
 

Committee of the Whole 
Agenda 

 
 

The agenda for the Freestanding Committee of the Whole (Corporate Administration and 
Finance Committee - Budget) meeting to be held in the Council Chambers of the Municipal Hall, 
8645 Stave Lake Street, Mission, British Columbia on Wednesday, September 07, 2016, 
commencing at 1:00 p.m. 
 
1. CALL TO ORDER   

2. ADOPTION OF AGENDA   

3. CORPORATE ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE   

(a) Budget Overview Presentation   Power  
point 

(b) Background information on Capital  
This report is to provide Council with background information regarding the District’s 
capital plans and context for 2017 detailed general capital plan discussions. This 
report is provided for information purposes only, no staff recommendation 
accompanies this report and Council action is not required. 
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(c) General Fund Reserve Projections Summary 
This report presents the general fund reserve projections, which are an important 
component of the 2017 budget discussions.  This report is provided for information 
purposes only, no staff recommendation accompanies this report and Council action 
is not required. 
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(d) Draft 2017 General Capital Plan and Unfunded Existing Infrastructure 
Projects and Assets  
Recommendation: 
1) That the unfunded capital projects and funding sources as listed in Appendix A 

Replacement of Existing Infrastructure and Assets in the Draft 2017 General 
Capital Plan and Unfunded Existing Infrastructure Projects and Assets report 
from the Deputy Treasurer/Collector dated September 7, 2016, be approved for 
inclusion in the 2017 to 2021 Financial Plan; and 

2) That the Draft 2017 General Capital Plan as attached as Appendix B to the report 
dated September 7, 2016 from the Deputy Treasurer/Collector entitled Draft 2017 
General Capital Plan and Unfunded Existing Infrastructure Projects and Assets be 
approved for inclusion in the 2017 to 2021 Financial Plan. 
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(e) Cherry Avenue Sidewalk Request Fronting Griner Park  
This report is in response to a request from the Mission Traffic and Transit 
Committee for a sidewalk on the south side of Cherry Avenue fronting Griner Park.  
This sidewalk project is included within the report entitled Sidewalk and Walkway 
Program Update next on this agenda. 
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(f) Sidewalk and Walkway Program Update  
Recommendation: 

That the following be forwarded to the next stage of the financial planning process: 
1) That the annual Sidewalk and Walkway Program budget be considered for an 

increase of $227,425 (from $72,575 to $300,000) for six years (2017 through 
2022); and 

2) That the proposed increase be added to the unfunded capital projects list, for 
consideration during 2017 budget discussions. 
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(g) 2016 Pavement Management Program Funding Update 
Recommendation: 

That the following be forwarded to the next stage  of the financial planning process: 
1) That effective January 1, 2017 the funding level for the Pavement Management 

Program be decreased from $3,200,000 to $2,850,000 annually;  
2) That the $350,000 reduction be split between the two funding sources for the 

Pavement Management Program, specifically $50,000 from the roads Capital 
Reserve Fund and $300,000 from the Community Works Gas Tax Reserve Fund; 
and 

3) That consideration be given to utilizing the Community Works Gas Tax revenue 
savings, from the reduced the Pavement Management Program budget, towards 
the Sidewalk and Walkway Program funding shortfall. 
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(h) Cedar Street and 7th Avenue Intersection Funding Options 
Recommendation: 
1) That staff begin negotiations with BC Hydro and Petro Canada to acquire the 

portion of their land required for the eventual expansion of the Cedar Street and 
7th Avenue intersection; and 

2) That no action be taken at this time with regard to negotiating with the other 
private property owners, nor with committing to a construction schedule for the 
intersection improvements. 
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(i) 1st Avenue Streetscape Improvements Project  
Recommendation: 

That the following be forwarded to the next stage  of the financial planning process: 
That direction be given to staff with respect to the proposed 1st Avenue 
Streetscape Improvements Project. 
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(j) Draft 2017 General Capital Plan Unfunded Capital Projects  
This report is to provide Council with the updated 2017 General Capital Plan 
unfunded capital project listing.  This report is provided for information only and no 
staff recommendation accompanies the report. 
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(k) Draft 2017 Equipment Capital Plan  
Recommendation: 
That the Draft 2017 Equipment Capital Plan, attached as Appendix A – 2017 
Equipment Capital Plan and Reserve Projections to the report from the Deputy 
Treasurer/Collector entitled Draft 2017 Equipment Capital Plan dated September 7, 
2016 be approved for inclusion in the 2017-2021 Financial Plan. 
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(l) Superior Tanker Shuttle Service (STSS) Certification 
Recommendation: 
1) That the current fire tanker replacement schedule of 25 years be changed to 20 

years in order to meet Superior Tanker Shuttle Service certification requirements;  
2) That effective January 1, 2017 the Equipment Charge-out Rates for the three 

tankers in the fire department budget be increased by a total of $27,000 to assist 
with collecting additional funds for the 20-year replacement cycle; and 

3) That these changes be factored into the District’s financial plan. 

 

Page 
108 

4. RECAP OF GENERAL CAPITAL PLAN PROJECT REQUESTS   

A formal recommendation from the  Committee is required to provide direction as to 
which of the items presented at this meeting are to be forwarded to the 2017 
General Capital Plan. 

 

-- 

5. ADJOURNMENT   
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File Category: 05-1715-20-16 

DATE:   September 7, 2016 

TO:   Mayor and Council 

FROM: Kerri Onken, Deputy Treasurer/Collector 

SUBJECT:  Background Information on Capital Plans 
ATTACHMENTS: Appendix A – 2017 to 2021 Capital Plan Summary 
  
This report is to provide Council with background information regarding the District’s capital plans 
and context for 2017 detailed general capital plan discussions. This report is provided for information 
purposes only, no staff recommendation accompanies this report and Council action is not required.  

BACKGROUND: 
As part of the District’s financial planning process, staff has compiled a draft of the long-term capital 
plan.  Legislation requires the District to prepare a 5-year financial plan each year, although in 
practice the District’s capital plans are done at a minimum of 15-years.  The starting point for the draft 
2017 capital plan is the previous year’s approved long-term capital plan. Staff review cost estimates, 
timing of projects, whether projects are in fact still needed, and identify any new projects that should 
be considered, to come up with an updated plan and a list of unfunded projects. A summary of the 
District’s capital plan is attached as Appendix A. Given that the capital plan is primarily funded 
through reserves, a summary of the District’s reserves will be distributed as noted on this agenda to 
give context for funding the capital plan.  

DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS:  
The Capital Plan is divided into a number of different functional areas, each of which is briefly 
summarized in this report. The details of these various capital plans will be covered in subsequent 
reports.  
Equipment Capital Plan 
The Equipment Capital Plan provides for replacement of the District’s fleet of vehicles and equipment. 
The fleet receives revenue by charging a fee to the various departments that use the vehicles and 
equipment, and this charge covers operating costs such as fuel, insurance, and repairs, as well as the 
eventual capital replacement once the unit reaches the end of its useful life. The portion of the 
charges that are collected for capital replacement are deposited into the Vehicle and Equipment 
Reserve Fund, which is the primary funding source for this capital plan. Changing the charge out rate 
for equipment has a direct impact on the General Operating fund and/or one of the Utility Operating 
funds. 
Waste Management Capital Plan 
The Waste Management Capital Plan provides for a variety of capital works related to the District’s 
landfill, including development of new landfill cells, leachate management, and miscellaneous items 
required to support the ongoing operation of the landfill. Also included in the Waste Management 
Capital Plan is the regional recycling capital plan, which provides for capital upgrades and 
replacements at the regional recycling facility, which is cost-shared with the City of Abbotsford.  
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A portion of the revenues collected from curbside refuse collection and landfill tipping fees are 
deposited into the Refuse Reserve Fund, which is the primary funding source for the waste 
management capital plan. The details of this capital plan will be covered at the October 5, 2016 Utility 
Budget meeting.  
Development Cost Charge (DCC) Plans 
The DCC Capital Plans are subject to a unique review and update process, due to legislation 
requiring DCCs to be levied under very specific bylaws. The DCC bylaw that covers the DCC capital 
plans was updated in 2012 and thus the DCC capital plans are not included for discussion during this 
budgeting process. Staff are currently working on an update to the DCC bylaw. 
Water and Sewer Capital Plans 
The District has capital plans for local water and sewer infrastructure, which form part of the overall 
financial plan.  Notwithstanding the water main replacement projects that were approved, an 
important factor that is missing from these local water and sewer capital plans is the maintenance and 
replacement of the remaining water and sewer infrastructure, which will be addressed as our Asset 
Management program develops. 
The District also has capital plans for regional water and sewer infrastructure. The regional water and 
sewer financial planning process begins with the Utility Management Committee (UMC) discussing 
and revising the financial plans, which are then presented to the Joint Shared Services Committee 
(JSSC) for approval, then to the respective Council’s for final approval. Since the JSSC hasn’t 
completed the financial plan discussions yet, staff will report back to Council with the financial 
implications to the regional and non-regional water and sewer utilities at the October 5, 2016 Utility 
Budget meeting.  
The water and sewer capital plans for local and regional infrastructure are primarily funded from their 
respective capital reserve.  A portion of the revenues collected from water and sewer user fees and 
charges and other water/sewer related fees and charges are deposited into their respective Water 
and Sewer Reserve Fund. The details of these capital plans will be covered at the October 5, 2016 
Utility Budget meeting.  
Drainage Capital Plan 
The Drainage Capital Plan provides for a variety of capital works related to the District’s drainage 
system, including storm pipe installations, culvert lining, pump station upgrades, drainage modeling, 
and miscellaneous items required to support the ongoing operation of the drainage system. Funding 
for these projects is from the drainage reserve fund and surplus and the reserve primarily receives 
contributions from the drainage levy. 
General Capital Plan 
The General Capital Plan provides for all other capital projects that aren’t covered by the previously 
mentioned capital plans. The General Capital Plan includes items such as roads, parks and 
recreation, municipal facilities, information systems, fire department, RCMP, and other miscellaneous 
capital. The general capital plan is funded by a variety of reserve funds, and these reserves primarily 
receive contributions from property taxation. The details of the capital plan are covered by a separate 
report on this agenda.  
Reserve Projections 
Reserve projections provide the context for the capital plan, as capital projects are funded primarily 
from reserves.  A separate report on today’s agenda will outline the health of the reserves and any 
issues Council should consider.  The report will also include the minimum and optimum 
recommended reserve balances as per Policy Fin.42 Reserves and Surplus.   
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COUNCIL GOALS/OBJECTIVES:  
This report is related to Council’s objective regarding financial sustainability to keep tax increases in-
line with the Vancouver Consumer Price Index (all items, annual) and to include CPI in budgeting 
reports. 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 
The financial implications of the capital plan will be covered in subsequent detailed reports.  

COMMUNICATION: 
Highlights of the District’s capital plan including reserve projections will be communicated in the public 
budget consultation document. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION:  
The purpose of this report is to provide Council with background information regarding the District’s 
capital plan and to provide the context for the detailed general capital plan discussions that follow on 
this agenda. A summary of the District’s 2017 to 2021 capital plan is included in the attached 
Appendix A.  Reserve projections provide the context for the capital plan, as capital projects are 
funded primarily from reserves.  A separate report on today’s agenda will address the health of the 
reserves. 

SIGN-OFFS:  
 
 
 

Kerri Onken, Deputy Treasurer/Collector 

 
 
Reviewed by:  
Scott Ross, Manager of Accounting 

  
 
 
 
Reviewed by:  
Kris Boland, Director of Finance 

Comments from the Chief Administrative Officer: 
Reviewed 
 
G:\FINANCE\MINUTES\2017\20160907 - Overview & Capital\Background Info on Cap Plans.docx
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General Capital Plan
Corporate Administration 3,342$          92,466$        13,342$        3,342$          3,342$          115,835$      
Engineering & Public Works 2,907,788     2,954,628     2,912,788     3,520,207     2,876,422     15,171,835   
Finance & Purchasing 4,456            4,456            4,456            4,456             4,456             22,281           
Fire/Rescue Services 78,609          78,609          78,609          94,921          78,609          409,357         
Information Services 291,000        268,000        57,500          269,500        272,500        1,158,500     
Inspection Services 3,342            3,342            3,342            3,342             3,342             16,711           
Library 1,114            1,114            4,114            16,364          1,114             23,820           
General Government 30,560          25,500          14,500          -                 -                 70,560           
Parks, Recreation & Culture 260,378        159,828        191,203        1,637,176     574,231        2,822,815     
Planning 3,342            3,342            3,342            3,342             3,342             16,711           
Police 7,798            7,798            7,798            7,798             7,798             38,992           

Subtotal General Capital Plan 3,591,730     3,599,084     3,290,995     5,560,449     3,825,157     19,867,415   

General Development Cost Charge (DCC) Capital Plan
Cedar Valley Environmentally Sensitive Parkland Acquisition 75,809          345,376        208,970        231,955        123,806        985,916         
Cedar Valley Roads -                964,000        -                475,000        -                 1,439,000     
Roads - All Areas -                3,095,000     702,260        -                 -                 3,797,260     
Silver Creek Parkway Parkland 258,403        -                731,707        780,341        1,533,800     3,304,251     

Subtotal Development Cost Charge (DCC) Capital Plan 334,212        4,404,376     1,642,937     1,487,296     1,657,606     9,526,427     

Waste Management Capital Plan
Landfill 318,705        1,148,490     72,000          72,000          72,000          1,683,195     
Regional Recycling 18,080          18,984          54,240          19,888          18,080          129,272         
Subtotal Waste Management Capital Plan 336,785        1,167,474     126,240        91,888          90,080          1,812,467     

Equipment Replacement Capital Plan 1,256,560     1,411,972     644,750        2,132,917     384,898        5,831,098     

Drainage Utility Capital Plan
Drainage Capital 105,000        115,000        131,000        115,000        115,000        581,000         
Cedar Valley Drainage DCCs (Restricted Revenue) 80,000          892,400        101,000        -                 1,755,000     2,828,400     

Subtotal Drainage Utility Capital Plan 185,000        1,007,400     232,000        115,000        1,870,000     3,409,400     

Water Utility Capital Plan
Cedar Valley Water DCC -                -                74,250          561,000        -                 635,250         
Water Capital - Non-Regional 1,177,372     1,268,240     1,362,809     1,184,391     1,265,792     6,258,603     
Water Capital - Regional 616,955        485,357        451,850        60,457          10,441          1,625,060     
Sewer Capital - Non-Regional -                -                -                -                 -                 -                 
Regional Water Supply DCC -                -                160,512        1,872,154     1,432,388     3,465,054     

Subtotal Water Utility Capital Plan 1,794,327     1,753,597     2,049,421     3,678,002     2,708,621     11,983,967   

Sewer Utility Capital Plan
Sewer Capital - Non-Regional 1,548,994     391,599        1,510,283     383,730        383,730        4,218,337     
Sewer Capital - Regional 329,376        1,875,341     1,272,419     1,317,036     1,463,971     6,258,143     
Regional Sewage Treatment DCC 430,260        12,338          472,408        4,899,455     883,754        6,698,215     

Subtotal Sewer Utility Capital Plan 2,308,630     2,279,278     3,255,110     6,600,221     2,731,455     17,174,695   

TOTAL PLANNED CAPITAL EXPENDITURES $9,807,244 $15,623,180 $11,241,453 $19,665,773 $13,267,817 $69,605,468

Totals202020192018 20212017PLANNED CAPITAL EXPENDITURES
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2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 Totals

General Capital Plan
Reserve Funds 3,591,730$  3,599,084$  3,290,995$  5,560,449$   3,825,157$   $19,867,415
Surplus -                -                -                -                 -                 -                 
Grants -                -                -                -                 -                 -                 

Subtotal General Capital Plan 3,591,730     3,599,084     3,290,995     5,560,449     3,825,157     19,867,415   

General Development Cost Charge (DCC) Capital Plan
DCCs 316,610        4,295,367     1,587,200     1,428,793     1,617,742     9,245,712     
Reserves 17,602          109,009        55,737          58,503          39,864          280,715         

Subtotal Development Cost Charge (DCC) Capital Plan 334,212        4,404,376     1,642,937     1,487,296     1,657,606     9,526,427     

Waste Management Capital Plan
Landfill Closure Liability Account -                403,220        -                -                 -                 403,220         
Refuse Reserve Fund 336,785        764,254        126,240        91,888          90,080          1,409,247     

Subtotal Waste Management Capital Plan 336,785        1,167,474     126,240        91,888          90,080          1,812,467     

Equipment Replacement Capital Plan
Vehicle and Equipment Reserve Fund 1,256,560     1,411,972     644,750        2,132,917     384,898        5,831,098     

Subtotal Equipment Capital Plan 1,256,560     1,411,972     644,750        2,132,917     384,898        5,831,098     

Drainage Utility Capital Plan
Drainage Capital Reserve Fund 105,000        115,000        131,000        115,000        115,000        581,000         
Cedar Valley Drainage DCCs (Restricted Revenue) 79,200          883,476        99,990          -                 1,737,450     2,800,116     
General Capital Reserve Fund 800                8,924            1,010            -                 17,550          28,284           
Grants -                -                -                -                 -                 -                 
Third Party Recoveries -                -                -                -                 -                 -                 

Subtotal Drainage Utility Capital Plan 185,000        1,007,400     232,000        115,000        1,870,000     3,409,400     

Water Utility Capital Plan
Water Capital Reserve Fund 1,694,327     1,653,597     1,717,006     1,169,180     1,226,854     7,460,963     
DCCs -                -                232,415        2,408,822     1,381,767     4,023,004     
Sewer Capital Reserve Fund -                -                -                -                 -                 -                 
Third Party Recoveries 100,000        100,000        100,000        100,000        100,000        500,000         

Subtotal Water Utility Capital Plan 1,794,327     1,753,597     2,049,421     3,678,002     2,708,621     11,983,967   

Sewer Utility Capital Plan
Sewer Capital Reserve Fund 1,962,625     2,275,805     2,851,095     1,873,189     2,002,685     10,965,400   
DCCs 346,005        3,473            404,015        4,727,032     728,770        6,209,295     
Grants -                -                -                -                 -                 -                 
Third Party Recoveries -                -                -                -                 -                 -                 

Subtotal Sewer Utility Capital Plan 2,308,630     2,279,278     3,255,110     6,600,221     2,731,455     17,174,695   

TOTAL PLANNED CAPITAL FUNDING $9,807,244 $15,623,180 $11,241,453 $19,665,773 $13,267,817 $69,605,468

PLANNED CAPITAL FUNDING
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File Category: 05-1715-20 

DATE:   September 7, 2016 

TO:   Mayor and Council 

FROM: Kris Boland, Director of Finance 

SUBJECT:  General Fund Reserve Projections Summary 
ATTACHMENT(S): Appendix A – Reserve and Surplus Projections Summary 

This report presents the general fund reserve projections, which are an important component of the 
2017 budget discussions. This report is provided for information purposes only, no staff 
recommendation accompanies this report and Council action is not required. 

PURPOSE: 
This report presents the general fund reserve projections, which are an important component of the 
2017 budget discussions.  

BACKGROUND: 
Reserve funds typically provide the majority of funding towards the District’s capital projects. As such, 
when considering the capital budget and list of unfunded projects, reserve projections provide the 
context for the District’s ability to fund capital projects. This information is critical as Council works 
through the 2017 capital budget discussions. This report focuses on the District’s general fund 
reserve projections; any reserves related to the District’s utilities are not included in this report, but 
they will be brought forward to Council in October when discussion on the 2017 utility budgets begins.   

DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS:  
The attached Appendix A provides a list of the current reserve projections for the general fund. The 
reserve projections include the impacts of all projects that are in the approved financial plan, as well 
as any budget amendments approved by Council to date. The reserve projections do not include any 
of the recommendations related to funding any new capital projects, which will be discussed during 
this meeting.   

The following reserves in Appendix A are projected to be below their minimum recommended 
balances at some point over the next 5 years: 

1. General Capital Reserve Fund: this reserve is projected to be below the minimum recommended 
balance of $6 million in the coming years; however the balance is projected to exceed $5 million in 
years 2019 and 2021. This would be by far the highest balance that has been achieved in this 
reserve in recent years, as the year-end balance for the past 10 years has been between 
approximately $1.4 million and $2.4 million. The projected increase is largely due to a re-allocation 
of Gas Tax funds to the pavement management program that occurred in the 2016 budget, which 
allowed transfers that were going to the Roads Capital Reserve Fund to be temporarily re-directed 
to the General Capital Reserve Fund. However, any projected growth in this reserve is very much 
dependent on any decisions to fund additional capital projects or Council priorities which aren’t 
currently included in the financial plan.  
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2. Roads Capital Reserve Fund: this reserve is projected to be slightly below the minimum 
recommended balance of $500,000 in 2017, primarily as a result of recently using this reserve to 
fund the Gill Avenue bridge approach repairs. Based on the current projections, this reserve would 
reach and exceed its minimum recommended balance by 2018. 

3. Vehicle and Equipment Replacement Reserve Fund: this reserve is projected to dip slightly 
below its minimum recommended balance of $1 million in 2020, but is forecast to recover the 
following year.  

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 
There are no financial implications directly related to the reserve projections; however any financial 
implications will depend on further discussions and decisions related to funding capital projects and 
other Council priorities as the 2017 budget process proceeds.  

COMMUNICATION: 
No communication action is required. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION:  

This report presents the general fund reserve projections, as part of the 2017 capital budget 
discussions. Reserve funds typically provide the majority of funding towards the District’s capital 
projects. As such, when considering the capital budget and list of unfunded projects, reserve 
projections provide the context for the District’s ability to fund capital projects. Projected reserve 
balances are included as Appendix A in this report.  

SIGN-OFFS:  

 

Kris Boland, Director of Finance 

 

 
Reviewed by:  
Kerri Onken, Deputy Treasurer/Collector 

Comment from Chief Administrative Officer: 
Reviewed 

 

g:\finance\minutes\2017\20160907 - overview & capital\general reserve projections.docx 
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Reserve projections below recommended minimums are highlighted in orange.

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

GENERAL FUND

Reserve Funds

Cemetery N/A 103,192$            120,405$            137,962$            155,871$            174,137$             192,769$             N/A

Community Amenity fully funded plan 1,622,935           1,919,012           2,221,011           2,529,049           2,843,249           3,163,732            fully funded plan

Community Works Gas Tax N/A 2,612,421           1,754,588           955,878              1,050,194           1,146,396           1,274,823            N/A

Debt Retirement N/A 10,759                10,974                11,194                11,417                11,646                 11,879                  N/A

Financial Stabilization 450,000 539,568              651,028              680,129              789,603              649,777               764,703               1,100,000

Gaming N/A 234,565              288,671              340,830              391,002              439,147               485,225               N/A

General Capital 6,000,000 1,702,817           3,015,392           4,340,808           5,051,700           4,785,882           5,392,201            15,500,000

Information Systems 110,000 176,827              160,398              122,287              281,912              258,599               218,055               220,000

Insurance 500,000 742,734              834,617              928,338              1,023,933           1,121,441           1,220,898            750,000

Land Sale N/A 231,727              236,362              241,089              245,911              250,829               255,846               N/A

Legal 100,000 228,569              233,140              237,803              242,559              247,410               252,359               200,000

Major Capital N/A 1,152,089           1,501,487           1,868,225           2,185,360           1,395,952           1,455,181            N/A

Policing 400,000 519,758              530,154              540,757              551,572              562,603               573,855               800,000

Roads Capital 500,000 322,530              454,810              548,740              577,452              609,033               646,043               1,500,000

Vehicle and Equipment 1,000,000 3,108,780           2,647,269           2,034,470           2,199,516           880,325               1,316,071            fully funded plan

Total Reserve Funds 13,309,270$      14,358,307$      15,209,521$      17,287,051$      15,376,427$       17,223,641$       

Surplus

Accumulated Surplus (unappropriated) 3,600,000 4,794,317           4,642,754           4,735,609           4,830,321           4,926,927           5,025,466            7,300,000

Appropriated Surplus (Development Corporation) N/A 808,869              808,869              808,869              808,869              808,869               808,869               N/A

Appropriated Surplus N/A 278,911              283,911              288,911              293,911              298,911               303,911               N/A

Total Surplus 5,882,097$        5,735,534$        5,833,389$        5,933,101$        6,034,707$         6,138,246$          

Restricted Revenues

DCC Reserve Funds N/A 4,268,852$        5,224,656$        2,390,572$        1,866,466$        1,705,701$         743,804$             N/A

Cedar Valley Environmental Management Plan N/A 47,430                48,379                49,346                50,333                51,340                 52,367                  N/A

Park Land N/A 3,378,283           3,717,229           4,089,150           4,373,889           4,663,377           4,958,644            N/A

Total Restricted Revenues 7,694,565$        8,990,264$        6,529,069$        6,290,688$        6,420,417$         5,754,814$          

General Fund Totals 26,885,933$      29,084,105$      27,571,979$      29,510,840$      27,831,551$       29,116,701$       

Minimum 

Recommended Balance

Optimum 

Recommended Balance

Appendix A

Reserve and Surplus Projections Summary

G:\FINANCE\BUDGET\Budget 2016\Long term capital plan 2016 FINAL AMENDED.xlsx  Tab: Reserves Summary 08/29/2016
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File Category: 05-1715-20-16 

DATE:   September 7, 2016 

TO:   Mayor and Council 

FROM: Kerri Onken, Deputy Treasurer/Collector 

SUBJECT: Draft 2017 General Capital Plan and Unfunded Existing Infrastructure 
Projects and Assets 

ATTACHMENTS: Appendix A – Replacement of Existing Infrastructure and Assets  
 Appendix B – General Capital Plan 
 
RECOMMENDATION(S): That Council consider and resolve: 

1. That the unfunded capital projects and funding sources as listed in Appendix A Replacement 
of Existing Infrastructure and Assets in the Draft 2017 General Capital Plan and Unfunded 
Existing Infrastructure Projects and Assets report from the Deputy Treasurer/Collector dated 
September 7, 2016, be approved for inclusion in the 2017 to 2021 Financial Plan; and 

2. That the Draft 2017 General Capital Plan as attached as Appendix B to the report dated 
September 7, 2016 from the Deputy Treasurer/Collector entitled Draft 2017 General Capital 
Plan and Unfunded Existing Infrastructure Projects and Assets be approved for inclusion in 
the 2017 to 2021 Financial Plan. 

PURPOSE: 
The purpose of this report is to present the 2017 General Capital Plan to Council. 

BACKGROUND: 
As part of the District’s financial planning process, staff has compiled a draft of the general capital 
plan. The starting point for this plan is the previous year’s approved long-term capital plan. Staff 
reviewed cost estimates, timing of projects, whether projects are in fact still needed, and identified any 
new projects that should be considered, to come up with an updated plan.  

DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS:  
General Capital Plan (Appendix B) 
The general capital plan provides for all capital projects other than those directly related to vehicle 
and equipment replacement, waste management, water, sewer, drainage and/or development cost 
charges (DCC). The general capital plan includes items such as roads, parks and recreation, 
municipal facilities, information systems, fire department, RCMP, and other miscellaneous capital 
items. The general capital plan is funded by a variety of reserve funds, and these reserves primarily 
receive contributions from property taxation. Other typical funding sources include grants, third-party 
recoveries, and accumulated surplus.  
Staff have reviewed the capital projects in the capital plan to determine if any could, or should, be 
postponed or advanced. Some minor adjustments have been made plus some IT projects have been 
shifted and adjusted to reflect future project usage and saving approximately $49,000 over the next 
five years.     
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The following is a summary of the 5-year general capital plan by department, and the related funding 
sources: 

 
 
Unfunded Projects for Replacement of Existing Infrastructure Projects and Assets  
(Appendix A) 
Appendix A is a list of unfunded projects, totaling $2,264,175 for the next five years, which are 
lifecycle replacement of existing equipment and infrastructure for Council’s consideration for inclusion 
into the capital plan.  As Council approves the purchase of a building, equipment or other assets, the 
life cycle replacement costs of the asset should be included in the long-term capital plan.  This list in 
Appendix A is based on projects that have been identified by staff as replacement of lifecycle 
infrastructure and assets that are not included in the long-term capital plan.   
Of these projects and assets in Appendix A, seven can be funded from the Gaming Reserve, one 
from the Roads Capital Reserve and the balance from the General Capital Reserve.  
 

 

2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

EXPENDITURES
Corporate administration $3,342 $92,466 $13,342 $3,342 $3,342
Development services 6,684 6,684 6,684 6,684 6,684
Engineering and public works 2,939,462 2,981,242 2,931,402 3,552,883 2,877,536
Finance and purchasing 4,456 4,456 4,456 4,456 4,456
Fire/rescue services 78,609 78,609 78,609 78,609 78,609
Forestry 0 0 0 0 0
General Govt Major Projects 0 0 0 0 0
Information services 291,000 268,000 57,500 269,500 272,500
Parks recreation and culture 260,378 159,828 191,203 1,637,176 574,231
Policing 7,798 7,798 7,798 7,798 7,798

$3,591,730 $3,599,084 $3,290,995 $5,560,449 $3,825,157

FUNDING SOURCE
Reserve funds $3,591,730 $3,599,084 $3,290,995 $5,560,449 $3,825,157
Grants 0 0 0 0 0
Surplus 0 0 0 0 0

$3,591,730 $3,599,084 $3,290,995 $5,560,449 $3,825,157

Project Description
Funding 
Source

2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 
Total 

5 Years
Recommended Funding Sources

Roads Capital Reserve Roads -              50,000        350,000     -               -              400,000       

Gaming Reserve Gaming 17,000        67,668        47,046        134,511      -              266,225       

General Capital Reserve GCR 267,250     241,550      389,250     481,900      218,000      1,597,950    

Total 284,250     359,218      786,296$   616,411$    218,000$   2,264,175$  
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FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 
Financial implications include funding $2,264,175 over five years from the unfunded capital list with 
$400,000 from the Roads Capital Reserve, $266,225 from the Gaming Reserve and $1,597,950 from 
the General Capital Reserve.  Earlier on this agenda is a report entitled “General Fund Reserve 
Projections Summary” the Director of Finance outlining the reserve projections for the next five years.  
These projects are not included in these projections.   
Should Council approve moving these infrastructure projects and assets into the capital plan using the 
funding source recommended by staff, the following chart shows how the three reserve balances are 
affected. 
 

 

COMMUNICATION: 
Highlights of the District’s capital plan including reserve projections will be communicated in the public 
budget consultation document. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION:  
The general capital plan provides for all capital projects other than those directly related to vehicle 
and equipment replacement, waste management, water, sewer and/or development cost charges 
(DCC). The general capital plan includes items such as roads, drainage, parks and recreation, 
municipal facilities, information systems, fire department, RCMP, and other miscellaneous capital 
items. Details of the District’s general capital plan are included in the attached Appendix B.  
Appendix A is a list of unfunded projects, totaling $2,264,175 for the next five years, which are 
lifecycle replacement of existing equipment and infrastructure for Council’s consideration for inclusion 
into the capital plan. Of these projects and assets seven can be funded from the Gaming Reserve, 
one from the Roads Capital Reserve and the balance from the General Capital Reserve.     

2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 Totals

Status of Reserves Before Replacement of Infrastructure and Assests 1,500,000
Roads Capital 500,000 454,810        548,740        577,452        609,033        646,043        N/A
Gaming N/A 288,671        340,830        391,002        439,147        485,225        15,500,000
General Capital 6,000,000 3,015,392    4,340,808    5,051,700    4,785,882    5,392,201    

Total Reserve Funds 3,758,873$  5,230,378$  6,020,154$  5,834,062$  6,523,470$  

Funding of Infrastructure and Assests
Roads Capital 500,000 -                50,000          350,000        -                -                400,000       
Gaming N/A 17,000          67,668          47,046          134,511        -                266,225       
General Capital 6,000,000 267,250        241,550        389,250        481,900        218,000        1,597,950    

Total 284,250$     359,218$     786,296$     616,411$     218,000$     2,264,175$  

Revised Status of Reserves After Replacement of Infrastructure and Assests
Roads Capital 500,000 454,810        498,740        177,452        209,033        246,043        1,500,000
Gaming N/A 271,671        256,162        259,288        172,922        219,000        N/A
General Capital 6,000,000 2,748,142    3,832,008    4,153,650    3,405,932    3,794,251    15,500,000

Revised Total Reserve Funds 3,474,623$  4,586,910$  4,590,390$  3,787,887$  4,259,295$  

Reserve projections below recommended minimums are highlighted in orange.

Minimum 
Recommended 

Balance

Optimum 
Recommended 

Balance
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Staff are recommending that the unfunded projects listed in Appendix A be approved for inclusion into 
the District’s capital plan and that the capital plan be forwarded for inclusion in the 2017 to 2021 
Financial Plan. 

SIGN-OFFS:  

     
 
Kerri Onken, Deputy Treasurer/Collector 

 
 
Reviewed by: 
Scott Ross, Manager of Accounting  
 
 
Reviewed by: 
Kris Boland, Manager of Finance 

Comments from the Chief Administrative Officer: 
Reviewed 
g:\finance\minutes\2017\20160907 - overview & capital\draft 2016 general capital plan.docx 
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Appendix A 
General Capital – Replacement of Existing Infrastructure and Assets 

 Page 5 of 5  

 

Project Description
Funding 
Source

2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 
Total 

5 Years
Notes

Engineering & Public Works
Keystone Bridge Replacement Roads 50,000        350,000     400,000       Replacement of existing bridge

Fire Hall #1 Carbon Monoxide Extraction GCR 45,000        15,000        60,000          Extract diesel fumes directly outside for the health and safety of occupants.

Fire Hall #1 HVAC component replacement GCR 15,500        -              4,000          19,500          HVAC component replacement projects for heaters, heat exchanger units, water tanks etc.

Fire Hall #2 HVAC component replacement GCR -              6,300          1,300          7,600            HVAC component replacement projects for heaters, heat exchanger units, water tanks etc.

Fire Hall #3 HVAC component replacement GCR 6,250          -              -              6,250            HVAC component replacement projects for heaters, heat exchanger units, water tanks etc.

7337 Welton Street HVAC components GCR 30,000        7,500          113,000      150,500       HVAC component replacement projects for heat exchangers, exhaust fan,RTU units etc.

