KFN to play a greater role in reviewing and making recommendations on 
technical decisions  

• Lacks the element of independent review, aside from when peer review consultants 
are used, given that the municipal partners may be influenced by different municipal 
objectives 

• Limited by the existing expertise within the current organizations (although budget 
for peer review could be provided) 

• Still involves extra costs (additional staff time, potential peer review)  
• Involves extra bureaucracy and time to review in detail the key decisions 
• Adds cost to most consultant contracts (to defend reports and address the 

management committee) 
• Similarity to current model, and reliance upon same staff members, may hamper 

efforts to reinvigorate the existing committee and achieve an increased level of 
engagement and review 
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• Given that the model relies upon the same structure as the existing process, this 
option may not provide elected officials with any increased confidence in the level of 
review (i.e. does not adequately respond to the desire to do things differently) 

 
2.4.2 ISSUES 
 
Political Interference – the revamped management advisory committee model does not 
remove any of the decisions from the elected officials, but rather arms them with a more 
robust vetting and review from the technical staff in Comox and Courtenay (and potentially 
KFN) in addition to the CVRD staff than provided by the current committee. The extra review 
should provide additional confidence that the solutions have been thoroughly discussed and 
approved by the municipal and regional technical staff and CAOs.  
 
Right people – The issues around having the “right” people at the table making decisions 
and providing those 
decision-makers with the 
“right” voice is something 
that will not be changed 
through the revamped 
management advisory 
committee option. In this 
option, there would still 
be a political body that 
makes decisions for the 
service. The political 
representation and voice issues would still remain and should be resolved at that level. It is 
anticipated that adjustments to the role and level of review at the management advisory 
committee would therefore not be sufficient to address these issues in and of itself, but 
rather would be combined with an approach to amend the terms and participants of the 
political body as well.  
 
Technical Expertise – the revamped management advisory committee option could provide 
a greater level of technical expertise and rigour to the review compared to the current 
process. Rather than the oversight being provided by external experts, as in other models, 
the members would be the technical staff of Comox, Courtenay, CVRD and potentially KFN. 
While these are the same members that currently comprise the MAC, the expectation would 
be that the level of review, engagement and involvement would be greater. To provide the 
management advisory committee with additional capacity and expertise, there could be a 
budget provided to hire a peer review consultant to assist them in their review on larger 
projects or where the technical issues require specialized expertise to review.  
 
Accountability – through the revamped management advisory committee model, CVRD staff 
would continue to be accountable to the Sewage Commission and Water Committee, as well 

Corporation Commission Review Board
Revamped 

Management 
Committee

Political Interference ⬆ ️ ⬆ ️ ⬆ ️ ↔ ️

Right People ⬆ ️ ⬆ ️ ↔ ️ ↔ ️

Voice ↔ ️ ↔ ️ ↔ ️ ↔ ️

Technical Expertise ⬆ ️ ⬆ ️ ⬆ ️ ↔ ️

Accountability ⬇ ️ ⬇ ️ ↔ ️ ↔ ️

Trust ↔ ️ ⬆ ️ ⬆ ️ ↔ ️

OPTIONS

ISSUES
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as the CVRD Board of Directors, and each of the municipal employees would be responsible 
to his or her own Council.  The management advisory committee would have access to 
consultants engaged by CVRD on any given project to ask questions and review work. The 
accountability would not change from the current situation, although the recommendations 
of both the CVRD staff, as well as the Management  Advisory Committee would be spelled 
out in all reports to the Water Committee and Sewage Commission, and would be based on 
a full technical review.  
 
Trust and Confidence – Under this model, the advisory committee’s advice and approval 
could provide elected officials with the comfort that the decisions were reviewed and 
endorsed by staff at the region and municipalities. At times the committee’s 
recommendations could also be supported by a peer review. However, given some of the 
feedback provided in 
the first phase of 
this study, it is not 
clear whether 
review by staff alone 
will increase the 
confidence of 
elected officials of 
both municipal 
Councils, Water 
Committee, Sewage 
Commission and 
Regional Board 
members.  
 
2.4.3 DECISION-
MAKING 
 
The flow charts for 
the decisions under 
this model are no 
different from those 
already provided. 
The Management 
Advisory Committee 
would, however, be 
responsible for a 
higher level of 
review. The 
Committee would 
provide input based 
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on how the municipal collection/distribution systems would be impacted, as well as on the 
impacts to the region as a whole, and review the consultant reports and decisions based on 
their own professional expertise. The Committee would be involved more often in 
questioning consultants, and where reports involve technologies or fields beyond the 
Committee’s own professional expertise, peer review firms could be hired to provide 
feedback to the Management Advisory Committee before recommendations to the Sewage 
Commission or 
Water Committee 
were provided 
(through CVRD 
staff). CVRD staff 
would still be 
responsible for 
preparing the 
reports to the 
Commission and 
Water Committee, 
but they would 
always contain a 
section that 
detailed the 
Management 
Advisory 
Committee advice 
and 
recommendations.  
 
 
2.4.4 EXAMPLES & 
LESSONS 
LEARNED 
 
Advisory 
committees rely 
upon the capacity 
of members to 
participate and 
engage in the 
tasks they are 
delegated. The effectiveness of an advisory committee therefore requires the members to 
have both the expertise and the time to spend reviewing materials and providing input. It 
follows that the input needs to be recognized in a way that values the time and effort spent 
by the members. As is common with public engagement exercises, advisory committees can 
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similarly feel that their effort to generate thoughtful input is not heard or is ignored, which 
will only result in reluctance to spend any further time. Municipalities must therefore 
commit to the role of the advisory committee, and to enabling their staff to participate fully 
in the committee. This model assumes that direction, advice or comments from the advisory 
committee would always be included and identified specifically in CVRD reports to the 
Sewage Commission or Water Committee.  
 
In Metro Vancouver, the Greater Vancouver Water District has its own Board. The GVWD 
Board consists of directors from the Metro Vancouver municipalities that receive bulk 
treated water from the regional water system. The service is delivered by Metro Vancouver 
staff. An advisory committee comprised of the engineers of all the Metro Vancouver 
municipalities (REAC – Regional Engineers Advisory Committee) meets monthly to review, 
among other things, recommendations of the Metro Vancouver utilities staff, prior to issues 
proceeding to the GVWD Board. The REAC is used to review not only how the regional water 
decisions fit with their own individual water distribution networks, but also to provide 
advice on the regional water issues and decisions.  Gaining approval and advice from REAC is 
seen as an essential step of the Metro Vancouver utilities staff before GVWD approves any 
initiative. If REAC is not comfortable approving or recommending a project, it does not 
proceed to the GVWD Board. Often issues will go back to REAC multiple times before gaining 
approval, prior to advancing to GVWD.   
 
3.0 POLITICAL DECISION-MAKING 

 
The models detailed in the section above were developed in response to the issues 
identified by participants, including both staff and elected officials. Other than the 
corporation model, they all still rely on a political committee – the Water Committee and 
Sewage Commission, or some revised political body – to make at least some of the 
decisions. Another aspect of this project is to contemplate what those political bodies could 
be, who they should include and how they will incorporate the K’ómoks First Nation.  
 
The Issues Paper noted that the issues with the current process and objectives for future 
structures identified include the desire to involve KFN in decisions and to revisit the voting 
structure that is based on water usage. Three options were identified for the political 
decision making: 
 
1. Continued separate Sewage Commission and Water Committee (different 

representation on each), with expanded membership and altered voting structures. 
2. Combined sewage/water Utilities Committee with expanded membership and altered 

voting structures.  
3. As a future option, a Region-wide Committee or service that examines sewer, water 

supply and watershed protection issues for the entire region, or perhaps on a broader 
scale. These types of broader services are being established or considered by other 
regions (Nanaimo, Cowichan Valley) on the Island.  
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The corporation model discussed above would involve a corporation board that would 
effectively replace the Sewage Commission and Water Committee’s decision-making roles 
for policy and operational decisions. The composition of that board could be determined by 
the CVRD and could involve elected officials, or CAOs, but was primarily intended to reflect 
technical experts from a range of backgrounds. 
 
