
 

 

               SPECIAL PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE 
October 9, 2014 

SCRD Board Room, 1975 Field Road, Sechelt, BC 
 

AGENDA 
Hillside Industrial Park and Economic Development 

 
 

CALL TO ORDER  9:30 a.m. 

AGENDA      

1.  Adoption of the Agenda  
 

PETITIONS AND DELEGATIONS 
 

 

REPORTS    

2.  Hillside Financing 
(Hillside)  

ANNEX A 
pp 1 - 9 

3.  Final Report for Regional Economic Development Workshop and  

Discussion Prior to October 20, 2014 Meeting 

(Economic Development) 

ANNEX B 
pp 10 - 101 

 

IN CAMERA 

That the public be excluded from attendance at the meeting in accordance with Sections 90 (1) (e) and 
(k) of the Community Charter - “the acquisition, disposition or expropriation of land or improvements...” 
and “negotiations and related discussions respecting the proposed provision of a municipal service that 
are at their preliminary stages…”. 

 

ADJOURNMENT  

 

 

COMMUNICATIONS 



 

SCRD - STAFF REPORT  

 
DATE:  September 24, 2014 

TO:  Special Planning and Development Committee, October 9, 2014 

FROM: Tina Perreault, Treasurer  

RE:  HILLSIDE FINANCING 

 
 
RECOMMENDATION(S): 
 
THAT the Treasurer’s report regarding the “Hillside Financing” be received; 
 
AND THAT the Hillside debt be aligned in accordance to LGA Section 814(5) and Staff 
verify with the Ministry as to the appropriateness of borrowing against the “General 
Reserve Funds”; 
 
AND THAT the interest that would have been earned if the reserve funds had not been 
borrowed, be charged against Hillside debt according to the new model; 
 
AND THAT the 2014 year-end deficit of approximately $850,000 for Hillside, remain static, 
and the general reserves be repaid by future lot sales; 
 
AND THAT the yearly funding shortfall of approximately $30-$40,000 for Hillside be 
funded through taxation on a prospective basis; 
 
AND FURTHER THAT the 2015-2019 Financial Plan be amended to reflect the yearly 
funding shortfall.  
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 

At the June 27, 2013 Regular Board Meeting, the following motion was adopted, partial excerpt 
as follows:   

283/13 cont. Recommendation No. 12 Hillside Workshop  

 THAT a workshop be held to determine the development plans and 
direction for Hillside Development with information that includes 
history, potential and obstacles, jurisdiction over roads, review 
HIDEGRO terms of reference, property sold and the present financial 
position; 

At the October 24, 2013 Regular Board Meeting, concluding the Hillside workshop, motion 
471/13 was adopted, with excerpt below:   

Recommendation No. 2 Hillside Financial Overview 

 THAT the Treasurer’s report dated September 17, 2013 titled “Hillside 
Financial Overview” be received; 

ANNEX A
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 AND THAT staff work with BC Assessment on the rationale for the land 

values at Hillside for roll numbers 746.07917 and 7467.07917.200; 

 AND THAT a budget proposal be prepared to include the following: 

 The true expected value of disposable land for lease or sale in an 
updated report; 

 The recommendation of a reasonable threshold of liability best/worst 
expected case; 

 There be an assessment of infrastructure costs of land development 
and maintenance of current infrastructure. 

At the May 22, 2014 Regular Board Meeting, the following motions were adopted, with excerpts 
below:   

Hillside It was moved and seconded 

311/14 THAT a plan be developed over the next 3-6 months to work toward the 
Hillside debt repayment; 

 AND THAT the proceeds from land sale of Lot H go toward reducing the 
current deficit; 

 AND FURTHER THAT the 2015-2018 Financial Plan be amended to 
reflect the results of the plan developed for Hillside debt repayment. 

Hillside Financing It was moved and seconded 

314/14 THAT the topic of Hillside Financing be permitted for discussion by the 
SCRD Directors for the District of Sechelt Director and Town of Gibsons 
at their respective municipality meetings;  

 AND THAT staff attend the District of Sechelt and Town of Gibsons 
meetings to explain the history and current situation of Hillside 
Financing; 

AND FURTHER THAT prior to attending the municipal council 
meetings, the SCRD Chair, CAO and municipal Directors meet with the 
municipal CAOs, Mayors, and Chief to provide background regarding 
Hillside financing and determine the best approach for informing their 
respective councils on the issue of Hillside financing. 

Since May 2014, all the related financial information (Attachment A) has been shared with the 
CAO’s and Councils of the member municipalities.  The CAO met with both the District of 
Sechelt and Gibsons Council to discuss the issues prior to any decisions related to the financing 
of Hillside.  Correspondence from the District of Sechelt Council, following the CAO’s 
presentation, is included in today’s In Camera agenda for receipt by the SCRD Board.     
 
A legal opinion was requested by Staff and was not available at the time of the report in May 2014.  
Staff also briefly contacted the Ministry and external auditors (BDO) regarding the “accounting 
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treatment” of Hillside, which concluded it’s in accordance with Generally Accepted Accounting 
Principles (GAAP) for local government, as recommended by the Public Sector Accounting Board 
(PSAB) of the Canadian Institute of Chartered Accountants.   

 
DISCUSSION 

Legal & Legislative Framework 

A final legal opinion was provided in August 2014 by Murdy & McAllister, regarding our inquiry 
as to whether there is any potential legal vulnerability as a result of funding Hillside from general 
revenue.  Specifically how they relate to Sections 814 & 822 of the Local Government Act (LGA) 
and Sections 175 and 178 of the Community Charter (CC). The opinion concluded that due to 
the “internal funding nature” of the Hillside debt from the SCRD’s General Fund, the debt is not 
considered a financial obligation under contract or a loan to a third party, and does not appear 
to be a short term capital borrowing.   
 
Staff would also like to note that the Ministry was not asked to provide a formal written opinion 
or conduct a comprehensive investigation into the financing or legislative issues.  We briefly 
touched on the accounting issues with the Ministry in April 2014, but didn’t go further, pending 
the Board and legal review of the issue.   
 
Internal Funding 

The internal borrowing structure has always been the funding source for Hillside, however it 
wasn’t until March 2012 that legislation allowed for Regional Districts to inter-fund-borrow 

between services through reserve funds only.  Prior to Bill 8 ( 2011 (Bill) (Community, Sport and 
Cultural Development Statutes Amendment Act, 2011) receiving Royal Assent, money in reserve 
funds for regional district services were segregated from each other, i.e. money in a reserve 
fund for one service could not be lent or transferred to a reserve fund in another service, in 
accordance with section 814(4) of the Act. The Bill amends section 814 of the Act by permitting 
a regional district to lend money from a reserve fund for one service to a reserve fund for a 
different service, subject to the following rules: 

 both reserve funds must be established for a capital purpose; 
 the money in the lending fund must not be currently required for the purpose of the fund; 
 the borrowing (or receiving) fund must repay the lending fund with the interest that would 

have been earned if the funds had not been borrowed; and 
 the repayment must occur before the lending fund requires the money. 

The Financial Circular (Attachment B) provided by the Ministry cautions that this type of funding 
is not meant to circumvent public consultations as well as the importance of planning, which is 
what we are trying to accomplish now. 

While it is preferable the Hillside debt be treated in accordance to LGA Section 814(5), 
currently, the only reserve fund that has enough to cover the Hillside debt is the Regional Water 
capital or operating reserve.  According to the Ministry circular, the funds cannot be “currently 
required”, and must be repaid when they do require the funds.  It is anticipated the Regional 
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Water service will require their reserve funds within the next 1-2 years for the universal metering 
project, an estimated $8 million project detailed in the Regional Water Master Plan.  The other 
large project on the horizon is the comprehensive software upgrade as well as various other 
capital equipment purchases.  There is not another reserve fund that has enough to borrow 
from. It would have to be a series of borrowing from various services reserve funds, for example 
the “general reserve fund”.  This option is not detailed as an option from the Ministry circular and 
Staff would have to verify this as a viable option.   
 
A few other options to consider are: go to a long term borrowing through AAP or referendum; 
tax to reduce the debt on an incremental basis; and lastly, create a separate corporate entity for 
“Hillside” and borrow through the corporation against the assets.  The latter suggestion requires 
professional advice and would be much more complex an option.    
 
Hillside Financing 
 
There are two items to address in regards to Hillside financing.  They are as follows: 
 

 The projected accumulated deficit of $850,000 at the end of 2014 (reduced from 
$1,299 million due to the sale of Lot H). 

 Yearly funding shortfall of approximately $40,000. 
 
While it is recommended that the current Hillside Debt be amended in accordance with Section 
814(5) of the LGA, it is also recommended that we do not continue to grow the deficit and repay 
the debt from future land sales.  There is a sufficient amount of land available for sale with the 
2014 assessments valued at $2.35 million (not including the demonstration forest), and it is 
unknown what the market value is for the land.  Lot G would likely be the next available lot for 
sale with an estimated value of $450,000.   
 

Even though there is a minor amount of yearly revenue received from the water & land leases, 
there is also a funding shortfall of approximately $20-$40,000 for the operations of Hillside.  This 
along with projects related to developing infrastructure to the property has contributed to the 
deficit.  In the past, anything related to funding Hillside was offset by in the Budget by “future 
land sales”.  Prior to Lot H, the last sale occurred 15 years ago in 1999.  The Board has 2 
options: 

1. Continue to increase the debt and fund internally 
2. Fund the shortfall through taxation 

 
Due to the fact that there is fluidity to the need for the “General Reserve Fund” (Attachment C), it is 
not recommended that the yearly funding shortfall be internally funded.  This type of  funding
also depletes cash from the organization.  It is recommended that this be funded through taxation
 each year, until more property is sold.    
 
Summary 
 
This is the first step in planning for the financing of Hillside.  If, for some reason, the Ministry 
does not allow for inter-fund borrowing, we will bring a report back to the Board for further 
consideration.   
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Hillside Financial Overview

1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
2014 

Projected Total

Revenues:

Lot Sales:  
     DL 1365 (Consortium  1992, 49.7ac) 402,000  402,000      
     Lot H (A)(Sechelt Creek Contr. 1992, 2.5 ac) 42,500        42,500        
     Lot A (Bayside Sawmills 1993, 11.66 ac ) 2 446,519  446,519      
     Lot C (Howe Sound Sort 1994, 6.84 ac) 375,000  375,000      
     Lot D (Bayside Sawmills 1995, 3.16 ac) 146,747  146,747      
     Lot E (Hillside Marine 1997, 8.3 ac ) 709,766      709,766      
     Lot F (Fleetwood Forest 1997, 4.22 ac) 325,966      325,966      
     Lot N (Centra Gas 1999, 4.29 ac) -          -          -          -              -          -          -          -            -             -             532,250      -          -          -             -             -             -             532,250      
     Lot H (0972951 BC Ltd, 14.28 ac) 519,000      519,000      
  -             
     Total Land Sales 3,499,748   

Water Leases -          -          -          -              5,218      18,852    23,994    18,311      19,689        19,689        19,689        19,689    19,689    19,689        20,686        22,103        22,306        27,220        47,125        43,682        44,918        46,269        52,818        53,168        54,922        54,923        674,649      
Land Leases -          -          -          38,446        65,408    90,276    49,079    -            18,511        16,500        16,200        16,875    19,644    19,800        20,400        24,000        21,206        24,179        16,991        17,415        17,850        18,296        18,296        18,664        19,037        19,038        586,111      
Property Taxes 25,000        28,000        -             53,000        

-             
Other revenues and cost recoveries -          -          -          -              -          (161)        4,540      114,516    94,918        -             -             8,465      22,821    800             500             7                 26,736        33,000        2,190          -             308,332      
To/from unfunded amortization 82,055      109,622      191,677      

-             
Interest on Agreements for Sale: 1 -             
     DL 1365 (Sold To Consortium  1992) -          -          -          -              22,583    18,714    14,561    10,100      5,312          -             -             -          -          -             -             -             -             71,270        
     Lot C (Howe Sound Sort 1994) -          -          -          -              -          -          29,250    27,383      25,347        23,128        20,710        18,173    15,409    -             -             -             -             159,400      
     Lot D (Bayside Sawmills 1995) -          -          -          -              -          -          4,804      8,015        5,005          3,037          1,663          277         -          -             -             -             -             22,801        
     Total Revenues 0 0 0 80,946        495,208  949,200  272,975  178,325    1,204,514   62,354        590,512      63,479    77,563    40,289        41,586        71,110        98,247        51,399        97,116        145,342      172,390      64,565        71,114        71,832        73,959        592,961      5,566,986   

Expenditures:pe d tu es
Principal payments on bank loan -          -          -          -              171,000  571,519  157,575  160,000    938,985      -             -             -          -          -             -             -             -             1,999,079   
Interest paid on bank loan -          -          10,185    138,397      119,643  109,166  107,148  67,502      18,976        -             -             -          -          -             -             -             -             571,017      
Development costs 4,745      -         56,034    75,929        93,785    222,193  137,765  702,307    177,709      89,071        84,369        64,899    176,644  430,402      107,383      94,279        131,671      102,696      133,040      171,693      193,709      96,795        95,285        92,864        114,852      145,000      3,795,118   
Accumulated Prior Year Deficits 4,745     4,745     70,964        204,344 93,563   47,241   176,754    928,238     859,394     886,111     379,968 381,388 480,469     870,582     936,379     959,548     992,971     1,044,268  1,080,192  1,106,543  1,127,862  1,160,092  1,184,263  1,205,295  1,246,188  
     Total Expenditures 4,745      4,745      70,964    285,290      588,772  996,441  449,729  1,106,563 2,063,908   948,465      970,480      444,867  558,032  910,871      977,965      1,030,658   1,091,218   1,095,667   1,177,308   1,251,885   1,300,252   1,224,657   1,255,377   1,277,127   1,320,147   1,391,188   6,365,213   

3Surplus / (Deficit) - Due to General Revenue (4,745)     (4,745)     (70,964)   (204,344)     (93,563)   (47,241)   (176,754) (928,238)   (859,394)    (886,111)    (379,968)    (381,388) (480,469) (870,582)    (936,379)    (959,548)    (992,971)    (1,044,268) (1,080,192) (1,106,543) (1,127,862) (1,160,092) (1,184,263) (1,205,295) (1,246,188) (798,227)    (798,227)    

Less: Accumulated Taxation Revenue (25,000)      (53,000)      (53,000)      (53,000)      (53,000)      (53,000)      (53,000)      (53,000)      (53,000)      (53,000)      (53,000)      

Deficit per Financial Statements (984,548)    (1,045,971) (1,097,268) (1,133,192) (1,159,543) (1,180,862) (1,213,092) (1,237,263) (1,258,295) (1,299,188) (851,227)    

Attachment A
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Inter-fund Borrowing  

 Circular No. 12:11 
ARCS File#: 195-20 
  
May 3, 2012 

 To: All Regional District Financial Administrators  

Re: Inter-fund Borrowing 

 

Bill 8, 2011 (Bill) (Community, Sport and Cultural Development Statutes Amendment Act, 2011) 
received Royal Assent on March 15, 2012.� While this Bill addresses a number of different 
issues, the issue of relevance to regional districts is an amendment to section 814 of the 
Local Government Act (Act).  

Prior to the Bill, money in reserve funds for regional district services were segregated from each 
other, i.e. money in a reserve fund for one service could not be lent or transferred to a reserve 
fund in another service, in accordance with section 814(4) of the Act. 

The Bill amends section 814 of the Act by permitting a regional district to lend money from a 
reserve fund for one service to a reserve fund for a different service, subject to the following 
rules: 

 both reserve funds must be established for a capital purpose; 
 the money in the lending fund must not be currently required for the purpose of the fund; 
 the borrowing (or receiving) fund must repay the lending fund with the interest that 

would have been earned if the funds had not been borrowed; and 
 the repayment must occur before the lending fund requires the money. 