Subtotal - Engineering & Public Works 96,750 71,300 362,800 0 113,000 643,850

Parks, Recreation & Culture
Recreation Facilities

Arena flooring GCR 49,200        49,200        98,400          Replacement of arena lobby, pathways, & dressing room floors ensuring facility is safe.

Curling rink flooring GCR 20,000        20,000          Lifecycle replacement of carpet in the curling rink due to wear & tear.

Leisure Centre floor care - scrubbers/polishers GCR 15,000        15,000          Lifecycle replacement of floor care equipment.

MLC - Mechanical Replacement GCR 75,000        75,000        75,000        75,000        75,000        375,000       Various mechanical equipment replacement, upgrades and major repairs (i.e. pumps, filters, HVAC).  

MLC flooring in Curling Lounge GCR 49,200        49,200          Lifecycle replacement of flooring in the curling lounge.

North arena chiller GCR 85,000        85,000          Lifecycle replacement of north arena chiller (1999). Could result in service interruptions of 6 weeks.

South arena chiller GCR 90,000        90,000          Lifecycle replacement of south arena chiller (1999). Could result in service interruptions of 6 weeks.

MLC pool change rooms GCR 62,400        62,400          Lifecycle replacement of the lockers in the pool change rooms originally installed in 2008.

MLC racquet court flooring GCR 28,000        28,000          Repair and refinish the hardwood flooring in the racquet courts at the Leisure Centre

Activity Centre building amenities Gaming 6,000          6,000            Replace building amenities that have become worn out or unsafe.

MLC arena program equipment Gaming 7,000          7,000            Replacement of arena program equipment: gliders, rental equipment, sports equipment, etc.

MLC building amenities Gaming 11,000        25,200        36,200          Replacement of building amenities such as appliances, tables, chairs, etc. 

MLC fitness program equipment Gaming 7,000          7,000            Replacement of fitness program equipment

MLC pool program equipment Gaming 7,000          7,000            Replacement of pool program equipment

MLC spin equipment Gaming 29,000        29,000          Lifecycle replacement of spin equipment in the fitness area and to keep up with industry standards

Weight room cardio equipment Gaming 67,668        47,046        59,311        174,025       Lifecycle replacement of cardio equipment phased over 3 years.
Parks

Hatzic Park/MLC-A bleachers GCR 17,500        17,500          Bleachers in need of replacement as they do not meet the BC Building Code - safety concerns.

Wren Park sports court surfacing GCR 10,250        10,250          Lifecycle resurfacing of courts to continue to be functional before becoming a safety concern.

7th Ave sports court surfacing GCR 10,250        10,250          Surface of courts deteriorating and in need of resurfacing to continue to be functional. 

Hillside Park sports court surfacing GCR 12,000        12,000          Surface of courts deteriorating and in need of resurfacing to continue to be functional. 

Ruskin Park sports court surface GCR 5,000          5,000            Lifecycle resurfacing of courts to continue to be functional before becoming a safety concern.

Gary MacDonald Park playground equipment GCR 45,000        45,000          Playground equipment is regulated under a CSA standard.  Scheduled for replacement in 2020.

Griner Park playground equipment GCR 60,000        60,000          The current equipment is non-compliant with CSA standards and needs to be replaced.

Jack Wade Park playground equipment GCR 60,000        60,000          Playground equipment is regulated under a CSA standard.  Scheduled for replacement in 2020.

Kinsmen East playground equipment GCR 78,000        78,000          The current equipment is non-compliant with CSA standards and needs to be replaced.

Kinsmen Park West fencing GCR 16,500        16,500          Replace fencing at Kinsmen West Park

Kinsmen West playground equipment GCR 75,000        75,000          The current equipment is non-compliant with CSA standards and needs to be replaced.

Mission lawn bowling fencing GCR 6,600          6,600            Replace existing fencing at the Mission Lawn Bowling Club on Hurd Street to ensure safety.

Ogle Park playground equipment GCR 60,000        60,000          The current equipment is non-compliant with CSA standards and needs to be replaced.

Ruskin Park playground equipment GCR 45,000        45,000          The current equipment is non-compliant with CSA standards and needs to be replaced.

Fenn Park playground equipment GCR 30,000        30,000          Playground equipment is regulated under a CSA standard.  Scheduled for replacement in 2021.

Subtotal - Parks, Recreation & Culture 187,500 287,918 423,496 616,411 105,000 1,620,325

Total - Replacement of Existing Infrstructure Projects 284,250$   359,218$   786,296$   616,411$    218,000$   2,264,175$  

Recommended Funding Sources
Roads Capital Reserve Roads -              50,000        350,000     -               -              400,000       

Gaming Reserve Gaming 17,000        67,668        47,046        134,511      -              266,225       

General Capital Reserve GCR 267,250     241,550      389,250     481,900      218,000      1,597,950    

Total 284,250     359,218      786,296$   616,411$    218,000$   2,264,175$  
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Appendix B

GENERAL CAPITAL PLAN
 

Department/Project Description Funding 

Source

2017 

Capital

2017 

Operating

2018 

Capital

2018 

Operating

2019 

Capital

2019 

Operating

2020 

Capital

2020 

Operating

2021 

Capital

2021 

Operating

2017-2021 

Capital

2017-2021  

Operating

INFORMATION SERVICES
LAN/WAN upgrades ISR 35,000 2,750 0 3,000 0 110,000 0 145,000 5,750

Printers & plotters ISR 0 0 22,000 0 0 22,000 0

Server replacement (Includes CALS/OS) ISR 30,000 85,000 6,000 0 0 0 115,000 6,000

SAN replacement ISR 55,000 0 5,500 0 0 150,000 205,000 5,500

PC replacement ISR 75,000 0 0 80,000 80,000 235,000 0

Additional client licences - spam & web filter ISR 0 0 4,500 0 0 4,500 0

Additional client licences - LAN ISR 0 70,000 0 0 0 70,000 0

Firewall server & software ISR 0 35,000 0 0 35,000 70,000 0

Management information systems software ISR 0 12,000 0 12,000 0 24,000 0

Misc. Capital (ongoing) GCR 6,000 6,000 6,000 7,500 7,500 33,000 0

Council Laptops & Tablets ISR 0 0 25,000 0 0 25,000 0

Electronic document filing system ISR 0 40,000 4,650 0 40,000 4,650 0 80,000 9,300

Photocopier replacement (5-yr cycle) ISR 20,000 0 0 0 0 20,000 0

Photocopier replacement (5-yr cycle) GCR 70,000 0 0 0 0 70,000 0

Web content management GCR 0 20,000 0 20,000 0 40,000 0

Total Information Services 291,000 2,750 268,000 19,150 57,500 0 269,500 4,650 272,500 0 1,158,500 26,550

CORPORATE ADMINISTRATION
Misc. Capital - Furniture, fixtures, office equipment (ongoing) GCR 3,342 3,342 3,342 3,342 3,342 16,711 0

Council chambers sound system GCR 0 0 10,000 0 0 10,000 0

Voting machines GCR 0 89,124 0 0 0 89,124 0

Total Corporate Administration 3,342 0 92,466 0 13,342 0 3,342 0 3,342 0 115,835 0

FINANCE & PURCHASING
Finance Misc. Capital - Furniture, fixtures, office equipment (ongoing) GCR 3,342 3,342 3,342 3,342 3,342 16,711 0

Purchasing Misc. Capital - Furniture, fixtures, office equipment (ongoing) GCR 1,114 1,114 1,114 1,114 1,114 5,570 0

Total Finance & Purchasing 4,456 0 4,456 0 4,456 0 4,456 0 4,456 0 22,281 0

POLICE
Misc. Capital - Furniture, fixtures, office equipment (ongoing) GCR 7,798 7,798 7,798 7,798 7,798 38,992 0

Total Police 7,798 0 7,798 0 7,798 0 7,798 0 7,798 0 38,992 0

FIRE DEPARTMENT
Misc. Capital - Furniture, fixtures, office equipment (ongoing) GCR 1,114 1,114 1,114 1,114 1,114 5,570 0

Small fire fighting equipment (ongoing) GCR 38,495 38,495 38,495 38,495 38,495 192,475 0

Turnout gear GCR 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 150,000 0

Fire hose GCR 9,000 9,000 9,000 9,000 9,000 45,000 0

Total Fire Department 78,609 0 78,609 0 78,609 0 78,609 0 78,609 0 393,045 0

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
INSPECTION SERVICES

Misc. Capital - furniture, fixtures, office equipment (ongoing) GCR 3,342 3,342 3,342 3,342 3,342 16,711 0

PLANNING 0

Misc. Capital - furniture, fixtures, office equipment (ongoing) GCR 3,342 3,342 3,342 3,342 3,342 16,711 0

Total Planning 6,684 0 6,684 0 6,684 0 6,684 0 6,684 0 33,421 0

30/08/2016   5:01 PM

17



Appendix B

GENERAL CAPITAL PLAN
 

Department/Project Description Funding 

Source

2017 

Capital

2017 

Operating

2018 

Capital

2018 

Operating

2019 

Capital

2019 

Operating

2020 

Capital

2020 

Operating

2021 

Capital

2021 

Operating

2017-2021 

Capital

2017-2021  

Operating

PARKS, RECREATION & CULTURE
RECREATION FACILITIES

Arena change room locker replacement GCR 0 0 0 133,405 0 133,405 0

Cardio Equipment GCR 0 0 0 63,501 45,676 109,177 0

Leisure Centre building amenities GCR 0 0 0 63,501 45,676 109,177 0

Leisure Centre heat exchangers GCR 0 0 0 63,501 45,676 109,177 0

Leisure centre roof replacement - phase 1 MAJOR 76,875 66,625 123,000 820,000 369,000 1,455,500 0

Leisure centre roof replacement - phase 2 MAJOR 0 0 0 404,866 0 404,866 0

Program equipment (ongoing) GCR 21,000 0 0 0 0 21,000 0

Sauna Retrofit GCR 0 10,000 0 0 0 10,000 0

Skate sharpening machine replacement GCR 0 0 0 20,200 0 20,200 0

Leisure Centre refrigerant change out GCR 0 15,000 0 0 0 15,000 0

South arena condenser GCR 90,000 0 0 0 0 90,000 0

PARKS

Playground equipment program (ongoing) CAF 38,992 38,992 38,992 38,992 38,992 194,958 0

Upgrade existing parks (ongoing) GCR 33,511 29,211 29,211 29,211 29,211 150,355 0

Total Parks & Recreation 260,378 0 159,828 0 191,203 0 1,637,176 0 574,231 0 2,822,815 0

ENGINEERING & PUBLIC WORKS
MISCELLANEOUS

GIS software GCR 0 30,000 0 30,000 0 60,000 0

Office Equipment (ongoing) GCR 878 878 878 878 878 4,392 0

SURVEY EQUIPMENT GCR 0 28,840 0 0 0 28,840 0

Syncro software (intersection analysis) GCR 0 0 5,000 0 0 5,000 0

TRAFFIC COUNTERS GCR 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 0 8,000 0

Transit shelter GCR 0 0 0 0 12,634 12,634 0

Asset Management System GAS 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 0 120,000 0

MUNICIPAL BUILDINGS

Fire hall #1 roof replacement - phase 1 GCR 0 0 0 16,312 0 16,312 0

Library - misc. building capital (ongoing) GCR 1,114 1,114 1,114 1,114 1,114 5,570 0

Municipal Hall - upper level flooring GCR 9,560 0 0 0 0 9,560 0

Public Works Roof - C & D GCR 0 0 0 513,372 0 513,372 0

Public Works HVAC Component Replacement GCR 9,750 17,000 3,250 0 0 30,000 0

Municipal Hall HVAC Component Replacement GCR 6,250 3,500 6,250 0 0 16,000 0

Public works overhead doors GCR 5,000 5,000 5,000 0 0 15,000 0

Library HVAC Component Replacement GCR 0 0 3,000 15,250 0 18,250 0

ROADS

Improvements next to subdivisions (ongoing) GCR 34,624 34,624 34,624 34,624 34,624 173,122 0

Paving program (ongoing) ROADS 295,573 295,573 1,195,573 1,195,573 1,195,573 4,177,865 0

Paving program (ongoing) GAS 2,460,188 2,460,188 1,560,188 1,560,188 1,560,188 9,600,940 0

Walkways & sidewalks (ongoing) GCR 72,525 72,525 72,525 72,525 72,525 362,623 0

Westcoast Express overpass - sandblast and paint GCR 0 0 0 40,941 0 40,941 0

PUBLIC WORKS

BRIDGE INSPECTIONS/WORKS GCR 12,000 0 12,000 0 0 24,000 0

HANDHELD FIELD DATA DEVICES GCR 0 0 0 40,106 0 40,106 0

Total Engineering & Public Works 2,939,462 0 2,981,242 0 2,931,402 0 3,552,883 0 2,877,536 0 15,282,527 0

TOTAL GENERAL CAPITAL PLAN 3,591,730 2,750 3,599,084 19,150 3,290,995 0 5,560,449 4,650 3,825,157 0 19,867,415 26,550
30/08/2016   5:01 PM
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GENERAL CAPITAL PLAN
 

Department/Project Description Funding 

Source

2017 

Capital

2017 

Operating

2018 

Capital

2018 

Operating

2019 

Capital

2019 

Operating

2020 

Capital

2020 

Operating

2021 

Capital

2021 

Operating

2017-2021 

Capital

2017-2021  

Operating

SOURCE OF FUNDS - GENERAL CAPITAL PLAN
Community Amenity Reserve Fund CAF 38,992 38,992 38,992 38,992 38,992 194,958 0

Community Works Gas Tax Reserve Fund GAS 2,490,188 2,490,188 1,590,188 1,590,188 1,560,188 9,720,940 0

General Capital Reserve Fund GCR 475,102 465,706 291,742 1,268,831 396,404 2,897,786 0

Information Systems Reserve Fund ISR 215,000 242,000 51,500 242,000 265,000 1,015,500 0

Major Capital Reserve Fund MAJOR 76,875 66,625 123,000 1,224,866 369,000 1,860,366 0

Roads Capital Reserve Fund ROADS 295,573 295,573 1,195,573 1,195,573 1,195,573 4,177,865 0

TOTAL SOURCE OF FUNDS - GENERAL CAPITAL PLAN 3,591,730 3,599,084 3,290,995 5,560,449 3,825,157 19,867,415 0

30/08/2016   5:01 PM
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Engineering & Public Works 

Staff Report to Council 

STAFF REPORT TO COUNCIL Page 1 of 4  

File:  5400-09 

DATE:    September 7, 2016 

TO:   Mayor and Council 

FROM:  Michele Fernie, Engineering Technologist II – Asset Management 

SUBJECT:  Cherry Avenue Sidewalk Request Fronting Griner Park 
ATTACHMENT: Appendix A - Sidewalk and Walking Strip Options  

This report is in response to a request from the Mission Traffic and Transit Committee for a sidewalk 
on the south side of Cherry Avenue fronting Griner Park.  This sidewalk project is included within the 
report entitled Sidewalk and Walkway Program Update next on this agenda.   

PURPOSE:  
This report provides information to Council regarding the Mission Traffic and Transit Committee 
(MTTC)’s request for a sidewalk on the south side of Cherry Avenue fronting Griner Park, and presents 
options for the installation of new pedestrian facilities at this location. 

BACKGROUND: 
The District received a request from the MTTC for the installation of a new crosswalk on Cherry Avenue 
near Griner Park. The request expressed concern with the difficulty experienced while crossing from 
Albert McMahon School to Griner Park without a crosswalk. Staff investigated the possibility of a 
crosswalk centered on the school parking lot. A crosswalk warrant was completed in accordance with 
the Pedestrian Crossing Control Manual of BC. Based on the proximity to adjacent crosswalks with 
equal or higher crossing control, and the lack of pedestrian facilities located on the south side, a new 
crosswalk is not warranted at this location. The request was discussed at the MTTC meeting on 
December 3, 2015. The MTTC requested staff prepare a cost estimate for the installation of pedestrian 
facilities on the south side of Cherry Avenue near Griner Park and present it to Council for 
consideration. 

DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS: 
Cherry Avenue is a two-lane road, with a speed limit of 30 km/h from dawn to dusk, fronting Griner Park 
and Albert McMahon Elementary School. There are crosswalks located at the east and west extents of 
the school property. Between these crosswalks, the north side of Cherry Avenue has a walking strip 
(i.e., a paved area on the side of the road delineated by a solid white longitudinal pavement marking) 
and a sidewalk that extends onto the school property. The south side is comprised of a combination of 
ditch and gravel shoulder, with no pedestrian facilities. 
The MTTC requested staff investigate the challenges and costs associated with the installation of a 
sidewalk on the south side of Cherry Avenue fronting Griner Park. Staff have identified the following 
three possible pedestrian facility configurations and have prepared a cost estimate for each: 

• Option 1: (60 m of sidewalk from Griner Park to the east crosswalk): 
This option includes a proposed sidewalk to be installed between the driveway of Griner Park 
and the existing crosswalk east of the park, with approximately 60 m of new sidewalk. The cost 
is approximately $30,000. In this option, pedestrians will have sidewalk access on the south side 
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of Cherry Avenue from the east crosswalk to the driveway of the park. However, pedestrians 
approaching the park from Cedar Street will not have access to sidewalk until the driveway of 
the park.  

• Option 2: (175 m of sidewalk from the west crosswalk to the east crosswalk) 
This option includes a proposed sidewalk to be installed in front of Griner Park from the 
crosswalk at Cedar Street to the east crosswalk, with approximately 175 m of new sidewalk. The 
cost of this option is approximately $95,000. In this option, pedestrians will have sidewalk 
access on Cherry Avenue from Cedar Street to the crosswalk on the east property line of Albert 
McMahon School. Depending on funding availability, the sidewalk could be extended east an 
additional 100 m to the existing sidewalk west of Judith Street. 

• Option 3: (60 m of walking strip from Griner Park to the east crosswalk):  
This option includes a proposed walking strip to be installed between the eastern driveway of 
Griner Park and the east crosswalk, with approximately 60 m of new walking strip. The cost of 
this option is approximately $24,000. This option has access and limitations similar to Option 1. 
It is the most cost effective option investigated. 

Conceptual plans for the three options are presented in Appendix A. 

This project has been identified in the Transportation Master Plan (TMP) as a high-priority project for 
implementation in one to five years.  

Engineering and Public Works currently has an annual budget of $72,525 for the installation of 
walkways and sidewalks in Mission. Sidewalk installations for the 2016 and 2017 budget years are 
planned at the following locations: 

• 2016 – Dewdney Trunk Road - between Moffat Avenue and Draper Street. This project is 
identified in the Transportation Master Plan (TMP) as a high-priority project; and 

• 2017 – Taulbut Street - between 11th Avenue and 14th Avenue. This project is a medium-priority 
project in accordance with the TMP; however it will be completed in conjunction with AC 
watermain replacement and road improvements on Taulbut Street.  

This project can be placed on the pedestrian facility priority list for construction in 2018, as part of the 
annual Walkways and Sidewalks Project or it could be completed earlier with the provision of additional 
funding.  

It should be noted that, even with the installation of pedestrian facilities on the south side of Cherry 
Avenue fronting Griner Park, a crosswalk will still not be warranted, as the distance to an adjacent 
crosswalk with higher crossing controls is still significantly below the desired Transportation of Canada 
minimum of 200 m. 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 
Staff are bringing forward a separate report (next on the agenda) at the request of Council to 
recommend an increased budget for sidewalk improvements throughout the District, and if additional 
funding is approved, then this project could be constructed in 2017/2018.   

If the additional funding isn’t approved then: 
• the existing annual budget for sidewalk improvements of $72,525, can be used to construct  

Option 2 in 2018/2019; or  

• Council could decide to proceed with Option 2 sooner than 2018/2019 at an estimated cost of 
$95,000, however, an alternate funding source would need to be identified during the 2017 budget 
discussions. 

  

I have reviewed the financial implications 
Kris Boland, Director of Finance 
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COMMUNICATION: 
The status of the Griner Park sidewalk project will be communicated with the MTTC. Discussion with 
the School Board will be held prior to the design process of any sidewalk project at this location. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION: 
Based upon a request from the MTTC, staff have investigated the possibility of installing pedestrian 
facilities on the south side of Cherry Avenue fronting Griner Park. This project has been identified as a 
high-priority project in the TMP. Three pedestrian facility options have been provided for review. The 
existing Walkways and Sidewalks Project budget is already earmarked for 2016 and 2017. Staff 
recommends funding this project for construction to begin in 2018, from the existing Walkways and 
Sidewalk project budget. Alternatively, Council may opt to move forward with this project sooner, in 
which case staff recommends Option 2 and could be considered as part of the Sidewalk and Walkway 
Program Update funding request report.  

SIGN-OFFS:  
  

 
Michele Fernie, Engineering Technologist – Asset 
Management 

Reviewed by: 
Tracy Kyle, Director of Engineering & Public 
Works 

Comment from Chief Administrative Officer: 
Reviewed 
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Appendix A 
Sidewalk and Walking Strip Options 
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File:  

DATE:   September 7, 2016 

TO:   Mayor and Council 

FROM: Michele Fernie – Engineering Technologist II – Asset Management 

SUBJECT:  Sidewalk and Walkway Program Update  
ATTACHMENTS: Appendix A – Transportation Master Plan Figure 7.1: Sidewalks Projects by 

Priority  

 Appendix B – High Priority Sidewalk List 

RECOMMENDATIONS:  Council consider and resolve: 

That the following be forwarded to the next stage of the financial planning process: 

1. That the annual Sidewalk and Walkway Program budget be considered for an increase of 
$227,425 (from $72,575 to $300,000) for six years (2017 through 2022); and 

2. That the proposed increase be added to the unfunded capital projects list, for consideration 
during 2017 budget discussions. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 
The District has an annual capital budget of $72,575 for the Sidewalk and Walkway Program. Each 
year, approximately 200 metres of sidewalks are installed by Public Works. At the current budget level, 
it would take over 57 years to complete the high and medium priority projects identified in the 
Transportation Master Plan (TMP).  

Residents of Mission desire a comprehensive network of sidewalks to access schools, work, parks, 
trails and services. Walking trips can be increased by filling in the gaps in the sidewalk network and 
upgrading pedestrian facilities in high demand destinations, such as near to schools, parks, transit 
stops and shopping or service centres.  

Increasing the sidewalk funding to $300,000 for six years would provide funding for the Taulbut Street 
sidewalk project planned for 2017, and the high priority projects identified in the TMP.  

One option to address resident requests for sidewalks in neighbourhoods that are low to medium 
priority in accordance with the proposed TMP pedestrian plan, would be to institute a Local Area 
Service (LAS) program. The District does not currently have a LAS program; however Council may 
direct staff to create a LAS policy and program. 

PURPOSE: 
The purpose of this report is to update Council on the District’s Sidewalk and Walkway Program, its 
challenges and successes, and to provide options to address the need for an improved pedestrian 
network. 
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BACKGROUND: 
Engineering and Public Works has an ongoing sidewalk and walkway program with an annual budget of 
$72,525. Prior to 2008, there was a provision in the budget for an additional $35,000 per year for 
sidewalk infill construction. This money was earmarked to complete the installation of small pieces of 
sidewalk, between new developments, to ensure a continuous pedestrian network. In 2008, this funding 
was removed from the budget, leaving the remaining $72,525 to complete all sidewalk projects, 
including the replacement of damaged or non-conforming sidewalks, and the construction of both infill 
sidewalks and new sidewalks. This funding has provided for the construction of approximately 
200 metres of new sidewalks annually.   

At the December 21, 2015 Council meeting, Council expressed a desire for staff to provide a report 
identifying priority pedestrian facilities.  

The District of Mission has completed a Transportation Master Plan (TMP). One of the guiding 
objectives of the TMP is to encourage walking within the District of Mission by providing a safe, 
convenient and pleasant environment for pedestrians. This is achieved through improving safety, 
connectivity, and building a complete network of facilities to provide residents better access to popular 
destinations and services. Walking in Mission is primarily for leisure or recreation and accounts for 
approximately seven percent of all trips in the District.  

Mission has a total of 83 kilometres of sidewalk, with approximately 135 kilometres of prioritized 
sidewalk projects identified in the TMP. Most of Mission’s urban arterial and collector streets have 
sidewalks on both sides of the road, as do the commercial areas of Lougheed Corridor and Junction 
Shopping Centre. The sidewalk coverage in the downtown core is fairly comprehensive, while much of 
the pedestrian network outside of the central downtown in residential areas and on local streets is less 
consistent, with sidewalks present on one side of the street or not at all.  

Current pedestrian destinations and generators in the District include schools, parks, the downtown and 
local commercial areas, transit stops, Mission Leisure Centre, and the trail network. There are gaps in 
the sidewalk network around these key destinations and improving connectivity to these locations is a 
goal of the TMP.  
Sidewalks are constructed with annual funding, through regular roadwork improvements or upgrades, 
and through development. Mission’s Subdivision Control Bylaw 1500-1985 outlines the minimum 
requirements for the provision of sidewalks or walkways. Sidewalks are required in urban residential, 
urban compact/multi-family, commercial, core commercial, waterfront, industrial, and institutional land-
uses. The bylaw does not currently require sidewalks in suburban areas or urban residential 
developments of three new lots or less, however this may be amended with future bylaw revisions.  

The 2015 sidewalk budget was used to build 345 metres of new sidewalk and repair the existing 
sidewalk along Grand Street from 2nd Avenue to 6th Avenue. This location was selected to reduce the 
overall project costs by coordinating sidewalk construction/repairs with other District infrastructure 
works. The cost associated with the 345 metres of sidewalk construction/repairs is approximately 
$126,000, where approximately $47,000 of the project costs were charged to the Walkways and 
Sidewalk project and the remainder was covered by the pavement management program budget. 

DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS:  
A survey, conducted for the TMP, identified residents’ main reason for walking trips is for exercise or 
recreation. Shopping or errands ranked as the next most common reason for walking, followed by 
commuting to work or school. Barriers to walking included the poor quality of the pedestrian 
environment, such as lack of sidewalks in key areas around schools, parks and other community 
amenities, and the feeling or perception of safety.  

The TMP identifies a long term pedestrian plan that aims to address the barriers to walking identified by 
residents. To increase walking trips in Mission, this plan recommends the following:  

25



 STAFF REPORT TO COUNCIL Page 3 of 8  

• Improve pedestrian safety;  
• Build convenient and attractive options for pedestrians;  
• Update municipal policies to better support walking; and  
• Provide a network of pedestrian paths and sidewalks that serve key destinations and improve 

connectivity.  

The TMP prioritizes the construction of sidewalks based on proximity to pedestrian hubs and transit 
stops, utilizing an aggregate weighted system based on the following criteria: 

• The highest weighting was given to locations close to schools; 
• The next highest weighting was given to locations near transit stops; and 
• Equal weighting was given to proximity to parks and the recreation centre, the waterfront zoned 

area, the commercial and residential urban core areas in Mission’s downtown, and the Cedar 
Valley mobility hub. Locations which satisfy multiple criteria scored higher. 

The TMP’s prioritization is closely aligned with Council’s priorities for sidewalk improvement projects, as 
discussed at the April 7, 2015 Council meeting. Road classification was not specifically addressed in 
the TMP, however, it can be included with a refinement of the prioritization list. 

Based upon the prioritization scoring, sidewalk projects were divided into high, medium, and low 
priority. The TMP proposes to implement the high priority projects in the short-term (1 to 5 years) and 
the medium priority projects in the medium-term (6 to 10 years). The low priority projects would be 
considered for implementation in the long-term period (11 to 20 years), or deferred for possible 
implementation by future land developments. Appendix 1 illustrates the sidewalk projects by priority. 

The preliminary cost estimate for the Sidewalk and Walkway Program identified in the TMP is shown in 
Table 1.  

Priority Length (m) Short Term 
(1 – 5 years) 

Medium Term 
(6 – 10 years) 

Long Term 
(11 + years) 

High 4,137 $      1,240,000   

Medium 9,293  $      2,729,000  

Low 119,989   $    36,000,000 

TOTAL 133,419    
Table 1: Sidewalk and Walkway Program Cost Estimates from TMP 

This preliminary capital cost for sidewalk facilities is based on a unit cost of $300 per lineal metre of 
sidewalk. The $300 per lineal metre estimate provides for a separated sidewalk only and does not 
account for driveway rehabilitation, landscaping, or curb and gutter work. Historically, the District has 
constructed an average of 200 lineal metres of sidewalk each year with the current funding, 
representing a cost of approximately $365 per lineal metre. Since nearly all sidewalk projects will 
require more work than just the sidewalk, the $365 per lineal metre estimate is utilized for the remainder 
of this report. This revised estimate increases the cost of 4,137 metres of high priority projects from 
$1,240,000 to $1,510,000.  

Based on the District’s history of constructing 200 metres of sidewalk each year with the current level of 
funding, it will take over 57 years to construct the high and medium priority sidewalk projects. Table 2 
illustrates the number of years required to build the high and medium priority sidewalk projects at 
various funding levels. 

  

26



 STAFF REPORT TO COUNCIL Page 4 of 8  

Annual Sidewalk 
and Walkway 

Budget 

Years to Build  
4.1 km High 

Priority Projects 

Years to Build  
9.3 km Medium 
Priority Projects 

Total Years Required to 
Build High and Medium 

Priority Projects 

$           72,575  18 39 57 

 $         100,000  13 28 41 

 $         200,000  7 14 21 

 $         300,000  5 10 15 

 $         500,000  3 6 9 
Table 2: Effect of Alternate Funding Scenarios on High and Medium Priority Sidewalk Projects 

Due to the large scope of the high and medium projects, funding is being examined for high priority 
projects only. Appendix B is the listing of all high priority projects identified in the TMP and the two 
projects planned for 2016 and 2017. The two planned projects will require more than the current funding 
provides; historically in similar situations the funding has come from alternate project budgets. A yearly 
breakdown of sidewalk funding is shown in Table 3. 

Year Project Length (m) Total Estimated 
Cost 

Current 
Funding 

Funding 
Shortfall 

2017 Taulbut Street 630 $ 230,000 $ 72,575 $ 157,425 
2018 

High priority 
projects from 

TMP 
4137 

$ 302,000 (avg) $ 72,575 $ 229,425 
2019 $ 302,000 (avg) $ 72,575 $ 229,425 
2020 $ 302,000 (avg) $ 72,575 $ 229,425 
2021 $ 302,000 (avg) $ 72,575 $ 229,425 
2022 $ 302,000 (avg) $ 72,575 $ 229,425 

TOTAL   $ 1,740,000 $ 435,450 $ 1,304,550 
Table 3: Funding Required By Year 

Although the TMP indicates that Taulbut Street is a medium priority project, this sidewalk project is 
planned to coincide with a major capital upgrade project which includes watermain replacement and 
paving works.   

If Council approves increased funding, a more definitive yearly list will be prepared and reported back to 
Council. Updates to the prioritization can be included on this list. Regardless, this project list will be 
reviewed annually and amended as required to update completed projects and to ensure that, where 
possible, upcoming projects are coordinated with planned road improvements or utility upgrades.  

Recommendations 
The pedestrian network is incomplete, with significant gaps around schools and transit stops. Where 
pedestrian facilities do not exist, pedestrians, especially school aged ones, are the most vulnerable 
road users. Most of the high priority projects identified within the TMP are locations either fronting a 
school or within 100 metres of a school. Staff recommend increasing the sidewalk funding by $227,425 
from $72,575 to $300,000 for six years, from 2017 to 2022, to address the high priority projects 
identified in the TMP and the previously identified 2017 Taulbut Street sidewalk project. 

The funding request of $227,425 for six years totals $1,364,550. This amount is greater than the 
funding shortfall of $1,304,600, as noted in Table 3. The majority of the $59,950 difference resides with 
the Taulbut Street project.  
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Funding in the amount of $300,000 in 2017 provides funding greater than the Taulbut Street project 
estimate; however the additional funding will allow the District to begin high priority sidewalk projects 
identified in the TMP in 2017, versus 2018. One such project that could be accelerated is Cherry 
Avenue fronting Griner Park, which is high priority according to the TMP, and has been requested by 
the Mission Traffic and Transit Committee, to be addressed in a report to follow.   

This report intends to secure funding to complete identified high priority projects and Taulbut Street over 
the next six years, after which the District can address medium priority projects utilizing the original 
$72,525 budget. 

Local Area Service Program 
Even if funding for sidewalks were to be increased, there are still many low and medium priority projects 
that will not be considered for construction in the foreseeable future. 
Staff have received many requests from residents for the construction of sidewalks in their 
neighborhoods. Unfortunately, if their neighbourhood does not rank high on the sidewalk priority list, 
then their request is unlikely to be processed under the current sidewalk program in a timely fashion. 
Other municipalities have addressed this funding shortfall by providing residents with the option to 
request a Local Area Service (LAS). The District does not currently have a LAS program; however 
Council may direct staff to create a LAS program and policy, whereby residents may petition Council for 
a LAS. 
A LAS project is a neighborhood improvement project where the costs are borne by the benefiting 
properties. Typical LAS projects are utility works, such as water main or sewer main extensions, or road 
works, such as streetlights, paving, sidewalks, and/or curb and gutter.   

Similar programs have been established in many other Canadian municipalities (e.g. Surrey, Langley, 
Vancouver, and Edmonton). 

Although each municipality’s program varies, they all share a similar framework: 

• A resident requests a LAS through a petition to Council, some municipalities require both a 
formal and informal petition process; 

• The level of support is determined, with the typical required level of support ranging from 50% to 
66.7%; 

• The cost of the project is borne by the benefiting parties; however, most municipalities have 
some form of cost sharing for specific projects, although this funding may or may not be 
available each year; 

• Some municipalities designate that a LAS can be initiated by Council; 

• Municipalities reserve the right to refuse the LAS, even if sufficient support exists; 

• The LAS is enacted through a Bylaw passed by Council; 

• Project costs are assigned to individual properties based on a formula that is based on  property 
frontage; 

• Project costs applied to the property tax roll through a “levy”, to be amortized over many years, 
often between 10 and 20 years; 

• Project costs include design, construction, and an administration fee; and 

• As project costs are assigned to the property tax file, when ownership of the property changes, 
the costs remain with the property. 

