
 

Special Council 
Agenda 

 
 

The agenda for the Special Meeting of Council (Budget) to be held in the Council Chambers of 
the Municipal Hall, 8645 Stave Lake Street, Mission, British Columbia on Monday, March 30, 2015 
commencing at 2:00 pm. 

1. CALL TO ORDER   

2. ADOPTION OF AGENDA   

3. RESOLUTION TO RESOLVE INTO COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE   

4. CORPORATE SERVICES   
(a) Tax Rates and Ratios  

This report is to provide Council with an overview of the property tax burden for 
the non-residential classes of properties in Mission. Council’s objective and 
policy for the distribution of property tax between residential and non-
residential class is a requirement of the Financial Plan Bylaw. 
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(b) Public Feedback on 2015 Budget 
This report is to provide Council with all the public feedback, comments and 
survey results received through the 2015 budget consultation process.  No staff 
recommendation accompanies this report and Council action is not required. 
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(c) 2015 General Operating Fund Draft Budget Status 
Recommendation:  Council consider and resolve: 

1. That Council provide final direction to staff in terms of the District’s 2015 
Financial Plan/budget and related tax increases by considering the options 
to reduce the amount put aside for Council’s flexibility as noted in the 
report 2015 General Operating Fund Draft Budget Stats, dated March 30, 
2015 from the Deputy Treasurer/Collector; 

2. That the District’s 2015 Financial Plan bylaw include a 2% increase in water 
user rates, a 2% increase in sewer user rates, and a 2% increase in the 
tipping rates at the landfill; 

3. That Council approve for inclusion into the financial plan bylaw the policy 
and objectives noted in the report dated March 30, 2015 from the Deputy 
Treasurer/Collector under the “Use of Permissive Tax Exemptions”; 

4. That the Financial Plan Bylaw be forwarded to Council on April 20, 2015 for 
first three readings, and final adoption on May 4, 2015; and 

5. That the following bylaws 

a) Water Rates Amending Bylaw 5492-2015-2197(24) be amended to 
include a 2% rate increase; and 

b) Sewer User Rates Amending Bylaw 5493-2015-1922(21) be amended 
to include a 2% rate increase; and 

c) Refuse Collection and Disposal Amending Bylaw 5494-2015-1387(55) 
be amended to include a 2% rate increase to the tipping fees at the 
landfill; and 
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each bylaw to be forwarded to the April 07, 2015 Regular Meeting of 
Council for first three readings and with final adoption on April 20, 2015. 

5. RESOLUTION TO RISE FROM COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE  
 

• RESOLUTION TO EXCLUDE PUBLIC 
That, pursuant to Sections 90 and 92 of the Community Charter,  this Special Meeting of 
Council be closed to the public as the subject matter being considered relates to the 
following: 

• Section 90(1)(c) of the Community Charter – labour relations or other employee 
relations; 

• Section 90(1)(g) of the Community Charter – litigation or potential litigation 
affecting the municipality; and 

• Section 90(1)(l) of the Community Charter – discussions with municipal officers 
and employees respecting municipal objectives, measures and progress reports 
for the purposes of preparing an annual report under section 98 [annual 
municipal report]. 

 

 

6. ADJOURN TO CLOSED COUNCIL MEETING   
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Finance Department 

Staff Report to Council 
 

File Category: LGMA Finance 
File Folder: 1715-20 

 

DATE:   March 30, 2015 

TO:   Mayor and Council 

FROM: Kerri Onken, Deputy Treasurer/Collector 

SUBJECT:  Tax Rates and Tax Ratios 
ATTACHMENTS: Appendix “A” – Except from NAIOP – Regional Industrial Development Survey  

Appendix B – 2014 Tax Class Multiples, Assessment, Municipal Taxes and 
Class Proportions of Taxes and Assessments,  

Appendix “C” – Estimated Assessment Values for Retail Users 

 
This report is to provide Council with an overview of the property tax burden for the non-residential 
classes of properties in Mission.  Council’s objective and policy for the distribution of property tax 
between residential and non-residential class is a requirement of the Financial Plan Bylaw.  

PURPOSE: 
The purpose of this report is to provide Council with an overview of the property tax burden for the 
non-residential classes of properties in Mission.  Council’s objective and policy for the distribution of 
property tax between residential and non -residential class is a r equirement of the Financial Plan 
Bylaw. 

BACKGROUND: 

In British Columbia, Provincial legislation empowers local governments to levy property taxes for the 
purpose of funding capital and operating expenses. The province employs a variable rate system 
which means that different rates of property taxation can be applied to different classes of property.  It 
also means that all properties in any particular class of property must be taxed at the same rate.   

The implication of a variable rate system is that different classes of property may be taxed at different 
rates and, at the discretion of Council, may bear a greater or lesser proportion of property tax burden 
(the percentage of the budget collected from each class).  This proportion is commonly measured in 
relation to the Residential Class of property and is referred to as the “class multiple”.  It is the ratio of 
the tax rate (also known as the mill rate) of any one of  the classes of property to the Residential 
Class, and each class of property may have a d ifferent class multiple.  As an example, a property 
class multiple of 2.0 means that the tax rate for that property class is 2.0 times the Residential Class 
tax rate.   
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There are nine classes of property into which BC Assessment classifies all properties: 

 Class 1  Residential      12,893 occurrences* in Mission 

 Class 2  Utilities    101 occurrences* in Mission 

 Class 3  Supportive Housing   0 occurrences* in Mission 

 Class 4  Major Industry   0 occurrences* in Mission 

 Class 5  Light Industry    102 occurrences* in Mission 

 Class 6  Business and Other    721 occurrences* in Mission 

 Class 7  Managed Forest    4 occurrences* in Mission 

 Class 8  Recreational / Non-profit   125 occurrences* in Mission 
                          (includes places of public worship) 

 Class 9  Farm      210 occurrences* in Mission. 

* The above occurrences numbers are from the 2015 Completed Roll from BC Assessment. 

DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS:  

The distribution of the general purpose tax burden among property classes has been an i ssue since 
the mid-1970s when market-value assessments were first legislated in British Columbia. 

There are two common approaches to tax burden distribution: 

1. “Fixed Rate Ratio” Approach – Fixed ratios between the Residential class tax rate (base rate) 
and the tax rates of all other classes. This often leads to significant tax shifts between 
residential and non -residential properties arising from differential changes in their assessed 
market values.  In other words, in a year of relatively low growth in the residential market but 
high growth in the non-residential properties, the percentage of property taxes collected from 
the residential class will be lower while the non-residential classes will be higher than the past 
year.  

2. “Fixed Share” Approach – Fixed distribution of tax burden among property classes, subject to 
Council decisions to adjust the share for each class. This means that the effect of changes in 
the market value of each property class are compensated for in setting the tax rates and 
therefore have no impact on the tax burden for each class. This approach has been the more 
common method of tax levy distribution and is the approach the District of Mission uses. 

History 

When market-value assessments were first introduced the BC government designated the ratios 
between tax classes, using the Fixed Rate Ratio approach.  Until 1983, all municipalities were 
required to use the Fixed Rate Ratio approach when setting their tax rates.  This resulted in significant 
year-over-year inter-class tax shifts arising from differential market value changes.  I n 1983, at the 
request of the Union of BC Municipalities, the provincial government granted local governments the 
authority to determine their own tax distribution approach. Beginning in 1984, municipalities began to 
set their own rates and ratios, using the “fixed share” approach, for the different classes of property.   
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During the initial years under the “fixed share” approach, most municipalities continued to use class 
multiples identical to, or virtually identical to, those the provincial government designated for use by 
regional districts under Local Government Act regulations. However, over time the ratios of tax rates 
on business, industry, and utilities relative to residential tax rates have increased. 

Since the early 1990s, in many municipalities, representatives of the business and i ndustry 
communities have been complaining that they pay a disproportionate share of the property tax burden 
and have been advocating that the distribution of the tax burden be based on the “consumption” of 
tax-supported city services by each property class. Typically city councils have not agreed to the 
“consumption” arguments presented by business and industry.  Property taxation is not a user fee as 
there is often no measure of usage for the many services (including police, fire, transportation, 
planning and dev elopment, library, parks, culture and municipal administration) provided by local 
government. 

While no municipality has accepted the “consumption” arguments presented by business and 
industry, some cities have agreed to gradually shift the tax burden from non-residential property 
classes to residential property classes.  The City of Vancouver for example has shifted a cumulative 
15% of the tax burden, changing the distribution from 40% residential and 60%  non-residential in 
1999 to 55% residential and 45% non-residential in 2012.  Even with these shifts in recent years, the 
tax burden on non -residential properties in City of Vancouver remains above the Metro Vancouver 
average (see Appendix B).   

It is generally held that there is no r ight or wrong answer to how the costs of the tax-supported 
municipal services are shared among property classes.  The following principles are those typically 
used to evaluate taxation policies; how they fit together is primarily a subjective consideration: 

• Equal treatment of equals 

• Fairness, based on benefits received 

• Fairness, based on ability to pay 

• Economic behaviour 

• Accountability 

• Stability and predictability 

• Simplicity and ease of administration 

• Regional competitiveness 
 

Financial Plan Bylaw – Distribution of Property Taxes 
Under section 165(3.1) of the Community Charter, the District of Mission is required to include in its 
Five-Year Financial Plan (2015 - 2019) bylaw (due before May 15, 2015) objectives and policies 
regarding each of the following: 

1. The proportion of total revenue that comes from each of the funding sources described in 
Section 165(7) of the Community Charter; (revenue from property taxes, parcel taxes, fees, 
proceeds from borrowing and revenue from other sources); 

2. The distribution of property taxes among the property classes; and 

3. The use of permissive tax exemptions. 
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Council‘s current policy for distribution of property taxes in the Financial Plan Bylaw is: 

Distribution of Property Taxes 

Council’s objective and policy in regards to the distribution of property taxes are provided below. 
Table 2 highlights the estimated municipal property tax dollars and the respective percentages to 
be collected from each of the tax classes in 2014. The District collects approximately 75% of its 
property taxes from the residential class and about 20% from the business/other class with the 
other classes making up the balance. This is reflective of the fact that about 90% of Mission’s 
assessment base is residential and about 8% is business/other.  

Objective:  
Over the five-year financial plan timeframe, it is Council’s goal to diversify and expand its tax base 
so that all taxpayers are in a more favourable position. 

Policy:  
Council recognizes the need to rationalize its property tax distribution among the various tax 
classes; however, more importantly Council recognizes the need t o diversify and ex pand its 
assessment/tax base. Council is committed to aggressively pursuing business/commercial 
economic development opportunities to achieve this. Council is also committed to comparing its 
assessment mix, property tax levels and property tax distribution with other B.C. communities on 
an annual basis. Council understands that the level of property taxation for each of the tax classes 
does not necessarily correlate with the amount of services provided; however, quantifying and 
costing the services provided to each tax class is difficult and subjective at the very least. It should 
also be recognized that many businesses in the community have employees that benefit from and 
use many District services, facilities and am enities, and t hat additional services and am enities 
benefit all of the tax classes, both directly and indirectly.  
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 2: Approximate Distribution of 2014 Municipal Property Taxes

Property Class Property Tax 
Dollars Raised

% of Total Property 
Taxation

(1) Residential 20,711,345           74.51%

(2) Utility 233,493                0.84%

(3) Social Housing -                       0.00%

(4) Major Industry -                       0.00%

(5) Light Industrial 942,309                3.39%

(6) Business/Other 5,723,347             20.59%

(7) Municipal Forest 2,780                   0.01%

(8) Recreation/Non Profit 125,085                0.45%

(9) Farm 58,373                 0.21%

27,796,732$         100.00%
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The District of Mission currently recovers approximately 75% of the tax levy from the residential 
property class and abou t 25% from the non-residential classes, and this has been fairly consistent 
over the past 15 years or so.   

