
 
Regular Meeting of Council 

Agenda 
January 19, 2015 

A Regular Meeting of Council will be held in the Council Chambers 
of the Municipal Hall at 8645 Stave Lake Street, Mission, B.C. 

Commencing at 1:00 p.m. for Committee of the Whole 

Immediately followed by a Closed Council meeting 

Reconvening at 7:00 p.m. for Regular Council proceedings 

 
1.  CALL TO ORDER (1:00 P.M.) 

2.  ADOPTION OF AGENDA 

3.  RESOLUTION TO RESOLVE INTO COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

4.  DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 

 (a)  Update of Private Heritage Residences on the Community Heritage 
Register    

No recommendation is associated with this report.  The report 
is provided for information purposes only. 
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 (b)  Rezoning application for the property located on 7883 Cedar 
Street to facilitate a 4 lot residential compact subdivision 

This report details the rezoning application for the property 
located on 7883 Cedar Street and identifies the necessary 
amendment to the Zoning Bylaw to facilitate the subdivision of 
the property into four (4) residential lots. Staff support the 
application moving forward and as such have listed the Zoning 
Amendment Bylaw under the “Bylaws for Consideration” 
section of the agenda.  

Subject to Council’s approval, a Public Hearing will be 
scheduled for February 2, 2015. 

Page 15 

 (c)  Confirmation of the Scope of the Review of the Official Community 
Plan 

This report sets out the range in possibilities for completing a 
review of the Official Community Plan (OCP).  Staff are 
seeking Council’s confirmation that the scope of the Official 
Community Plan review will involve a comprehensive review 
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and request direction from Council to prepare a OCP project 
plan that would be presented to Council for formal approval at 
a subsequent meeting. 

 (d)  Application to re-designate properties located at 29550 & 29560 
Lougheed Highway to allow for commercial development 
consisting of a gas service station and drive-thru restaurant 

This report details the Official Community Plan (OCP) re-
designation to allow commercial development on the 
properties located at 29550 & 29560 Lougheed Highway. Staff 
believe that this application is premature as it represents a 
substantial departure from the servicing requirements as set 
out in the OCP and Subdivision Control Bylaw for this area. 
While staff do not support the application moving forward at 
this time, at the November 3, 2014 Council meeting staff were 
directed to continue to process the application. 

Accordingly, the OCP Amendment Bylaw is listed under the 
“Bylaws for Consideration.” Should Council grant first reading 
to the OCP Amending Bylaw, staff will prepare a subsequent 
report introducing the necessary amendments to the District’s 
Zoning Bylaw and requisite variances to the Subdivision 
Control Bylaw for Council’s further consideration. 

Page 32 

5.  CORPORATE SERVICES 

 (a)  Fraser Valley Regional Library 2015 Budget Approval 

Council as a whole needs to provide direction to Council’s 
representative on the Fraser Valley Regional Library (FVRL) 
Board (Board) with regard to voting on the 2015 draft budget at 
the February 25, 2015 FVRL Board meeting.  The Board has 
put forward three options for Council’s consideration. 
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 (b)  Council Appointments – Lifetime Learning Centre Board 

RECOMMENDATION:  Council consider and resolve: 

That Councillor _____________ be appointed as the Council 
Liaison to the Lifetime Learning Centre Board, effective 
January 19, 2015. 
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 (c)  Town Hall / Community Dialogue Forums 

This report is provided for information purposes only. No staff 
recommendation accompanies this report; however, Council 
direction is requested in terms of any future Town Hall forums 
and/or Community Dialogues that Council would like staff to 
arrange. 

Page 55 
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 (d)  Mission Community Service Awards Ceremony 

RECOMMENDATION:  Council consider and resolve: 

That the District of Mission Community Service Awards 
Ceremony be held in the second and fourth year of each term 
of Council and that District of Mission policies ADM.01 and 
ADM.03 be amended accordingly. 
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6.  PARKS, RECREATION AND CULTURE 

 (a)  Energy Conservation Project 

RECOMMENDATIONS: Council consider and resolve: 

1. That $33,140 be made available from the General 
Capital Reserve Fund, to offset a funding shortfall from 
BCHydro for the Energy Conservation Project 
undertaken by the District of Mission; and  

2. That the 2014 Financial Plan be amended accordingly, 
as noted in the report from the Director of Parks, 
Recreation and Culture dated January 19, 2015. 
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7.  ENGINEERING AND PUBLIC WORKS 

 (a)  Gas Tax Strategic Priorities Fund Grant Applications 

RECOMMENDATIONS: Council consider and resolve: 

1. That the following projects be supported for the Gas Tax 
Strategic Priorities Fund Grant as outlined in the Manager 
of Engineering Design and Planning report dated January 
19, 2015: 

a. Fraser River Sanitary Crossing project at the Class D 
cost estimate of $6,456,000 (excluding the required 
land acquisition at the estimated cost of $349,000, 
GST and the District’s 5% administration fees); 

b. A joint application, with the City of Abbotsford, for the 
JAMES Plant UV Disinfection project at the Class D 
cost estimate of $4,273,000; and 

c. Official Community Plan Review (2015); 

2. That staff report back to Council on the Gas Tax Fund 
grant contribution results and the District’s required 
commitment to fund the remaining balance of these 
projects; 

3. That the required funding for engaging the services of a 
consultant to assist the District in preparing item 1.a 
application, at the cost of $35,000, be funded from the 
Sewer Capital Reserve Fund; and 

Page 68  
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4. That the District’s 2015 financial plan be amended 
accordingly. 

 (b)  Multi-Material British Columbia 

This report provides background information on the provincially 
mandated Extended Producer Responsibility program that 
Multi-Material BC (MMBC) is implementing for packaging and 
printed paper (PPP) in participating municipalities, as a future 
decision will have to be made on whether Mission participates 
in the MMBC program, as either a contractor or by 
relinquishing PPP collection to MMBC. 
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8.  RESOLUTION TO RISE FROM COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

  RECOMMENDATION:  Council consider and resolve to rise from 
Committee of the Whole 

 

9.  RESOLUTION TO EXCLUDE PUBLIC, RECESS THE PUBLIC MEETING UNTIL 7:00 
P.M. AND IMMEDIATELY CONVENE INTO CLOSED SESSION 

  RECOMMENDATIONS:  Council consider and resolve:  

  1. That pursuant to Sections 90 and 92 of the Community Charter, 
the public be excluded from this portion of the meeting as the 
subject matter being considered relates to the following: 

• Section 90(1)(a) of the Community Charter – personal 
information about an identifiable individual who holds or is 
being considered for a position as an officer, employee or 
agent of the municipality or another position appointed by the 
municipality; 

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

• Section 90(1)(e) of the Community Charter – the acquisition, 
disposition or expropriation of land or improvements, if the 
council considers that disclosure could reasonably be 
expected to harm the interests of the municipality; 

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

• Section 90(1)(k) of the Community Charter – negotiations 
and related discussions respecting the proposed provision of 
a municipal service that are at their preliminary stages and 
that, in the view of the council, could reasonably be expected 
to harm the interests of the municipality if they were held in 
public; and 

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

2. That the public portion of the meeting be recessed until 7:00 p.m.; 
and 

3. That Council immediately resolves into the closed portion of their 
meeting. 

10.  RECONVENE (7:00 P.M.) 

11.  RESOLUTION TO ADOPT RECOMMENDATIONS OF COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

 (a)  Committee of the Whole report dated January 19, 2015 

Report of recommendations to be circulated at the 7:00 p.m. 
reconvened public meeting 

 

12.  DELEGATIONS 

  None  

13.  PRESENTATIONS  

 (a)  Presentation by Allan Main, Community Futures North Fraser 

This report is provided for information purposes only.  No staff 
recommendation accompanies this report and Council action is 
not required. The purpose of this report is to advise Council of 
the presentation that Allan Main is providing on the branding 
project led by Community Futures and the Chamber of 
Commerce. 
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 (b)  Presentation by BC Assessment Authority 

This report is provided for information purposes only.  No staff 
recommendation accompanies this report and Council action is 
not required. The purpose of this report is to advise Council of 
the presentation that BC Assessment Authority will providing. 

Page 80 

 (c)  The Government Finance Officers Association of the United States 
and Canada 

Presentation of the Canadian Award for Financial Reporting 
Achievement to the Finance Department of the District of 
Mission  

Page 82 

14.  PROCLAMATIONS 

  None  
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15.  PUBLIC HEARINGS 

 (a)  Public Hearing Notices for January 19, 2015 

For reference 

Page 84  

 (b)  Official Community Plan Amending Bylaw 5465-2014-4052(37) 

R14-025 (DOM) – a bylaw to re-designate a portion of 8850 Cedar 
Street from Mixed Use Commercial / Residential to Environmentally 
Sensitive Area 

Page 86 

 (c)  Official Community Plan Amending Bylaw 5469-2014-4052(39) 

R14-025 (DOM) – a bylaw to re-designate 32881 Tunbridge Avenue 
from Environmentally Sensitive Area to Townhouse (12-21 units/acre) 

Page 97 

 (d)  Zoning Amending Bylaw 5473-2014-5050(160) 

R14-027 (Dhaliwal) – a bylaw to rezone the properties at 32910 and 
32928 Sylvia Avenue from Suburban 36 Zone (S36) to Urban 
Residential 465 Zone (R465) 

Page 108  

 (e)  Zoning Amending Bylaw 5475-2014-5050(161) 

R14-029 (Shamei) – a bylaw to rezone the properties at 32818 and 
32830 7th Avenue from Residential Two Unit Zone (RT465) to 
Commercial Neighbourhood Centre One  Zone (CNC1) 

Page 122 

 (f)  Zoning Amending Bylaw 5476-2014-5050(162) 

R14-030 (Morris) – a bylaw to rezone property at 30711 Keystone 
Avenue from Rural 16 Zone (RU16) to Rural Residential 7 Secondary 
Dwelling Zone (RR7s) 

Page 133 

 (g)  Zoning Amending Bylaw 5477-2014-5050(163) 

R14-031 (Roekel) – a bylaw to rezone property at 31602 Kenney 
Avenue from Suburban 36 Zone (S36) to Suburban 36 Secondary 
Dwelling Zone (S36s) 

Page 147 

 (h)  Zoning Amending Bylaw 5478-2015-5050(164) 

R14-033 (Mission Community Services Society) – a bylaw to rezone 
property at 7368 Proctor Street from Multiple Family 52 Apartment 
Zone (MA52) to Core Commercial Downtown One Zone (CCD1) 

Page 157 

16.  ADOPTION OF INFORMATIONAL ITEMS 

  None  

17.  COUNCIL COMMITTEE REPORTS AND MINUTES 

  None  
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18.  CORRESPONDENCE 

  None  

19.  BYLAWS FOR CONSIDERATION 

 (a)  (i) Official Community Plan Amending Bylaw 5465-2014-
4052(37) 

R14-025 (DOM) – a bylaw to re-designate a portion of 8850 
Cedar Street from Mixed Use Commercial / Residential to 
Environmentally Sensitive Area 

See “Public Hearings” Section 15(b) 

(ii) In accordance with Section 882 of the Local Government 
Act, Council has considered District of Mission Official 
Community Plan Amending Bylaw 5465-2014-4052(37) in 
conjunction with the District's Financial Plan (including the 
Capital Expenditure Plan and Operating Expenditure Plan) 
and the Waste Management Plan 

Second and 
Third Reading  

Page 172 

 (b)  (i) Official Community Plan Amending Bylaw 5469-2014-
4052(39) 

R14-025 (DOM) – a bylaw to re-designate 32881 Tunbridge 
Avenue from Environmentally Sensitive Area to Townhouse 
(12-21 units/acre) 

See “Public Hearings” Section 15(c) 

(ii) In accordance with Section 882 of the Local Government 
Act, Council has considered District of Mission Official 
Community Plan Amending Bylaw 5469-2014-4052(39) in 
conjunction with the District's Financial Plan (including the 
Capital Expenditure Plan and Operating Expenditure Plan) 
and the Waste Management Plan 

Second and 
Third Reading 

Page 174 

 (c)  Zoning Amending Bylaw 5473-2014-5050(160) 

R14-027 (Dhaliwal) – a bylaw to rezone the properties at 32910 
and 32928 Sylvia Avenue from Suburban 36 Zone (S36) to 
Urban Residential 465 Zone (R465) 

See “Public Hearings” Section 15(d) 

Third Reading 

Page 176 

 (d)  Street Naming Bylaw 5474-2014 

A bylaw to name a street, “Peebles Drive”.  This street naming 
bylaw is in conjunction with Zoning Amending Bylaw 5473-2014-
5050(160) for a new subdivision on Sylvia Avenue 

Third Reading 

Page 177 
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 (e)  Zoning Amending Bylaw 5475-2014-5050(161) 

R14-029 (Shamei) – a bylaw to rezone the properties at 32818 
and 32830 7th Avenue from Residential Two Unit Zone (RT465) 
to Commercial Neighbourhood Centre One  Zone (CNC1) 

See “Public Hearings” Section 15(e) 

Third Reading 
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 (f)  Zoning Amending Bylaw 5476-2014-5050(162) 

R14-030 (Morris) – a bylaw to rezone property at 30711 
Keystone Avenue from Rural 16 Zone (RU16) to Rural 
Residential 7 Secondary Dwelling Zone (RR7s) 

See “Public Hearings” Section 15(f) 

Third Reading 

Page 181 

 (g)  Zoning Amending Bylaw 5477-2014-5050(163) 

R14-031 (Roekel) – a bylaw to rezone property at 31602 
Kenney Avenue from Suburban 36 Zone (S36) to Suburban 36 
Secondary Dwelling Zone (S36s) 

See “Public Hearings” Section 15(g) 

Third Reading 

Page 182 

 (h)  Zoning Amending Bylaw 5478-2015-5050(164) 

R14-033 (Mission Community Services Society) – a bylaw to 
rezone property at 7368 Proctor Street from Multiple Family 52 
Apartment Zone (MA52) to Core Commercial Downtown One 
Zone (CCD1) 

See “Public Hearings” Section 15(h) 

Third Reading 
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 (i)  Zoning Amending Bylaw 5480-2015-5050(165) 

R13-031 (D & D Design Ltd.) – a bylaw to rezone property at 
7883 Cedar Street from Urban Residential 558 Zone (R558) to 
Residential Compact 372 Secondary Dwelling Zone (RC372s) 

See “Development Services” in C.O.W. Section 4(b) 

First and Second 
Reading 

Page 184 

 (j)  Official Community Plan Amending Bylaw 5481-2015-
4052(41) 

(i) R14-019 (Singh/OTG Development Concepts) – a bylaw to 
re-designate properties located at 29550 and 29560 
Lougheed Highway from Suburban Residential to 
Commercial  

(ii) In accordance with Section 882 of the Local Government 
Act, Council has considered District of Mission Official 
Community Plan Amending Bylaw 5481-2015-4052(41) in 
conjunction with the District's Financial Plan (including the 
Capital Expenditure Plan and Operating Expenditure Plan) 
and the Waste Management Plan 

See “Development Services” in C.O.W. Section 4(d) 

First Reading 

Page 185 
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20.  DEVELOPMENT PERMITS FOR CONSIDERATION 

  None  

21.  COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES FOR APPROVAL 

 (a)  Regular Council Meeting (for the purpose of going into a Closed 
meeting) – January 5, 2015 

Page 187  

 (b)  Regular Council Meeting – January 5, 2015 Page 189 

22.  RESOLUTIONS RELEASED FROM CLOSED 

 (a)  Resolutions Released from Closed Council 

This report is provided for information purposes only.  No staff 
recommendation accompanies this report and Council action is 
not required. 