Council may direct staff to create a LAS policy and program. 
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COUNCIL GOALS/OBJECTIVES:  
Developing a long-term pedestrian plan works towards the District’s goals of building our community, 
specifically addressing the objective of improved public safety. Creating a safer, more comfortable, 
pedestrian environment will encourage walking trips for recreation, commuting to work or school, and 
for shopping and errands.  

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 
This report recommends increasing the Sidewalk and Walkway Program funding from $72,575 to 
$300,000 annually for six years, which translates to an annual increase of $227,425. Staff recommend 
that this proposed increase be added to the list of unfunded capital projects, and be considered for 
funding during the 2017 budget discussions. 

 

I have reviewed the financial implications 
Kris Boland, Director of Finance 

COMMUNICATION: 
No communication action is required.  

SIGN-OFFS:  
 

 

 

Michele Fernie, Engineering Technologist II – 
Asset Management 

Reviewed by: 
Tracy Kyle, Director of Engineering & Public Works 

Comment from Chief Administrative Officer: 
Reviewed 
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Appendix A 
Transportation Master Plan Figure 7.1: Sidewalks Projects by Priority 
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Appendix B 
Planned and High Priority Sidewalk Projects 

Proposed 
Year Roadway From To Project 

length (m) 

Priority in 
accordance 
with TMP 

Note(s) 

2017 Taulbut Ave 11th Ave 14th Ave 630 Medium Adjacent infrastructure 
improvement projects 

TBD Cherry Ave (south side) Cedar St Judith St 300 High MTTC requested 
project 

TBD Draper St (west side) Cemetery Ave Dewdney Trunk 
Rd 331 High 

 
TBD Draper St (east side) Weaver Cres Henry Ave 264 High 

 
TBD Cherry Ave (north side) Harris St Cedar St 206 High 

 
TBD Cherry Ave (north side) Cedar St Judith St 334 High Existing walking strip 

TBD Cherry Ave (north side) Harris St Cedar St 160 High 
 

TBD Cherry Ave (south side) Cade Barr St Harm St 502 High 
 

TBD Cherry Ave (north side) Aster Terr Harm St 280 High 
 

TBD Silverdale Ave Rook Cres Wren St 194 High 
 

TBD Wren St Sandpiper Pl Van Velzen Ave 146 High 
 

TBD Wren St Silverdale Ave Robin Cres 288 High 
 

TBD 3rd Ave James St Proctor St 99 High 
 

TBD 5th Ave Welton Ave End of block 147 High 
 

TBD 6th Ave Welton Ave End of block 142 High 
 

TBD 5th Ave Murray St End of block 97 High 
 

TBD 4th Ave Murray St End of block 130 High 
 

TBD Welton Ave 6th Ave 5th Ave 68 High 
 

TBD 9th Ave Sharpe St Stave Lake St 121 High 
 

TBD Sandpiper Pl Wren St Sandpiper Dr 189 High 
 

TBD 8th Ave Sharpe St Stave Lake St 138 High 
 

TOTAL 
   

4,766 
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File: 5330-20 

DATE:   September 7, 2016 

TO:   Mayor and Council 

FROM: Michele Fernie, Engineering Technologist II – Asset Management 

SUBJECT:  2016 Pavement Management Program Funding Update 

RECOMMENDATIONS:  Council consider and resolve: 

That the following be forwarded to the next stage) of the 2017 financial planning process: 

1. That effective January 1, 2017 the funding level for the Pavement Management Program be 
decreased from $3,200,000 to $2,850,000 annually; 

2. That the $350,000 reduction be split between the two funding sources for the Pavement 
Management Program, specifically $50,000 from the Roads Capital Reserve Fund and 
$300,000 from the Community Works Gas Tax Reserve Fund; and 

3. That consideration be given to utilizing the Community Works Gas Tax revenue savings, from 
the reduced Pavement Management Program budget, towards the Sidewalk and Walkway 
Program funding shortfall.  

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 
The state of the District’s pavement has been in a decline since it was first measured in 2003. 
Funding for the Pavement Management Program has increased over the past few years. In 2016, the 
District conducted a complete network pavement condition assessment, the results of which indicate 
that the increased funding has improved the overall condition of the paved road network to 2009 
levels. 

Overall long-term life-cycle cost of the network is minimized by rehabilitating pavement before 
reconstruction and/or extensive deep patching is required. This is achieved by setting the budget at a 
level that minimizes the cost of maintaining the network’s value. The District’s annual funding towards 
the Pavement Management Program for the next seven years, 2017 through 2023, is approximately 
$3.2 million (includes both operating and capital budgets). In year 2024 and beyond, the financial plan 
shows the annual funding decreasing to approximately $1.6 million as a result of the current 
Community Works Fund Agreement expiring (i.e. gas tax funds). It is anticipated that the Community 
Works Fund Agreement will be renewed prior to its expiration.  

A decrease in funding to $2,850,000 should effectively maintain the District’s pavement at its current 
state for the next seven years (anything beyond seven years will need to be re-evaluated in light of 
the expected renewal of the Community Works Fund Agreement). However, if the current level of 
annual funding in the amount of $3.2 million was maintained, the District would continue to see 
improvements in network wide pavement condition and a significant reduction in backlog length over 
the next seven years. Staff recommend decreasing annual Pavement Management Program funding 
to $2,850,000. 

Periodic review of the state of the network is required to ensure that the results of the current analysis 
remain valid and that Mission’s roads continue to be maintained at an appropriate level. 
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PURPOSE: 
The purpose of this report is to provide information to Council on the current state of the paved road 
network and to request a decrease in funding for the Pavement Management Program. 

BACKGROUND: 
Prior to 2014, the annual Pavement Management Program had not been funded at the level 
necessary to maintain our paved road network. 
From 2010 to 2013, funding for pavement management (rehabilitation, asphalt repairs, pothole 
patching, and crack sealing) had been approximately $1.6 million per year. An analysis of historical 
roadway network condition from 2003 to 2013, and predicted condition from 2014 to 2033, was 
presented to Council on December 3, 2013. The analysis showed that sustained funding of $3.2 
million per year would be necessary to maintain the current pavement condition in the long-term, 
while funding of $3.4 million per year would gradually return the paved road network to its 2009 
average condition. This indicates that there was a funding gap of $1.6 million per year merely to 
maintain the current pavement condition. 
In 2012, Council passed a motion to pay down debt coming due in 2014 and allocate debt payment 
savings towards the Roads Capital Reserve. This early debt retirement added $185,000 to the 
Pavement Management Program budget.  
On February 3, 2014, Council approved increasing the Pavement Management Program budget to 
$3.2 million per year from 2014 to 2018. The increase was funded through the Community Works Gas 
Tax Reserve Fund. On January 20, 2015, Council approved extending the $3.2 million yearly budget 
to years 2019 through 2023, which coincided with the extension of the Community Works Fund 
Agreement (i.e. gas tax funds). On September 9, 2015, Council approved increasing the use of 
Community Works Gas Tax funds towards the Pavement Management Program for years 2016 
through 2018, and correspondingly reducing the funding from the Roads Capital Reserve Fund, in 
order to take advantage of Community Works funds that had built up over time, and to re-direct the 
Roads Capital Reserve monies to other priority projects. Table 1 shows the current funding source 
breakdown for the Pavement Management Program. 

Pavement Management Program Funding 
Source 2017 to 2018 2019 to 2023 2024 and 

Beyond 
Roads Capital Reserve Fund $ 295,573 $ 1,195,573 $ 1,195,573 
Community Works Gas Tax Reserve Fund $ 2,460,188 $ 1,560,188 $ - 
Operating Budget $ 434,688 $ 434,688 $ 434,688 

Total Budget $ 3,190,449 $ 3,190,449 $ 1,630,261 
Table 1: Current Pavement Management Budget 

The Community Works Gas Tax Fund Agreement is set to expire in 2024, which corresponds with the 
Pavement Management Program funding decrease shown in Table 1.  If this agreement is not 
extended at that point in time, the District will need to seek other funding sources to maintain the 
overall contribution to the Pavement Management Program. 
In 2016, the District contracted Tetra Tech EBA (Tetra Tech) to conduct a district-wide pavement 
condition assessment. Historically pavement condition assessments were conducted on a five year 
cycle whereby a visual inspection of the roadway was conducted to assess and measure the average 
surface distress of a section of pavement. This process is time consuming and subjective. For the 
current year inspection, the District opted instead to utilize an automated laser crack measurement 
system for the assessments. The results of this type of assessment are more accurate, less 
subjective and are ultimately repeatable. To ensure that the most up-to-date and accurate information 
was utilized for this Paving Program Update, all paved roads in the District were assessed in 2016.  
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Figure 1 shows a timeline of the status of pavement condition. 

 
Figure 1: Timeline of Pavement Condition Assessment 

DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS:  
The District of Mission has approximately 296 km of paved roadway, consisting of arterial, collector 
and local roads. The length of each road classification is summarized in Table 2. 

Road Classification Road Length (km) 

Arterial 85.4 
Collector 20.4 
Local 190.6 
Network 296.4  

 Table 2: Road Classification Length 

In May 2016, Tetra Tech collected pavement condition data on 296.4 km of the District’s paved road 
network. The data was collected using a vehicle equipped with an automated pavement surface 
profiler and a laser crack measurement system. This vehicle was used to collect pavement surface 
distress, roughness, and rutting data. Roughness and rutting data was collected for arterial and 
collector roadways only. 

Tetra Tech performed post-processing, analysis, and reporting through automatic interpretation of the 
3D pavement surface data. Elevation data was processed to generate severity and extent measures 
for cracks and other roadway distresses. Surface distress information includes cracking, patching, 
weathering, potholes, and pavement distortions.  

Pavement Condition Index 
A pavement condition index is a value which expresses the overall condition of pavement by 
considering various factors such as surface distresses, structural defects, and ride quality. The 
following indices and measures were used for this report: 

• Pavement Condition Index (PCI);  
• All Cracked Area Index (ACA); 
• International Roughness Index (IRI); and  
• Rutting. 
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These indices can assist in determining the existing level of service and are used in the treatment 
selection process and pavement performance modelling. 

The Pavement Condition Index (PCI) is used to express the overall condition of the pavement 
surface as a function of the severity and extent of the observed surface distresses. The PCI is a 
numerical rating of the pavement condition that ranges from 0 to 100 with 0 being the worst possible 
condition and 100 being the best. The PCI is used to indicate the general condition of a pavement; 
however, it does not take into account pavement roughness or structural adequacy. 

The international standard ASTM 6433 defines the condition description of pavement as a function of 
the PCI, as shown in Table 3. 

 
Table 3: PCI Ranges for Condition Descriptions According to ASTM Standard 

 
The All Cracked Area (ACA) Index is defined as total area of cracking including all fatigue cracks 
and thermal cracks. Fatigue cracks are load-related cracks including alligator cracking; edge cracking; 
block cracking; potholes and patching. Thermal cracks are temperature induced cracks including 
transverse cracking and non-wheelpath longitudinal cracking.  

International Roughness Index (IRI) is a measure of the surface irregularities of pavement that 
adversely affects the ride quality, vehicle dynamics, dynamic loads and drainage. IRI is expressed in 
millimetres per meter (mm/m), derived from measured road profiles.  

The rutting depth is the average depth of inner and outer wheel path ruts and is measured in 
millimetres. 

Pavement condition represented by ACA, IRI, and rut depth can be classified into five categories as 
very good, good, fair, poor or very poor. Table 4 provides the range of values used for each condition 
description. 

  
Table 4: Index Ranges for Condition Descriptions 
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Current State of Paved Road Network 
The 2016 paved road network was found to have a mean PCI of 84.4 indicating that, on average, the 
surface is in Satisfactory condition (PCI from 70 to 85) overall. The distribution of PCI values for the 
network and for each roadway classification is shown below in Figure 2. 

 
Figure 2: PCI Value Distribution by Road Classification and Network 

The network was found to have an average ACA of 5.8%, indicating that on average the surface is in 
Fair Condition (ACA from 5.0% to 10.0%) overall. The distribution of ACA values for the network and 
for each roadway classification is shown below in Figure 3. 

Figure 3: ACA Value Distribution by Road Classification and Network 

A comparison was conducted between the District’s ACA values and other BC municipalities. The 
District’s ACA values of 5.7% for major roadways (arterial and collector) and 5.9% for local roadways 
are slightly better than the BC average of approximately 7%, with provincial ACA values ranging from 
2.1% to 13.7%.  
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IRI and rut data was collected only for arterial and collector roads. The average IRI and rut values 
were 2.8 mm/m and 3.3 mm respectively in 2016. Table 5 below illustrates the IRI and rut data by 
road classification. 

Road Classification IRI (mm/m) Rating Rut (mm) Rating 

Arterial (85.4 km) 2.7 Good 3.2 Good 
Collector (20.4 km) 3.4 Fair 3.6 Good 
Network 2.8  Good 3.3 Good 

Table 5: IRI and Rut by Road Classification and Network 

Road segments in poor to very poor condition that have not yet been rehabilitated are defined as 
“backlog roads”. A road is said to be in backlog when its ACA is greater than 10%, indicating poor to 
very poor condition. Arterial, collector and local roads had a backlog of 16.6 km, 4.6 km, and 35.7 km 
respectively. This 56.9 km backlog represents approximately 19% of the paved road network. 

Budget Scenarios 
Life-cycle cost analysis was conducted for each road segment so that the overall condition of the 
network could be forecast with various budget scenarios. Scenarios investigated were $2,000,000 per 
year, $2,500,000 per year, $2,850,000 per year, and $3,200,000 per year. These scenarios include 
both rehabilitation and routine maintenance. 

The analysis indicates that with the current budget of $3,200,000 per year all measures of pavement 
condition would increase over the next ten years; the PCI value is expected to increase from 84.1 to 
88.0, the ACA is expected to decrease from 5.8% to 4.4%, and the backlog would decrease from 
56.9 km to 23.4 km. 

The analysis further indicated that the District could maintain its current network condition with less 
than the current budget. A revised budget of $2,850,000 will maintain the District’s paved road 
network at its current state for the next ten years. It should be noted that the Community Works Gas 
Tax Agreement is set to expire in seven years, and while it is anticipated that the agreement would be 
renewed, there is some uncertainty as to the ongoing Pavement Management Program budget 
beyond year 2023. 

Overall long-term life-cycle cost of the network is minimized by rehabilitating pavement before 
reconstruction and/or extensive deep patching is required. A pavement management budget of 
$2,850,000 is sufficient to ensure that small cost savings now will not result in extensive rehabilitation 
costs in the future. Staff recommend decreasing annual Pavement Management Program funding to 
$2,850,000. 

Review 
To ensure effective stewardship of District roads, a life-cycle analysis should be conducted at least 
every five years, along with periodic condition assessment, to ensure that the results of the current 
analysis are still valid and that Mission’s roads continue to be maintained at an appropriate level. 

COUNCIL GOALS/OBJECTIVES:  
This report supports Council’s goal of Securing our Finances, Assets and Core Infrastructure through 
the effective management of the District’s existing assets and infrastructure and finances. 
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FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 
Funding for Pavement Management is currently set at $3,200,000 annually, for years 2017 through 
2023. Based on the analysis in this report, staff recommend reducing the annual funding by $350,000 
to $2,850,000. Funding levels for year 2024 and beyond will need to be revisited based on anticipated 
extension of the Community Works Fund Agreement.   

Based on current reserve fund projections, staff recommend that the $350,000 annual reduction in the 
Pavement Management Program budget be split between the two reserve funds that are currently 
providing funding, specifically reducing the funding from the Roads Capital Reserve Fund by $50,000, 
and reducing the funding from the Community Works Gas Tax Reserve Fund by $300,000. This 
would allow the Roads Capital Reserve Fund to recover to its minimum recommended balance of 
$500,000 sooner than previously anticipated, as well as provide additional funds in the Community 
Works Gas Tax Reserve Fund for other qualifying uses. Consideration could be given to utilizing the 
savings from the Community Works Gas Tax revenue towards the sidewalk and walkway program 
funding shortfall. 

 

I have reviewed the financial implications 
Kris Boland, Director of Finance 

COMMUNICATION: 
No communication action is required. 

SIGN-OFFS:  
 

 

 

Michele Fernie, Engineering Technologist II – 
Asset Management 

Reviewed by: 
Tracy Kyle, Director of Engineering & Public 
Works 

Comment from Chief Administrative Officer: 
Reviewed. 
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File: 05-1715-20 

DATE:   September 7, 2016 

TO:   Mayor and Council 

FROM: Kris Boland, Director of Finance 

SUBJECT:  Cedar and 7th Intersection Funding Options 
ATTACHMENT(S): Appendix 1 – Council Report Dated August 15, 2016, “Cedar Street and 7th 

Avenue Intersection Improvement – No Turn Option” 

RECOMMENDATION:  Council consider and resolve: 

1. That staff begin negotiations with BC Hydro and Petro Canada to acquire the portion of their 
land required for the eventual expansion of the Cedar and 7th intersection; and 

2. That no action be taken at this time with regard to negotiating with the other private property 
owners, nor with committing to a construction schedule for the intersection improvements.  

PURPOSE: 
The purpose of this report is to follow up to Council’s request at the August 15, 2016 regular meeting 
regarding a long-term financial plan to possibly implement the widening of the Cedar Street and 7th 
Avenue intersection.  

BACKGROUND: 
At the August 15, 2016 regular meeting of Council, the following recommendations related to the 
Cedar and 7th intersection were approved: 

RC16/434 
AUG. 15/16 

Cedar and 7th Traffic Intersection Improvements – No Turn Option 

The Committee reviewed a report from the Manager of Engineering Design and Planning dated 
August 15, 2016 which details the Cedar Street and 7th Avenue intersection improvement options. 

The Director of Engineering and Public Works gave a presentation which outlined the three 
different options, their pros and cons and the cost for each option.   

Deliberation ensued with each item being discussed. 

RECOMMENDED: 

1. That the report on “2016 Cedar Street and 7th Avenue Intersection Improvement” project 
findings from August 15, 2016, where the feasibility of rerouting trucks and imposing left/right 
turn movement restrictions to improve traffic safety and operations were investigated, be 
received; 

2.  That staff proceed with Option B (applying “no left turn” movement restrictions during peak 
hours), as outlined in the staff report dated August 15, 2016, with a cost estimate of $99,000 
plus applicable taxes, to be funded from the Pavement Management Program; 

3.  That staff provide a report to Council on a long-term financial plan for possible implementation 
of Option C (widening Cedar Street and 7th Avenue intersection to five lanes) in the future; and 
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4. That staff provide a report to Council in regards to the safety and concern of potential roll 
back of large trucks going up the Cedar Valley Connector and possibly getting stopped at the 
new light at Briskham Street. 

This report responds to recommendation #3.  

A detailed design for improvements to traffic flow and safety at the intersection of Cedar Street and 7th 
Avenue was completed in 2015. Since that time, Council approved applying “no left turn” movement 
restrictions as an interim traffic improvement solution, which is expected to work for five to ten years. 
The major challenge with this project is that when the District’s DCC bylaw was last updated in 2012, 
the cost estimate for this project was approximately $1 million. During the detailed design phase in 
2015, an updated Class B cost estimate was prepared, which totaled $3.6 million. This issue has 
been discussed in the past, and much of the history is included in the attached Appendix A.  

The District applied for grant funding towards this project to the New Building Canada Fund – Small 
Communities Fund, but unfortunately received notification in August 2015 that the Small Communities 
Fund was oversubscribed and the grant request was not successful. At the December 7, 2015 regular 
meeting of Council, staff recommended that the grant application be resubmitted to the Small 
Communities Fund for their 2016 intake, but Council deferred the grant application and directed staff 
to study alternative design options for the intersection. The second intake of applications to the Small 
Communities Fund closed on April 28, 2016, and since it is expected that all remaining funds will be 
allocated during this intake, the District likely doesn’t have another opportunity to apply for funding 
under this grant program.   

The following table shows the details of the Class B cost estimate that was prepared in 2015: 

Description Cost Estimate 

Property acquisition (including contingency) $1,011,280 

Construction (including engineering and contingency) 2,588,720 

Total $3,600,000 

While the current cost estimate is $3.6 million, it should be noted that these are originally based on 
2014 costs, and inflated to 2015. Depending on when the project actually proceeds, there may be 
additional inflation impacts that affect the budget.  

DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS:  
Due to the dramatic increase in the project budget resulting from the detailed design phase, the 
District has not been collecting sufficient development cost charges (DCCs) towards this project, nor 
has there been sufficient time to accumulate additional funds from other sources. With the recently 
approved “no left turn” movement restrictions, it is expected this may postpone the need for widening 
the intersection for five to ten years.  

Since the need to widen the intersection is seen as inevitable to maintain traffic flows and safety as 
further development occurs in the District, and given that land prices typically increase over time, staff 
recommends beginning on the steps required to acquire the land necessary to accommodate the final 
intersection design as soon as possible. Most importantly, negotiations need to begin with BC Hydro 
and Petro Canada as soon as possible as they own a portion of the land that is required for the 
intersection, and there may be complications related to acquiring a portion of both of these sites. For 
the BC Hydro property, the issue of footprint for future expansion of the hydro substation needs to be 
sorted out. For the Petro Canada property, the location of existing underground fuel tanks, as well as 
the possibility of contaminated soil needs to be investigated. These negotiations could be a lengthy 
process, and the challenges associated with these properties could ultimately lead to project design 
changes.  
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Staff would report back to Council regarding the outcome of negotiations with BC Hydro and Petro 
Canada, and seek direction from Council prior to beginning any negotiation process to acquire the 
remaining required land from the other affected private property owners.  

Finally, once the necessary property acquisitions are complete, Council can consider a construction 
schedule. In the meantime, staff will continue to monitor upcoming grant programs to seek out grant 
funding towards this project. If the land required for expanding the intersection is successfully secured 
by the District, this should increase the chances of a future grant application being successful as it 
removes a level of uncertainty from the project.  

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 
The financial implications of this report are well documented above, and in the various reports 
included in the attached Appendix A. The strategy outlined in this report is to first start negotiations 
with BC Hydro and Petro Canada for the required land, then report back to Council prior to initiating 
negotiations for the remaining necessary property from the other private property owners. Funding in 
the amount of $25,000 is required to hire an experienced property negotiator to act on the District’s 
behalf, as well as pay related expenses such as appraisals and survey work. These costs can be 
funded from the existing pavement management program budget, which is consistent with the 
previous funding plan presented to Council where a portion of the paving program budget was to be 
used towards funding the construction-related portion of the Cedar and 7th project.  

With regard to funding for the property acquisitions, the District currently has approximately $400,000 
available in the Roads – All Areas DCC Reserve Fund. Given the current level of development 
activity, it is possible that significant DCCs could be collected in the coming years, which could help 
with funding the required property acquisitions. The District is also undertaking the sale of a number 
of surplus properties, which may also provide a source of funds for land acquisition. Staff will report 
back with funding sources once there is some level of certainty as to amounts and timing following the 
proposed negotiations with BC Hydro and Petro Canada.   

COMMUNICATION: 
No communication action is required.  

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION:  
At the August 15, 2016 regular meeting, Council requested a long-term financial plan to possibly 
implement the widening of the Cedar Street and 7th Avenue intersection. Due to uncertainty with 
negotiations with BC Hydro and Petro Canada to acquire a portion of their land that is required for the 
intersection improvements, staff recommend starting these negotiations as the next step for this 
project.  

SIGN-OFFS:  

 

 

Kris Boland, Director of Finance Reviewed by: 
Tracy Kyle, Director of Engineering and Public 
Works 

Comment from Chief Administrative Officer: 
Reviewed 
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File: 5460-05 

DATE:    August 15, 2016 

TO:   Mayor and Council 

FROM: Hirod Gill, Manager of Engineering Design & Planning  

SUBJECT:  Cedar Street and 7th Avenue Intersection Improvement - No Turn Option 

ATTACHMENTS: Appendix A – Council Report dated November 2, 2015, “Cedar Street and 7th 
Avenue Improvements – Detailed Design” and Council Report dated November 
16th, 2015, Cedar Street and 7th Avenue Improvements – 2016 New Building 
Canada Fund - Small Communities Fund Grant Application  

Appendix B – Turning Restriction Evaluation Summary 
Appendix C – Pros and Cons of the Available Options to Address Traffic Safety 
and Operation Challenges at Cedar Street and 7th Avenue Intersection 
Appendix D - Improvement Cost Estimate for the Proposed Turning Restriction 
Scenario 

RECOMMENDATIONS:  Council consider and resolve: 

1. That the report on “2016 Cedar Street and 7th Avenue Intersection Improvement” project 
findings, where the feasibility of rerouting trucks and imposing left/right turn movement 
restrictions to improve traffic safety and operations were investigated, be received; and 

2. That staff proceed with Option C (widening the intersection to five lanes), as outlined in this 
report and report back to Council with an implementation schedule and potential funding 
sources for this project, which will include reapplying for the 2017 New Building Canada Fund - 
Small Communities Fund (NBCF-SCF). 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 

The traffic study at the Cedar Street and 7th Avenue intersection concluded that “no left turn” movement 
restrictions during peak hours while allowing full movements (i.e., turning left/right) during off-peak 
hours could be considered, as it offers traffic operational and safety improvements.  

Imposing the “no left turn” restrictions during peak hours would have some negative impacts on the 
neighbouring intersections. While these negative impacts are minor during the first few years of 
implementing these restrictions, they will become more significant over the years. Therefore, the “no left 
turn” movement restrictions during peak hours should only be considered as an interim solution that 
could work for a short term and a longer term solution may be needed in as little as 5 years. 

The study result suggests that the long-term solution to the traffic operations and safety at this 
intersection requires widening the intersection to five lanes with two through lanes in each direction and 
exclusive/aligned left turn bays, as outlined in staff’s report to Council, dated November 2, 2015 
(Appendix A). 

Three options to deal with Cedar Street and 7th Avenue traffic and safety issues are being put forward 
for Council’s review and direction. These options range from taking no action (Option A), to 
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implementing a short term temporary solution that applies “no left turn” movement restrictions (Option 
B), to the long term and final solution of widening the intersection to five lanes (Option C).  

Option A does not address the traffic safety and operation improvement needs. Option B requires 
spending $99,000 for a solution that is temporary and would work for a short time. For these reasons, 
staff do not recommend Option A or B. Staff recommend that Council approve Option C, where a 
permanent solution to traffic and safety issues at the Cedar Street and 7th Avenue intersection is 
introduced. 

PURPOSE: 

This report provides Council with a summary of the District of Mission’s 2016 Cedar Street and 
7th Avenue Intersection Improvement project findings, where the feasibility of imposing left/right turn 
movement restrictions to improve traffic safety and operations were investigated. Among other 
objectives, this study also looked into the feasibility of using alternative routes for trucks within the 
District. 

This report compares three possible options to deal with traffic safety and operation challenges at this 
intersection and recommends that Council approve Option C (i.e., widening the intersection to five 
lanes).  

BACKGROUND: 

The final design to improve the traffic flow and safety at the intersection of Cedar Street and 7th Avenue 
was completed in 2015. Among several improvement measures, the detailed design proposed a five-
lane cross section with four 3.5 m wide through lanes (two lanes each direction), and a 3.3 m wide left 
turn lane. The vertical profile of the south intersection leg in the proposed design was also raised by up 
to 0.6 m to improve drivers’ visibility.  

There were property impacts on both the west and east side of Cedar Street as a result of the 
intersection improvement design. That required acquiring lands prior to implementing the proposed 
improvements in this intersection. To explore alternative ways to improve the traffic in this intersection 
without having to acquiring lands, Council resolved the following motion on December 7, 2015: 

RC15/658 

1. That up to $20,000 be provided from the 2016 Pavement Capital Program account to 
fund a traffic study that will investigate alternative design options for Cedar Street and 
7th Avenue intersection improvements, including: impact to surrounding 
neighbourhoods, the interaction between the traffic signals at Briskham Street and 
Cedar Connector and 7th Avenue and Cedar Street, and options for alternate east-west 
and heavy truck routes; and  

2. That the 2016 Financial Plan be amended accordingly.  

As a result, a traffic study was initiated in January 2016. This report summarizes the findings of this 
study and recommends the next step required to improve the traffic safety and flows at this intersection.  

DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS:  

The 2016 traffic improvement study at the intersection was to review scenarios for two lanes for both 
northbound and southbound traffic.  Bans would be imposed on left and right turning movements on 
Cedar Street to avoid expected land acquisitions for a major intersection upgrade.  

The study also assessed: 

 the effect of applying the “no-turn” scenario on the neighbouring intersections.  
 the effect of the planned Briskham Street traffic light on traffic flow along Cedar Valley 

Connector; and 
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 feasible options for alternate east-west and heavy truck routes. 

Cedar Street and & 7th Avenue Intersection’s Performance under “No-turn” Scenario  

Traffic modeling was used to compare the traffic performance in the project area for 2016 and 2041 
year scenarios; a 25-year operational window. 

To evaluate the potential impacts of turning restrictions on road users at the Cedar Street and 
7th Avenue intersection, a list of evaluation accounts was established: 

 traffic operation at Cedar Street and 7th Avenue; 
 traffic operation at all other affected intersections; 
 travel time delay; 
 travel distance; 
 road safety; 
 impacts to various road users (pedestrian, cyclist, transit, commercial vehicle); and 
 driver compliance. 

Traffic Performance Evaluation at the Intersection 

The turning restriction evaluation summary is provided in Table B.1 (Appendix B), which summarizes 
the potential impact in each turning restriction scenario. In Table B.1, the pros of each turning restriction 
are reviewed against the cons to identify whether the pros outweigh the cons.  

The preferred turning restriction option 

The performance evaluation result for each individual turning restriction scenario showed that no left-
turn movement restrictions (for both northbound and southbound) would provide more benefits than the 
no right-turn movement restrictions and hence is conceived a preferred option when compared with 
restricting both right and left turns.  

With “no left-turn” only movement restrictions, the northbound and southbound right-turn movements 
will be kept. Under this scenario, two lanes each direction can be accommodated along Cedar Street 
(one through lane, and one shared through/right-turn lane).  

This option will improve capacity performance and road safety at the study intersection due to the 
elimination of traffic conflicts between turning vehicles, through vehicles, and crossing pedestrians. In 
this case, the signal heads for northbound and southbound movements would need to be updated with 
the removal of advance left-turn phase. 

The “no left-turn” movement restrictions, however, would: 

 increase travel delay for the affected vehicles,  
 reduce roadway connectivity due to insufficient grid road network in the area;  
 deteriorate traffic operations at other study intersections, especially stop-controlled movements 

at un-signalized intersections; and 
 negatively impact residents and business owners/visitors in the surrounding neighbourhood on a 

daily basis. 

These negative impacts may be alleviated by limiting the no left turn restrictions at the intersection to 
peak hours only and allow left/right turn movements during off-peak hours. It should be noted that 
turning restrictions such as this are difficult to monitor and enforce.  

“No turn” restrictions as a temporary solution 

The traffic analysis results for the years 2016 and 2041 show that implementing any combination of no 
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left and/or right turn restrictions would improve the intersection for a short period of time; possibly 
between five to ten years, as its benefit would diminish gradually over the years.  

The traffic analyses suggest that only a major traffic improvement, such as widening the intersection to 
five lanes with exclusive north-south left turn lanes, can address the traffic and safety concerns at this 
intersection for the next twenty five years. 

Other affected intersections 

Intersection performances at other affected intersections were also reviewed for the preferred option of 
“no left turn” movement restrictions.  

The traffic modeling results show that in 2016, the proposed no left turn turning restrictions have 
insignificant negative impact on other affected intersections, except for 10th Avenue (westbound) at 
Cedar Street during morning peak hours. This negative impact however, can be mitigated by removing 
the existing diagonal hatched pavement markings and allowing two southbound through- lanes on 
Cedar Street at 10th Avenue.  

The traffic modeling results under the 2041 scenario with the proposed turning restrictions show that 
Eider Street southbound and 10th Avenue westbound will experience excessive traffic delays. 

Other Traffic Considerations 

The following summarizes the traffic improvement concerns at other intersections: 

Traffic Signal at Murray Street and 7th Avenue 

Traffic signal warrant analysis was conducted for the Murray Street and 7th Avenue intersection, and it 
is found that traffic signal will be warranted in 2018 assuming annual linear traffic growth rate of 2%. 
Traffic operation analysis for 2018 condition indicates the intersection will work well with signalization. 
The District has already budgeted for traffic signal installation in 2018 and the detailed design of the 
traffic signalization is currently underway. 

Horne Creek Development Access at Cedar Valley Connector 

The benefits of restricting left-turn and/or right turn movements at the future access to the Horne Creek 
Development were investigated.  

During the development application process, Council approved a full signal at this location. With the 
current development configuration, Cedar Valley Connector will be the only vehicular access from and 
to the Horne Creek development. As a result, if the left-in/left-out traffic movements are restricted, 
development traffic would be required to make U-turns at or beyond both ends of Cedar Valley 
Connector (i.e., on Highway 7 and/or 7th Avenue). This would generate capacity issues due to additional 
traffic at these intersections. Safety will be an additional concern as ban on left turn may encourage 
aggressive and unfamiliar drivers making improper and dangerous maneuvers.  

As the left-in and left-out traffic volumes from the proposed development are relatively low (up to 67 left-
out vehicles during the am peak hours) compared to Cedar Valley Connector traffic volume, the traffic 
impacts will be minimal. Therefore, it is beneficial to allow left-in and left-out movements to/from Horne 
Creek Development at the proposed full signal.  

The right-in, right-out movements from and to the development on red (that is when the traffic light is 
red) is also recommended due to the expected low development traffic volume. 

Briskham Street Left and Right Turn Restrictions 

Briskham Street is a local residential road and any traffic plan needs to take into consideration the effect 
of changing traffic movements/patterns on the traffic volume in this street. There is currently, a right-in 

45



STAFF REPORT TO COUNCIL Page 5 of 25  
 

only access to Briskham Street. The feasibility of providing full movements (i.e., right-in, right-out, left-in, 
and left-out) at this intersection was investigated.  

Traffic analysis suggests that left-in, left-out movements at Briskham Street, with the left turn restrictions 
in place at the Cedar Street and 7th Avenue intersection, is not recommended. This is because it would 
encourage Cedar Valley Connector eastbound drivers to use Briskham Street as a shortcut to reach 7th 
Avenue and perhaps Cedar Street north during peak traffic times. The addition of right out movement 
from Briskham Street will likely increase the traffic in that residential local road, as some drivers will use 
this route to avoid Cedar Street and 7th Avenue intersection. 