The commission model also provides for a membership that includes technical experts, and 
the commission would be delegated the authority for operations, but it was still intended to 
leave policy decisions to either the existing Sewage Commission and Water Committee (with 
an expanded membership and revised voting structure), or a newly combined Utilities 
Committee. Similarly, the review board and revamped management advisory committee 
models both assume that the Water Committee and Sewage Commission (or a combined 
version) will continue to exist to continue to make the political decisions. In order to address 
many of the issues identified in the Issues Paper, changes would need to be made to the 
composition of these bodies to include, at a minimum, the KFN. The voting structure of the 
two separate bodies (Water Committee and Sewage Commission) or combined Utilities 
Committee will also need to be addressed.   
 
The advantages of a combined Utilities Committee are that the Water Committee and 
Sewage Commission already overlap considerably in terms of membership, and the scope of 
these services are related. There are often issues that impact both services, such as 
discussions regarding infrastructure growth and asset management, and in general, where 
there is significant water usage, it often translates into sewage flows. Although the services 
themselves are distinct, and involve their own facilities, there may be value in having some 
of the members of the Water Committee (such as electoral area representatives) be privy to 
the sewage discussions, even if they are not voting members on sewer service decisions. 
Having a slightly expanded membership may also help to inform some of the discussions and 
perspectives, without necessarily changing the voting structure. In effect, the other 
members would have “observer status”. As noted in the Issues Paper, the disadvantage of 
combining the Sewage Commission and Water Committee is the slightly increased cost of 
having more members attend meetings (i.e. the electoral area representatives that would 
not normally attend the Sewage Commission meetings), and the added complexity of having 
to keep track of who votes (and potentially weighted votes) on the different decisions 
(sewage vs. water). 
 
3.1  VOTING 
 
During this study, the use of water consumption as a basis for allocating weighted votes on 
the Water Committee was identified as problematic. The concept of weighted voting is 
primarily to recognize the proportion of residents that receive the services (and are 
therefore impacted by them) in each jurisdiction, as well as the proportion of costs paid by 
each jurisdiction. According to this logic, when decisions are made that increase costs, those 
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who will both receive and be responsible for paying the higher proportion of costs, should 
have a greater say. Sometimes the greater voice is obtained through additional 
representatives on a committee. For instance, on the Sewage Commission, each 
commissioner has one vote on all topics, and there are 3 representatives from Courtenay, 3 
from Comox and 1 from CFB Comox. In other cases, where the number of representatives is 
not sufficient to create an equitable balance, weighted voting structures can be used. There 
are a variety of other bases upon which weighted votes can be allocated, including 
population, service connections, or converted assessment (which typically mirrors the cost 
sharing), combinations of factors or even a fixed percentage. However, with the K’ómoks 
First Nation participation, assessed values will not be a useful tool, because currently KFN 
lands are not assessed. Quantity of a serviced used, such as water consumption or sewer 
flows, is not unusual as a basis for cost sharing; however, it is unusual as a basis for assigning 
votes, because in effect, it appears to encourage water use rather than rewarding 
conservation.  
 
Using population or service connections, Courtenay would still command greater than 50% 
of the votes, which, together with the conservation aspect, is the other concern over the 
current water voting structure. In crafting voting relationships, particularly in small groups, 
providing more than 50% of the votes to any one jurisdiction is typically avoided. Often the 
representation and/or weighted voting is designed to encourage partnerships and foster 
discussion, and to avoid the ability of any one jurisdiction to make decisions unilaterally. 
Another approach to reducing the concerns of any one jurisdiction having more than 50% of 
the votes is to require approval by two-thirds (2/3) of the committee for certain, or all, 
decisions. 
 
Changes to representation and voting structures can be controversial. Where there is 
difficulty agreeing to any single method for allocating weighted votes, it may be possible to 
have different voting bases for different issues. For instance, some issues may warrant a 
weighted vote, and others may be resolved through equal inputs (1 vote) from all committee 
representatives. Having different voting on different types of issues is already a system that 
is used at the Regional Board of Directors. There are some issues that are voted on only by 
service participants, and other issues have the entire Board voting. Similarly, some issues 
have weighted votes, while others have one vote per representative. While the use of 
different types of voting on different issues can be more complicated to manage, it may be 
one way to obtain agreement between jurisdictions on both committee representation, and 
a voting structure. For example, issues that involve management or operations of current 
infrastructure, including capital costs of repairs or maintenance, may be voted on by only 
those who currently receive and pay for the service. Issues that involve future directions, 
expansion, master plans or capital projects that are intended to service new areas could be 
voted on by the broader membership. Projects that involve cost sharing should involve all 
partners that will be contributing toward the service. Financial decisions could be weighted 
votes, and policies could be votes where each member receives one vote. 
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One suggested approach for managing the fact that Courtenay would represent the majority 
in most weighted voting approaches, is that the City’s votes could be adjusted so that 
Courtenay receives no more than 50%. This approach would enable them to retain the ability 
to veto projects (a tie vote defeats a motion), but not to unilaterally make a decision. As 
noted above, if Courtenay continues to have more than 50% of the weighted (or 
unweighted) votes, this same objective can be achieved by requiring approval by 2/3 of the 
Committee. 
 
3.2 EXAMPLES & LESSONS LEARNED 
 
While the Greater Vernon Services Commission was not an enduring successful model for 
that region, due to a number of factors, there are some aspects of the governance 
experiment that are worth noting — in particular, the composition of the Commission 
membership.  The Commission was comprised of 3 members from Vernon, 2 from 
Coldstream, 1 each from 2 electoral areas, in addition to a representative from the 
agricultural sector (appointed by the Board). The agricultural sector representative only 
votes on water matters.  The structure recognizes the value in having extra members that 
voted only on certain issues.  
 
In the creation of the Commission (and, subsequently, the Advisory Committee) key guiding 
principles were adopted, including the “to produce a decision-making environment in which 
the largest participating jurisdiction cannot unilaterally impose a decision on the other 
participants, and the other participants cannot together impose a decision on the largest 
participant.” 
 
 
4.0  PATH FORWARD 
 
All of the options referenced in this report require change, to both the process that 
decisions are currently made in these two services, as well as to the body that will be making 
the decisions. This section references some of the changes that would be needed to 
implement the various options. 
 

1. Change to the membership and voting structure of the Water Committee and 
Sewage Commission. 
 
Perhaps the greatest imperative of this process moving forward is ensuring 
participation of the KFN in the servicing governance. Both sewage and water services 
are currently provided to the KFN, and as such they are beneficiaries of the services. 
KFN’s Council has indicated an interest in being involved in the decisions, and they 
are currently in discussions with the CVRD regarding the potential to share water 
licence rights to help service the Comox Valley, and are essential partners for 
securing funding for the water treatment plant. A negotiated solution for utility 
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governance that is acceptable to both the CVRD and its members, as well as KFN, is 
critical.  
 
As identified in this report, there are options for involving KFN in the current Sewage 
Commission and Water Committee, thereby changing the structure of these 
committees in a minor way, or potentially combining the two committees into a 
Utilities Committee, that could have different members voting on the distinct issues 
(water vs sewage). Weighted votes could also be a component of this combined 
committee.   
 
To reach agreement on these changes, it is expected that additional discussions will 
need to be held together with KFN to determine their capacity to be involved (i.e. 
given that there are only 3 council members, whether they have the time to commit 
to having multiple representatives sit on the Committee), which may then result in 
the need to consider weighted votes as a way of providing additional voice to the 
members. While one member may be sufficient for sewage discussions, KFN 
contributions to water discussions may require a greater voice.  
 