Page 197  

23.  NEW/OTHER BUSINESS 

  None  

24.  NOTICES OF MOTION 

25.  QUESTION PERIOD 

26.  ADJOURNMENT 
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File Category: LGMA Administration 
File Folder: 0360-20 

DATE:   January 19, 2015 

TO:   Mayor and Council 

FROM: Marcy Bond, Senior Planner  

SUBJECT: Update of Private Heritage Residences on the Community Heritage 
Register    

ATTACHMENTS: Appendix 1 - Excerpt from Context Study: Historic Places in the District of 
Mission 

No recommendation is associated with this report.  The report is provided for information 
purposes only.  

PURPOSE: 

This report is provided in response to an inquiry from Council as to whether there are any 
private heritage residences on the District of Mission Community Heritage Register.  

Presently, there are no private residences that have been included on the Community Heritage 
Register. The District of Mission Context Study, which is currently being finalized, provides a list 
of historic places that could be included in the Community Heritage Register. The historic places 
list that will form part of the Context Study is attached as Appendix 1. There are currently four 
(4) private residences on the historic places list: James Plumridge House, Routledge House, 
Abbot Farm House, and McRae Residences. If these residences are to be included on the 
Community Heritage Register, then a Statement of Significance would need to be prepared for 
each site.    

To date, the District has had eight (8) Statements of Significance prepared so that each site 
could be included on the Community Heritage Register.   

The eight (8) sites include:  

1. Stave Falls Powerhouse; 
2. Mission Memorial Centre; 
3. Mission Museum; 
4. Silverhill Hall; 
5. Fraser River Heritage Park; 
6. Xá:ytem Longhouse; 
7. Mission Post Office; and 
8. Mission Fairgrounds. 
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 STAFF REPORT TO COUNCIL Page 2 of 5  

There are currently four (4) properties in Mission protected by a Municipal Heritage Building 
Bylaw: 

1. Silverhill Hall; 
2. Mission Museum; 
3. Canadian Pacific Railway Station; and 
4. Mission Memorial Centre.  

Additional historic places, including private residences can be added to the list of Historic Places 
in the Context Study and then evaluated to determine if they meet the criteria to be included on 
the Community Heritage Register and/or in a Municipal Heritage Building Bylaw.   

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

There are no financial implications associated with this report. 

COMMUNICATION: 

No communication action is required. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION:  

The purpose of this report is to provide information to Council as to whether any private heritage 
residences are currently on the District of Mission Community Heritage Register. There are no 
private residences on the Community Heritage Register or protected by a Municipal Heritage 
Building Bylaw.   

Private residences could be added to the list of historic places in the Context Study and, if the 
site met the evaluation criteria, they could be included on the Community Heritage Register 
and/or protected under a Municipal Heritage Building Bylaw.  

SIGN-OFFS:  

 

Marcy Bond, Senior Planner 

 

Reviewed by: 
Donna-Lee Lakes, Planner 

 
Comment by Chief Administrative Officer: 
Reviewed.  
 
G:\COMDEV\MARCY\Heritage\CoW Jan 19 2015 Private Heritage Residences on Heritage Register.docx  
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Appendix 1 

Excerpt from Context Study: Historic Places in the District of Mission 
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File Category:  LGMA 3360 & 3060  
File Folder:  R13-031/DP13-015 

DATE:   January 19, 2015 

TO:   Mayor and Council 

FROM: Parissa Shafizadeh, Planner  

SUBJECT: Rezoning application for the property located on 7883 Cedar Street to 
facilitate a 4 lot residential compact subdivision  

ATTACHMENTS:  Appendix 1 – Information for Corporate Officer 
Appendix 2 – Location Aerial Photo 2012 
Appendix 3 – Topography and Watercourse Map 
Appendix 4 – Draft Plan of Subdivision 
Appendix 5 – Engineering Comments 
Appendix 6 – Parks, Recreation and Culture Department Comments 
 

CIVIC ADDRESS: 7883 Cedar Street 

APPLICANT: D & D Design Ltd. on behalf of property owner Perwez Iqubal  

OCP: This application is in conformance with the current OCP 
designation of Urban Compact – Multiple Family  
 

DATE APPLICATION 
COMPLETE: 

December 10, 2014 

LOCATION:  
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OVERVIEW AND STAFF COMMENTS 

 

This report details the rezoning application for the property located on 7883 Cedar Street and 
identifies the necessary amendment to the Zoning Bylaw to facilitate the subdivision of the property 
into four (4) residential lots. Staff support the application moving forward and as such have listed 
the Zoning Amendment Bylaw under the “Bylaws for Consideration” section of the agenda.  

Subject to Council’s approval, a Public Hearing will be scheduled for February 2, 2015. 

SUMMARY 
A development application has been received for the property located on 7883 Cedar Street.  The 
location and aerial photo are provided with Appendix 2. The application seeks to rezone the property 
from Urban Residential 558 Zone (R558) to Residential Compact 372 Secondary Dwelling Zone 
(RC372s) to allow a four (4) lot compact single-family residential subdivision. The rezoning will also 
allow each lot the potential for a legal secondary dwelling unit in the form of secondary suite. The 
proposed rezoning and development proposal is consistent with the property’s Official Community 
Plan (OCP) designation of Urban Compact – Multiple Family.  As this development is identified as 
intensive residential development, any home constructed on the new lots will be subject to 
development permit guidelines for form and character.   

SITE CHARACTERISTICS 
The subject property is approximately 0.28 hectares (0.69 acres) in size and is located at the corner 
of Cedar Street and Charnley Avenue. The property contains an abandoned existing single family 
dwelling with dilapidated outbuildings which will be removed as part of the associated subdivision of 
the lands. The property slopes southward across its northern property line, where the central and 
southern portions of the property are generally flat lying except for the south-west corner of the lot 
(riparian area of a tributary of Windebank Creek) which drops off at a slope greater than 33% 
(Appendix 3).  

ZONING BYLAW COMPLIANCE (Bylaw 5050-2009) 
The subject property is currently zoned Urban Residential 558 (R558) with a minimum lot area of 
558.0 square metres (6,006 square feet). Considering the property’s OCP designation of Urban 
Compact – Multiple Family, the applicant proposes to rezone the property to Residential Compact 372 
Secondary Dwelling Zone (RC372s) which allows lots with a minimum size of 372.0 square metres 
(4,004 square feet).  The applicant did not wish to pursue a multi-family development which would 
also be supported by the OCP, but opted to rezone the property to allow a subdivision into four (4) 
residential compact lots. Appendix 4 provides a conceptual layout of the subdivision.  

The zoning regulations for the RC372s zone encourage lots with lane access. While this requirement 
ensures that the access to off-street parking is provided from the lane to rear detached garages and 
that homes constructed on these narrower lots do not exhibit the garage as the dominant feature 
along the fronting street, the District’s Highway Access Bylaw also provides this restriction for traffic 
safety purposes. To meet this requirement, the development proposes a 9.0 metre (29.5 feet) wide 
lane on the west portion of the site.   

A rezoning to the RC372s will also allow for a secondary dwelling unit in the form of a coach house, 
garden cottage and secondary suite.  Given the restrictions on on-street parking for these lots, the 
applicant is required to register a restrictive covenant restricting the secondary dwelling option to a 
secondary suite only.  In addition, one (1) parking space that is separate and unencumbered from the 
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off-street parking of the primary residence will be provided for each secondary dwelling unit. 
Considering that the access to the new lots will be prohibited from Cedar Street and parking is not 
permitted along Cedar Street and on the proposed lane, providing adequate off-street parking for both 
primary and secondary dwelling is necessary. To address this potential parking issue, it is required 
that the any proposed secondary dwelling be restricted to a secondary suite each with a minimum two 
parking spaces. The applicant is required to register a covenant on title of the proposed lots to ensure 
that these requirements will be met at the building permit stage. 

PLANNING ANALYSIS 

Neighbourhood Character 

The subject property is situated within the Urban Infill Area of Mission and surrounded primarily by 
single-family residential zoned properties. These neighbouring properties have lot areas ranging from 
300.0 square metres (3230.0 square feet) to 0.2 hectares (0.49 acres) and are designated either 
Urban Residential or Urban Compact – Multiple Family in the OCP. The neighbouring property to the 
northeast east of Cedar Street is under a land use contract allowing multi-family strata complex. 
Overall, the proposed four lot development is consistent with the neighbourhood density and the OCP 
designation of the surrounding area.  

Geohazard Hazard Assessment 

A geohazard hazard assessment was prepared by Landtec Consultants Ltd., dated December 2014. 
The purpose of the assessment was to evaluate soil conditions and to identify any mitigative works 
that would be needed ensure the site is safe for the use intended. A covenant will be registered as 
part of the subdivision to ensure that the recommendations of the report are met at the time of 
subdivision development.  

Intensive Residential Development Permit Area 
 

Compact residential development on lands designated for Urban Compact – Multiple Family in the 
Urban Infill Area of Mission require issuance of an “Intensive Residential Development Permit”. The 
OCP establishes guidelines for the form and character of intensive residential development by 
facilitating a higher standard of building design, housing alternatives, site compatibility and site 
aesthetics that promote the important qualities of a vibrant residential neighbourhood. The applicant is 
required to register a covenant to ensure that the new homes constructed meet the Intensive 
Residential Development Permit Guidelines as outlined in the OCP.  

Approval of Intensive Residential Development Permits has been delegated to the Director of 
Development Services and as such no approval from Council is required.  

Tree Retention 
In accordance with Council Policy LAN. 32 – Tree Retention and Replanting, the applicant will be 
required to plant a total of eight (8) trees; i.e., two (2) trees for each of the four (4) lots created. This 
condition will be met as part of the subdivision approval. In addition to this requirement, the applicant 
is required to replace any significant tree (trees having a caliper of 0.2 metres or greater) that will be 
removed except within the proposed municipal infrastructure necessary to complete the development.  
Parks and Trails (Section 941 of the Local Government Act, and the Parks and Trails Master Plan) 

The OCP has not identified lands for neighbourhood parkland on the subject property. Provisions of 
the Local Government Act authorize a local government to receive up to 5% of the land value as cash 
in lieu contribution for parkland. As the proposed development is in proximity to the land designated 
park in the OCP located at the corner of Cedar Street and 14th Avenue, and the Horne Creek trail, it is 
recommended that parkland dedication be accepted as cash-in-lieu.  
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Community Amenity Contribution (CAC)(LAN. 40 – Financial Contribution for Community Amenities) 
It is recognized that residential development imposes a unique financial burden on the community by 
creating a need or demand for new/upgraded public facilities or amenities. In order to address this 
unique financial burden, rezoning applicants are requested to make a contribution to the District’s 
Community Amenity Reserve Fund for new/upgraded public facilities or amenities. The applicant has 
agreed to contribute $8,445 ($2,815 per new residential unit) as part of this rezoning application and 
in accordance with Council Policy LAN. 40 – COMMUNITY AMENITY CONTRIBUTIONS.  

COMMUNICATION 
The developer has posted two (2) development notification signs on the site summarizing the 
proposed development. Provided a public hearing date is determined by Council, the sign will be 
modified to advertise the public hearing details (i.e., date, time and place). In addition, a notice will be 
mailed to the owners and to the occupiers of all properties within a distance of 152 metres (500 feet) 
of the development site notifying them of the public hearing details.  

Policy LAN.50 - Pre-Public hearing Information Packages 

A pre-public hearing information package will be prepared to include copies of all applicable 
documents and will be made available online or at municipal hall for public viewing. 

Bylaw 3612-2003 Land Use Application Procedures and Fees 

A notice of Public Hearing will be prepared in accordance with Bylaw 3612-2003 and the Local 
Government Act. 

REFERRALS 

Engineering 

The Engineering Department has no objection to the proposed development subject to completion of 
the engineering requirements as outlined in Appendix 5. 

Parks, Recreation and Culture 

The Parks, Recreation and Culture Department has no objection to the project and recommends that 
park dedication be accepted as cash-in-lieu. 

REQUIREMENT(S) PRIOR TO FINAL READING: 
The Final Reading of the amending bylaw will be held until the following have been satisfied: 

1. The community amenity contribution in the amount of $8,445 (for three new lots) is received. 

2. A restrictive covenant is registered on title of all proposed lots to ensure that the Zone’s 
allowance for a secondary dwelling unit on each lot will only be in the form of a secondary 
suite and that the lot provide the secondary suite a minimum two off-street parking spaces. 

INFORMATIONAL NOTES 
In accordance with Section 941 of the Local Government Act and Council Policy LAN. 26, parkland 
dedication of five per cent (5%) is applied as cash in lieu to subdivision file S13-021. 
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SIGN-OFFS:  
 

 

Parissa Shafizadeh, Planner 

 

 

Reviewed by: 
Dan Sommer, Manager of Planning 

 
Comment from Chief Administrative Officer 
Reviewed.  
 

 
  

19



STAFF REPORT TO COUNCIL Page 6 of 11  
 

Appendix 1 
Information for Corporate Officer 

Civic Address: 
 

7883 Cedar Street 
 

PID: 010-331-751 
 

Legal: Lot 1 Section 20 Township 17 New Westminster District Plan 18084 
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Appendix 2 
Location and Aerial Photo (2012) 

  

The existing house to 
be removed as part of 
the subdivision 

N 
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Appendix 3 
Topography and Watercourse 

 

 

  
N 
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Appendix 4 
Conceptual Plan of Subdivision 

 
 
  

Lot 1 
499.34 sq. m 

Lot 2 
498.9 sq. m 

Lot 3 
422.79 sq. m 

Lot 4 
847.9 sq. m 

Shaded area 
indicates slopes 
of 33% or greater 
defined as 
undevelopable 
area 

The proposed 
lane with the 
width of 9.0 m 

Note: Additional Road dedication required 
Alonhg Charnley Avenue to meet Width 
requirements of the Subdivision Control Bylaw 
(not shown)  
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Appendix 5 
Engineering Comments 
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Appendix 6 
Parks, Recreation and Culture Comments 
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File Category: LGMA 6480 
File Folder: OCP - Review 

DATE:   January 19, 2015 

TO:   Mayor and Council 

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

SUBJECT:  Confirmation of the Scope of the Review of the Official Community Plan  

This report sets out the range in possibilities for completing a review of the Official Community Plan 
(OCP).  Staff are seeking Council’s confirmation that the scope of the Official Community Plan review 
will involve a comprehensive review and request direction from Council to prepare a OCP project plan 
that would be presented to Council for formal approval at a subsequent meeting. 