Existing Truck Route Evaluation: 

With its connection to Highway 7, Highway 11 and Dewdney Trunk Road, Cedar Street / Cedar Valley 
Connector is designated as a municipal truck route in the District. The inclusion of the traffic light at 
Horne Creek development, where the road gradient is about 3%, has raised safety concerns for the 
trucks when stopped at the red light at that location. The road profile at this location shows that Cedar 
Valley Connector has gradients that are fairly comparable to other north-south roadways in Mission, 
including Cedar Street and 7th Avenue intersection and therefore the truck stop-start issue in this 
location should not be viewed or treated differently. ICBC collision claim data between 2009 and 2013 
along Cedar Valley Connector shows no record that clearly identifies truck backing collisions. 

The feasibility of alternative truck routes was investigated to address these concerns. The heavy vehicle 
(trucks and buses) traffic count survey results indicated that 13 and 7 vehicles per hour pass through 
the Cedar Valley Connector during the am and pm peak hours respectively. 

Alternate north-south truck routes on the east and west sides of Cedar Valley Connector were 
considered.  Compared to Cedar Street, these alternative routes consist of tight turning at corners in 
places, narrow road width, poor road surface conditions, and longer travel distances (as they are not 
the direct routes). Significant road improvement works (e.g., improving the road radii, pavement 
rehabilitation, additional road barriers, etc.) are required. Some of these potential alternative routes 
such as Grand Street and Murray Street are within residential neighbourhoods and rerouting trucks to 
these areas will generate capacity and safety issues with the local traffic. Due to having to travel longer 
distances, the alternative routes will also generate more emission and noise pollution. Therefore, the 
study recommended the District to maintain Cedar Street and Cedar Valley Connector as its truck route. 

“No Left Turn” Movement Restrictions’ Project Cost Estimate 

The Class D cost estimate for the required upgrades to implement the “no left turn” restrictions during 
peak hours at the Cedar Street and 7th Avenue intersection and all other affected intersections is 
$99,000. The cost breakdown is shown in Appendix D. 

This cost estimate includes 40% contingency. Applicable taxes are not included in this cost estimate.  

Options to Improve Safety and Traffic Operation at Cedar Street and 7th Avenue Intersection 

There are three conceivable options to deal with traffic safety and operation issues at Cedar Street and 
7th Avenue. These are:  

Option A: Taking no action 

Traffic modeling of the project area suggests that under this Option, the intersection will suffer 
excessive congestion and significant queuing by about 2016 during the afternoon peak travel period. 
Although no traffic analysis on the effect of deferring the project beyond 2016 has been done, it is safe 
to assume the traffic congestion would worsen in the subsequent years. There is no cost associated 
with this option. 

Option B: Applying “no left turn” movement restrictions during peak hours 
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This Option is as an interim traffic improvement solution that is expected to work for five to possibly ten 
years. While the negative impacts of this Option on other intersections are negligible in the beginning, it 
will be more significant during subsequent years. The estimated Class D cost of this Option is $99,000. 
Once the effectiveness of this option is expired, Option C needs to be implemented. If this option is 
chosen, staff should still proceed with acquiring the land required for Option C within the next year or 
two in order to make sure that the lands are available to begin construction of the Option C 
improvements when they are needed. 

Option C: Widening Cedar Street and 7th Avenue intersection to five lanes 

This Option proposes a permanent solution to both safety and traffic operation issues at this 
intersection (see Appendix B for more details), but requires land acquisitions from some of the 
neighbouring properties. The Class B cost estimate for this Option is $3,600,000. 

Staff recommend that Council proceed with Option C immediately. Table C.1 (Appendix C) elaborates 
each option’s pros and cons with more details on staff recommendation. 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

This report introduces three options to deal with traffic safety and operation improvement challenges at 
Cedar Street and 7th Avenue. The following lists financial implications of each option: 

Option A (taking no action): There are no financial implications associated with this Option. 

Option B (applying “no left turn” movement restrictions during peak hours): The Class D cost estimate of 
this Option is $99,000 plus applicable taxes, which can be funded from the Pavement Management 
Program. 

The remainder of the discussion on financial implications focuses on Option C.  

Option C (widening Cedar Street and 7th Avenue intersection to five lanes): The estimated Class B cost 
of this Option in 2016 dollars is $3,600,000 plus applicable taxes.  

Option C is included in the District’s Roads – All Areas DCC Program; however the project budget in the 
approved DCC Bylaw is only $702,260, which is significantly less than the updated cost estimate of 
$3.6 million. The District recently posted a request for proposals to engage a consultant to lead the 
process of updating the District’s DCC bylaw, although that update will take a number of months to 
complete, and requires public consultation as well as provincial approval of any updates to the DCC 
Bylaw. In short, the DCC Bylaw update is not a quick process. There is currently approximately 
$350,000 on hand in the Roads – All Areas DCC Reserve Fund, which is significantly less than the 
amount required for this project.  

The primary challenge with funding this project is the fact that the recent Class “B” cost estimate is over 
five times higher than the amount budgeted in the DCC program. This means the opportunity has been 
lost to collect higher amounts of DCCs from a number of past developments, which essentially are 
driving the need for a portion of the capacity improvements at the Cedar and 7th intersection.  

A detailed report on funding options for Option C was provided at the November 16, 2015 Regular 
Council meeting, which primarily focused on funding the District’s share of the project if the NBCF-SCF 
grant application were successful. Unfortunately the 2016 NBCF-SCF grant application was not 
successful. Should Council decide this is a top priority project, staff recommends reapplying for the 
2017 NBCF-SCF grant, and if that grant is successful the November 16, 2015 funding strategy can be 
updated to account for any changes that have occurred since then.  

If the NBCF-SCF application is unsuccessful, or should Council desire to proceed with Option C sooner 
and without applying for grant funding, staff could report back to Council with other potential funding 
sources for this project. However, at this point, due to limited resources available in the District’s 
reserve funds and a number of other competing priority projects, there is no easy answer to funding this 
project.  
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Internal borrowing from other District’s reserve funds could be an option; however it would likely be 
difficult to borrow internally for the full $3.6 million, without fully depleting a number of reserves. Internal 
borrowing means that other capital projects will need to be delayed in order to free up funding for this 
project, which means this project would need to be viewed as Council’s highest priority project in order 
to proceed immediately. 

Council could also consider borrowing externally for this project, however any borrowing costs wouldn’t 
currently be eligible for DCC funding, and funds to make debt servicing payments, which do not 
currently exist, would need to be identified.  

 

 

I have reviewed the financial implications 
Kris Boland, Director of Finance 

COMMUNICATION: 

Depending on which Option Council chooses to proceed, a communication plan will be developed.  

SIGN-OFFS:  

  

Hirod Gill, Manager of Engineering Design & 
Planning 

Reviewed by: 
Tracy Kyle, Director of Engineering & Public 
Works 

Comment from Chief Administrative Officer: 
Reviewed. 
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Appendix A 

DATE:    November 2, 2015 

TO:   Mayor and Council 

FROM: Hirod Gill, Manager of Engineering Design and Planning  

SUBJECT: Cedar Street and 7th Avenue Improvements – Detailed Design  

ATTACHMENTS: Appendix A - Intersection Improvement Property Impacts  

Appendix B - New Building Canada Fund (Small Communities Fund) Grant 
 Application Result 

This report provides an update on the completion of the Cedar Street and 7th Avenue Improvements 
project, as outlined in the Manager of Engineering Design and Planning report dated October 5, 
2015.  

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 

The final design to improve the traffic flow and safety at the intersection of Cedar Street with 7th 
Avenue is completed. Among several improvement measures, the detailed design proposes a five 
lane cross section with four 3.5 m wide through lanes (2 lanes each direction), and a 3.3 m wide left 
turn lane. The vertical profile of the south intersection leg is also raised by up to 0.6 m to improve 
drivers’ visibility.  

There are property impacts on both the west and east side of Cedar Street as a result of the 
intersection improvement design. The District needs to acquire the required lands prior to 
implementing the proposed improvements in this intersection. 

The construction of this project is scheduled in the District’s 2019 Capital Plan. Recent traffic 
modeling results suggest that the intersection is anticipated to suffer excessive congestion issues by 
about 2016 during the afternoon peak travel period. This means that the District needs to implement 
the proposed upgrades to this intersection sooner rather than later. 

The District’s 2015 grant application to fund this project was not approved by the New Building 
Canada Fund - Small Communities Fund (NBCF-SCF) and the current level of funding in the District’s 
Road Development Cost Charge account is only $702,260, which is not enough to start the project. 
Therefore, the District needs to prepare a financial plan to fund this project. 

Staff will report back to Council with potential funding sources for this project, which will include 
reapplying for the 2016 NBCF-SCF.   

PURPOSE: 

The purpose of this report is to provide Council with an update regarding the final design of the Cedar 
Street Improvement project. 

BACKGROUND: 

The intersection of Cedar Street and 7th Avenue (the intersection) is the junction of two municipal 
corridors in the central portion of the District of Mission. Cedar Street is the logical northward 
extension of Highway 11 and the Mission Bridge crossing of the Fraser River. As such, Cedar Street 
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is a primary arterial route for north/south travel in the District of Mission. Currently, the intersection 
has one shared through and right turn lane and one left turn lane on all four approaches. 

The following table shows the estimated 2015 daily traffic count on Cedar Street and 7th Avenue. 
These estimates are based on: 

1. Traffic counts performed in 2007 and 2008 in the vicinity of the intersection; and 
2. The District’s latest population growth projection at an average population growth rate of 

1.97% per year. 
   

Location Traffic Count 2015 Estimated Traffic Count* 

Cedar Street  7,000 - 9,000 (Year 2007)  8,200 – 10,500  
7th Avenue  8,000 - 11,000 (Year 2008)  9,200 – 12,600 

*- Numbers are rounded 

In response to safety concerns that were raised by the public, The District made the following 
improvements to the intersection in December 2013:  

1. Provided overhead left turn, straight through and right turn ( ) signage on Cedar Street, 
south of 7th Avenue for the northbound approach lanes (i.e. before entering the curve, and 
converting the dashed lane line to a solid line from the new sign to the intersection); 

2. Provided a protected left turn signal phase in all four directions; 
3. Optimized the signal timing plan; 
4. Realigned the eastbound/westbound approaches to better align the opposing left turn lanes; 

and 
5. Provided a southbound lane demarcation (dashed white line) through intersection. 

These improvements only addressed a part of the existing safety issues in the short term; a long term 
strategy of intersection improvement was still needed to address remaining safety and traffic volume 
concerns. 

The District retained a consulting engineering company in 2014 to provide conceptual and detailed 
design services to improve traffic movement and safety at this intersection. The conceptual design 
considered two options: 

1. Option 1: Widening Cedar Street to five lanes with a traffic signal; and 
2. Option 2: Widening Cedar Street to four lanes with a multi-lane roundabout. 

On July 21, 2014, Council passed a resolution to approve Option 1 for this project. The primary 
reason was that the signalized intersection is predicted to better accommodate forecasted traffic 
demands to the horizon year of 2041 at a lower cost. 

DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS:  

Despite the safety improvements completed in 2013, there are still a number of outstanding issues 
with the existing intersection:  

 The vertical road alignment at the intersection and the presence of BC Hydro poles limit 
drivers’ sight distance. 

 The existing intersection design cannot accommodate the turning movements of semi-trailer 
trucks and large emergency response vehicles without intrusions into adjacent or oncoming 
lanes. As a result, Mission fire trucks do not use this intersection for emergency response and 
have to detour to routes which are often longer, resulting in greater response times. 
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 Compared to other similar signalized intersections in small cities in British Columbia, the 
intersection has a higher collision frequency than the provincial benchmark (20.3 vs. 15.9 
collisions per year). Also, the proportion of collision types involving rear end collisions and 
pedestrian related collisions are higher than the provincial benchmarks. Rear end crashes are 
66.7% of all crashes at this intersection versus the 41.1% provincial benchmark. Pedestrian 
related crashes are 7.4% of all crashes at this intersection versus the 4.9% provincial 
benchmark for similar intersections. The majority of rear end crashes involved northbound or 
southbound traffic on Cedar Street. 

 The intersection has high volumes of pedestrians due to a nearby high school and the 
convenience store located in the northeast quadrant of the intersection. There are three BC 
Hydro poles and one Telus pole on the northwest corner of the intersection that are safety 
concerns and need to be relocated from the corners of the intersection, as the poles obstruct 
pedestrian visibility for motorists. 

 During the afternoon peak travel period, there is extreme queuing in the northbound direction 
on Cedar Street at this intersection. 

 Given the current rate of growth in Mission, the intersection is anticipated to suffer excessive 
congestion issues by about 2016 during the afternoon peak travel period. 

Project Objectives 

This project had the following four key objectives for improvements to the Cedar Street and 7th 
Avenue intersection: 

 Manage and reduce traffic congestion; 

 Maintain a high level of road safety along Cedar Street by improving sight distance and 
provision for turning of large vehicles at the intersection; 

 Promote active modes of transportation by maintaining east-west cycling facilities through the 
intersection, pedestrian facilities in all directions and providing transit supportive amenities; 
and 

 Reduce energy consumption of the traffic signal and street lights through the use of LED 
technology. 

Project Scope 

The project scope included the following activities: 

 Widening of Cedar Street to provide two through lanes and one auxiliary left turn lane, 
northbound and southbound at the intersection with 7th Avenue; 

 Changing the road vertical alignment to improve sight distance and changing the curb radii on 
7th Avenue to accommodate large vehicles such as fire trucks; 

 Acquisition of property in the southeast and northeast quadrants of the intersection; 

 Relocation of overhead utility lines and poles; 

 Upgrading of the existing traffic signal to provide traffic control to the additional travel lanes, 
audible pedestrian signals, countdown pedestrian timers, and cyclist push buttons; 

 Modifications to existing street lights; and 
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 Improvements to the northbound bus stop patron amenities to include shelter, seating, and 
wheelchair accessibility. 

Project Detailed Design 

The detailed design, to address the above mentioned outstanding issues at this intersection, started 
in late 2014 and continued through the summer of 2015.  

The detailed design proposes a five-lane cross section with four 3.5 m wide through lanes (2 lanes 
each direction), a 3.3 m wide left turn lane, and a 1 m wide raised median. Sidewalk widths remain 
the same as the existing sidewalk widths of 1.5 m. Also, on the west side of the Cedar Street, there is 
typically a 1.5 m wide boulevard and/or utility strip between the curb and sidewalk.  

The vertical profile of the south intersection leg is raised by up to 0.6 m to improve drivers’ visibility.  

The existing bus stop north on Cedar Street, north of 7th Avenue, is relocated about 40 m south in 
front of 7624 and 7642 Cedar Street (Appendix A, Figure A-2). The new bus stop has been designed 
in accordance with Translink’s design guidelines and therefore provides a better pedestrian refuge 
area. 

Property Impacts 

There are property impacts on both the west and east side of Cedar Street as result of the 
intersection improvement design. As a result, some property acquisition is required. There are also 
some temporary working easements to facilitate construction of the intersection improvements that 
are required. These properties, with their land areas to be acquired, are shown in Figures A-1 and A-2 
(Appendix A). 

The property impacts are concentrated mainly on the east side of the road, as the road widening is on 
the east side. In particular, the properties at 7624 and 7642 Cedar Street (two properties north of 
Petro Canada gas station) will see the largest impact, with the proposed road and sidewalk being 
pushed immediately adjacent to the building envelope of these existing houses.  

There are also property impacts south of the intersection on both the east and west side due to the 
vertical profile raising. A significant constraint to raising the vertical profile of Cedar Street was the 
driveway to the apartment building located in the southwest corner of the intersection (7581 Cedar 
Street).  

The northwest corner of the intersection requires a corner cut of property from the property owned by 
BC Hydro. BC Hydro was contacted in January 2015 regarding this matter. BC Hydro indicated that 
their plan is to re-build the substation south of the existing substation. They needed to review their 
station electrical needs to determine if the property required for the intersection improvements could 
be released. BC Hydro’s response is pending and staff will follow-up with BC Hydro. 

Project Cost Estimate 

The estimated Class B1 cost of this project in 2016 dollars is $3,600,000. This estimated cost includes 
costs related to property acquisitions, additional geotechnical study on the effect on implementing the 
project on Petro Canada station’s gasoline storage tanks, soil contamination study, design (e.g., 
retaining wall), BC Hydro and Telus negotiations and approvals, utilities, street lighting, traffic signals, 
earthwork and concrete, BC Hydro and Telus poles relocations, and 10% contingencies. Applicable 
taxes are not included in this cost estimate.  

                                                           
1 Class B estimate is a cost estimate developed during the detailed design phase of a project that includes all major systems 
and subsystems as well as all site/installation investigations. 
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The current level of funding in the District’s Road Development Cost Charge account is only 
$702,260, which is not enough to start the project. Therefore, the District needs to prepare a financial 
plan to fund this project. 

Although at this time all indications suggest that BC Hydro does not object to entering into property 
acquisition negotiations with the District, there is a possibility that BC Hydro will find it in conflict with 
their soon-to-be coming substation upgrades at this intersection. In that case, the property that is 
required for the intersection widening may not be available. The design implication of this scenario 
would be that large vehicles (including fire trucks) heading south-bound, would not be able to turn 
right at this intersection. The intersection improvement construction cost estimate in this case would 
drop to approximately $3,200,000. 

Small Communities Fund Grant Application Result 

Following Council’s resolution on December 15, 2014, staff applied for funding of this project to the 
New Building Canada Fund – Small Communities Fund (NBCF-SCF).  Staff received a letter 
(Appendix B) on August 13, 2015 from the NBCF-SCF; notifying the District that the project was not 
selected for funding. NBCF-SCF declared that the decision for not funding the project was because 
“the program received significantly more applications than could be funded”.  

Project Phases and Timing 

The intersection improvement construction needs to be done in two phases:  

1. Phase One (Pre-Construction):  

The District will need to: 

 Complete property acquisitions as shown in Appendix A; 

 Follow up and confirm with BC Hydro and Fortis BC that they will agree with the purchase of 
the required property in the northwest corner of the intersection; 

 Request that the third party utility companies, including BC Hydro and Telus, prepare designs 
to relocate their infrastructure (poles, cables, etc.) as required to accommodate the proposed 
intersection design; 

 Apply and obtain a Fortis BC permit to allow construction within the vicinity of their 
intermediate pressure gas lines. Also, Fortis BC should be advised of the planned intersection 
improvement works. In particular, vertical profile raising of the south intersection leg; and 

 Prepare suitable tender documents for the project (e.g., MMCD, platinum edition based 
tendering).  

2. Phase Two (Construction): The implementation of the proposed improvements is expected to 
take about 4 to 6 months.  

Traffic modeling of the project area suggests that this intersection will suffer excessive congestion and 
significant queuing by about 2016 during the afternoon peak travel period. Although no traffic analysis 
on the effect of deferring the project beyond 2016 has been done, it is safe to assume the traffic 
congestion would worsen in the subsequent years. 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

This project has been identified as a Development Cost Charge (DCC) project that facilitates 
development which requires the Cedar Street corridor for access. The District has approximately 
$100,000 currently available in the Roads DCC Reserve for this project, and there are currently other 
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projects in process that will require this funding. Therefore there are essentially no funds available on 
hand in this DCC reserve to put towards this project. This is not a surprise in terms of the District’s 
financial plan, as this project was never planned to occur this soon. 

It is difficult to predict when sufficient DCCs will be collected from future growth to fund the project’s 
implementation phases.  It is however, unlikely that the District would be able to provide enough funds 
to start the project before 2020, if experiencing the same growth rate. Waiting that long is not a 
feasible option, as the traffic modeling of the intersection indicated that unacceptable traffic delays will 
start in 2016 and gets worse in the following years. This means that the District may want to consider 
exploring other options to fund the construction sooner rather than later. 

Staff will report back to Council with potential funding sources for this project, which will include 
reapplying for the 2016 NBCF-SCF.   

 

COMMUNICATION: 

A letter enclosed with a copy of this report has been delivered to the property owners whose lands will 
need to be acquired. This letter invited the property owners to attend the regular meeting of Council 
on November 2, 2015 to receive more details regarding this project and its potential impact on their 
properties. They are also invited to attend Council’s evening session to discuss their 
concerns/questions with Council during the question period on the same date. A separate meeting 
with Mayor was also set up for those property owners that cannot attend the regular Council meeting 
to discuss their concerns. 

 

SIGN-OFFS:  

 

 
Hirod Gill, Manager of Engineering Design and 
Planning 

Reviewed by:  
Tracy Kyle, Director of Engineering & Public Works 

 
Comment from Chief Administrative Officer 
Reviewed. 
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Appendix A 

 
Figure A-1: Southern property acquisition and work easements along Cedar Street 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

WE: Temporary Working Easement (required during construction) 
PA: Property Acquisition 

Figure A-2: Northern property acquisition and work easements along Cedar Street 
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WE: Temporary Working Easement (required during construction) 
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Appendix B 

New Building Canada Fund - Small Communities Fund 
Grant Application Result 
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Finance Department 
Staff Report to Council 

 
 
 
 
 
DATE: November 16, 2015 
 

TO: Mayor and Council 
 

FROM: Kris Boland, Manager of Finance 

SUBJECT: Cedar Street and 7th Avenue Improvements – 2016 New Building Canada 
  Fund - Small Communities Fund Grant Application 
 

 

This report seeks Council’s direction regarding submitting an application for funding under the 2016 
Small Communities Fund component of the New Building Canada Fund Program, and outlines 
options for the District to consider in terms funding its share of the project. 
 

RECOMMENDATIONS:  Council consider and resolve: 
 

1.  That  the  Cedar  Street  and  7th  Avenue  Intersection  Improvements  project  at  a  cost  of 
$3,600,000 be submitted to the New Building Canada Fund – Small Communities Fund grant program; 
 

2.  That if the grant application is successful, Council commit to funding the District’s share of the 
project using the funding strategy outlined in this report; and 
 

3.  That staff report back to Council on the outcome of the grant application. 
 
 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 

The construction of Cedar Street and 7th Avenue Improvements is currently scheduled in the District’s 
2019 Capital Plan. Recent traffic modeling results suggest that the intersection is anticipated to suffer 
excessive congestion during the afternoon peak travel period in 2016 and will get worse in the years 
following. This means the District should consider implementing the proposed upgrades to this 
intersection sooner than later. 
 

The District’s 2015 grant application to the New Building Canada Fund – Small Communities Fund 
(NBCF-SCF) for this project was not approved by the NBCF-SCF and the current level of funding in 
the District’s Road Development Cost Charge account is not enough to implement the intersection 
improvements. 
 

The cost estimate for this project has increased significantly through the detailed design process. 
Staff recommends reapplying for the NBCF-SCF grant for their 2016 intake.   NBCF-SCF grant 
application resubmission will give the District the opportunity to ask again for Provincial and Federal 
contributions to fund up to two-thirds of the project’s eligible costs, which would significantly benefit 
the District. Should the grant be approved, staff recommend funding the District’s portion of this 
project through a combination of DCCs collected in the coming year, an internal loan to the DCC 
reserve for any shortfall in DCC collections, reallocating a portion of the pavement management 
budget, and contributions from other District reserves for the non-growth related portion of the project. 
 
PURPOSE: 
 

This report seeks Council’s direction regarding submitting an application for funding under the 2016 
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Small Communities component of the New Building Canada Fund Program, and outlines options for the 
District to consider in terms funding its share of the project. 
 
BACKGROUND: 

The final design to improve the traffic flow and safety at the intersection of Cedar Street and 7th 

Avenue  was  completed this year. The construction of  this project  is currently scheduled in the 
District’s 2019 Capital Plan. Recent traffic modeling results suggest that the intersection is anticipated 
to suffer excessive congestion issues during the afternoon peak travel period in 2016. This means 
that the District should consider upgrades to this intersection sooner than is currently anticipated in 
the financial plan. 
 

The District’s 2015 grant application to fund a portion of this project was not approved by the NBCF- 
SCF and the current level of funding available in the District’s Road Development Cost Charge Reserve 
fund is not sufficient to fund this project. Therefore, the District needs to consider options regarding 
timing of the project and a funding strategy. 
 
DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS: 

The Cedar Street and 7th Avenue Improvements project has been identified as a Development Cost 
Charge (DCC) project that facilitates growth which requires the Cedar Street corridor for access. 
Therefore, the majority of funding for this project is currently planned to come from DCCs collected 
from developers. 
 

Project Budget History 

1.  The 2007 Class D1  project cost estimate was $865,300. This amount was factored into the 
District’s budget and DCC rates, and DCCs were collected based on this estimate until approximately 
2011. 
 

2.  The Class D cost estimate was updated to $1,002,260 during the 2011/2012 DCC update, and was 
updated in the District’s budget and DCC rates at that time. These DCC rates remain in effect today. In 
other words, the District continues to collect DCCs based on the $1,002,260 estimate. 

3.  The cost estimate was updated to a Class B2 estimate of $3,600,000 earlier this year, during the 
project’s detailed design phase. This amount includes contingencies, and an estimate of inflation based 
on the initial Class B cost estimates being prepared in 2014. The following summarizes the main 
reasons behind this significant difference in the project cost estimates: 
 

a.  The previous cost estimates were based on a conceptual plan, while the 2015 design estimate is 
based on the detailed engineering design of the intersection; 
 

b.  The 2015 cost estimate is based on a scope change to allow larger trucks (such as fire trucks) to 
turn left/right at this intersection. This would decrease fire trucks’ emergency response time, as they 
currently have to use alternative/longer routes; 
 

c.   Geotechnical study and soil contamination possibility at the Petro Canada station was included in 
the project scope; and 
 

d.  Safety of pedestrians and drivers was also included in the intersection design, where it required 
changing the road vertical profile along Cedar Street at this intersection to improve drivers’ sight. 
 
 
1 Class D estimate is a cost estimate based on a statement of requirements and an outline of potential solutions. This 
estimate is only a rough estimate of the final project cost. 
2   Class B estimate is a cost estimate developed during the detailed design phase of a project that includes all major 
systems and subsystems as well as all site/installation investigations. 
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To summarize, the project budget has increased significantly. This increase is partly due to the 
detailed design being complete, and partly due to increased scope of the project such as increased 
safety, visibility, and provision of turning for large vehicles. Due to these scope changes, and the fact 
that a large portion of traffic at this intersection is related to current residents, staff suggest that it 
would be justifiable to leave the current DCC budget for this project unchanged, and fund the cost 
increases from other funding sources to reflect that a portion of this project is not entirely growth 
related. 
 

DCC Reserve Fund Status 
 

This project forms part of the District’s “Roads – All Areas” DCC program. There is currently 
approximately  $298,000  currently  available  in  this  DCC  Reserve,  but  there  are  other  projects 
underway that require this funding. Therefore there are essentially no funds available on hand in this 
DCC Reserve to put towards this project. This is not a surprise in terms of the District’s financial plan, 
as this project was never planned to occur this soon, nor was the budget expected to increase over 
three-fold during the detailed design. 
 

DCC collection rates are difficult to predict, but based on recent history it is unlikely that the District 
would be able to provide enough funds from the DCC Reserve to start the project before 2020. 
 

2016 New Building Canada Fund - Small Communities Fund Grant Application 
 

Applications for the second intake will be accepted until April 28, 2016. It is expected that the remaining 
$90 million in NBCF-SCF funds will be fully allocated in this intake with funding announcements being 
made in the winter of 2016-2017. 
 

Should Council decide to pursue this as a priority project, staff recommend reapplying for the NBCF- 
SCF grant, which will give the District the opportunity to ask again for Provincial and Federal 
contributions to fund up to two-thirds of the project’s eligible costs. 
 

The following table shows the latest project budget broken down into eligible and ineligible costs, to 
determine the amount that would qualify under the NBCF-SCF grant program and the District’s share of 
the costs: 
 
 
Cost Item 

 
Eligible 
Cost 

 
Ineligible 
Cost  Total 

Construction $ 2,080,000  $ -  $  2,080,000 
Construction - contingency 208,000  -  208,000 
Construction - inflation allowance  100,720  -  100,720 
Engineering  200,000  -  200,000 
Property acquisition  -  845,200  845,200 
Property acquisition - contingency (15%)  -  126,780  126,780 
Property acquisition - inflation allowance  -  39,300  39,300 
Total $ 2,588,720 $ 1,011,280 $  3,600,000 
 

 
Cost Sharing Under  NBCF-SCF grant 

Eligible 
Cost 

Ineligible 
Cost  Total 

 

Federal and Provincial share  (2/3 of eligible  costs) $ 1,725,813 $  -  $  1,725,813 
District  of Mission share  of costs 862,907 1,011,280  1,874,187 
Total $ 2,588,720 $ 1,011,280  $  3,600,000 

 

Should the NBCF-SCF grant application be successful, the District stands to benefit considerably 
from the $1.7 million of funding that would be provided by the Federal and Provincial governments 
towards this project. 
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Funding Options 
 

As noted in the table above, should the grant application be successful, the District’s share of this 
project is estimated at $1.87 million, which is broken down into $1,011,280 for property acquisition 
plus $862,907 for construction. 
 

The DCC program currently includes a total budget of $1,002,260 for this project, however $300,000 
has been spent to date on upgrades to the signals at the intersection, as well as detailed design. That 
leaves $702,260 of available budget in the DCC program for construction. As previously mentioned in 
this report, due to scope changes in the project, staff recommend maintaining the DCC budget at its 
current level, and funding the cost increases from another funding source. This means the District 
would fund $702,260 from the DCC program through a combination of DCC collections and internal 
borrowing, and the remaining $1,171,927 from other non-DCC reserves. 
 

Options for the District to consider to fund its share of the project include, in order of preference, using 
any DCC monies on hand that have been collected towards this project, reallocate funding for other 
projects that are currently included in the Capital Plan, and borrowing internally from another reserve. 
 

External borrowing is not considered to be an option for this project for many reasons, including that 
borrowing costs are not eligible under the NBCF-SCF program, and the Inspector of Municipalities will 
consider allowing costs of borrowing as part of a DCC program only in exceptional circumstances 
(staff don’t believe this project would meet their test of “exceptional circumstances”). 
 

Staff recommend the following funding strategy: 
 

1.  For the $862,907 of costs related to construction: 
 

a.  Reduce the pavement management budget by $431,453 in 2016 and $431,453 in 
2017, which frees up $862,907 in Community Works Gas Tax Reserve Fund money to go toward the 
construction portion of the project. (Note: road construction is an eligible 
cost under the Community Works Fund Agreement, but land acquisition is not eligible). 
This would be considered as funding towards the project scope changes that are not growth-related, 
therefore would not constitute an internal loan to the DCC program. 
 

2. For th 
 

a. 

e $1,011,280 of costs related to land acquisition: 
 

Use any DCC monies collected for this project between now and the time that funding 

  is required, up to the total of $702,260 that can be charged to the DCC program as per 
the DCC bylaw (Note: right-of-way acquisition is considered an eligible cost for a  DCC 
program). 

 b. The DCC Reserve borrows internally from another reserve for any shortfall between 
the DCCs collected and the total amount of $702,260 that is planned to be funded from 
the DCC reserve. The internal loan would be repaid through future DCC collections. 

 c. The difference of $309,020 (i.e. $1,011,280 less $702,260) be funded from another 
reserve, and would be considered as funding towards the project scope changes that 
are not growth-related, therefore would not constitute an internal loan to the DCC 
program. 

The $862,907 from the Community Works Gas Tax Reserve Fund is currently on hand in the reserve. 
The $309,020 could come from sale proceeds for a property that the District has recently sold, and is 
expecting to receive the proceeds within the next month or so. Worst case, the total internal borrowing 
required would be $702,260, which could come from other District reserves, or other surplus property 
sales that Council will be considering in the coming months. 
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FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 
 

Financial implications are discussed throughout this report. 
 
COMMUNICATION: 
 

If Council approves staff’s recommendations, staff will apply for the NBCF-SCF grant. No 
further communication is required at this time. 
 
SIGN-OFFS: 
 

 
 

 
 
Kris Boland, Manager of Finance Reviewed by: 

         Tracy Kyle, Director of Engineering & Public Works 
 
 
Comment from Chief Administrative 
Officer: Reviewed. 
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Appendix B 
Turning Restriction Evaluation Summary 

Scenario Pros Cons 
Potential 
Impact 

Northbound 
Left-Turn 

Restriction 

 Improvement to traffic operation 
at Cedar Street and 7th Avenue 

 Improvement to traffic safety at 
Cedar Street and 7th Avenue, 
including pedestrian safety 
improvement 

 No major negative impacts on 
traffic operation at other major 
study intersections 

 Increased travel distance and 
travel time delay for affected 
movements 

 Reduced roadway connectivity 
due to lack of grid road network 
for residents, business owners 
and visitors of the surrounding 
neighbourhoods 

 

Northbound 
Right-Turn 
Restriction 

 Reduced pedestrian collisions 

 Decreased collision risk involving 
cyclists on 7th Avenue 

 No significant traffic operation 
improvement at Cedar Street and 
7th Avenue 

 Reduced connectivity, major 
negative impacts to residents 
and business of the surrounding 
neighbourhoods, and increased 
travel time and travel distance 

 Difficult to enforce turning 
restriction and could introduce 
risk-taking behaviors 

 

Southbound 
Left-Turn 

Restriction 

 Improvement to traffic operation 
at Cedar Street and 7th Avenue 

 Improvement to traffic safety at 
Cedar Street and 7th Avenue 

 Reduced travel delays for the 
affected turning movements 

 No major negative impacts on 
connectivity due to good local 
road connections available 

 Minimal negative impacts on 
traffic operation at other study 
intersections 

 

Southbound 
Right-Turn 
Restriction 

 Improvement to traffic operation 
at Cedar Street and 7th Avenue 

 Reduced travel delay for the 
affected turning movements 

 Decreased collision risk involving 
cyclists on 7th Avenue 

 Difficult to enforce turning 
restriction and could introduce 
collisions due to risk-taking 
behaviors 
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Appendix C 
Pros and Cons of the Available Options 

to Address Traffic Safety and Operation Challenges 
at Cedar Street and 7th Avenue Intersection 

Option Pros Cons Staff Recommendation 

A 

 No cost to the District.  Traffic congestion would 
worsen in the coming years.  