Importance of Planning 
While this amendment creates flexibility for regional districts, careful planning and management 
is required when lending between reserve funds (also called inter-fund borrowing).� The 
Province of British Columbia recommends that the regional district board have a plan to repay 
borrowed money to the appropriate reserve funds.� This plan should be in place prior to any 
inter-fund borrowing. 

 The plan should take into account the timing and estimated amount of future capital 
expenditures for the services involved in the proposed inter-fund borrowing to ensure reserve 
fund money is available when needed by the appropriate services.� The regional district should 
also keep a schedule detailing all the inter-fund borrowing, including annual repayments. 

  

Attachment B
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Inter-Fund Borrowing versus Long Term Borrowing 
It is extremely important to note that inter-fund borrowing is not intended to replace long-term 
borrowing through debenture debt or to avoid elector approval.� If the regional district board 
has any concerns that inter-fund borrowing will not be repaid to the lending fund when needed, it 
should not consider inter-fund borrowing.� Instead, the board should pursue a loan 
authorization bylaw in relation to the service requiring the immediate money.  

 Inter-fund Borrowing as Temporary Borrowing 
In some cases, the regional district board may use inter-fund borrowing as a form of temporary 
borrowing. Under this scenario, the service may use inter-fund borrowing to finance capital 
works under an approved loan authorization bylaw during the construction period (as opposed to 
going to an outside lender). 

 After the construction is completed, the inter-fund borrowing is rolled into debenture debt 
through a security issuing bylaw in accordance with section 825 of the Act.� The money raised 
from the security issuing is then used to repay the inter-fund borrowing. 

 This process only works if the inter-fund borrowing is done through a temporary borrowing 
bylaw under section 823.2 of the Act.� In accordance with sections 823 of the Act and 179(4) 
of the Community Charter, a loan authorization bylaw expires after five years if there is no 
temporary borrowing or security issuing against it.� Thus, without the temporary borrowing 
bylaw, there is a distinct risk that the underlying loan authorization bylaw may lapse if there is 
no security issuing in five years.  

 To avoid this risk, the regional district board should always use a temporary borrowing bylaw 
when inter-fund borrowing for the purposes of temporary financing during construction. 

 Inter-Fund Borrowing is only for Capital Purposes 
Additionally, inter-fund borrowing is intended for capital purposes only.� This new authority 
cannot be used for operational purposes, including revenue anticipation borrowing or other 
similar forms of liquidity management. 

 Consultation with Participants 
While consent of the electoral area director or a participating municipality is not required for 
inter-fund borrowing, the board should seriously weigh the opinion of the director/council when 
lending money from a service under their geographic purview.  

 Consultation with Ministry 
Before considering inter-fund borrowing, a regional district should consider all possible 
ramifications and consult its provincial financial analyst. 

 Talitha Soldera, CGA 
Director, Local Government Finance  
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Attachment C       
Investments for Reserves       

As at June 30, 2014      

Page 1 of 2

Function Bylaw Account
 Opening 
Balance 

 YTD 
Interest 

 Transfers To / 
(From) Reserve 

 Closing 
Balance 

 Budgeted 
Transfers To / 

(From) Reserve 

General
112 504 Administration - Capital 86,767.23          1,581.69      -                    88,348.92           -                     
112 495 Administration - Vehicle Acquisition 32,430.71          591.18         -                    33,021.89           6,000.00            
112 648 Administration - Operating 185,058.23        3,373.46      -                    188,431.69         (38,300.00)         
113 648 Finance - Operating 187,195.15        3,412.41      -                    190,607.56         (8,500.00)           
114 496 Office Building Upgrades - Capital 3,450.74            62.90           -                    3,513.64            7,297.00            
115 648 Human Resources - Operating 109,146.89        1,989.66      -                    111,136.55         10,000.00          
117 504 Information Services - Capital 205,589.69        3,747.73      -                    209,337.42         -                     
117 648 Information Services - Operating 14,394.44          262.40         -                    14,656.84           (14,394.00)         
127 648 Area D Grant in Aid - Operating 3,877.80            70.69           -                    3,948.49            -                     

130/131 648 Elections - Operating 85,393.09          1,556.64      -                    86,949.73           (36,711.00)         
135 648 Corporate Sustainability 18,733.61          341.50         -                    19,075.11           (18,734.00)         
200 649 Bylaw Enforcement - Vehicle Acquisition 23,589.99          430.03         -                    24,020.02           5,000.00            
200 677 Bylaw Enforcement - Operating 4,277.38            77.97           -                    4,355.35            -                     
206 650 Robets Creek Smoke Control - Operating 11,799.69          215.10         -                    12,014.79           (1,208.00)           
210 497 Gibsons and District Fire Protection - Land 37,758.02          688.30         -                    38,446.32           -                     
210 489 Gibsons and District Fire Protection - Capital 290,661.93        5,298.52      -                    295,960.45         86,000.00          

210 678 Gibsons and District Fire Protection - Operating 23,501.89          428.42         -                    23,930.31           (8,000.00)           
212 490 Roberts Creek Fire Protection - Capital 408,309.67        7,443.14      -                    415,752.81         45,595.00          
216 491 Halfmoon Bay Fire Protection - Capital 129,718.30        1,972.64      (35,000.00)        96,690.94           (24,359.00)         
218 601 Egmont Fire Protection - Capital 57,335.74          1,000.38      (4,000.00)          54,336.12           (4,000.00)           
220 492 Emergency Telephone 911 - Capital 230,295.29        4,198.09      -                    234,493.38         (128,172.00)       
220 Emergency Telephone 911 - Operating 29,500.00          537.76         -                    30,037.76           (29,500.00)         
222 493 Sunshine Coast Emergency Planning - Capital 35,382.07          644.99         -                    36,027.06           (30,500.00)         
290 651 Animal Control - Vehicle Acquisition 26,109.39        475.95       -                   26,585.34           (6,000.00)         
290 680 Animal Control - Operating 29,658.05        540.64       -                   30,198.69           -                   
310 529 Transit - Capital 750.16             13.67         -                   763.83               -                   
310 652 Transit - Operating 77,511.79        1,352.14    (5,000.00)        73,863.93           (13,000.00)       
312 563 Fleet Maintenance - Capital 72,393.84        1,307.33    (851.19)           72,849.98           (35,500.00)       
312 Fleet Maintenance - Operating 19,568.52        356.72       -                   19,925.24           -                   
345 486 Ports - Capital 284,535.13        4,890.29      (19,110.89)        270,314.53         (38,000.00)         
345 607 Ports - Operating 67,428.39          1,150.11      (6,500.00)          62,078.50           (6,500.00)           

350/353 653 Regional Solid Waste - Operating 38,220.03          493.90         (14,372.00)        24,341.93           (14,372.00)         
350 670 Zero Waste Initiatives (Eco Fee) - Operating 168,040.84        2,640.18      (34,985.20)        135,695.82         (129,465.00)       

351/352 653 Landfill - Operating 6,695.47            122.05         -                    6,817.52            -                     
355 654 Refuse Collection - Operating 20,929.93          381.54         -                    21,311.47           (12,273.00)         
400 655 Cemetery - Operating 52,931.90          964.90         -                    53,896.80           (33,000.00)         
410 515 Pender Harbour Health Clinic - Capital 52,359.71          954.47         -                    53,314.18           5,000.00            
500 681 Regional Planning - Operating 8,302.90            151.35         -                    8,454.25            (2,941.00)           
504 656 Rural Planning - Vehicle Acquisition 13,418.73          244.61         -                    13,663.34           -                     
504 657 Rural Planning - Operating 179,944.20        3,064.79      (17,712.00)        165,296.99         (100,425.00)       
506 504 Property Information & Mapping - Capital 48,930.74          891.97         -                    49,822.71           (27,000.00)         
510 House Numbering 15,738.22          286.89         -                    16,025.11           (1,500.00)           
520 659 Building Inspection - Vehicles Acquisition 24,558.53          447.68         -                    25,006.21           6,000.00            

615-621 590 Community Recreation Facilities - Capital 106,563.32        2,240.36      24,482.00          133,285.68         (46,804.00)         
615-621 682 Community Recreation Facilities - Operating 21,762.85          396.72         -                    22,159.57           (15,400.00)         

625 494 Pender Harbour Pool - Capital 58,972.88          1,045.69      (3,142.65)          56,875.92           (8,500.00)           
625 660 Pender Harbour Pool - Operating 3,813.40            69.52           -                    3,882.92            -                     
640 609 Gibsons & Area Library - Capital 188,554.85        3,437.20      -                    191,992.05         -                     
650 533 Community Parks - Capital 220,437.40        4,012.99      (1,202.07)          223,248.32         9,493.00            
650 662 Community Parks - Operating 82,335.38          1,500.90      -                    83,836.28           (27,500.00)         
665 683 Bicycle and Walking Paths - Operating 18,105.20          330.04         -                    18,435.24           10,000.00          
680 Dakota Ridge - Operating 22,859.68          416.71         -                    23,276.39           (8,000.00)           

Total General Reserve Funds 4,145,598.98     74,106.91    (117,394.00)      4,102,311.89      (678,173.00)       
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Attachment C       
Investments for Reserves       

As at June 30, 2014      
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Function Bylaw Account
 Opening 
Balance 

 YTD 
Interest 

 Transfers To / 
(From) Reserve 

 Closing 
Balance 

 Budgeted 
Transfers To / 

(From) Reserve 

Water Services
365 589 North Pender Harbour  - Capital 283,257.12        5,163.54      -                    288,420.66         (200,251.00)       

365 605 North Pender Harbour  - Operating 99,257.93          1,809.39      -                    101,067.32         (79,347.00)         
366 602 South Pender Harbour  - Capital 283,360.83        5,165.43      -                    288,526.26         (235,057.00)       
366 663 South Pender Harbour  - Operating 591,745.14        10,787.65    -                    602,532.79         (6,022.00)           
370 488 Regional  - Capital 1,963,143.44     36,001.52    -                    1,999,144.96      727,157.00        
370 488 Regional  - Capital LUA to Recreation (854,612.84)       (16,062.47)   (29,845.16)        (884,458.00)       221,144.00        
370 498 Regional  - Land 15,982.73          291.35         -                    16,274.08           -                     
370 664 Regional  - Operating 991,606.71        18,076.16    -                    1,009,682.87      (20,000.00)         

Total Water Services Reserves 3,373,741.06     61,232.56    (29,845.16)        3,421,190.93      407,624.00        

Waste Water Plants
381 512 Greaves Road - Capital 2,344.63            42.74           -                    2,316.31            
381 608 Greaves Road - Operating 6,098.73            111.17         -                    4,855.16            205.00               
382 665 Woodcreek Park - Capital 22,887.98          417.23         -                    23,194.15           
382 666 Woodcreek Park - Operating 89,932.05          1,639.39      -                    72,129.82           (45,969.00)         
383 512 Sunnyside - Capital 17,562.87          320.16         -                    17,350.75           
383 608 Sunnyside - Operating 2,045.45            37.29           -                    924.83               69.00                 
384 512 Jolly Roger - Capital 42,219.27          725.17         (4,761.75)          38,182.69           (5,000.00)           
384 608 Jolly Roger - Operating 11,687.90          213.06         -                    11,900.96           (790.00)              
385 512 Secret Cove - Capital 18,424.22          291.40         (4,761.75)          13,953.87           (5,000.00)           
385 608 Secret Cove - Operating 11,524.15          210.08         -                    11,734.23           1,301.00            
386 512 Lee Bay - Capital 211,422.45        3,854.05      -                    215,276.50         
386 608 Lee Bay - Operating 137,794.33        2,511.87      -                    140,306.20         10,122.00          
387 512 Square Bay - Capital 53,664.95          743.54         (14,890.82)        39,517.67           (16,645.00)         
387 608 Square Bay - Operating 72,056.35          1,313.53      -                    73,369.88           2,729.00            
388 608 Langdale - Operating 41,286.66          752.62         -                    42,039.28           (20,653.00)         
389 512 Canoe Road - Capital 2,864.34          52.21         -                   2,916.55            

389 608 Canoe Rd - Operating 3,674.90          66.99         -                   3,741.89            434.00             

390 608 Merrill Crescent - Operating 13,897.63        253.34       -                   14,150.97           (109.00)            

391 512 Curran Road - Capital 17,573.47        320.35       -                   17,893.82           

391 608 Curran Road- Operating 49,720.82        906.37       -                   50,627.19           2,780.00          

392 512 Roberts Creek Co-Housing - Capital 4,447.00          81.07         -                   4,528.07            

392 608 Roberts Creek Co-Housing - Operating 0.43                   0.01             -                    0.44                   1,182.00            
393 667 Lily Lake Village - Operating 9,910.74            180.66         -                    10,091.40           59.00                 
394 668 Painted Boat - Capital 1,585.12            28.90           -                    1,614.02            
394 669 Painted Boat - Operating 12,253.44          223.37         -                    12,476.81           2,082.00            

Total Waste Water Plants Reserves 856,879.88        15,296.56    (24,414.32)        825,093.46         (73,203.00)         

Total Reserve Funds 8,376,219.92     150,636.03  (171,653.48)      8,348,596.27      (343,752.00)       

Investments 7,634,879           
Over / (Under) Subscribed* (713,717)            

* note: over(under)subscriptions are due to timing difference in 
transferring into or out of the investment account. 
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1. INTRODUCTION  

 

This report summarizes work completed by elected officials on the lower Sunshine Coast over the course 

of two facilitated workshops in April and June, 2014, toward the creation of a regional economic 

development partnership. 

 

There has been consistent interest over the years in creating a vehicle through which the region's 

communities, including two municipalities (District of Sechelt and Town of Gibsons), five regional 

electoral areas (A ‐ Egmont/Pender Harbour, B ‐ Halfmoon Bay, D ‐ Roberts Creek, E ‐ Elphinstone and F ‐ 

West Howe Sound) and the shíshálh Nation (Sechelt Indian Band (SIB)/Sechelt Indian Government 

District (SIGD), can cooperate on regional economic development initiatives. There have been various 

attempts to create such a regional entity that will not be recounted in this report,1 but none of the 

previous efforts have resulted in a lasting partnership. 

 

With funding support from the Island Coastal Economic Trust, the Sunshine Coast Regional District 

(SCRD) initiated the two regional economic development workshops early in 2014 with the goal of 

producing a "regional economic development charter," a draft of which is contained in Section 3 of this 

report. The purpose of the charter is to define the role and mandate for regional economic development 

on the Sunshine Coast, as well as specify some key organizational principles with respect to governance 

and funding. 

 

The two workshops were attended by a strong majority of elected officials in the region from all four 

governments (SIGD, SCRD, Sechelt and Gibsons) and were facilitated by Jamie Vann Struth of Vann 

Struth Consulting Group Inc., who is the author of this project report. 

  

1.1. ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  CONTEXT 

 

Workshop #1 included an introductory presentation that helped to set the context for economic 

development in the region by presenting a brief regional economic analysis, including a series of 

benchmarks of the Sunshine Coast Regional District compared to 14 other rural regional districts in the 

southern half of British Columbia. 

 

This analysis suggested the following: 

 

i. With a population in the range of 30,000, the SCRD is lightly‐populated compared to most 

regional districts and is also one of the smaller RDs in terms of geographic size, particularly when 

                                                            
1 A detailed history of economic development models on the Sunshine Coast is provided in the Sunshine Coast Regional 

Economic Development "CAO" Report, released in July 2011. See the table starting on page 6 of that report. 
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considering that nearly all the population is clustered along the coast and most of the region is 

uninhabited. 

 

ii. The overall population is one of the oldest in BC and the population share of young adults (age 

19 to 29) is the lowest of any comparable region. 

 

iii. The population is well‐educated, particularly in the number of bachelor and graduate degrees, 

and has the highest percentage of employment in professional, scientific and technical services 

among southern BC's rural regions. 