PURPOSE: 
The purpose of this report is to provide Council with general information regarding the need for an 
OCP review and to seek Council’s direction regarding the scope of the proposed review.  

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 
District staff have been asked to provide Council with information regarding the proposed scope of an 
Official Community Plan (OCP) review.  In general, most communities review their OCP every 5 to 10 
years, with varying levels of review undertaken.  When a community has experienced excessive 
growth or significant changes in the economic climate the review is usually comprehensive in nature. 

The District of Mission completed the current OCP in 2008i.  Since then, the District has been 
experiencing increasing demand for single family homes - in the last 3 years alone there were 350 
new residential lots created.  Several new commercial nodes have also been developed.  For 
example, Mission Common at the corner of the Lougheed Highway and Highway 11; the Heritage 
Park Shopping Plaza at Stave Lake Street and 11th Avenue and the Smart Centre Plaza (Walmart) on 
the Lougheed Highway.  The District also completed the Mission City Downtown Action Plan and 
purchased property at 7337 Welton Street to achieve one of the stated objectives in the Downtown 
Action Plan thus creating a municipal presence in the downtown core to act as a catalyst and instill 
investment confidence. 

As a result of the economic and residential developments noted above and additional issues outlined 
later in this report District staff are in support of proceeding with a full OCP review.  Although it is 
recognized that there are many elements of the existing OCP that would likely remain in a new OCP.  
Updating the OCP offers the community an opportunity to articulate its vision, build on strengths, 
address weaknesses and shape the next phase of the District’s growth and evolution.   
District staff request that Council provide direction regarding the level of OCP review they prefer.  
Staff supports a comprehensive review of the Plan because of the challenges faced with the land use 
policies in the current plan and the opportunity to use the OCP review to address a number of other 
key planning initiatives.  Following this direction staff will provide Council with a proposed work plan, 
general time line and budget considerations. 
 

26



 STAFF REPORT TO COUNCIL Page 2 of 6  

BACKGROUND: 
The District of Mission Official Community Plan (OCP) Bylaw No. 4052-2008 was adopted in 2008.  
The OCP outlines the following vision for the community: 
 

Mission is a healthy community that has a balance of residential, commercial, and 
industrial land uses, amongst an abundance of parkland and natural open space. It 
is known as a community-oriented, affordable, and safe community. Mission has a 
mix of housing types, offering choices to people of all incomes, lifestyles, and age 
groups. Community neighbourhoods reflect principles of sustainable development. 
The downtown is a vibrant place with a distinct identity that attracts residents and 
visitors in search of unique shopping and living experiences. The number of local 
industries and jobs has increased over the years to allow more residents to live and 
work in Mission. Natural and cultural resources provide recreation and tourism 
opportunities that have contributed to the attractive quality of life and the strong local 
economy. 

The following goals outlined in the OCP are designed to reflect the diverse attributes of the 
community, keeping in mind the principles of sustainability. The current OCP’s goals are as follows: 

• To achieve sustainable growth; balancing economic, environmental and social principles  
• To increase the number of local employment and shopping opportunities through commercial 

and industrial development  
• To manage the natural environment  
• To develop housing alternatives which reflect the diverse needs of the community’s current 

and future residents  
• To ensure that development provides public spaces, open spaces, and parkland that 

contribute to the value of the public realm  
• To enhance transportation choice through the development and enhancement of an 

integrated, multi-modal transportation system  
• To enhance the community’s character and economic well-being through waterfront 

development and downtown revitalization and sustainable development  
• To maintain and enhance the quality of life that will continue to encourage people to live, work, 

and visit Mission  
• To involve the public in all stages of the development and implementation of the OCP 

 
Many of these goals are still relevant today.  However, as noted above, the District has experienced 
significant growth since the OCP was adopted in 2008.  

DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS: 
While there is no statutory requirement to undertake a review of the OCP every five years, it is 
standard professional practice to do so.  Staff believe that there used to be a specific provision under 
legislation requiring an OCP review  at some level at least every five years; however, this does not 
currently exist in legislation. The standard practice now stems from Section 877(1) of the Local 
Government Act (LGA) as follows: 

An official community plan must include statements and map designations for the area 
covered by the plan respecting the following: 
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(a) the approximate location, amount, type and density of residential development 
required to meet anticipated housing needs over a period of at least 5 years. 

 
One option for Council to consider is a cursory review of the OCP in order to address the above noted 
section in the LGA.  The scope of work in a limited OCP review would likely amount to a clean-up of 
the existing mapping and minor text amendments in order to provide clarity in specific sections.  In 
essence this could be considered a housekeeping exercise and could be completed by staff without 
the need for consultants.  This type of review would not, however, address some of the significant 
challenges staff and Council are currently facing when working with the OCP on a daily basis.  
 
One of the fundamental purposes of an Official Community Plan is to provide direction to staff and 
Council regarding the District’s physical development.  The current OCP lacks a clear relationship 
between land use designations as identified on the land use map and corresponding policies.  The 
following list provides examples where the OCP would benefit from a detailed comprehensive review 
and update: 
 

1. District staff have been responding to an increasing number of development inquiries for 
properties which are outside the urban containment boundary of the Regional Growth Strategy 
(RGS).  In some cases these inquiries have led to formal development applications which are 
not consistent with the OCP and propose to amend the designations in the OCP to permit 
urban densities in areas designated for rural or suburban residential uses.  The most recent 
request for an OCP amendment which would require an amendment to the RGS is within the 
north Hatzic community. 
 
Development applications that are not consistent with OCP designations can result in 
procedural challenges for District staff, developers and Council.   

 
2. Council is currently being asked to consider a development proposal in the Silverdale area to 

accommodate a new commercial development.  In order to proceed with this proposal, an 
amendment to the OCP land use designation is required in addition to amendments (or 
variances) to the sections of the OCP which reference the provision of municipal services (e.g. 
sewer, water and storm water management).  An OCP review would facilitate the discussion 
regarding long term servicing plans for the Silverdale Area and other unserviced areas. 
 
In addition, LAN.48ii prescribes that applications to amend the OCP for properties within the 
Silverdale area must first prepare a Neighbourhood Plan.  The need to prepare this plan and 
the details required within the plan are considered to be onerous by some prospective 
developers and have resulted in impeding development applications.  This issue could be 
further explored as part of the OCP review. 
 

3. Economic development policies contained within the current OCP are in need of updating to 
be relevant with today’s changing market conditions.  The previous economic development 
strategy was developed in 2004, with the marketing plan released in 2005.  Both strategies are 
now 10 years old and have been achieved to the extent that they can, in addition to 
recognizing that much has changed within the community since these plans were developed.  
Clear policy direction in an updated OCP can provide a jumping off point for a new economic 
development strategy.  The new strategy and the OCP review could be done concurrently to 
ensure connectivity and a shared vision or the OCP can provide clear direction as to what a 
new strategy should include if written subsequently to the OCP. 
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4. The Plan contains a list of action items (Table 10 of the OCP) which correspond to policies 

found throughout the plan.  Some of these action items have been partially completed or rolled 
into other planning initiatives (i.e. downtown planning), while others are still outstanding.  In 
some cases, the action items are no longer a priority for the District.  
 

5. District planning staff have noted that the land use designation section of the OCP is vague in 
some areas and fails to provide clear direction when assessing development application 
proposals.  For example when reviewing a proposal for an increase in density, the 
corresponding policies are found throughout the OCP.  In other communitiesiii the OCP land 
use designations correspond directly to a section found in the OCP document.  Having easy to 
understand land use policies also provides the development community with a clear 
understanding of which areas they should focus on for growth. 
 

6. The current OCP designates lands within the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) as those lands 
that are in the ALR and regulated by the Agricultural Land Commission (ALC).  From a land 
use perspective, there are non-ALR lands in Mission that are very similar to ALR lands and 
they both could be grouped together as Rural for example.  New designations for some lands 
within the ALR may be appropriate.  This issue would be further explored during the OCP 
review. 
 

7. The District is in the process of preparing a Transportation Master Plan as prescribed in the 
2008 OCP as an Action Item.  The work on the Transportation Plan will proceed concurrently 
with the OCP review and would be appended to the final version of the OCP.  Goals and 
objectives from the Transportation Master Plan would be identified in the OCP 
 

8. The Cedar Valley Comprehensive Development Plan (CVCDP) was adopted in 1996 and 
includes an environmental management plan.  As part of this management plan, the District is 
encouraged to secure environmentally sensitive areas (ESA) as District owned properties 
through the subdivision process.  However, these ESA areas (along with others in the District) 
add to the workload for District works and parks maintenance staff.   A review of other means 
to protect these areas without adding to District maintenance costs could be explored through 
the OCP review process.  There are many other aspects of the CVCDP that need reviewing as 
well to ensure that development within Cedar Valley is not unintentionally stalled and putting 
pressure on other areas of the community. 

 
9. There is some duplication between stand-alone plans such as the Economic Development 

Strategy, the Environmental Charter and Social Development Strategy.  A new OCP would 
remove the duplication and improve consistency by only referencing the stand alone plans and 
not duplicating them within the OCP.  In addition, several lands have been created after the 
2008 OCP and there is a need to ensure that the OCP properly reflects what is in those plans. 

 
The list above provides Council with a sampling of the challenges with the current plan as well as 
issues which would be addressed during a review OCP review process.  Staff believe that enough 
time has passed and development has occurred to in Mission to warrant a comprehensive review of 
the OCP.  There are many worthy elements of the existing OCP which will be considered and quite 
likely remain within a new OCP.  Staff believe that a comprehensive review process would provide an 
opportunity to develop an OCP that is easier for citizens and developers alike to read and understand 
its implications. 
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Should Council support a complete review of the OCP, staff will prepare a project plan that outlines 
the scope of the review and identifies what components may need the assistance of consultants as 
well as the required budget.  Among other things, the plan will also identify the required engagement 
of the community including Council as well as the various technical teams. 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 
The District has been setting aside money in the financial stabilization reserve fund in anticipation of 
Council’s direction to proceed with an OCP review.  The amount of $225,000 has been tentatively 
included in the 2015 budget for this project.  However there are grant programs available through 
which the District may receive some or all of the funding for an OCP review.  For example, the 
Capacity Building Stream of the Federal Gas Tax Fund Strategic Priorities Fund (SPF) provides 
funding for Integrated Community Sustainability Planning (ICSP) initiatives or community plans (e.g. 
OCPs) which integrate sustainability principles throughout the planiv.  The SPF grant can be used to 
cover as much as 100% of the costs of an eligible planning project.  Reasonable funding requests 
(e.g. $150,000 to $200,000) for community planning projects have been approved for other 
communitiesv. In order to receive this level of funding, a strong application justifying the budget is a 
necessity, including evidence that the project is comprehensive in nature and regional in scope (i.e. 
conformance with the RGS).  In most cases, successful funding applications will require that the OCP 
be based on sustainability principles.  

Following confirmation from Council on the scope of the OCP review, the budget can be further 
refined and District staff will be in a position to begin preparing the necessary documents to proceed 
with funding applications. 

COMMUNICATION: 
A strong communication plan is required as part of any OCP review and will form a significant part of 
the OCP project plan.  Regular updates to Council will be provided throughout the review process.  
The next communication will be provided to Council following direction from Council on the extent of 
the OCP review. Once Council confirms the scope of the review, a subsequent report to Council will 
present the project plan that will include, among other things, the roles and responsibilities of staff and 
consultants; further budget discussions and proposed time line to complete the OCP review. 

SIGN-OFFS:  
 

 
Gina MacKay, Manager of Long Range Planning 
& Special Projects 

 

 
Reviewed by: 
Mike Younie, Director of Development Services 

 
Comment from Chief Administrative Officer 
Reviewed.  
 

 
                                                           
i http://www.mission.ca/wp-content/uploads/4052-2008-OCP-complete.pdf 
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ii Silverdale Urban Residential Neighbourhood Plans Terms of Reference Policy http://www.mission.ca/wp-
content/uploads/silverdale-urban-residental-neighbourhood-plans-terms-of-reference-policy-lan48.pdf  
iii See Langley BC - OCP for example: http://www.city.langley.bc.ca/images/OCP/ocp_section_16.pdf  

iv The approach taken by some communities is to update their OCP’s with a view towards long-term sustainable 
development.  The key difference between a typical Official Community Plan and Integrated Sustainable 
Community Plan is the sustainability lens through which future goals, objectives and policies are viewed.  Note 
that the theme of sustainable development is contained within the vision statement in the current OCP.  
v Excerpt from the 2013 Gas Tax Annual Gas Tax Report  

Recipient Project Title Project Category 2013 Spending Reported 
City of 
Revelstoke 

Integrated Community Sustainab  
Plan 

Municipal Capacity 
Building  

$124,721.74 

District of Lake 
Country 

Integrated Community Sustainab  
Plan 

Municipal Capacity 
Building 

$165,356.83 

City of Kamloops Integrated Community Sustainab  
Plan 

Municipal Capacity 
Building 

$140,490.00 

 

31

http://www.mission.ca/wp-content/uploads/silverdale-urban-residental-neighbourhood-plans-terms-of-reference-policy-lan48.pdf
http://www.mission.ca/wp-content/uploads/silverdale-urban-residental-neighbourhood-plans-terms-of-reference-policy-lan48.pdf
http://www.city.langley.bc.ca/images/OCP/ocp_section_16.pdf


 
Development Services 
Staff Report to Council 

STAFF REPORT TO COUNCIL Page 1 of 13  

 
 
FILE: LGMA 3360 
R14-019 

DATE:   January 19, 2015 

TO:   Mayor and Council 

FROM: Marcin Pachcinski, Planner 

SUBJECT: Application to redesignate properties located at 29550 & 29560 Lougheed 
Highway to allow for commercial development consisting of a gas service 
station and drive-thru restaurant. 

 
CIVIC ADDRESS: 
 

 
29550 & 29560 Lougheed Highway  

APPLICANT: 
 

Nirvair Singh (owner) / OTG Development Concepts (agent) 

OCP: 
 

The application is not in conformance with the OCP with respect to land 
use and servicing requirements. The properties require OCP redesignation 
from Suburban to Commercial to move forward with rezoning. 
 

DATE APPLICATION 
COMPLETE:  
 
ATTACHMENT(S):  

 
August 8, 2014 
 
Appendix 1 – Information for Corporate Officer 
Appendix 2 – Location Map – Aerial Photograph 
Appendix 3 – OCP Designations  
Appendix 4 – Zoning Map 
Appendix 5 – Pre-Application Follow-up Letter 
Appendix 6 – Site Plan & Building Renderings 
Appendix 7 – Engineering Department Comments 
 

LOCATION:  

                                

MAP 1 
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OVERVIEW AND STAFF COMMENTS 

 
BACKGROUND 
 
In December of 2013, Mr. Nirvair Singh initiated discussions with the District’s Development Services 
Department regarding a proposal to develop a new service station, drive thru restaurant and potential 
retail units at the corner of St. Anthony’s Way and the Lougheed Highway in the Silverdale area 
(Appendix 2). In these initial discussions, staff advised Mr. Singh and his agent that while the District 
is open to some form of commercial development under a future neighbourhood planning exercise, 
the application could not be supported at this time given the deficiencies in servicing to the area.  
 