 Safety issues at this 
intersection will not be 
addressed. 

Not recommended as this Option 
does not address the safety and 
traffic operation challenges at this 
intersection. 

B 

 Gives the District five to 
possibly ten years to collect 
enough DCCs to fund 
implementing Option  C. 

 Requires spending $99,000 on 
a solution that would work only 
for a short time. 

 Would require the District to 
spend additional money later in 
five to ten years to undo some 
of the changes that were 
required for implementing this 
Option (i.e., signs, change road 
markings, etc.) at Cedar Street 
& 7th Avenue and the 
neighbouring intersections. 

Not recommended as this Option: 

 Would result in missing the 
available window to negotiate 
land acquisition with BC 
Hydro before they finish their 
new design and upgrade their 
station at the intersection. 
The BC Hydro station 
upgrade design may expand 
the station foot prints to the 
south-east corner of their 
property and prevent the 
District from ever be able 
acquiring this land.  

 Impacts other affected 
property owners negatively, 
as the uncertainty on the 
timing of implementing Option 
C would hinder they ability to 
sell their lands at a fair price 
as the potential buyers may 
avoid buying a land that will 
have to go through land 
acquisition negotiations in the 
future.  

C 

 Allows the District to acquire 
land from BC Hydro before 
they finalize their new station 
detailed design stage. 

 Resolves safety issues and 
improve traffic operations at 
this intersection. 

 Funding source for this project 
is not currently available, as 
there are essentially no funds 
available on hand in the related 
DCC reserve to put towards 
this project.  

Potential funding sources for 
this project need to be 
identified, which will include 
reapplying for the 2017 New 
Building Canada Fund - Small 
Communities Fund (NBCF-
SCF). 

 

Recommended as this Option: 

 Engages the District staff in 
negotiation with BC Hydro for 
acquiring south-east corner of 
their property before it is too 
late. 

 Seems fair to other property 
owners as it resolve the 
uncertainty that they have 
been dealing with since 
November 2015, when staff’s 
first related report was 
submitted to Council. 

 All the money that will be 
spent is toward implementing 
the final solution to traffic 
safety and operation issues at 
this intersection. 
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Appendix D 

Improvement Cost Estimate for the Proposed Turning Restriction Scenario 

Intersection Improvement Cost 

Cedar Street 
and 7th Avenue 

Remove concrete median $17,000 

Add two overhead signs onto signal arm $1,000 

Change one overhead sign $500 

Install one overhead sign with pole $10,500 

Update signal timing plan $3,000 

Replace four signal heads (two primary, two secondary) $17,000 

Install delineators (20 metres) and two hazard markers $16,500 

Repaint pavement markings (including the removal of existing hatching) $8,000 

Total Cost (Class D) $73,500 

Cedar Street 
and 10th 
Avenue 

Repaint pavement marking from McRae Avenue to 7th Avenue (including 
the removal of existing hatching) $15,000 

Total Cost (Class D) $15,000 

Cedar Street 
and McRae 

Avenue 

Update signal timing plan $3,000 

Replace two signal heads with left-turn phase (one primary, one 
secondary) $8,500 

Total Cost (Class D) $10,500 

Total Project Cost $99,000 
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Development Services 
Staff Report to Council 

CONFIDENTIAL MEMO                                                                                                                                                  Page 1 of 5  

File 13-6990 

DATE:   September 7, 2016 

TO:   Mayor and Council 

FROM: Gina MacKay, Manager of Long Range Planning & Special Projects 

SUBJECT:  1st Avenue Streetscape Improvements Project 
ATTACHMENTS: Appendix A: 1st Avenue Streetscape Plans, Section & Details 

Appendix B: 1st Avenue Streetscape Costing & Furnishings Details 

RECOMMENDATION:  Council consider and resolve: 

That the following be forwarded to the next stage of the financial planning process: 

That direction be given to staff with respect to the proposed 1st Avenue Streetscape 
Improvements Project. 

PURPOSE: 
The purpose of this report is to provide details to Council on the specifications and costs of three 
options for the proposed 1st Avenue Streetscape Improvements Project and to seek Council’s 
direction on next steps. 

BACKGROUND: 
The District of Mission adopted the MissionCity Downtown Action Plan (Plan) in July of 2013.  This 
Plan was developed through an integrated, community based planning and design process and 
resulted in the identification of 5 Fundamentals for a Successful Downtown.  One of the identified 
fundamentals is to develop a high quality public realm consisting of streetscapes, parks and open 
spaces that provide the type of pedestrian environment that attracts and encourages people to spend 
time Downtown. 
Public realm improvements identified in the Plan are presented as discrete projects.  The intent was 
for the District to undertake strategic public realm projects to support private investment in the 
Downtown. 

Through recent discussions with Council during our Official Community Plan (OCP) visioning session 
and recent Committee of the Whole meetings, it is clear that Council does have an interest in moving 
forward with some level of physical improvements in the Downtown area.  

THE PROPOSED PROJECT – 1ST AVENUE STREETSCAPE IMPROVEMENTS (3 BLOCKS) 

Council directed staff to consider options and possible funding sources for the 1st Avenue street 
improvements from Horne Street to Grand Street.  The table below provides a high level overview.  
Note that Option A is not directly comparable to Options B and / or C, therefore, details of each Option 
are included in a subsequent section of this report. 
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Three options compared – at a glance (details on following pages) 
 
 Option A 

Complete Street 
Option B  

Sidewalks, lights, 
trees & bollards 

Option C 
Sidewalks, lights & 

bollards 

Sidewalks  √ √ √ 
Decorative strip to widen sidewalk √   
Concreate Banding detail √   
Bump outs at street corners for pedestrians √   
Paver details intersections √   
Tactile warning strips √   
New catch basins & adjust others as needed √   
Public art in pavement allowance √   
Parking line painting √   
Paver detailing at mid-block bump outs  √   
Deciduous trees √ (60) √ (12)  
Litter bins √   
Bike Racks √   
Benches √ √ √ 
Bollards √ (18) √ (36) √ (36) 
Lights (Pedestrian & Roadway) √ (39) √ (39)  √ (52)  
Lights (Pedestrian) √ (18) √ (18)  
Banner brackets  √ √  
Basket brackets √ √  
Banners & baskets √   
Irrigation for baskets & trees √   
Ducting & wiring allowance √   
Demolition and site preparation * √ √ √ 
    

Total Capital Cost  3,500,000 2,164,440 1,726,810 
Total Estimated Operating Costs  12,556   

*required for all three options  

 
OPTION A – Complete street (as per attached drawings) 

A Class Di estimate along with the conceptual drawings for the 1st Avenue Streetscape Improvements 
was prepared by MODUS Consulting Services (see attachments to this report).  The overall cost of 
the project has been estimated at $3.5 million (Class D cost estimate).  This includes a contingency 
of 30% and an additional 12% for engineering and construction services.  Engineered drawings and a 
Class Bii cost estimate would be required prior to proceeding with the project.  
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The new streetscape design includes many elements that will improve the overall pedestrian 
experience along with increased safety.  This includes: 

1. Increasing the number of street trees (using columnar trees suitable for this application) with 
new tree grates and irrigation; 

2. Moderate widening of the sidewalk (inclusive of a decorate strip adjacent to the parking lane);  

3. A slight decrease in the width of the travel lane (Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure 
[MoTI] approval obtained); 

4. Addition of street furniture.  Including new benches, litter bins, bike racks and bollards that are 
functional, attractive and cohesive; 

5. New street lights with banner brackets and basket brackets (and irrigation); 

6. Increasing the bump outs at the intersection to improve pedestrian safety and provide added 
design elements for the visually impaired; and 

7. Removing bump outs on the south side of the street – creating 6 additional parking spaces on 
1st Avenue. 

Details on these and other design elements can be seen in the attached documents including a 
complete breakdown of the cost estimates for each element of the project. 

OPTION B – New sidewalks, lights (with banner/basket brackets) & tree replacement only 

District staff have prepared a Class D estimate of replacing the sidewalks from Horne Street to Grand 
and an estimate of replacing the downtown lights as follows: 

ITEM COST 

Replace existing sidewalks  
(no additional decorative treatments or sidewalk widening, existing 
brick work to be replaced with concrete) 

$1,000,360 includes 30% contingency 

Lights 39 – Pedestrian Roadway Combo  $380,250 includes installation 
Lights 18 – Pedestrian  $135,000 includes installation 

New banner brackets  
(57 double sets – does not include banners) $35,340 includes installation 

New basket brackets  
(57 double sets – does not include baskets - no irrigation) $92,340 includes installation 

New bollards* 
(36 – six for each bump out @ $625)  $34,500 includes installation 

Tree replacement & new tree grates 
(includes site preparation – does not include irrigation) $64,200 12 trees (2 per block each side) at 

existing locations ($5,350 each) 

Site preparation & demolition $422,450  

 TOTAL $2,164,440  
*Note:  Existing bollards cannot be reused.  This option does not include accommodating for future fibre optics.   
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OPTION C – New sidewalks & lights only (existing trees to be removed and not replaced) 

District staff have prepared a Class D estimate of replacing the sidewalks from Horne Street to Grand 
and an estimate of replacing the downtown lights as follows: 

ITEM COST 

Replace existing sidewalks  
(no additional decorative treatments or sidewalk widening, existing 
brick work to be replaced with concrete) 

$1,000,360  
 

includes 30% contingency 
 

Replace 52 lights 
(lesser quality than Options A & B) 
 

$269,500 includes 20% contingency 
 

New bollards* 
(36 – six for each bump out @ $625) 

$34,500 includes installation 

Site preparation & demolition $422,450  

TOTAL $1,726,810  
*Note:  Existing bollards cannot be reused.  This option does not include accommodating for future fibre optics.  

Note that in the event that a decision is made to perform the works over an extended period of 
time instead of all at once, an additional 30% contingency should be added to each of the 
three options for demobilization and remobilization. 

DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS: 
Improvements to the pedestrian experience are a good first step toward increasing the desire for 
residents and tourists to visit Downtown Mission.  With increased numbers of visitors to the Downtown 
area, there are increased economic opportunities for new and existing businesses.   

The MoTI have reviewed the proposed streetscape improvement plans and are in support of the 
project.  The slight decrease in the travelling lanes along with the improved bump outs at intersections 
serve as passive traffic calming measures.  As previously noted to Council, the MoTI have indicated 
that they will not be funding any portion of the project. 

With a new design drawing for 1st Avenue, staff can provide a clear message to developers, investors 
and business owners/operators that the District is committed to investing in the Downtown over the 
long term. 

COMMUNITY SUPPORT: 
The District of Mission is in the process of preparing a new OCP.  The information received through 
the initial public processes indicates very clearly that the Downtown area is viewed by many residents 
as a real treasure to be celebrated.   

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 
The financial implications of this project depend on the option chosen by Council. The costs related to 
each option are detailed in this report. Depending on the option chosen by Council, funding sources 
can then be considered during the 2017 budget discussions.   

COMMUNICATION: 
Additional communication as per Council direction. 
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION:  
The purpose of this report is to provide details to Council on the specifications, costs and benefits of 
three possible options for the proposed 1st Avenue Streetscape Improvements Project.  The 
recommendation to Council is to provide direction to staff regarding next steps in the project. 

SIGN-OFFS:  
 

 
Gina MacKay,  
Manager of Long Range Planning 

Reviewed by: 
Tracy Kyle, 
Director of Engineering & Public Works 

Comment from the Chief Administrative Officer: 
Reviewed 
 

 

 
 
                                                           
i i Class ‘D’ Estimate: (± 50%) used in developing long term capital plans and for preliminary discussion of capital proposed projects. 
2.Class B estimate (±15-25%): An estimate prepared after site investigations and studies have been completed and the major systems 
defined. It is based on a project brief and preliminary design. It is used for obtaining effective project approval and for budgetary control. 
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Project Boundary I Existing Condition
District of Mission 
March 2016
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1st Avenue Update - Welton St.
District of Mission 
March 2016

SCALE 1:200
when printed on 11”x 17” paper
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SCALE 1:200
when printed on 11”x 17” paper

1st Avenue Update - Typical Mid-Block Mini Plaza
March 2016
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SCALE 1:200
when printed on 11”x 17” paper

1st Avenue Update - James St. 
District of Mission 
February 2016
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1st Avenue Update - Grand St.
District of Mission 
March 2016

SCALE 1:200
when printed on 11”x 17” paper
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1st Avenue Update - Horne St. 
District of Mission 
March 2016

SCALE 1:200
when printed on 11”x 17” paper

78



1st Avenue Update - Section 
District of Mission 
March 2016

SCALE 1:200
when printed on 11”x 17” paper
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1st Avenue Update - Paving Details 
District of MIssion 
March 2016

SCALE 1:25
when printed on 11”x 17” paper

Structural soil trench 
L: 8m x W: 1m x D: 1m - underneath the furnishing strip
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1st Avenue Update - Furnishings & Materials
District of Mission 
March 2016

Maglin Bench and Litter Bin (MLWR700-32 and MLB700) Coloured Concrete Banding  on Carall St. at 
Pacific Boulevard in Vancouver

Abbotsford Concrete Unit Paver, Standard Size - 
Colour: “Indian Summer Blend” 

Simple Stainless Steel Bike Racks

Dobney Foundry Tree Grate
Philips Lumec: Domus series. Shown here 
with ornamental pole and banner

Bollard: Maglin MTB650 Series
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1st Avenue Update - Proposed Street Trees
District of Mission 
March 2016

To diversify and maintain the health of the 
urban forest, the use of three different spe-
cies of trees within each block are recom-
mended: 

Paperbark Maples at the intersections, 
Columnar Hornbeams at the mid-block 
plazas, Persian Ironwood trees in-between.

Tree spacing is forseen to be a generous 
15m (+/-) to focus efforts by providing best 
practice growing conditions as well as re-
duce the overall maintenance budget.

A structural soil trench of 1m width by 1m 
depth and 8m lenght for each tree under-
neath the paved furnishing strip is essential 
to secure long-term growth and health of 
the street trees.

Columnar Hornbeam in Fall
Carpinus betulus ‘Frans Fontaine’

Columnar Persian Ironwood Tree 
Parrotia persica ‘Vanessa’

Paperbark Maple 
Acer griseum

Bark Detail of Paperbark Maple 

Mature Columnar Hornbeam in Summer
Carpinus betulus ‘Frans Fontaine’

Paperbark Maple Persian Ironwood Columnar Hornbeam Persian Ironwood Paperbark Maple 
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1st Avenue Update - Precedent Images
District of Mission 
March 2016

Peachtree street Atlanta, GA - simple furnishings of good quality create a solid and timeless 
streetscape

Even a narrow sidewalk can offer plenty of space for the enjoyment of urban life

Cambie Street, Vancouver: Maximising the use of minimal space Bulb out, San Francisco

Paved strip contains furnishings 
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Costing and Furnishing Specifications

April 18, 2016
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COST D ESTIMATE - DATE: 2016-04-18

SUMMARY SHEET

1. Hard Landscape $536,945.00
2. Soft Landscape $467,190.00
3. Site Furnishings $871,540.00
4. Demolition and Site Preparation $422,450.00

SUBTOTAL $2,298,125.00

CONTINGENCY 30% 0.30 $689,437.50
SUBTOTAL $2,987,562.50

ENGINEERING, GEOTECHNICAL & CONSTRUCTION SERVICES 12% 0.12 $358,507.50

SUBTOTAL PROJECT COST $3,346,070.00
G.S.T (5.0%) 5% 0.05 $167,303.50

OPINION OF PROBABLE PROJECT COST (Note: Accuracy is +/- 30%) $3,513,373.50

Notes:

5) All costs include estimated supply and installation.

Unit costs are provided for information only and it should be expected that these costs will change over time. Confirmation of 
furnishing model and pricing information will be required at the time of detailed design and implementation. 

4) Figures in this estimate represent 2016 dollars.

6) Actual costs can vary widely depending on industry labour, material availability and shipping.
7) A street lighting consultant should be retained during the detailed design stage to review the traffic signals, streetlights, and 
related ducting and extensions.

9) The District of Mission should consider loss of business and detours as required.

8) This estimate does not include cost for relocation of traffic lights or street signs.

DISTRICT OF MISSION 1ST AVENUE UPDATE - CONCEPT DESIGN

ORDER of MAGNITUDE ESTIMATE (Note: Accuracy is +/-30%)

Issued for discussion only - does not guarantee actual costs of construction.

1) The cost estimate is based on the Modus conceptual streetscape plan drawing from February 18, 2016. This is partially based 
on the survey of block 62 north/south by Wade & Associates Land Surveyors (file M2239-01, dated April 1, 2014).  Blocks 61 and 
63 are based on information from ortho photographs.
2) This estimate has been prepared without a Geotechnical report/investigation into the existing conditions nor recommendations 
for the proposed works.

3) A Geotechnical Engineer should be retained for review of the road, conditions of the buildings and foundations, subgrade 
preparations, and road/sidewalk structure.
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COST D ESTIMATE - DATE: 2016-04-18

1ST AVENUE - 3 Blocks: Grand St to Horne St. - Single Block length approximately 175m
ITEM UNIT QUANTITY UNIT-COST TOTALS

1. HARD LANDSCAPE (supplied and installed)
Civil Curb and Gutter - Concrete (ex. Barrier Type 'B') l.m. 1245 $70.00 $87,150.00

Civil asphalt 100mm (assume 0.9m width along new curb/gutter work) sq.m. 950 $25.00 $23,750.00
Civil Services: New Catch Basins each 18 $2,500.00 $45,000.00
Adjust Frames and Grates (Manholes; Catchbasins; Vaults etc.) each 20 $350.00 $7,000.00
Hydrant Relocation and Recertification each 2 $3,500.00 $7,000.00
CIP Concrete Letdowns sq.m. 60 $90.00 $5,400.00
CIP Concrete Sidewalks sq.m. 2930 $70.00 $205,100.00
Concrete Banding Detail sq.m. 70 $115.00 $8,050.00
Concrete Pads for Benches, Bike racks (in furnishing strip only) sq.m. 38 $130.00 $4,940.00
Abbotsford Standard Paver, Sandset sq.m. 780 $120.00 $93,600.00
Mill and Overlay 35mm sq.m. 950 $20.00 $19,000.00
Line Painting - Thermoplastic - Stop Bars/Crosswalks sq.m. 195 $45.00 $8,775.00
Line Painting (Parking Lines) l.m 90 $2.00 $180.00
Tactile Warning Strips (yellow) l.m 35 $200.00 $7,000.00
Public Art in Pavement Allowance 1 $15,000.00 $15,000.00
SUBTOTAL, HARD LANDSCAPE $536,945.00

2. SOFT LANDSCAPE (supplied and installed)
Deciduous Trees - min. 10cm caliper each 60 $500.00 $30,000.00
Structural Soil Trench c.u.m. 480 $80.00 $38,400.00
Mulch (8cm thick under tree grates) c.u.m. 13 $30.00 $390.00
Silva Cells per tree 60 $5,500.00 $330,000.00
Root Barrier (ex. DeepRoot Ub 24-2 Barrier 24x24 inch panels) l.m. 960 $40.00 $38,400.00
Irrigation Allowance (trees) 1 $30,000.00 $30,000.00
SUBTOTAL, SOFT LANDSCAPE $467,190.00

3. SITE FURNISHINGS (include estimated delivery and installation costs)
Benches (ex. Maglin - MLB700)* each 27 $1,950.00 $52,650.00
Litter Bins (ex. Maglin - MLWR650-32)* each 27 $1,400.00 $37,800.00
Bike Rack - Single (ex. Landscape Forms - Bola)* each 18 $755.00 $13,590.00
Bollards (ex. Maglin MTB 650 series)* each 18 $625.00 $11,250.00
Tree Grates (ex. Standard grate from Dobney Foundry) each 60 $950.00 $57,000.00
Lights - Pedestrian/Roadway Combination (ex. Domus 55 fixture and 
APR4 round aluminum pole) each 39 $9,750.00 $380,250.00
Lights - Pedestrian (ex. Domus 55 series) each 18 $7,500.00 $135,000.00
Banners (double set - brackets and banner) each 57 $500.00 $28,500.00
Baskets (doube set - brackets and baskets) each 57 $1,500.00 $85,500.00
Signs on Streetlight each unknown $150.00
Sign on Post (Single) each unknown $350.00
Irrigation Allowance (hanging baskets) 1 $45,000.00 $45,000.00
Ducting & Wiring Allowance 1 $25,000.00 $25,000.00
SUBTOTAL, SITE FURNISHINGS $871,540.00

4. DEMOLITION AND SITE PREPARATION
Removal and Disposal of Concrete Curbs, Gutters, Concrete 
Sidewalk and Unit Pavers sq.m. 3700 $45.00 $166,500.00
Removal (partial) and Disposal of Asphalt Roadway sq.m. 950 $10.00 $9,500.00
Removal and Disposal of Catch basins each 18 $800.00 $14,400.00
Removal and Disposal of Streetlights each 42 $500.00 $21,000.00
Removal and Disposal of Trees each 12 $150.00 $1,800.00
Site preparation sq.m. 4650 $45.00 $209,250.00
SUBTOTAL, DEMOLITION AND SITE PREPARATION $422,450.00
*price based on shipping of 10 units

DISTRICT OF MISSION 1ST AVENUE UPDATE - CONCEPT DESIGN
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Downtown Public Realm Master PlanDISTRICT OF MISSION 32

Recommended Model: 

Model MLWR700-32
Supplier Maglin
Manufacturer Maglin
Location Ontario
Materials Laser cut, powdercoat metal with IPE 

slats. 
Dimensions height 33’’ x diameter 22’’

32 gallon capacity
Colour Powdercoat colour: e.g. gunmetal 

finetex (dark grey)
Estimated Cost $1280 each
Customization 
Options/Cost

Option to add dome lid 
(recommended).
Custom colours, $250 surcharge.

Installation Trash container delivered pre-
assembled, holes (0.5’’) are provided 
in each mounting foot for securing to 
base. 

Estimated 
Delivery Time

6-8 weeks on standard
10-12 weeks on custom orders

d.  SITE FURNISHINGS
Litter Bins

Litter bins will be placed at key nodes throughout the 
site. Refer to plans for proposed locations.

13. GUIDELINES AND SPECIFICATIONS
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Downtown Public Realm Master PlanDISTRICT OF MISSION 30

Recommended Model: 

Model MLB700
Supplier Maglin
Manufacturer Maglin
Location Ontario
Materials IPE wood seat and back with cast 

aluminum ends.
Dimensions height 32 1/4’’ x length 70’’

Also comes in legless version or 
legless and backless version.

Colour Powdercoat colour: e.g. gunmetal 
finetex (dark grey).

Estimated Cost $1510 each (includes centre arm)
Customization 
Options/Cost

Limited on wood customization.
Custom colours, $250 surcharge.
Option to add centre arm for 
additional fee. 

Installation Bench delivered pre-assembled, holes 
(0.5’’) are provided in each mounting 
foot for securing to base. 

Estimated 
Delivery Time

6-8 weeks on standard
10-12 weeks on custom orders

d.  SITE FURNISHINGS
Benches

On 1st Avenue benches are to be typically spaced 30m 
apart, centered between every other tree.

13. GUIDELINES AND SPECIFICATIONS
88



Downtown Public Realm Master PlanDISTRICT OF MISSION 33

Recommended Model: 

Model Bola
Supplier Landscape Forms
Manufacturer Landscape Forms
Location Kalamazoo, Michigan
Materials Powdercoat metal or stainless steel
Dimensions height 32’’ x width 1 1/2’’ x length 27 

1/2’’
Colour Range of powdercoat colours 

available (recommend Steel).
Estimated Cost Powdercoat $253 each

Stainless steel $330 each
Customization 
Options/Cost

Upcharge for custom colours.

Estimated 
Delivery 
Charge

Approximately 15% of product cost.

Estimated 
Delivery Time

5 weeks

Warranty 3 years
Environmental 
Benefits

Powdercoat is lead free. Products is 
100% recyclable. Powdercoated steel 
is made from 59% recycled material 
and stainless steel is made from 50% 
recycled material.
This product contributes to leed 
credit for alternative transportation, 
recycled content and regional 
materials.

d.  SITE FURNISHINGS
Bike Racks

Bike racks will be placed at key nodes throughout the 
site. Where possible, racks will be located close to 
pedestrian light. Refer to plans for proposed locations.

13. GUIDELINES AND SPECIFICATIONS
89



Downtown Public Realm Master PlanDISTRICT OF MISSION 39

Recommended Model: 

Model Domus 55 (DMS55-SG-RM) light 
fixture and APR4 round aluminum 
pole. 

Supplier Metrolume
Manufacturer Philips Luminairs
Location Quebec
Materials Aluminum
Dimensions Dimensions are variable.

Pole: height 6.1m x width 102mm
Colour Range of Lumital polyester 

powdercoat finish. 
Estimated Cost
Customization 
Options/Cost

Option for one or two luminaires, 
option to include electrical outlet, 
and option to add attachments for 
banners, hanging flower baskets and 
seasonal lighting.

Estimated 
Delivery 
Charge
Environmental 
Benefits

LED and dark sky compliant.

Other Notes This model does not include channel 
for irrigation. 

13. GUIDELINES AND SPECIFICATIONS

e.  LIGHTING
Light Fixtures
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Downtown Public Realm Master PlanDISTRICT OF MISSION 51

APPENDIX B - SPEC SHEETS FOR MAGLIN FURNITURE

-All  drawings,  specifications,  design  and  details  on  this  page  remain  the  property  of  Maglin  Site  Furniture  Inc.  and  may  not  be  used  without  Maglin  authorization.

-Details  and  specifications  may  vary  due  to  continuing  improvements  of  our  products.

MATERIALS:   Bench  ends  are  made  from  solid  cast  aluminum.      

      The  seat  employs  1.38"  x  1.5"  (3.5  cm  x  3.8  cm)    

      and  1.38"  x  4.00"  (3.5  cm  x  10.2  cm)  Ipe  slats.  

FINISH:    The  Maglin  Powdercoat  System  provides  a       

      durable  finish  on  all  metal  surfaces.  Wood  

      slats  are  finished  with  penetrating  sealers.  

INSTALLATION:   The  bench  is  delivered  pre-assembled.    
      Holes  (0.5")  are  provided  in  each  foot  for       

      securing  to  base.

TO SPECIFY:   Select  MLB700-W

      Choose:

      -  Powdercoat  Color

OPTIONS:   -  Center  Arm

      -  Plaque

      -  Skate  Deterrent

COMPLEMENTARY PRODUCTS:
      -  MLB700B-W

      -  MLWR700-32

      -  MLPT720  Series

MLB700-W

DIMENSIONS:  
   Height:   32.25"  (81.9  cm)

   Length:   70.00"  (177.8  cm)

   Depth:   22.25"  (56.5  cm)

   Seat:   17.00"  (43.2  cm)

   Weight:   115lbs  (52kg)

TM*

*  MAGLIN  is  a  registered  trade  mark  of  Maglin  Site  Furniture  Inc.

T  800-716-5506
F  877-260-9393
www.maglin.com
sales@maglin.com

benches

22.25"

70.00"

32.25"

17.00"
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APPENDIX - SPECIFICATION SHEETS

Downtown Public Realm Master PlanDISTRICT OF MISSION 53

APPENDIX B - SPEC SHEETS FOR MAGLIN FURNITURE

-All  drawings,  specifications,  design  and  details  on  this  page  remain  the  property  of  Maglin  Site  Furniture  Inc.  and  may  not  be  used  without  Maglin  authorization.
-Details  and  specifications  may  vary  due  to  continuing  improvements  of  our  products.

MATERIALS:   The  trash  container  is  constructed  using       
      a  laser  cut  sheet  metal  frame  and  aluminum      
      castings.    A  32  gallon  commercial  grade       
      plastic  liner  and  standard  metal  lid  are  provided.

FINISH:     All  steel  components  are  protected  with  E-Coat    
      rust  proofing.    The  Maglin  Powdercoat  System    
      provides  a  durable  finish  on  all  metal  surfaces.

INSTALLATION:   The  trash  container  is  delivered  pre-assembled.      
      Holes  (0.5")  are  provided  in  each  mounting  foot    
      for  securing  to  base.

TO SPECIFY:   Select  MLWR700-32-M
      Choose:
      -  Powdercoat  Color
      -  Standard  Lid  (ST)  or  lid  options  shown  below.

OPTIONS:   -  Dome  Lid  (DL7)
      -  Paper  Slot  Lid  (PS)
      -  Bottle/Can  Slot  Lid  (BC)
      -  Side  Ash  Receptacle  (SA)

MLWR700-32-M-ST

DIMENSIONS:  
   Height:      33.00"  (96.5  cm)
   Diameter:   22.20"  (73.7  cm)     
   Weight:      80lbs  (35kg)
   Liner  Capacity:   32.0  Gallons
         121.0  Litres
        

*  MAGLIN  is  a  registered  trade  mark  of  Maglin  Site  Furniture  Inc.

TM*

MOUNTING  FEET

33.00"

Ø 22.20"

T  800-716-5506
F  877-260-9393
www.maglin.com
sales@maglin.com

trash containers
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Finance Department 

Staff Report to Council 

 Page 1 of 3  

File Category: 05-1715-20-16 

DATE:   September 7, 2016 

TO:   Mayor and Council 

FROM: Kerri Onken, Deputy Treasurer/Collector 

SUBJECT:  Draft 2017 General Capital Plan Unfunded Capital Projects 
ATTACHMENTS: Appendix A –General Capital - Unfunded Capital Projects 
  
 
 

This report is to provide Council with the updated 2017 General Capital Plan unfunded capital project 
listing.  This report is provided for information only and no staff recommendation accompanies the 
report. 

 

BACKGROUND: 
As part of the District’s financial planning process, staff compile a list of unfunded capital projects 
identified for Council’s consideration for potential inclusion into the draft general capital plan.  Starting 
with the list compiled for the previous year, staff reviewed cost estimates, timing of projects, whether 
projects are in fact still needed, and identified any new projects that should be considered, to come up 
with an updated unfunded list.   

DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS:  
The general capital plan provides for all capital projects other than those directly related to vehicle 
and equipment replacement, waste management, water, sewer, drainage and/or development cost 
charges (DCC). When a new project is identified, it is added to the unfunded capital list (Appendix A).  
Staff discuss possible funding sources and if possible recommend to Council those projects that can 
be funded and form part of the general capital plan. 
On today’s agenda is a report entitled “Draft 2017 General Capital Plan” from the Deputy 
Treasurer/Collector where several projects on the unfunded capital project list were identified as 
replacement of existing infrastructure or assets the District is responsible for.  As part of that report, 
staff are recommending that those items be added to the 2017 Draft Capital Plan and have been 
removed from this listing. 
Also included on today’s agenda for Council’s consideration are three projects not in the capital plan.  
These projects are highlighted on the unfunded list.  The following is a summary of the 5-year 
unfunded general capital plan by department: 
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Outstanding Capital Related Items 
Aside from the unfunded projects list, there are a few other significant items that are not yet reflected 
in the general capital plan or on the unfunded project list.  

1. Asset Management Issues 
Staff are working to identify the remaining areas of the District’s infrastructure where additional 
information is required to compile a comprehensive budget to manage these assets. Some of 
the pending areas include municipal buildings and parking lots, in addition to water, sewer and 
drainage infrastructure.    

2. Waterfront Planning  
As interest in redevelopment opportunities in the waterfront grows, developers will expect to 
see the District facilitate development by providing baseline information on constraints such as 
geotechnical, floodplain, servicing and contaminated sites.  It is unclear as to the scope of 
these activities but it would be beneficial to have some funds available to partner with 
developers to start answering some of these questions.  
A complete report is required detailing such issues as geotechnical/seismic assessment, soil 
remediation, traffic and highway planning, servicing and dike works, to provide the certainty 
that developers will need to continue with the development process.  This report is required 
before development is considered and funds will be required to complete this work.  
As part of Council’s strategic goal, a budget for $47,500 was allocated to create a strategy and 
predevelopment plan for the waterfront and address many of these issues. 

3. Community Amenities  
A review of the Community Amenities policy was initiated in 2008, in response to comments 
from developers who wanted to know where the community amenity contribution was being 
spent, and when identified amenities would be built. Often, developers will use those 
amenities as selling points for their projects and they want to ensure their payments are being 
collected and spent justifiably. Staff also identified that the list of amenities had not been 
reviewed since the policy was adopted in 2003. Staff believes the District needs an amenities 
policy that is realistic for both developers and the community, minimizing the need for 
borrowing, and allows for amenity fees to be collected in time for when the amenity is required.  
A number of steps have been taken to conduct this review over the past few years including a 
Council workshop in December 2012.  Follow-up information on this project will be coming 
forward at a future date.   
 

Project Description 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 Total 

Expenditures
Mission City Downtown Action Plan -                     3,500,000       -                     -                       -                     3,500,000       

Engineering & Public Works 3,947,475    227,475          227,475       227,475          377,475       5,007,375       

Fire Department 24,400          -                       -                     -                       -                     24,400             

Parks, Recreation & Culture 358,100       1,137,895       2,549,407    2,201,000       3,450,000    9,696,402       

Library 11,000          -                       -                     -                       -                     11,000             

Major Infrastructure for Facilities * 25,000          1,225,000       -                     -                       -                     1,250,000       

Total 4,365,975$  6,090,370$     2,776,882$  2,428,475$     3,827,475$  19,489,177$   
* No scope, timing or financial information available at this time for most of these projects.

94



 STAFF REPORT TO COUNCIL Page 3 of 3  

4. Facility Replacement 
In our current capital plan there are no provisions for facilities replacement or upgrades to 
address a number of issues related to safety, security and capacity issues.  These would 
include a long-term plan for several of the public buildings in the District i.e. Municipal Hall, 
Activity Centre, Public Works, Library, Fire hall stations, etc.  These are listed in the last 
section of the unfunded list as Major Infrastructure for Facilities with no dollar amounts as the 
scope, timing and financial information are not yet available. As part of Council’s overall 
strategic plan, a facilities replacement plan is in the works to address these issues and 
prepare strategies to address them. 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 
Staff are not recommending that the District’s capital plan include any of the projects from the 
unfunded capital project list at this time as there are several reports on today’s agenda with one-of 
capital requests.  Depending on which, if any, of these reports are approved by Council, the reserve 
balances will be affected.  Council does have the option to include any unfunded capital projects into 
the capital plan.  