A comparison of the class multiple (that is the ratio of the tax rate of any one of the classes of 
property to the Residential class), and not the actual tax rates, is the most equitable comparison 
between municipalities.  It can be difficult to compare the actual tax rates of different municipalities as 
the assessed market values of real property differ from municipality to municipality.  If real property 
market values are higher in Surrey than in Mission for example, Surrey can have a lower tax rate than 
Mission and still generate the same amount of tax revenue to cover the cost of services provided.   

The types of services and the cost to maintain these services may also vary between municipalities.  
As an ex ample, Mission has 293 k m of paved roads.  P avement management along with snow 
removal and maintaining the drainage gutters will vary from say Port Moody (a community of similar 
population) with 109 km of paved roads or Langley City with 81 km.  Mission’s topography may also 
play a r ole in providing certain services or even if some services are required when comparing 
Mission to other municipalities. It should be no ted that the reverse is also true.  There are 205 
hectares of exempt parkland in Mission while Port Moody has 1,036 hectares. 

The principle that higher assessments will generally support lower tax rates is especially true for the 
Class 1 Residential class of property as residential properties are generally fairly comparable from 
one municipality to the other.  It is difficult to make that comparison for Class 2 Utility and Class 4 
Major Industry classes of property because of the unique nature of each of these properties.   

The assessed value of Class 5 Light Industry and Class 6 Business/Other classes may not be directly 
comparable from municipality to municipality but a c omparison of the class multiples does give an 
indication of the relative comparability between municipalities.  According to NAIOP, Commercial Real 
Estate Development Association in Vancouver in their Regional Industrial Development Cost Survey, 

 “For light industrial and commercial properties, research has indicated that an ideal median 
tax ratio (industrial/commercial tax rate to residential tax rate) is 3.0 to 1” (see Appendix A). 

Mission’s ratio in 2014 between Business/Other class and Residential class was 3.0 to1 (see page 1 
of Appendix B). 

Appendix B shows the 2014 class multiple for the Class 6 Business/Other class of properties for all 
Metro Vancouver and Fraser Valley Regional District municipalities.  Mission is 11th highest out 20 
comparable municipalities (villages and non-local municipalities removed) at 3.0 to 1 and is below the 
average of 3.09 to 1.  Many of the municipalities in the region have a Class 6 m ultiple in a r ange 
between 3.0 and 4.0 to 1. 

Appendix B also shows the percentage of taxes raised in each class and the assessed values of all 
the properties in each class.  Whereas 90% of our assessment base is residential, ranking us 5th 
highest out of 20 municipalities in 2014, only 9% of our assessment base is business/other, ranking 
us 15th highest out of 20.   

It should be noted that the tax rate for Class 2 Utility is legislated.  For most communities the tax rate 
is the greater of $40 per $1,000 of assessment or a factor of 2.5 times the business rate.  If the tax 
rate for Class 6 B usiness/Other is $16.5000, the Class 2 U tility tax rate is $41.2500, or 2.5 times 
$16.5000.  Any reduction to the business tax rate will reduce the utility tax rate if the current tax rate is 
over the $40 rate.  There are several communities in BC where the regulation specifies a larger factor 
than 2.5 times the Class 6 tax rate.  For Mission the factor is 2.9 times. 
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From a historical perspective, Mission’s business to residential ratio has been dropping over the past 
few years, from 3.3 to 1 in 2011 t o 3.0 to 1 in 2014.  This is in part due to the active business 
development that has occurred.  The percentage of total assessment allocated to Class 6 
Business/Other has increased from 7.08% in 2011 to 8.5% in 2015 (estimated as 2015 actuals not 
known until April).  New construction revenue, property tax revenue generated due to new home or 
businesses being built, has been heav ily weighted on t he business development over residential 
development over the same time period. This has contributed to reducing the tax ratio in Class 6 
Business/Other and Class 5 Light Industry.   

 
It should be noted that the large increase in residential estimate (the 93% for 2015) is partially as a 
result of a desk top review by BC Assessment, where approximately $78 million or 48% of the total 
residential increase, of unrecorded inventory was added. The unrecovered inventory includes new 
decks on homes, sheds, pools, building extensions, and other assessable changes to properties not 
recorded in BC Assessment’s data base. 

Community Comparison of Similar Business Types 
The community comparison takes a business located in one community and compares the property 
taxes paid should that exact business be located in Mission.  The main difficulty with this comparison 
is that it is difficult to determine comparable businesses between the two communities.  A nother 
challenge with this data is that it is somewhat subjective. 

We contacted BC Assessment and p rovided them with three business types, a food store, 
retail/commercial space and a restaurant, and asked them “if these businesses would be located in 
other municipalities, what would the assessment value be?”  This particular project is not a report that 
can be c reated so BC Assessment had to manually do t he calculation and p rovided us with 
assessments to compare in seven other Municipalities.  Appendix C shows that Mission is 6th lowest 
out of 8 communities for a food store and a restaurant, and 4th lowest out of 8 for a retail store.   

Location does play a role in calculating property tax payments on a property.  In Mission, we have 822 
Class 5 Light Industrial and Class 6 Business/Other properties.  There are 278 currently protected by 
the Mission dyke and 118 in the Mission Downtown Business Area.  Those properties protected by 
the Mission dyke will pay an additional $0.5336 per $1,000 assessment to cover the annual operating 
costs for the dyke.  For the properties in the downtown core, we collect an addi tional $1.8739 per 
$1,000 of assessment on behalf of the Mission Downton Business Association. 

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Estimated

74% 76% 84% 

39% 36% 41% 

93% 

26% 24% 16% 

61% 64% 59% 

7% 

New Construction Tax Revenue 

Residential Non-residential
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FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 
There are no direct financial implications associated with this report, only those associated with the 
budget modification of any ratios.  Should Council want to consider changing the ratios, staff would 
suggest making the change in 2016 to provide enough time to review different strategies and the 
impacts on the residential class. 

COMMUNICATION: 
No communication action is required. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION:  

In British Columbia, Provincial legislation empowers local governments to levy property taxes for the 
purpose of funding capital and operating expenses. Comparing tax rates with other communities is 
not a s imple task as each indicator, tax ratio, assessment percentage of total or tax collected per 
class, has its own strength and weaknesses.   

A comparison of the class multiple (that is the ratio of the tax rate of any one of the classes of 
property to the Residential class), and not the actual tax rates, is the most equitable comparison 
between municipalities.  

Mission uses the “Fixed Share” approach to tax burden distribution among property classes:  This 
means that the effect of changes in the market value of each property class are compensated for in 
setting the tax rates and therefore have no impact on the tax burden for each class.  

It is generally held that there is no r ight or wrong answer to how the costs of the tax-supported 
municipal services are shared among property classes.  The following principles are those typically 
used to evaluate taxation policies; how they fit together is primarily a subjective consideration: 

• Equal treatment of equals 
• Fairness, based on benefits received 
• Fairness, based on ability to pay 
• Economic behaviour 
• Accountability 
• Stability and predictability 
• Simplicity and ease of administration 
• Regional competitiveness 

With respects to the tax class multiplier, in 2014 the District of Mission ranks 11th highest out of 20 
communities in Metro Vancouver and Fraser Valley Regional Districts.  According to NAIOP, 
Commercial Real Estate Development Association in Vancouver in their Regional Industrial 
Development Cost Survey, “For light industrial and commercial properties, research has 
indicated that an ideal median tax ratio (industrial/commercial tax rate to residential tax rate) is 
3 to 1”. Mission’s ratio in 2014 between Business/Other class and Residential class was 30 to 1. 

It should be noted that the tax rate for Class 2 Utility is legislated.  For most communities the tax rate 
is the greater of $40 per $1,000 of assessment or 2.5 times the business rate.  Any reduction to the 
business tax rate will reduce the utility tax rate for those communities that are currently over the $40 
rate.  For Mission the tax rate is the greater of $40 per $1,000 or 2.9 times the business rate. 
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From a historical perspective, Mission’s business to residential ratio has been dropping over the past 
few years, from 3.3 in 2011 to 3.0 in 2014.  This in part is due to the active business development that 
has occurred.  The percentage of total assessment allocated to Class 6 Business/Other has 
increased from 7.08% in 2011 to 8.5% in 2015 (estimated as 2015 actuals not known until April).  

There are no direct financial implications associated with this report. Should Council want to consider 
changing the ratios, staff would suggest making the change in 2016 to provide enough time to review 
different strategies and the impacts on the residential class. 

 

SIGN-OFFS:  

 

Kerri Onken, Deputy Treasurer/Collector 

 

Reviewed by:  
Kris Boland, Manager of Finance 

Comment from Interim Chief Administrative Officer 
Reviewed.  

 
G:\FINANCE\MINUTES\2015\150330\(4a) Tax Rates and Ratios Report.docx 
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APPENDIX A 

For light industrial and 
commercial properties, 
research has indicated 
that the ideal median 
tax ratio (industrial/ 
commercial tax rate to 
residential tax rate) is   
3 to 1. 
 
Less than half the 
municipalities surveyed 
are in line with this 
ratio. 
 

NAIOP 
Commercial Real Estate 

Development Association 
METRO VANCOUVER CHAPTER 

Regional Industrial Development Cost Survey — Fall 2013 
 

 
Comparative Tax Burden 
While it may not be the primary consideration, a growing number 
of businesses are considering the impact of the property tax burden, 
and the variations in that burden across the region, when making 
the decision on where to locate. Property taxes are not, for the 
most part, factored into per-square-foot lease prices but, like 
common area and maintenance (CAM) costs, they are paid in 
addition to the base lease rates.  
Municipal property taxes pay for city services such as parks, roads, 
utilities, policing, fire protection and local improvements. Property 
tax rates within any municipality are impacted by two factors. The 
first is the value of the property being taxed and the second is the 
tax rate (mill rate) that the municipality applies to various property 
types. Municipalities ensure their ability to balance their budgets 
with their ability to adjust mill rates.  
The property tax burden for businesses varies from jurisdiction to 
jurisdiction however, compared to residential tax rates, businesses 
(‘industrial’ and ‘commercial’ property designations) pay a 
significantly greater proportion of the property taxes.  
For light industrial and commercial properties, research has 
indicated that the ideal median tax ratio (industrial/commercial tax 
rate to residential tax rate) is 3 to 1. Less than half the municipalities 
surveyed are in line with this ratio. The awareness among business 
owners of the disparity between commercial and residential tax 
rates is growing. The District of North Vancouver’s ratio in 2011 was 
8.8 to 1 and has been reduced to 4.6 to 1 in 2013. Similarly, the City 
of New Westminster’s ratio in 2011 was 7.1 to 1 and has been 
reduced to 5.8 to 1 in 2013. We commend both municipalities for 
their efforts by lowering or maintaining the business tax rate at the 
expense of an increase in the residential rate.  

