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7. DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

*e. Reconsideration of Mission Downtown Development Incentive Program
Boundary

2

Pursuant to Section 131(1) of the Community Charter, Mayor Alexis is initiating
a reconsideration of previous Council Resolution Number RC20/227 with
regards to the Mission Downtown Development Incentive Program Boundary.
The staff report on the Mission Downtown Development Incentive Program
Boundary Review, dated April 20, 2020, is attached for reference.

16. NOTICES OF MOTION

*a. Backyard Fire Permits

That people holding a valid or expired backyard fire pit permit be
allowed to continue burning for the 2020 calendar year at no cost
provided all other aspects of the bylaw and permit are complied with;

1.

That people who have never held a backyard fire permit and wish to
operate one apply for a permit and pay the current $20 annual fee;
and

2.

That staff bring back a report detailing the history of the program and
the rationale for moving from a lifetime permit to an annual permit.

3.
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File: 13-6950-30-01 

DATE:   April 20, 2020 
TO:   Chief Administrative Officer 
FROM: Mike Dickinson, Senior Planner - Policy 
SUBJECT:  Mission Downtown Development Incentive Program Boundary Review 
ATTACHMENTS: A – 10 Big Moves Map 

B – Downtown Development Initiatives Program Status Map 
C - Boundary Options Comparison Map 

RECOMMENDATIONS:  Council consider and resolve: 
1. That the Mission Downtown Development Incentive Program boundary remain in its current 

configuration, and  
2. That any future requests for a boundary adjustment be explored within a comprehensive 

context, such as the next Official Community Plan Review or Neighbourhood Plan work 
program.  

BACKGROUND: 
On November 18, 2019 Council approved an extension of the Downtown Development Incentive Program 
(DDIP) to December 31, 2022.  This program extension required amendments to District bylaws and 
policies that implement the program, including: the Downtown Revitalization Tax Exemption Bylaw, Land 
Use Application Procedures and Fees Bylaw, Building Bylaw, User Fees and Charges Bylaw, Policy 
C-LAN.42 (Downtown Façade Improvement Grant Program), Policy LAN.40 (Financial Contributions for 
Community Amenities), and the District’s Financial Plan.  In addition to approving the program extension, 
Council was informed at that time about a request to include other properties within the DDIP boundary, 
namely a boundary adjustment to include a proposed apartment development on the south side of 
3rd Avenue between James Street and Proctor Street. Council direction was to report back on options for 
a potential boundary extension to the DDIP. 

DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS:  
The criteria used in evaluating optional program boundary adjustments included: geographic coverage, 
number of properties, development potential, administrative requirements for amending municipal bylaws, 
revising policies and procedures, the effect of each option would have in implementing the Downtown 
Action Plan, as well as general financial impacts. 

The ‘MissionCity Downtown Action Plan’ was adopted as Policy LAN.58 on July 2, 2013. The Action Plan 
provides policy direction for the development of Mission’s downtown core. The centerpiece of the Plan is 
the ‘10 Big Moves’ for downtown, as shown in Attachment A. ‘Big Move Number 4’ states that the District 
should: “improve the economics of downtown development by introducing development regulations and 
incentives that improve the overall viability of downtown development.”  Subsequent to the Plan’s 
approval, Council approved the DDIP to achieve this ‘Big Move’.   
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Since the DDIP was initiated: 

• approximately 23 businesses have received façade improvement grants are waiting to complete 
the process; 

• 10 in-stream applications have issued development permits, but are waiting for building permit 
approvals; 

• 2 applications have been submitted and staff is waiting for additional information for DP approval; 
and 

• 4 properties have received tax exemptions.  
Planning has also recently received formal development applications within the existing DDIP boundary, 
namely: 

• 7330 Horne Street (file P2020-019) for a 40-unit apartment building; and 

• 33281 2nd Avenue (file P2015-001) for a 74-unit apartment building with ground floor commercial 
floor space; 

It’s expected that another development application will be received shortly, namely: 

• 33228 and 33232 2nd Avenue for a 92-unit apartment building with ground floor commercial floor 
space. 

In assessing this request, three DDIP boundary options were reviewed:  

• Option 1 - using the program’s current boundary (status quo);  

• Option 2 - align the DDIP boundary with the Official Community Plan (OCP) Downtown 
designation; and  

• Option 3 - an optional boundary.   
The table below outlines the pros and cons of each of the three options. 

Pros Cons 
Option 1 – Retain the DDIP Boundary 

Established program area that coincides with 
boundaries for the DBA and Downtown Action 
Plan  

Does not provide opportunity for additional DBA 
membership or funding.   

Provides consistency and certainty for the 
District and DBA, particularly for coordination of 
façade improvements (DBA and Mission cost-
share)   

 

Focuses new development along 1st and 2nd 
Avenue, where there are 12 properties that are 
currently vacant or under-developed.  

 

Focuses commercial activity in core area on 1st 
Avenue. 

 

No bylaw, policy, or administrative changes 
required. 