 

iv. Average employment incomes are among the highest of rural areas of the province, although 

proximity to Metro Vancouver suggests that at least some of these high incomes are earned by 

commuters and not through SCRD‐based activities. 

 

v. The region's share of income from self‐employment is the highest among comparable regions.  

 

vi. Income shares from investments are also highest and from pensions and annuities are third‐

highest, suggesting that retirees are relatively well‐off financially. 

 

vii. More than 20% of dwelling units in the region are not permanently occupied, suggesting a 

significant number of homes are recreational properties owned by residents outside the region. 

This is comparable to some of the top tourist regions of the province. 

 

viii. The regional economy is tightly integrated, with only 41% of employed residents working at a 

fixed location in their home community (either municipality or electoral area). 2 A further 31% of 

employed residents work in another community in the SCRD while 10% commute outside the 

region. The remaining 18% have no fixed place of work, which is typical for industries like 

construction where the job site is continually changing, but it is reasonable to assume that these 

individuals are doing work in multiple communities on the Sunshine Coast on a regular basis. 

 

In conclusion, the economy of the Sunshine Coast Regional District functions very much as a single 

economy due to the concentration of population in a relatively small geographic area. Research on the 

success factors for regional economic development suggests that proximity and economic linkages 

between communities are important considerations, both of which are present in the SCRD. Multiple 

regional economic development agencies in BC have failed over the years due in part to the challenges 

of servicing very large areas, whereas more compact and inter‐connected areas like the Comox Valley 

and Central Okanagan have had long‐standing economic development partnerships over multiple 

decades.  

 

                                                            
2 These statistics are from the 2006 Census as comparable figures were not released from 2011. The percentages may have 

evolved somewhat since 2006, but the inter‐locking nature of the regional economy remains the same. 
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1.2. OVERVIEW  OF  WORKSHOPS 

 

Workshop #1 was held at the Sunshine Coast Golf & Country Club in Roberts Creek (Area D) on April 26, 

2014. The nearly six‐hour workshop was attended by 16 elected officials, plus 5 alternate directors for 

the rural electoral areas. Municipal and regional staff were also in attendance to support and observe 

the proceedings, but did not participate in the discussions. 

 

Following a traditional welcome blessing by Chief Calvin Craigan of the Shíshálh Nation, the participants 

engaged in two lengthy discussions focusing on (1) an economic vision for the Sunshine Coast, and (2) 

the mission and role of a potential regional economic development entity. 

 

The discussions were also supported by a guest speaker, Mr. John Jansen from the Chilliwack Economic 

Partners Corporation (CEPCO). Mr. Jansen spoke of the experience creating and operating that 

organization, which is owned by the City of Chilliwack, as well as his thoughts as an external observer of 

economic development on the Sunshine Coast. 

 

The workshop facilitator, Jamie Vann Struth, also provided an introductory presentation on the 

economic context for the SCRD (as summarized above). He also summarized the results of a pre‐

workshop survey administered to elected officials in the SCRD, the results of which helped to inform the 

discussions. The survey results can be found in Appendix A. 

 

Meeting notes from the first workshop can be found in Appendix B of this report. 

 

Workshop #2 was held at the Blue Heron Restaurant in Sechelt on June 6, 2014. The 5.5‐hour workshop 

was attended by 17 elected officials (including several changes from the first workshop due to 

scheduling availability) and 5 alternate directors from the rural areas. Staff from the SCRD, the 

municipalities, the SIGD and Sechelt Innovations Ltd. were present in a primarily observational role. 

 

A traditional welcome blessing was offered by Councillor Garry Feschuk of the Shíshálh Nation prior to 

the commencement of the program. Participants then reviewed the results of the first workshop (with 

several providing their own detailed comments), followed by lengthy discussions of three main topics: 

(1) the preferred structure for a Sunshine Coast regional economic development entity; (2) the preferred 

governance approach, including composition of the board and reporting and oversight requirements; 

and (3) the preferred funding formula for sharing costs among partner governments. 

 

Meeting notes from the second workshop can be found in Appendix C. 
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1.3. REPORT  OUTLINE 

 

Following the introductory and background information contained in this Section 1, the remainder of 

the report has the following structure: 

 

Section 2 summarizes the key outcomes of each workshop, divided into areas of agreement and issues 

that remain to be resolved, as well as next steps. For the unresolved issues, options that may be 

considered are presented and discussed. 

 

Section 3 contains a draft Sunshine Coast Economic Development Charter based on the outcomes 

highlighted in Section 2. 

 

Appendix A has the results of the pre‐workshop survey of elected officials. 

 

Appendix B has the detailed meeting notes from Workshop #1. 

 

Appendix C has the detailed meeting notes from Workshop #2. 

 

Appendix D summarizes the background and resource material used to support the workshops and this 

report. 
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2. WORKSHOP OUTCOMES  

 

The two regional economic development workshops were structured around five discussion topics that 

correspond to the five sections of the draft Economic Development Charter found in Section 3. This 

Section 2 summarizes the areas of agreement within those five topics and the issues where consensus 

was not achieved and further discussion is required. 

 

2.1. AREAS  OF  AGREEMENT  

 

2.1.1. ECONOMIC VISION 

 

The discussion of a regional economic development vision for the Sunshine Coast during Workshop #1 

involved participants first identifying the fundamental objectives that a regional economic development 

initiative should hope to achieve. Once these objectives were identified, they were used to craft an 

economic vision statement. 

 

The first workshop concluded with general agreement on the fundamental objectives, although the 

exact vision statement has not been finalized even after further discussion in the second workshop. The 

fundamental objectives that received broad support for inclusion in the vision include: 

 

i. Supporting and sharing benefits among each of the unique communities in the Sunshine Coast 

(often referred to by participants as the “string of pearls” concept). 

 

ii. Encouraging diversity in terms of both economic activity (different industries) and 

demographics. Demographic diversity is supported through opportunities for people of all ages 

(including younger adults) and people of different cultures. 

 

iii. Maintaining or aligning with community values (recognizing that these values are not the same 

in all communities in the region) and improving community well‐being, which includes basic 

needs like housing, food and transportation as well as quality of life. 

 

iv. Supporting sustainability so that opportunities for future generations are not compromised. 

 

v. Encouraging thriving, vibrant and high‐value economic activity. 

 

Building on feedback in Workshop #2, a revised economic vision statement is proposed in Section 2.2.1 

and included in the draft Economic Charter in Section 3. 
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2.1.2. ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES 

 

Discussion in Workshop #1 on the appropriate roles and responsibilities for a regional economic 

development function showed a high degree of agreement. The items listed below are those where 

regional collaboration is believed to be most effective. (Note that each individual community may still 

choose to pursue initiatives in these areas, but the regional action can be an effective complement to 

local action).  

 

i. Attracting business investment (including related tasks like a regional economic profile and 

regional marketing) 

 

ii. Working collaboratively on key regional facilities and infrastructure. This may include 

alternative energy development or tourism‐related developments. 

 

iii. Programs to support workforce development and education. 

 

iv. A business retention and expansion (BRE) program. This is a common economic development 

program that involves regular interviews with local businesses and is very time‐consuming. 

Having a regional partnership to share the workload is a common approach in other BC regions. 

 

v. Lobbying senior levels of government, corporations, utilities and/or service providers on topics 

of shared regional interest. 

 

vi. Serving as a central source for regional information collection and dissemination, minimizing 

unnecessary duplication of effort. 

 

2.1.3. ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE 

 

Discussion of the potential organizational structure for a regional economic development entity 

occurred during Workshop #2. There were four breakout groups and they unanimously selected the 

arms‐length model as the preferred structure.  

 

This is a separately incorporated organization that will be contracted to provide economic development 

services in the region, with funding, strategic direction and oversight provided through the government 

partners and corresponding responsibilities to monitor progress and report back to the funding 

partners. 
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2.1.4. GOVERNANCE  

 

The discussion of governance in Workshop #2 yielded multiple areas of agreement, including: 

 

i. The Board of Directors should be comprised of at‐large community members who are selected 

for their expertise in key sectors of the regional economy or with respect to specific programs 

or projects being undertaken. There is no need for fixed quotas for specific sectors and it is 

recognized that desired expertise will evolve over time. 

 

ii. The at‐large directors are likely to reside and work in different parts of the region, but there is 

no need to ensure that every community is represented on the board. This helps to ensure that 

directors act in the interests of the Sunshine Coast as a whole without being obligated to 

represent the interests of any single community. 

 

iii. Notwithstanding the two points above, it would be appropriate for the shíshálh Nation to have 

an appointed representative on the board. Over time it would also be desirable to have the 

Squamish Nation represented on the board. 

 

iv. At the inception of the organization, and every three to five years afterward, the organization 

should undertake a strategic planning process that incorporates input from local government, 

community stakeholders, the business community and the general public. This process will 

expand on the high‐level roles and responsibilities that have been agreed upon and establish 

more specific goals, priorities, projects and ongoing programs and will require the approval of all 

funding partners. 

 

v. The organization will be required to provide regular reports to its funders, including submitting 

an annual work plan and budget for approval each year. This document will report on the results 

of the previous year and set out planned initiatives for the coming year. The reporting should 

include agreed key performance indicators (KPIs) that are developed during the strategic 

planning process and are used to track progress toward goals over time. 

 

2.2. ISSUES  TO  BE  RESOLVED  

 

2.2.1. ECONOMIC VISION 

 

The final wording of a regional economic vision statement has not been agreed. The following draft 

statement was presented at Workshop #2: 

 

Unique communities working together a build a sustainable, thriving and diverse 

regional economy, while protecting community values.  
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This statement is a simplified version of the draft vision that was compiled during Workshop #1. 

Feedback on the revised statement above included: 

 

i. The notion of community wellbeing should not be removed. 

 

ii. All of the descriptors (sustainable, thriving and diverse) refer to the economy and all community 

descriptors have been removed. For instance, "diverse" should also refer to the community. 

 

iii. Various comments regarding the correct way to refer to community values ‐ options include 

"protecting," "preserving," "honouring" and "aligning to." It was noted that community values 

evolve over time and the statement should not suggest that current values are being locked into 

place. 

 

The following revised vision statement is included in Part One of the draft Charter in Section 3: 

 

The unique communities of the Sunshine Coast work together to build a sustainable, 

thriving and diverse regional economy that is aligned with community values, expands 

opportunities for all residents and improves overall community wellbeing. 

 

2.2.2. ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE 

 

There is agreement that the preferred organizational model for regional economic development is an 

arms‐length organization. 

 

There is still some uncertainty, however, over the appropriate form of the organization, with the two 

primary options being a non‐profit society or a local government corporation (whose shares could be 

owned by the regional district or by all partner local governments).  

 

A full exploration of the legal and other distinctions between these two options is beyond the scope of 

this report, but it is noted that there are multiple examples of both structures currently in operation in 

BC municipalities and regions. For most economic development programs, including those that have 

been identified as regional priorities in this project, there is little or no difference in how the two 

structures deliver services. 

 

Programs that might generate a financial benefit, such as participating in industrial land development, 

are more congruent with the corporation model and a financial dividend to the local government 

shareholder(s) would be a normal order of business. Non‐profit societies have no equivalent share 

capital.  Corporations are also able to enter joint ventures with the private sector, taking advantage of 

specialized expertise and capital. 
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2.2.3. GOVERNANCE 

 

The exact method of appointing directors to the board of the new regional economic development 

agency has not been agreed. The exact size of the board is also undecided, with suggestions ranging 

from 9 to 12 positions. 

 

As the board will consist of at‐large members who are selected based on expertise, it is logical that all 

appointments should be made at the same time by a regional authority (with the probable exception of 

an appointed representative from the shíshálh Nation). This type of collective decision‐making process 

will allow for the range of skills and expertise of board members to be effectively balanced, rather than 

each partner appointing individuals who may have overlapping skill sets.  

 

Potential board members should be identified through a formal application process with the specific 

criteria to be determined (but likely to include relevant industry experience, a strong commitment to 

community wellbeing and so on). These criteria will evolve over time through input from funding 

partners and the board itself. 

 

Assuming that board members are appointed at a single meeting of the funding partners, the question is 

how exactly the appointment decisions are made. There are two main options: 

 

1. The Regional District Board, which already has representation from the region at large, serves as 

the decision‐making body for purposes of appointing economic development board members, 

with voting proceeding according to the standard RD formula (Options: weighted or one vote 

per participant). Municipal Council appointees to the Regional Board can vote according to the 

wishes of their Council, as can the electoral area directors for their communities. 

 

Note that under this first scenario it is expected that the appointed representative from the 

shíshálh Nation would not be subject to the same voting procedure and would automatically be 

placed on the board. 

 

2. Each of the funding partners is given responsibility for appointing board members according to a 

pre‐determined formula. This could occur at a special meeting of the Regional District board, or 

a separate meeting could be called with representation from each community (not necessarily 

Regional District directors), or it could occur at the Annual General Meeting of the economic 

development agency. One potential formula for a 12‐person board is outlined below.  

 

a. The shíshálh Nation appoints one member (total of 1 member). 

b. Each of the five Regional District electoral areas nominate a member to be appointed by 

the SCRD Board (running total of 6 members, including the  shíshálh Nation member 

above.)  
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c. The Town of Gibsons and District of Sechelt each appoint one member (running total of 

8 members). 

d. The electoral areas collectively have about half of the regional population (49.25% as of 

the 2011 Census). A total of six members of the 12‐person board should therefore be 

appointed by the electoral areas. They have already appointed five members under 

point (b) above, so member #6 is appointed through a majority vote of the 5 electoral 

area representatives (running total of 9 members). 

e. The three municipalities also have about half of the regional population (50.75% in the 

2011 Census). The Sechelt Indian Government District has less than 3% of the regional 

population, so the member appointed by the Band under point (a) above is an 

appropriate level of representation. The remaining three members should therefore be 

jointly appointed by Sechelt and Gibsons. This can be done through consensus or, 

reflecting Sechelt's population being more than double the population of Gibsons, 

Sechelt could appoint two additional members and Gibsons could appoint one 

additional member (total of 12 members). 

 

This approach allows each funding partner to have direct influence on the composition of the 

economic development board, although the appointed representative does not necessarily need 

to reside in the area from which they are appointed. They may work in the area, or have 

business interests, or simply reflect a priority sector or issue for the area. 

 

The process of appointing board members should still be done in a collaborative fashion from 

the same pool of applicants (with the exception of the shíshálh Nation representative), which 

allows for discussion of balancing sector experience, skills and perspectives across the board.  

 

Note also that under either process for appointing board members, the funding partners have the 

option of establishing ex officio political appointees who would attend economic development board 

meetings strictly in a non‐voting, liaison capacity. 

 

2.2.4. FUNDING 

 

The issue of funding was discussed in Workshop #2. The examples cited from other regional economic 

development agencies in BC suggested that a funding split based on assessment is the most common 

formula for core funding, while some agencies operate on a per capita funding basis. (Note that 

additional funding for projects and other purposes over and above core funding may be based on a 

different formula, including optional participation by funding partners). 
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It was suggested in the 

workshop that neither per capita 

nor assessment shares on their 

own are an equitable way to 

share costs in the SCRD. This is 

illustrated in the chart to the 

right that compares each 

jurisdiction’s share of regional 

assessment and population. 

Note that the assessed values 

are converted, meaning they are 

weighted according to their 

relative tax rates (e.g., major 

industry and light industry are 

weighted 3.4 times greater than 

residential, business is 2.45 times residential, etc.). 

 

Several types of blended formula were suggested as alternatives. The first is an even 50/50 formula 

based on population and assessment. The second is a 50/50 formula based on population and 

business/industrial assessment (the sum of property classes 2, 4, 5 and 6). The latter formula was 

suggested because the first in a sense double‐counts population (both in the actual number of people 

and through residential assessment). 

 

Funding shares under each scenarios are summarized below based on a theoretical $300,000 budget. 

Assessment is converted. 