COMMUNICATION: 
Highlights of the District’s capital plan including reserve projections will be communicated in the public 
budget consultation document. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION:  
The general capital plan provides for all capital projects other than those directly related to vehicle 
and equipment replacement, waste management, water, sewer, drainage and/or development cost 
charges (DCC). When a new project is identified, it is added to the unfunded capital list (Appendix A).   
There are other significant areas that are not yet reflected in the District’s capital plan, namely 
projects resulting from, asset management issues, waterfront planning, community amenities and 
facility replacement.   
Staff are not recommending that the District’s capital plan include any of the projects from the 
unfunded capital project list, however, Council has the option to include any unfunded capital projects 
they wish to.  

SIGN-OFFS:  

     
 
Kerri Onken, Deputy Treasurer/Collector 

 
 
Reviewed by: 
Scott Ross, Manager of Accounting  
 
 
Reviewed by: 
Kris Boland, Manager of Finance 

Comments from the Chief Administrative Officer: 
Reviewed 
g:\finance\minutes\2017\20160907 - overview & capital\draft 2016 general capital plan.docx 
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Appendix B

GENERAL CAPITAL - UNFUNDED CAPITAL PROJECTS

Project Description Project ID Priority Class 2017 Capital
2017 

Operating
2018 Capital

2018 

Operating
2019 Capital

2019 

Operating
2020 Capital

2020 

Operating
2021 Capital

2021 

Operating

Total Capital 

5 Years

Total 

Operating
Notes

Mission City Downtown Action Plan

1st Ave Streetscape Improvements 

(3 blocks )
 2016-01 6 - Other 3,500,000       Unknown 3,500,000           -              

Supply and installation of new sidewalk, lighting and furnishings in the downtown core.  See separate report 

on September 7, 2016 agenda

Subtotal - Mission City Downtown Action Plan 0 0 3,500,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3,500,000 0  

Engineering & Public Works

Master Plan for Transportation 2017-18 6 - Other 150,000          150,000              -              

Transportation master plan to study existing and future need for expanding and improving road, sidewalk, 

and transit related infrastructures and provide a detailed financial information to support infrastructure 

improvement.

Sidewalk Update 3 - Protect existing infrastructure 227,475          227,475          227,475          227,475          227,475          1,137,375           -              See separate report on September 7, 2016 agenda.

Cherry Ave Sidewalk 3 - Protect existing infrastructure
 Included in 

sidewalk above 
-                       -              See separate report on September 7, 2016 agenda ($95,000 if Sidewalk Updated not approved ).

Cedar and 7th Intersection 3 - Protect existing infrastructure        3,600,000 3,600,000           -              See separate report on September 7, 2016 agenda.

Cycling Improvements
TRNSPRT 

MSTR PLAN
6 - Other ? -                       -              Class D estimate. August 15, 2016 COW report.

Transit Strategy Implementation
TRNSPRT 

MSTR PLAN
6 - Other ? -                       -              Class D estimate. August 15, 2016 COW report.

Road Improvements
TRNSPRT 

MSTR PLAN
6 - Other ? -                       -              Class D estimate. August 15, 2016 COW report.

Traffic Operation and Safety Review 

for signalized corridors
 2015-03 6 - Other 100,000          100,000              -              Analyzing 15 traffic signals and 3 pedestrian signals.

Municipal Buildings

Public Works - replace front 

windows
 2014-07 5 - Efficiency gain 20,000             20,000                 -              

Replace with double pane windows to improve heating and ventilation and improve energy efficiency to 

reduce costs.

Subtotal - Engineering & Public Works 3,947,475 0 227,475 0 227,475 0 227,475 0 377,475 0 5,007,375 0

Fire Department

Computer aided Dispatch Mobile 

Computers
 2012-01 5 - Efficiency gain 15,400             1,080            15,400                 1,080          Upgrades to computers to provide faster turn around time of information.

Turn Out Gear Washer 2017-16 2 - Safety concern 9,000               -                9,000                   -              
WorkSafe requires properly decontaminated turn out gear.  Commercial washer, replacing current residential 

washer, will be capable of meeting this regulatory requirement.

Subtotal - Fire Department 24,400 1,080 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 24,400 1,080

Parks, Recreation & Culture

Recreation Facilities

Leisure Centre sound & security 

system upgrades
 2015-06 2 - Safety concern 10,000             10,000                 -              

Facility wide PA system partially wired but components not in place, South Arena sound system requires 

wiring.  Security System upgrade required to complete system.  Upgrade will provide ability to make 

announcements throughout the whole facility which would be important in emergency situations.  Security 

system upgrades will better safeguard the facility and patrons.

MLC gym divider  2016-25 5 - Efficiency gain 28,000             28,000                 -              
Installation of a divider in order to maximize use of the gymnasium space in the Leisure Centre.  A divider will 

allow additional programming and enable additional drop-in programs to occur.

Weight room service desk 2015-20 5 - Efficiency gain 10,000             10,000                 -              
Weight room service desk is needed to control and supervise the weight room and provide operational space 

for attendants.

Leisure Centre generator #2 2015-23 6 - Other 65,000             6,200            65,000                 6,200          
This additional generator will increase the capability of Leisure Centre to open second reception centre, pool 

change rooms, office, and concession.  

Ticketing software/hardware 2015-25 6 - Other 65,000             65,000                 -              
Purchase and installation of ticketing software/hardware so the department can provide ticketing services to 

the community and use for PRC programs, resulting in increased revenue.

Cemetery

Cemetery vehicle - Gator 2017-03 5 - Efficiency gain 20,000             3,800            20,000                 3,800          
Purchase of a small utility vehicle for use at the cemetery.  Use of this equipment would reduce the amount 

of time staff spend walking across a large area.

Cemetery - upgrade and replace 

amenities
2015-54 6 - Other 15,000             15,000                 -              

Upgrade cemetery amenities including signage, benches, roads and walkways.  Replace amenities that are 

worn out, damaged, or pose a risk to cemetery users.

Cemetery - upgrade existing areas - 

kiosk/signage
2015-55 6 - Other 10,000             10,000                 -              

New entrance sign, directional kiosk, and temporary pull-out parking area.  Patrons currently having difficulty 

finding location of family/friends.

Cemetery columbarium 2015-56 6 - Other 20,000             2,000            30,000             50,000                 2,000          Install a new columbarium at Hatzic Cemetery providing additional options for cremated remains.

Cemetery maintenance building 

upgrade
2015-57 6 - Other 120,000          120,000              -              

Demolish existing building and construct a new building for equipment and supplies.  Current building too 

small and has an infestation problem.

Cemetery office upgrade 2015-58 6 - Other 80,000             1,500            80,000                 1,500          
Construct a new customer service office (800 sq ft.) at the cemetery as recommended in the recent business 

plan.

G:\FINANCE\BUDGET\Budget 2016\Long term capital plan 2016 FINAL AMENDED.xlsx  Tab: Unfunded new projects 30/08/2016
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Appendix B

GENERAL CAPITAL - UNFUNDED CAPITAL PROJECTS

Project Description Project ID Priority Class 2017 Capital
2017 

Operating
2018 Capital

2018 

Operating
2019 Capital

2019 

Operating
2020 Capital

2020 

Operating
2021 Capital

2021 

Operating

Total Capital 

5 Years

Total 

Operating
Notes

Parks

7th Ave sports park entrance 2015-27 2 - Safety concern 6,500               6,500                   -              
Decommissioning vehicle road entrance, returning to green space and creating public access path into the 

park to provide safer user access.

Centennial Park pathway repairs 2017-06 2 - Safety concern 98,600             98,600                 -              Widen current narrow asphalt pathway, remove drop-off edges and add benches.

College Heights boardwalk and 

trails
2017-07 2 - Safety concern 50,000             50,000                 -              

Existing boardwalk has deteriorated and needs to be substantially replaced.  If not replaced the trail will need 

to be closed.

Sports Park lighting upgrades 

(baseball fields)
2015-36 2 - Safety concern 222,000          222,000              -              Upgrade the existing lighting on two fields and add lighting on additional two fields.

Sports Park lighting upgrades 

(soccer fields)
2015-37 2 - Safety concern 444,000          444,000              -              Upgrade lighting at soccer fields to industry standards.  Safety concerns for field users.

Blott Park playground 2015-42 6 - Other 30,000             30,000                 -              Replace playground structure in Blott Park that was previously removed.

Boat launch and parking lot 2017-11 6 - Other 61,295             61,295                 -              
Re-surfacing with asphalt the entire parking lot and access to boat launch.  Improved customer service and 

safety reducing potential damage to vehicles/boat trailers and tripping hazards.

Centennial Park east parking lot 2015-44 6 - Other 45,407             45,407                 -              
Paving the Centennial Park parking lot located on the east side of the park which is not well laid out, will 

create a more efficient parking area and eliminate dust complaints.

Experience the Fraser / Dike Trail 2015-45 6 - Other 250,000          3,825            2,000,000       3,825            2,000,000       3,825            3,400,000       3,825            7,650,000           15,300        

Mission's section of trail that spans from Hope to the sea; within rights of ways, easements, dedicated lands 

to the District as the waterfront develops; increment development with construction triggered by available 

federal/provincial grants.  

Harbour Side Park/Jack Poole Place 

green wall
2017-12 6 - Other 20,000             20,000                 -              

The green wall installed as part of the original park development is very labour intensive and is not thriving.  

Requesting to replace planted area with public art-mural.

Hatzic fieldhouse 2015-47 6 - Other 55,000             1,000            55,000                 1,000          
Upgrading existing washroom & holding tank with a fieldhouse that has sewer & water hookups, storage & 

canteen space.

Hatzic Park fencing 2015-48 6 - Other 11,000             11,000                 -              Replace the security fencing at Hatzic Park and improve parking lot.

Mill Pond Park and trail 2017-13 6 - Other 120,000          4,000            120,000              4,000          
1. Upgrades to replace the existing dam and repair the south trail, 2. improves access and create a north end 

trail, 3. create a small viewing/fishing platform, 4. create a picnic shelter.

Sports Park drainage 2015-51 6 - Other 75,000             75,000                 -              
The drainage at the Sports Park has been an ongoing problem.  Many teams struggle with game cancellations 

and lack of practice space.  Fixing the drainage will improve this situation.

Sports Park fencing 2015-52 6 - Other 9,600               9,600                   -              
Install protective fencing along the south side of the all-weather fields.    Fencing along the south boundary 

due to development of new homes in Oyama Estates.

Sports Park trail  2016-33 6 - Other 25,000             25,000                 -              Develop a walking loop at the Sports Park to allow for increased activity for local residents

Playground equipment upgrades  2016-35 2 - Safety concern 78,000             78,000                 -              Install new playground equipment as required to update parks to current industry standards

Sports field upgrades  2016-36 2 - Safety concern 50,000             50,000                 -              
Upgrades to sports fields based on annual safety inspection.  Including repairs to outfield fencing, infield top 

up, irrigation repairs, etc. to ensure continued safety of park users.

Rotary mower - new equipment  2016-37 4 - Maintain existing service 18,000             4,500            18,000                 4,500          
A trailed mower to allow for sufficient redundancy in the Parks fleet to ensure sports fields, special events 

and ongoing use of the parks is uninterrupted in the event of a breakdown.

New parks equipment - utility 

vehicle
2015-60 5 - Efficiency gain 60,000             15,000          60,000                 15,000        Purchase of a multi-purpose vehicle.

Parks storage 2015-61 5 - Efficiency gain 17,000             17,000                 -              Extra storage space required for parks operation efficiency and proper storage of products and equipment.

Replace backstops and sports field 

fencing
2017-05 6 - Other 20,000             20,000             40,000                 -              Repairs and upkeep to backstops and playing field fences.  2017 - Hatzic Park, 2019 - Sports Park.

Replace park amenities from 

various park sites
2017-08 6 - Other 10,000             10,000             20,000                 -              Replace park amenities from various park sites that have become worn, damaged, or unsafe.

Fraser River Heritage Park

FRHP Admin Bldg Renovations 2017-04 5 - Efficiency gain 17,000             17,000                 -              

Subtotal - Parks, Recreation & Culture 358,100 2,500 1,137,895 14,525 2,549,407 24,825 2,201,000 3,825 3,450,000 7,625 9,696,402 53,300

Library

Library furniture 2013-02 6 - Other 5,000               5,000                   -              

Meeting room chairs/dollies 2013-03 6 - Other 6,000               6,000                   -              
To make set-up and take down of chairs easier for renters of the rooms and to provide an overall appealing 

venue for renters.

Subtotal - Library 11,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11,000 0

G:\FINANCE\BUDGET\Budget 2016\Long term capital plan 2016 FINAL AMENDED.xlsx  Tab: Unfunded new projects 30/08/2016
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Appendix B

GENERAL CAPITAL - UNFUNDED CAPITAL PROJECTS

Project Description Project ID Priority Class 2017 Capital
2017 

Operating
2018 Capital

2018 

Operating
2019 Capital

2019 

Operating
2020 Capital

2020 

Operating
2021 Capital

2021 

Operating

Total Capital 

5 Years

Total 

Operating
Notes

Facility Replacement/Expansion/Upgrades

Public Works - seismic upgrade 2007-01 3 - Protect existing infrastructure 25,000             1,225,000       1,250,000           -              To ensure staff and equipment are accessible in the event of seismic event.

RCMP Building expansion and 

renovation
 2015-04 4 - Maintain existing service ? -                       -              Identified in report  June 2, 2014, (C2014/153).  No scope or financial information available

City Hall Replacement ? -                       -              No scope, timing or financial information available at this time.

Activity Centre ? -                       -              No scope, timing or financial information available at this time.

Public Works ? -                       -              No scope, timing or financial information available at this time.

Library ? -                       -              No scope, timing or financial information available at this time.

FRHP buildings ? -                       -              No scope, timing or financial information available at this time.

Fire Hall #1 ? -                       -              No scope, timing or financial information available at this time.

Fire Hall #2 ? -                       -              No scope, timing or financial information available at this time.

Fire Hall #3 ? -                       -              No scope, timing or financial information available at this time.

Subtotal - Major Infrastructure for facilities 25,000 0 1,225,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,250,000 0

Grand Total - Unfunded Projects 4,365,975$     3,580$          6,090,370$     14,525$        2,776,882$     24,825$        2,428,475$     3,825$          3,827,475$     7,625$          19,489,177$       54,380$      

Totals by Priority Class:

1 - Legal obligation -               -             -               -             -               -             -               -             -               -             -                   -           

2 - Safety concern 15,500         -             602,600       -             222,000       -             128,000       -             -               -             968,100          -           

3 - Protect existing infrastructure 3,852,475   -             1,452,475   -             227,475       -             227,475       -             227,475       -             5,987,375       -           

4 - Maintain existing service -               -             18,000         4,500         -               -             -               -             -               -             18,000            4,500       

5 - Efficiency gain 52,400         1,080         10,000         -             77,000         15,000      28,000         -             20,000         3,800         187,400          19,880     

6 - Other 445,600       2,500         4,007,295   10,025      2,250,407   9,825         2,045,000   3,825         3,580,000   3,825         12,328,302     30,000     

Priority Class Totals 4,365,975$ 3,580$      6,090,370$ 14,525$    2,776,882$ 24,825$    2,428,475$ 3,825$      3,827,475$ 7,625$      19,489,177$  54,380$  

G:\FINANCE\BUDGET\Budget 2016\Long term capital plan 2016 FINAL AMENDED.xlsx  Tab: Unfunded new projects 30/08/2016

98



 
Finance Department 

Staff Report to Council 

 Page 1 of 5  

File Category: 05-1715-20-16 

DATE:   September 7, 2016 

TO:   Mayor and Council 

FROM: Kerri Onken, Deputy Treasurer/Collector 

SUBJECT:  Draft 2017 Equipment Capital Plan 
ATTACHMENT: Appendix A – Equipment Capital Plan and Reserve Projections 
 

RECOMMENDATION: That Council consider and resolve: 

That the Draft 2017 Equipment Capital Plan, attached as Appendix A - 2017 Equipment Capital Plan 
and Reserve Projections to the report from the Deputy Treasurer/Collector entitled Draft 2017 
Equipment Capital Plan, dated September 7, 2016 be approved for inclusion in the 2017 – 2021 
Financial Plan.  

 

PURPOSE: 
The purpose of this report is to present the draft 2017 Equipment Capital Plan to Council outlining major 
changes to the plan. 

BACKGROUND: 
As part of the District’s financial planning process, staff have compiled a draft of the equipment capital 
plan. The starting point for this plan is the previous year’s approved long-term capital plan. Staff 
reviewed cost estimates, timing of projects, whether projects are in fact still needed, and identified any 
new projects that should be considered, to come up with an updated equipment capital plan.  

DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS:  
The equipment capital plan provides for replacement of the District’s fleet of vehicles and equipment. 
The primary funding source for the equipment capital plan is the Vehicle and Equipment Reserve Fund.  

Equipment Capital Plan (Appendix A) 
The 5-year detailed Equipment Capital Plan is attached as Appendix A, which is actually prepared on a 
20-year horizon. In terms of the 5-year financial plan, the draft equipment capital expenditures are as 
follows: 

 

 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 

Equipment capital expenditures $1,256,560 $1,411,971 $644,750 $2,132,917 $384,898 
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Highlights of the Equipment Capital Plan are (purchases over $50,000): 

• 2017 - Includes a roadside mower, a water works van, an excavator, new generator for 
municipal hall, two backhoes and two parks’ mowers.   

• 2018 - Includes a dump truck for the paving crew, a pumper truck and a tanker truck for the Fire 
Department, generator for Lane Creek, a pick-up for the Forestry department and a pick-up for 
the Fire Department.   

• 2019 - Includes a skidder, a shop truck and two dump trucks. 
• 2020 - Includes a sweeper, a dump truck, a grader, a forestry crew truck, a fire/rescue truck and 

a pumper truck for the Fire Department.  
• 2021 – Includes a facilities van, a water works crew truck and a generator for Chester Creek. 

When the draft plan was compiled, a primary focus of the Fleet Supervisor was to review any units that 
are due for replacement based on their current condition, and determine if any replacements could be 
postponed. This review determined that three units can be deferred; 

1. 2004 Toyota Echo moved from 2017 to 2018 
2. 1993 Generator at Fire Station 2 moved from 2018 to 2019, and 
3. 2001 Ford shop truck can be moved from 2017 to 2019. 

In addition, a generator at the Public Safety (RCMP) building that was slated for replacement in 2020 
was replaced during the building upgrades and was removed from the plan for 2020 with the 
replacement now slated for 2041.  These deferrals and removal are reflected in the Equipment Capital 
Expenditures figures presented earlier.   

During this review, five units slated for replacement in 2017 were determined to be under funded in the 
budget.  The budget was increased for the following units: 

Equipment Name Original 
Budget Increase Revised 

Budget % Increase 

2007 CHEV SAVANNA VAN – Water Works 

Increasing height and adding storage 
for additional equipment required. 

$39,634 $20,366 $60,000 51.4% 

2010 CASE 580SM3 BACKHOE 

Inflationary impacts 
$102,835 $17,165 $120,000 16.7% 

2009 CASE 580SM3 BACKHOE 

Inflationary impacts 
$102,835 $17,165 $120,000 16.7% 

2009 TV6070 ROADSIDE MOWER 

Inflationary impacts 
$187,460 $37,540 $225,000 20.0% 

COLEMAN GENSET CITY HALL 

Updated based on current estimated 
equipment and labour costs. 

$60,000 $60,000 $120,000 100.0% 

Subtotal $492,764 $152,235 $644,999 
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The minimum balance of the Vehicle and Equipment replacement reserve serves as a contingency 
component that can cover these increases.  A portion of the increased cost for each of the five units will 
be reflected in the new equipment’s charge-out rate to maintain a healthy reserve balance.  The revised 
equipment replacement values have been incorporated into the Equipment Capital Plan and are 
reflected in the Equipment Capital Expenditures figures presented earlier. 

Vehicle and Equipment Reserve Fund  
The Vehicle and Equipment Reserve Fund is the primary funding source for the Equipment Capital 
Plan, and it receives contributions through a charge to the various departments that use vehicles and 
equipment.  Following is a summary of the projected balance in the Vehicle and Equipment Reserve 
Fund over the next five years, which reflects the impact of the planned capital expenditures noted 
above:  

 

These projections are based on a 0% increase to equipment user rates in 2017. For 2018 and beyond, 
the plan assumes 2% annual increases in equipment user rates, which will be reviewed in the future 
based on the status of the reserve fund.  Based on the current equipment capital plan, the Vehicle and 
Equipment Reserve Fund is currently in good financial position, dipping slightly below the minimum 
recommended balance in 2021.  Projections do show the fund rebounding in 2022 to over $1.3 million. 

Fire Department Vehicles 
Under the Fire Underwriters Survey, certification of our superior tanker shuttle service requires the fire 
apparatus to have a 20-year replacement cycle.  In order to conform, three vehicles need to be 
advanced in the budget.  

1. 1997 Tanker Truck Fire Station 3 replacement - move from 2022 to 2017,  
2. 1993 Tanker Truck Fire Station 1 replacement - move from 2018 to 2017, 
3.  2000 Tanker Truck Fire Station 2 replacement - move from 2025 to 2020.   

Moving these vehicles will have an impact on the Equipment Capital Plan and the Fire Department’s 
operating budget as the current equipment rate charged is insufficient to replace two of these vehicles.   

VEHICLE and EQUIPMENT RESERVE FUND PROJECTIONS 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

Opening Balance - January 1 (Account #04490) -$3,108,780 -$2,647,269 -$2,034,471 -$2,199,516 -$880,326

Revenues and transfers in:
Transfer from equipment operations (includes surplus equipment sales) -738,058 -752,819 -767,876 -783,233 -798,898

Subtotal - revenues and transfers in -738,058 -752,819 -767,876 -783,233 -798,898

Expenditures and transfers out:
Capital expenditures - equipment purchases 1,256,560 1,411,971 644,750 2,132,917 384,898

Subtotal - expenditures and transfers out 1,256,560 1,411,971 644,750 2,132,917 384,898

Projected Balance - December 31 (before interest earnings) -2,590,278 -1,988,117 -2,157,596 -849,832 -1,294,325
Estimated interest earnings @ 2.00% -56,991 -46,354 -41,921 -30,493 -21,747

Closing Balance - December 31 -$2,647,269 -$2,034,471 -$2,199,516 -$880,326 -$1,316,071

Proposed increase in equipment rates 0% 2% 2% 2% 2%

Minimum recommended balance $1,000,000; optimum balance depends on capital plan
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There is a separate report from the Fire Chief entitled “Superior Tanker Shuttle Service (STSS) 
Certification” with further information including a strategy and the potential impact to the 2017 capital 
and operating budgets should Council wish to consider this request. Advancing these three vehicles 
and revising the cost estimates has not been reflected in the Equipment Capital Expenditures figures 
presented earlier.   

Another Fire Department apparatus unit also has some challenges.  The 1997 Pumper/Engine truck is 
slated to be replaced in 2018 at an estimated cost of $487,396.  With the current exchange rate with the 
US dollar and the inflationary impacts, the cost is closer to $700,000 (CDN).  Staff are suggesting the 
following strategy to fund this vehicle. 

• The portion of the increase related to the US dollar fluctuation will be evaluated at time of 
purchase and suggested funding for the exchange rate can be the Financial Stabilization 
Reserve.   

• The increase resulting from inflationary pressures can be borrowed from the Equipment Reserve 
with the payment incorporated into the charge out rate for the following 20 years. 

The Fire Chief, the Fleet Supervisor and the Manager of Business Services for Engineering and Public 
Works will present a report back to outline the options along with updated costing for Council’s 
consideration during the 2018 budget discussions. 

Revising the cost estimate and funding options have not been reflected in the Equipment Capital 
Expenditures figures presented earlier.   

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 
The financial implications of the equipment capital plan are reflected in the Vehicle and Equipment 
Reserve Fund projections, as shown in this report. The Vehicle and Equipment Reserve Fund is 
currently in a good financial position.  

COMMUNICATION: 
Highlights of the District’s capital plan including reserve projections will be communicated in the public 
budget consultation document. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION:  
The draft equipment capital plan is attached as Appendix A. The plan has been reviewed in detail by 
staff to determine if the condition of any vehicles warrants that their replacement be postponed, and for 
2017 it was determined that three units could be postponed, deferring those costs.  

There are five vehicles that require additional funds for replacement totaling $152,235.  The minimum 
balance of the Vehicle and Equipment replacement reserve serves as a contingency component that 
can cover these increases.  One unit scheduled in 2020 can be removed as it was purchased as part of 
the RCMP building upgrade. 

The Vehicle and Equipment Reserve Fund is the primary funding source for the Equipment Capital 
Plan, and it receives contributions through a charge to the various departments that use vehicles and 
equipment.  Based on the planned capital expenditures, the Vehicle and Equipment Reserve Fund is in 
good financial shape.  

Under the Fire Underwriters Survey, certification of our superior tanker shuttle service requires the fire 
apparatus to have a 20-year replacement cycle.  In order to conform, three vehicles need to be 
advanced in the budget.  Moving these vehicles will have an impact on the Fire Department operating 
budget as the current equipment rate charged is insufficient to replace two of them.  There is a separate 
report from the Fire Chief entitled “Superior Tanker Shuttle Service (STSS) Certification” with further 
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information including a strategy and the potential impact to the 2017 budget should Council wish to 
consider advancing these three purchases. 

In addition, the 1997 Pumper/Engine truck is slated to be replaced in 2018 at an originally estimated 
cost of $487,396.  With the current exchange rate with the US dollar and the inflationary impacts, the 
cost is estimated to be closer to $700,000 (CDN).  The Fire Chief, the Fleet Supervisor and the 
Manager of Business Services for Engineering and Public Works will present a report back to outline 
the options along with updated costing for Council’s consideration during the 2018 budget discussions. 

SIGN-OFFS: 
 

 
 
 

Kerri Onken, Deputy Treasurer/Collector 

 
 
Reviewed by:  
Brent Schmitt, Manager of Business Services 
Engineering and Public Works 

 

Comments from the Chief Administrative Officer: 
Reviewed 

 
 g:\finance\minutes\2017\20160907 - overview & capital\equipment capital plan.docx 
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Appendix A

EQUIPMENT CAPITAL PLAN and RESERVE PROJECTIONS

Page 1 of 4 

EQUIPMENT PURCHASES

Unit # & Description 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 5 Year Total

5101 04 TOYOTA ECHO CAR 21,115 21,115

5102 07 TOYOTA YARIS CAR 21,115 21,115

5103 2011 FORD RANGER 21,115 21,115

5105  2011 FORD RANGER 21,115 21,115

5106 2010 DODGE  CARAVAN VICTIM SERVICES 0

5107 2010 JEEP PATRIOT AWD SUV 47,454 47,454

5108 2010 DODGE GRAND CARAVAN-CPAC 0

5111  06 TOYOTA TACOMA 0

5112  07 FORD RANGER 4X4 0

5113 08 DODGE CARAVAN 37,080 37,080

5114 08 FORD RANGER 27,958 27,958

5115 09 DODGE QUAD CAB P.U. 0

5116 2012 TOYOTA TACOMA 4X4 0

5117 2012 TOYOTA TACOMA 4X4 0

5118 2012 TOYOTA TACOMA 4X4 0

5119 2010 CHEV COLORADO P/U 27,958 27,958

5120 2011 CHEVY AVALANCHE 55,000 55,000

5121 2013 FORD F150 4X4 0

5123  03 CHEV SAVANNA VAN 0

5124 08 FORD RANGER EXT.  CAB 27,958 27,958

5127 2013 FORD F150 4X4 0

5128  03 TOYOTA TACOMA 4X4 0

5129  03 FORD F150 R&D SUPER P/U 0

5135  03 FORD F150 P/WORK 0

5136  03 FORD F150 R&D CREW P/U 0

5137  03 FORD F 150 XCAB PR&C P/U 0

5139 2013 FUSO FE125 SEWER & WATER SERVICE TRUCK 0

5140  06 HONDA CIVIC HYBRID 0

5142 07 CHEV SAVANNA VAN - WWORKS 60,000 60,000

5143 11 FORD RANGER PARKS 27,958 27,958

5144 08 STERLING  FACILITIES VAN 51,500 51,500

5145 2012 Ford F150 - PARKS 0

5148 14 FORD EXPEDITION COMMAND UNIT 0

5150 TOYOTA TACOMA SURVEY TRUCK 0

5154 2008 MITSUBISHI FE180 DUMPTRUCK 103,000 103,000

5155 2008 MITSUBISHI FE180 DUMPTRUCK 103,000 103,000

5156 08 FORD 550 4X4 DUMP P/WORKS PAVING CREW 108,150 108,150

5157 2014 INTERNATIONAL TERASTAR ONE TON 0

5158 2011 FORD F350 WATER WORKS CREW TRUCK 77,250 77,250

5159  01 FORD 450 SHOP TRUCK 92,700 92,700

5160 12 FUSO FG4X4 PARKS DUMP TRUCK 0

5164 2014 FORD F350 FORESTRY CREW TRUCK 54,096 54,096

5165 05 NISSAN XTERRA 49,811 49,811

5166 04 TOYOTA TACOMA 4X4 CREW CAB P/U 0

5168 2011 CHEV SILVERADO 2500HD (Forestry) 50,573 50,573

5170 04 FORD F450 4X4 SAR 0

5171 03 FREIGHTLINER DUMP TRUCK 0

5172 03 FREIGHTLINER DUMP TRUCK 0

5173 03 FREIGHTLINER DUMP TRUCK 0

5174 07 PETERBILT DUMP TRUCK 206,000 206,000

5176  81 GMC VAN ESS 0

5177  03 FORD F350 SIGN TRUCK 0

5179  97 FREIGHTLINER TANKER 0

5180  97 FREIGHTLINER PUMPER 487,396 487,396

5182 00 FREIGHTLINER FL60 RESCUE 500,000 500,000

5183 08 CRIMSON PUMPER 0

5184 2012 SPARTAN METROSTAR CUSTOM PUMPER 0

G:\FINANCE\BUDGET\Budget 2016\Long term capital plan 2016 FINAL AMENDED.xlsx 30/08/2016
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EQUIPMENT CAPITAL PLAN and RESERVE PROJECTIONS

Page 2 of 4 

Unit # & Description 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 5 Year Total

5185 2013 SPARTAN 100 FT AERIAL PLATFORM TRUCK 0

5186  93 PETERBUILT TANKER 0 458,474 458,474

5187 12 FREIGHTLINER INTERFACE PUMPER 0

5188  00 FREIGHTLINER PUMPER 0 487,396 487,396

5189  00 FREIGHTLINER TANKER 0 0

5195 2012 HINO 0

5196 92 INTERNATIONAL DUMP TRUCK 0

5199 09 SINGLE AXLE 0

5221 08 CAT FM325D FORESTRY EXCAVATOR 0

5238 2010 CASE 580SM3 BACKHOE 120,000 120,000

5239 2009 CASE 580SM3 BACKHOE 120,000 120,000

5241 2009 TV6070 ROADSIDE MOWER 225,000 225,000

5249 05 CAT ROLLER 47,071 47,071

5251  94 CLARK FORKLIFT 6000 # 0

5252  00 ZAMBONI  0

5253  09 ZAMBONI  0

5259 2012 ELGIN SWEEPER 230,844 230,844

5270  93 JOHN DEERE 772B GRADER 260,034 260,034

5276  02 CAT 525B SKIDDER (BASED ON USED) 212,633 212,633

5281 2010 KUBOTA B2620 4WD TRACTOR 0

5282 11 KUBOTA M8540 PARKS TRACTOR 0

5283  07 JACOBSON MOWER 128,750 128,750

5285 08 WALK BEHIND MOWER 6,180 6,180

5286 08 JOHN DEERE GATOR 0

5287 11 KUBOTA F3680 MOWER 42,848 42,848

5291 08 KOMATSU LOADER 0

5292  03 HYUNDAI R200W EXCAVATOR 382,418 382,418

5301  AGRI METAL AERATOR 0

5302  89 LEROI COMPRESSOR 0

5303  04 TSURUMI SUMP PUMP 0

5304  04 TSURUMI SUMP PUMP 0

5305  04 TSURUMI SUMP PUMP 0

5309  05 PORTABLE WASHER 4,928 4,928

5310  89 HIGH PRESS. WASHER   #310 12,937 12,937

5311  14 CHALLANGER 4 POST HOIST 0

5316 2012 KOHLER 80KW LEISURE CENTRE GENERATOR 0

5317 2007 GENERAC GENSET - FAIRBANKS STN 0

5318  02 MOBILE PUMPING UNIT 0

5319  00 GENERATOR - TUNBRIDGE PUMP 0

5320  01 GENERATOR - CHESTER CREEK 86,767 86,767

5321  04 2000 WATT GENERATOR 0

5322  05 HONDA GENERATOR 0

5323  05 HONDA GENERATOR 0

5324  05 HONDA GENERATOR 0

5325  05 HONDA GENERATOR 0

5326  90 GENERATOR-HARBOUR PUMP 0

5327  77 PORTA-LEC GENERATOR 0

5328  92 GENERATOR-PUBLIC SAFETY 0

5329  92 GENERATOR-LOUGHEED PUMP 44,455 44,455

5330  92  GENERATOR-FALCON PUMP 31,065 31,065

5331  84 GENERATOR-PLAY STATION 0

5332  93 GENERATOR-FIRE STA. 2 18,746 18,746

5333  94 GENERATOR-FIRE STA. 3 18,746 18,746

5334  95 GENERATOR-HATZIC PUMP 44,455 44,455

5335  96 GENERATOR-MISSION WAY PUMP 44,455 44,455

5336  96 GENERATOR-RUSKIN PUMP 44,455 44,455

5337  98 GENERATOR-LANE CREEK 86,767 86,767

5338  99 GENERATOR-FIRE STA. 1 & EOC 0

5339 COLEMAN GENSET CITY HALL 120,000 120,000

G:\FINANCE\BUDGET\Budget 2016\Long term capital plan 2016 FINAL AMENDED.xlsx 30/08/2016
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EQUIPMENT CAPITAL PLAN and RESERVE PROJECTIONS
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Unit # & Description 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 5 Year Total