 

Option 2 – Align the DDIP Boundary with the OCP MissionCity Downtown Designation Boundary 

Provides consistency between DDIP and OCP 
designation areas. 

Extensive boundary expansion reduces potential for 
focusing commercial growth in the downtown core. 
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Pros Cons 
Opportunities for more properties and DBA 
membership to benefit from program’s 
incentives. 

Could trigger a premature review of MissionCity Downtown 
Action Plan/policies and OCP bylaw amendment for 
Downtown DPA boundary. Not in work program. 

Additional opportunities for new development to 
occur due to economic benefits provided by the 
program. 

Requires administrative updates (e.g., District bylaws 
and policies).   

 10-year reduction of property tax revenue and CACs due 
to larger area where exemptions provided. 

 Would require amending the Business Improvement 
Bylaw. 

Option 3 – Revised DDIP boundary to include properties along 3rd Avenue 

Two sub areas provide limited expansion and 
are adjacent to the DDIP boundary. 

Apartment applications do not provide opportunity for 
additional DBA membership. 

Opportunities for more properties and DBA 
membership benefit from program’s incentives. 

Could trigger a premature review of MissionCity Downtown 
Plan/policies and OCP bylaw amendment for Downtown 
DPA boundary. Not in work program. 

Provides nearby shopping opportunities for new 
residents and benefits for downtown 
businesses. 

Requires administrative updates (e.g., District bylaws 
and policies).  

 10-year reduction of property tax revenue and CACs due 
to larger area where exemptions provided. 

 Would require amending the Business Improvement 
Bylaw. 

 
The review found 12 vacant or under-utilized sites within the existing DDIP boundary that have potential 
for re-development and could be eligible for financial incentives under the incentive program. Considering 
this information and considering policies within the Downtown Action Plan that talk about focusing 
development along 1st Avenue, it’s suggested that a boundary adjustment would not be beneficial at this 
time due to the presence of numerous properties along 1st and 2nd Avenue with re-development potential. 
Staff recommend any potential change to the DDIP boundary could be considered within a broader 
strategic context including the next OCP review in 2023 or in a Neighbourhood Plan work program. 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 
The District is exclusively responsible for most of the DDIP components, except that the Downtown 
Business Association (DBA) pays for 25% of each façade grant.  All components of the DDIP operate 
within the current program boundary. If boundary changes are to be considered, then the DBA, as well 
as the District, would need to determine their respective areas of responsibility, particularly if the façade 
improvement and tax exemption boundary areas were to differ. Given that the DBA is involved with the 
District in co-funding the Façade Improvement Program grants, then, depending upon future program 
scenarios, separate boundaries could be required for future implementation of the Façade Improvement 
Program (co-administered by the District and DBA) in comparison with the property tax exemption and 
other components of the program (administered solely by the District).   
Examining a boundary adjustment for this program considers costs and benefits, including short-term and 
long-term financial implications (e.g., short-term tax exemptions versus long-term benefits of adding new 
residential development), administrative requirements including bylaw and fee amendments and 
Council’s strategic vision for the downtown to protect and enhance economic development in the District’s 
core area.  If an expanded program boundary were to be considered, financial implications could include:  
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a) The Property Tax Exemption component of the program is designed to provide developers who 
are constructing or renewing a project with a value of $500,000 or greater with an opportunity to 
hold the current assessed value of the land and improvements for 5 years, with the exempt amount 
being reduced by 20% per year over the next five years.  This incentive could allow a project to 
commence earlier than the developer may have initially intended. The program allows for 
construction of mixed-use commercial/residential or residential only development.  If projects 
within an expanded DDIP area are residential only, then there would be reduced financial capacity 
for the District to provide for engineering, policing, recreation and other services as well as cost 
impacts for the library.    

b) Municipal fees are difficult to calculate as they are directly attributed to the number of applications 
received and the value and complexity of each application.     

c) The Façade Improvement Program was recently updated and continues until December 2022 with 
an estimated impact of $22,500, based on an estimate of four applications per year over 3 years.   

d) The Community Amenity Contributions component of the program would need to be reviewed to 
determine potential loss of these funds for a larger program service area and population.   

While there will be some additional responsibilities for Planning and Finance staff to administer these 
revised financial initiatives, the financial impacts associated with boundary adjustments would not have 
significant impacts upon the District from a financial or administrative perspective.  However, any changes 
to the program boundary should ensure that the overall benefits outweigh the cost implications to ensure 
the long-term economic viability of the downtown.   

Program Expansion Costs and Benefits to Consider 

Cost Implications Potential Benefits 
Exemption over 10 years for projects with building 
permit application submitted by December 31, 2022 
and completed by December 31, 2024. 

Residential development will produce long term tax 
revenue for the District 

Increased cost of providing services to additional 
residents for policing, fire protection, infrastructure, 
parks and recreation, library and other services. 

Potential increase in downtown business resulting from 
more local residents shopping in the core area  

Community Amenity Contributions waived if building 
permit application submitted by December 31, 2022 
and project completed by December 31, 2024. 