 

Local Area 

Basis for Funding Formula 

Assessment  Population 

50% Assessment, 

50% Population

50% Business/ Industry Assessment, 

50% Population

Area A  $46,000  $28,072  $37,036 $23,828

Area B  $38,687  $28,041  $33,364 $34,761

Area D  $27,360  $34,005  $30,683 $20,221

Area E  $20,486  $36,500  $28,493 $19,500

Area F  $47,046  $21,122  $34,084 $54,290

Gibsons  $34,834  $46,511  $40,672 $48,981

Sechelt  $78,100  $97,393  $87,747 $82,945

Sechelt IGD  $7,486  $8,355  $7,920 $15,475

 

   

15%

13%

9%

7%

16%

12%

26%

2%

9%

9%

11%

12%

7%

16%

32%

3%

Area A

Area B

Area D

Area E

Area F

Gibsons

Sechelt

Sechelt IGD

Shares of Converted Assessment and 
Population by Jurisdiction

Total Assessment (Converted)

Population
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2.3. SUMMARY  

 

The matrix below summarizes the key topics that have been agreed and the issues still to be resolved in 

working toward the creation of a Sunshine Coast regional economic development partnership. 

 

Topic  Agreed  To Be Agreed 

1. Economic Vision  Fundamental objectives. 

Final  wording of vision 

statement. 

2. Roles and 

Responsibilities  Priority roles and responsibilities.  None 

3. Organizational 

Structure  Arms‐length model. 

Non‐profit society or 

local government 

corporation. 

4. Governance 

At‐large board, regular reporting to funders, strategic 

planning required at inception and periodically 

afterward, use of key performance indicators (KPI). 

Exact procedure to 

appoint board 

members. 

5. Funding 

Formula based on some combination of assessment 

and population.  Exact funding formula. 

 

 

2.4. NEXT  STEPS 

 

This report has been reviewed by senior staff of the SCRD and is being simultaneously delivered to each 

local government in the region for further review and comment. Elected leaders expressed at Workshop 

#2 that the next logical step in the process is for each local government to discuss the report and draft 

charter with their own Councils in order to determine how to proceed. 

 

The intent is that following this period of review and discussion that a third regional economic 

development event can be convened in September 2014, at which time the remaining areas of 

disagreement are resolved and a Sunshine Coast Regional Economic Development Charter can be 

finalized. 

 

The elected leaders participating in the two workshops have diverse perspectives (reflecting the diverse 

communities they represent!), but they all clearly share a strong connection to their local areas and the 

region as a whole. The discussions have been very positive and respectful and there appears to be 

significant common ground on which to move forward. There is a recognition that some challenges and 

opportunities are best addressed through a collaborative approach, with the ultimate goal of expanding 

opportunities and improving the lives of all residents of the Lower Sunshine Coast. 
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3. DRAFT  SUNSHINE  COAST  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  CHARTER 

 

The purpose of the Sunshine Coast Economic Development Charter, once finalized, is to establish the 

broad areas of agreement among partner governments on the purpose and structure of a regional 

economic development initiative on the Lower Sunshine Coast. 

 

All of the contents of the Charter are in draft form and are intended for further discussion by each local 

Council and the Regional District Board, followed by a third region‐wide gathering to resolve outstanding 

issues.  

 

PREAMBLE 

 

The Sunshine Coast Economic Development Charter establishes the 
parameters of a regional economic development partnership between 
communities in the Lower Sunshine Coast, including the  shíshálh Nation, the 
Town of Gibsons, the District of Sechelt, and the five Electoral Areas of the 
Sunshine Coast Regional District.  
 
The Charter establishes the broad principles on which the partners agree to 
cooperate and will be supplemented over time with specific agreements and 
policies, which may include Memoranda of Understanding regarding funding, 
Articles of Incorporation if and when the partnership manifests in a new 
organization, and strategic planning documents that establish more specific 
priorities, actions and budgets over a specified time frame. 

 

PART ONE: ECONOMIC VISION 

 

The unique communities of the Sunshine Coast work together to build a 
sustainable, thriving and diverse regional economy that is aligned with 
community values, expands opportunities for all residents and improves 
overall community wellbeing. 

 

PART TWO: ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES 

 

Priority roles and responsibilities that can be effectively undertaken through 
regional cooperation include: 
 
 Attracting business investment, including through providing regional 

information and marketing. 
 Working collaboratively on key regional facilities and infrastructure. This 

may include alternative energy development or tourism-related 
developments). 

 Programs to support workforce development and education. 
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 A business retention and expansion (BRE) program.  
 Lobbying on topics of shared regional interest. 
 Regional information collection and dissemination. 
 
Additional roles and responsibilities, or deletions from the list above, can be 
considered through the strategic planning process (occurring at inception and 
subsequently at three to five year intervals) or through the annual work plan 
and budget approval process. 

 

PART THREE: ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE 

 

The Sunshine Coast Regional Economic Development Agency is an arms-
length organization with its own articles of incorporation and independent 
board of directors.  
 
It is to be contracted by local governments in the Lower Sunshine Coast to 
undertake economic development services of the type generally established 
under Part Two above and with specific direction established through a 
regular strategic planning process and annual budget approval by the funding 
partners. 
 
OPTION 1: 
The agency is a non-profit society incorporated under the BC Society Act. 
 
OPTION 2: 
The agency is a local government corporation incorporated under the 
Business Corporations Act and abiding by the requirements of the Local 
Government Act (if the only shareholder is the Sunshine Coast Regional 
District) and/or the Community Charter if the municipalities are also 
shareholders.  
 

PART FOUR: GOVERNANCE 

 

The Board of Directors of the Sunshine Coast Regional Economic Development 
Agency will have OPTION: 9 to 12 members and comprised of at-large 
community members who are selected for their expertise in key sectors of the 
regional economy or with respect to specific projects and projects being 
undertaken. 
 
Potential board members are identified through a formal application process 
and are appointed by the funding partners.  

 
 
OPTION 1: 
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The Economic Development Board is appointed through a special meeting of 
the Regional District Board. Decisions are made using the standard Regional 
District voting formula. The shíshálh Nation will directly appoint one member 
to the Economic Development Board who is not part of the Regional District 
voting process. 
 
OPTION 2: 
The Economic Development Board is appointed using a pre-determined 
formula, such as the following for a 12-person board: 
 
 One board member each is appointed by the shíshálh Nation, the District 

of Sechelt and the Town of Gibsons and by the SCRD Regional Board for 
each of the five Regional District Electoral Areas. 

 One board member is jointly appointed by the five SCRD Electoral Area 
representatives. 

 Three board members are jointly appointed by the District of Sechelt and 
the Town of Gibsons. 

 
The agency undertakes a strategic planning process at its inception and every 
three to five years subsequently. The purpose is to expand on the high-level 
roles and responsibilities established in Part Two of this Charter and to 
establish more specific goals, priorities, projects and ongoing programs. This 
process also incorporates input from local governments, community 
stakeholders, the business community and the general public. 
 
The agency provides regular reports to its funders, including an annual work 
plan and budget that must be approved each year. The annual work plan 
includes a report on the results of the previous year, using key performance 
indicators (KPI) that are established through the strategic planning process. It 
also sets out planned initiatives and associated budget requirements for the 
coming year.  

 

PART FIVE: FUNDING 

 

The formula to share costs among partner local governments is based on the 
following, to be calculated on an annual basis: 
 
OPTION 1: 
50% of funding is based on assessed values (converted) and 50% based on 
population. 
 
OPTION 2: 
50% of funding is based on business/industry assessment (converted), which 
is defined as the sum of assessment in property classes 2, 4, 5 and 6; and 
50% based on population. 
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APPENDIX  A:  PRE‐WORKSHOP  SURVEY  RESULTS 

REGIONAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
PRE‐WORKSHOP SURVEY 
 

1. Given your understanding of economic conditions and opportunities on the Sunshine Coast, what do 

you think are the economic development activities we as local government should be trying to achieve? 

(Select all that apply). 

 

Response Chart Percentage Count 

� Expand the number and quality of local job 
opportunities. 

  83.3% 10 

� Expand the property tax base.   50.0% 6 
� Improve the range of goods and services 
available locally. 

  75.0% 9 

� Revitalize commercial areas.   50.0% 6 
� Support industrial development.   75.0% 9 
� Enhance recreation, arts and other 
amenities to attract new residents. 

  66.7% 8 

� Enhance health care and other public 
services 

  33.3% 4 

� Improve educational opportunities, 
particularly post-secondary. 

  66.7% 8 

� Attract more tourists and/or seasonal 
residents. 

  83.3% 10 

Other, please specify...   41.7% 5 
 Total Responses 12 
 

(Other, please specify...): 

 

# Response 

1. I believe that educational opportunities (particularly post secondary should be enhanced 
but that is not the role of local government. We should be improving our cycling and 
transit infrastructure to attract more visitors. We should be focusing on ensuring that the 
ambiance of our quite community is retained to continue to attract people to live and visit 
here. We should be doing what we can to support the development of amenities to attract 
and retain younger people such as affordable family and worker housing and quality 
childcare. 

2. Expand the airport so we have another regional transportation option 

3. support diversity of small scale economic development initiatives such as social 
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enterprises, co-operatives & local entrepreneur start ups.rt ups 

4. Agriculture/food production 

5. emphasis on the first nations cultural tourism....eco tourism...shishalh has a rich history to 
share and attract tourism with the right resources! 

 

Comments: 

 

# Response 

1. We should have policies that support most of the above activities but would be foolish to 
put too many eggs in one basket, better have more baskets and eggs from ducks and 
geese as well as chickens. 

2. We have a variety of pristine water related locations that aren't exploited for attracting the 
Northwest recreational boaters.    We have a totally untapped mega-attraction with the 
Skookumchuck.    This location is ideal for an intergovernmental partnership.    Construct 
a gondola crossing of the active part of the rapids using the Capilano Suspension Bridge 
(www.capbridge.com) Company as the operator.   This location lends all the same 
potential as the North Vancouver visitor-tourist attraction as far as a clear glass walkway 
over the rapids, night lighting, restaurant overlooking the rapids, gift shop,etc.   The 
advertised tour bus traffic off of the cruise ship season traffic alone would provide the 
peak revenue income to support this conjoint venture. 

3. There should be a discussion on why all governments need to work together.    How 
should we separate regional economic development from local and what that would look 
like.    Would be good if we listed project ideas and broke down which should be local. 
Would be interesting to see the priority. 

4. Difficult to disagree with any if the above. In reality , what physically can be done is the 
issue for discussion. Look forward to attending. Mike Shanks 

 
 

2. Listed below are some common economic development programs. If these programs were to be 

implemented on the Sunshine Coast, please indicate whether you think each program would be most 

effectively conducted at a regional (Sunshine Coast‐wide) or local (municipal or electoral area) level. 

 

(Note that not all of these programs would necessarily be part of an economic development initiative on 

the Sunshine Coast). 
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 100% 

Regional
Mostly 
Regional

Evenly 
Split 

Mostly 
Local 

100% 
Local  

Total 
Responses

Business & investment 
attraction 

0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 7 
(58.3%) 

4 
(33.3%)

1 
(8.3%) 

12 

Business retention & 
expansion 

0 (0.0%) 1 (8.3%) 8 
(66.7%) 

3 
(25.0%)

0 
(0.0%) 

12 

Export development 2 
(20.0%) 

2 
(20.0%) 

6 
(60.0%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

10 

Entrepreneurial support 1 (8.3%) 2 
(16.7%) 

5 
(41.7%) 

3 
(25.0%)

1 
(8.3%) 

12 

Downtown or special area 
revitalization 

0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 2 
(16.7%) 

6 
(50.0%)

4 
(33.3%) 

12 

Workforce development 1 (8.3%) 2 
(16.7%) 

5 
(41.7%) 

4 
(33.3%)

0 
(0.0%) 

12 

Targeted industry support 2 
(18.2%) 

2 
(18.2%) 

5 
(45.5%) 

2 
(18.2%)

0 
(0.0%) 

11 

Tourism promotion 3 
(25.0%) 

3 
(25.0%) 

5 
(41.7%) 

1 
(8.3%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

12 

Economic profile & 
marketing 

1 (8.3%) 3 
(25.0%) 

6 
(50.0%) 

1 
(8.3%) 

1 
(8.3%) 

12 

Information collection & 
dissemination 

2 
(16.7%) 

1 (8.3%) 9 
(75.0%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

12 

Commercial/Industrial land 
inventory 

2 
(16.7%) 

2 
(16.7%) 

8 
(66.7%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

12 

Lobbying (e.g., 
transportation, telecom 
improvements) 

2 
(16.7%) 

4 
(33.3%) 

4 
(33.3%) 

2 
(16.7%)

0 
(0.0%) 

12 

Developing key regional 
facilities (e.g., airport, post-
secondary, health facilities, 
industrial park) 

1 (8.3%) 2 
(16.7%) 

9 
(75.0%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

12 

 

Other(s), please specify 

 

# Response 

1. Evenly split to me means that all will jointly focus on those topics.  They may develop their 
own information/ideas locally but the thrust to the world outside the Sunshine Coast 
should appear as a joint effort.   

2. The future viable development of the Southern Sunshine Coast will ultimately hinge on 
either a drastic change to our ferry service or with a highway linkage to Squamish.    The 
highway linkage will facilitate employment opportunities to the proposed LNG Port, the 
Metro Waste Energy Plant and the alternate CN Rail Coal Export location in Woodfibre.  
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This alternate access to our coast will provide a boom to RV vacationers that won't be 
needing the ferry and it  will open up the possibility for an economic corridor with 
Squamish & Whistler. 

3. Agricultural/food production. mostly shared 

 

Comments: 

 

# Response 

1. The Sechelt Community Forest should be considered a regionsl, not local, entity because 
the Province will not provide tenure for another community forest on the Coast. Instead it 
benefits Sechelt overwhelmingly. 

2. There is a geographical separation amongst the various communities comprising the 
Southern Sunshine Coast that cannot be ignored.    These independent jewels makeup 
the necklace and each one likes to stand alone....that's why the residents chose to live 
there.   Trying to push a collective economic purpose will not work unless each 
community feels they have something to gain in the investment. 

 

3. In your view, what are the potential benefits of a regional economic development initiative on the 

Sunshine Coast that would complement and support local initiatives? 

 

# Response 

1. We are in many ways one community in the sense that people move freely between 
areas to shop, work, live and recreate. The citizens do not have necessarily recognize 
the jurisdictional boundaries in the way they live their lives. 

2. Leverage of information, organizations outside of government, dollars and reach of all. 

3. Bigger bang for buck, greater $ support from Prov & Fed, stronger potential for diversity 
in ec dev projects. 

4. Drawing more permanent residents of a variety of ages will expand the diversity of 
economic opportunities but it ALL hinges on drastically improving the access to the 
lower mainland.   If there's not to be hourly access by ferry, and no possibility of a bridge 
linkage via Gambier to the Sea-to-Sky, then we need the Hwy.99-West up the northwest 
side of Howe Sound from Squamish.    If none of the above:  This exercise in economic 
development is a complete waste of time and money. 

5. No comment 

6. Attracting and retaining young people to/on the coast.  improve the quality of everyone's 
life and opportunities to flourish 

7. Residential property expansion and associated construction. 

8. From the point of view that we need to market the area as a location for life style and 
specific investment opportunities that would be a good fit for the investor and the 
Sunshine Coast. 

9. If the right group could come together innterms of numbers there could be 
substantial,overall savings instead of individual governments doing their own thing. 
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10. Regional economic development would be to promote eco tourism throughout the winter 
and summer. The skookumchuck as a destination location. Or holding more golf 
tournaments on the three pristine golf courses. 

11. Support initiatives in each others areas, + able to work closely together 

 

4. In your view, what are the potential barriers or challenges of a regional economic development 

initiative on the Sunshine Coast? 