Based on the Greater Vernon example, which reflects a similar relationship between 
the larger municipality (Vernon), smaller municipality (Coldstream) and electoral 
areas, introducing a membership/voting structure that enables Courtenay to have the 
majority, but no more than 50% of the vote, may be one option that has some appeal. 
This majority could be through representation on the committee, or through 
weighted votes. Another approach could be to allow Courtenay to have more than 
50% of the weighted vote, but to require that certain issues be approved by a 2/3 
majority. On issues that relate to policy, such as connections of additional local 
service areas or extensions to new areas and master plans, votes could be taken with 
1 vote per committee member (either for the individual committee or for the 
combined). Other issues where different voting rules could apply could be identified 
by the participants.  
 

2. Implementation 
 
All of the options presented would result in amendments to the Water Local Service 
Establishment Bylaw, which establishes the standing committee, including the 
membership and the weighted voting structure, as well as the authority for operating 
the service, approving connections and policy. Amendments to establishing bylaws 
must be approved with consent from at least 2/3 of participants. The amendment 
would also need approval by the Inspector of Municipalities. 
 
Depending on the option, the Sewage Commission Bylaw will also need amending (or 
possibly repealing, if a combined utilities committee or commission is created) to 
alter the membership, as well as change any authority or voting. This bylaw is not an 
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establishing bylaw, and amendments will therefore will not require 2/3 majority, nor 
Inspector approval.  
 
If a combined utilities committee is desired, it could be established as a standing 
committee by bylaw, with authority for policy-related decisions, membership details 
and weighted voting. The bylaw would involve delegation of CVRD Board authority, 
in which case the bylaw would need to be adopted by 2/3 of the votes cast. The 
Water Local Service Establishment Bylaw would also still need amending, in order to 
remove the separate Water Committee. 
 
The creation of the corporation would require the amendment of the Water Local 
Service Establishment Bylaw, repeal of the Sewage Commission Bylaw, and the 
creation of a corporation (which requires approval by the Inspector of 
Municipalities).  

 
Amending bylaws and obtaining the required approvals is only the beginning of the 
implementation process for any of these options. One of the lessons learned from 
the experiences in other communities is that bylaws that clearly delineate the roles 
and responsibilities of all bodies concerned will be key to ensuring effectiveness. 
Bylaws will also need to offer solutions for instances where disagreements arise. In 
all cases the effectiveness of the structure will also be impacted by the members of 
the boards and committees.  

 
 
5.0 CONCLUSION 
 
The scope of this work included interviews with many of the players involved in the Comox 
Valley, including the KFN, as well as municipal and regional staff and elected officials. 
However, it is worth emphasizing that these discussions represented only one opportunity 
to discuss governance with each of these players. Deciding on what changes are needed, 
and committing to new governance models is difficult, and obtaining agreement an even 
greater challenge. Accordingly, it was not anticipated that this report would recommend any 
one solution or preferred alternative, but rather provide options that will need to be 
discussed and explored more fully with the affected parties. The options were identified in 
response to issues noted during the interview process with staff and elected officials at the 
CVRD, City of Courtenay, Town of Comox and K’ómoks First Nation. All options provide the 
opportunity to achieve the following objectives: 
 

1. Involve the KFN in decision-making on water and sewer. 
2. Increase the level of technical advice on issues where desired. 
3. Address perceived inequities in weighted voting. 
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Each option has advantages, but also complexities. With the introduction of new 
committees and commissions comes the need to clearly define the roles of each body – 
carefully articulating the responsibility of the committees/commissions over what type of 
decisions, and clarifying staff reporting relationships – and then to monitor the process to 
avoid the blurring of lines between operations and policy. What is intended as a body for 
extra advice can often increase both costs and workloads, and result in an overly complex 
decision-making structure. While the need for additional technical advice was noted as one 
of the primary objectives, each option does impact staff time, cost, efficiency, and 
timeliness. Having confidence in the technical advice is essential, but where the final 
decisions still rest with elected officials, effective decision-making may be more about 
finding ways to mediate the political decisions rather than simply supplying more technical 
support.  
 
Determining the best approach for the CVRD services will depend on the Board’s priorities, 
and determining a solution that fosters informed decision-making, inclusive and constructive 
debate, and balances the need to make decisions in a timely and cost-effective manner.     
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THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF COURTENAY 

STAFF REPORT 
 

 

Figure No. 1: Location Map (subject property outlined in red) 

To:  Council  File No.:  3090-20-1804 

From: Chief Administrative Officer Date:  September 17, 2018 

Subject: Development Variance Permit No. 1804 – 1964 Dogwood Drive 

 

PURPOSE: 

The purpose of this report is for Council to consider a Development Variance Permit (DVP) to reduce the 
minimum front and side yard setbacks and the minimum distance from the face of a carport to the 
property line for an existing single family lot located at 1964 Dogwood Drive to facilitate the construction 
of a carport and covered deck.  

 

CAO RECOMMENDATIONS: 

That based on the September 17th, 2018 staff report ‘Development Variance Permit No. 1804 – 1964 
Dogwood Drive’, Council support approving OPTION 1 and approve Development Variance Permit No. 
1804.  

 
Respectfully submitted, 
 

 
David Allen, BES, CLGEM, SCLGM 
Chief Administrative Officer 
 

 

BACKGROUND:  

The subject property is 613.9 m2 in size, 
is situated between Pine Place and 19th 
Street and is accessed from Dogwood 
Drive, legally described as Lot 17, Block 
5, Section 68, Comox District, Plan 
16252. The property is currently zoned 
Residential One Zone (R-1) and 
occupied by a single detached dwelling, 
an attached carport and an accessory 
building.  

 
The applicant/owner is proposing to 
construct an attached carport in the 
front yard and a covered deck in the 
eastern side yard and rear yard.  
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Development Variance Permit No. 1804 – 1964 Dogwood Drive 

 

Figure No. 3: Proposed View from Dogwood Drive 

 

To facilitate the development the applicant is required to obtain a development variance permit for 
reductions to the minimum front yard and side yard building setbacks as well as the minimum distance the 
face of the carport is permitted to be from the front property line.  

 

The site is located within an established residential area in West Courtenay. Many of the surrounding 
properties are zoned R-1 and contain single family residential uses. The existing single family dwelling was 
constructed in the 1970’s and in the 1990’s a small bedroom/bathroom addition was constructed. As with 
many older homes, the siting of the dwelling is considered legal non-conforming to the side yard setbacks 

 

 

 

DISCUSSION: 

Official Community Plan (OCP) 

The subject property is designated as Urban Residential in the Official Community Plan (OCP). The proposal 
is consistent with the Urban Residential designation which supports the development of serviced single 
family lots ranging in size from 650 m² to 2500 m² that keep with the scale and character of the 
neighbourhood.  
 
The proposed development is contemporary in style and visual interest is created by the addition of a gable 
roofline. The development has been designed to complement the architectural elements and exterior 
finishes of the dwelling. The applicant is proposing a colour scheme of natural wood, white, brown and 
grey which are the same colors utilized in the existing dwelling. Also, the construction materials used in the 
development (i.e. glass, wood, and asphalt shingles) have already been incorporated in the design of the 
dwelling.  
 

Zoning Review 

To accommodate the construction of the new carport and covered side yard deck, the applicant requires 
variances to the front yard and side yard building setbacks and to the minimum distance the face of the 
carport is located from the front property line. Table No. 1 below compares the applicant’s proposal with 
the setback requirements in the R-1 zone and Division 7 of the Zoning Bylaw. Please note the variances are 
slightly larger than what is shown in the attached plans in order to provide some flexibility at the time of 
construction. 
 
 

Figure No. 2: Existing View from Dogwood Drive 
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Table No. 1: Zoning Criteria and Proposal  

According to the applicant’s submissions, the carport is 
being constructed because the owner became disabled and 
had to install a wheelchair ramp to access the entrance of 
the dwelling. The installation of the wheel chair ramp 
resulted in insufficient floor area remaining for parking a 
single vehicle and the applicant is now required to park his vehicle in the driveway. Parking the vehicle in 
the driveway exposes it to ice, snow and other hazards.  The construction of the new carport over the 
driveway will protect the vehicle from snow and ice and will assist in limiting the owner’s exposure to 
physical hazards associated with maintaining the vehicle in the winter weather (i.e. slips and falls). 
 