Despite staff’s position, Mr. Singh began the pre-application process early the next year by submitting 
the requisite forms and fees to the District.  At a subsequent meeting with staff, the applicant was then 
advised that prior to submitting a formal development application for Council’s consideration, it would 
be in his best interest to hold a public information meeting with local area residents in Silverdale to 
gauge the level of support for the project.  Staff maintained their position that an application to 
develop this site was premature.   
 
A public information meeting was subsequently held on February 13, 2014.  Of the approximate two 
dozen persons in attendance, a few attendees of the public information meeting were in favour of 
some sort of commercial development in the area. That being said, a number had concerns about 
whether another service station in the Silverdale area was necessary and questioned whether it would 
be the best use of land for this prominent gateway site.  Other attendees expressed concerns about 
the lack of sewer and water servicing and increased noise and access/egress issues as they related 
to traffic circulation on flanking street.   
 
Following the public information meeting, staff prepared a written response to the Pre-Application 
review.  Staff’s response to the applicant is attached as Appendix 5.  District staff held the position 
that the application was premature and concluded the letter with the statement that the “…proposal to 
amend the zoning and OCP designation of the subject properties along with a request to vary the 
Subdivision Control Bylaw to allow on-site servicing would be considered premature in absence of a 
neighbourhood area plan and could not, therefore, be supported by staff at this time”.  
Notwithstanding, the applicant chose to proceed with the development proposal and submitted a 
formal development application with associated site plans and building renderings (Appendix 6).   
 
While Staff recognize that providing sanitary and water service to the site would not be financially 
feasible for a development of this size, it is also a concern that moving forward with a development 
without requisite servicing would set a precedent for development in the area that does not conform to 

This report details the Official Community Plan (OCP) redesignation to allow commercial 
development on the properties located at 29550 & 29560 Lougheed Highway. Staff believe that 
this application is premature as it represents a substantial departure from the servicing 
requirements as set out in the OCP and Subdivision Control Bylaw for this area. While staff do not 
support the application moving forward at this time, at the November 3, 2014 Council meeting staff 
were directed to continue to process the application. 
 
Accordingly, the OCP Amendment Bylaw is listed under the “Bylaws for Consideration.” Should 
Council grant first reading to the OCP Amending Bylaw, staff will prepare a subsequent report 
introducing the necessary amendments to the District’s Zoning Bylaw and requisite variances to 
the Subdivision Control Bylaw for Council’s further consideration.    
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the OCP in terms of land use and servicing planning and specifically with the Subdivision Control 
Bylaw requirements for sanitary and water servicing that other developers have had to contend with.   
As such staff brought forward a report to the November 3, 2014 Council meeting with a number of 
options including a recommendation to Council to deny the application as it was considered 
premature until a neighbourhood plan could be prepared for the area.      However, Council ultimately 
resolved to entertain the application and directed staff to begin processing the application.  As 
directed, staff have prepared this report for first reading to an OCP map and text amendment to 
facilitate this proposal.  Specifically, the map amendment would re-designate the properties from a 
suburban land use to a commercial one and the text amendment would exempt the subject properties 
from having to undertake a neighbourhood plan and from having to bring municipal sanitary, storm 
and water service to the site by allowing onsite services.      
 
OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN (Bylaw 4052-2008) 

While the subject properties are currently designated Suburban Residential (Appendix 3) and this 
designation does not support the proposed use of the property for commercial purposes, various past 
planning concepts for the area, including those leading up to the adoption of Silverdale 
Neighbourhood One, have to some degree envisioned this area as some type of a commercial node.  
However, all concepts maintained that any proposal to re-designate the subject property would be 
subject to OCP policies which would require that a neighbourhood plan be completed prior to the 
proceeding with development in the Silverdale area (see OCP Policy 2.2.8). 
 
Therefore in order to move forward with this application, the subject properties must be redesignated 
to Commercial on the OCP maps and language must be inserted into the OCP to specifically exclude 
these properties from the following OCP Policy 2.2.8.  
 

“Silverdale and Silverdale Community Neighbourhood Plans 
 
Policy 2.2.8. Development in the both the Silverdale and Silverdale Community areas will be 
initiated through individual Neighbourhood Plans. Applications to commence the Neighbourhood 
Plan process shall be considered based on proposed neighbourhood areas determined as an 
outcome of the Neighbourhood One process. Development prior to completion of a 
Neighbourhood Plan is limited to the densities allowed under existing zoning or in accordance 
with existing suburban and rural designations within the OCP.” 
 

Staff do not support granting the proposed OCP amendment, as it would in effect mean that these 
properties are given an exemption to policies which apply to all other properties in the area.  It would 
also be precedent setting and may result in other applicants wishing to amend to the OCP to exclude 
their proposals, thereby requiring the District to consider significant development proposal ahead of 
any local area planning.   
 
Granting this proposed OCP amendment would also undermine Policy 2.2.12, which speaks to 
servicing requirements for new development in the Silverdale area, including “a logical extension of 
adjacent services with appropriate capacities.” 
 
COUNCIL POLICY (LAN.48 - Silverdale Urban Residential Neighborhood Plans Terms of Reference 
Policy) 

LAN.48 specifically states that a neighbourhood plan process must “address various issues including 
residential land use options, provision of parkland, engineering servicing requirements, public 
participation, provision of a neighbourhood commercial centre, safety and environmental preservation 
issues.” Typically, the preparation of a neighbourhood plan aims to capture a wide neighbourhood 
area and interests and should not be narrowed to one particular development site. 
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A key component of the neighbourhood planning process is determining the servicing needs of the 
area for the future build-out of the community.  Currently the Silverdale Neighbourhood One Plan 
requires the extension of sanitary and water services to the Silverdale area to facilitate further 
development.   
 
In addition to the identified bylaw amendments, to move forward with this application, Council must 
also waive LAN.48 - Silverdale Urban Residential Neighborhood Plans Terms of Reference Policy.  
The overall intent of the Neighbourhood Planning process is to establish a planning framework that 
will result in the Silverdale urban residential area being representative of an innovative and livable 
planned community.  The Neighbourhood Planning process represents a significant opportunity to 
shape the future character of Mission.  There is a need to formulate Neighbourhood Plans in 
accordance with social, economic and environmental sustainable development principles so as to 
provide Mission with a unique, innovative, progressive and environmentally responsive land use 
pattern within the designated Silverdale Urban Residential Area.  
 
ZONING BYLAW COMPLIANCE (Bylaw 5050-2009) 

The development proposal is not in compliance with the existing zoning of Suburban Residential 
(S36) (Appendix 4).  In order for the development proposal to proceed further, a corresponding 
amendment to the Zoning Bylaw would be required in addition to the OCP amendments noted above.  
If Council grants first reading to the OCP Amending Bylaw, staff will prepare the necessary zoning 
bylaw amendments for future consideration by Council. 
 
SERVICING REQUIREMENTS (Silverdale Area & Subdivision Control Bylaw) 

OCP policies for the Silverdale area and the Subdivision Control Bylaw require that the development 
sites in the Silverdale area be serviced with municipal water, sanitary and storm sewer. As these 
services are currently not available, the site would need to be serviced by on-site sewage disposal 
and by private well.  Municipal storm sewer is available in the vicinity of the site. This proposed 
development would therefore require a variance to the Subdivision Control Bylaw – Schedule B as it 
pertains to site servicing and an amendment to the OCP for the Silverdale area as it pertains to site 
servicing and neighbourhood planning. 
 
The Silverdale OCP policies clearly state that the extension of sanitary and water services to the 
Silverdale area is necessary to facilitate further development, the costs of which would be incurred by 
the developer.  Until a neighbourhood area plan for the Silverdale Gateway area is completed, staff 
do support the aforementioned variance to the Subdivision Control Bylaw and amendment to the OCP 
for the Silverdale area policies. Staff believe that Council’s eventual positioning on this Bylaw would 
likely set a precedent to which other land owners in the area might expect to develop under the same 
exemptions. This presents a number of issues namely that: 

• The development potential of a site serviced by well and on-site sewage disposal system is far 
less than the potential offered by a site on municipal services (i.e., the area will not be 
developed to its highest and best use possible under full municipal, servicing); 

• Properties will become fragmented through subdivision to which the future development 
potential of smaller sites might  be lost; 

• Allowing some properties to develop without full services would take away from the pool of 
lands requiring the extension of servicing in that the expense of extending services will be 
shared among fewer properties thus removing the incentive for a complete and orderly build 
out of the area; and that 

• If properly planned for, it may be possible to develop an interim servicing plan as part of a 
local neighbourhood area planning process.  
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FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS  

As stipulated in Section 882 of the Local Government Act, the Finance Department will be forwarded 
all relevant information if Council gives first reading to the OCP Amendment.  

No other financial implications are associated with this report.   

COMMUNICATION  
As previously noted, the developer held a public information session in February of 2014.  The 
developer has since posted development notification signs on the site summarizing the development 
proposal.  Following which, if a public hearing date is determined by Council, the sign would then be 
modified to advertise the details (i.e. date, time and place) of both the OCP and rezoning applications. 
In addition, a notice would be mailed to the owners and to the occupiers of all properties within a 
distance of 152 metres (500 ft.) of the development site notifying them of the public hearing details.  

Policy LAN. 50 - Pre-Public Hearing Information Packages 

A pre-public hearing information package would be prepared to include copies of all applicable 
documents and will be made available online or at municipal hall for public viewing. 

Policy LAN. 47 - Official Community Plan (OCP) Referral 

If Council gives first reading to the OCP amendment, staff will forward referral packages to the District 
of Maple Ridge, City of Abbotsford, First Nations, School District #75, the Ministry of Water, Land and 
Air Protection, Fraser Valley Regional District, Fraser Health Region, Ministry of Transportation & 
Infrastructure, Department of Fisheries and Oceans, the Agricultural Land Commission, utility 
companies and the Canadian Pacific Railway. 

INTERNAL REFERRALS  
Engineering 
The Engineering Department does not support the application as neither municipal water nor 
municipal sanitary sewer services are available at this site.  Their comments are attached as 
Appendix 7.  
Long-Range Planning 
Proceeding with the rezoning and OCP designation of the subject properties along with a request to 
vary the Subdivision Control Bylaw to allow on site servicing would be considered premature in 
absence of a neighbourhood area plan.  

Parks, Recreation and Culture Comments  
Parks, Recreation & Culture staff feel “that a neighbourhood plan should be completed before 
proceeding.”  The priorities in the area from the Parks, Recreation & Culture perspective are trail 
connections, including the Experience the Fraser Trail, Silverdale Park, Ruskin Park and entrance 
sign/gateway beautification. 

SIGN-OFFS: 
 

 
 
 
 
Marcin Pachcinski, 
Planner 

 
 
Reviewed by: 
Dan Sommer, Manager of Planning 

  
Comment from Chief Administrative Officer 
Reviewed. 
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Appendix 1 

Information for Corporate Officer 
 
 

Civic Address: 
 

29550 Lougheed Highway 

PID: 000 951 421 
 

Legal: Lot D, Except: part dedicated road on plan BCP15055; District Lot 435 
Group 1 New Westminster District Plan 12792 
 

 
Civic Address: 
 

29560 Lougheed Highway 
 

PID: 000-604-399 
 

Legal: Lot C, Except: part dedicated road on plan BCP14742; District Lot 435 
Group 1 new Westminster District Plan 12792 
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Appendix 2 - Location Map – Aerial Photograph 
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Appendix 3 – OCP Designations 
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Appendix 4 – Zoning Map 
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D E V E L O P M E N T  S E R V I C E S  D E P A R T M E N T  

File: PRO.DEV.DEV  
D14-002 
 

April 17, 2014 
 
Nirvair Singh 
3760 Southwood Street 
Burnaby, BC V5J 2C9 
 
Dear Mr. Singh: 
 
Re: D14-002 (Nirvair Singh) – 29550 & 29560 Lougheed Highway 

This letter summarizes the discussion that ensued at the Pre-Application Review Meeting held on 
January 29, 2014 regarding your proposal to develop the properties located at 29550 & 29560 Lougheed 
Highway.  The properties, which are designated Suburban Residential in the District’s Official Community 
Plan (OCP) comprise a combined total area of approximately 0.93 hectares (2.3 acres); there is an 
existing single-family home on each of these properties in addition to accessory structures.  The proposal 
is to redesignate these properties for commercial redevelopment.   

At the Pre Application Review meeting you were advised to hold a public information session in the 
Silverdale area in order to present your proposal to area residents.  The intent of the meeting was to 
assess support amongst the residents of the Silverdale area for the proposed commercial node and more 
directly, the use of the site for a gas station and associated retail uses.   

In response, you organized a meeting which was held at the Silverdale Elementary School on February 
13

th
, 2014.  Your planning consultant team from Pacific Land Group (PLG) was in attendance at that 

meeting.  PLG have provided the District with copies of the public comment sheets received to date along 
with a brief summary of the comments heard during the public information session.  In summary, the main 
comments were as follows: 

• that some community members were in favour of commercial development in the area; 

• that there were concerns regarding the development of an additional gas station in the Silverdale 
area; and   

• a number of people expressed additional concerns in relation to sewer and water servicing, 
increased noise due to traffic and access/egress issues as it related to traffic movements on St. 
Anthony’s Way and the Lougheed Highway. 

The site you are considering for development is not serviced with municipal water or sewer. The District of 
Mission Subdivision Control Bylaw stipulates that any future development of the site for commercial uses 
would require municipal sewer and water services.  Therefore, the development of this site, in absence of 
municipal servicing, would require a variance to the Subdivision Control Bylaw to allow the installation of 
on-site water (well) and septic disposal system as an alternative.  Such a variance would not be 
supported by District Staff.   

The subject properties are within the Silverdale Urban Residential Neighbourhood Plan Area (refer to 
District of Mission Land Use Policy LAN.48) which, along with the OCP, identifies broad objectives and 
policies to guide and manage growth. 

Specifically, the Official Community Plan emphasizes that any consideration to a change in land use 
should be carefully considered as part of a comprehensive neighbourhood planning exercise, involving 
area residents in the process.  The subject properties would require both a change in zoning and a 
change in OCP designation.   
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Policy LAN.48 specifically states that a neighbourhood plan process must “address various issues 
including residential land use options, provision of parkland, engineering servicing requirements, public 
participation, provision of neighbourhood commercial centre safety and environmental preservation 
issues.”  Typically, the preparation of a Neighbourhood Plan aims to capture a wide neighbourhood area 
and interests and should not be narrowed to one particular development site.   

While there have been similar requests made by others for properties in the Silverdale area and that it 
may be warranted that the District revisit the priority of neighbourhood planning in the area, proceeding 
with your proposal to amend the zoning and designation of the subject properties along with a request to 
vary the Subdivision Control Bylaw to allow on site servicing would be considered premature in absence 
of a local area plan and could not, therefore, be supported by staff at this time. 