5340  96  TRAILER-EOC 0

5341  14 LEEBOY COALASS TRAILER 0

5342 06 CENTURY MOBILE STAGE 0

5344 09 EZ LOADER KAYAK TRAILER 0

5345  11 G&M PARKS TRAILER 8,570 8,570

5346 2010 TITAN PAVING TRAILER 5,356 5,356

5348  SWALE MACHINE   #348 0

5349  94 FORESTRY WATER TRAILER 0

5350 EMERGENCY COMMUNICATIONS TRAILER 0

5351  94 MIKASA PLATE TAMPER 3,642 3,642

5352  07 VER-MAC SPEED READER TRAILER 0

5353  04 TSURUMI SUMP PUMP 0

5354 11 SNORKEL MOBILE MANLIFT TRAILER 0

5355  01 TRAILTECH TRAILER FOR SHORING 15,532 15,532

5356  94 SWENSON SIDEWINDER 0

5357 07 S.A.T. 2600 GALLON BRINE APPLICATOR 49,440 49,440

5358  04 LAYTON PAVING MACHINE 0

5359 04 HENDERSON FSP 1 TON SANDER 5155 8,837 8,837

5361  14 VERMEER U300 PIERCING TOOL 6,856 6,856

5362 04 HENDERSON FSH-1 SANDER UNIT 5171 0

5364 14 HENERSON 8'FSM SANDER - UNIT 5157 0

5368 88 SNOW PLOW (5291) 0

536914 ROOTS BELLY PLOW (5174) 0

5370 04 EVEREST SNOW PLOW ( 5171) 0

5371 09 UNDER BODY SNOW PLOW FOR 5199 0

5372 09 1500 GAL BRINE UNIT FOR 5199 0

5373  98 EVEREST SNOW (POLY) PLOW 20,085 20,085

5374 14 HENDERSON 9'MSP SNOWPLOW-5157 0

5376 97 UNDER BODY PLOW FOR 5196 0

5378 04 EVEREST PLOW (5172) 0

5379  93 CHEMEX VEHICLE WASHER   #379 0

5380 04 SAT. ANTI -ICING TANK & SYSTEM 0

5381 04 HENDERSON FSH-1 SANDER (5173) 0

5382 SANDER FOR 5196 0

5383 04 EVEREST SNOW PLOW (5173) 0

5384  96 JOHN DEERE MOWER DECK 2,303 2,303

5386  05 STANLEY HO-PAK 7,177 7,177

5387  05 STANLEY HO-PAK 7,177 7,177

5389  05 STANLEY HYDRAULIC  BREAKER 15,425 15,425

5390  05 BOMAG TAMPER 4,392 4,392

5391  05 BOMAG TAMPER 4,392 4,392

5392 07 S.A.T. 500 GALLON BRINE APPLICATOR (5156) 20,600 20,600

5393 07 BOSS 9.2 SNOW PLOW 1 TON 5156 9,785 9,785

5396  99 HENDERSON SANDER 22,709 22,709

5397  00 BOSS SNOW PLOW FOR 5240 17,996 17,996

5401 00 HERO PAINT MACHINE 0

5689  FUEL DISPENSING SYSTEM 34,064 34,064

5699 TWO-WAY RADIOS 8,034 8,034

DEPT? (5138 2004 Pontiac Sunfire not replaced) 0

FIRE (2006 Dodge Durango not replaced) 0

R & D (5374 belly plow not replaced) year 2011 0

R & D (not replaced 5364 Sander 5196) year 2011 0

UTILITIES (5195 Single Axle not replaced) year 2003 0

Total Equipment Purchases (#50910) 1,256,560 1,411,972 644,750 2,132,917 384,898 5,831,097
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Unit # & Description 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 5 Year Total

VEHICLE and EQUIPMENT RESERVE FUND PROJECTIONS

Opening Balance - January 1 (Account #04490) -$3,108,780 -$2,647,269 -$2,034,470 -$2,199,516 -$880,325

Revenues and transfers in:

Transfer from equipment operations (includes surplus equipment sales)-738,058 -752,819 -767,876 -783,233 -798,898

Subtotal - revenues and transfers in -738,058 -752,819 -767,876 -783,233 -798,898

Expenditures and transfers out:

Capital expenditures - equipment purchases 1,256,560 1,411,972 644,750 2,132,917 384,898

Subtotal - expenditures and transfers out 1,256,560 1,411,972 644,750 2,132,917 384,898

Projected Balance - December 31 (before interest earnings) -2,590,278 -1,988,116 -2,157,595 -849,832 -1,294,325

Estimated interest earnings @ 2.00% -56,991 -46,354 -41,921 -30,493 -21,746

Closing Balance - December 31 -$2,647,269 -$2,034,470 -$2,199,516 -$880,325 -$1,316,071

Proposed increase in equipment rates 0% 2% 2% 2% 2%

Minimum recommended balance $1,000,000; optimum balance depends on capital plan

G:\FINANCE\BUDGET\Budget 2016\Long term capital plan 2016 FINAL AMENDED.xlsx 30/08/2016
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Mission Fire Rescue Service 

Staff Report to Council 

 Page 1 of 4  

 

DATE:    September 7, 2016 

TO:   Mayor and Council 

FROM: Dale Unrau, Fire Chief 

SUBJECT:  Superior Tanker Shuttle Service (STSS) Certification 
ATTACHMENT(S): Appendix A – Mission Fire Underwriters Survey (FUS) Current Grading Map 

Appendix B – Mission FUS Potential Grading Map 
Appendix C – FUS Insurance Grading of Used or Rebuilt Fire Apparatus 
Appendix D – Extinguishing the Cost of Cottage Insurance 
  

RECOMMENDATIONS:  Council consider and resolve: 

1. That the current fire tanker replacement schedule of 25 years be changed to 20 years in 
order to meet Superior Tanker Shuttle Service certification requirements;  

2. That effective January 1, 2017 the equipment charge-out rates for the three tankers in the fire 
department budget be increased by a total of $27,000 to assist with collecting additional 
funds for the 20-year replacement cycle; and 

3. That these changes be factored into the District’s financial plan.  

PURPOSE: 
The purpose of this report is to provide details to Council on the Certification process for the Superior 
Tanker Shuttle Service (STSS) and to inform Council of any costs associated and the resulting 
benefits to residents in the areas of Mission covered by the certification. 

BACKGROUND: 
The majority of properties in Fire Station 2 and 3 response zones and some areas of Fire Station 1 
response zone do not have access within 1,000 feet to the District’s fire hydrant network. Property 
owners living more than 1,000 feet from a fire hydrant have substantially higher fire insurance rates 
than those property owners who live within 1,000 feet of a fire hydrant.  

DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS:  
The Fire Underwriters Survey (FUS) provides detailed up-to-date information to the Insurance 
Industry about a Municipality’s ability to provide fire protection, which assists in setting insurance rates 
for residential and commercial properties. FUS has a certification process that would allow for existing 
Mission Fire Rescue Service (MFRS) fire vehicles to be tested and attain an equivalency for required 
fire flows for properties that are more than 1,000 feet from a fire hydrant. Mission’s current three water 
tankers and one pumper truck would be used along with one tanker truck from Maple Ridge (via 
existing automatic aid agreement) to complete the certification process. Mission’s current FUS 
grading map (Appendix A) shows the areas of Mission in yellow where properties are more than 1,000 
feet away from a fire hydrant. Obtaining the STSS would provide fire flow equivalency for all of the 
properties in Mission identified on the FUS potential grading map (Appendix B) in light green.  

FUS has a requirement that all fire vehicles that are part of the STSS certification process be 20 years 
or less in age no exception (Appendix C). Approximately five years ago the District of Mission 
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extended its 20-year replacement schedule for its fire tankers to 25 years. MFRS Station 1 tanker is 
currently 23 years old. FUS will allow MFRS to use it for the STSS certification process, currently 
scheduled for October 15, 2016, but will want written confirmation that it will be replaced as soon as 
possible. MFRS Station 3 tanker currently 19 years old will need to be replaced in 2017; it was not 
scheduled for replacement until 2022. MFRS Station 2 tanker is currently 16 years old and will need 
to be replaced in 2020; it was not scheduled for replacement until 2025. The current District of 
Mission tanker replacement schedule of 25 years will not allow for MFRS to maintain STSS 
certification and will need to be changed to 20 years if MFRS is to continue with the certification 
process. Fleet charge out rates will also need to be adjusted to appropriately reflect a 20-year 
replacement cycle. 

STSS certification for MFRS and the District of Mission can be achieved by using existing fire trucks 
and automatic aid agreement with Maple Ridge. Achieving certification for residents in the light green 
shaded area on the FUS potential grading map (Appendix B) would provide those residents with 25 - 
70 percent savings on their fire insurance rates (Appendix D). The potential savings were confirmed 
by Michael Currie, the Western Canada Director for FUS.  

 FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 
Under the Fire Underwriters Survey, certification of our superior tanker shuttle service requires the fire 
apparatus to have a 20-year replacement cycle.  In order to conform, three vehicles need to be 
advanced in the budget.  

1. 1997 Tanker Truck Fire Station 3 replacement - move from 2022 to 2017,  
2. 1993 Tanker Truck Fire Station 1 replacement - move from 2018 to 2017, 
3.  2000 Tanker Truck Fire Station 2 replacement - move from 2025 to 2020.   

Moving these vehicles will have an impact on the Equipment Capital Plan and the MFRS’s operating 
budget as the equipment rate charged is currently insufficient to replace two of these vehicles, and 
saving for the replacement of these vehicles needs to occur over 20 years now instead of 25 years.  
The chart below outlines the revised funding required and the discrepancy between the funding 
collected at the end of the life cycle and estimated funding required for the purchase of the 
replacement. 

Vehicle 
Funding 
Collected for 
Replacement 

Funding 
Required 

(Deficit)/ 
Surplus Strategy 

Budget 
Impact 
2017 

1997 Tanker 
Truck Fire 
Station 3 
Replacement 
in 2017 

$432,000 $450,000 ($18,000) Borrow the deficit from the equipment fund and 
add the repayment to the charge out rate to be 
collected over life of vehicle. Rate for new vehicle 
= $38,000,  Current budget = $30,000  

$8,000 

1993 Tanker 
Truck Fire 
Station 1 
Replacement 
2017 

$407,000 $350,000 $57,000 Move the surplus to the 2000 Tanker in Fire Hall 
#2 to reduce the overall deficit for that vehicle. 
Rate for new vehicle = $37,000,  current budget = 
$26,000  

$11,000 

2000 Tanker 
Truck Fire 
Station 2 
Replacement 
2020 

$365,000 $495,000 ($130,000) Reduce the deficit by the surplus from 1993 
Tanker Hall #1 ($130,000-$57,000=$73,000). 
Increase charge out rate for 2017 to 2020 by 
$8,000 for an additional $32,000 collected 
($73,000-$32,000=$41,000). 
Borrow the remaining deficit of $41,000 from the 
equipment fund and add the repayment to the 
charge out rate to be collected over life of vehicle. 
Estimated increase to the rate $40,000 in 2020 
(current budget = $31,000)  

$8,000 

Total 2017 Operating Budget Impact for the Fire Department $27,000 
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Replacement of two of these vehicles in 2017 plus increasing the charge-out rate on the third vehicle 
will have an estimated impact of $27,000 on the general operating fund.  This represents a 0.09% 
increase in property taxes. 
The 1993 Tanker Truck for Station 1 replacement budget has been lowered from $407,000 to 
$350,000 as the stainless steel tank on the old truck can be reused on a new chassis with new 
compartments and emergency equipment and be considered a complete new tanker. Budgetary 
quotes from industry have shown that the $350,000 budget for this Tanker replacement will be 
adequate. Unfortunately, due to the construction of the current the Tanker Trucks for Station 2 and 3 
MFRS will not be able to recycle any components and complete new tankers will be required. It will be 
recommended that both the Tanker Trucks for Station 2 and 3 be replaced in the future with the same 
style of stainless steel tank as the Tanker Truck in Station 1 in order to be able to recycle the tank and 
achieve lower replacement costs in the future. An additional benefit of the stainless steel tanks is that 
they can be used as an emergency potable water supply. 

Advancing these three vehicles and revising the cost estimates have not been reflected in the 
Equipment Capital Expenditures figures presented in a separate report on today’s agenda “Draft 2017 
Equipment Capital Plan” from the Deputy Treasurer/Collector.  Should Council approve the strategy to 
deal with advancing these three Fire tanker units, the draft equipment expenditures and the Vehicle 
and Equipment reserve fund balance are as follows:     

 
The minimum recommended balance for the Vehicle and Equipment Reserve Fund as per policy is $1 
Million; approving the changes outlined in this report will reduce the reserve balance in 2020 to 
approximately $531,000. This will put a strain on the Vehicle and Equipment Reserve Fund in 2020 
that will take two years to rebound.  In the longer term, the proposed increases in equipment charge-
out rates for these vehicles should allow the reserve to recover. The Fleet Supervisor and the 
Manager of Business Services for Engineering and Public Works will be working closely with 
departments over the next 12 months looking at options to keep the reserve fund in a healthy 
balance. 

COMMUNICATION: 
Once certification of the STSS is achieved by MFRS residents within the green shaded areas on the 
FUS potential grading map (Appendix B) should be notified and an announcement and information 
package provided on the District’s website. Communication should also be sent to all District of 
Mission insurance providers.  

 

VEHICLE and EQUIPMENT RESERVE FUND PROJECTIONS 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

Opening Balance - January 1 (Account #04490) -$3,108,780 -$1,847,349 -$1,689,852 -$1,856,412 -$531,254

Revenues and transfers in:
Transfer from equipment operations (includes surplus equipment sales) -746,058 -760,979 -776,199 -791,723 -799,557

Subtotal - revenues and transfers in -746,058 -760,979 -776,199 -791,723 -799,557

Expenditures and transfers out:
Capital expenditures - equipment purchases 2,056,560 953,498 644,750 2,140,521 384,898

Subtotal - expenditures and transfers out 2,056,560 953,498 644,750 2,140,521 384,898

Projected Balance - December 31 (before interest earnings) -1,798,278 -1,654,830 -1,821,300 -507,613 -945,912
Estimated interest earnings @ 2.00% -49,071 -35,022 -35,112 -23,640 -14,772

Closing Balance - December 31 -$1,847,349 -$1,689,852 -$1,856,412 -$531,254 -$960,684
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION:  
MFRS has the potential to achieve STSS certification for non-hydrant areas of the District of Mission 
using existing fire vehicles and aid agreements. The STSS certification will provide 25 – 70 percent 
fire insurance savings for residents within the areas covered by the certification (Appendix B & D). In 
order to achieve the STSS the District of Mission will need to change its current fire tanker 
replacement schedule from 25 years to 20 years.  

SIGN-OFFS:  

  

Dale Unrau, Fire Chief Reviewed by: 
Kerri Onken, Deputy Treasurer/Collector  

Comment from Chief Administrative Officer: 
Reviewed 
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INSURANCE GRADING RECOGNITION OF USED OR REBUILT FIRE APPARATUS 

 
The performance ability and overall acceptability of older apparatus has been debated between 
municipal administrations, the public fire service and many others for years. Fire Underwriters Survey 
(FUS) has reviewed experiences across Canada and in other countries and has developed a standard for 
acceptance of apparatus as the apparatus becomes less reliable with age and use. 
 
The public fire service is unique compared to other emergency services in that fire apparatus vehicles 
are not continuously in use. However, when in use, the apparatus is subject to considerable mechanical 
stress due to the nature of its function. This stress does not normally manifest itself on the exterior of 
the equipment. It is effectively masked in most departments by a higher standard of aesthetic care and 
maintenance. Lack of replacement parts further complicates long term use of apparatus. Truck and 
pump manufacturers maintain a parts inventory for each model year for a finite time. After that period, 
obtaining necessary parts may be difficult. This parts shortage is particularly acute with fire apparatus 
due to the narrow market for these devices. 
 
Fire Underwriters Survey lengthy experience in evaluating fire apparatus indicates that apparatus should 
be designed to an acceptable standard.  The standard that is accepted throughout Canada by Fire 
Underwriters Survey is the Underwriters’ Laboratories of Canada (ULC) Standard S515 (most updated 
version) titled, “Automobile Fire Fighting Apparatus,” which was adopted as a National Standard of 
Canada in September 2004.  Alternatively, NFPA 1901, the Standard for Automotive Fire Apparatus 
(most updated version) is also accepted by Fire Underwriters Survey with respect to apparatus design.  
Fire apparatus should be built by recognized manufacturers and tested by a suitably accredited third 
party.  
 
Fire apparatus should respond to first alarms for the first fifteen years of service.  During this period it 
has reasonably been shown that apparatus effectively responds and performs as designed without 
failure at least 95% of the time.   For the next five years, it should be held in reserve status for use at 
major fires or used as a temporary replacement for out-of-service first line apparatus. Apparatus should 
be retired from service at twenty years of age. Present practice indicates the recommended service 
periods and protocols are usually followed by the first purchaser. However, at the end of that period, 
the apparatus is either traded in on new apparatus or sold to another fire department. At this juncture, 
the unit may have one or more faults which preclude effective use for emergency service. These 
deficiencies include: 

a. Inadequate braking system 
b. Slow pick-up and acceleration 
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c. Structurally weakened chassis due to constant load bearing and/or overloading 
d. Pump wear 

 
FUS has modified its application of the age requirement for used or rebuilt apparatus. Due to municipal 
budget constraints within small communities we have continued to recognize apparatus over twenty 
years of age, provided the truck successfully meets the recommended annual tests and has been 
deemed to be in excellent mechanical condition.  The specified service tests are outlined below under 
the heading “Recommended Service Tests for Used or Modified Fire Apparatus”. Testing and apparatus 
maintenance should only be completed by a technician who is certified to an appropriate level in 
accordance with NFPA 1071, Standard for Emergency Vehicle Technician Professional Qualifications. 
 
Insurance grading recognition may be extended for a limited period of time if we receive documentation 
verifying that the apparatus has successfully passed the specified tests. If the apparatus does not pass 
the required tests or experiences long periods of “downtime” we may request the municipal authority 
to replace the equipment with new or newer apparatus. If replacement does not occur, fire insurance 
grading recognition may be revoked for the specific apparatus which may adversely affect the fire 
insurance grades of the community.  This can also affect the rates of insurance for property owners 
throughout the community. 
 
Table 1 Service Schedule for Fire Apparatus For Fire Insurance Grading Purposes 

Apparatus 
Age Major Cities 3 Medium Sized Cities 4  

Small Communities 5 
 and Rural Centres 

0 – 15 Years First Line Duty First Line Duty First Line Duty 
16 – 20 Years Reserve 2nd Line Duty First Line Duty 
20 – 25 Years 1 No Credit in Grading No Credit in Grading 

or 
Reserve 2 

No Credit in Grading 
or 
2nd Line Duty 2 

26 – 29 Years 1 No Credit in Grading No Credit in Grading 
or 
Reserve 2 

No Credit in Grading 
or 
Reserve 2 

30 Years + No Credit in Grading No Credit in Grading No Credit in Grading 
1    All listed fire apparatus 20 years of age and older are required to be service tested by recognized testing agency on 
an annual basis to be eligible for grading recognition. (NFPA 1071) 
2    Exceptions to age status may be considered in a small to medium sized communities and rural centres conditionally, 
when apparatus condition is acceptable and apparatus successfully passes required testing. 
3  Major Cities are defined as an incorporated or unincorporated community that has:  

• a populated area (or multiple areas) with a density of at least 400 people per square kilometre; AND  
• a total population of 100,000 or greater. 

4  Medium Communities are defined as an incorporated or unincorporated community that has: 
• a populated area (or multiple areas) with a density of at least  200 people per square kilometre; AND/OR  
• a total population of 1,000 or greater. 

5  Small Communities are defined as an incorporated or unincorporated community that has: 
• no populated areas with densities that exceed 200 people per square kilometre; AND 
• does not have a total population in excess of 1,000. 
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 Western:  1.800.665.5661 
 
Ontario :  1.800.387.4356 
 

Quebec: 1.800.263.5361 
 
Atlantic : 1.800.639.4528 

A Service provided by 
SCM Risk Management 
Services Inc. 

 
Table 2 Frequency of Listed Fire Apparatus Acceptance and Service Tests 

 Frequency of Test 
@ Time of 
Purchase 

New or Used 

 
Annual Basis 

 
@ 15 Years 

 
@ 20 Years 

 
See Note 4 

 
20 to 25 

Years 
(annually) 

 
After 

Extensive 
Repairs 

See Note 5 
Recommended 
For Fire Insurance  
Purposes 

Acceptance  
Test if new; 
Service Test if 
used &  
< 20 Years 

Service Test 
Acceptance 

Test 
Acceptance 

Test 
Acceptance 

Test 

Acceptance 
or Service 

Test 
depending on 

extent of 
repair 

Required  
For Fire Insurance 
Purposes 

Acceptance  
Test if new; 
Service Test if 
used &  
< 20 Years 

No 
Test Required 

No 
Test Required 

Acceptance 
Test 

Acceptance 
Test 

Acceptance 
or Service 

Test 
depending on 

extent of 
repair 

Factor in FUS 
Grading 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Required By 
Listing Agency 

Acceptance 
Test 

No No No N/A 
Acceptance 

Test 
Required By NFPA 
See Note 6 

Acceptance 
Test 

Annual 
Service Test 

Annual 
Service Test 

Annual 
Service Test 

Annual 
Service Test 

Service Test 

 
Note 1: See: ‘Service Tests for Used or Rebuilt Fire Apparatus’ for description of applicable tests 
Note 2: Acceptance Tests consist of 60 minute capacity and 30 minute pressure tests  
Note 3: Service Tests consist of 20 minute capacity test and 10 minute pressure test in addition to other listed tests 
Note 4: Apparatus exceeding 20 years of age may not be considered to be eligible for insurance grading purposes regardless of 
testing.  Application must be made in writing to Fire Underwriters Survey for an extension of the grade-able life of the 
apparatus. 
Note 5: Testing after extensive repairs should occur regardless of apparatus age within reason. 
Note 6:  Acceptance Tests: See NFPA 1901, Standard for Automotive Fire Apparatus 
  Service Tests: See NFPA 1911, Standard for Service Tests of Fire Pump Systems on Fire Apparatus, Article 5.1 
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SERVICE TESTS FOR USED OR MODIFIED FIRE APPARATUS 
 
The intent of this document is to ensure that all used or modified fire apparatus, equipped with a pump or used for 
tanker service, essentially meet the requirements of Underwriters’ Laboratories of Canada (ULC) “Standard for 
Automobile Fire Fighting Apparatus” S515-04 or subsequent (current) editions of the Standard.  Full adherence 
with the following specified tests is recommended when purchasing used apparatus.   
 
Weight Tests 

 

Load Balance Test: 
 
When fully laden (including a 460kg (1000 lbs) personnel weight, full fuel and water 
tanks, specified load of hose and miscellaneous equipment), the vehicle shall have a 
load balance of 22% to 50% of total vehicle mass on the front axle and 50% to 78% of 
this mass on the rear axle. 

 
Distribution of mass of 33% and 67% respectively on the front and rear axles is 
preferable for a vehicle having dual rear tires or tandem rear axles. 

 
For a vehicle having tandem rear axles and dual tires on each axle, a loading of between 
18% and 25% on the front axle with the balance of mass on the rear axles is permissible. 

 
Road Tests 
 

Acceleration Tests: 
 

2.1.1) From a standing start, the apparatus shall attain a true speed of 55 km/h (35 
mph) within 25 seconds for Pumpers carrying up to 3,150 litres (700 gallons) of 
water. 

 
For apparatus carrying in excess of 3,150 litres (700 gallons) or apparatus 
equipped with aerial ladders or elevating platforms, a true speed of 55 km/h 
(35 mph) in 30 seconds should be attained. 

 
2.1.2) The vehicle should attain a top speed of at least 80 km/h (50mph).   

 
 

Braking Test:   
 

The service brakes shall be capable of bringing the fully laden apparatus to a complete 
stop from an initial speed of 30 km/h (20 mph) in a distance not exceeding 9 metres (30 
feet) by actual measurement.  The test should be conducted on a dry, hard surfaced 
road that is free of loose material, oil and grease. 
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Pump Performance Tests 
 

Hydrostatic Test  
 
 Recent evidence of hydrostatic testing of the pump for 10 minutes at a minimum 

pressure of 3,400 kPa (500 psi).  APPLICABLE TO NEW OR REBUILT PUMPS ONLY (see 
3.3). 

 
Priming and Suction Capability Tests 

 
Vacuum Test: 
 

The pump priming device, with a capped suction at least 6 metres (20 feet) 
long, shall develop –75 kPa (22 inches of mercury) at altitudes up to 300 metres 
(1000 feet) and hold the vacuum with a drop of not in excess of 34 kPa (10 
inches of mercury) in 10 minutes. 

 
For every 300 metres (1000 feet) of elevation, the required vacuum shall be 
reduced 3.4 kPa (1 inch mercury). 

 
The primer shall not be used after the 10-minute test period has been started.  
The test shall be made with discharge outlets uncapped. 

 
Suction Capability Test:   
 

The pump (in parallel or series) when dry, shall be capable of taking suction and 
discharging water with a lift of not more than 3 metres (10 feet) through 6 
metres (20 feet) of suction hose of appropriate size, in not more than 30 
seconds and not over 45 seconds for 6000 L/min (1320 Igpm) or larger capacity 
pumps.  Where front or rear suction is provided on midship pumps, an 
additional 10 seconds priming time will be allowed.  The test shall be 
conducted with all discharge caps removed. 

 
Pump Performance 

 
Capacity Test:   
 

Consists of drafting water (preferably with a 10 feet lift) and pumping the rated 
capacity at 1000 kPa (150 psi) net pump pressure for a continuous period of at 
least 1 hour. 

 
Pressure Test: 
 

Under the same conditions as in 3.3.1 above pumping 50% of the rated 
capacity at 1700 kPa (250 psi) net pump pressure for at least ½ hour 
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For additional information on the above noted tests and test procedures, the following documents 
provide useful data: 
 

o Underwriters Laboratories of Canada (ULC) publication titled S515 Standard for 
Automobile Fire Fighting Apparatus, latest edition. 

 
o Fire Underwriters Survey (FUS) publication titled Fire Stream Tables and Testing Data 

latest edition. 
 

o International Fire Service Training Association (IFSTA) publication titled Fire Department 
Pumping Apparatus, latest edition.    

 
o National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) 1901 Standard for Automotive Fire 

Apparatus, latest edition. 
 

o National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) 1911 Standard for the Inspection, 
Maintenance, Testing, and Retirement of In-Service Automotive Fire Apparatus, latest 
edition. 

 
o National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) 1912 Standard for Fire Apparatus 

Refurbishing, latest edition. 
 
For further information regarding the acceptability of emergency apparatus for fire insurance grading 
purposes, please contact: 
 

Western Canada Quebec Ontario Atlantic Canada 

Risk Management Services Risk Management Services Risk Management Services Risk Management Services 
Fire Underwriters Survey Fire Underwriters Survey Fire Underwriters Survey Fire Underwriters Survey 
3999 Henning Drive 1611 Crémazie Blvd. East  150 Commerce Valley Drive, West 238 Brownlow Avenue, Suite 300 
Burnaby, BC  V5C 6P9 Montreal, Quebec  H2M 2P2  Markham, Ontario  L3T 7Z3 Dartmouth, Nova Scotia  B3B 1Y2 

1-800-665-5661 1-800-263-5361 1-800- 268-8080 1-800-639-4528 
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ost cottagers enjoy waxing poetic to 
their friends from the city about the 
joys of life in the country or on the 

shore. But get a group of off-grid cottage own-
ers together for any length of time after their 
visitors have gone home, and sooner or later 
you’re likely to hear rumblings of discontent 
over the cost of home insurance. The issue is, 
of course, that most cottages are in rural areas 
where trees (i.e. fuel to stoke a fire) abound 
and infinite sources of water do not.

Insurance premiums are, not surpris-
ingly, substantially higher in rural areas than 
in cities. This isn’t prejudice on the part of 
insurance companies. They determine pre-
mium rates using a combination of factors, 
including a community’s Fire Insurance 
Grading Index, Public Fire Protection Clas-
sification, and Dwelling Protection Grade. 
Basically, an area is rated “unprotected” (no 
fire department, no water supply system), 
“semi-protected” (volunteer fire depart-

How volunteer fire departments in five BC communities 
tackled the problem of home insurance for rural cottagers.

M
By Sharon McInnes

Since the  
classification  

upgrades, some 
cottagers have 

seen their premi-
ums drop by  

25–50 per cent.

ment but inadequate water supply system) 
or “protected” (volunteer fire department 
and adequate water supply system). Fire 
Underwriters Survey, a national risk man-
agement association funded by insurers, 

evaluates the fire protection capacity of  
Canadian communities and assigns a fire 
grade. In general, the better a community’s 
ratings, the lower their insurance premiums, 
assuming all other factors are equal.

But all other factors are rarely equal. To 
establish a premium, insurers may consider 
many factors: Is the homeowner a smoker? 
How far is the property from a recognized 
water supply? How far from the nearest fire 
station? What is the purchaser’s claims his-
tory? What level and kind of coverage does 
he want? How old is the home? Is it made of 
wood or concrete? What is the value of its con-
tents? Does it comply with building, fire and 
electrical codes? Is there an alarm system?

In addition, premiums are affected by pre-
vailing property insurance market conditions. 
As well, some companies give discounts to 
members and/or seniors. So there are some 
things individual cottagers can do to reduce 
their premiums a little (i.e. be a non-smoker 
and install a monitored alarm system), but 
the greatest savings result when a community 
works together to upgrade their Fire Insurance 
Grading Index.

Since 2005 that’s what five rural BC 

the cost of
cottage 

Insurance

extInguIshIng
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A
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communities—Errington, Blind Bay/Sor-
rento, Sproat Lake, Gabriola Island and Grand 
Forks—have done. In these communities, cot-
tage owners who apply for home insurance 
can now tick the “YES” box to the question: Is 
there a fire hydrant within 300 metres? Since 
the classification upgrades, some homeown-
ers have seen their home insurance premi-
ums drop by 25–50 per cent. The feat these 
communities achieved was earning Superior 
Tanker Shuttle Service (STSS) accreditation, 
a fire protection system intended for use in 
rural communities that lack the resources 
to develop municipal-type pressurized water 
supply systems. Essentially, this designation 
gives the community a fire protection rating 
similar to the rating in the city where there’s 
a fire hydrant within 300 metres.

Interestingly, according to the fire chiefs of 
several of the above communities, their Volun-
teer Fire Departments (VDF) had the capac-
ity to effectively fight most fires even before 
achieving STSS accreditation, but the certifi-
cation officially recognized that competence 
and resulted in lower insurance premiums for 
homeowners. To achieve STSS certification 
a VFD must demonstrate to Fire Underwrit-
ers Survey that, among other things, they can 
flow 200 imperial gallons of water per min-
ute for two hours by shuttling water back and 
forth from a hydrant or other source of “infi-
nite” water from a location at least 5 kilome-

tres away. Fire departments 
use systems of tankers and 
portable water containers to 
accomplish this.

But long before the day of the demon-
stration to Fire Underwriters Survey, fire 
departments complete a community risk 
assessment and prepare to demonstrate that 
they meet many other requirements related 
to equipment, communication systems, man-
power levels, firefighter training, operating 
procedures, and other administrative and pol-
icy-related standards. For some VFDs this is 
mostly a matter of organizing their documen-
tation; for others, it can mean a significant 
investment of time, energy and money. On 
Gabriola Island, for example, under the lead-
ership of Fire Chief Rick Jackson, the VFD 
decided that 30 volunteer firefighters would 
eventually earn the National Fire Protection 
Association Fire Fighter 1 Certificate through 

the Justice Institute of BC.
Errington, a small Vancouver Island com-

munity, was the first in Western Canada 
to earn STSS accreditation. Although they 
achieved this status in 2005, it took close to 
eight years to prepare for the survey, accord-
ing to Fire Chief Colin Catton. To meet the 
water supply standard, Errington developed 
a unique system of roll on/roll off vehicles. 
Catton believes the average insurance  
saving to homeowners in Errington was  
$300–500, but he’s heard of one homeowner  
who saved $1,500. 

Sorrento/Blind Bay in the Columbia/
Shuswap area of the Okanagan achieved 
STSS accreditation in 2006. According to 
Jack Blair, Fire Services coordinator for the 

Insurance

Above: The Gabriola 
Volunteer Fire Department 

pumps water during the 
Fire Underwriters Survey.   

Right: A Gabriola  
volunteer firefighter at the 

controls.
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region, insurance rates of some commercial 
businesses fell by 40 per cent. Sproat Lake, in 
the Alberni-Clayoquot region, met the water 
supply standard by developing a system of 
portable tanks and a fleet of pumper trucks 
that fed water through a flow gauge, allowing 
them to shuttle water from a hydrant several 
km away. Sproat Lake Fire Chief Peter Klaver 
writes in the Sproat Lake Community Asso-
ciation newsletter: “ ...because of our tank-
ers we have been upgraded by the insurance 
underwriters to ‘hydrant status’.... It means 
30–50 per cent savings on every single hom-
eowner’s insurance policy. I personally saved 
$500 this year.”

On Gabriola Island the VFD met the water 
supply standard by installing five gravity-fed 
hydrants in strategic locations on community 
properties, including a summer camp, a pri-
vately owned small lake and a large irrigation 
reservoir. Currently, Fire Underwriters Sur-
vey doesn’t recognize the contribution made 
by the department’s compressed air foam 
(CAF) system pumpers, which, according to 
Jackson, are recognized in the firefighting 
industry as a way to reduce the amount of 
water required to extinguish a fire, depend-
ing on the circumstances, by up to 90 per 
cent. He expects CAF systems will be accept-
ed by Fire Underwriters Survey in the near 
future, and that this will contribute to even 
greater insurance savings for communities.