Regarding the covered deck, the applicant is proposing to add a new roof to the existing deck situated at 
the east side of the dwelling. The applicant’s plans indicate that the roof will maintain current elevations, 
will be constructed of wood and will contain similar roofing materials as the dwelling. The applicant 
indicated that the covered deck will provide much needed covered outdoor space for the hot tub which the 
applicant utilizes, in part, for therapeutic reasons. The applicant will be constructing the deck to the same 
floor elevation as the dwelling which eliminates the need for steps and makes the dwelling more accessible 
for the owner.  
 
Staff notes that no variances are required for the construction of the new rear yard deck as it meets zoning 
regulation. 

 

 
 

Required Current  

 

Proposed 

Section 8.1.6(1)  

Front Yard Setback – 7.5 m 

Section 8.1.6(3)  

Side Yard Setback shall total 
4.5 metres with a minimum 
of 1.5 m on one side 
 
 
Section  
7.1.6 (8) 
 

 

7.75 m 

 

3.7 m 

(west) 1.9 m 

(east) 1.8 m 

 

7.75 m 

 

1.2 m 

 

3.5 m 

(west) 1.9 m 

(east) 1.6 m 

 

1.2 m 

 

Figure No. 4: View of Proposed Deck  
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The intent of the front yard setback in the zoning is to limit the impact of building mass on the adjacent 
streetscape and the side yard setbacks ensure that there is adequate distance between dwellings for 
privacy reasons as well as to limit the overall building mass on a property.  The 6.0 meter setback to the 
face of a garage or carport ensures that adequate parking length is available in driveways for vehicles.  
 
Staff has reviewed the applicant’s plans and note that there will be no privacy impacts for the owner’s 
located at 1966 Dogwood Drive. The adjacent owners to the east at 1962 Dogwood have no windows on 
their rear building façade. Also the applicant’s eastern side yard is well landscaped with cedar hedging 
offering screening from both Dogwood Drive and the properties to the east.  
 
Homeowners along 19th Street (764, 780, and 818 19th Street) have rear yards that face towards the 
applicant’s property, however, these dwellings are situated on the opposite side of the development (west 
side) and there is mature vegetation in their rear yards that help to screen the development. 
 
The owners of 2020, 2030, 2040 and 2050 Pine Place have limited views of the covered deck due to mature 
vegetation which provides privacy. The owner of 2030 Pine Place has a second-floor rear deck which is 
enclosed with a privacy fence therefore they have no view of the proposed deck and roof.  
 
The OCP supports the provision of housing opportunities for individuals having special housing 
requirements. By reducing the minimum driveway length alternative parking won’t be easily 
accommodated in the driveway. The new carport, however, will provide parking for the owner’s vehicle. 
Also, the applicant has demonstrated neighborhood support for the development. Staff assess the 
requested side yard variance as minor and supportable. While staff generally would not be supportive of 
such significant intrusions into the front yard setbacks, given the unique circumstances of the application 
and general neighbourhood support staff support the variances for the carport.  
 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

The application fee for a Development Variance Permit is $1,000. This fee covers the administrative costs 
of processing the application including staff time, advertising and materials. Should the variance be 
granted, an application is required to obtain a building permit.   

Building Permit application fees will also be collected at a rate of $7.50 for every $1,000 of construction 
value. 

ADMINISTRATIVE IMPLICATIONS:    

The processing of development applications is included in the current work plan as a statutory component. 
Staff has spent 13 hours reviewing the application, meeting with the applicant to request additional 
information, and preparing a staff report.  

If approved, there will be approximately one additional hour of staff time required to prepare the notice of 
permit, have it registered on title and close the file.  

ASSET MANAGEMENT IMPLICATIONS: 
There are no direct asset management implications related to this application. This is an infill development 
that will utilize existing City infrastructure. 
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STRATEGIC PRIORITIES REFERENCE: 

Development applications fall within Council’s area of control and specifically align with the following 
priorities: 

 Area of Control 

The policy, works and programming matters that fall within Council’s 

jurisdictional authority to act. 

 
 

OFFICIAL COMMUNITY 
PLAN REFERENCE:  
 

4.4.2 Goals 
 

5) Encourage housing opportunities for individuals having special housing requirements.  
7) Preserve the integrity and character of existing residential areas with any redevelopment proposal. 
 

 
REGIONAL GROWTH STRATEGY REFERENCE: 

There is no direct implication to the Regional Growth Strategy. 

CITIZEN/PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT: 

The level of public input that has been undertaken is “Consult”. In accordance with the Local Government 
Act, the City has notified property owners and occupants within 30m of the subject property with regard to 
the proposed development.  

 

The applicant held a public information meeting on April 7, 2018 and two neighbours from two adjacent 
households attended. The applicant indicated that all attendees at the meeting were supportive of the 
project. Also the applicant received written support for the project from two neighbours located at 1967 

We focus on organizational and governance 
excellence 

  We support meeting the fundamental corporate 
and statutory obligations 
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Dogwood Drive and 780 19th Street. To date, the City has received one written response in support of the 
application from the property owners at 1970 Dogwood Drive (Attachment No. 4).   

In accordance with the Local Government Act, the City has notified property owners and occupants within 
30 metres of the subject property of the requested variances and provided the opportunity to submit 
written feedback. To date, staff has received no responses. 

 

OPTIONS:    

OPTION 1: (Recommended) That based on the September 17th, 2018 staff report ‘Development Variance 
Permit No. 1804 – 1964 Dogwood Drive’, Council support approving OPTION 1 and approve 
Development Variance Permit No. 1804.  

 

OPTION 2: Defer consideration of Development Variance Permit No. 1804 pending receipt of further 
information.  

OPTION 3: Not approve Development Variance Permit No. 1804.  

 

 

Prepared by:      Reviewed by: 

   

   
 
              
Dana Beatson, MCIP, RPP    Ian Buck, MCIP, RPP 
Land Use Planner     Director of Development Services 
 

Attachments: 
1. Attachment No.1: Draft Development Variance Permit No. 1804 and Associated Schedule No. 1 
2. Attachment No. 3: Applicant’s Application Letter 
3. Attachment No.4: Public Meeting Summary and Comments 
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 THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF COURTENAY 

Permit No. DVP 1804 

DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE PERMIT  

September 17, 2018 

To issue a Development Variance Permit  

To: Name: Norman and Carol Schlosser  

 Address: 1964 Dogwood Drive, Courtenay BC, V9N 3B5 

 

Property to which permit refers: 

 Legal:  Lot 17, Block 5, Section 68, Comox District, Plan 16252 

 Civic:  1964 Dogwood Drive, Courtenay BC, V9N 3B5 

 

Conditions of Permit:  

Permit issued to allow for the following variances to the City of Courtenay Zoning Bylaw No. 2500, 

2007: 

Section 8.1.6 - Setbacks 

(1) Reduce the required front yard setback from 7.5 metres to 1.2 metres 

(3) Reduce the required total side yard setbacks from 4.5 metres to 3.5 metres   

 

Section 7.1.6 – Specifications (off-street parking and loading spaces) 

(8) Reduce the distance from the face of a carport to the front property line from 6.0 

meters to 1.2 meters. 

Development Variance Permit No. 1804 is subject to the following conditions:  

 That the development shall conform to the plan as shown in Schedule No. 1; 

 The carport shall not be enclosed; 

 That a formal amendment application is required if the plans change or additional 

variances are identified after the permit is issued 

Time Schedule of Development and Lapse of Permit 

That if the permit holder has not substantially commenced the construction authorized by this 

permit within (12) months after the date it was issued, the permit lapses. 