 

# Response 

1. Parochialism. But the flip side of that is that each community has its own flavour and 
what may be acceptable economic activity in one area might not be appropriate in 
another.   Each area is represented by a different person elected by a specific set of 
constituents. Unless there is representation on a board from each area, it will never 
work. For example, the representative from one area is not necessarily able to speak for 
the constituents of another. 

2. Micro focus by some individuals in government where they don't see the benefit to their 
area or municipality of investment in another area.  Creating a flexible, proactive and 
reactive vehicle that has oversight but not control by government so that it is nimble and 
can go after opportunities much quicker than what government allows. 

3. Division of power and control issues; Sechelt or SCRD as centre of universe. 

4. Improved transportation access to the Southern Sunshine Coast via hourly ferry runs, 
bridge or Hwy. 99 West from Port Mellon to Squamish.    This is and will always be the 
barrier to regional economic development. 

5. Chilliwack  

6. the biggest challenges are transportation of goods on and off the coast (BC ferries) and 
the fact that employers are not all willing to pay a Fair wage to the workers. 

7. Diverse interests and priorities. Common goals difficult to identify.    Resistance to 
change.    Available workforce may not be suitable for some initiatives. 

8. I feel that politically we do not all share the same philosophy for what is acceptable. 
Therefore economic development needs to be removed from the political arena.  
Another challenge is the need to use a Ferry to move people and goods from the greater 
market. area.  

9. Ensuring that all jurisdictions are appropriately represented and no favouritism is given 
any one jurisdiction over the other. Makevall information avaIlable to the target markets. 

10. Barriers,are the ferry...the committed provincial funding to expose the Sunshine Coast. 
Often companies,are left with doing their own lobbying to attract and expand their 
economic initiatives. Because we are on a peninsula this creates barriers..especially 
with the recent decision to cut down ferry routes. 

11. Too long to make decisions  Making time available to do these things 
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5. In your experience, are there other communities or regions with economic development models that 

you think could be emulated, in whole or in part, on the Sunshine Coast? If so, what are they? 

 

# Response 

1. Chilliwack, Southeast Alberta 

2. Agricultural developments in Comox Valley, medical services recruitment in Cranbrook,  
tourism marketing in resort communities (Whistler, Sun Peaks, etc)  

3. We have one of the last untapped tourism markets that is close to both Vancouver and 
Seattle.   We are limited by our lack of initiative in capitalizing on what foreigners take 
advantage of and take action.    The Northern Sunshine Coast also has proponents of a 
highway access to Squamish and we should be exploring their desire as we could link to 
this route.   The seasonal Skyway Hwy. ( North Cascade Hwy.) from western Washington 
to Winthrop in central Washington is an excellent example of tourism generation that 
opened what was becoming a ghost town like Winthrop and benefitted all the 
communities in the American Okanogan Valley. 

4. there are always examples, I understand that communities like Maple Ridge, Chilliwach 
and Squamish have some very good workable plans in their communities. 

5. Chilliwack 

6. I particularily like the Chilliwack model. 

7. No specific jurisdictions bu I am sure some must exist. 

8. The SIB model 

 

	
6. Are you in favour of a local government supported regional economic development initiative which 

may lead to the creation of an independent governing body? 

 

Response Chart Percentage Count 

Yes   40.0% 4 
No   0.0% 0 
Not sure, "the devil is in the 
details" 

  60.0% 6 

 Total Responses 10 

 

Comments: 

 

# Response 

1. It depends upon the governance structure and the set of values and principles that are 
established to provide the direction to the activity of such a group. 

2. Difficult to manage with swings in political values from election results. Last attempt 
ended with SCRD control of proposed Board - power equity must be outlined from 
beginning. 
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3. The last venture into this bureaucratic nightmare had way too many players.    In my 
opinion, the makeup of a Southern Sunshine Coast Economic Development Group 
should be comprised up of Mayor Henderson, Mayor Rowe, SCRD Chair Nohr and 
shishalh Chief Craigan and a recording secretary. 

4. Only if it works,+ we move at the speed of business 

	
7. If you have any other comments or input you wish to provide prior to the first workshop, please enter 

it here. 

 

# Response 

1. Elected reps need orientation and training in local government jurisdictional differences at 
beginning of term - all of us, not just newbies! An Ec Dev entity would also need to do 
training for same reason.  Ec Dev needs stability in order to work over extended time. It 
doesn't and won't happen within a single term of office! It is an ongoing activity that 
requires reliability as well. It should not be dominated by the private sector but should 
have representation in proportion to finnancial contributions of private and non-profit 
sectors. It will require careful collaboration among porcupines. 

2. If we want to really think out of the box throw this on the table:   Construct a pedestrian 
only gondola link from Gibsons to Horseshoe Bay similar to Whistler's Peak to Peak 
system.   The  tower support distances are compatible across to Keats, Bowen into the 
Horseshoe Bay Ferry Terminal area.   Coast commuters could then bus into Vancouver.  
This would also be a mega- tourism draw to improve the day & weekend visitors to the 
Southern Sunshine Coast who would not need a car and also the cycling crowd.    The 
Howe Sound Skyway a constructed P.3. 

3. I want this effort to not be changed at the 11th hour by the rural areas which was done 
the last time and thus likely to fail.   We need to keep the big picture in mind and not vie 
for control. 

4. Wevreally do spend too much time talking about these things without a good action plan 
resulting. This is time consuming. 

5. Is there an appetite to actually do this,+ not just a photo op 

 

8.  What jurisdiction do you represent? 

 

Response Chart Percentage Count 

District of Sechelt   40.0% 4 
SCRD Electoral Area   30.0% 3 
Sechelt Indian Government 
District 

  10.0% 1 

Town of Gibsons   20.0% 2 
 Total Responses 10 
 

 

33



 

REPORT ON SUNSHINE COAST REGIONAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT WORKSHOPS 23 

APPENDIX  B:  WORKSHOP  #1  NOTES  

 

   

 

REGIONAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT WORKSHOP 
 

Sunshine Coast Golf & Country Club, 3206 Hwy 101, Roberts Creek, BC. 
Saturday April 26, 2014 

 
MEETING NOTES 

 

 
The Regional Economic Development Workshop commenced at 9:10 a.m.  
 
Note: A list of workshop participants can be found at the end of the workshop meeting notes. 
 

WELCOME BLESSING 

 

Chief Calvin Craigan, from the Shíshálh Nation performed a traditional welcome blessing, honouring the 
lands of the Shíshálh Nation, where the workshop was held. 
 
Chief Craigan spoke to the history and cultural traditions of the Shíshálh Nation peoples. Chief Craigan 
expressed the Shíshálh Nation’s vision for continued self-governance, while fostering partnerships 
through economic development focusing on natural resource assets.  
 

WELCOME REMARKS AND INTRODUCTIONS   

 
Garry Nohr, Chair, SCRD Board of Directors, welcomed workshop participants to the first of a two-part 
series of Regional Economic Development Workshops in collaboration with the SCRD, Shíshálh Nation, 
District of Sechelt and Town of Gibsons.  
 
Steven Olmstead, the SCRD General Manager of Planning and Development, welcomed participants and 
introduced the Workshop Facilitator, Jamie Vann Struth. 
  
Jamie Vann Struth, Workshop Facilitator, provided an overview of the workshop agenda and objectives.  
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ECONOMIC VISION FOR THE SUNSHINE COAST 

 

Jamie Vann Struth gave a PowerPoint presentation on the economic context for the Sunshine Coast. 
Through a comparison of 15 regional districts located in southern BC, Mr. Vann Struth provided a series 
of charts showing how the Sunshine Coast Regional District ranks among the other regional districts. 
(Note that these slides are attached to the meeting notes). The range of topics included: Population, 
Dwellings, Immigrant Share of the Population, Residents, Education, Employment, Income, Land Area, 
and Commuting flows of employed persons within the Sunshine Coast.  
 
Of note only 41% of employed residents of the Sunshine Coast (as of 2006) worked in their home 
municipality or electoral area. A further 31% worked in another part of the Sunshine Coast, 18% had no 
fixed place of work (many of whom likely worked throughout the region, like construction workers) and 
10% worked outside the region. This emphasizes the regional nature of the Sunshine Coast economy and 
how employment in one part of the region usually benefits people living in other communities. 
 
Mr. Vann Struth provided workshop participants with examples of Economic Vision statements from 
various municipalities and other regional districts to use as a guide when drafting an Economic Vision 
statement for the proposed Sunshine Coast Economic Development entity. Mr. Vann Struth also 
presented Vision Statements from the Sunshine Coast, including We Envision – One Coast: Together in 
Nature (SCRD), the Town of Gibsons Economic Development Strategy and Action Framework and 
Sechelt Innovations Ltd. (Note: These are included in the attached presentation slides). 
 
Mr. Vann Struth stated that results from the pre-workshop survey question regarding the top priorities for 
activities trying to achieve were:  
 

1. Attract more tourists and/or seasonal residents. 
2. Expand the number and quality of local job opportunities. 
3. Support industrial development. 
4. Improve the range of goods and services available locally. 

 
Note: The full survey results are included in the workshop binder. 
 
Workshop participants were organized into 4 breakout groups and tasked with the following:  
 

1. What are the fundamental objectives that you would like to see achieved through regional 
economic development?  

2. Craft an economic vision for the Sunshine Coast (using these fundamental objectives) 
 
Representatives from each breakout group provided a brief verbal summary to all workshop participants 
regarding the fundamental objectives that their group would like to see achieved through regional 
economic development. Some groups also crafted an economic vision for the Sunshine Coast. 
 
Group #1 (Reporting: Alice Lutes) 
 
Fundamental Objectives:  
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 Diverse demographics 

 Living wage jobs 

 Post-secondary education opportunities 

 Retaining/attracting young demographic  

 Diverse/value added economy (Business & Resource) 

 Protect and develop local and existing businesses 

Economic Vision:  
“A diverse group of communities, working together to build a thriving, sustainable regional business 
manufacturing and resource economy, while protecting our unique community values.”  
 
Further Comments: 
Focus on retaining and attracting a balanced demographic, that which is both diverse and young. 
 
Group #2 (Reporting: Doug Hockley) 
 
Fundamental Objectives:  

 Diverse types of business 

 Entrepreneurship 

 Mutually beneficial 

 Living wage jobs and encouraging Sunshine Coast businesses that are successful 
Ex: Coastal Craft, Target Marine, Persephone Brewery, Holy Crap 

 Building similar communities to those of California with “Retirement destination living” 

 Build upon opportunities for Wineries and Health Care 

Economic Vision:  
“To generate mutually beneficial regional economic development.” 
 
Group #3 (Reporting: Lee Ann Johnson) 
 
Fundamental Objectives:  

 Mindful of future generations (Recognize changing future) 

 Vibrancy through inclusion and collaboration 

 Diversity of economic activities and people (Ages and cultures) 

 Basic needs of population met (Healthy, caring, jobs, housing, food, transportation) 

 Builds all communities as one coast (String of pearls). 

Further Comments: 
Regarding being mindful of future generations, pertaining to food, energy and the environment, and 
ensuring that 50 years in the future, resources are still available to Sunshine Coast communities. 
 
Group #4 (Reporting: Garry Nohr) 
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Fundamental Objectives:  

 Create employment (within limits) 

 Create money and provide more services 

 Cooperation between all parties 

 Identify resources and feasibility studies (green energy production, aquaculture).  

 Work together/networking 

Economic Vision:  

 Regional – What is it? and Who runs it? 

 One Government 

 Smaller group, focused and made up of the Municipality Mayors, SCRD Chair and Chief of SIB 

Further Comments: 
 
Garry Nohr, Chair, SCRD Board of Directors, spoke about the history of regional economic development 
groups on the Sunshine Coast and what may have been the cause for failure in the past. He stated that 
from feedback he received, there were too many people were involved and suggested that the group be 
kept small and simple. Questions raised were: How is it going to be put in place? and Who will keep it 
running to make this entity work? He commented that, currently, everyone is working independently on 
their own economic development projects. The Town of Gibsons has their own projects, Sechelt 
Innovations Ltd is working for the District of Sechelt, the Sechelt Indian Band as well has their own 
projects, and even the SCRD supports economic development in many different ways (such as the Grant-
in-Aid program). He believes that if we all work together, maybe we would save money and more could 
be achieved than what is being done now. 
 
Regarding “One Government”, the Shíshálh Nation is already one government, and perhaps we should 
join them... 
 
Wayne Rowe, Mayor, Town of Gibsons, commented that prior to attending the workshop he did a simple 
exercise of searching keywords on the internet. When he searched “Gibsons Economic Development”, the 
results were: the Town of Gibsons website and specifically the webpage for the Economic Development 
Select Committee and Forum held on March 1, 2013 and the new website recently created for Sunshine 
Coast Economic Development by the Gibsons and District Chamber of Commerce. 
 
Mayor Rowe stated that when he searched “SCRD Economic Development”, the result was the SCRD 
website. When he searched “Sechelt Economic Development” the results were: District of Sechelt Mayor, 
John Henderson’s Biography and the November 30, 2012 Coast Reporter newspaper article titled, 
“Sechelt nixes economic development plan”. 
 
Chief Craigan commented on behalf of the Shíshálh First Nations about the projects that are in common 
with the SCRD and local governments. The regional hospital (St. Mary’s) is an area where the SCRD and 
SIB work together, in terms of common goals to improve and provide quality health care services. The 
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SIB also works with local governments through access to the Sechelt Peninsula and shared resources such 
as water, and infrastructure such as sewage and the landfill site. In terms of planning, the First Nations are 
concerned with the footprint of these resources in the future. 
 
Chief Craigan also spoke regarding limitations to growth and how to gauge the growth in terms of 
creating employment and population growth with respect to the impact on natural resources. (Water, 
Sewage and Landfill). He also commented on the limitations of transportation (BC Ferries) in the region 
and that this will determine how the region grows in the future. 
 
During the refreshment break, the workshop participants voted, using dot stickers, on their preference for 
the objectives and economic vision, as presented by each breakout group. Elected Officials had 5 red dots 
and Alternate Directors/Others had 5 blue dots to vote with. 
 
A Summary of the voting is outlined in the chart below: 
 
  Objective or Vision Statement Red Dot 

Votes 
Blue Dot 

Votes 
Builds all communities as one Coast 7 1 
Population basic needs met (Housing, Jobs, Local food, Transport, Quality of 
Life) 

6 8 

Balanced Diverse Demographic, living wage jobs, post-secondary 
opportunities, retain/attract young demographic 

6 2 

Diverse value added economy (Business & Resource) 5 2 
Protect and develop local and existing businesses 5 2 
Mindful of future generations (recognize changing future) 3 1 
Mutually Beneficial 3  
Vibrancy through inclusion and collaboration 3  
Post-Secondary Opportunities 3  
Healthcare 2 1 
Diversity of Economic Activities and People (ages, cultures) 2 1 
Living Wage Jobs 1 1 
Create money to provide more services 1  
Co-operation 1  
Retain/Attract young demographic  1 
Entrepreneurship  1 
VISION: “A diverse group of communities working together to build a 
thriving, sustainable regional business manufacturing and resource economy, 
while protecting our unique community values 

9 2 

VISION: “To generate mutually beneficial regional economic development” 6 1 
VISION – Smaller group, focused, made up of Municipality Mayors, SCRD 
Chair and Chief/SIB 

4  

VISION – Regional, What is it? and Who runs it? 2 1 
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THE CHILLIWACK MODEL 
 
Garry Nohr introduced John Jansen, President and Director, Special Projects, Chilliwack Economic 
Partners Corporation (CEPCO) and welcomed him to the workshop. 
 
John Jansen gave a presentation regarding the experience of developing CEPCO, its governance structure, 
successes, project highlights and how the entity has evolved over time. 
 