Should you choose to submit an application, the above noted deficiencies would be presented to Council, 
with the option of directing staff to proceed with undertaking the local area plan. 

 

Yours truly, 

 

 

 
Dan Sommer 
MANAGER OF PLANNING 
 
 
cc 
 
G:\COMDEV\GINA\PAR letters\Silverdale Crossing (29550 Lougheed Hwy) PAR letter.cjj.docx 
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Appendix 6 – Site Plan & Building Renderings 
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Appendix 7 
 

 

ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT OCP AMENDMENT COMMENTS 

Dec 24, 2014 REZ. FILE: R14-019 

CIVIC ADDRESS: 29550 & 29560 Lougheed Highway 

*** Note: The following Engineering Comments address the application to amend the 
Official Community Plan (OCP) for the aforementioned properties from their current Suburban 
designation to the proposed Commercial designation. Further comments will be required for the 
purposes of rezoning. 

1. DOMESTIC WATER COMMENTS: 

Municipal water is required under the proposed OCP designation. From an Engineering 
perspective, this application cannot be supported as municipal water is not currently 
available to this site. 

2. SANITARY SEWER COMMMENTS: 

Municipal sanitary sewer is required under the proposed OCP designation. From an 
Engineering perspective, this application cannot be supported as municipal sanitary 
sewer is currently not available to this site. 

3. STORM SEWER COMMENTS: 

Municipal storm sewer is required under the proposed OCP designation. A positive 
stormwater outfall is available within the vicinity of the site. Site specific requirements 
for storm sewer requirements to be determined as part of the rezoning process. 

4. ROAD WORK COMMENTS: 

The site has paved access from St Anthony's Way and the Lougheed Highway. Site 
specific access requirements to be determined as part of the rezoning process. 

Prepared by 

Sterling Chan 
Engineering Technologist 

Tracy Kyle 
Director of Engineering 
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Staff Report to Council 

 Page 1 of 4  

File Category: LGMA Recreation & Cultural Services 
File Folder: 7960-05 

DATE:   January 19, 2015 

TO:   Mayor and Council 

FROM: Kerri Onken, Deputy Treasurer/Collector 

SUBJECT:  Fraser Valley Regional Library 2015 Budget Approval 
ATTACHMENT: Appendix A – FVRL Letter on the 2015 Draft Budget  

Council as a whole needs to provide direction to Council’s representative on the Fraser Valley 
Regional Library (FVRL) Board (Board) with regard to voting on the 2015 draft budget at the 
February 25, 2015 FVRL Board meeting.  The Board has put forward three options for Council’s 
consideration. 

PURPOSE: 
The purpose of this report is to advise Council of the budget recommendations from the January 7, 
2015 Fraser Valley Regional Library (FVRL) Board Meeting, and to seek direction for Mission’s FVRL 
Board representative for the final vote on the FVRL 2015 draft budget, to occur at the February 25, 
2015 FVRL Board Meeting.  
BACKGROUND: 

At the January 7, 2015 FVRL Board Meeting, the Board presented the draft 2015 budget to FVRL 
member councils for review.  Information presented at this meeting regarding the 2015 draft budget, is 
included in the attached Appendix A.  The Board asked for the three member assessment options to 
be identified separately which are the basis for this report.  The Board will be meeting again on 
February 25, 2015 to approve the 2015 Budget. 

DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS:  

During the budget preparation stage, FVRL staff took the opportunity to fine-tune and change staff 
structure that did not impact current service levels.  This resulted in some budget savings.  The key 
reasons for the budget increases are summarized in Appendix A.  These key reasons also included 
three decision packages for Council’s consideration. 

Decision Packages 
1. Library Materials (2 decision packages) 

Additional 5.5% beyond 2% for inflation ($114,894+$95,745=$210,639) 

• This Budget contains an increase in total Library Materials of 7.5% over the 2014 Budget. 

• 2% of the increase reflects basic cost increases and the remaining 5.5% are included as two 
separate Decision Packages (one for an additional 3% and one for an additional 2.5% budget 
increase). 

• This increase is desired to help reverse the trend in reduced library materials available in the 
FVRL Libraries that have been eroded over a number of years, for a variety of reasons. 
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2.  Actuarial on Post retirement and Related Benefits 

($20,000 Expense; $0 Net expense) 

• This proposal provides funding to engage a professional actuary to estimate FVRL’s post-
retirement and sick leave employee benefit liabilities. 

• The 2013 audited Financial Statements have valued the post-retirement benefit at $487,000 
and the sick leave liability at $0. 

• Both liabilities were determined based on an estimate completed by the Finance Officer. 

• The Auditor’s related letter to the Board supporting the 2013 audit, states that they believe that 
the post-retirement liability is understated by $81,000. (The existence of this understatement 
was not considered material, and accordingly did not affect the audit opinion.) 

At the January 7th Board meeting, the members asked to have the decision packages split out 
separately as options for consideration.  These options are described below. 

Option #1 - maintains the current/status quo service levels:  

1. An increase in wages (2%) and benefits (7%) impacting the budget by $298,980. 

2. A decrease in fine revenue estimated at $256,872. 

3. A decrease in the Province of BC Operating grant of $24,100. 

4. An increase in capital lease payments for the new computer system of $104,543. 

5. Net reduction to other area’s as a result of restructuring and fine tuning based on historical 
trends estimated saving of $64,660. This includes a 2% increase for library material. 

The increases in option #1 to maintain service levels total $619,835 or 2.73% over the 2014 
member assessment.  If option #1 is approved, Mission’s share of the assessment would be 
$1,291,212, an increase of $14,530 or 1.14% over the 2014 assessment.   

Option #2 - includes all items in option 1 plus the following: 

6. Increase in Library Materials beyond 2% inflation level by 3% with a budget impact of 
$114,894.  – Decision Package #1. 

The increases in option #2 total $734,729 or 3.23% over the 2014 member assessment.  The 
library materials increase for this option is 5%.  If option #2 is approved, Mission’s share of the 
assessment would be $1,297,315, an increase of $20,633 or 1.62% over the 2014 assessment.   

Option #3 – Includes all items in option 1 and option 2 plus the following: 

7. Increase in Library Materials beyond 2% inflation plus the 3% level by an additional 2.5% with 
a budget impact of $95,745 – Decision Package #2. 

The increases in option #3 total $830,474 or 3.65% over the 2014 member assessment.  The 
library materials increase for this option is 7.5%.  If option #3 is approved, Mission’s share of the 
assessment would be $1,302,401, an increase of $25,719 or 2.01% over the 2014 assessment.   

In addition to the items listed above, the FVRL assessment also includes costs for an actuarial on 
post-retirement and related benefits for $20,000 which is proposed to be funded by reserve. This 
would reduce the reserve balance but would have no net impact on the FVRL budget – Decision 
Package #3. 
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The 2015 FVRL member assessments for the entire FVRL system (see page 4 of Appendix A) total 
$23,557,675 which is $830,474, or 3.65% increase over the 2014 member assessment and includes 
the three decision packages (option #3).  Mission’s share is $1,302,401, which represents a 2.01% 
increase over the 2014 assessment of $1,276,682.  This increase in assessment would increase the 
Library charge on the tax notice of the average homeowner in Mission by $1.68. 

Mission’s share of the 2015 FVRL member assessment for options 1 through 3 along with the impact 
on Mission’s Library budget and the total dollar impact on the average home owner’s tax notice in 
Mission is summarized in the following table. 

 
FVRL 

Increase 

Mission’s 
share of 

Total FVRL 
Assessment 

Increase 
to 2015 

Mission’s 
Share 

Increase 
over Prior 
Year as % 

Dollar 
Impact on 
Average 
Home in 
Mission 

Option 1: Base/Status quo, no 
decision packages approved.  Increase 
due to inflation to maintain existing 
services 

$619,835 $1,291,212 $14,530 1.14% $0.94 

Option 2: Library materials increase of 
3% for a total of 5% $114,894 $6,103 $6,103 0.48% $0.39 

Subtotal $734,729 $1,297,315 $20,633 1.62% $1.33 

Option 3: Library materials 5.5% (3% 
in option 2 plus additional; 2.5%) for a 
total 7.5% 

$95,745 $5,086 $5,086 0.39% $0.35 

Grand Total $830,474 $1,302,401 $25,719 2.01% $1.68 

Actuarial on post retirement and 
related benefits.  Suggested funding 
from reserves for a net impact of zero. 

$0 $0 $0 (included 
above) 

(included 
above) 

 

The final weighted vote on the 2015 budget and the three decision packages, as per the Library Act, 
will be held at the Board's February 25, 2015 meeting. 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 
The financial implications of the three decision packages and the impact of the assessment increase 
options are detailed in the body of the report along with the dollar impact on the average home owner.   

COMMUNICATION: 
No communication action is required.  

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION:  
At the January 7, 2015 FVRL Board Meeting, the Board presented the draft 2015 budget to FVRL 
member councils for review.  Information presented at this meeting regarding the 2015 draft budget, is 
included in the attached Appendix A.   
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2015 FVRL member assessments for the entire FVRL system totals $23,557,675.  Mission’s share of 
this assessment is $1,302,401, which represents a 2.01% increase over the 2014 assessment of 
$1,276,682, or an additional $1.68 for the average homeowner in Mission.  

Included in the FVRL 2015 member assessment are three decision packages for board member’s 
consideration, two regarding library materials and one regarding an actuarial on post retirement and 
related benefits.  At the January 7th Board meeting, members asked to have the decision packages 
split out separately as options for consideration.  The financial impacts of these options are the basis 
of this report. 

Council as a whole needs to provide direction to Council’s representative on the Fraser Valley 
Regional Library Board with regard to voting on the 2015 draft budget at the February 25, 2015. 

SIGN-OFFS:  

 
Kerri Onken, Deputy Treasurer/Collector 

 
 
Reviewed by:  
Kris Boland, Manager of Finance  

Comments from Chief Administrative Officer 
Reviewed. 
g:\finance\library\2015\fvrl board mtg 2015 budget jan 19.docx 
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December 22, 2014 
 
 
 
Dear Directors of Finance of FVRL Member Local Governments: 
 
Thank you for your support and patience with the development of the 2015 DRAFT Final 
Budget (“2015 Budget”). What follows is an overview of the 2015 Budget that provides an 
explanation of the 2015 status quo budget over the 2014 Budget, and details three increased 
service level options (referred to as “Decision Packages”) for the Board’s consideration.   
 
Attachment A 
Attachment A to this letter details the related 2015 Member Assessments, including the 
estimated impacts of the stated Decision Packages, which are included in the 2015 Budget at 
this stage.    
 
2015 Budget Total Member Assessment 
The 2015 Budget Total Member Assessment is $23,557,675, which is $830,474 or 3.65% 
greater than the 2014 Total Member Assessment. This change remains materially similar to the 
2015 PRELIMINARY Budget Estimate provided to you in mid-November, of $783,314 or 3.45%. 
 
Basis for 2015 Budget Preparation 
The 2015 Budget was prepared on the following basis: 
• Service levels for all service areas are unchanged from fiscal 2014, with the exception of 

specifically identified new items (i.e., Decision Packages), which are separately identified 
for Board approval.   

• Some "fine-tuning" and changes to staff structure and levels are included in this budget.  
These changes are contained within existing resources and do not impact current service 
levels. 

• Includes known cost and anticipated inflationary impacts, incorporating a 2% increase on 
all salaries (as per the Union Contract), 7% increase in benefits, 0-2% for inflation on other 
expenses and 5% for hydro costs. The 7% increase in benefits reflects a 2.26% estimated 
increase for fiscal 2015 plus an adjustment to the 2014 base to more accurately reflect 
estimated actual benefit expenses of 4.74% (2.26 + 4.74 = 7%). 

• Fines revenue and the Provincial Library Grant are reduced to reflect expected 2015 
actuals. The fines revenue reduction is based on revenues to date in fiscal 2014. The fine 
revenue reduction is primarily due to the Board’s decision to eliminate or reduce some 
fines in 2013, along with changes in public usage patterns trending toward greater use of 
no, or lower fine, materials.   
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• The addition of the first full year repayment on the $475,000 2014 ERP (new computer 

system) capital lease ($104,543/year). 
 
 It also should be noted that a number of corrections in the classification of expenses and 
revenues for fiscal 2015 have been made to better reflect the requirements, and intent, of the 
current funding formula. 
 
Reasons for 2015 Budget Increase 
The key reasons for the 2015 Budget increase over the 2014 Budget of $830,474 are detailed 
as follows: 
 

REASONS FOR 2015 BUDGET INCREASE 
Reason Dollar Percent 
Increase in all salary & benefits (including temporary Finance support) $298,980 1.32% 
Decrease in Library and other FVRL department fines revenue 256,872 1.13% 
Decrease in Province of BC Operating Grant 24,100 0.11% 
Increase in capital lease payments (for ERP computer system) 104,543 0.46% 
Decision Package: Increase in Library Materials beyond 2% (inflation) –  
Plus 3% 113,894 0.51% 

Decision Package: Increase in Library Materials beyond 2% (inflation) –  
Plus 2.5% 95,745 0.42% 

Decision Package:  Actuarial on post-retirement and related benefits 20,000 0.09% 
                                  Actuarial Funding – From Reserves (20,000) -0.09% 
Net reductions in other areas (64,660) -0.28% 
Total $830,474 3.65% 
 
The impacts of the first four, and last, items listed in the above table, drive a member 
assessment increase of 3.01% (1.32% + 1.13% + .11 % + (0.46%)), and are essentially required in 
order to maintain the budget at current/status quo levels. 
 
INCLUDED DECISION PACKAGES 
Included Decision Packages (i.e. new items) are:  
 
1. Library Materials  

Additional 5.5% beyond 2% for inflation ($114,894+$95,745=$210,639) 
• This Budget contains an increase in total Library Materials of 7.5% over the 2014 

Budget.    
• 2% of the increase reflects basic cost increases, and the remaining 5.5% are included 

as two separate Decision Packages (for an additional 3% and 2.5% budget increase).  
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• This increase is desired to help reverse the trend in reduced library materials available 
in the FVRL Libraries that have been eroded over a number of years, for a variety of 
reasons. 
 

2. Actuarial on Post retirement and Related Benefits  
($20,000 Expense; $0 Net expense) 
• This proposal provides funding to engage a professional actuary to estimate FVRL’s 

post-retirement and sick leave employee benefit liabilities.  
• The 2013 audited Financial Statements have valued the post-retirement benefit at 

$487,000 and the sick leave liability at $0.  
• Both liabilities were determined based on an estimate completed by the Finance 

Officer.    
• The Auditor’s related letter to the Board supporting the 2013 audit, states that they 

believe that the post-retirement liability is understated by $81,000. (The existence of 
this understatement was not considered material, and accordingly did not affect the 
audit opinion.) 

 
Summary of 2015 Draft Final Budget Member Assessments 
Please refer to Attachment A, “Summary of the 2015 DRAFT FINAL Budget Member 
Assessments.” 
 