 

             

Date       Director of Legislative Service 

Attachment No. 1: Draft Development Variance Permit No. 1804 
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Schedule No. 1 

66



Staff Report - September 17, 2018  Page 9 of 19 
Development Variance Permit No. 1804 – 1964 Dogwood Drive  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Schedule No. 1 
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Schedule No. 1 
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Schedule No. 1 
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Attachment No.2: Applicant’s Application letter 
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Attachment No. 3  
Public Meeting Summary and Public Comments 
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THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF COURTENAY 

STAFF REPORT 
 

 
To:  Council  File No.:  5340-20; 5335-20 
From: Chief Administrative Officer Date:  September 17, 2018 
Subject: Greenwood Trunk Sewer and Hudson Trunk Sewer Budget Amendment 

 
PURPOSE: 
The purpose of this report is for staff to seek Council approval to reallocate funds within the 2018 Capital 
Budget. 
 
CAO RECOMMENDATIONS: 
That based on the September 17th, 2018 staff report “Greenwood Trunk Sewer and Hudson Trunk Sewer 
Budget Amendment” Council approve OPTION 1 and authorize the Sewer Capital Budget amendment 
increasing the budget for the Greenwood Trunk design by $251,250 ($64,670 from sewer utility revenue 
and $186,580 from sewer DCC reserve) and decreasing the budget for the Hudson Trunk design and 
construction by $251,250. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 

 
David Allen, BES, CLGEM, SCLGM 
Chief Administrative Officer 
 
BACKGROUND: 
The 2018 Capital Budget includes the design of the Greenwood Trunk sewer between the existing Klanawa 
Lift Station and the end of the Comox Valley Regional District (CVRD) portion of the trunk main. The budget 
amount contained within the 2018 Capital Budget was based on preliminary estimates from staff. Since the 
Capital Budget was approved, staff has revised the scope and received updated cost estimates for the 
design of the sanitary trunk main in excess of the budgeted value. 
The 2018 Capital Budget also includes the design and construction of the connection of the City’s 
connection to the CVRD Hudson Trunk that was recently completed.  
 
DISCUSSION: 
The design and construction of the Greenwood Trunk sewer has been identified within both City and CVRD 
sanitary sewer plans for a number of years. With the CVRD’s recent decision to construct their portion of 
the Greenwood Trunk Sewer, the City included the design of the trunk sewer within the City boundary. This 
work is being performed in consultation with the land owner and associated developer.  
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The construction of the Greenwood sewer trunk will allow for the City to eliminate multiple lift stations and 
have the sewage flow by gravity to the CVRD portion of the trunk, reducing operational costs and the flow 
toward the Courtenay Lift Station.  
 
When developing the 2018 Capital Budget, based on the best available information at the time, staff 
assumed a budget value for the design of the City portion of the Greenwood trunk main. Staff recently 
received a cost estimate and revised scope from the engineering consultant that exceeds the original 
estimated budget for the project. This revised scope will further reduce long term operational costs to the 
City, and improve operational reliability of the sewer system. 
 
The 2018 Capital Budget also included a budget for the design and construction of the connection to the 
Hudson Trunk sewer that was recently completed by the CVRD. At the time of developing the budget, it 
was unclear whether the City or developer was to construct the connection. In order to ensure that there 
was sufficient budget in place should the City be responsible for the construction, funds were identified in 
the 2018 Sewer Capital budget. It was later determined that this work is the responsibility of the 
neighbouring developer and that the work has been included in the next phase of subdivision that is 
scheduled to be constructed this summer. A small amount of work was undertaken prior to confirming the 
developer’s construction responsibility. 
 
In order to proceed with the full design of the Greenwood Trunk, staff proposes to amend the 2018 Sewer 
Capital Budget and reallocate the available budget from the Hudson Trunk project to the Greenwood Trunk 
project.  
 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

Project Description 2018 Budget 
Amount 

Budget 
Amendment 

Revised 2018 
Budget Amount 

Greenwood Trunk Sewer 

 Sewer Utility Revenue $ 23,200 $ 64,670 $ 87,870 

 DCC Reserve $ 66,800 $186,580 $253,380 

Total $ 90,000 $251,250 $341,250 

Hudson Trunk Sewer 

 Sewer Utility Revenue $255,000 ($251,250) $ 3,750 

 DCC Reserve $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

Total $255,000 ($251,250) $ 3,750 

Net Total $345,000 $0 $345,000 
 

The Greenwood Trunk Sewer project is a DCC project while the Hudson Trunk project is not. The increase in 
the Greenwood Trunk Sewer budget will be funded from both sewer user fees and DCC reserves at the 
appropriate ratio based on the City’s Development Cost Charges Bylaw No. 2840, 2016. An overall increase 
of $186,580 in DCC reserve funds will be utilized in the 2018 Sewer Capital Budget, resulting in an offset 
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amount in the Sewer Utility Fund.  This amount will remain in the fund to be utilized for future projects per 
Council’s annual budgeting process. 
The proposed budget amendment has been developed in consultation with the Director of Financial 
Services. 
 
ADMINISTRATIVE IMPLICATIONS:   (work plan, etc.) 

These projects are included in staff’s Council directed 2018 work plan. 

ASSET MANAGEMENT IMPLICATIONS: 

The implementation of the Greenwood Trunk project will add approximately 3,000m of new sanitary trunk 
sewer and one additional lift station but will allow for the elimination of up to two lift stations and will 
divert sanitary flows from the existing sanitary system that is near capacity. 
 
STRATEGIC PRIORITIES REFERENCE: 

We proactively plan and invest in our natural and built environment 

 We look for regional infrastructure solutions for shared services to our community 

 

  Area of Control 
The policy, works and programming matters that fall within 
Council’s jurisdictional authority to act. 

  Area of Influence 
Matters that fall within shared or agreed jurisdiction between 
Council and another government or party. 

  Area of Concern 
Matters of interest outside Council’s jurisdictional authority to 
act. 

 

 

OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN REFERENCE: 

None 

REGIONAL GROWTH STRATEGY REFERENCE: 

None 

CITIZEN/PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT: 

During the design of the Greenwood Trunk project, there will be an ongoing commitment to work with 
adjacent land owners and developers to ensure that the design of the trunk sewer will function 
appropriately based on their development requirements. Staff will meet an “Involve” level of engagement 
based on the IAP2 Spectrum of Public Participation:  
http://c.ymcdn.com/sites/www.iap2.org/resource/resmgr/imported/IAP2%20Spectrum_vertical.pdf 
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OPTIONS: 

Option 1: Council approve Option 1 and authorize the Sewer Capital Budget amendment increasing 
the budget for the Greenwood Trunk design by $251,250 ($64,670 from sewer utility 
revenue and $186,580 from sewer DCC reserve) and decreasing the budget for the Hudson 
Trunk design and construction by $251,250. 

 
Option 2: That Council not approve the 2018 Sewer Capital Budget amendment. 

 

 

Prepared by: 

     
Craig Perry, P.Eng.    Ryan O’Grady, P.Ag., P.Eng. 
Manager of Engineering  Projects  Director of Engineering Services 
 
 
 
\\Vesta\Public\Corporate Reports\Communication Procedures\Active Communications\SR DES 2018-08-24 Greenwood Trunk and 
Hudson Trunk Budget Amendment.docx 
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 CITY OF COURTENAY 
 
 BYLAW REFERENCE FORM 
 
 
 BYLAW TITLE 
 

1)  Tax Exemption 2019 Bylaw No. 2939, 2018 
2)  Churches Tax Exemption 2019 Bylaw No. 2940, 2018 

 
 
 REASON FOR BYLAW 
 
To consider three readings of the above permissive tax exemption bylaws for the 2019 taxation 
year.  
 
 
 STATUTORY AUTHORITY FOR BYLAW 

 
Section 224 of the Community Charter 
 
 
 OTHER APPROVALS REQUIRED 
 

  
STAFF COMMENTS AND/OR REPORTS 

Bylaws are prepared in accordance with the August 20, 2018 Council approved list of recipients 
and prescribed exemption levels. 
 