Mr. Jansen stated that CEPCO was created 15 years ago when the City of Chilliwack was looking at 
many different models for economic development. The City incorporated the company (CEPCO) to take a 
business to business approach to economic development. The City of Chilliwack acts as the primary 
shareholder, and the company is governed by a Board of Directors. Regarding the initial set up of 
CEPCO, a fixed yearly contribution of $550,000 was contributed from the City of Chilliwack and then a 
percentage was contributed from economic growth projects. 
 

There are a total of 10 Directors, comprised of representatives from the business community, the 
university, the Chamber of Commerce, the tourism sector, and City of Chilliwack liaison members: 
Mayor, one Councilor, and the CAO. Within the Board of Directors, there is a governance committee, 
tasked to identify potential members with a specific skill set. The focus of CEPCO is to attract and 
facilitate economic development in the community. There is a reporting process and direction comes from 
the Board of Directors as to which projects to work and focus on. 
 

Mr. Jansen stated that CEPCO has welcomed international businesses and identified potential joint 
venture partnerships from the Chilliwack business community. CEPCO has been successful in acting as a 
facilitator for these potential business partnerships. CEPCO played an active role in the establishment of 
the BC School of Agriculture, the Canada Education Park and Chilliwack Hospital improvements through 
strategic business and regional district/government partnerships.  
 
Mr. Jansen noted that any economic development entity needs to be aggressive and think outside the box 
in order to find these types of opportunities. Mr. Jansen recommends that the regional economic 
development entity should take an inventory of all the assets (“treasures”) that exist in the Sunshine Coast 
region and harness them.  
 
Mr. Jansen answered questions from workshop participants: 
 
Q: Do you have any idea of the number of people that used to leave Chilliwack to do work and how many 
work locally now? 
 
JJ: Now, it is approximately 85% of the people who live in Chilliwack, also work in Chilliwack and 
surrounding areas. 
 
Q: In your opinion, what sectors of the economy remain stable through periods of recession? 
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JJ: Agriculture is a very important part of the economy and education sectors will always be stable. 
During periods of recession, people look to build upon their skill sets and improve training through 
education. When the natural resources sectors slow down, other sectors can thrive. 
 
Q: What has been CEPCO’s involvement with First Nations? 
 
JJ: Involvement with First Nations has not been a lot in the past, but CEPCO will be looking to increase 
this partnership opportunity moving forward.  
 
Q: What role does the regional economic development entity play in competitiveness? 
 
JJ: There will still be competition, but the role of the entity is to facilitate this competition. The entity 
should put together an inventory of lands available, taxes and present this in a package to potential 
investors.  
 
Regarding competition with other communities; with common goals and objectives identified you have a 
package ready to present, which serves the whole region. 
 
Q: There is a tendency to compete with each other within, therefore how can you have many communities 
and only one board to look out for the needs of all involved? 
 
JJ: As long as there is a good reporting relationship, with transparency in what they are doing and 
competitive in attracting business to the area as a whole, there should be no problem at all. The role of the 
economic development entity is important for the Sunshine Coast, as you need to work with developers 
and determine which municipality/electoral area best meets the needs of the developer/business partner. 
The key is to demonstrate that the entity exists for Sunshine Coast as a whole. 
 

Q: Do you see an impediment to the economic development, with the constraints of transport and BC 
Ferries? 
 
JJ: I don’t see it as an impediment at all. In my opinion, a bridge from the Mainland to the Coast would be 
a bad idea and would take away from the unique package that the Sunshine Coast has to offer. 
 

Q: What type of framework is provided from the City of Chilliwack to CEPCO for what work is to be 
conducted and where the focus will be? At the political level are there parameters set for economic 
development activity? 
 
JJ: The liaison members from the City of Chilliwack have input through regular Joint Planning Sessions 
to discuss issues, so that all can agree on the approach to take. There are reviews for projects in relation to 
bylaw amendments, OCP reviews, etc. 
 
Q: How do you resolve problems when you don’t agree? 
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JJ: You have to work things out, and at times it is the right thing to do. The City of Chilliwack may work 
with the federal governments and then CEPCO partners with the City. At times if the City of Chilliwack 
doesn’t agree with a certain type of project, CEPCO is sensitive to this and agrees with the City. 
 
Q: What are the controls on the corporation? 
 
JJ: The City of Chilliwack, as the shareholder, can dissolve the corporation. 
 
Q: How many paid staff members does CEPCO have? 
 
JJ: There are 4 paid staff members. The Board members are volunteer and provide input on projects. It is 
the staff members that do the main work.  
 

ECONOMIC VISION FOR THE SUNSHINE COAST 
 

Jamie Vann Struth facilitated a group discussion of the results of the dot voting. Starting with the vision 
statement that received the most votes, each of the most popular objectives were reviewed and checked 
against the evolving vision, which was edited to incorporate each of the consensus ideas as the discussion 
proceeded.  
 
The result of the discussion is not a final vision statement, but a draft that is believed to incorporate each 
of the priority objectives that are supported by the group. Question marks and parentheses indicate ideas 
that either do not have full support of all participants or may be moved to a different part of the statement.  
 
A group (region?) of unique communities working together to build a thriving and diverse regional (?) 
economy, while protecting community values (and supporting community wellbeing and sustainability). 
 
In addition, there is mixed support to include a statement supporting "balanced age and cultural 
demographic diversity." 
 
Comments during the group discussion and crafting of an economic vision were as follows: 
 

 We should be taking advantage of the marine manufacturing potential – example of Coastal  Craft 
 Focus on agriculture is not included in this vision statement. 
 It is too general, so perhaps we should list our assets and inventory, and pull these all together. 
 Diverse is not only related to the communities but the diverse types of business. 
 The particular wording could be misinterpreted. They are past orientated and not future orientated 

for the changes that are occurring on the Sunshine Coast. 
 Manufacturing refers to any type of product creation, it doesn’t have to be mechanical 
 Meeting the basic needs of the community – once they are met, people can go beyond. 
 A thriving economy is to ensure that the community’s needs are met. It’s about supporting our 

community 
 As a vision statement for economic development, does community wellbeing need to be 

included? 
 Balanced age and cultural demographics? 
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 We need to attract all generations, not just young people. The older generations add value to the 
community through volunteerism, money to spend and time to do activities. 

 Sustainability needs to refer more to than just the economy; it needs to cover the sustainability of 
the community for future generations. 

 Protect and develop local and existing businesses and a diverse economy (having many sectors) 
 
Note: several topics that receiving voting support refer to the structure and operation of a regional entity. 
Discussion of these issues is deferred to the next workshop. 
 

The workshop recessed for lunch at 12:26 p.m. and reconvened at 1:20 p.m. 

 
MISSION AND ROLE OF REGIONAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

 
Jamie Vann Struth, Workshop Facilitator provided a background presentation regarding the mission and 
role of economic development. He stated that the regional entity should be complementary of the 
economic development initiatives that are already underway.  
 
He stated that, from the pre-workshop survey responses, the top 5 regional programs for interest in 
development were: 

1. Tourism promotion 
2. Export Development 
3. Lobbying 
4. Commercial and Industrial Land Development 
5. Information collection & dissemination 

In comparison, the top five activities from other Regional Districts are: 

1. Information collection & dissemination (investor profiles, tourism)  
2. Business services and Assistance 
3. Economic Profile and marketing 
4. Business retention and expansion 
5. Business investment and attraction 

He provided participants with examples of mission statements from other regions in the province and 
across Canada. (Note: These are included in the attached presentation slides). 
 
Workshop participants were organized into 4 breakout groups and were tasked with the following:  

1. Identify the top three to five roles and/or responsibilities that should be adopted by a potential 
Sunshine Coast regional economic development entity. (From the survey responses received, 
Question 2 regarding Economic Development Programs) 

Representatives from each break out group provided a summary report to all workshop participants 
regarding the top three to five roles and/or responsibilities that should be the focus of the potential 
Sunshine Coast Regional Economic Development entity. 
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Group #1 (Reporting: Lee Turnbull) 

1. Business investment and attraction  
2. Workforce development/Post-secondary education 
3.  Information collection & dissemination 
4. Lobbying 
5. Key regional facilities  

Comments: 

 Using the economic profile of different communities and marketing this to targeted industries, as 
well as a developing a commercial and industrial land inventory 

 A focus on agricultural education and training could be beneficial for our region 

 Hillside Industrial Park is an example of where we are working together already 

 Targeting the benefits and supporting what we already have been doing   

 
Group #2 (Reporting: Chief Craigan) 

1. Business investment and attraction  
2. Business retention and expansion  
3. Workforce development 
4. Export Development 
5. Tourism promotion, Economic profile and marketing  

Comments: 

 Try to bring in new partnerships and hasten the development process by avoiding bureaucratic 
systems. 

 The SIB is developing their workforce through education and on the job training 

 The SIB is looking at branding of aquaculture products from the Sunshine Coast to Asian markets 

 Helps to spread the word about what is being done on the Sunshine Coast, key elements should be 
under one umbrella 

 
Group #3 (Reporting: Darnelda Siegers) 

1. Developing key regional facilities/infrastructure and activities (see list below) 
2. Economic profile and marketing, coupled with information collection and dissemination 
3. Lobbying  
4. Business and investment attraction 

Comments: 

 Airports, post-secondary, health facilities, industrial park, alternate energy, tourism, infrastructure 
(trails and festivals, etc.) 
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 Agricultural/Commercial/Industrial land survey 

 Lobbying can be a two way process – We lobby the government and businesses and vice versa. 

 Post-Secondary education was in a list of key regional facilities and infrastructure but it could 
also help to bring new people and younger generations into our region. 

Group #4 (Reporting: Frank Mauro) 

1. Facilitate (new) business investment, attraction and expansion  
2. Work at business retention 
3. Tourism promotion  
4. Perform information collection & dissemination  
5. Develop key regional facilities  

Comments: 

 Partner with agencies that are already working on tourism promotion and support economic 
activity rather than be tasked with tourism promotion itself. 

 Land inventory and navigating development information hurdles 

 Facilities: Healthcare, Post-Secondary, Hillside Industrial Park 

 Entrepreneurial support was discussed, but not listed as there are other agencies that already do 
this, such as Community Futures. So the economic development entity would have to work out 
how to partner with such agencies.  

The Workshop Facilitator asked workshop participants if there were any areas where priorities overlap 
with what is already being done by groups on the Sunshine Coast, such as Sechelt Innovations working 
on economic development and the Town of Gibsons working on economic profiling. 
 
Comments from workshop participants were as follows: 

 It was discussed in our group, and we wondered if it is efficient to have economic development 
activities broken up in separate groups and should there be a shift from the individual projects to 
a group effort. There was no solution to these questions, but the topic was discussed at length. 

 The separate entities that are doing their own thing, do take funds from local governments. 
Therefore if the projects were to be done on a regional scale, funds would have to be put together 
on a regional basis. Which would allow other organization to focus on something different? 

 The various groups that are active in Sechelt have divided the work amongst themselves. They 
refer back and forth amongst the groups to ensure that there is no doubling of work. This is 
something that will have to be addressed when a regional entity is created. The regional groups 
will have to communicate with all the other economic development groups. 

 Regarding workforce development, we need to take stock of the shortage of skilled workers. 
Information is shared with other First Nations, and we know that there will be a shortage of 
forestry workers. Workforce development is integral in ensuring that people stay here to work 
rather than hiring people from off Coast to do this work. 

 Workforce development needs to be a regional focus. 
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 SIB Education department has signed an MOU with Sea Span for a shipbuilding contract, to 
provided skilled workers and encourage women to enter the field. 

 Regarding business investment, one of the holdups on the Sunshine Coast is that we don’t work at 
the speed of business. A mention of economic development needs to be included in the OCPs. If 
roadblocks for business exist, than it will be difficult to attract business investment. 

 
During the refreshment break, workshop participants voted on the preferred roles and responsibilities 
that should be the focus of the potential Sunshine Coast Regional Economic Development entity. Elected 
Officials had 5 red dots and Alternate Directors/Others had 5 blue dots to vote with. 
 
A Summary of the voting is outlined in the chart below: 
 
  Roles and Responsibilities Red Dot 

Votes 
Blue Dot 

Votes 
Workforce Development and Education 12 4 
Business Investment and Attraction  11 4 
Developing Key Regional Facilities 10 7 
Lobbying 7 1 
Business Retention and Expansion 4 2 
Economic Profile and Marketing  4 1 
Information Collection/Dissemination  4 1 
Tourism Promotion 2 1 
Agricultural/Commercial/Industrial Land Survey (within Economic Profile) 1 1 
Export Development 1  
Alternate Energy (within Regional Facilities and Infrastructure) 1  
Tourism (within Regional Facilities and Infrastructure) 1  
 
The Workshop Facilitator tabulated the votes by workshop participants and listed the preferred roles and 
responsibilities for group review and comment: 
 

1. Business Investment/Attraction (Including Economic Profile and Marketing) 
 

2. Key Facilities/Infrastructure 
 There are different opinions about what infrastructure means. 
 Some votes included items within this topic (alternate energy and tourism). 

 
3. Workforce Development/Education 

 
4. Business Retention/Expansion   

 Focusing on businesses that are here already and helping them grow. 
 

5. Lobbying  
 Restriction on local government in lobbying. However, we lobby governments to install 

infrastructure (schools) here. 
 The lobbying may also involve business lobbying to locate operations on the Sunshine Coast. 
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6. Information Collection/Dissemination 
 This is captured to some degree in the Economic Profile part 
 

7. Tourism Agency Partnership/Development (public assets or private tourism) 
 Product development rather than tourism promotion. 
 Dakota Ridge was initially developed as an economic development facility and as a tourist 

attraction in the off-season.  
 Private enterprise does the major tourism development and the economic development entity 

facilitates and ensures that it is in the right area. Ex. West Vancouver is not responsible for 
Cypress Bowl. 

 Example of the Art Crawl, which is a fantastic event that could be promoted as an economic 
development type activity.  

 There are already agencies working on tourism, so focus can be on other areas for expansion. 
Tourism is covered under all the other areas of the roles and responsibilities. 

 
8. Export Development 
 Export of services, natural resources, consulting work, digital work, it is not necessarily just 

products to exports.  
 The SIB is trying to develop exports and eliminating the middle man so more money can be 

retained. 
 

SUMMARY AND NEXT STEPS 
 

The Workshop Facilitator concluded the workshop and stated that the meeting notes as well as the 
presentation slides will be distributed to participants. 
 
The second Regional Economic Development workshop will be held on Friday June 6, 2014 from 9:00 
a.m. to 4:00 p.m. at the Blue Heron Restaurant, 5591 Delta Road, Sechelt B.C. 
 
Garry Nohr, Chair, SCRD Board of Directors, gave closing remarks, noting all the hard work that was 
accomplished at the workshop. He thanked all those who attended and stated that he is looking forward to 
the next workshop. 
       
The Regional Economic Development Workshop concluded at 2:51 p.m.  
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WORKSHOP PARTICIPANT LIST 
 
1. Chief J. Calvin Craigan, Sechelt Indian Band 
2. Christopher August, SCRD Director and Councilor, Sechelt Indian Band 
3. Garry Feschuk, SCRD Alternate Director and Councilor, Sechelt Indian Band 
4. Alice Lutes, Councilor, District of Sechelt 
5. Doug Hockley, SCRD Alternate Director, Councilor, District of Sechelt 
6. Darnelda Siegers, Director SCRD, Councilor, District of Sechelt 
7. Mike Shanks, Councilor, District of Sechelt 
8. Wayne Rowe, Mayor, Town of Gibsons 
9. Gerry Tretick, SCRD Director, Councilor, Town of Gibsons 
10. Lee Ann Johnson, SCRD Alternate Director, Councilor, Town of Gibsons 
11. Dan Bouman, Councilor, Town of Gibsons 
12. Emanuel Machado, CAO, Town of Gibsons 
13. Garry Nohr, SCRD Chair, Director Area B 
14. Frank Mauro, SCRD Director Area A 
15. Donna Shugar, SCRD Director Area D 
16. Lorne Lewis, SCRD Director Area E 
17. Lee Turnbull, SCRD Director Area F 
18. Leonard Lee, SCRD Alternate Director Area A 
19. Brian Smith, SCRD Alternate Director Area B 
20. Dave Ryan, SCRD Alternate Director Area D 
21. Laurella Hay, SCRD Alternate Director Area E 
22. Joyce Clegg, SCRD Alternate Director Area F 
23. John France, CAO, SCRD 
24. Paul Fenwick, SCRD, GM Community Services 
25. Steven Olmstead, SCRD, GM Planning and Development 
26. John Jansen, President and Director, Special Projects, CEPCO 
27. Jamie Vann Struth, Workshop Facilitator 
28. Lynda Edstrom, SCRD Admin. Assistant, Community Services 
29. Autumn Ruinat, SCRD Planning Secretary 
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JAMIE VANN STRUTH PRESENTATION SLIDES 
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APPENDIX  C:  WORKSHOP  #2  NOTES  

 

   

 

REGIONAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT WORKSHOP #2 
 

Blue Heron Restaurant, 5591 Delta Road, Sechelt, B.C. 
Friday June 6, 2014 

 
MEETING NOTES 

 

 
The Regional Economic Development Workshop #2 commenced at 9:10 a.m.  
 