The 2015 Budget will be presented to the Board at the January 7, 2015 Board meeting.  The 
Board’s weighted vote on the 2015 Budget will occur at the February 25, 2015 Board meeting.  
Between these two dates Board representatives will have time to bring the 2015 DRAFT 
FINAL Budget back to their respective councils for discussion. 
 
Should you have any questions or concerns, please contact me. Let me suggest that you 
contact me by email (gillian.mcleod@fvrl.bc.ca) because I will be out of the office for parts of 
the Christmas break. 
 
Best wishes for the holiday season and coming year! 
 
 
 
Gillian McLeod 
Acting Senior Manager –  Finance  | Library Manager –  Delta 
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ATTACHMENT A:  SUMMARY OF THE 2015 DRAFT FINAL BUDGET MEMBER ASSESSMENTS 

SUMMARY OF THE 2015 DRAFT FINAL BUDGET MEMBER ASSESSMENTS 

FVRL Member Local Government 

Member Assessment 

Estimated Impacts of            
Decision Packages 
INCLUDED in 2015                

Member Assessment 

2015 Per 
Capita 2015 Total 2014 Total $ Change % Change 

Inc. 
Materials 

Budget 3% 

Inc. 
Materials 

Budget 2% 
Actuarial 

Total Fraser Valley Regional District 14.85 $249,324 $246,619 $2,704 1.10% $2,737 $2,281 0 
Total District of Kent 52.72 313,499 296,007 17,492 5.91% 970 808 0 
Total District of Hope 53.88 319,507 323,472 (3,965) -1.23% 967 806 0 
Total City of Chilliwack 36.40 2,950,147 2,837,634 112,512 3.97% 13,216 11,013 0 
Metro Vancouver 11.76 2,000 2,000 0 0.00% 28 23 0 
Village of Harrison Hot Springs 39.87 60,124 58,667 1,457 2.48% 246 205 0 
Total City of Abbotsford 27.58 3,831,737 3,691,801 139,935 3.79% 22,652 18,877 0 
Total District of Mission 34.69 1,302,401 1,276,709 25,692 2.01% 6,123 5,102 0 
Total City of Langley 46.14 1,213,598 1,189,174 24,424 2.05% 4,289 3,574 0 
Total Township of Langley 34.32 3,859,403 3,663,566 195,838 5.35% 18,335 15,279 0 
Total City of White Rock 44.05 847,862 840,438 7,423 0.88% 3,139 2,616 0 
Total Corporation of Delta 33.57 3,421,192 3,263,112 158,080 4.84% 16,618 13,848 0 
Total City of Port Coquitlam 27.72 1,637,263 1,537,916 99,348 6.46% 9,630 8,025 0 
Total City of Maple Ridge 33.11 2,620,542 2,613,729 6,813 0.26% 12,905 10,754 0 
Total City of Pitt Meadows 49.82 929,078 886,357 42,721 4.82% 3,041 2,534 0 

FVRL IN TOTAL 33.43 $23,557,675 $22,727,201 $830,474 3.65% $114,894 $95,745 0 
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STAFF REPORT TO COUNCIL Page 1 of 2  

File Category: LGMA Administration 
File Folder: 0530-02 

DATE:   January 19, 2015 

TO:   Mayor and Council 

FROM: Christine Brough, Executive Assistant   

SUBJECT:            Council Appointments – Lifetime Learning Centre Board 
ATTACHMENT: Appendix A – December 18, 2104 Email from Diana Muntigl, Executive  

Director of the Lifetime Learning Centre 

RECOMMENDATION:  Council consider and resolve: 

That Councillor _____________ be appointed as the Council Liaison to the Lifetime Learning Centre 
Board, effective January 19, 2015. 

PURPOSE: 
The purpose of this report is to bring forward a request from Diana Muntigl, Executive Director of the 
Lifetime Learning Centre, for a Council Liaison to the Lifetime Learning Centre Board. 

BACKGROUND: 
At the December 1, 2014 Inaugural Council meeting, Council appointed its representatives to various 
community groups and boards.  At that time, a decision was made to reduce the number 
organizations with direct Council representation in recognition of the fact that there are alternate 
methods of communicating with Council.  On December 18, 2014, Mayor Hawes received a request 
from Diana Muntigl, Executive Director of the Lifetime Learning Centre, for a Council Liaison to the 
Lifetime Learning Centre Board.   

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

COMMUNICATION: 
The Lifetime Learning Centre Board will be notified by email of Council’s decision regarding their 
request for a Council Liaison.   

SIGN-OFFS:  

 
Christine Brough, Executive Assistant 

 

 
Comment from Chief Administrative Officer 
Reviewed.  
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APPENDIX A 
 
 
 
From: Diana Muntigl [mailto:lifetimelearningcentre@telus.net]  
Sent: December 18, 2014 11:13 AM 
To: Randy Hawes; Christine Brough 
Cc: Ian Graham 
Subject: Request for Council liaison/ representative to Lifetime Learning Centre Board 
 
Dear Mr. Hawes, 
 
I have a request to make on behalf of our Board.  We have had Council representation for the past 15 years, 
and request that Danny Plecas, if he is interested,  become our Council Liaison.   Thank you. 
 
Thank you for attending our Intergenerational Christmas luncheon yesterday.  Our membership and the 
students and teachers at Fraserview Learning Centre were very appreciative of the fact that you were able to be 
here for this event.  
 
We wish you and yours a Happy Christmas and all the best for 2015. 
 
Best of wishes, 
 
Diana 
 
Diana Muntigl 
Executive Director 
Lifetime Learning Centre 
Email:  lifetimelearningcentre@telus.net 
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Staff Report to Council 

STAFF REPORT TO COUNCIL Page 1 of 3  

File Category: LGMA Administration 
File Folder: 0550-60 

DATE:   January 19, 2015 

TO:   Mayor and Council 

FROM: Michael Boronowski, Manager, Civic Engagement & Corporate Initiatives 

SUBJECT:  Town Hall / Community Dialogue Forums 
ATTACHMENT(S): Appendix A, March 17, 2014 report on Town Hall forums  

 

This report is provided for information purposes only. No staff recommendation accompanies this 
report; however, Council direction is requested in terms of any future Town Hall forums and/or 
Community Dialogues that Council would like staff to arrange. 

PURPOSE: 
This report provides Council with a background on the District’s Town Hall and public dialogue forums 
to provide information for discussing options to ensure enhanced public dialogue and engagement. 

BACKGROUND: 
Council has stated their commitment to transparency and engagement and has worked quickly with 
staff to implement several changes to how Council business is performed.  

Following the November election, questions regarding the history and options for Town Halls or other 
public dialogue forums have been posed to the Manager of Civic Engagement & Corporate Initiatives. 
Generally, the intent is understood to be one of wanting to increase transparency and provide 
additional meaningful means for citizens to engage with the District. 

Previous Councils have planned and hosted Town Hall forums and Community Dialogue sessions 
with varying degree of success. These have most recently been located at Municipal Hall and have 
adopted an open mic format. Of late, a staff moderator has taken questions from the public with 
answers provided by Council. 

Finally, the previous Council had requested and received a report on the recent history and format of 
Town Hall forums, which is included with this report as Appendix A. 

DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS:  
The Manager of Civic Engagement & Corporate Initiatives has undertaken an initial review of past 
reports, agendas, and best-practices to provide the following items for consideration: 

Types of Events 
There are significant differences between the objectives and formats of Town Hall forums and 
Community (Civic) Dialogues. 

Town Halls are informal meetings allowing attendees to provide ideas, voice opinions, and ask 
questions of elected officials. The goal is generally to allow for as many individuals to speak or 
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participate as possible. They are an excellent opportunity to engage with citizens provided the format 
is open and well managed by a facilitator. Parameters for questions, comments and effective 
facilitation are required to ensure all participants have an equitable opportunity for participation. 
Guidelines on time and format are required to ensure no one individual or topic monopolizes a forum, 
and to promote diversity among participants and of subject-matter. 

Community dialogues are facilitated discussions that explore specific issues or areas-of-interest and 
aim to build broad-based consensus. Dialogues can involve businesses, associations, and other 
organizations. The goal is generally to explore an issue or area-of-interest in detail and begin 
establishing a mandate for action through citizen involvement. 

Location and Time 

Forums should be located at an easily accessible venue at a time that maximizes citizens’ ability to 
participate. Public locations that are outside of Municipal Hall provide a less formal setting and 
encourage participation among individuals who do not traditionally engage with the District through 
regular Council meetings. Additionally, rotating locations will enhance the diversity of participants. 
Potential locations for Town Hall forums include: 

1. The Leisure Centre 

2. The Clarke Theatre 

3. The Mission Public Library 

4. Schools 

5. Community halls 

Community Dialogues are best situated as near as possible to those affected or involved in the issue 
under discussion. 

In both cases the events should be recorded and, wherever possible, streamed online to maximize 
transparency, accessibility, and participation. 

Frequency 

Scheduling regular Town Hall forums is a helpful step in enhancing engagement within a community. 
Holding Town Hall forums each quarter is a common approach across large organizations and 
municipalities as it allows for a grounded preamble or introduction to sets the stage for questions, 
comments, and ideas. 

Community Dialogues are best scheduled to coincide with key issues and to ensure availability of 
relevant groups and individuals required for the subject matter being discussed. 

Follow-up 
An essential component to building a successful public engagement program is to provide timely 
follow-up that is clear. Summaries or reports should be shared with participants and published for the 
broader public. 

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

COMMUNICATION: 
Once Council provides direction on Town Hall forums or Community Dialogues the Manager of Civic 
Engagement & Corporate Initiatives will communicate the format and intent in material related to the 
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events. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION:  
The District has hosted Town Hall forums and Community (Civic) Dialogues for a number of years. 
While not highly attended they have been well received and provide the community with meaningful 
opportunities to engage with Council and staff. 

At present there are no scheduled Town Hall forums or Community Dialogue sessions planned. 

A number of considerations are provided for Council to inform discussion. 

Should Council decide to proceed with Town Hall forums or Community Dialogues the Manager of 
Civic Engagement & Corporate Initiatives would prepare a formal strategy including timing, logistics, 
and communications to support the success of these events. 

SIGN-OFFS:  
 

Michael Boronowski, Manager Civic Engagement 
& Corporate Initiatives 

 

 

 
Comment from Chief Administrative Officer 
Reviewed.  
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Corporate Administration 

Staff Report to Council 

 
 

DATE:   March 17, 2014 

TO:   Mayor and Council 

FROM: Jennifer Kinneman, Manager of Civic Engagement & Corporate Initiatives 

SUBJECT:  Town Hall Forums 
 
 

This report is provided for information purposes only.  No staff recommendation accompanies this 
report and Council action is not required. 

 

PURPOSE: 
At the March 3, 2014 regular meeting of Council, the Manager of Civic Engagement & Corporate 
Initiatives presented a report containing the new Civic Engagement and Corporate Communications 
policies (COM.1 and COM.2) for the District. During the discussion of planned activities for 2014, 
Council passed a motion seeking more information on the origins of the Town Hall Forums, the 
original format and purpose of these meetings.  

This report will provide Council with background on the District’s Town Hall Forums so that Council 
may discuss options that will ensure the greatest opportunity for public dialogue. 

BACKGROUND: 
As part of this Council’s commitment to transparency and accountability in local government, the 
concept of holding town hall meetings was raised early in its term. The minutes of the February 6, 
2012 regular meeting of Council indicate that in response to a matter raised during Question Period, 
Mayor Adlem announced that Council “has planned, but not announced yet, that they intend to have 
three or four town hall meetings a year.” 

Several months later, in a report from the Deputy Chief Administrative Officer (CAO), three dates for 
“Community Dialogue” are recommended, including June 5, 2012, October 2, 2012 and January 8, 
2013. The Deputy CAO reported the objective of these sessions was to “deliver and receive 
information and feedback on the affairs of the community.” It was recommended at this time that 
Community Dialogues should be “focused on a given topic so that there is some expectation for those 
that plan to attend, and can address a current topic important to the community rather than an open 
mike”.  

Topics offered for consideration for these three initial sessions included: the 2012/2013 budget, 
financial challenges, secondary suites, medicinal marihuana, downtown redevelopment, and water 
source and water conservation. It was also suggested that the dialogues should be structured so that 
Council departmental liaisons would represent the topics within their portfolios. The Deputy CAO 
recommended that focused round table discussions would be the most suitable format, with members 
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of Council leading the topics at their respective tables. At the end of each Community Dialogue, each 
member of Council could present a summary of the discussion at their respective tables. The minutes 
of the April 2, 2012 meeting indicates that staff was directed to proceed in this manner. 

At the July 3, 2012 meeting of Council, a report was presented by the Deputy Director of Corporate 
Administration. The report indicates 28 residents attended the June 5, 2012 Community Dialogue with 
a broad range of issues being discussed. It does not appear a round table format was utilized. A 
recommendation from this first event was to hold the next Community Dialogue at another location 
and staff subsequently booked the Leisure Centre for October 4, 2012. Council approved this change. 

At the October 4, 2012 Community Dialogue, the published advertisement suggests specific topics 
will be covered including: water supply and the case for water meters; core services review; 2013 
budget; and any other issue of interest to the citizens. 

A report from the Deputy Director of Corporate Administration in January 2013 recommends three 
dates for Town Hall Meetings to be held on April 25, September 12, and December 12, all to be held 
at Municipal Hall. It is unclear why the name of these meetings changed from “Community Dialogue” 
to “Town Hall Meeting”. 

In the May, 2013 “Municipal News” publication, the Mayor’s message reports “Town Hall Meetings are 
being held four times per year, with Council and staff available to answer any question posed by the 
public. No topic is off limits, and interest from the public has been growing.” It appears that the 
concept of focusing on specific topics for these meetings was abandoned. 

The Manager of Civic Engagement & Corporate Initiatives was hired on June 3, 2013, and was 
assigned the task of managing the Town Hall meetings going forward. In discussions with the CAO, it 
was determined that the manager would observe the September, 2013 event and make 
recommendations for future improvement.   

DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS:  

The Manager of Civic Engagement & Corporate Initiatives attended the September 2013 Town Hall 
meeting and noted there were 12 residents, 11 staff, and 5 members of Council in attendance. The 
Mayor chaired the meeting and answered most of the questions posed. The format was “open mike” 
with no specific topics offered by Council or staff. Part way through the meeting, a member of the 
public was allowed to give a PowerPoint presentation on an issue, lasting 20 minutes. Following this 
meeting, the Manager of Civic Engagement & Corporate Initiatives made the following 
recommendations: 

1. To ensure equity among all participants, a facilitator should chair the Town Hall meeting. 

2. Town Hall meetings are an opportunity for dialogue. The format should be open so that 
citizens can bring forward any topics that are important to them, but time limits should be 
considered to enable the greatest level of participation of those in attendance. No member of 
the public should make PowerPoint presentations during Town Hall meetings. Citizens should 
be encouraged to be succinct. 