The Grand Forks Volunteer Fire Depart-
ment developed a water supply system using 
several portable tanks, much like swimming 
pools, that they transport to a fire scene. 
Water tank trucks shuttle water back and 
forth to them from a hydrant in the valley. 
The average savings for Grand Forks homes 
that were formerly “semi-protected” is $250, 
but one resident saved $800, according to 
Fire Chief Blair MacGregor.

As the owner of a year-round cottage on 
Gabriola Island, I’m delighted not only that 
STSS accreditation has made my insurance 
more affordable, but also that, should a fire 
threaten our home, our local fire department 
is so well-equipped to deal with it.    

HElp yoUR FIRE DEpARTMEnT 
HElp yoU! 

• Make sure visitors know your exact address 
• If a fire starts, call 911 immediately
• Keep your driveway accessible year-round
• Place your house numbers—preferably 

fluorescent and large—where they can be 
seen in all seasons 

• To learn how to protect your rural home 
from wildfire, see the Home Owners Fire 
Smart Manual at www.pssg.gov.bc.ca/fire-
com or call 1.888.988.9488. 
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www.cottagewatersystems.com

 
Mealtime Stoves 
249 Whitelock St. 
Stratford, ON  N5A 7L2
Tel. 519-305-1230 
Fax. 519-305-1231 
paul@mealtimestoves.on.ca

Air tight
cook stoves

www.mealtimestoves.on.ca

Free 
Breeze 
Fans
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	b-Background Info on Cap Plans
	BACKGROUND:
	As part of the District’s financial planning process, staff has compiled a draft of the long-term capital plan.  Legislation requires the District to prepare a 5-year financial plan each year, although in practice the District’s capital plans are done...
	DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS:
	The Capital Plan is divided into a number of different functional areas, each of which is briefly summarized in this report. The details of these various capital plans will be covered in subsequent reports.
	Equipment Capital Plan
	The Equipment Capital Plan provides for replacement of the District’s fleet of vehicles and equipment. The fleet receives revenue by charging a fee to the various departments that use the vehicles and equipment, and this charge covers operating costs ...
	Waste Management Capital Plan
	The Waste Management Capital Plan provides for a variety of capital works related to the District’s landfill, including development of new landfill cells, leachate management, and miscellaneous items required to support the ongoing operation of the la...
	A portion of the revenues collected from curbside refuse collection and landfill tipping fees are deposited into the Refuse Reserve Fund, which is the primary funding source for the waste management capital plan. The details of this capital plan will ...
	Development Cost Charge (DCC) Plans
	The DCC Capital Plans are subject to a unique review and update process, due to legislation requiring DCCs to be levied under very specific bylaws. The DCC bylaw that covers the DCC capital plans was updated in 2012 and thus the DCC capital plans are ...
	Water and Sewer Capital Plans
	The District has capital plans for local water and sewer infrastructure, which form part of the overall financial plan.  Notwithstanding the water main replacement projects that were approved, an important factor that is missing from these local water...
	The District also has capital plans for regional water and sewer infrastructure. The regional water and sewer financial planning process begins with the Utility Management Committee (UMC) discussing and revising the financial plans, which are then pre...
	The water and sewer capital plans for local and regional infrastructure are primarily funded from their respective capital reserve.  A portion of the revenues collected from water and sewer user fees and charges and other water/sewer related fees and ...
	Drainage Capital Plan
	The Drainage Capital Plan provides for a variety of capital works related to the District’s drainage system, including storm pipe installations, culvert lining, pump station upgrades, drainage modeling, and miscellaneous items required to support the ...
	General Capital Plan
	The General Capital Plan provides for all other capital projects that aren’t covered by the previously mentioned capital plans. The General Capital Plan includes items such as roads, parks and recreation, municipal facilities, information systems, fir...
	Reserve Projections
	Reserve projections provide the context for the capital plan, as capital projects are funded primarily from reserves.  A separate report on today’s agenda will outline the health of the reserves and any issues Council should consider.  The report will...
	COUNCIL GOALS/OBJECTIVES:
	This report is related to Council’s objective regarding financial sustainability to keep tax increases in-line with the Vancouver Consumer Price Index (all items, annual) and to include CPI in budgeting reports.
	FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:
	The financial implications of the capital plan will be covered in subsequent detailed reports.
	COMMUNICATION:
	Highlights of the District’s capital plan including reserve projections will be communicated in the public budget consultation document.
	SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION:
	The purpose of this report is to provide Council with background information regarding the District’s capital plan and to provide the context for the detailed general capital plan discussions that follow on this agenda. A summary of the District’s 201...
	SIGN-OFFS:
	Comments from the Chief Administrative Officer:
	Reviewed

	ca-General reserve projections
	PURPOSE:
	This report presents the general fund reserve projections, which are an important component of the 2017 budget discussions.
	BACKGROUND:
	Reserve funds typically provide the majority of funding towards the District’s capital projects. As such, when considering the capital budget and list of unfunded projects, reserve projections provide the context for the District’s ability to fund cap...
	DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS:
	The attached Appendix A provides a list of the current reserve projections for the general fund. The reserve projections include the impacts of all projects that are in the approved financial plan, as well as any budget amendments approved by Council ...
	The following reserves in Appendix A are projected to be below their minimum recommended balances at some point over the next 5 years:
	1. General Capital Reserve Fund: this reserve is projected to be below the minimum recommended balance of $6 million in the coming years; however the balance is projected to exceed $5 million in years 2019 and 2021. This would be by far the highest ba...
	2. Roads Capital Reserve Fund: this reserve is projected to be slightly below the minimum recommended balance of $500,000 in 2017, primarily as a result of recently using this reserve to fund the Gill Avenue bridge approach repairs. Based on the curre...
	3. Vehicle and Equipment Replacement Reserve Fund: this reserve is projected to dip slightly below its minimum recommended balance of $1 million in 2020, but is forecast to recover the following year.
	FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:
	There are no financial implications directly related to the reserve projections; however any financial implications will depend on further discussions and decisions related to funding capital projects and other Council priorities as the 2017 budget pr...
	COMMUNICATION:
	No communication action is required.
	SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION:
	This report presents the general fund reserve projections, as part of the 2017 capital budget discussions. Reserve funds typically provide the majority of funding towards the District’s capital projects. As such, when considering the capital budget an...
	SIGN-OFFS:
	g:\finance\minutes\2017\20160907 - overview & capital\general reserve projections.docx

	cb-General reserve projections Appendix A
	da-draft 2017 General Capital Plan
	PURPOSE:
	The purpose of this report is to present the 2017 General Capital Plan to Council.
	BACKGROUND:
	As part of the District’s financial planning process, staff has compiled a draft of the general capital plan. The starting point for this plan is the previous year’s approved long-term capital plan. Staff reviewed cost estimates, timing of projects, w...
	DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS:
	General Capital Plan (Appendix B)
	The general capital plan provides for all capital projects other than those directly related to vehicle and equipment replacement, waste management, water, sewer, drainage and/or development cost charges (DCC). The general capital plan includes items ...
	Staff have reviewed the capital projects in the capital plan to determine if any could, or should, be postponed or advanced. Some minor adjustments have been made plus some IT projects have been shifted and adjusted to reflect future project usage and...
	The following is a summary of the 5-year general capital plan by department, and the related funding sources:
	Unfunded Projects for Replacement of Existing Infrastructure Projects and Assets  (Appendix A)
	Appendix A is a list of unfunded projects, totaling $2,264,175 for the next five years, which are lifecycle replacement of existing equipment and infrastructure for Council’s consideration for inclusion into the capital plan.  As Council approves the ...
	Of these projects and assets in Appendix A, seven can be funded from the Gaming Reserve, one from the Roads Capital Reserve and the balance from the General Capital Reserve.
	FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:
	Financial implications include funding $2,264,175 over five years from the unfunded capital list with $400,000 from the Roads Capital Reserve, $266,225 from the Gaming Reserve and $1,597,950 from the General Capital Reserve.  Earlier on this agenda is...
	Should Council approve moving these infrastructure projects and assets into the capital plan using the funding source recommended by staff, the following chart shows how the three reserve balances are affected.
	COMMUNICATION:
	Highlights of the District’s capital plan including reserve projections will be communicated in the public budget consultation document.
	SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION:
	The general capital plan provides for all capital projects other than those directly related to vehicle and equipment replacement, waste management, water, sewer and/or development cost charges (DCC). The general capital plan includes items such as ro...
	Appendix A is a list of unfunded projects, totaling $2,264,175 for the next five years, which are lifecycle replacement of existing equipment and infrastructure for Council’s consideration for inclusion into the capital plan. Of these projects and ass...
	Staff are recommending that the unfunded projects listed in Appendix A be approved for inclusion into the District’s capital plan and that the capital plan be forwarded for inclusion in the 2017 to 2021 Financial Plan.
	SIGN-OFFS:
	Comments from the Chief Administrative Officer:
	Reviewed
	g:\finance\minutes\2017\20160907 - overview & capital\draft 2016 general capital plan.docx

	db-draft 2017 General Capital Plan
	e-E&PW - Sidewalk Near Griner Park
	The District received a request from the MTTC for the installation of a new crosswalk on Cherry Avenue near Griner Park. The request expressed concern with the difficulty experienced while crossing from Albert McMahon School to Griner Park without a c...
	Cherry Avenue is a two-lane road, with a speed limit of 30 km/h from dawn to dusk, fronting Griner Park and Albert McMahon Elementary School. There are crosswalks located at the east and west extents of the school property. Between these crosswalks, t...
	The MTTC requested staff investigate the challenges and costs associated with the installation of a sidewalk on the south side of Cherry Avenue fronting Griner Park. Staff have identified the following three possible pedestrian facility configurations...
	 UOption 1: (60 m of sidewalk from Griner Park to the east crosswalk)U:
	This option includes a proposed sidewalk to be installed between the driveway of Griner Park and the existing crosswalk east of the park, with approximately 60 m of new sidewalk. The cost is approximately $30,000. In this option, pedestrians will have...
	 UOption 2: (175 m of sidewalk from the west crosswalk to the east crosswalk)
	This option includes a proposed sidewalk to be installed in front of Griner Park from the crosswalk at Cedar Street to the east crosswalk, with approximately 175 m of new sidewalk. The cost of this option is approximately $95,000. In this option, pede...
	 UOption 3: (60 m of walking strip from Griner Park to the east crosswalk)U:
	This option includes a proposed walking strip to be installed between the eastern driveway of Griner Park and the east crosswalk, with approximately 60 m of new walking strip. The cost of this option is approximately $24,000. This option has access an...
	Conceptual plans for the three options are presented in Appendix A.
	This project has been identified in the Transportation Master Plan (TMP) as a high-priority project for implementation in one to five years.
	Engineering and Public Works currently has an annual budget of $72,525 for the installation of walkways and sidewalks in Mission. Sidewalk installations for the 2016 and 2017 budget years are planned at the following locations:
	 2016 – Dewdney Trunk Road - between Moffat Avenue and Draper Street. This project is identified in the Transportation Master Plan (TMP) as a high-priority project; and
	 2017 – Taulbut Street - between 11PthP Avenue and 14PthP Avenue. This project is a medium-priority project in accordance with the TMP; however it will be completed in conjunction with AC watermain replacement and road improvements on Taulbut Street.
	This project can be placed on the pedestrian facility priority list for construction in 2018, as part of the annual Walkways and Sidewalks Project or it could be completed earlier with the provision of additional funding.
	It should be noted that, even with the installation of pedestrian facilities on the south side of Cherry Avenue fronting Griner Park, a crosswalk will still not be warranted, as the distance to an adjacent crosswalk with higher crossing controls is st...
	FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:
	Staff are bringing forward a separate report (next on the agenda) at the request of Council to recommend an increased budget for sidewalk improvements throughout the District, and if additional funding is approved, then this project could be construct...
	If the additional funding isn’t approved then:
	 the existing annual budget for sidewalk improvements of $72,525, can be used to construct  Option 2 in 2018/2019; or
	 Council could decide to proceed with Option 2 sooner than 2018/2019 at an estimated cost of $95,000, however, an alternate funding source would need to be identified during the 2017 budget discussions.
	COMMUNICATION:
	The status of the Griner Park sidewalk project will be communicated with the MTTC. Discussion with the School Board will be held prior to the design process of any sidewalk project at this location.
	SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION:
	Based upon a request from the MTTC, staff have investigated the possibility of installing pedestrian facilities on the south side of Cherry Avenue fronting Griner Park. This project has been identified as a high-priority project in the TMP. Three pede...
	SIGN-OFFS:
	Appendix A
	Sidewalk and Walking Strip Options

	f-Sidewalk Program Update
	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
	The District has an annual capital budget of $72,575 for the Sidewalk and Walkway Program. Each year, approximately 200 metres of sidewalks are installed by Public Works. At the current budget level, it would take over 57 years to complete the high an...
	PURPOSE:
	The purpose of this report is to update Council on the District’s Sidewalk and Walkway Program, its challenges and successes, and to provide options to address the need for an improved pedestrian network.
	BACKGROUND:
	The District of Mission has completed a Transportation Master Plan (TMP). One of the guiding objectives of the TMP is to encourage walking within the District of Mission by providing a safe, convenient and pleasant environment for pedestrians. This is...
	The 2015 sidewalk budget was used to build 345 metres of new sidewalk and repair the existing sidewalk along Grand Street from 2PndP Avenue to 6PthP Avenue. This location was selected to reduce the overall project costs by coordinating sidewalk constr...
	DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS:
	The TMP prioritizes the construction of sidewalks based on proximity to pedestrian hubs and transit stops, utilizing an aggregate weighted system based on the following criteria:
	 The highest weighting was given to locations close to schools;
	 The next highest weighting was given to locations near transit stops; and
	 Equal weighting was given to proximity to parks and the recreation centre, the waterfront zoned area, the commercial and residential urban core areas in Mission’s downtown, and the Cedar Valley mobility hub. Locations which satisfy multiple criteria...
	The preliminary cost estimate for the Sidewalk and Walkway Program identified in the TMP is shown in Table 1.
	Table 1: Sidewalk and Walkway Program Cost Estimates from TMP
	This preliminary capital cost for sidewalk facilities is based on a unit cost of $300 per lineal metre of sidewalk. The $300 per lineal metre estimate provides for a separated sidewalk only and does not account for driveway rehabilitation, landscaping...
	Based on the District’s history of constructing 200 metres of sidewalk each year with the current level of funding, it will take over 57 years to construct the high and medium priority sidewalk projects. Table 2 illustrates the number of years require...
	Table 2: Effect of Alternate Funding Scenarios on High and Medium Priority Sidewalk Projects
	Due to the large scope of the high and medium projects, funding is being examined for high priority projects only. Appendix B is the listing of all high priority projects identified in the TMP and the two projects planned for 2016 and 2017. The two pl...
	Table 3: Funding Required By Year
	Although the TMP indicates that Taulbut Street is a medium priority project, this sidewalk project is planned to coincide with a major capital upgrade project which includes watermain replacement and paving works.
	If Council approves increased funding, a more definitive yearly list will be prepared and reported back to Council. Updates to the prioritization can be included on this list. Regardless, this project list will be reviewed annually and amended as requ...
	Recommendations
	The pedestrian network is incomplete, with significant gaps around schools and transit stops. Where pedestrian facilities do not exist, pedestrians, especially school aged ones, are the most vulnerable road users. Most of the high priority projects id...
	The funding request of $227,425 for six years totals $1,364,550. This amount is greater than the funding shortfall of $1,304,600, as noted in Table 3. The majority of the $59,950 difference resides with the Taulbut Street project.
	Funding in the amount of $300,000 in 2017 provides funding greater than the Taulbut Street project estimate; however the additional funding will allow the District to begin high priority sidewalk projects identified in the TMP in 2017, versus 2018. On...
	This report intends to secure funding to complete identified high priority projects and Taulbut Street over the next six years, after which the District can address medium priority projects utilizing the original $72,525 budget.
	Local Area Service Program
	Even if funding for sidewalks were to be increased, there are still many low and medium priority projects that will not be considered for construction in the foreseeable future.
	Staff have received many requests from residents for the construction of sidewalks in their neighborhoods. Unfortunately, if their neighbourhood does not rank high on the sidewalk priority list, then their request is unlikely to be processed under the...
	A LAS project is a neighborhood improvement project where the costs are borne by the benefiting properties. Typical LAS projects are utility works, such as water main or sewer main extensions, or road works, such as streetlights, paving, sidewalks, an...
	Similar programs have been established in many other Canadian municipalities (e.g. Surrey, Langley, Vancouver, and Edmonton).
	Although each municipality’s program varies, they all share a similar framework:
	 A resident requests a LAS through a petition to Council, some municipalities require both a formal and informal petition process;
	 The level of support is determined, with the typical required level of support ranging from 50% to 66.7%;
	 The cost of the project is borne by the benefiting parties; however, most municipalities have some form of cost sharing for specific projects, although this funding may or may not be available each year;
	 Some municipalities designate that a LAS can be initiated by Council;
	 Municipalities reserve the right to refuse the LAS, even if sufficient support exists;
	 The LAS is enacted through a Bylaw passed by Council;
	 Project costs are assigned to individual properties based on a formula that is based on  property frontage;
	 Project costs applied to the property tax roll through a “levy”, to be amortized over many years, often between 10 and 20 years;
	 Project costs include design, construction, and an administration fee; and
	 As project costs are assigned to the property tax file, when ownership of the property changes, the costs remain with the property.
	Council may direct staff to create a LAS policy and program.
	COUNCIL GOALS/OBJECTIVES:
	FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:
	This report recommends increasing the Sidewalk and Walkway Program funding from $72,575 to $300,000 annually for six years, which translates to an annual increase of $227,425. Staff recommend that this proposed increase be added to the list of unfunde...
	COMMUNICATION:
	No communication action is required.
	SIGN-OFFS:
	Appendix A
	Appendix B
	Planned and High Priority Sidewalk Projects

	g-Pavement Management Program
	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
	The state of the District’s pavement has been in a decline since it was first measured in 2003. Funding for the Pavement Management Program has increased over the past few years. In 2016, the District conducted a complete network pavement condition as...
	PURPOSE:
	The purpose of this report is to provide information to Council on the current state of the paved road network and to request a decrease in funding for the Pavement Management Program.
	BACKGROUND:
	Prior to 2014, the annual Pavement Management Program had not been funded at the level necessary to maintain our paved road network.
	From 2010 to 2013, funding for pavement management (rehabilitation, asphalt repairs, pothole patching, and crack sealing) had been approximately $1.6 million per year. An analysis of historical roadway network condition from 2003 to 2013, and predicte...
	In 2012, Council passed a motion to pay down debt coming due in 2014 and allocate debt payment savings towards the Roads Capital Reserve. This early debt retirement added $185,000 to the Pavement Management Program budget.
	On February 3, 2014, Council approved increasing the Pavement Management Program budget to $3.2 million per year from 2014 to 2018. The increase was funded through the Community Works Gas Tax Reserve Fund. On January 20, 2015, Council approved extendi...
	Table 1: Current Pavement Management Budget
	The Community Works Gas Tax Fund Agreement is set to expire in 2024, which corresponds with the Pavement Management Program funding decrease shown in Table 1.  If this agreement is not extended at that point in time, the District will need to seek oth...
	In 2016, the District contracted Tetra Tech EBA (Tetra Tech) to conduct a district-wide pavement condition assessment. Historically pavement condition assessments were conducted on a five year cycle whereby a visual inspection of the roadway was condu...
	Figure 1: Timeline of Pavement Condition Assessment
	DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS:
	Table 2: Road Classification Length
	Current State of Paved Road Network
	Figure 3: ACA Value Distribution by Road Classification and Network
	A comparison was conducted between the District’s ACA values and other BC municipalities. The District’s ACA values of 5.7% for major roadways (arterial and collector) and 5.9% for local roadways are slightly better than the BC average of approximatel...
	IRI and rut data was collected only for arterial and collector roads. The average IRI and rut values were 2.8 mm/m and 3.3 mm respectively in 2016. Table 5 below illustrates the IRI and rut data by road classification.
	Table 5: IRI and Rut by Road Classification and Network
	Road segments in poor to very poor condition that have not yet been rehabilitated are defined as “backlog roads”. A road is said to be in backlog when its ACA is greater than 10%, indicating poor to very poor condition. Arterial, collector and local r...
	Budget Scenarios
	Review
	COUNCIL GOALS/OBJECTIVES:
	FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:
	Funding for Pavement Management is currently set at $3,200,000 annually, for years 2017 through 2023. Based on the analysis in this report, staff recommend reducing the annual funding by $350,000 to $2,850,000. Funding levels for year 2024 and beyond ...
	Based on current reserve fund projections, staff recommend that the $350,000 annual reduction in the Pavement Management Program budget be split between the two reserve funds that are currently providing funding, specifically reducing the funding from...
	COMMUNICATION:
	No communication action is required.
	SIGN-OFFS:

	ha-Cedar and 7th intersection
	PURPOSE:
	The purpose of this report is to follow up to Council’s request at the August 15, 2016 regular meeting regarding a long-term financial plan to possibly implement the widening of the Cedar Street and 7PthP Avenue intersection.
	BACKGROUND:
	At the August 15, 2016 regular meeting of Council, the following recommendations related to the Cedar and 7PthP intersection were approved:
	This report responds to recommendation #3.
	A detailed design for improvements to traffic flow and safety at the intersection of Cedar Street and 7PthP Avenue was completed in 2015. Since that time, Council approved applying “no left turn” movement restrictions as an interim traffic improvement...
	The District applied for grant funding towards this project to the New Building Canada Fund – Small Communities Fund, but unfortunately received notification in August 2015 that the Small Communities Fund was oversubscribed and the grant request was n...
	The following table shows the details of the Class B cost estimate that was prepared in 2015:
	While the current cost estimate is $3.6 million, it should be noted that these are originally based on 2014 costs, and inflated to 2015. Depending on when the project actually proceeds, there may be additional inflation impacts that affect the budget.
	DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS:
	Due to the dramatic increase in the project budget resulting from the detailed design phase, the District has not been collecting sufficient development cost charges (DCCs) towards this project, nor has there been sufficient time to accumulate additio...
	Since the need to widen the intersection is seen as inevitable to maintain traffic flows and safety as further development occurs in the District, and given that land prices typically increase over time, staff recommends beginning on the steps require...
	Staff would report back to Council regarding the outcome of negotiations with BC Hydro and Petro Canada, and seek direction from Council prior to beginning any negotiation process to acquire the remaining required land from the other affected private ...
	Finally, once the necessary property acquisitions are complete, Council can consider a construction schedule. In the meantime, staff will continue to monitor upcoming grant programs to seek out grant funding towards this project. If the land required ...
	FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:
	The financial implications of this report are well documented above, and in the various reports included in the attached Appendix A. The strategy outlined in this report is to first start negotiations with BC Hydro and Petro Canada for the required la...
	With regard to funding for the property acquisitions, the District currently has approximately $400,000 available in the Roads – All Areas DCC Reserve Fund. Given the current level of development activity, it is possible that significant DCCs could be...
	COMMUNICATION:
	No communication action is required.
	SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION:
	At the August 15, 2016 regular meeting, Council requested a long-term financial plan to possibly implement the widening of the Cedar Street and 7PthP Avenue intersection. Due to uncertainty with negotiations with BC Hydro and Petro Canada to acquire a...
	SIGN-OFFS:

	hb - E&PW - Cedar Street and 7th Avenue  Intersection Improvement - No Turn Option
	ia-SEPT 7. 1st AVE.OPTIONS REPORT.FINAL.FINAL
	PURPOSE:
	The purpose of this report is to provide details to Council on the specifications and costs of three options for the proposed 1PstP Avenue Streetscape Improvements Project and to seek Council’s direction on next steps.
	BACKGROUND:
	The District of Mission adopted the MissionCity Downtown Action Plan (Plan) in July of 2013.  This Plan was developed through an integrated, community based planning and design process and resulted in the identification of 5 Fundamentals for a Success...
	Public realm improvements identified in the Plan are presented as discrete projects.  The intent was for the District to undertake strategic public realm projects to support private investment in the Downtown.
	Through recent discussions with Council during our Official Community Plan (OCP) visioning session and recent Committee of the Whole meetings, it is clear that Council does have an interest in moving forward with some level of physical improvements in...
	THE PROPOSED PROJECT – 1PSTP AVENUE STREETSCAPE IMPROVEMENTS (3 BLOCKS)
	Council directed staff to consider options and possible funding sources for the 1PstP Avenue street improvements from Horne Street to Grand Street.  The table below provides a high level overview.  Note that Option A is not directly comparable to Opti...
	Three options compared – at a glance (details on following pages)
	UOPTION A – Complete street (as per attached drawings)
	A Class DP0F P estimate along with the conceptual drawings for the 1PstP Avenue Streetscape Improvements was prepared by MODUS Consulting Services (see attachments to this report).  The overall cost of the project has been estimated at $3.5 million (C...
	The new streetscape design includes many elements that will improve the overall pedestrian experience along with increased safety.  This includes:
	1. Increasing the number of street trees (using columnar trees suitable for this application) with new tree grates and irrigation;
	2. Moderate widening of the sidewalk (inclusive of a decorate strip adjacent to the parking lane);
	3. A slight decrease in the width of the travel lane (Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure [MoTI] approval obtained);
	4. Addition of street furniture.  Including new benches, litter bins, bike racks and bollards that are functional, attractive and cohesive;
	5. New street lights with banner brackets and basket brackets (and irrigation);
	6. Increasing the bump outs at the intersection to improve pedestrian safety and provide added design elements for the visually impaired; and
	7. Removing bump outs on the south side of the street – creating 6 additional parking spaces on 1PstP Avenue.
	Details on these and other design elements can be seen in the attached documents including a complete breakdown of the cost estimates for each element of the project.
	UOPTION B – New sidewalks, lights (with banner/basket brackets) & tree replacement only
	District staff have prepared a Class D estimate of replacing the sidewalks from Horne Street to Grand and an estimate of replacing the downtown lights as follows:
	*Note:  Existing bollards cannot be reused.  This option does not include accommodating for future fibre optics.
	OPTION C – New sidewalks & lights only (existing trees to be removed and not replaced)
	District staff have prepared a Class D estimate of replacing the sidewalks from Horne Street to Grand and an estimate of replacing the downtown lights as follows:
	*Note:  Existing bollards cannot be reused.  This option does not include accommodating for future fibre optics.
	Note that in the event that a decision is made to perform the works over an extended period of time instead of all at once, an additional 30% contingency should be added to each of the three options for demobilization and remobilization.
	DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS:
	Improvements to the pedestrian experience are a good first step toward increasing the desire for residents and tourists to visit Downtown Mission.  With increased numbers of visitors to the Downtown area, there are increased economic opportunities for...
	The MoTI have reviewed the proposed streetscape improvement plans and are in support of the project.  The slight decrease in the travelling lanes along with the improved bump outs at intersections serve as passive traffic calming measures.  As previou...
	With a new design drawing for 1PstP Avenue, staff can provide a clear message to developers, investors and business owners/operators that the District is committed to investing in the Downtown over the long term.
	COMMUNITY SUPPORT:
	The District of Mission is in the process of preparing a new OCP.  The information received through the initial public processes indicates very clearly that the Downtown area is viewed by many residents as a real treasure to be celebrated.
	FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:
	The financial implications of this project depend on the option chosen by Council. The costs related to each option are detailed in this report. Depending on the option chosen by Council, funding sources can then be considered during the 2017 budget d...
	COMMUNICATION:
	Additional communication as per Council direction.
	SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION:
	The purpose of this report is to provide details to Council on the specifications, costs and benefits of three possible options for the proposed 1PstP Avenue Streetscape Improvements Project.  The recommendation to Council is to provide direction to s...
	SIGN-OFFS:

	ib-1st Ave Streetscape Plans. MARCH 30
	ic-1st Ave update_costing_specs_APRIL 18
	ja-draft 2016 General Capital Plan Unfunded Projects
	BACKGROUND:
	As part of the District’s financial planning process, staff compile a list of unfunded capital projects identified for Council’s consideration for potential inclusion into the draft general capital plan.  Starting with the list compiled for the previo...
	DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS:
	The general capital plan provides for all capital projects other than those directly related to vehicle and equipment replacement, waste management, water, sewer, drainage and/or development cost charges (DCC). When a new project is identified, it is ...
	On today’s agenda is a report entitled “Draft 2017 General Capital Plan” from the Deputy Treasurer/Collector where several projects on the unfunded capital project list were identified as replacement of existing infrastructure or assets the District i...
	Also included on today’s agenda for Council’s consideration are three projects not in the capital plan.  These projects are highlighted on the unfunded list.  The following is a summary of the 5-year unfunded general capital plan by department:
	Outstanding Capital Related Items
	Aside from the unfunded projects list, there are a few other significant items that are not yet reflected in the general capital plan or on the unfunded project list.
	1. Asset Management Issues
	Staff are working to identify the remaining areas of the District’s infrastructure where additional information is required to compile a comprehensive budget to manage these assets. Some of the pending areas include municipal buildings and parking lot...
	2. Waterfront Planning
	As interest in redevelopment opportunities in the waterfront grows, developers will expect to see the District facilitate development by providing baseline information on constraints such as geotechnical, floodplain, servicing and contaminated sites. ...
	A complete report is required detailing such issues as geotechnical/seismic assessment, soil remediation, traffic and highway planning, servicing and dike works, to provide the certainty that developers will need to continue with the development proce...
	As part of Council’s strategic goal, a budget for $47,500 was allocated to create a strategy and predevelopment plan for the waterfront and address many of these issues.
	3. Community Amenities
	A review of the Community Amenities policy was initiated in 2008, in response to comments from developers who wanted to know where the community amenity contribution was being spent, and when identified amenities would be built. Often, developers will...
	A number of steps have been taken to conduct this review over the past few years including a Council workshop in December 2012.  Follow-up information on this project will be coming forward at a future date.
	4. Facility Replacement
	In our current capital plan there are no provisions for facilities replacement or upgrades to address a number of issues related to safety, security and capacity issues.  These would include a long-term plan for several of the public buildings in the ...
	FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:
	Staff are not recommending that the District’s capital plan include any of the projects from the unfunded capital project list at this time as there are several reports on today’s agenda with one-of capital requests.  Depending on which, if any, of th...
	COMMUNICATION:
	Highlights of the District’s capital plan including reserve projections will be communicated in the public budget consultation document.
	SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION:
	The general capital plan provides for all capital projects other than those directly related to vehicle and equipment replacement, waste management, water, sewer, drainage and/or development cost charges (DCC). When a new project is identified, it is ...
	There are other significant areas that are not yet reflected in the District’s capital plan, namely projects resulting from, asset management issues, waterfront planning, community amenities and facility replacement.
	Staff are not recommending that the District’s capital plan include any of the projects from the unfunded capital project list, however, Council has the option to include any unfunded capital projects they wish to.
	SIGN-OFFS:
	Comments from the Chief Administrative Officer:
	Reviewed
	g:\finance\minutes\2017\20160907 - overview & capital\draft 2016 general capital plan.docx

	jb- general cap plan unfunded capital projects
	ka-Equipment Capital Plan without Fire
	PURPOSE:
	BACKGROUND:
	DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS:
	FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:
	COMMUNICATION:
	SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION:

	kb-Equipment Capital Plan without Fire
	la-20160907 KerriDale STSS Council Report Draft
	PURPOSE:
	The purpose of this report is to provide details to Council on the Certification process for the Superior Tanker Shuttle Service (STSS) and to inform Council of any costs associated and the resulting benefits to residents in the areas of Mission cover...
	BACKGROUND:
	The majority of properties in Fire Station 2 and 3 response zones and some areas of Fire Station 1 response zone do not have access within 1,000 feet to the District’s fire hydrant network. Property owners living more than 1,000 feet from a fire hydra...
	DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS:
	The Fire Underwriters Survey (FUS) provides detailed up-to-date information to the Insurance Industry about a Municipality’s ability to provide fire protection, which assists in setting insurance rates for residential and commercial properties. FUS ha...
	FUS has a requirement that all fire vehicles that are part of the STSS certification process be 20 years or less in age no exception (Appendix C). Approximately five years ago the District of Mission extended its 20-year replacement schedule for its f...
	STSS certification for MFRS and the District of Mission can be achieved by using existing fire trucks and automatic aid agreement with Maple Ridge. Achieving certification for residents in the light green shaded area on the FUS potential grading map (...
	FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:
	Under the Fire Underwriters Survey, certification of our superior tanker shuttle service requires the fire apparatus to have a 20-year replacement cycle.  In order to conform, three vehicles need to be advanced in the budget.
	1. 1997 Tanker Truck Fire Station 3 replacement - move from 2022 to 2017,
	2. 1993 Tanker Truck Fire Station 1 replacement - move from 2018 to 2017,
	3.  2000 Tanker Truck Fire Station 2 replacement - move from 2025 to 2020.
	Moving these vehicles will have an impact on the Equipment Capital Plan and the MFRS’s operating budget as the equipment rate charged is currently insufficient to replace two of these vehicles, and saving for the replacement of these vehicles needs to...
	Replacement of two of these vehicles in 2017 plus increasing the charge-out rate on the third vehicle will have an estimated impact of $27,000 on the general operating fund.  This represents a 0.09% increase in property taxes.
	The 1993 Tanker Truck for Station 1 replacement budget has been lowered from $407,000 to $350,000 as the stainless steel tank on the old truck can be reused on a new chassis with new compartments and emergency equipment and be considered a complete ne...
	Advancing these three vehicles and revising the cost estimates have not been reflected in the Equipment Capital Expenditures figures presented in a separate report on today’s agenda “Draft 2017 Equipment Capital Plan” from the Deputy Treasurer/Collect...
	The minimum recommended balance for the Vehicle and Equipment Reserve Fund as per policy is $1 Million; approving the changes outlined in this report will reduce the reserve balance in 2020 to approximately $531,000. This will put a strain on the Vehi...
	COMMUNICATION:
	Once certification of the STSS is achieved by MFRS residents within the green shaded areas on the FUS potential grading map (Appendix B) should be notified and an announcement and information package provided on the District’s website. Communication s...
	SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION:
	MFRS has the potential to achieve STSS certification for non-hydrant areas of the District of Mission using existing fire vehicles and aid agreements. The STSS certification will provide 25 – 70 percent fire insurance savings for residents within the ...
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