Final adoption required by October 31, 2018 to take effect for the 2019 taxation year 
 
 OTHER PROCEDURES REQUIRED 
 
Statutory Advertising required will be completed for two weeks prior to the expected final 
adoption of the bylaw on October 15, 2018 
 
 
September 17, 2018 J. Nelson  
 Staff Member      

83



 
 1 

THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF COURTENAY 
 

BYLAW NO. 2939 
 

A bylaw to exempt certain lands and 
improvements from taxation for the year 2019 

 
WHEREAS the Council of the Corporation of the City of Courtenay deems that land and 
improvements described herein meet the qualifications of Section 224 of the Community 
Charter; 
 
NOW THEREFORE the Council of the Corporation of the City of Courtenay in open meeting 
assembled, enacts as follows: 
 
1. This bylaw may be cited for all purposes as "Tax Exemption 2019 Bylaw No. 2939, 

2018". 
 
2. The following properties are hereby exempt from taxation for land and improvements to 

the extent indicated for the year 2019: 
 

 
FOLIO 

 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

 
CIVIC ADDRESS 

REGISTERED 
OWNER/LESSEE 

PERCENTAGE 
EXEMPTION  

 
49.000 

 
LOT 41, SECTION 61, 
CD, PLAN 311 

 
280 – 4TH STREET 

 
EUREKA SUPPORT 
SOCIETY 

 
100% 

 
112.002 
 

 
PARCEL A OF LOT 
124&125 DD, PLAN 
80170N, SECTION 61, 
CD, EXCEPT PLAN 
472BL OF L  
PID 004-863-682 

 
243-4TH STREET 

 
BOYS AND GIRLS 
CLUBS OF CENTRAL 
VANCOUVER 
ISLAND (LEASED 
FROM CITY OF 
COURTENAY) 

 
100% OF THE 
ASSESSMENT 

ALLOCATED TO 
THE SPACE 

LEASED BY THE 
LEASEE  

 
122.000 
 
1650.000 

 
LOT 1, PLAN 40587 
 
PARCEL A, DD59610N  
OF LOT B, SECTION 16, 
PL 5618 

 
367 CLIFFE AVENUE 
 
101 ISLAND 
HIGHWAY 

 
ROYAL CANADIAN 
LEGION 

 
100% 

 
169.000 
 

 
PARCEL B (BEING A 
CONSOLIDATION OF 
LOTS 14, 17, 18, 21, 22 
SEE CA6169477) 
SECTION 61, CD, PLAN 
VIP1517 

 
237 – 3RD STREET 
 

 
COMOX VALLEY 
CHILD 
DEVELOPMENT 
ASSOCIATION 

 
100% 

 
348.000 

 
LOT 15, SECTION 61, 
CD, PLAN 4906 

 
543 – 6TH STREET 

 
ALANO CLUB OF 
COURTENAY 

 
100% 

 
 
400.000 
 

 
LOT A, SECTION 61, 
CD, PLAN 18979 

 
A1-310 8TH STREET 

 
CITY OF 
COURTENAY 
(LEASED FROM 
WEST ISLAND 
CAPITAL CORP) 

 
100% OF THE 
ASSESSMENT 

ALLOCATED TO 
THE SPACE 

LEASED BY THE 
LEASEE  

513.000 LOT A, DL 127, CD, 
PLAN 7719 

755 HARMSTON 
AVENUE 

OLD CHURCH 
THEATRE SOCIETY 

 
100% 

84



 
 2 

 
FOLIO 

 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

 
CIVIC ADDRESS 

REGISTERED 
OWNER/LESSEE 

PERCENTAGE 
EXEMPTION 

 
750.020 

 
LOT 1, DL 127, CD, 
PLAN VIP62285 

 
641 MENZIES 
AVENUE 

 
COMOX VALLEY 
RECOVERY CENTRE 
SOCIETY (LEASED 
FROM CITY OF 
COURTENAY) 

 
100% 

 
1037.000 

 
LOTS 1 AND 2, SECTION 
41, CD, PLAN 3930 

 
1415 CLIFFE 
AVENUE 

 
COMOX VALLEY 
FAMILY SERVICES 
ASSOCIATION 

 
100% 

 
1494.000 
1494.010 
1494.050 
 

 
LOT A, SECTION 6 AND 
8, CD, PLAN 35008 
LOT 1 AND 2, SECTION 
6 AND 8, CD, PLAN 
2849, EXCEPT PLAN 
35008 

 
2450 BACK ROAD 
 
2470 BACK ROAD 

 
GLACIER VIEW 
LODGE SOCIETY 

 
100% 

 
1566.000 

 
LOT 1, PLAN 27169 
SECTION 16, LD 15 
PID 002-568-098 

 
810 BRAIDWOOD 
ROAD 

 
M’AKOLA HOUSING 
SOCIETY 

 
100% 

 
1960.300 

 
LOT A 
PLAN 15464 

 
SANDPIPER DRIVE 

 
THE NATURE TRUST 
OF BRITISH 
COLUMBIA 

 
100% 

 
2016.007 

 
LOT 7, PLAN 27200 

 
1571 BURGESS 
ROAD 

 
STEPPING STONES 
RECOVERY HOUSE 
FOR WOMEN 
(LEASE) 

 
100% 

 
2200.044 

 
LOT 3, DL 138, CD, 
PLAN 20288 

 
2564 CUMBERLAND 
ROAD 

 
COURTENAY & 
DISTRICT 
HISTORICAL 
SOCIETY IN TRUST 

 
100% 

 
3200.072 

 
LOT A, SECTION 18, CD, 
PLAN 12735 

 
4835 
HEADQUARTERS RD 
 

 
COMOX VALLEY 
CURLING CLUB 

 
100% 

 
170.002 
 
 
 

 
LOT A, SECTION 61, 
PLAN 54105 
PID 017-752-141 
 

 
280 2ND STREET 
 
 
 

 
COMOX VALLEY 
TRANSITION 
SOCIETY (LEASED 
FROM FOUR PAWS 
INVESTMENTS 
LTD.) 

 
100% 

 
1577.018 

 
LOT 4, SECTION 16, 
PLAN VIS2269, 
PID  017-693-071 

 
#4 - 204 ISLAND 
HWY N 

 
COMOX VALLEY 
PREGNANCY CARE 
CENTRE 

 
100% 

 
757.000 
 
757.001 
 
 
758.000 

 
LOT A, BLOCK 2, PLAN 
1951 
LOT A, BLOCK 2, PLAN 
1951 EXCEPT PLAN 
4288 & 4941 
LOT A&B, PLAN 16907 

 
1051 – 8TH STREET 
 
1061 – 8TH STREET 
 
 
635 PIDCOCK AVE 

 
COMOX VALLEY 
KIWANIS VILLAGE 
SOCIETY 

 
75% 

85



 
 3 

 
FOLIO 

 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

 
CIVIC ADDRESS 

REGISTERED 
OWNER/LESSEE 

PERCENTAGE 
EXEMPTION 

 
1286.045 

 
LOT 8, BLOCK 3, PLAN 
16252 
 

 
534 – 19TH STREET 

 
L’ARCHE COMOX 
VALLEY 

 
75% 

 
34.000 

 
LOT 2, SECTION 61, CD, 
PLAN 20159 
PID 003-698-254 

 
231 6TH STREET 

 
COURTENAY ELKS’  
LODGE #60 OF THE 
BENEVOLENT AND 
PROTECTIVE 
ORDER OF THE 
ELKS’ OF CANADA 

 
40% 

 
88.000 

 
LOT 85, PLAN VIP 311 
SECTION 61, LD 15 
EXCEPT PLAN 66BL 
 

 
355 6TH STREET 

 
AVI HEALTH AND 
COMMUNITY 
SERVICES (AIDS 
VANCOUVER 
ISLAND (LEASED 
FROM ERNST VON 
SCHILLING) 
 