3. Consideration should be given to rotating the location of Town Hall meetings. Providing 
citizens with more opportunities to participate in events within their own neighbourhoods will 
help to achieve Council’s mandate to improve stakeholder communication as identified in the 
January 2012 strategic planning session. Suggested locations include the Mission Public 
Library, school gymnasiums, and the Leisure Centre.  
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4. Consideration should be given to webcasting the Town Hall meetings and offering the public 
opportunities to participate via email and/or social media. 

In the fall of 2013, Mayor Adlem discussed the possibility of holding a joint Town Hall Forum with MP 
Randy Kamp, MLA Simon Gibson and MLA Marc Dalton. It was determined that this forum would take 
place in November, 2013. The Manager of Civic Engagement & Corporate Initiatives suggested that 
this would be a good opportunity to test the concept of using a facilitator for this event. Feedback 
received following the Town Hall Forum was positive and the Manager of Civic Engagement & 
Corporate Initiatives was encouraged to continue managing the Town Hall Forums in this manner. 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 
There are no financial implications to this report. 

COMMUNICATION: 
Once Council has reached a decision on how they would like to proceed for future Town Hall 
meetings, the Manager of Civic Engagement & Corporate Initiatives will ensure the format is clearly 
communicated in all advertising for these events. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION: 

Council’s Town Hall Forums have evolved over the past two years. The events are generally well 
received and provide the community with an opportunity to discuss issues with members of Council. 
There are two more Town Hall Forums scheduled for 2014 (April 1 and June 10). 

SIGN-OFFS:  

 
Jennifer Kinneman 
Manager of Civic Engagement & Corporate 
Initiatives 

Reviewed by: 
 

 
Comment from Acting Chief Administrative Officer 
Reviewed 
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Corporate Services 

Staff Report to Council 
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File Category: LGMA Administration 
File Folder: 0290-20 

DATE:   January 19, 2015 

TO:   Mayor and Council 

FROM: Christine Brough, Executive Assistant   

SUBJECT:            Mission Community Service Awards Ceremony 
ATTACHMENT: Appendix A – Proposed Changes to District of Mission policies AWA.01 

(Community Service Award) and AWA.02 (Freeman Award)  

RECOMMENDATION:  Council consider and resolve: 

That the District of Mission Community Service Awards Ceremony be held in the second and fourth 
year of each term of Council and that District of Mission policies ADM.01 and ADM.03 be amended 
accordingly.   

PURPOSE: 
The purpose of this report is to seek Council’s direction on the scheduling of the District of Mission 
Community Service Awards Ceremony. 

BACKGROUND: 
The District of Mission Community Service Awards Ceremony is an annual event which has, in recent 
years, been held in April to coincide, as much as possible, with Volunteer Appreciation Week.  The 
Call for Nominations period commences in early November and closes in January with all of the 
preparations taking place in February, March and early April.  Typically, the event is cancelled by 
Council in the post-election year in recognition of divided community attention during the nomination 
period and the challenges associated with coordinating the election and new Council orientation as 
well as the event.   

In the past, there has been discussion about the merits of scheduling the event to take place 
biennially (every two years) instead of annually in recognition of the fact that the event tends to be 
quite robust in one year and then less so in the year that follows as “ceremony fatigue” sets in.  The 
concern with doing so, however, was that a three year Council term meant that one Council would 
have the opportunity to host two ceremonies while the next Council would only have one.  Now that 
there is a four year term, this is no longer the case and the event could be regularly scheduled for the 
second and fourth years of each term, should this be Council’s preference. 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 
The budget required for the Community Service Awards and related ceremony consists of both fixed 
and variable expenses and is dependent, in part, upon the format selected by Council for the event.  
The total cost in recent years has been between $13,000 and $15,000 and has included a general 
community volunteer appreciation component (free access to the Leisure Centre pool during select 
hours on the day of the event, along with hamburgers and hotdogs, and other events designed to 
recognize and promote volunteerism in the community).  In 2014, the District of Mission Council 
temporarily removed the general volunteer appreciation component and allocated additional funds for 

61



STAFF REPORT TO COUNCIL Page 2 of 2  

the event in order to include a special tribute to the 2014 BC Winter Games Board and Directorate 
Chairs (95 people).  The total cost for this expanded event was $17,862.63.   

Should Council wish to change to a biennial Community Service Awards Ceremony, there would be 
an immediate cost savings in both 2015 and 2017.  The budget requirements for the 2016 and 2018 
ceremonies would need to be revisited once Council has provided direction on the desired format for 
the event.   

COMMUNICATION: 
Any changes to the scheduling of the District of Mission Community Service Awards and related 
ceremony will be disseminated to the community via the District of Mission website, the Mission City 
Record City Page and social media.  

SIGN-OFFS:  

 
Christine Brough, Executive Assistant 

 

 
Comment from Chief Administrative Officer 
Reviewed. 
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APPENDIX A 

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
District of Mission 
Awards – Community Service Award – AWA.1 Corporate Administration           Page 1 of 1 

 
      

AWARDS 

COMMUNITY SERVICE AWARD 

AWA.1 
 

     POLICY 
 

 
 
Date Policy Adopted:  April 17, 1989 Council Resolution Number:  385 
Date Policy Amended: August 28, 2002    CAO Approval 
Date Policy Amended: ____________ 
  
 

1. Community Service Awards may be conferred by unanimous vote of Council to 
recognize individuals or organizations residing in Mission, who demonstrate exemplary 
leadership in the field of community service. 

2. All recommendations for award recipients will be forwarded to Mayor and Council for 
review.  Recommendations must include a brief biography of the proposed recipient, and 
the reason for the recommendation.   

3. Based on the information packages received, Council may select award recipients. 

4. Community Service Awards will be presented by Council at the Annual District of 
Mission’s Biennial Community Service Awards Ceremony/Volunteer Appreciation Event 
which will take place in the second and fourth years of each term of Council.  Awards 
Ceremony/Volunteer Appreciation Night. 
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AWARDS 

FREEMAN AWARD 

AWA.2 
 

     POLICY 
 

Date Policy Adopted:  April 17, 1989 Council Resolution Number:  385 
Date Policy Amended: August 28, 2002  CAO Approval 
Date Policy Amended:  May 10, 2010 Council Resolution Number C2010/240 
Date Policy Amended: ___________   
  
 
 

1) The Freedom of the District of Mission is the highest award that Council can confer on a 
person or organization, for conspicuously exceptional and distinguished community 
service. 

2) Nominees for the award will be vetted by the Chief Administrative Officer and the 
Executive Assistant prior to Council receiving the nominations. Council will receive and 
consider only the nominations that meet the criteria in paragraph 5. 

3) The award may only be conferred by a unanimous vote of Council. 

4) Given the substantive and stringent requirements that any nominee must meet, Council 
recognizes that there may be no suitable candidates for the award at any given time.   

5) To receive the Freedom of the District of Mission the following requirements shall apply:  

a) The individual or organization shall have established a history of broad community 
involvement and volunteer support in Mission, over a period of at least 2 decades.  

b) The individual or organization shall have resided in Mission for at least 25 years. 

6) The rights and privileges associated with the Freedom of the District of Mission shall be 
as provided for in the Community Charter. 

7) The Freedom of the District of Mission Award will be presented by the Mayor at the 
District of Mission’s Biennial  Community Service Awards Ceremony/Volunteer 
Appreciation Event  which will take place in the second and fourth year of each term of 
Council.   

8) All Freemen shall be invited to the inaugural meeting of Council, and shall be formally 
introduced by the Mayor. 
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Parks, Recreation & Culture 
Staff Report to Council 

File Category: Parks, Recreation & Culture 
File Folder: Council Reports/ 2015 

DATE:   January 19, 2015 

TO:   Mayor and Council 

FROM: Maureen Sinclair, Director Parks, Recreation & Culture 

SUBJECT: Energy Conservation Project  
 

RECOMMENDATION(S): Council consider and resolve: 

1. That $33,140 be made available from the General Capital Reserve Fund, to 
offset a funding shortfall from BCHydro for the Energy Conservation Project 
undertaken by the District of Mission; and  

2. That the 2014 Financial Plan be amended accordingly, as noted in the report 
from the Director of Parks, Recreation and Culture dated January 19, 2015. 

 
PURPOSE: 
This report is provided to update Council on the status of the Energy Conservation 
project that was funded by Council as part of the 2014 capital budget, and to request 
additional funds to offset a funding shortfall from BCHydro. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
Council approved initial funding in 2012, and subsequent carry forwards to 2013 and 
2014, to complete a number of energy conservation projects at the Mission Leisure 
Centre, City Hall, Firehall #1 and the RCMP office. The project funding included lighting 
upgrades at District Municipal Hall, Firehall #1, the RCMP building as well as lighting 
and mechanical systems upgrades at the Mission Leisure Centre. The Energy 
Conservation Project provides a number of community benefits. 

Cost Savings: 
The future cost savings (or avoidance of cost increases) are estimated to be in excess of 
$110,000 per year; this figure would vary based on weather conditions, heating and 
cooling demand as well as the ongoing and future fuel and hydro costs within the region.  
Climate Action Charter:  
In 2008, the District of Mission signed the Province of British Columbia's Climate Action 
Charter, voluntarily committing the District of Mission to enact energy conservation 
measures and greenhouse gas reductions and to becoming carbon neutral. 
In 2010, the OCP was amended to include greenhouse gas reduction (GHG) targets for 
the community and corporate emissions. This project allows the District to meet its GHG 
emission targets in advance of the 2015 target date. 
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Funding Partners: 
The initial DOM project budget was enhanced by funding from UBCM, BCHydro and 
Fortis, creating a total project budget of $1,306,210. The project commenced in late 
2013 and all work was completed by mid-2014. Since completion of the project, funding 
from UBCM and Fortis has been received in full- $809,388 from the UBCM Gas Tax 
Funding and $151,822 from Fortis. To date the DOM have also received $87,720 from 
BCHydro, with additional funds to be remitted once the energy savings have been 
confirmed.  
Unfortunately, three mechanical upgrades were not completed as part of this project and 
this has adversely affected the funding from BCHydro, as compared to what was 
originally budgeted. Staff is seeking Council support to provide funding from the General 
Capital Reserve Fund to offset this shortfall from BCHydro. For clarity, this does not 
increase the project budget, rather it addresses that the actual contribution received from 
BCHydro is less than budgeted, and the shortfall needs to be offset by another funding 
source  
 
 
DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS: 
 
During the course of the project staff received a competitive bid for all of the mechanical 
work outlined in the project workplan. In total, the bid package surpassed the project 
budget and staff were required to review and ultimately scale back the total number of 
projects completed. Consequently three mechanical measures at the Leisure centre 
were dropped from the scope of work. In addition, to reducing the project cost the three 
proposed mechanical projects called for the replacement of equipment that was still 
relatively new. To remove the equipment well before its normal life expectancy date was 
deemed to be premature and the three energy conservation measures were set aside. 
This decision was unfortunately not flagged at the time and staff has recently learned 
that this decision does affect the total funding available from BCHydro. While we 
continue to negotiate with BCHydro through our energy consultant, the worst-case 
funding shortfall from BCHydro is $33,139.31. In order to offset this shortfall staff is 
requesting additional funding from the General Capital Reserve Fund at this time in 
order to allow Finance to close out this project as shown in the table below.  
 

 
 
In order to offset this shortfall staff is requesting additional funding from the General 
Reserve Account at this time in order to allow Finance to close out this project. 
 
 

Expected/Budget Actual/Accrual Difference
UBCM 809,388.00          809,388.00        -                                 
BC Hydro 152,200.00          111,391.00        (40,809.00)                    
Fortis 144,622.00          151,822.00        7,200.00                       
Gas tax reserve 199,999.54          199,999.54        -                                 
Total 1,306,209.54       1,272,600.54    (33,609.00)                    

Total spend 1,305,739.85      
Difference 469.69                 469.69                          

Funding required (33,139.31)                    
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FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

Funds to offset the BCHydro funding shortfall can be drawn from the General Capital 
Reserve Fund.  The current balance of the account is approximately $1,349,241 as of 
December 31, 2014. 

 
COMMUNICATION: 
Staff has continued to meet with BC Hydro representatives to determine if other work 
completed during the overall project might be eligible for additional incentive funding. If 
additional funds are approved by Hydro these will be deposited back to the General 
Capital Reserve Fund.  
This report has been reviewed by the Manager of Finance. 
 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION: 

Staff respectfully requests that Council approve drawing funds from the General Capital 
Reserve Fund to offset the BCHydro funding shortfall for the Energy Conservation 
Project, so that the 2014 budget for this project can be closed out as part of the 2014 
year end. Any additional funds that staff are able to subsequently negotiate from 
BCHydro will be deposited back to the General Capital Reserve Fund.  

 
 
 

SIGN OFFS: 

   

M. Sinclair       
Director of Parks, Recreation & Culture  Manager of Accounting Services   

 
 
 
   

K Bysouth 
Manager of Parks and Facilities  Comment from Chief Administrative Officer 
      Reviewed.  
 

67



 
Engineering & Public Works 
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File Category: LGMA Finance 
File Folder: 1855-20 

DATE:   January 19, 2015 

TO:   Mayor and Council 

FROM: Hirod Gill, Manager of Engineering Design and Planning 

SUBJECT:  Gas Tax Strategic Priorities Fund Grant Applications 
ATTACHMENT(S): Attachment #1: Fraser River Sanitary Crossing  

Attachment #2: JAMES Plant UV Disinfection  
 

RECOMMENDATION(S): Council consider and resolve: 

1. That the following projects be supported for the Gas Tax Strategic Priorities Fund Grant as 
outlined in the Manager of Engineering Design and Planning report dated January 19, 2015: 

a. Fraser River Sanitary Crossing project at the Class D cost estimate of $6,456,000 (excluding 
the required land acquisition at the estimated cost of $349,000, GST and the District’s 5% 
administration fees); 

b. A joint application, with the City of Abbotsford, for the JAMES Plant UV Disinfection project at 
the Class D cost estimate of $4,273,000; and 

c. Official Community Plan Review (2015); 

2. That staff report back to Council on the Gas Tax Fund grant contribution results and the 
District’s required commitment to fund the remaining balance of these projects; 

3. That the required funding for engaging the services of a consultant to assist the District in 
preparing item 1.a application, at the cost of $35,000, be funded from the Sewer Capital 
Reserve Fund; and 

4. That the District’s 2015 financial plan be amended accordingly. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:  

Staff reviewed the Gas Tax Strategic Priorities Fund (SPF) grant fund criteria and identified three 
potential projects.  

a. Fraser River Sanitary Crossing project; 
b. JAMES Plant UV Disinfection (Mission-Abbotsford joint application); and  
c. Official Community Plan Review (2015). 

PURPOSE: 
The purpose of this report is to recommend three projects to Council for submission of applications for 
funding under the SPF. 