 
 

 
 
 
For 2013, the five municipalities with the lowest commercial to 
residential property tax burden (rated from lowest to highest) were: 
• City of Chilliwack 
• City of Abbotsford 
• City of Langley 
• City of Surrey 
• District of Maple Ridge 
The five Metro Vancouver and Fraser Valley 
Municipalities with the highest commercial to 
residential property tax burden (rated from 
highest to lowest) were: 
• City of New Westminster 
• City of Port Moody 
• District of North Vancouver 
• City of Coquitlam 
• City of Vancouver 
Small and medium sized commercial businesses are essential to the 
socio-economic health of the community and contribute to the goal 
of building compact sustainable cities.  
High municipal property taxes for these types of businesses have 
serious impacts on our city, neighbourhoods and employment 
opportunities for residents. Although, it is often said that businesses 
“don’t vote” in local elections, in reality they do cast a ballot, by 
making the decision to relocate to lower cost jurisdictions in which 
their business can thrive and contribute to the sustainability and 
vitality of their local communities.  
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Appendix B
2014 Assessments, Tax Rates, Municipal Taxes and Class Proportions of Taxes and Assessments

MCSCD 250-387-4060    Local Gov't Infrastructure and Finance Source: Province of BC

Tax Class Multiples (Ratios)
(for all Metro Vancouver and Fraser Valley Regional Districts communities)

Coquitlam Vancouver Burnaby
New 

Westminster

Harrison Hot 
Springs 
(Village)

North 
Vancouver 

North 
Vancouver 

City Richmond
Pitt 

Meadows Delta
Port 

Coquitlam Mission Langley Port Moody Maple Ridge Surrey Kent Abbotsford 
Belcarra 
(Village) Hope West Vancouver

White 
Rock

Langley 
City

Lions Bay 
(Village) Chilliwack

Anmore 
(Village)

Bowen 
Island Average

Property Class/Rank 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27
Residential 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Utilities 12.49 19.06 14.88 8.37 3.50 16.39 16.03 17.74 9.49 11.63 10.30 8.70 8.22 11.04 8.96 13.22 14.01 7.34 3.50 6.07 5.18 6.20 10.29 18.67 8.01 1.00 4.16 10.17
Supportive Housing 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.33
Major Industry 9.01 18.28 20.09 7.86 3.40 12.02 11.02 6.10 10.04 9.90 3.48 2.81 2.62 19.46 7.82 4.68 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.60 8.61 0.00 0.00 2.25 0.00 1.00 0.00 6.04
Light Industry 4.31 4.27 3.99 5.14 3.40 4.56 3.43 3.24 4.40 3.04 3.48 2.81 2.88 5.28 2.85 2.51 3.65 2.08 0.00 2.60 8.61 0.00 2.53 2.25 1.98 1.00 4.16 3.28
Business/Other 4.31 4.27 3.99 3.52 3.50 3.47 3.43 3.24 3.11 3.04 3.02 3.00 2.97 2.89 2.85 2.84 2.70 2.45 2.45 2.45 2.39 2.37 2.29 2.25 2.01 1.00 1.00 2.85
Managed Forest 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.30 2.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.10 0.00 0.00 3.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.25 4.16 1.00 0.00 1.08
Recreation 4.76 1.00 0.66 1.00 4.75 2.35 1.18 0.96 2.65 2.15 3.85 2.22 1.52 0.81 2.87 0.98 2.36 1.69 1.00 1.81 4.08 0.94 2.29 3.66 0.87 1.00 1.00 2.01
Farm 5.54 1.00 3.99 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 5.60 7.69 5.23 5.96 4.14 3.06 0.00 6.80 1.08 4.46 3.67 0.00 2.87 0.00 0.00 1.00 3.66 4.40 1.00 0.50 2.73

Tax Class Multiples (Ratios) - Sorted by Business Class Ratios
(after removing villages, distant communities (Bowen Island & Hope) and North Vancouver)

Coquitlam Vancouver Burnaby
New 

Westminster
North 

Vancouver 

North 
Vancouver 

City Richmond
Pitt 

Meadows Delta
Port 

Coquitlam Mission Langley Port Moody Maple Ridge Surrey Kent Abbotsford White Rock Langley City Chilliwack Average
Property Class/Rank 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
Residential 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Utilities 12.49 19.06 14.88 8.37 16.39 16.03 17.74 9.49 11.63 10.30 8.70 8.22 11.04 8.96 13.22 14.01 7.34 6.20 10.29 8.01 11.62
Supportive Housing 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.25
Major Industry 9.01 18.28 20.09 7.86 12.02 11.02 6.10 10.04 9.90 3.48 2.81 2.62 19.46 7.82 4.68 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.26
Light Industry 4.31 4.27 3.99 5.14 4.56 3.43 3.24 4.40 3.04 3.48 2.81 2.88 5.28 2.85 2.51 3.65 2.08 0.00 2.53 1.98 3.32
Business/Other 4.31 4.27 3.99 3.52 3.47 3.43 3.24 3.11 3.04 3.02 3.00 2.97 2.89 2.85 2.84 2.70 2.45 2.37 2.29 2.01 3.09
Managed Forest 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.30 2.33 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.16 0.99
Recreation 4.76 1.00 0.66 1.00 2.35 1.18 0.96 2.65 2.15 3.85 2.22 1.52 0.81 2.87 0.98 2.36 1.69 0.94 2.29 0.87 1.86
Farm 5.54 1.00 3.99 1.00 0.00 0.00 5.60 7.69 5.23 5.96 4.14 3.06 0.00 6.80 1.08 4.46 3.67 0.00 1.00 4.40 3.23

Compared to Average: -2.92% below the average of all communities

% Total Taxes Collect by Class - Sorted by Residential Class Percentages
(74% of properties taxes raised in Mission is from the residential class)

White Rock Maple Ridge Mission
North 

Vancouver Surrey Chilliwack Port Moody Coquitlam Abbotsford 
Pitt 

Meadows Langley 
New 

Westminster
Port 

Coquitlam

North 
Vancouver 

City Richmond Delta Vancouver Langley City Burnaby Kent Average
Property Class/Rank 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
Residential 89 78 74 72 69 69 68 63 63 62 61 60 59 54 54 54 53 52 49 48 62.55
Utilities 1 1 1 0 1 4 0 1 3 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 2 34 2.70
Supportive Housing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00
Major Industry 0 1 0 9 0 0 16 0 0 1 0 2 0 7 1 6 1 0 3 0 2.35
Light Industry 0 4 3 1 4 4 2 5 4 5 10 6 11 1 8 15 1 6 6 5 5.05
Business/Other 10 16 21 18 26 20 14 31 28 27 26 32 29 37 36 23 44 42 40 7 26.35
Managed Forest 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00
Recreation 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.05
Farm 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 2 3 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 5 0.75

Compared to Average: 18.31% over the average of all communities at 62.55%

% Total Taxes Collect by Class - Sorted by Business/Other Class Percentages
(21% of properties taxes raised in Mission is from the business class)

Vancouver Langley City Burnaby

North 
Vancouver 

City Richmond
New 

Westminster Coquitlam
Port 

Coquitlam Abbotsford 
Pitt 

Meadows Surrey Langley Delta Mission Chilliwack
North 

Vancouver Maple Ridge Port Moody White Rock Kent Average
Property Class/Rank 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
Residential 53 52 49 54 54 60 63 59 63 62 69 61 54 74 69 72 78 68 89 48 62.55
Utilities 1 0 2 1 0 0 1 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 4 0 1 0 1 34 2.70
Supportive Housing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00
Major Industry 1 0 3 7 1 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 6 0 0 9 1 16 0 0 2.35
Light Industry 1 6 6 1 8 6 5 11 4 5 4 10 15 3 4 1 4 2 0 5 5.05
Business/Other 44 42 40 37 36 32 31 29 28 27 26 26 23 21 20 18 16 14 10 7 26.35
Managed Forest 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00
Recreation 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.05
Farm 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 3 0 1 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 5 0.75

Compared to Average: -20.30% below the average of all communities at 26.35%
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Appendix B
2014 Assessments, Tax Rates, Municipal Taxes and Class Proportions of Taxes and Assessments

MCSCD 250-387-4060    Local Gov't Infrastructure and Finance Source: Province of BC

% Total Assessment - Sorted by Residential Class Percentages
(90% of off the assessed value properties in Mission are residential class)

White Rock
North 

Vancouver Port Moody Maple Ridge Mission Coquitlam Surrey Kent
New 

Westminster
Pitt 

Meadows Chilliwack Vancouver Langley 

North 
Vancouver 

City
Port 

Coquitlam Abbotsford Burnaby Richmond Delta Langley City Average
Property Class/Rank 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
Residential 95 92 92 91 90 88 86 86 85 85 84 83 83 82 82 81 80 80 80 71 84.80
Utilities 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.25
Supportive Housing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00
Major Industry 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0.20
Light Industry 0 0 0 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 3 0 5 0 4 3 3 4 7 3 2.25
Business/Other 4 6 6 7 9 10 11 4 13 12 12 16 12 16 14 15 17 16 11 25 11.80
Managed Forest 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00
Recreation 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.05
Farm 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0.25

Compared to Average: 6.13% over the average of all communities at 84.8%

% Total Assessment - Sorted by Business/Other Class Percentages
(9% of off the assessed value properties in Mission are business class)

Langley City Burnaby Vancouver

North 
Vancouver 

City Richmond Abbotsford 
Port 

Coquitlam
New 

Westminster
Pitt 

Meadows Chilliwack Langley Surrey Delta Coquitlam Mission Maple Ridge
North 

Vancouver Port Moody White Rock Kent Average
Property Class/Rank 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
Residential 71 80 83 82 80 81 82 85 85 84 83 86 80 88 90 91 92 92 95 86 84.80
Utilities 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0.25
Supportive Housing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00
Major Industry 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0.20
Light Industry 3 3 0 0 4 3 4 2 2 3 5 2 7 2 1 2 0 0 0 2 2.25
Business/Other 25 17 16 16 16 15 14 13 12 12 12 11 11 10 9 7 6 6 4 4 11.80
Managed Forest 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00
Recreation 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.05
Farm 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0.25

Compared to Average: -23.73% below the average of all communities at 11.8%

Municipal Taxes Per Capita
(based on population of 37,549, and total residential property taxes collected of $21,582,174, each person in Mission pays $575 in municipal property taxes)

White Rock
North 

Vancouver Port Moody Maple Ridge Delta Mission Langley 
New 

Westminster Coquitlam
Pitt 

Meadows

North 
Vancouver 

City
Port 

Coquitlam Abbotsford Vancouver Chilliwack Richmond Burnaby Langley City Kent Surrey Average
Property Class/Rank 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
Residential 980 679 655 651 598 575 573 572 563 558 548 546 543 533 516 497 460 447 441 360 564.64
Utilities 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00
Supportive Housing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00
Major Industry 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00
Light Industry 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00
Business/Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00
Managed Forest 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00
Recreation 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00
Farm 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00

Compared to Average: 1.80% over the average of all communities at $564.64
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Appendix B
2014 Assessments, Tax Rates, Municipal Taxes and Class Proportions of Taxes and Assessments

MCSCD 250-387-4060    Local Gov't Infrastructure and Finance Source: Province of BC

Tax Rates - Sorted by Residential Class Tax Rates

Abbotsford Mission Chilliwack Maple Ridge Kent
Pitt 

Meadows Langley City
Port 

Coquitlam
New 

Westminster White Rock Port Moody Delta Langley Coquitlam

North 
Vancouver 

City Surrey
North 

Vancouver Burnaby Richmond Vancouver Average
Property Class/Rank 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
Residential 5.17289 4.85130 4.84125 4.46250 4.05687 4.01000 3.88570 3.88270 3.75350 3.67869 3.52200 3.43870 3.34730 3.20210 2.49602 2.47085 2.44107 2.34430 2.24956 1.84728 3.50
Utilities 37.98195 42.20930 38.79016 40.00000 56.83021 38.07180 40.00000 40.00000 31.41260 22.79315 38.86910 39.99890 27.51920 39.99980 40.00000 32.67298 40.00000 34.87410 39.91245 35.21383 37.86
Supportive Housing 0.00000 4.85130 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 3.88570 3.88270 3.75350 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 2.34430 0.00000 0.00000 0.94
Major Industry 0.00000 13.65570 0.00000 34.91630 0.00000 40.27550 0.00000 13.50470 29.51880 0.00000 68.54770 34.04320 8.76410 28.85520 27.50000 11.56272 29.33316 47.10730 13.71527 33.77460 21.75
Light Industry 10.73513 13.65570 9.59528 12.73140 14.82301 17.63240 9.81140 13.50470 19.29950 0.00000 18.61260 10.46390 9.64690 13.81010 8.57249 6.21119 11.12193 9.35700 7.28682 7.88427 11.24
Business/Other 12.68594 14.55490 9.72209 12.73140 10.95850 12.48220 8.88270 11.74160 13.22830 8.72798 10.19280 10.47080 9.94960 13.81270 8.57249 7.01681 8.47875 9.35700 7.28682 7.88427 10.44
Managed Forest 0.00000 11.28340 20.11838 0.00000 12.58636 0.00000 0.00000 40.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 4.20
Recreation 8.71777 10.77730 4.19178 12.80800 9.56563 10.63890 8.88270 14.95280 3.75350 3.46255 2.84250 7.37940 5.08510 15.25570 2.95492 2.41055 5.74810 1.54870 2.16069 1.84548 6.75
Farm 19.00413 20.06130 21.31549 30.34830 18.10556 30.83620 3.88570 23.13770 3.75350 0.00000 0.00000 17.97410 10.24750 17.75530 0.00000 2.67121 0.00000 9.35700 12.60253 1.84548 12.15