 
40% OF THE 
ASSESSMENT 

ALLOCATED TO 
THE SPACE 

LEASED BY THE 
LEASEE 

 
166.000 

  
LOT 8 PLAN 2834 
PID 003-451-941 

 
267 3RD STREET 

 
COMOX VALLEY 
CHILD 
DEVELOPMENT 
ASSOCIATION 

 
40% 

 
459.000 

 
LOT B, PLAN 20211 
PID 003-519-376 
 

 
956 GRIEVE AVENUE 

 
UPPER ISLAND 
WOMEN OF NATIVE 
ANCESTRY 

 
40% 

 
750.100 

 
LOT 1, PLAN VIP 62247 

 
994 – 8TH ST 

 
JOHN HOWARD 
SOCIETY OF 
NORTH ISLAND 

 
40% 

 
1171.005 
 
 
 
1171.006 
 

 
LOT C, PLAN 13660, 
SECTION 41, LD 15 
PID 004-619-048 
 
LOT 5, PLAN 13075, 
SECTION 41, LD 15 
EXCEPT PLAN 
VIP68431 
PID 004-711-823 
 

 
1625 MCPHEE 
AVENUE 
 
 
1679 MCPHEE 
AVENUE 

 
WACHIAY 
FRIENDSHIP 
CENTRE SOCIETY 

 
40% OF THE 

ASSESSMENT –
EXCLUDING 10% 

OF FACILITY 
USED FOR 
REVENUE 

GENERATING 
BUSINESS 
(WACHIAY 

STUDIO AND 
MULTIMEDIA) 

 
1288.060 
 

 
STRATA LOT 30, PLAN 
VIS932, DL 104, LD 15 
PID 000-806-471 
 

 
#311, 1015 
CUMBERLAND ROAD 

 
DAWN TO DAWN 
ACTION ON 
HOMELESSNESS 
SOCIETY 
 

 
40% 

 
1224.080 
 
 

 
STRATA LOT 26, PLAN 
VIS2232, SECTION 68, 
LD 15 
PID 017-586-801 

 
#17, 375 21ST 
STREET 

 
DAWN TO DAWN 
ACTION ON 
HOMELESSNESS 
SOCIETY 
 

 
40% 
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FOLIO 

 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

 
CIVIC ADDRESS 

REGISTERED 
OWNER/LESSEE 

PERCENTAGE 
EXEMPTION 

 
1700.332 
 

 
STRATA LOT 2, 
SECTION 67, LD 15, 
PLAN VIS3934 
PID 023-378-158 

 
#10-12 2683 MORAY 
AVENUE 
 

 
THE CANADIAN 
RED CROSS 
SOCIETY (LEASED 
FROM 670431 BC 
LTD) 

 
40% OF THE 
ASSESSMENT 

ALLOCATED TO 
THE SPACE 

LEASED BY THE 
LEASEE 

 
 
 
1960.004 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
LOT B, SECTION 67, CD, 
PLAN 33851 
PID 000-262-170 

 
 
#9, 468 29TH STREET 

 
THE GOVERNING 
COUNCIL OF THE 
SALVATION ARMY 
IN CANADA 
(LEASED FROM 
NOORT 
DEVELOPMENT 
LTD) 

 
40% OF THE 
ASSESSMENT 

ALLOCATED TO 
THE SPACE 

LEASED BY THE 
LEASEE 

 
1960.006 

 
LOT C, SECTION 67, CD, 
PLAN 33851 
PID 000-217-158 

 
2966 KILPATRICK 
AVE 

 
AARON HOUSE 
MINISTRIES 
(LEASED FROM 
NOORT 
DEVELOPMENT 
LTD) 

 
40% OF THE 
ASSESSMENT 

ALLOCATED TO 
THE SPACE 

LEASED BY THE 
LEASEE 

 
2024.009 

 
LOT 2 PLAN VIP53672 
PID 017-650-097 

 
1755  13TH STREET 

 
HABITAT FOR 
HUMANITY 
VANCOUVER 
ISLAND NORTH 
SOCIETY 

 
40% OF THE 
ASSESSMENT 

ALLOCATED TO 
THE SPACE USED 

FOR 
ADMINISTRATION 

OFFICES 
 
2091.136 
 
 

 
LOT 4, DL 230, CD, 
PLAN VIP57822 
PID 018-564-381 
 
 
 

 
2398 ROSEWALL 
CRESCENT 

 
SALTWATER 
EDUCATION 
SOCIETY  
(LEASED FROM 
SPACIAL HOLDINGS 
INC) 

 
40% OF THE 
ASSESSMENT 

ALLOCATED TO 
THE SPACE 

LEASED BY THE 
LEASEE 

 
3200.032 

 
LOT A, SECTION 18, CD, 
PLAN VIP 75369 
PID 025-673-017 

 
4729 
HEADQUARTERS RD 
 

 
YOUTH FOR CHRIST 
COMOX VALLEY 

 
40% OF THE 

ASSESSMENT –
EXCLUDING 
CARETAKER 
RESIDENTIAL 

SPACE 
 
1113.000 

 
LOT 19, SECTION 41, 
DL 15, PLAN 9230, 
PID 005-583-314 

 
1465 GRIEVE 
AVENUE 

 
L’ARCHE COMOX 
VALLEY 

 
40% 

 
131.002 

 
LOT A, SECTION 61,  
PLAN EPP61970, 
PID 029-906-431 

 
356 3RD STREET 

 
COMOX VALLEY 
TRANSITION 
SOCIETY  
 

 
40% 
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 5 

 
FOLIO 

 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

 
CIVIC ADDRESS 

REGISTERED 
OWNER/LESSEE 

PERCENTAGE 
EXEMPTION 

 
409.000 
 

 
LOT A, SECTION 61, 
PLAN 1674, 
PID 001-159-526 

 
625 ENGLAND 
AVENUE 

 
COMOX VALLEY 
TRANSITION 
SOCIETY (LEASED 
FROM SECRET 
VENTURE 
HOLDINGS LTD) 
 

 
40% 

 
1038.000 

 
LOT A, SECTION 41, 
PLAN VIP 60527, 
PID 023-021-128 

 
1455 CLIFFE 
AVENUE 

 
JOHN HOWARD 
SOCIETY OF 
NORTH ISLAND 
(LEASED FROM  
LUCK’S DENTAL 
LABORATORY 
LTD) 

 
40% OF THE 
ASSESSMENT 

ALLOCATED TO 
THE SPACE 

LEASED BY THE 
LEASEE 

 
 
 

 
Read a first time this     day of                        2018 
 
Read a second time this       day of                         2018 

 
Read a third time this       day of                         2018 
 
Finally passed and adopted this       day of                      2018    
 
 
 
 
                                                                      
Mayor       Corporate Officer 
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 CITY OF COURTENAY 
 
 BYLAW REFERENCE FORM 
 
 
 BYLAW TITLE 
 

1)  Tax Exemption 2019 Bylaw No. 2939, 2018 
2)  Churches Tax Exemption 2019 Bylaw No. 2940, 2018 

 
 
 REASON FOR BYLAW 
 
To consider three readings of the above permissive tax exemption bylaws for the 2019 taxation 
year.  
 
 
 STATUTORY AUTHORITY FOR BYLAW 

 
Section 224 of the Community Charter 
 
 
 OTHER APPROVALS REQUIRED 
 

  
STAFF COMMENTS AND/OR REPORTS 

Bylaws are prepared in accordance with the August 20, 2018 Council approved list of recipients 
and prescribed exemption levels. 
 