Note: A list of workshop participants can be found at the end of the workshop meeting notes. 
 
WELCOME BLESSING 
 
Chief Garry Feschuk, from the Shíshálh Nation, performed a traditional welcome blessing, honouring the 
lands of the Shíshálh Nation, where the workshop was held. 
 
WELCOME REMARKS AND INTRODUCTIONS  
 
Garry Nohr, Chair, SCRD Board of Directors, welcomed workshop participants to the second Regional 
Economic Development Workshop in collaboration with the SCRD, Shíshálh Nation, District of Sechelt 
and Town of Gibsons.  
 
Mr. Nohr stated that valuable feedback was received from the participants of the first workshop; ranging 
from constructive criticism and views about how all governments can work together as a unit for regional 
economic development.  
 
Jamie Vann Struth, Workshop Facilitator, provided an overview of the workshop agenda and objectives.  
  
REVIEW OF WORKSHOP #1 
 
Jamie Vann Struth gave a summary of the first regional economic development workshop. He stated that 
the first workshop focused on identifying a shared economic vision for the Sunshine Coast, identifying 
roles and responsibilities of a proposed economic development entity and discussion around areas where 
the group agreed or differed in opinion. The second workshop will address how all the partners will work 
together, and create an entity that will allow it to function. He stated that the intention of the workshop is 
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to not identify specific projects and that a strategic planning session will need to be conducted at a later 
date.  
 
Mr. Vann Struth discussed the feedback forms received from workshop participants following the first 
regional economic development workshop. Event Timing was the lowest rated, as the event was held on a 
Saturday. Venue and Content and most other items were rated either good or excellent. Other comments 
received from participants will be addressed as the first item of the agenda and allow for group 
discussion. 
 
Comments from Doug Hockley 
 
Doug Hockley, District of Sechelt Councilor and SCRD Alternate Director, presented his views to the 
workshop participants. Mr. Hockley stated that he is concerned about the reality that ferry fares are going 
to continue to increase and sailings are going to be continued to be delayed due to breakdowns and 
overloads. He asked why are we not exploring land based connections through Squamish that would open 
the southern Sunshine Coast to tourism and economic development opportunities with the northern 
Sunshine Coast. He believes that a vision of future economic development should include Powell River.  
 
Mr. Hockley stated that a group in Powell River is developing a proposal to explore a land based 
connection to Squamish. Mr. Hockley spoke to the experiences of Tofino/Ucluelet and Bella Coola in 
developing highways to access these remote communities. 
 
Mr. Hockley concluded by stating  that rather than trying to tackle the issue of BC Ferries, we should be 
working together to solve the problem of access. Access is everything for the future of the Sunshine 
Coast. He stated that if a land based connection is feasible from Powell River, it is certainly possible from 
the lower Sunshine Coast.  
 
General comments/feedback from participants 

 Best way to move forward would be to decide which projects to work collaboratively on. 
Collaborative projects of which some, but not all areas participate in, are regional Solid Waste, 
Water, Recreation, and Parks.  

 It is important to define collaboration and values when developing a shared vision 

 Need to look at a different modality of growth and development. It is not only about access or 
projects, but what is our world view, our role, our goals and mission.  

 It will be difficult to speak as one voice, as there are differences of opinion amongst all the 
partners about how to get to the next step.  

 The idea of road access to Squamish would open the Sunshine Coast to greater tourism 
opportunities.  

 In Tofino/Ucluelet, the Band and local governments are working together; similar cooperation on 
the Sunshine Coast would be beneficial. 

 A feasibility study should be conducted for the road access to Squamish and it would be worth 
discussing this idea with the Squamish Nation.  

 Agreement that exploring options for a road connection to/from Squamish with the Sunshine 
Coast would be worthwhile.  
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 Significant economic development happening in Tofino/Ucluelet, mainly tourism and some 
fishing, and the lives of the residents don’t seem to be negatively affected by opening up access to 
their community from the development of a highway. It is worth lobbying for a different type of 
access to the Sunshine Coast. 

 “Action over access” should be the focus. Projects are great to talk about but we need to prove to 
ourselves and the community that we can all work together successfully. 

 Economic growth can occur regionally rather than by specific area. As a group, we can create a 
vision as to what we want economic development to look like on the Sunshine Coast. Economic 
development will bring people, opportunities and business, which will chose to locate in a 
community that meets their needs, and not where they are not wanted. 

 If together we market the Sunshine Coast, there will be mutual benefits for everyone. 
 

Review of Economic Visioning  
 
Jamie Vann Struth reviewed the Economic Vision that was constructed at the last workshop. He proposed 
a revised Economic Vision for workshop participants to consider and provide feedback on: 
 

Unique communities working together to build a sustainable, thriving  
and diverse regional economy, while protecting community values. 

 
Summary of comments on the revised Economic Vision 

 Would like to include, “while protecting community values and well-being”. The word 
“thriving” may signify growth, and there are different values associated with this word. 

 The words “sustainable, thriving and diverse” as presented all describe the economy and not the 
community. All the community descriptors have been removed. 

 The word “protecting community values” seems protectionist; a suggested change could be 
“aligns with community values”. 

 The vision statement focuses heavily on the economy. It is important to maintain reference to 
“community well-being”; therefore the word “protecting” is preferred. 

 Discussion about the suggestion to change the word “protecting” to “preserving” or “honouring” 

 The word “diversity” could also be used to describe community. 

 Community values are evolving and will continue to do so in the future. The word “protecting” 
means that we are not going to change. 

Review of Regional Roles for an Economic Development Entity 
 
Jamie Vann Struth reviewed the list of top roles that was voted on and developed from the first workshop 
and compared them with the activities of other regional economic development entities. He stated that 
generally speaking, the roles identified by the group at the first workshop are in line with the top activities 
of other regional economic development agencies.  
 
Results of Workshop #1 Breakout Group #2 

1.  Business investment/attraction (including economic profile & marketing) – 20 votes 
2.  Key facilities/infrastructure (including votes for alternative energy & tourism) – 18 votes 
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3.  Workforce development/education – 16 votes 
4.  Business retention/expansion – 10 votes 
5.  Lobbying – 8 votes 
6.  Information collection/dissemination – 5 votes 

Top Activities of Other Regional Agencies  (Bold items indicate common identified roles) 

1. Information collection & dissemination - 14 
2. Business Services/Assistance - 10 
3. Economic profile marketing – 8 
4. Business retention & expansion – 8 
5. Business investment attraction – 6 
6. Workforce development – 4 
7. Lobbying – 3 

Review of Regional Economic Development Models 
 
Jamie Vann Struth  outlined the two main structure types of economic development models: the “In-
House” Model and the “Arms-Length” Model. He gave examples of structures other regional economic 
development entities have utilized for their development model. The attached presentation slides 
provided more detailed information on this topic. 
 
Jamie Vann Struth  discussed issues around governance and options for board composition. He addressed 
the level of political representation on a board of directors either by elected leaders themselves or through 
appointed community members. He spoke to the “Schlenker Decision”, that prevents local officials from 
sitting on the board of an “Arms-Length” entity if those officials make decision on funding of the entity. 
He mentioned the involvement of industry and community leaders on the board with either fixed seats or 
at-large directors. 
 
With regards to the composition of developing a board of directors, Jamie Vann Struth described four 
options for consideration and gave examples of regional economic development entities that utilize the 
suggested models: 
 

Option 1: No political directors – Liaison only 
e.g. Chilliwack Economic Partners Corp. (CEPCO) 
 
Option 2: Mixed  (affected by Schlenker Decision) 
e.g. Comox Valley Economic Development Society (CVEDS)  
 
Option 3: Only political partners 
e.g. North Peace Economic Development Commission (NPEDC) 
 
Option 4: Only political partners, but not politicians 
e.g. Bulkley Valley Economic Development Association (BVEDA) 
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Governance and Reporting Structure 
 
Jamie Vann Struth addressed the topic of reporting, oversight by funders and direction of the board by 
using the Comox Valley Economic Development Society (CVEDS) approach as an example. CVEDS 
creates an economic development strategy every 5 – 10 years; an annual work plan and budget approved 
by the CVEDS board and Comox Valley Regional District Board; ongoing service agreements are 
established; annual reports are submitted with the next year’s plan. There was a significant service review 
this year concerning function and performance and changes to the board composition were made due to 
the Schlenker decision.  
 
Jamie Vann Struth addressed questions about reporting, service review issues, and performance criteria. 
He stated that the work plans of the regional economic development entity are most likely received by 
both the municipal councils and the regional district board for input prior to approval. He also stated that 
some regional economic development entities have included service reviews every 3-5 years as part of 
their contract. Regarding performance criteria, it depends on case by case, it would be difficult to say one 
model is more successful than another. In his opinion the model of contracting out to an existing agency 
can be problematic because that agency exists to fulfill another role that may not always coincide with 
economic development. Having a direct relationship with a dedicated economic development agency 
allows for better results. It also depends on the size of the community and budget when deciding on the 
most appropriate model.  
 
It was mentioned that the City of Medicine Hat belongs to an example of an “Arms-Length” entity (for-
profit) which is comprised of multiple governments and regional districts successfully. 
 
The inclusion of politicians on the regional economic development entity was discussed by workshop 
participants. One view is that an elected official is responsible for the decisions on how tax payers’ money 
is spent on economic development and therefore the elected officials should be members of the board. 
Another view is that the elected officials can make the decision to appoint community members who are 
consultants or experts in economic development to the board. It was mentioned that  legally the province 
has said that politicians who make funding decision for the economic development entity, cannot sit on 
that board. An option could be that each area could appoint a representative on the board to ensure that 
the work plan direction is defined and reviewed with feedback given from the local elected officials and a 
connection back to the elected officials for approval. A strategic process should be outlined and include 
consultation with the local politicians and community at large to set the direction for the years to come.  
 
Funding 
 
Jamie Vann Struth identified examples of funding models used by regional economic development 
entities. In most cases the funding is based on shares of tax base assessments, while others use a per 
capita measure. Some entities (e.g. Kitimat-Stikine) receive some of their funding on a project-by-project 
basis. The Kitimat-Stikine rural areas and small communities are permanent members of a Regional 
Economic Development Commission, but the larger municipalities of Terrace and Kitimat (which each 
operates its own economic development function) also provide funding and participate in projects that 
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make sense on a region-wide basis. In Metro Vancouver the experience has been that municipalities who 
wish to be involved in joint projects form partnerships with each other. 
 
Involvement of First Nations 
 
Jamie Vann Struth spoke to the experience of regional economic development entities and involvement 
with First Nations. In the Bulkley Valley, First Nations are a full funding partner and represented on the 
board. In the Comox Valley Economic Development Society (CVEDS), the First Nations are not a 
funding partner but have a close working relationship on multiple projects and the Band Manager is an ex 
officio member of the Board. Other entities have no formal involvement with First Nations, but may work 
together on a project to project basis and develop a partnership over time.  
 
Jamie Vann Struth concluded by commenting on the fact that the Sunshine Coast is one of the smallest 
regional districts in the province (in terms of both population size and geography). This is a strong 
advantage for regional economic development because there is one “local market area” with short 
distances between communities that are very economically inter-related. Other regional economic 
development entities have been unsuccessful in part due to challenge of large distances between 
communities and limited economic linkages between them. For example, the Thompson-Nicola Regional 
District formerly had a regional economic development function, but it ended partly because of the 
difficulty of servicing such a massive geographic area that contains at least four local market areas 
(Kamloops & surrounding area, North Thompson including Clearwater, Ashcroft/Cache Creek and the 
Merritt area). There were also formerly regional economic development agencies for Fraser-Fort George 
(based in Prince George) and Strathcona (based in Campbell River) that no longer exist for some of the 
same logistical reasons. The Sunshine Coast is a compact area much more similar to regions with long-
standing economic development partnerships, including the Comox Valley and the Central Okanagan. 
 
He also commented on the importance for regional economic development entities to develop key 
performance indicators and reporting mechanisms as a means to measure success. 
 
Breakout Group # 1 - Structure 
 
Workshop participants were organized into five (includes staff table) breakout groups and tasked with the 
following:  
 

Please decide within your group the preferred structure of a Sunshine Coast regional economic 
development entity. 

 
Representatives from each breakout group provided a brief verbal summary of their preferred structure for 
a Sunshine Coast regional economic development entity. 
 
Group #1 (Reporting: Lee Ann Johnson) 
 
Structure: Arms-Length Model and Non-Profit Society 
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Comments: What are the legal options in B.C. regarding the definition of a non-profit society and a 
corporation? 
 
Group #2 (Reporting: Lee Turnbull) 
 
Structure: Arms-Length Model and Non-Profit Society 
 
Comments: With a non-profit society you could retain more control. Volunteer board appointed by the 
funding partners, a minimum of one paid person staff person is essential to help drive the projects. 
 
Group #3 (Reporting: Charlene SanJenko and Donna Shugar) 
 
Structure: Arms-Length Model 
 
Comments: The group did not decide upon the structure of a non-profit society, for-profit corporation, or 
contract to existing agency, but discussed each option:  

 Non-profit would be beneficial as the entity would be eligible for grants 

 Non-profit society would have a “service delivery” mindset 

 Non-profit society would potentially generate more public support around transparency but there 
may be complexities around the structure needed to incorporate and do specific projects. 

 For-profit corporation encourages and enforces self-funding as the profits flow back into the 
community 

 Contract out to an existing agency would be useful as it would eliminate set up costs, but it 
requires an available agency. As possible existing agency would be Community Futures 

Group #4 (Reporting: Chris August) 
 
Structure: Arms-Length Model 
 
Comments: 

 The group discussed the possibility of a Project Based Model, and identifying projects to work on 
collaboratively such as an airport or road access to the mainland via Squamish 

 There will be challenges if this entity is a “for-profit corporation”, as the entity would be making 
decisions on spending money that is tax payer funded 

 There is interest in appointing community members with relative project development experience 
and expertise. 

Group #5 - Staff Table (Reporting: Dave Jephcott) 
 
Notes from the group discussion: 

 The idea of form dictates function, therefore a Project Based Model would be beneficial 

 The structure of the governance should be in line with what is to be accomplished 
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 Opportunities to conduct a Gap Analysis 

 The road access/highway to Squamish is a long term vision, 20 years+ away 

Jamie Vann Struth commented there seems to be consensus on the “Arms-Length Model”, however 
difference of opinions on whether the entity should be non-profit, for-profit or contract agency. The for-
profit has the potential to generate revenue for the agency that feeds back into the community, but 
remains under public control as the shareholder(s) are local government. The final decision does not need 
to be made now, but can be agreed upon at a later date after the particular features of each model are more 
fully explored. Perhaps a combination could be explored - having core funding for the basic functions of 
an arms-length model but adding in project-based funding for specific initiatives among only the local 
partners that are interested.  
 