Assessment Totals - General Taxable Values - Sorted by Residential Class Values
(total residential assessment value in Mission is $4.449 billion)

Vancouver Surrey Burnaby Richmond Coquitlam
North 

Vancouver Langley Delta Abbotsford Maple Ridge

North 
Vancouver 

City
New 

Westminster Chilliwack
Port 

Coquitlam Port Moody White Rock Mission Langley City
Pitt 

Meadows Kent Average
Property Class/Rank 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
Residential 184,853,304,652 73,428,064,000 45,986,194,731 44,464,212,240 24,379,594,937 24,284,012,917 19,251,386,198 17,721,237,234 14,576,763,778 11,553,748,331 11,170,128,027 10,405,912,943 8,645,411,614 8,306,232,429 6,413,598,522 5,125,906,812 4,448,740,313 3,022,887,403 2,593,230,388 646,831,622 26,063,869,955

Utilities 189,366,920 59,962,753 157,986,140 20,887,585 23,195,410 2,507,755 41,353,027 23,976,487 88,860,643 12,910,996 9,351,005 7,808,705 58,222,462 9,199,684 2,671,390 6,668,470 5,831,765 2,176,140 6,271,380 32,744,345 38,097,653

Supportive Housing 96 14 6 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 10 0 4 0 0 0 2 0 0 7

Major Industry 190,192,400 104,307,200 142,180,600 125,715,900 0 271,179,200 28,883,200 233,802,900 0 17,774,100 138,714,000 42,427,200 0 0 90,454,400 0 0 0 3,282,800 0 69,445,695

Light Industry 955,616,800 1,776,437,600 1,437,447,900 2,100,088,500 428,983,000 71,194,200 1,137,563,800 1,566,987,000 480,804,126 207,624,200 48,019,400 203,130,400 258,523,600 452,588,500 31,617,200 0 71,258,100 140,159,600 46,091,400 18,536,400 571,633,586

Business/Other 35,396,533,691 9,631,564,427 9,472,185,594 9,001,342,413 2,803,838,101 1,709,383,800 2,762,296,141 2,483,655,202 2,604,508,850 840,213,548 2,181,377,400 1,552,988,929 1,222,613,573 1,378,733,401 448,508,406 240,023,802 422,787,005 1,064,703,903 360,863,300 33,632,200 4,280,587,684

Managed Forest 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 466,300 0 0 0 129,400 0 0 155,800 37,575

Recreation 290,905,600 129,168,700 48,596,800 97,337,700 30,207,000 33,695,200 47,156,100 36,569,500 12,026,500 2,893,800 7,128,300 10,284,180 18,708,900 6,501,200 10,016,900 4,525,800 13,377,100 7,604,700 21,854,600 2,062,400 41,531,049

Farm 195,040 32,982,281 1,257,066 26,112,095 884,557 0 63,884,128 43,015,458 137,933,704 4,982,922 0 27,463 79,670,034 864,615 0 0 3,202,300 11,936 15,542,662 14,616,534 21,259,140

Total Municipal Tax Rates including Library - Sorted by Residential Class Values
(total property taxes collected by residential class in Mission is $21,582,174)

Vancouver Surrey Burnaby Richmond Coquitlam Abbotsford Langley Delta
North 

Vancouver Maple Ridge Chilliwack
New 

Westminster
Port 

Coquitlam

North 
Vancouver 

City Port Moody Mission White Rock Langley City
Pitt 

Meadows Kent Average
Property Class/Rank 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
Residential 341,475,813 181,429,732 107,805,436 100,024,913 78,065,901 75,403,996 64,440,165 60,938,018 59,278,975 51,558,602 41,854,599 39,058,594 32,250,609 27,880,863 22,588,694 21,582,174 18,856,622 11,746,034 10,398,854 2,624,112 67,463,135

Utilities 6,668,335 1,959,162 5,509,624 833,675 927,812 3,375,100 1,138,002 959,033 100,310 516,440 2,258,459 245,292 367,987 374,040 103,835 246,155 151,995 87,046 238,763 1,860,868 1,396,097

Supportive Housing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Major Industry 6,423,672 1,206,075 6,697,744 1,724,228 0 0 253,135 7,959,399 7,954,543 620,606 0 1,252,400 0 3,814,635 6,200,441 0 0 0 132,216 0 2,211,955

Light Industry 7,534,341 11,033,791 13,450,200 15,302,967 5,924,298 5,161,495 10,973,964 16,396,795 791,817 2,643,347 2,480,606 3,920,315 6,112,072 411,646 588,478 973,079 0 1,375,162 812,702 274,765 5,308,092

Business/Other 279,075,829 67,582,858 88,631,241 65,591,162 38,728,575 33,040,643 27,483,742 26,005,857 14,493,438 10,697,095 11,886,359 20,543,403 16,188,536 18,699,836 4,571,556 6,153,623 2,094,923 9,457,445 4,504,368 368,558 37,289,952

Managed Forest 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9,381 0 0 0 0 1,460 0 0 0 1,961 640

Recreation 536,860 311,368 75,262 210,317 460,829 104,844 239,793 269,861 193,683 37,064 78,424 38,602 97,211 21,064 28,473 144,169 15,671 67,550 232,509 19,728 159,164

Farm 360 88,103 11,762 329,078 15,706 2,621,310 654,653 773,164 0 151,223 1,698,206 103 20,005 0 0 64,242 0 46 479,277 264,641 358,594
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APPENDIX C

BC Assessment 

Estimated assessment values for retail users

Location Property type/user
Floor area 

(square 
feet)

Applied 
market 

rent

Gross 
income

Stabilized 
vacancy

Effective 
Gross 
income

Stabilized 
expenses

Net 
operating 
income

Applied 
capitalization 

rate

Estimated 
Total market 

value*

Market 
rate per 
sq. ft.

Class 6 - 
Municipal 
Tax Rate

Municipal 
Tax 

Revenue
Surrey (326) Food store 45000 $15.00 $675,000 3% $654,750 3% $635,108 5.75 $11,035,348 $245 7.01681 $77,433
Langley City (216) Food store 45000 $16.00 $720,000 3% $698,400 3% $677,448 6.00 $11,280,800 $251 8.88270 $100,204
Burnaby (301) Food store 45000 $16.00 $720,000 3% $698,400 3% $677,448 5.75 $11,771,704 $262 9.35700 $110,148
Abbotsford (313) Food store 45000 $15.00 $675,000 3% $654,750 3% $635,108 6.00 $10,575,125 $235 12.68594 $134,155
Maple Ridge (312) Food store 45000 $15.00 $675,000 3% $654,750 3% $635,108 6.00 $10,575,125 $235 12.73140 $134,636
Mission (314) Food store 45000 $14.00 $630,000 3% $611,100 3% $592,767 6.25 $9,474,272 $211 14.55490 $137,897
Coquitlam (305) Food store 45000 $14.00 $630,000 3% $611,100 3% $592,767 5.75 $10,298,991 $229 13.81270 $142,257
PoCo Food store 45000 $18.00 $810,000 3% $785,700 3% $762,129 5.75 $13,244,417 $294 11.74160 $155,511

Surrey (326) CRU (retail) 1500 $30.00 $45,000 5% $42,750 5% $40,613 5.75 $696,304 $464 7.01681 $4,886
Langley City (216) CRU (retail) 1500 $29.00 $43,500 5% $41,325 5% $39,259 5.75 $672,761 $449 8.88270 $5,976
Burnaby (301) CRU (retail) 1500 $28.00 $42,000 5% $39,900 5% $37,905 5.75 $649,217 $433 9.35700 $6,075
Mission (314) CRU (retail) 1500 $25.00 $37,500 5% $35,625 5% $33,844 6.25 $531,500 $354 14.55490 $7,736
Abbotsford (313) CRU (retail) 1500 $28.00 $42,000 5% $39,900 5% $37,905 6.00 $621,750 $415 12.68594 $7,887
PoCo CRU (retail) 1500 $29.00 $43,500 5% $41,325 5% $39,259 5.75 $672,761 $449 11.74160 $7,899
Coquitlam (305) CRU (retail) 1500 $25.00 $37,500 5% $35,625 5% $33,844 5.75 $578,587 $386 13.81270 $7,992
Maple Ridge (312) CRU (retail) 1500 $30.00 $45,000 5% $42,750 5% $40,613 6.00 $666,875 $445 12.73140 $8,490

Surrey (326) CRU ( restaurant) 3000 $27.00 $81,000 3% $78,570 3% $76,213 5.75 $1,315,442 $438 7.01681 $9,230
Langley City (216) CRU ( restaurant) 3000 $31.00 $93,000 3% $90,210 3% $87,504 5.75 $1,511,803 $504 8.88270 $13,429
PoCo CRU ( restaurant) 3000 $25.00 $75,000 3% $72,750 3% $70,568 6.00 $1,166,125 $389 11.74160 $13,692
Burnaby (301) CRU ( restaurant) 3000 $32.00 $96,000 5% $91,200 5% $86,640 5.75 $1,496,783 $499 9.35700 $14,005
Maple Ridge (312) CRU ( restaurant) 3000 $25.00 $75,000 3% $72,750 3% $70,568 6.25 $1,119,080 $373 12.73140 $14,247
Mission (314) CRU ( restaurant) 3000 $26.00 $78,000 3% $75,660 3% $73,390 6.25 $1,164,243 $388 14.55490 $16,945
Abbotsford (313) CRU ( restaurant) 3000 $30.00 $90,000 3% $87,300 3% $84,681 6.00 $1,401,350 $467 12.68594 $17,777
Coquitlam (305) CRU ( restaurant) 3000 $30.00 $90,000 5% $85,500 5% $81,225 5.75 $1,402,609 $468 13.81270 $19,374

* Estimated Total Market Value includes the $10,000 business exemption provided for under BC Legislation
These assessment values are estimates only.  Assessments can range in values and this range can vary depending on property/business specific details such as size and location.

Tax rate is the rate per $1,000 
of assessed value.  
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Finance Department 

Staff Report to Council 

 Page 1 of 2  

File Category:  LGMA Finance 
File Folder:      1700-20 

DATE:   March 30, 2015 

TO:   Mayor and Council 

FROM: Kerri Onken, Deputy Treasurer/Collector &  
 Michael Boronowski, Manager of Civic Engagement and Community Initiatives 

SUBJECT:  Public Feedback on 2015 Budget 
ATTACHMENT(S): Appendix A – Draft Minutes from the Special Council (Budget Consultation) 

Meeting held on March 17, 2015 

Appendix B – 2015 Budget Questionnaire and results 

 

This report is to provide Council with all the public feedback, comments and survey results received 
through the 2015 budget consultation process. No staff recommendation accompanies this report 
and Council action is not required. 

BACKGROUND: 
The Community Charter Section 166 requires the local government to undertake the process of public 
consultation regarding the proposed financial plan before it is adopted by Council. This is an 
opportunity for the public to provide feedback to Council and to help inform the budgeting process.  

This year, the public budget consultation meeting took place on Tuesday, March 17, 2015. Draft 
minutes from this meeting are attached as Appendix A for Council’s review. In addition to the meeting 
presentation, budget/financial information was provided to the public through the District’s website as 
well as being available at the Leisure Centre, Library, Municipal Hall, and other locations throughout 
the community. 