To stimulate development, revitalize the downtown and 
create a positive environment for private investment. 

 
COMMUNICATION: 
The District’s Economic Development Officer, the Finance Department, and the DBA were consulted 
during the preparation of this report    
The Economic Development Officer noted that short-term costs resulting from tax exemptions could be 
offset with long-term benefits of new development providing overall economic stimulus for the downtown.  
If other properties are added to the program, it would be beneficial if they were adjacent to the current 
boundary, providing new residents with direct proximity to existing downtown businesses.  
The Finance Department noted that encouraging new mixed-use projects with a commercial component 
could also be helpful; however, it there were substantial applications for property tax exemptions in an 
expanded area, then downtown services would be impacted for the short term (e.g., possible funding 
shortfalls for policing and fire/rescue service, infrastructure upgrades and maintenance, library and 
recreation programs). The Finance Department also noted that as the foregone tax revenue is only on 
the incremental property improvement, there is no budget impact for this program. The lost tax revenue 
wouldn’t be onerous for the District.  Loss of the community amenity contributions would have a greater 
impact, as these funds are required for funding capital expenditures, but, again, the cost would not be 
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considered onerous. The ultimate decision should be based on whether we believe the projects 
encouraged by the incentive program are what the District wants to see in the area and whether we 
believe the development would not happen (at all or in the location we desire) without the incentives. On 
balance, it was considered that minor changes in the program boundary would not create significant 
financial or administrative impacts for the District; however, the benefits of a boundary adjustment would 
need to outweigh the potential costs of additional District services that would be needed by additional 
downtown residents. 
The DBA partners with the District by contributing 25% of the funding for each Façade Improvement 
Grant, while the District contributes 75%. As a result, the DBA was consulted regarding possible boundary 
changes. Façade improvement grants are for the renovation, restoration or redesign of existing 
commercial building facades. As a result, residential only development would not be eligible for a grant; 
therefore, not impacting the DBA financially. However, if new development has a commercial component, 
within the expanded boundary, there may be long-term impacts to the DBA. As buildings age, business 
and property owners may want to upgrade their commercial facades. If the properties are within the 
incentive boundary, they would be eligible for a façade grant and could potentially impact the DBA 
financial due to increased numbers of façade applications. If these properties are outside the DDIP 
boundary, they would be ineligible.  The DBA confirmed that the DDIP boundary should be retained. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION:  
This report investigates a recent request by a development applicant for a program boundary expansion 
so that a new multi-unit residential development could benefit from the program’s economic incentives. 
The Downtown Development Incentive Program aims to support commercial businesses and 
development in the downtown core. The MissionCity Downtown Plan explicitly supports focusing development 
along 1st and 2nd Avenues, and not in other downtown locations.  
Findings from the analysis of optional program boundaries include: 

• Allowing the DDIP boundary to expand at this time, could reduce the potential to focus new 
development within the established core area along 1st and 2nd Avenues.  

• Allowing for additional commercial development in an expanded area at this time could impact 
this program’s focus on promoting the downtown’s economic viability.  

• Currently, there are 12 sites that are vacant or under-developed in the core area of downtown 
along 1st and 2nd Avenues. Development of these sites should be prioritized and assisted through 
the financial incentives currently provided by the DDIP, rather than dispersing development over 
a wider area.   

• A program boundary expansion would also trigger a corresponding need for the DBA to potentially 
expand its membership boundary, resulting in additional administrative costs. 

• Additional residential development within an expanded DDIP boundary would not provide the DBA 
with additional revenue as the DBA receives funding from Class 6 or 5 (commercial or industrial) 
properties and not from residential projects.    

• Changes in the boundary would also trigger the need for a review of the MissionCity Downtown Plan.  
At this time, given the District’s current work program that includes a focus on the Waterfront, 
Silverdale, Cedar Valley, Parr/Prentis and other areas, expansion of the DDIP boundary could 
interfere with the progress of other District strategic commitments.  

• New residential development, including the applicant that initiated this boundary review request, 
could be supported financially, through the proposed density bonusing program, zoning bylaw 
variances for items such as reduced parking requirements, and financial incentives provided by 
the federal and provincial governments (e.g., the BC Housing Action Plan and the Affordable 
Housing Action Plan).   
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Staff therefore recommend that the DDIP boundary remains in its current configuration, and that any 
future requests for a boundary adjustment be explored within a comprehensive context, such as the next 
OCP Review which could occur in 2023 or in a Neighbourhood Plan work program. 
 

SIGN-OFFS:  

  
Mike Dickinson, Senior Planner - Policy Reviewed by: 

Ken Bourdeau, Manager of Long Range Planning 
and Special Projects 

 

 

Reviewed by: 
Sandra Johannson, Administrative Assistant 

 

  
Comment from Chief Administrative Officer: 
Reviewed. 
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Attachment A – 10 Big Moves Map 
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Attachment B – Downtown Development Initiatives Program Status Map  
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Attachment C- Downtown Development Incentive Program  
Boundary Comparison Map 
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