*For follow up: What are the legal distinctions between a non-profit society versus a for-profit 
corporation under a government model given that there are multiple political entities (municipalities, 
regional district and SIGD) involved.  
 
Breakout Group # 2 – Governance 
 
Workshop participants were organized into four (excludes staff table) breakout groups and tasked with the 
following:  
 

Please decide within your group the preferred governance approach, including composition of 
the Board, reporting and oversight requirements, and so on. 
 

Representatives from each breakout group provided a brief verbal summary regarding the preferred 
governance approach, composition of the board, reporting and oversight requirements. 
 
Group #1 (Reporting: John Henderson) 

 Liaison role for elected officials – Elected officials are important in developing business as 
anyone coming to the Sunshine Coast wants to talk to the elected officials  

 The board needs to be primarily community members with a diverse range of expertise, with the 
opportunity to seek out consultants for specific projects 

 Fixed spots for industry allocation is not necessarily workable 

 Focus should be on finding individuals with desirable skills and willingness to work with others 

 Regarding reporting – if the elected officials acted as a liaison role to the board then there would 
need to be reporting and communication amongst all levels (elected officials and staff) on an 
informal day to day basis as well as a more formal quarter, semi-annual, annual reporting back to 
funder 

Group #2 (Reporting: Lee Turnbull) 

 Board composition made up of volunteer community leaders, who are appointed by the funding 
partners, and are experts in a diverse range of topics such as small and large business, arts/culture, 
tourism, marketing 
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 Board composition and number of members may increase based on the project needs 

 Equal voting by funding partners (not weighted by votes) 

 Consensus regarding projects 

 Five year work plan, updated annually,  project management, review annual plan quarterly and 
report back to funding partners and to community 

 Two functions – information gathering/giving and project drive 

Group #3 (Reporting: Lee Ann Johnson) 

 Board composition would be one representative per funder and perhaps including the Squamish 
Indian Band if they desire to participate, therefore 4 or 5 core funding members, with remaining 
members appointed (decided upon jointly) by local government with a maximum of 9 to 11 total 
members 

 Volunteer members would be appointed by sector expertise. Some of the possible sectors are: 
Agriculture, Marine (Fishing, Boats), Tourism, Business Services, Arts & Culture, 
Manufacturing, and other sectors that may emerge 

 Decision making would be one vote per board member 

 Reporting would be quarterly to funding partners, and the use of Key Performance Indicators 
(KPIs) in the work plan and strategic direction 

 One staff person (economic development professional) needed for stability with possible support 
staff, and sub-contract out tasks to local agencies 

 Use grants as a funding source 

Group #4 (Reporting: Charlene SanJenko) 

 The Board would not be composed of elected officials except to act as liaisons. 

 Appointment of directors by weighted vote, at the Regional District level (as it is the only current 
entity with full representation of each partner) following consultation 

 Effective consultation with municipalities would decide which sectors and areas would make up 
the composition of the board 

 Geographical and sectoral representation (flexible) 

 12 board members maximum  

 The group reflected upon what was working and the model that was in place– there was private 
sector funding, but the private sector thought that if they continued to provide funding and 
volunteers, the local government would never take full responsibility for economic development 

 The group spent time discussing the selection of the board if the entity was non-profit or for-
profit. 

Jamie Vann Struth gave a summary of what was reported by each breakout group. He stated that in 
general each group agreed upon the following points:  
 
 At-large board, with expertise across various key sectors and geographical regions; 
 No fixed seats, and the composition is flexible and may change over time; 
 The approach to reporting would be annual, quarterly, ongoing liaison, use KPIs; 
 Strategic plan to establish a common direction before giving final instructions to the entity. 
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In terms of the process for appointing directors to the board, there is a difference of opinion among the 
group. The options discussed by the groups were as follows: 
 

 Each of the funding partners should appoint one director  
 All directors would be appointed jointly likely through the Regional District board 
 Directors appointed on a “One member-one vote” basis  
 Directors appointed on a weighted vote basis (in terms of the appointment of members) 
 The number of directors would be either an uneven number (9 to 11) or a maximum of 12 

members 
 

Jamie Vann Struth initiated a discussion for workshop participants regarding the role of the four funding 
partners. He asked: Should the funding partners appoint representatives from their own council, all at the 
regional district level, or in some other way? 
 

Discussion on this topic ensued and a summary of the points made are as follows: 
 

 The funding partners should receive the board member applications as a whole in order to make 
the decision about the board composition 

 The Regional District could suggest an initial composition, which would need to be ratified by 
each municipality 

 Each funding partner and municipality would each have a representative appointed to represent 
their interests 

 At-large members could be voted jointly 
 There would be challenges in trying to appoint a representative to represent the whole regional 

district (all electoral areas) 
 The whole board needs to be regional and therefore the persons selected should not be affiliated 

with a municipality or based on where they live, it should be based on their expertise 
 Geographical boundaries should not be part of the discussion, so it shouldn’t be necessary to have 

a set representative from each municipality, SIGD, Regional District 
 If there is disagreement or an objection from one funding partner, could a veto be utilized? 
 The funding is core to the decision making process. Somehow there has to be a representative 

from each municipality, because tax payer money is being used 
 Vetoes or municipality appointments don’t work in this situation – the weighted vote by each 

member of the regional district board should allow for a truly regional entity 
 Historically the source of failure of the last regional economic development entity from the 

viewpoint of the Town of Gibsons, was not having a strong voice representing the town’s 
interests 

 The weighted vote also creates problems; one area has more votes than another 
 Sechelt Indian Band would support having each municipality appoint a representative, as it would 

be important to have a First Nations perspective represented on the board  
 The choice should be based on the person’s expertise rather than on their geographical location 
 A specific appointee for the District of Sechelt on the board of a regional entity would bring 

DoS’s viewpoint to the discussion. This person would not necessarily come from Sechelt 
 How would this appointee get to know the DoS’s viewpoint and interests? Through regular 

meetings with the council? 
 We would want the appointees to work with a regional focus rather than bringing each 

municipalities individual interests to the table 
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 We shouldn’t be concerned about where people are coming from (geographical location) we 
should be concerned about what the expertise/technical skills of that person is 

 The projects of this entity will be technical in nature, and it is important to get the best people we 
can find  

 Having a representative from each municipality would not necessarily direct the function of the 
board 

 The group should be united by a charter which sets out a joint set of values 
 
Jamie Vann Struth summarized that there seems to be agreement from everyone that the representatives 
selected will be based on their expertise rather than where they come from and will act as a regional 
voice. The distribution of geographical representation will work itself out naturally and doesn’t need to be 
determined by quotas. 
 
Further comments included: 
 

 The entity may likely be regional project based and therefore it will not matter as much where 
each representative comes from geographically 

 There would need to be a diverse representation by occupation 
 Each funding partner would have an opportunity to develop the terms of selection for board 

members and equal opportunity to look over the applications  
 If there is no specific First Nations representative appointed, then there would need to be a person 

on the board who understands the differences and various interests of the SIGD and SIB. 
 The entity’s charter needs to appropriately state the process for selection and composition of the 

board with regards to sectoral, regional and interests represented 
 The charter should consider a permanent seat on the board for the Sechelt Indian Band, and 

consideration of the same for the Squamish Indian Band 
 
Breakout Group #3 – Funding 
 
Workshop participants were organized into four breakout groups and tasked with the following:  

 
Please decide within your group the preferred funding formula  

for sharing costs among the partner governments. 
 

Also consider the duration of the initial  
funding commitment (e.g., 3 years, 5 years) 

 
Jamie Vann Struth stated that funding for most regional economic development entities are based on 
shares of assessment, while some use per capita. Another option is to have core funding to start off and 
then additional funding a project to project basis.  
 
Representatives from each breakout group provided a brief verbal summary regarding the preferred 
funding formulas for sharing costs among the partner governments.  
 
Group #1 (Reporting: Charlene SanJenko) 
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Funding: Hybrid model based on population and assessment (commercial and industrial) 

 3 year duration 

 The regional district board and municipalities would need to decide collectively if this funding 
would be in addition to current economic development money being spent or be included within. 

Group #2 (Reporting: Lee Turnbull) 
 
Funding: Blended base funding (1/2 population and 1/2 assessment) 

 Special funding for identified projects may be necessary, which could come from grant funding 
or P3 partnership 

Group #3 (Reporting: Lee-Ann Johnson) 
 
Funding: The group was divided on the funding formula 

 Area E will only participate if the funding is based on assessment (not per capita) and if not then 
on a project to project basis. Explanation: Small electoral area, high percentage of ALR properties 
(lower taxes), very few revenue generating waterfront properties, nearly 10% of population lives 
in mobile home parks 

 The rest of the group would need to see the data to determine using assessments and per capita 

Group #4 (Reporting: Garry Nohr) 
 
Funding: Start up funds needed and further funding would be project based.  

 An MOU is necessary to determine the funding model and potential projects 

 SIB, ToG and DoS, all have funding allocated for economic development  

 The rural areas currently have funding based on projects 

 For the rural areas to be fully involved it needs to be project based, each rural area contributes 
and projects based on their area's interests.  

 The MOU agreement should precede the final funding model decision. 

Jamie Vann Struth commented that data would need to be provided in order to envision the funding 
structure formulas based on shares of assessment, per capita or blended model. The workshop participants 
discussed the project based funding model and the following points were made: 

 Concern that there is no story being told reflecting the great things happening on the Coast. The 
Sunshine Coast does not have a hotel tax. There is no one doing marketing for the Sunshine Coast 
in terms of investor or new resident attraction. We can focus on image building and celebrating 
what is already happening on the coast. Leakages in our community and educating the 
community to shop local, are not projects but require a change in mindset. It is easy to jump on 
projects, but if we are going to hire an expert to start up this entity, it will require a set term of 
base funding.  

 Projects have a start and end date, would this entity consider funding on-going programs? 
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 Marketing and tourism are already funded through other programs 

 This economic development entity should be established through base funding and be responsible 
to come up with the projects, if other projects do come up, those could be eligible for additional 
project based funding 

 If we want this entity to address the topics we identified the economic entity should look at 
(during the last workshop), such as: workforce development, education, business investment and 
attraction, developing key regional facilities and lobbying, base funding will be needed 

 “Selling the coast” could be the first step to lining up potential projects 

 ToG economic development committee agreed that there are already a lot of great things 
happening and effectively marketing these community attributes is what is needed. 

 We have to sell ourselves to ourselves first 

 Greater communication is needed amongst ourselves and our community to ensure we are all 
aware of the local benefits 

 Gap analysis should be conducted 

 
NEXT STEPS TO MAINTAIN MOMENTUM 
Jamie Vann Struth addressed the group to determine the next steps to maintain momentum. He stated that 
although the funding model may not be agreed upon until the economic development entity’s framework 
was more clearly defined; a charter could be drafted based on the material discussed at the two 
workshops.  
 

The workshop participants agreed that a report was necessary and should outline options for developing a 
charter, identify all the areas that were agreed upon, note where the differences of opinion lie and suggest 
options. Participants also expressed the importance of having an MOU drafted for all the governments to 
sign onto. 
 
The report will be sent to the regional district board and all the municipal councils simultaneously. The 
target date for a report back at the SCRD level is for the July 17, 2014 Planning and Development 
Committee. Feedback will be generated from all partners and perhaps another group meeting could be 
held in September. 
 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUDING REMARKS 
 

The SCRD Board Chair, Garry Nohr thanked the workshop facilitator, staff and all the participants for 
their hard work during the regional economic development workshops. 
       
The Regional Economic Development Workshop concluded at 2:41 p.m.   
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WORKSHOP PARTICIPANT LIST - JUNE 6, 2014 
 
1. Garry Feschuk, SCRD Alternate Director and Councilor, Sechelt Indian Band 
2. Christopher August, SCRD Director and Councilor, Sechelt Indian Band 
3. Brian Jones, Councilor, Sechelt Indian Band 
4. Randy Joe, Councilor, Sechelt Indian Band 
5. John Henderson, Mayor, District of Sechelt 
6. Alice Lutes, Councilor, District of Sechelt 
7. Doug Hockley, SCRD Alternate Director, Councilor, District of Sechelt 
8. Darnelda Siegers, Director SCRD, Councilor, District of Sechelt 
9. Mike Shanks, Councilor, District of Sechelt 
10. Tom Lamb, Councilor, District of Sechelt 
11. Margi Nicholas, Director of Corporate Services 
12. Dave Jephcott, Director of Business Development, Sechelt Innovations Ltd 
13. Lee Ann Johnson, SCRD Alternate Director, Councilor, Town of Gibsons 
14. Charlene SanJenko, Councilor, Town of Gibsons 
15. Emanuel Machado, CAO, Town of Gibsons 
16. Garry Nohr, SCRD Chair, Director Area B 
17. Frank Mauro, SCRD Director Area A 
18. Donna Shugar, SCRD Director Area D 
19. Lorne Lewis, SCRD Director Area E 
20. Lee Turnbull, SCRD Director Area F 
21. Leonard Lee, SCRD Alternate Director Area A 
22. Brian Smith, SCRD Alternate Director Area B 
23. Dave Ryan, SCRD Alternate Director Area D 
24. Laurella Hay, SCRD Alternate Director Area E 
25. Joyce Clegg, SCRD Alternate Director Area F 
26. Steven Olmstead, SCRD, GM Planning and Development 
27. Jamie Vann Struth, Workshop Facilitator 
28. Lynda Edstrom, SCRD Admin. Assistant, Community Services 
29. Autumn Ruinat, SCRD Planning Secretary 
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APPENDIX  D:  REFERENCE  MATERIAL  

 

In addition to the specific documents referenced below, online and telephone research was conducted 

with multiple regional economic development organizations throughout  British Columbia and Alberta. 

 

BC Ministry of Community Services (2006), Launching and Maintaining a Local Government Corporation: 

A Guide for Local Officials. 

 

CAO Task Force (July 2011), Sunshine Coast Regional Economic Development "CAO" Report, prepared for 

District of Sechelt, Sechelt Indian Band/Sechelt Indian Government District, Sunshine Coast 

Regional District and Town of Gibsons. 

 

Central 1 Credit Union ‐ Economics Department (Spring 2011), The Future Business Environment of the 

Sunshine Coast, 2011‐2021, prepared for Sunshine Coast Credit Union. 

 

Lions Gate Consulting Inc. (September 2002), Community Economic Development Strategic Plan: Lower 

Sunshine Coast, prepared in association with Sunderman and Associates and Simone Carlysle‐

Smith for Sunshine Coast Community Economic Development Partnership. 

 

PraxisPoint Consulting Group (March 2013), 2013 Economic Development Forum: Summary Report, 

prepared for Town of Gibsons. 

 

Sunshine Coast Community Foundation (undated),  Sunshine Coast's Vital Signs 2011. 

 

Sunshine Coast Community Foundation Attract, Retain, Engage Task Force (July 2011), Attracting, 

Retaining and Engaging Young Adults on the Sunshine Coast: A Community Plan to Address the 

Lack of Settlement, Employment and Participation of Young Adults (18‐40) on the Sunshine 

Coast. 

 

Sunshine Coast Regional District (2011), We Envision: A Regional Sustainability Plan for the Sunshine 

Coast. 

 

Sunshine Coast Regional District (February 2014), meeting notes from Special Planning and 

Development Committee ‐ Hillside. 

 

Town of Gibsons Economic Development Select Committee (November 2013), Economic Development 

Strategy and Action Framework for the Town of Gibsons and the Lower Sunshine Coast. 

 

Union of British Columbia Municipalities (April 2010), Evaluating the Economic Development Role of BC 

Local Governments: A Snapshot of Community Effort and Opportunity. 
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Vann Struth Consulting Group Inc. (November 2011), Regional Web‐based Economic Development 

Strategy for the Thompson‐Nicola Regional District (TNRD). 
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