Public input was gathered by means of a questionnaire available both online and in-person, as well as 
by email. Copies of the written comments, from email and the survey have been provided to Council 
for their review. 

DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS: 

Public Meeting 
Twenty plus members of the public attended the Special Council (Budget Consultation) Meeting on 
March 17, 2015 and p rovided comments and asked questions of Council and S taff.  A  copy of the 
draft minutes are attached as Appendix A to this report for Council’s review. 

 

Survey  
The public questionnaire generated 177 u nique responses. Highlights are provided below and the 
complete questionnaire report is provided as Appendix B. 
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 STAFF REPORT TO COUNCIL Page 2 of 2  

• 64% of respondents identified as female, 34% identified as male. 

• 58% of respondents were between the ages of 35 and 54 

• In general, respondents were supportive of additional spending in the areas of youth activities 
and support, and public safety and RCMP. 

• When asked to identify priority areas of concern respondents indicated that public safety and 
enforcement (Bylaws, RCMP, and Fire/Rescue), Affordable Housing, and Industrial and 
Commercial Development were the areas most requiring immediate attention. 

Copies of the written comments, from email and the survey have been provided to Council for their 
review. 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 
There are no financial implications associated with this report. 

COMMUNICATION: 
No further communication, outside of this report being on a public agenda, is required. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION:  
The Community Charter Section 166 requires the local government to undertake the process of public 
consultation regarding the proposed financial plan before it is adopted by Council.   

A budget consultation meeting took place on March 17, 2015 with 20 plus members of the public in 
attendance.  Minutes from this meeting are provided for Council’s review. 

177 individuals provided responses through the online and paper questionnaire, with the instrument 
and results provided for Council’s review. 

SIGN-OFFS:  

 

 

Kerri Onken, Deputy Treasurer/Collector 

 

 
Reviewed by:  
Michael Boronowski, Manager of Civic 
Engagement and Community Initiatives 

Comment from the Interim Chief Administrative Officer: 

Reviewed 
G:\FINANCE\MINUTES\2015\150330\(4b) Public Feedback on 2015 Budget.docx 
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Appendix A 
 

Minutes of the SPECIAL MEETING (Budget Consultation) of the DISTRICT OF 
MISSION COUNCIL held in the Council Chambers of the Municipal Hall, 8645 S tave 
Lake Street, Mission, British Columbia, on Tuesday, March 17, 2015 commencing at 
7:00 p.m. 
 
Council Members Present: Mayor Randy Hawes 
     Councillor Pam Alexis 
     Councillor Jim Hinds 
     Councillor Rhett Nicholson 
     Councillor Danny Plecas 
     Councillor Jenny Stevens 
 
Council Members Absent: Councillor Carol Hamilton  
 
Staff Members Present:  Glen Robertson, Acting Chief Administrative Officer 
     Tina Penney, Acting Manager of Corporate Administration 
     Kris Boland, Manager of Finance 
     Inspector De Jager, RCMP Mission Detachment 
     Sean McGinn, Acting Project Manager 
     Kerri Onken, Deputy Treasurer/Collector 
     Bob O’Neil, Director of Forest Management  
     Maureen Sinclair, Director of Parks, Recreation & Culture 
     Larry Watkinson, Fire Chief 
     Mike Younie, Director Development Services 
     Rogine Battel, Support Services Supervisor (RCMP) 
     Brandi Cowell, Administrative Clerk 
     Debi Decker, Administrative Assistant 
 
Members of the Public:  ± 20  
Members of the Press:  1 – Kevin Mills, Mission City Record 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

The meeting was called to order. 

2. ADOPTION OF AGENDA 

SC15/012 
MAR 17/15 

Moved by Councillor Alexis, seconded by Councillor Hinds, and 

RESOLVED:   
That the March 17, 2015 Special Council Meeting – Budget Consultation Agenda be 
adopted. 

CARRIED 

3. NEW BUSINESS 

SC15/013 
MAR 17/15 

2015 Proposed Budget - Presentation 
The Deputy Treasurer/Collector gave a presentation on the 2015 proposed budget for 
Council’s and the public’s information.  
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The following highlights on the proposed budget were presented: 
• Budget Process 
• Presentation Agenda 
• Budget Highlights 
• Operating Revenue and Expenditures 
• Utility Operations – Water Fund 
• Utility Operations – Sewer Fund 
• Utility Operations – Waste Management  
• Utilities 
• Forestry Enterprise 
• Capital Plan  
• Debt 
• Reserves 
• New Spending Programs for 2015 
• Key Budget Drivers for 2015 
• Funding the Budget Drivers 
• Budget Range 
• Impacts of Proposed 2015 Budget 
• Property Taxes 
• Budget Survey 

The Mayor explained the Council flexibility line item of $504,000.  C ouncil wants to 
hear from the public on what new services or existing services should be funded and 
these funds will allow Council to move forward with projects or services that they may 
not have put into the budget.  If the public feels that Council shouldn’t have this 
flexibility, then the budget increase could be as low as 0.65%. 

 
SC15/014 
MAR 17/15 

2015 Budget Highlights  
Reference was made to the 2015 Budget Highlights document and it was made 
available for information. 

4. PUBLIC COMMENTS 

SC15/015 
MAR 17/15 

Comments from the Public  
The Mayor opened the floor to the public for their comments, questions, and feedback. 

Janet Schmidt voiced her disappointment on the budget survey section that asks for 
“… your level of support for increased spending on public safety and enforcement?” 
when public safety includes RCMP, Fire/Rescue, and B ylaw Enforcement.  S he 
requested that these three different areas be separated out as they are not one issue 
and accordingly should be addressed separately. 
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William Vroom requested that Council live within their means and bel ieves that this 
could be done without having to raise current taxes.  H e advised that he ha d 
completed the survey and had r ead the budget highlights, but not the full budget 
document yet. 

In regards to the comparison graph shown on page 6 of the highlights document, Mr. 
Vroom questioned why Surrey was not included in the graph data.  He requested that 
the average assessed home value be included, or a separate graph, that shows what 
other communities’ average assessed home values are for comparison purposes.  He 
believed that, in Surrey for example, their averaged assessed home value could be a 
million dollars, yet their property taxes are lower.  A comparison on the property value 
versus property taxes would be a fair comparison. 

Mr. Vroom stated that he was in favour of wanting to increase the RCMP officers, but 
suggested increasing by only one e xtra officer, as this might save money.  With 
regards to the half a million dollars of discretionary funds, he would like to see that cut 
to zero. Looking over the long-term versus the short-term of hiring part-time 
employees for peak demands, he felt that paying over-time to employees during the 
peak times would be beneficial for the short-term. This would save costs and training 
when hiring an additional person. Perhaps an incentive for taxpayers to pay their taxes 
online or at a bank, moving people towards technology, would alleviate the need for an 
additional person as less people would be coming into the Municipal Hall to pay their 
property taxes. 

Mr. Vroom agreed with setting aside funds now that the debt is low, using the funds 
previously used towards debt for other things.  While he agreed that repairs to the Gill 
Avenue bridge approach are needed, it probably could wait a year, or include half of 
the necessary funds for this project in this year’s budget and the other half in the 2016 
budget. 

Mr. Vroom commented on the tax increases from 1997 and while the last three years 
saw zero and 1.49% increases, the average year’s taxes went up around 3.5%.  While 
this Council is not in that range, the 2.5% increase is higher than inflation.   

Mr. Vroom supported the development of the industrial park as this was a g reat 
location, close to the US border, the freeway, no tolls to Vancouver or Richmond, but 
the taxes as opposed to the industrial value are higher and going higher.  There is no 
incentive for businesses to locate to Mission. 

Mr. Vroom closed by reiterating that he would like to encourage Council to live within 
their budget that Mission’s taxes are on the higher side, not average, when compared 
to property values.  

In response, it was stated that property taxes collected are calculated by the tax rate 
times the assessment value.  It can be difficult to compare the actual tax rates of 
different municipalities because the assessed market values of real property differ 
from municipality to municipality.  If real property market values are higher in Surrey 
than Mission for example, Surrey can have a lower tax rate yet still generate the same 
amount of tax revenue.  

Michelle Bishop questioned what is the bylaw enforcement portion of the Survey’s 
Public Safety?   R CMP and Fi re/Rescue is understood, but not bylaw enforcement.  
She commented that these three areas should be separate in the survey. 

Staff responded that the survey was intended to ask for the public’s feedback on level 
of support for increasing spending on public safety and enforcement.  There has not 
been any spending program put forth for bylaw enforcement.  
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If the public is seeking more spending on by law enforcement then this can be 
communicated here and in the survey response. 

William Vroom questioned capital expenditures, is the cash put up f ront and t hen 
amortized or is 100% written off up front? 

Staff responded that the capital assets are amortized over their life. Staff questioned 
whether the speaker was inquiring about the funding of capital projects? 

Mr. Vroom stated that he is suggesting funding half of the project each year for two 
years, and then being amortized.  

Staff confirmed that it’s the approach to the bridge that needs the repair but otherwise 
the bridge itself is adequate, and that any works would be amortized over its life 10-20 
years, a bookkeeping exercise.  Budget is how capital projects are funded.  Each year 
a portion of property taxes is transferred to reserves and it’s those reserves that are 
used to fund capital projects.   If the project isn’t completed this year it may not have a 
direct impact to this year’s budget.  In the short-term, splitting the funding doesn’t 
affect the tax increase. 

Mr. Vroom agreed that his suggestion wouldn’t necessarily work for this year.  He 
stated that he wanted to give constructive suggestions for reducing the budget.  He 
then suggested giving incentives for paying fines early, or paying for your dog licenses 
for five years and get a discount, or pay at the bank or internet and pay less.   

Ivy McLeod questioned the survey section, Youth Activities and Support, and whether 
or not this includes the skateboard park?  Do we have the exact cost? Do many kids 
use the skateboard park?  Have they done any fundraising of their own? 

Staff responded that there are small skateboard parks for around $200,000 but that 
the design is needed before we have a better idea of the cost.  The location for the 
skate park might be the same or a different one and that could increase costs as well. 
Staff advised that the existing park was built by volunteers, and believes that there will 
be other forms of funding to help with this new park. 

Council responded that there was a youth committee formed that Councillor Nicholson 
chairs.  This committee has gone out to see what the demand is from the kids, and 
that lots of kids use the skateboard park, but it is falling apart so some of the kids are 
travelling to other parks.  Parks in other communities have been visited and priced out, 
but the location and size determines the cost.  Skateboarding most likely will be a 
growing activity if a good park is built. 

Beverly Dixon questioned the Fraser Valley Regional Hospital (FVRH) 3% tax levy, 
asking why other Fraser Health municipalities are not paying this tax.  The survey is 
asking about homelessness, which is a heal th care issue, and Fraser Health taxes 
should be used towards affordable housing and homelessness.  

Council responded by advising that the FVRH tax levy is for hospital debt, Abbotsford 
and Chilliwack Regional Hospitals and for any major and minor capital projects. 

Council noted that: 
• A new Assertive Community Treatment Team (ACT Team) is being created 

who will be working with the homeless and people with mental health and/or 
drug addiction issues; 

• A Stone Soup Homelessness Initiative being headed by the District’s Manager 
of Social Development and Mr. Paul Horn; and 
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• An RCMP member will be des ignated as the Detachment Mental Health 
Coordinator who will be an active member of the ACT Team.  

Ms Dixon suggested having more information on the health budget on the District’s 
website as the Fraser Health website is not helpful and this information is not readily 
accessible. She thanked Council for the clarification. She asked that Mission work with 
other municipalities in the Fraser Valley Regional District, because as a group we have 
more say with the senior governments.  