Final adoption required by October 31, 2018 to take effect for the 2019 taxation year 
 
 OTHER PROCEDURES REQUIRED 
 
Statutory Advertising required will be completed for two weeks prior to the expected final 
adoption of the bylaw on October 15, 2018 
 
 
September 17, 2018 J. Nelson  
 Staff Member      

89



 1 

 THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF COURTENAY 
 
 BYLAW NO. 2940 
 A bylaw to exempt certain lands and  
 improvements, set apart for public worship, from taxation for the year 2019 
 
WHEREAS the Council of the Corporation of the City of Courtenay deems that land and 
improvements described herein meet the qualifications of Section 220 of the Community 
Charter; 
 
NOW THEREFORE the Council of the Corporation of the City of Courtenay in open meeting 
assembled enacts as follows: 
 
1. This bylaw may be cited for all purposes as "Churches Tax Exemption 2019 Bylaw 

No. 2940, 2018". 
 

2. Pursuant to Section 224(2)(a)(f)(g) of the Community Charter, the following properties 
on which a church hall or facility is situated, the land on which such a hall stands, the 
remaining area of land surrounding the building set apart for public worship, and the 
remaining area of land surrounding the exempted building, exempted hall, or both, are 
hereby exempted from taxation for land and improvements to the extent indicated for the 
year 2019 except for that portion of the property used for residential or commercial 
purposes: 

 
  

FOLIO 
 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION 
 

CIVIC ADDRESS 
 

REGISTERED OWNER 
PERCENTAGE 
EXEMPTION  

 
1. 

 
143.000 

 
LOT AM 11, SECTION 61, 
CD, PLAN 33854N 

 
467 – 4TH STREET 

 
GRACE BAPTIST 
CHURCH OF THE 
COMOX VALLEY 

 
100% 

 
2. 

 
313.100 

 
LOT 1, SECTION 62, CD, 
PLAN VIP 74608 

 
591 – 5TH STREET 

 
ANGLICAN SYNOD 
DIOCESE OF B.C. 

 
100% 

 
3. 

 
341.000 
 
 

 
AMENDED LOT 1, PLAN 
55886N, SECTION 61 CD, 
PLAN 4906 

 
566 – 5TH STREET 
 
 

 
ELIM GOSPEL CHAPEL 
TRUSTEES 

 
100% 

 

 
4. 

 
342.000 

 
LOTS 3 & 4, BLOCK 6, 
CD, PLAN 472B 

 
576 – 5TH STREET 

 
ELIM GOSPEL CHAPEL 
TRUSTEES 

 
50.63% OF 

THE ASSESSED 
VALUE OF 

LAND ONLY 
 
5. 

 
346.000 

 
LOTS 10,11,12, AND 13, 
SECTION 61, CD, PLAN 
4906 

 
505 – 6TH STREET 

 
ST. GEORGES CHURCH 

 
100% 

 
6. 

 
568.000 

 
LOT A (DD EL132291), 
DL 127, PLAN 1464 
EXCEPT PLAN VIP67475 
 
 

 
765 MCPHEE 
AVENUE 

 
CENTRAL 
EVANGELICAL FREE 
CHURCH 

 
100% 

 
7. 

 
618.220 

 
LOT 1, DL 118, CD, PLAN 
VIP 73074 

 
2201 ROBERT LANG 
DRIVE 

 
RIVER HEIGHTS 
CHURCH SOCIETY 
 
 

 
100% 
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FOLIO 

 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

 
CIVIC ADDRESS 

 
REGISTERED OWNER  

PERCENTAGE 
EXEMPTION 

 
8. 

 
1074.050 

 
LOT A, PLAN 54316P, 
SECTION 41, CD, PLAN 
7449 

1580 FITZGERALD 
AVENUE 
1590 FITZGERALD 
AVENUE 

 
GOVERNING COUNCIL 
SALVATION ARMY 
CANADA WEST 

 
100% 

 

 
9. 

 
1166.000 

 
LOT A, PLAN 121193EF, 

SECTION 41, CD, 
FORMERLY LOTS 32 & 
33, CD, PLAN 10725 

 
771 – 17TH STREET 

 
TRUSTEES LUTHERAN 

CHURCH 

 
100% 

 
10. 

 
1211.004 

 
LOT 4, SECTION 68, CD, 
PLAN 14176 

 
1814 FITZGERALD 
AVE 

 
VALLEY UNITED 
PENTACOSTAL 
CHURCH OF BC 

 
100% 

 
11. 

 
1524.102 

 
LOT B, SECTION 15, CD, 
PLAN 54793 EXCEPT 
PLANS 14713, 36414, 
51121 

 
1599 TUNNER 
DRIVE 

 
BISHOP OF VICTORIA, 
CHRIST THE KING 
CATHOLIC CHURCH 

 
100% 

 
12. 

 
1594.000 

 
LOT 16, SECTION 16, CD, 
PLAN 7037 EXCEPT PLAN 
44368 

 
1581 DINGWALL RD 

 
TRUSTEES OF THE 
KINGDOM HALL OF 
JEHOVAH WITNESS 

 
100% 

 
13. 

 
1691.030 

 
LOT 1, SECTION 17, CD, 
PLAN VIP 79479 

 
4660 
HEADQUARTERS 
ROAD 

 
SEVENTH DAY 
ADVENTIST CHURCH 

 
100% 

 
14. 

 
1691.044 

 
LOT 2, SECTION 17, CD, 
PLAN VIP 61425 

 
4634 ISLAND HWY 

 
ANGLICAN SYNOD 
DIOCESE OF BC 

 
100% 

 
15. 

 
1691.046 

 
LOT 3, SECTION 17, CD, 
PLAN VIP 61425 

 
1514 DINGWALL 
ROAD 
 

 
ANGLICAN SYNOD 
DIOCESE OF BC 

 
100% 

 
16. 

 
2005.000 

 
LOT 12, DL 96 & 230, 
CD, PLAN 1406 

 
1901 – 20TH STREET 

 
LDS CHURCH 

 
100% EXCEPT 

THAT PART 
ASSESSED FOR 
SCHOOL USE 

 
17. 

 
2017.034 

 
LOT 1, DL 96, CD, PLAN 
VIP 59504 

 
1640 BURGESS RD 

 
FOURSQUARE GOSPEL 
CHURCH OF CANADA 

 
100% 

 
18. 

 
2200.088 

 
LOT A, PLAN 27596 

 
2963 LAKE TRAIL 
ROAD 

 
COURTENAY BAPTIST 
CHURCH 

 
100% 

 
Read a first time this       day of                        2018 
 
Read a second time this       day of                         2018 

 
Read a third time this       day of                         2018 
 
Finally passed and adopted this       day of                      
 
 
                                                                                         
Mayor       Corporate Officer 
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 THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF COURTENAY 
 
 BYLAW NO. 2941 
 

A bylaw to provide for the payment of Annual Remuneration  
to the Mayor and Councillors of the Corporation of the City of Courtenay 

 
WHEREAS it is desirable that annual remuneration be paid to the Mayor and Councillors of the 
Corporation of the City of Courtenay; 
 
NOW THEREFORE the Council of the Corporation of the City of Courtenay in open meeting 
assembled enacts as follows: 
 
 
1. This bylaw may be cited for all purposes as “Council Remuneration Bylaw No. 2941, 

2019”. 
 
2. That commencing January 1, 2019 there shall be paid in twelve monthly instalments out 

of the annual revenue of the City of Courtenay, annual remuneration as follows: 
 
 (a) to the Mayor an annual payment in the amount of $72,300.00; and 
 
 (b) to each Councillor an annual payment in the amount of $25,332.00. 
 
 
3. That for the calendar year 2022, and for each calendar year of a local government 

election, the annual remuneration for Mayor and Councillors will be reviewed through a 
market review process to be completed in January of that year. 

 
4. That “Council Remuneration Bylaw No. 2878, 2017” be hereby repealed. 
 
 
 
 
 
Read a first time this  day of           , 2018 
 
Read a second time this  day of          , 2018 
 
Read a third time this  day of         , 2018 
 
Finally passed and adopted this    day of         , 2018  
  
 
 
 
                                                                    
Mayor       Corporate Officer 
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