George Nickerson agreed with other speakers regarding putting all the public safety 
areas together was not a good idea and that they needed to be separate.  He asked 
why there was a need for another assistant fire chief, but he did agree with adding 
three additional police officers. 

Staff responded that the original assessment of the Mission Fire/Rescue Service 
originally had two assistant fire chiefs covering for 7 days a week. The organization is 
broken down into different operational functions: emergency planning, operations and 
fire prevention.   

The rationale for a second assistant fire chief is: 
• Would be charged with training all the 80 fire fighters, looking after the three 

fire stations, and taking care of the day-to-day operations. 
• The District would see a significant increase in the emergency preparedness 

program that has been inactive since the removal of the second assistant fire 
chief. 

• New programs like the one to increase the Rail Emergency Preparedness Plan 
which is inactive and hasn’t been developed yet. 

• Review the Fire Underwriters survey for the District of Mission to hopefully see 
decreases in our day-to-day home insurance for fire protection ratings. 

• Working with staff and outside groups for public education. 
• Operational readiness as the Fire Chief can’t be on scene at a large scale 

event mitigating the emergency and looking after the operational incident 
command.   

Jeff Jewell complimented Council on their diligence to get the budget to this point and 
retaining the 2% increase to the water and sewer utility user rates for transfers to the 
utility reserves, as it is important for funding for water and/or sewer capital projects.  
He spoke about the budget range from 0.65% and 2.5% and that Council needs to find 
a “sweet spot” in the middle of this range.  He stated, an easy place to reduce 
spending would be the increase for Council’s flexibility. We should not demand more 
from Council, if we control ourselves we should shoot for the CPI.  We are still in 
distressed economic times, banks are cutting their interest rates this is not the time for 
grand expenditures.   

Mr. Jewell continued that the budget highlights shows that Council is trying to take on 
too much, more than necessary.  Needs and wants need to be identified, wants need 
to be pr ioritized, need to juggle different needs, wants and pr iorities.  He wasn’t 
suggesting a zero percent increase, but perhaps a CPI level increase.  The District is 
now getting the benefits with the reduced debt servicing amounts, and the debt 
retirement transfer amounts that have been discontinued, but there is still more debt to 
pay off.  We need to pay off our debt before we start accumulating more debt.  
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Mr. Jewell questioned the debt interest savings that was supposed to be transferred to 
fund pavement management, almost doubling the funding.  He noted that the RCMP 
had requested budget increases in previous years, but the Council at the time advised 
that they had a mandate to hold taxes, challenged our staff to do more with less and 
challenged the RCMP headquarters to do the same.  Mission detachment delivered 
with declining crime stats while being understaffed by four positions.  Budgets are a 
question of priorities, and would like Council to take another look to have the budget 
close to CPI level. 

Staff responded to clarify the pavement management program.  The budget is still $3.2 
million and at the end of 2013 some early debt retirement funds came available to go 
towards the pavement program.  The $2.8 million quoted in the highlights document is 
the capital budget amount and not the operating budget amount.   

It was noted that the three officers being added will assist in creating a P rolific 
Offender Team as the bulk of our community’s crime comes from prolific offenders.   

William Vroom questioned who was responsible for the regular fire inspections of 
buildings in Mission as this function seems to be lacking.   

Staff responded that it would be the Assistant Fire Chief of Fire Prevention who would 
oversee the fire inspections, the cycles, and the frequency.  The type of occupancy 
within a building sets the frequency, which is set by Council. 

Mr. Vroom stated that hiring one police officer might be appropriate, but he would stick 
with the three additional officers as it will probably be good for the community, but he 
would still like Council to hold the line.  He asked how many officers Mission has on 
staff, and how this number is determined.   

Council responded that when discussion first came up regarding the additional police 
officers, the benefits of one versus three were reviewed.  The District hadn’t hired a 
police officer in over 10 years and one police office would not be noticeable.  However, 
if you hire three officers together, you will see an ef fect on how  policing is in the 
community. 

Staff advised that based out of the Mission Detachment there are six provincial 
officers, 50 established officers, of which we currently have funding for 47 officers.  
The additional three members will bring the established number to match the funded 
number.  The contracted number of officers is partially set by population, but also the 
District, demographics, crime, etc. 

Mr. Vroom questioned if adding these three officers in 2015 w ith a p opulation of 
38,000, would the total compliment of officers take the District to a population of 
45,000 or would we still need t o add addi tional officers?  He added that he 
understands that policing is not an easy job, but an important part of our community. 

Council responded by advising that a three-year forecast had been completed and the 
plan is to hire one additional police officer each year for the next three years.  The 
District used to have an approved complement of 52 but it was reduced to 50, and only 
47 officers were hired.  The District will now move to 50 officers hired, and a request to 
increase the approved complement will be forwarded to E-Division in order for 
additional police officers to be hired in the upcoming years.  

The Mayor asked for any more questions or comments, and hearing none, this portion 
of the meeting was concluded.  T he Mayor reminded everyone that comments, 
questions, and/or surveys could still be s ubmitted until 8:00 am Monday, March 23, 
2015.  
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5. ADJOURNMENT 

SC15/016 
MAR 30/15 

Moved by Councillor Plecas, seconded by Councillor Alexis, and 

RESOLVED:  That the meeting be adjourned.     
CARRIED 

The meeting was adjourned at 8:30 p.m. 

 

 

_________________________        _____________________________________ 
RANDY HAWES     TINA PENNEY  
MAYOR  ACTING CORPORATE OFFICER 
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Appendix B – 2015 Budget Questionnaire and Results 

2015 Questionnaire 
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What is your gender? 
Response Chart Percentage Count 

Male   34.2% 53 

Female   63.9% 99 

Other, please specify   1.9% 3 

 Total Responses 155 

What is your age? 
Response Chart Percentage Count 

0-15    0.0% 0 

16-24   3.2% 5 

25-34   14.3% 22 

35-44   36.4% 56 

45-54   22.1% 34 

55-64   14.3% 22 

65-74   8.4% 13 

75-84   1.3% 2 

85+   0.0% 0 

 Total Responses 154 

Community Support - Municipal Partnership Fee-for-Service Grant 
Response Chart Percentage Count 

Promoter   30.2% 35 

Passive   32.8% 38 

Detractor   37.1% 43 

 Total Responses 116 

 Net Promoter Score -6.9 
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Youth Activities & Support 
Response Chart Percentage Count 

Promoter   47.0% 55 

Passive   28.2% 33 

Detractor   24.8% 29 

 Total Responses 117 

 Net Promoter Score 22.2 

Public Safety - RCMP 
Response Chart Percentage Count 

Promoter   45.8% 55 

Passive   30.0% 36 

Detractor   24.2% 29 

 Total Responses 120 

 Net Promoter Score 21.7 

Planning for the Future - Maintaining Healthy Reserves 
Response Chart Percentage Count 

Promoter   17.8% 27 

Passive   39.5% 60 

Detractor   42.8% 65 

 Total Responses 152 

 Net Promoter Score -25.0 

Municipal Tax Increase 
Response Chart Percentage Count 

2.5%   27.6% 35 

2%   18.1% 23 

1.5%   21.3% 27 
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1%   11.8% 15 

0.65%   7.1% 9 

0% - I would cut spending in the 
following areas: 

  14.2% 18 

 Total Responses 127 

Priority Areas 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Inadequate - Requires Immediate Attention 

 Adequate – Requires Some Attention 

 Excellent – Not a Concern 
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Staff Report to Council 

 Page 1 of 5  

File Category: LGMA Finance 
File Folder: 1715-20 

DATE:   March 30, 2015 

TO:   Mayor and Council 

FROM: Kerri Onken, Deputy Treasurer/Collector 

SUBJECT:  2015 General Operating Fund Draft Budget Status 
ATTACHMENTS: Appendix “A” – General Operating Budget Summary 

 

RECOMMENDATION:  Council consider and resolve: 

1. That Council provide final direction to staff in terms of the District’s 2015 financial plan/budget 
and related tax rate increases by considering the options to reduce the amount put aside for 
Council’s flexibility as noted in the report 2015 General Operating Fund Draft Budget Status, 
dated March 30, 2015 from the Deputy Treasurer/Collector; 

2. That the District’s 2015 Financial Plan bylaw include a 2% increase in water user rates, a 2% 
increase in sewer user rates, and a 2% increase in the tipping rates at the landfill.; 

3. That Council approve for inclusion into the financial plan bylaw the policy and objectives 
noted in the report 2015 General Operating Fund Draft Budget Status, dated March 30, 2015 
from the Deputy Treasurer/Collector under the “Use of permissive tax exemptions”; 

4. That the Financial Plan Bylaw be forwarded to Council on A pril 20, 2015 for first three 
readings, and final adoption on May 4, 2015; and 

5. That the following bylaws  

a) Water Rates Amending Bylaw #5492-2015-2197(24)  
be amended to include a 2% rate increase; and 

b) Sewer User Rates Amending Bylaw #5493-2015-1922(21)    
be amended to include a 2% rate increase; and 

c) Refuse Collection and Disposal Amending Bylaw #5494-2015-1387(55) 
be amended to include a 2% rate increase to the tipping fees at the landfill and 

each be forwarded to the April 7, 2015, regular meeting of Council for first three readings with 
final adoption on April 20, 2015. 

PURPOSE: 
The purpose of this report is to provide an overview of the status of the 2015 draft operating budget 
for the general operating fund and for Council to provide staff with final direction in terms of the overall 
District’s 2015 financial plan/budget and related tax and utility rate increases.   In preparation of the 
2015-2019 Financial Plan Bylaw, Council’s objective and pol icy for the use of permissive tax 
exemptions is a requirement. 
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DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS:  

At the March 17, 2015 Budget Consultation meeting,  the 2015 general operating budget indicated the 
net overall budget increase over 2014 t o maintain existing services stood at $181,122, which 
represented a 0.65% increase in property taxes plus the increase for Council’s attendance at 
conferences of $11,053 bringing the percentage up to 0.69%.  An increase to provide Council some 
flexibility during their first year of their term of $504,000 was identified, resulting in a $696, 175 
increase to the budget or 2.5% increase in property taxes.   

 Net Budget Decrease to Maintain Existing Services  $(645,608) -2.31% 

 Proposed new spending packages        826,730  2.96% 

  Net Increase to Operating Budget      181,122  0.65% 

 Increase to Council Conferences          11,053  0.04% 

 Proposed options for Council’s consideration     504,000  1.81% 

Maximum Tax Increase under Discussion    $696,175  2.50% 

Budget Unknowns 
The budget impacts from collective bargaining with Canadian Union of Public Employees (CUPE) and 
the International Association of Fire Fighters (IAFF) or any other wage increases are not yet known 
therefore are not reflected in the 2015 proposed budget at this time. 

Staff continues to work with BC Assessment to get a firmer estimate of the value of additional 
property taxation revenue to be received from new construction.  The final new construction revenue 
should be known by March 31, 2015. 

It should be noted that a major portion of the estimate for new construction revenue (NCR) for 2015 is 
as a r esult of a des k top review by BC Assessment of residential properties in Mission, where 
approximately $78 million of unrecorded inventory was added (new decks on homes, sheds, pools, 
building extensions, and other assessable changes to properties not recorded in BC Assessment’s 
data base).  It was anticipated that many of these increases would be appealed in January and that 
could result in lowering the NCR. Preliminary information indicates that very few properties affected 
have appealed their assessment and this increase may not be not ed until the property tax notice 
arrives in May creating potential appeals for 2016. The NCR in the budget was discounted to provide 
an allowance for the anticipated appeals.  Since the appeals have not materialized in 2015, the NCR 
estimate could provide an additional $275,000. 

Financial Plan Bylaw - Use of Permissive Tax Exemption Object and Policy 
Under section 165(3.1) of the Community Charter, the District of Mission is required to include in its 
Five-Year Financial Plan (2015 - 2019) bylaw (due before May 15) objectives and policies regarding 
each of the following: 

1. The proportion of total revenue that comes from each of the funding sources described in 
Section 165(7) of the Community Charter; (revenue from property taxes, parcel taxes, fees, 
proceeds from borrowing and revenue from other sources) 

2. The distribution of property taxes among the property classes; and 
3. The use of permissive tax exemptions. 
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Council requested the inclusion of the new Downtown Revitalization tax exemption under #3, the use 
of permissive tax exemptions.  The following change to the Policy section is proposed. 

Policy:  

Council chooses to support charitable/non-profit organizations (churches, social, recreational, 
health and hous ing organizations) that provide valuable services to the community through 
permissive tax exemptions as allowed for by legislation. Council is committed to continuing with 
these tax exemptions and t o treating all organizations with similar mandates equally when it 
comes to property tax exemptions. Council also plans to closely examine its expanded powers 
in terms of allowing certain business and related business activities revitalization tax exemptions 
under the Community Charter, and in this regard implement policies that benefit the community 
as a whole 

A Mission Downtown Development Incentive Program offering a 10 year revitalization tax 
exemption is available within the defined Downtown Planning area and provides a f inancial 
incentive to encourage development in the downtown area.  T he revitalization tax exemption 
program will accept application up to December 31, 2016 and is outlined under Bylaw #5391-
2013 Downtown Revitalization Tax Exemption. 

Preparing the Financial Plan Bylaw 
The District’s 2015 Financial Plan needs to be adopted before May 15, 2015.  In order to prepare the 
Financial Plan bylaw, staff require the following information: 

• Council’s direction in terms of the overall District’s 2015 related tax increase - currently 
estimated at 2.5% 

• Council’s input on the proposed wording for the Financial Plan on the use of permissive tax 
exemption as it pertains to the downtown revitalization tax exemption. 

As suggested at the Budget Consultation meeting, Council could consider reducing the $504,000 
amount set aside for flexibility.  The chart below shows a few options Council could consider and the 
budget impact of each. 

 

Option for Flexibility Potential Impact on 
Property Taxes 

$504,000 2.50% 

$400,000 2.12% 

$300,000 1.76% 

$200,000 1.41% 

$100,000 1.05% 

 

Staff would suggest Council consider reducing the $504,000 to $300,000. 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 
The financial implications are discussed throughout this report. 

COMMUNICATION: 
The financial plan bylaw will be available on our website once adopted by Council. 
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION:  
At the March 17, 2015 Budget Consultation meeting,  the 2015 general operating budget indicated the 
net overall budget increase over 2014 t o maintain existing services stood at $181,122, which 
represented a 0.65% increase in property taxes plus the increase for Council’s attendance at 
conferences of $11,053 bringing the percentage up to 0.69%.  An increase to provide Council some 
flexibility during their first year of their term of $504,000 was identified, resulting in a $696, 175 
increase to the budget or 2.5% increase in property taxes.   

The budget impacts from collective bargaining with Canadian Union of Public Employees (CUPE) and 
the International Association of Fire Fighters (IAFF) or any other wage increases are not yet known 
therefore are not reflected in the 2015 proposed budget at this time. 

Staff continues to work with BC Assessment to get a firmer estimate of the value of additional 
property taxation revenue to be received from new construction.  It should be noted that a major 
portion of the estimate for new construction revenue (NCR) for 2015 i s as a r esult of a des k top 
review by BC Assessment, where approximately $78 million of unrecorded inventory was added.  It 
was anticipated that many assessments would be appealed in January; however, preliminary 
information indicates that very few properties have appealed.  The increase in assessments may not 
be noticed until the property tax notice arrives in May creating potential appeals for 2016. The NCR in 
the budget was discounted to provide an allowance for the anticipated appeals.  Since the appeals 
have not materialized in 2015, the NCR estimate could provide an additional $275,000. The final new 
construction revenue will be known by March 31, 2015. 

Under section 165(3.1) of the Community Charter, the District of Mission is required to include in its 
Five-Year Financial Plan (2015 - 2019) bylaw objectives and policies regarding the proportion of total 
revenue that comes from each of the funding sources, the distribution of property taxes among the 
property classes; and the use of permissive tax exemptions. Council requested the inclusion of the 
new Downtown Revitalization tax exemption under the use of permissive tax exemptions.  A proposed 
policy change to include the revitalization tax exemption of the Mission Downtown Development 
Incentive Program is provided for Council’s consideration. 

The District’s 2015 Financial Plan needs to be adopted before May 15, 2015.  As suggested at the 
Budget Consultation meeting, Council could consider reducing the $504,000 amount set aside for 
flexibility.   The report provides options Council could consider and the potential property tax impact of 
each.  Staff would suggest Council consider reducing the $504,000 to $300,000 resulting in a 
potential property tax increase of 1.76%. 

  

SIGNOFFS: 
 

 
Kerri Onken, Deputy Treasurer/Collector  

 
 
Reviewed by:  
Kris Boland, Manager of Finance 

Comments from Interim Chief Administrative Officer 
Reviewed.  
 
G:\FINANCE\MINUTES\2015\150120\(l) Memo Budget Status 2015 General Operating.docx 
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APPENDIX "A"

General Operating Fund Budget Summary
 Budget 
Dollars 

 Potential 
Tax Impact 

Revenue Increases (-) or Decreases (+) 
Fees and Charges -34,491       $              -0.13%
New construction/development revenue estimate (NCR) -340,000                     -1.22% Includes unanticipated 2014 revenue of $90,000 
New construction/development revenue estimate (NCR) -150,000                     -0.53% January update from BC Assessment
Administrative cost recovery -79,782                       -0.29% Fully offset below by $176,540 increased transfer to reserve
Investment income (net of transfers to reserves) -24,453                       -0.09%
Grants in-lieu of taxes 4,500                         0.02%

Total Revenue Increases over Prior Year  -624,226       $            -2.24%
Expenditure/Transfer to Reserve Changes
Interest savings from Debt Retired in 2013 -248,721       $            -0.89% Savings transferred to pavement management
Increase  in transfer to Roads Reserve Fund 248,721                     0.89% Resulting from reduced interest costs above
Interest savings from Debt Retired in 2014 -164,485                     -0.59%
Operational expenditures associated with new capital projects 6,650                         0.02%
Increase in insurance premiums 33,032                       0.12% Includes the $19,000 for reduced deductible
Software licence for new electronic filing system 14,850                       0.05%
Restructuring in Engineering 45,113                       0.16%
West coast express train services and train bus 49,876                       0.18% Includes train bus at $31,268
Welton Plaza maintenance (Mission City Downtown Action Plan) 19,000                       0.07%
Various contractual increases 24,255                       0.09%
Legal costs for labour relations 22,500                       0.08%
Operating & replacement costs for new vehicles/replacement vehicles 28,652                       0.10% 19 vehicles replaced or coming online
BC Transit 43,886                       0.16%
Council indemnity (RC 14/297) 37,294                       0.13%
Career Firefighters -  estimated rate increase 40,000                       0.14% Estimate to bring wage level up to an estimate for 2014 wage
Snow removal (3rd of 4 incremental increases) 50,000                       0.18%
Detailed departmental reviews (includes rate increases) 73,732                       0.27%
Corporate services resourcing changes 90,000                       0.32% Offset by $90,000 included in the New Construction Revenue
RCMP contract and integrated police services 268,200                     0.96%

Total Expenditure Increases from Prior Year  682,555     $              2.45%
Budget updates Since January 20/15 Report
Remove Welton Plaza maintenance -19,000       $              -0.07%
Converting annual awards ceremony to bi-annual event -7,500                         -0.03%
Remove transfer to Debt Retirement Reserve fund -521,820                     -1.87%
Removal of Manager Land Dev. & Property Mgmt  from EDO -102,389                     -0.37%

Budget updates Since February 11/15 Report
Admin cost recovery after Y/E & Capital Carry Forwards -53,229                       -0.20%
Proposed  Spending Packages for Council's Consideration (revised)
A)   Tax & Utility Clerk 37,000     $                0.13%
B)    Purchasing Clerk 44,200                       0.16%
C)    Recreation Youth Workers 38,300                       0.14%
D)    Parks staffing 67,200                       0.24%
E)    Fee for service grants 12,450                       0.04%
H)    HR staff increase in hours 15,700                       0.06%
J)    Manager of Environmental services 24,820                       0.09% Portion funded by Waste Mgmt
K)    RCMP Disclosure Clerk 14,605                       0.05% Original proposal was $43,815
L)    RCMP Property Clerk 14,605                       0.05% Original proposal was $43,815
M)    RCMP General duty officers (3) 405,000                     1.45%
N)    3% incremental increase in transfer to Legal Reserve Fund 448                            0.00%
O)    3% incremental increase to Information Systems Reserve Fund 2,532                         0.01%
P)    3% incremental increase to Insurance Reserve Fund 2,871                         0.01%
T)    Assistant Fire Chief Fire Prevention / Emergeny Planning 132,000                     0.47%
U)    Fire Fighter Training 15,000                       0.05%

Subtotal Additional Budget Changes Since January 20 122,793     $              0.44%

Subtotal - To Maintain Existing Services  181,122     $              0.65% (A)

Council conferences 11,053                       0.04%
Council flexibility 504,000                     1.81%

Subtotal of Proposed Options for Council's Consideration  1,341,784     $          4.81%

Net Proposed Changes to General Operating Fund Budget  696,175     $          2.50% (B)

Estimated $ Impact on Average Tax Notice - using average home value of $390,500 (2015)
To Maintain Existing Services 181,122$     $11.77   (A)

Net Proposed Changes 696,175$     $45.29   (B)
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	(1) AGENDA special council meeting
	(4a) Tax Rates and Ratios Report
	PURPOSE:
	The purpose of this report is to provide Council with an overview of the property tax burden for the non-residential classes of properties in Mission.  Council’s objective and policy for the distribution of property tax between residential and non-res...
	BACKGROUND:
	In British Columbia, Provincial legislation empowers local governments to levy property taxes for the purpose of funding capital and operating expenses. The province employs a variable rate system which means that different rates of property taxation ...
	The implication of a variable rate system is that different classes of property may be taxed at different rates and, at the discretion of Council, may bear a greater or lesser proportion of property tax burden (the percentage of the budget collected f...
	There are nine classes of property into which BC Assessment classifies all properties:
	 Class 1  Residential      12,893 occurrences* in Mission
	 Class 2  Utilities    101 occurrences* in Mission
	 Class 3  Supportive Housing   0 occurrences* in Mission
	 Class 4  Major Industry   0 occurrences* in Mission
	 Class 5  Light Industry    102 occurrences* in Mission
	 Class 6  Business and Other    721 occurrences* in Mission
	 Class 7  Managed Forest    4 occurrences* in Mission
	 Class 8  Recreational / Non-profit   125 occurrences* in Mission                           (includes places of public worship)
	 Class 9  Farm      210 occurrences* in Mission.
	* The above occurrences numbers are from the 2015 Completed Roll from BC Assessment.
	DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS:
	The distribution of the general purpose tax burden among property classes has been an issue since the mid-1970s when market-value assessments were first legislated in British Columbia.
	There are two common approaches to tax burden distribution:
	1. “Fixed Rate Ratio” Approach – Fixed ratios between the Residential class tax rate (base rate) and the tax rates of all other classes. This often leads to significant tax shifts between residential and non-residential properties arising from differe...
	2. “Fixed Share” Approach – Fixed distribution of tax burden among property classes, subject to Council decisions to adjust the share for each class. This means that the effect of changes in the market value of each property class are compensated for ...
	History
	When market-value assessments were first introduced the BC government designated the ratios between tax classes, using the Fixed Rate Ratio approach.  Until 1983, all municipalities were required to use the Fixed Rate Ratio approach when setting their...
	During the initial years under the “fixed share” approach, most municipalities continued to use class multiples identical to, or virtually identical to, those the provincial government designated for use by regional districts under Local Government Ac...
	Since the early 1990s, in many municipalities, representatives of the business and industry communities have been complaining that they pay a disproportionate share of the property tax burden and have been advocating that the distribution of the tax b...
	While no municipality has accepted the “consumption” arguments presented by business and industry, some cities have agreed to gradually shift the tax burden from non-residential property classes to residential property classes.  The City of Vancouver ...
	It is generally held that there is no right or wrong answer to how the costs of the tax-supported municipal services are shared among property classes.  The following principles are those typically used to evaluate taxation policies; how they fit toge...
	• Equal treatment of equals
	• Fairness, based on benefits received
	• Fairness, based on ability to pay
	• Economic behaviour
	• Accountability
	• Stability and predictability
	• Simplicity and ease of administration
	• Regional competitiveness
	Financial Plan Bylaw – Distribution of Property Taxes
	Council’s objective and policy in regards to the distribution of property taxes are provided below. Table 2 highlights the estimated municipal property tax dollars and the respective percentages to be collected from each of the tax classes in 2014. Th...
	Objective:
	Over the five-year financial plan timeframe, it is Council’s goal to diversify and expand its tax base so that all taxpayers are in a more favourable position.
	Policy:
	Council recognizes the need to rationalize its property tax distribution among the various tax classes; however, more importantly Council recognizes the need to diversify and expand its assessment/tax base. Council is committed to aggressively pursuin...
	The District of Mission currently recovers approximately 75% of the tax levy from the residential property class and about 25% from the non-residential classes, and this has been fairly consistent over the past 15 years or so.
	A comparison of the class multiple (that is the ratio of the tax rate of any one of the classes of property to the Residential class), and not the actual tax rates, is the most equitable comparison between municipalities.  It can be difficult to compa...
	The types of services and the cost to maintain these services may also vary between municipalities.  As an example, Mission has 293 km of paved roads.  Pavement management along with snow removal and maintaining the drainage gutters will vary from say...
	The principle that higher assessments will generally support lower tax rates is especially true for the Class 1 Residential class of property as residential properties are generally fairly comparable from one municipality to the other.  It is difficul...
	The assessed value of Class 5 Light Industry and Class 6 Business/Other classes may not be directly comparable from municipality to municipality but a comparison of the class multiples does give an indication of the relative comparability between muni...
	“For light industrial and commercial properties, research has indicated that an ideal median tax ratio (industrial/commercial tax rate to residential tax rate) is 3.0 to 1” (see Appendix A).
	Mission’s ratio in 2014 between Business/Other class and Residential class was 3.0 to1 (see page 1 of Appendix B).
	Appendix B shows the 2014 class multiple for the Class 6 Business/Other class of properties for all Metro Vancouver and Fraser Valley Regional District municipalities.  Mission is 11PthP highest out 20 comparable municipalities (villages and non-local...
	Appendix B also shows the percentage of taxes raised in each class and the assessed values of all the properties in each class.  Whereas 90% of our assessment base is residential, ranking us 5PthP highest out of 20 municipalities in 2014, only 9% of o...
	It should be noted that the tax rate for Class 2 Utility is legislated.  For most communities the tax rate is the greater of $40 per $1,000 of assessment or a factor of 2.5 times the business rate.  If the tax rate for Class 6 Business/Other is $16.50...
	From a historical perspective, Mission’s business to residential ratio has been dropping over the past few years, from 3.3 to 1 in 2011 to 3.0 to 1 in 2014.  This is in part due to the active business development that has occurred.  The percentage of ...
	It should be noted that the large increase in residential estimate (the 93% for 2015) is partially as a result of a desk top review by BC Assessment, where approximately $78 million or 48% of the total residential increase, of unrecorded inventory was...
	Community Comparison of Similar Business Types
	The community comparison takes a business located in one community and compares the property taxes paid should that exact business be located in Mission.  The main difficulty with this comparison is that it is difficult to determine comparable busines...
	We contacted BC Assessment and provided them with three business types, a food store, retail/commercial space and a restaurant, and asked them “if these businesses would be located in other municipalities, what would the assessment value be?”  This pa...
	Location does play a role in calculating property tax payments on a property.  In Mission, we have 822 Class 5 Light Industrial and Class 6 Business/Other properties.  There are 278 currently protected by the Mission dyke and 118 in the Mission Downto...
	FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:
	There are no direct financial implications associated with this report, only those associated with the budget modification of any ratios.  Should Council want to consider changing the ratios, staff would suggest making the change in 2016 to provide en...
	COMMUNICATION:
	No communication action is required.
	SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION:
	In British Columbia, Provincial legislation empowers local governments to levy property taxes for the purpose of funding capital and operating expenses. Comparing tax rates with other communities is not a simple task as each indicator, tax ratio, asse...
	A comparison of the class multiple (that is the ratio of the tax rate of any one of the classes of property to the Residential class), and not the actual tax rates, is the most equitable comparison between municipalities.
	Mission uses the “Fixed Share” approach to tax burden distribution among property classes:  This means that the effect of changes in the market value of each property class are compensated for in setting the tax rates and therefore have no impact on t...
	It is generally held that there is no right or wrong answer to how the costs of the tax-supported municipal services are shared among property classes.  The following principles are those typically used to evaluate taxation policies; how they fit toge...
	• Equal treatment of equals
	• Fairness, based on benefits received
	• Fairness, based on ability to pay
	• Economic behaviour
	• Accountability
	• Stability and predictability
	• Simplicity and ease of administration
	• Regional competitiveness
	With respects to the tax class multiplier, in 2014 the District of Mission ranks 11PthP highest out of 20 communities in Metro Vancouver and Fraser Valley Regional Districts.  According to NAIOP, Commercial Real Estate Development Association in Vanco...
	It should be noted that the tax rate for Class 2 Utility is legislated.  For most communities the tax rate is the greater of $40 per $1,000 of assessment or 2.5 times the business rate.  Any reduction to the business tax rate will reduce the utility t...
	From a historical perspective, Mission’s business to residential ratio has been dropping over the past few years, from 3.3 in 2011 to 3.0 in 2014.  This in part is due to the active business development that has occurred.  The percentage of total asse...
	There are no direct financial implications associated with this report. Should Council want to consider changing the ratios, staff would suggest making the change in 2016 to provide enough time to review different strategies and the impacts on the res...
	SIGN-OFFS:
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	(4b) Public Feedback on 2015 Budget
	BACKGROUND:
	The Community Charter Section 166 requires the local government to undertake the process of public consultation regarding the proposed financial plan before it is adopted by Council. This is an opportunity for the public to provide feedback to Council...
	This year, the public budget consultation meeting took place on Tuesday, March 17, 2015. Draft minutes from this meeting are attached as Appendix A for Council’s review. In addition to the meeting presentation, budget/financial information was provide...
	Public input was gathered by means of a questionnaire available both online and in-person, as well as by email. Copies of the written comments, from email and the survey have been provided to Council for their review.
	DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS:
	Public Meeting
	Twenty plus members of the public attended the Special Council (Budget Consultation) Meeting on March 17, 2015 and provided comments and asked questions of Council and Staff.  A copy of the draft minutes are attached as Appendix A to this report for C...
	Survey
	The public questionnaire generated 177 unique responses. Highlights are provided below and the complete questionnaire report is provided as Appendix B.
	 64% of respondents identified as female, 34% identified as male.
	 58% of respondents were between the ages of 35 and 54
	 In general, respondents were supportive of additional spending in the areas of youth activities and support, and public safety and RCMP.
	 When asked to identify priority areas of concern respondents indicated that public safety and enforcement (Bylaws, RCMP, and Fire/Rescue), Affordable Housing, and Industrial and Commercial Development were the areas most requiring immediate attention.
	Copies of the written comments, from email and the survey have been provided to Council for their review.
	FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:
	There are no financial implications associated with this report.
	COMMUNICATION:
	No further communication, outside of this report being on a public agenda, is required.
	SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION:
	The Community Charter Section 166 requires the local government to undertake the process of public consultation regarding the proposed financial plan before it is adopted by Council.
	A budget consultation meeting took place on March 17, 2015 with 20 plus members of the public in attendance.  Minutes from this meeting are provided for Council’s review.
	177 individuals provided responses through the online and paper questionnaire, with the instrument and results provided for Council’s review.
	SIGN-OFFS:
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	Appendix B – 2015 Budget Questionnaire and Results
	2015 Questionnaire

	What is your gender?
	What is your age?
	Community Support - Municipal Partnership Fee-for-Service Grant
	Youth Activities & Support
	Public Safety - RCMP
	Planning for the Future - Maintaining Healthy Reserves
	Municipal Tax Increase
	Priority Areas

	(4c) Memo Budget Status 2015 General Operating
	PURPOSE:
	The purpose of this report is to provide an overview of the status of the 2015 draft operating budget for the general operating fund and for Council to provide staff with final direction in terms of the overall District’s 2015 financial plan/budget an...
	DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS:
	At the March 17, 2015 Budget Consultation meeting,  the 2015 general operating budget indicated the net overall budget increase over 2014 to maintain existing services stood at $181,122, which represented a 0.65% increase in property taxes plus the in...
	Net Budget Decrease to Maintain Existing Services  $(645,608) -2.31%
	Proposed new spending packages        826,730  2.96%
	Net Increase to Operating Budget   U   181,122U  U0.65%
	Increase to Council Conferences          11,053  0.04%
	Proposed options for Council’s consideration  U   504,000U  U1.81%
	Maximum Tax Increase under Discussion    $696,175  2.50%
	Budget Unknowns
	The budget impacts from collective bargaining with Canadian Union of Public Employees (CUPE) and the International Association of Fire Fighters (IAFF) or any other wage increases are not yet known therefore are not reflected in the 2015 proposed budge...
	Staff continues to work with BC Assessment to get a firmer estimate of the value of additional property taxation revenue to be received from new construction.  The final new construction revenue should be known by March 31, 2015.
	It should be noted that a major portion of the estimate for new construction revenue (NCR) for 2015 is as a result of a desk top review by BC Assessment of residential properties in Mission, where approximately $78 million of unrecorded inventory was ...
	Financial Plan Bylaw - Use of Permissive Tax Exemption Object and Policy
	Preparing the Financial Plan Bylaw
	The District’s 2015 Financial Plan needs to be adopted before May 15, 2015.  In order to prepare the Financial Plan bylaw, staff require the following information:
	 Council’s direction in terms of the overall District’s 2015 related tax increase - currently estimated at 2.5%
	 Council’s input on the proposed wording for the Financial Plan on the use of permissive tax exemption as it pertains to the downtown revitalization tax exemption.
	As suggested at the Budget Consultation meeting, Council could consider reducing the $504,000 amount set aside for flexibility.  The chart below shows a few options Council could consider and the budget impact of each.
	Staff would suggest Council consider reducing the $504,000 to $300,000.
	FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:
	The financial implications are discussed throughout this report.
	COMMUNICATION:
	The financial plan bylaw will be available on our website once adopted by Council.
	SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION:
	At the March 17, 2015 Budget Consultation meeting,  the 2015 general operating budget indicated the net overall budget increase over 2014 to maintain existing services stood at $181,122, which represented a 0.65% increase in property taxes plus the in...
	The budget impacts from collective bargaining with Canadian Union of Public Employees (CUPE) and the International Association of Fire Fighters (IAFF) or any other wage increases are not yet known therefore are not reflected in the 2015 proposed budge...
	Staff continues to work with BC Assessment to get a firmer estimate of the value of additional property taxation revenue to be received from new construction.  It should be noted that a major portion of the estimate for new construction revenue (NCR) ...
	The District’s 2015 Financial Plan needs to be adopted before May 15, 2015.  As suggested at the Budget Consultation meeting, Council could consider reducing the $504,000 amount set aside for flexibility.   The report provides options Council could co...
	SIGNOFFS:
	UComments from Interim Chief Administrative Officer
	Reviewed.
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