 

68



STAFF REPORT TO COUNCIL Page 2 of 7  

BACKGROUND: 
In May 2014, Canada, BC and the UBCM signed the renewed Gas Tax Agreement (GTA) which 
provides a ten‐year commitment of federal funding for investments in Local Government infrastructure 
and capacity building projects in BC. One of the key funding programs established through the GTA is 
the SPF. The SPF program provides grant funding specifically targeted for the capital costs of local 
government outside of Metro Vancouver. The SPF program has two funding streams: 

1. Capital Infrastructure Projects: These projects are larger in scale, regional in impact, or 
innovative and support the national objectives of productivity and economic growth, a clean 
environment and strong cities and communities; and 

2. Capacity Building Projects: This category includes asset management, long term 
infrastructure planning and sustainability planning that support the national objectives and are 
large, regional or innovative.  

Under the Renewed GTA, eligible project categories have been expanded to the following: public 
transit; local roads and bridges; community energy systems; drinking water; wastewater; solid waste; 
disaster mitigation; recreational infrastructure; cultural infrastructure; tourism infrastructure; sport 
infrastructure; local and regional airports; short-line rail; short-sea shipping; broadband connectivity; 
highways; brownfield redevelopment; and capacity building. 

The District can submit two applications: as an individual applicant or as a co-applicant with another 
municipality under the SPF-Capital Infrastructure Projects stream, and one application under SPF-
Capacity Building Stream, for a total of three applications. A SPF grant can fund up to 100% of 
eligible costs of an eligible project. The District would need to fund the remaining balance, if any, to 
complete the projects. Applications must be received by April 15, 2015. 

DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS:  
Staff reviewed the fund criteria and identified three possible projects for consideration. These projects 
are briefly listed below. 

1. SPF-Capital Infrastructure Project #1 - Fraser River Sanitary Crossing  

This project is eligible under the Wastewater and/or Disaster Mitigation categories.  

Mission discharges its wastewater to the Joint Abbotsford Mission Environmental Systems 
(JAMES) plant through a 600mm river crossing pipe for treatment.  

The existing river crossing is a pressurized pipe that lies at the Fraser River bed and was built in 
1983. There are capacity and safety concerns with the existing river crossing pipe. Population 
growth projection suggests that the District needs to build its second river crossing pipe within the 
next 6 years. The structural condition of the existing river crossing pipe is unknown. Having the 
twin sanitary crossing will facilitate performing relatively inexpensive structural condition 
assessment by emptying one siphon and redirecting wastewater flows to the other one, thus 
increasing the operational safety of the system. Attachment #1 provides a more detailed summary 
of this project. The current estimated total cost of this project is $7,145,250, of which $6,456,000 is 
eligible for SPF funding.  

As very little work has been done on this project to date, staff propose that the District engage the 
services of a consultant to assist in preparing the project details required for the application for 
funding. The estimated cost of the consultant services would be $35,000. 
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2. SPF-Capital Infrastructure Project #2 - JAMES Plant UV Disinfection  

A joint application with the City of Abbotsford for the JAMES Plant UV Disinfection at the Class D 
cost estimate of $4,273,000 (Mission’s share of joint sewer capital projects is typically 21.88% for 
non-growth related capital and 15.80% for growth-related capital, although subject to change 
from year to year based on actual sewage flows in each community). The JAMES Plant uses 
chlorine gas (Cl2) and sulfur dioxide (SO2) to disinfect treated wastewater before it is discharged 
to the Fraser River. The Cl2 system was installed in 1980, and is an effective and low chemical 
cost method of achieving disinfection; however, the low cost is offset by high material handling, 
public safety and environmental risks. These include risks to plant staff and visitors, and to 
nearby communities, including Mission.  

A UV disinfection system produces ultraviolet light using germicidal lamps submerged in an 
effluent channel. The light disinfects the effluent by altering the pathogens so they can no longer 
reproduce. In 2011, the Abbotsford/Mission Water & Sewer Commission completed a UV 
Disinfection Pilot Study to verify the suitability of this technology at the JAMES Plant. The study 
recommended proceeding with UV disinfection to replace the existing Cl2 system.  

3. SPF-Capacity Building - Official Community Plan (OCP) Review 2015  
Planning staff have been researching opportunities for funding the anticipated OCP review 
through the SPF.  The Capacity Building Stream of the SPF provides funding for Integrated 
Community Sustainability Planning (ICSP) initiatives or community plans (e.g. OCPs) which 
integrate sustainability principles throughout the plan.   

Reasonable funding requests (e.g. $150,000 to $200,000) for community planning projects have 
been approved for other communities. In order to receive this level of funding a strong application 
justifying the budget is a necessity, including evidence that the project is comprehensive in nature 
and regional in scope (i.e. conformance with the regional growth strategy).  A Council report from 
the Manager of Long Range Planning and Special Projects will be forthcoming that identifies the 
scope of services to be provided by a consulting team for the OCP review 2015 project. 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 
A SPF grant can fund up to 100% of eligible costs of an eligible project. The District would need to 
fund the remaining balance, if any, to complete the project. Staff will report back to Council on the 
Gas Tax Fund grant contribution results, and the District’s required financial commitment and possible 
sources to fund the remaining balance of these projects.  

In order to prepare a compelling application for the Fraser River Sanitary Crossing project, the District 
will retain a consultant. The estimated cost of the consultant services to assist in preparing the project 
details required for the application would be $35,000, which could be funded from the Sewer Capital 
Reserve Fund. The SPF-Capacity Building application is relatively small in nature and will be 
prepared by staff. The City of Abbotsford will be completing the joint JAMES Plant UV Disinfection 
grant application on behalf of the District. 

COMMUNICATION: 
Staff will apply for the grant application by the deadline. No further communication is required at this 
time. 
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SIGN-OFFS:  

 

 

Hirod Gill, Manager of Engineering Design and 
Planning 

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

  

Reviewed by:  
Gina MacKay, Manager of Long Range Planning 
and Special Projects  

Reviewed by:  
Kris Boland, Manager of Finance 

Comment from Chief Administrative Officer 
Reviewed.  
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Attachment # 1 
Fraser River Sanitary Crossing Project Summary:  
The major concerns with the existing river crossing are: 

a. Capacity: Mission discharges its wastewater to the JAMES plant through a 600mm river 
crossing for treatment. The existing 600mm river crossing is undersized and is not capable of 
conveying Mission’s wastewater during the peak flow times. Consequently, Mission in 
coordination with the JAMES plant, is using a by-pass valve to send the District’s sewage to 
a lower elevation point in the system and then pump the wastewater to the treatment plant. 
This arrangement has resulted in increasing the capacity of the river crossing by 40% and 
the need for the second river crossing siphon is delayed until Mission population reaches 
45,300. This measure has a higher operational cost at the JAMES plant, as it requires 
pumping the by-passed sewage and hence, is used only during peak flows. According to the 
Development Services Department population growth projection, Mission’s population will 
reach to 45,000 in 2021. Therefore, the District needs to have its second river crossing 
constructed approximately within the next 6 years.  

This project was initially 100% growth related, and was budgeted as a part of the 
Development Cost Charge (DCC) program. The start of GENSTAR developments at the 
Neighbourhood One was considered the trigger for constructing this project, as their 
significant DCC contributions would allow the District to accumulate enough funds to start the 
project. Recent discussions with GENSTAR are suggesting that the expected 
“Neighbourhood One” developments may not happen in the near future.  

Upgrading the sanitary crossing by constructing a twin crossing, as opposed to upsizing, will 
allow uninterrupted sanitary sewer services to Mission residents during the construction. The 
twin sanitary crossing will be a one kilometer, 750mm pipe in parallel to the existing 600mm 
pipe.  

b. Environmental Disaster Risk: The existing river crossing is a pressurized pipe that lies at 
the Fraser River bed and was built in 1983. The structural condition of this pipe has not been 
assessed since. This was due to the fact that assessing the structural condition of 
wastewater pressurized pipes are relatively expensive as it requires robotic equipment, and 
only a few companies in the North America have this capability. Putting robotic equipment is 
also a risk to the operation of the river crossing pipe, as a possible pipe deformity may cause 
the equipment get stuck in the pipe, blocking the discharge of the District’s sanitary sewer 
flows to the JAMES plant. This would cause sewage backups and overflows in the District’s 
sanitary sewer system. 

The upper part of the river crossing pipe (right before entering the Fraser River) cracked in 
2009 and was repaired accordingly. Although there is no evidence indicating any structural 
problems along the underwater segment of the pipe, similar cracks or breaks may happen at 
any time. Big cracks or broken pieces would discharge high volumes of the raw sewage to 
the Fraser River. Small leaks will also cause serious environmental concerns, as they may 
stay undetected for a long period. 

The lack of data on the structural condition of this pipe and the lack of system redundancy to 
convey the District’s sewage across the Fraser River are suggesting that constructing the 
twin river crossing pipe is necessary at this time. Having the twin sanitary crossing will allow 
the District to provide enough conveyance capacity to support growth in Mission. It will also 
facilitate relatively inexpensive structural condition assessment by emptying one siphon and 
redirecting wastewater flows to the other one, thus increasing the operational safety of the 
system.  

The following table details the Class D cost estimate of this project: 
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Item Cost 

SPF Eligible Project $6,456,000 

Land Acquisition* $349,000 

District’s 5% Administration Fees* $340,000 

Total Project Cost $7,145,250 

*- The District shall fund these items, as the SPF does not consider them eligible costs 
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Attachment # 2 
JAMES Plant UV Disinfection Project Summary:  
The JAMES Plant uses chlorine gas (Cl2) and sulfur dioxide (SO2) to disinfect treated wastewater 
before it is discharged to the Fraser River. Disinfection removes microorganisms from the 
wastewater and is required by the Municipal Wastewater Regulation. 

The Cl2 system was installed in 1980, and is an effective and low chemical cost method of 
achieving disinfection; however, the low cost is offset by high material handling, public safety and 
environmental risks. These include risks to plant staff and visitors, and to nearby communities, 
including Mission. Cl2 has been subject to increasingly stringent regulations, and supplies and 
maintenance have been gradually more difficult to source. As a result, many plants are 
transitioning to safer technologies. 

UV Disinfection  

A UV disinfection system produces ultraviolet light using germicidal lamps submerged in an 
effluent channel. The light disinfects the effluent by altering the pathogens so they can no longer 
reproduce. The positive and negative aspects of this option are as follows: 

Positive Negative 

• No safety or environmental risks as no 
chlorine gas or liquid chlorine stored on 
site and no chemicals discharged into 
the Fraser River; 

• Requires smaller second channel than 
for future Cl2 or SHS/SBS expansion; 

• Lower capital and life cycle cost than 
SBS/SHS; and 

• Strong candidate for grant funding from 
higher levels of government. 

• Effluent with high Total Suspended Solids 
(TSS) is more difficult to disinfect with UV; 
however a 2011 pilot study concluded that 
UV is feasible for the JAMES Plant; 

• Preventative maintenance is more 
intensive compared to chemical 
disinfection; and 

• No disinfectant residual provided, so a 
separate, small system will be required to 
disinfect reclaimed water for use on site. 

In 2011, the Abbotsford/Mission Water & Sewer Commission completed a UV Disinfection Pilot 
Study to verify the suitability of this technology at the JAMES Plant. The study included updated 
costs, and recommended proceeding with UV disinfection to replace the existing Cl2 system. The 
Class D cost estimate of this project is $4,273,000. Mission’s share of joint sewer capital projects 
is typically 21.88% for non-growth related capital and 15.80% for growth-related capital, although 
subject to change from year to year based on actual sewage flows in each community 
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File Category: LGMA Engineering and Public Works 
File Folder: 5380-01 

DATE:    January 19, 2015 

TO:   Mayor and Council 

FROM: Jennifer Meier, Environmental Coordinator  
SUBJECT: Multi-Material British Columbia 

This report provides background information on the provincially mandated Extended Producer 
Responsibility program that Multi-Material BC (MMBC) is implementing for packaging and printed 
paper (PPP) in participating municipalities, as a future decision will have to be made on whether 
Mission participates in the MMBC program, as either a contractor or by relinquishing PPP collection 
to MMBC.   

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 
Multi-Material BC’s (MMBC) Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) program for packaging and 
printed paper (PPP) offers potential cost savings to Mission taxpayers but continues to raise a 
number of concerns. The District has expressed an interest to become a contractor to MMBC, 
pending Council’s approval of appropriate contract terms. To date, no contract documents have been 
forwarded for review and no negotiations have been initiated. Based on observations in other 
municipalities who opted into the MMBC program at the time of its inception, it may be preferable to 
relinquish the curbside collection of PPP to MMBC. There is also a chance another EPR agency may 
produce a more palatable program in the near future. Staff continues to monitor the situation. 

PURPOSE: 
The purpose of this report is to inform Council about the MMBC EPR program for PPP to enable 
Council to evaluate the desirability to transition the current PPP collection system to the best possible 
option, once contract terms and related implications of the MMBC EPR program can be evaluated 
and/or compared to other PPP EPR programs that may evolve in the meantime.  

BACKGROUND: 
The curbside collection of garbage, compost and recyclables is contracted to Remple Disposal until 
March 31, 2019; however, the District has the option of being able to opt out of the recyclables 
collection part of the contract and to realize proportionate cost savings as result. Recyclables include 
paper, cardboard, plastics (codes 1, 2, 4 and 5), metal and glass and are collected commingled in 
blue bags. Curbside collected recyclables from both Mission and Abbotsford are sorted and 
processed at the Abbotsford-Mission Recycling Depot (AMRD), which is jointly owned by the District 
and the City of Abbotsford and operated by Abbotsford Community Services (ACS). ACS also 
operates the Mission Recycling Depot on Mershon Street. The agreements with Abbotsford and ACS 
expire on December 31, 2015. AMRD assets, including buildings and equipment, are co-owned by 
Mission and Abbotsford.  

The provincial Recycling Regulation mandates specific industry sectors assume the cost of managing 
their waste products, thus removing the financial burden from municipal taxpayers. This concept is 
referred to as EPR. PPP includes curbside-collected recyclables, as well as residential recyclables 
collected at drop-off depots. In response to the Recycling Regulation, industry formed MMBC, a not-
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for-profit organization, which is governed by major producers of packaging. Before the program’s start 
date (May 2014), local governments were given three options: 

1. Accept MMBC’s financial incentives and become a PPP contractor to MMBC; 
2. Relinquish the collection of PPP to MMBC; or 
3. Decline any participation in MMBC’s program and continue with the status quo. 

The contract terms associated with Option 1 were generally restrictive and did not take into account 
existing, functioning PPP curbside collection programs, such as Mission’s. The concerns with the 
program included insufficient financial incentives to cover costs; potential penalties for contaminated 
loads ($5,000 per load); the need for separate collection of glass and plastic film; uncertainty as to 
the AMRD; and air quality concerns due to the potential incineration of low-value commodities. 

Option 2 would see all costs of PPP collection covered by MMBC; however, the District would give up 
all control, including collection schedule and frequency, potentially resulting in reduced service levels 
and inconvenience to Mission taxpayers.  

Due to the unresolved issues with the program, the District took an observatory role in 2014 (Option 
3), but expressed willingness to work with MMBC on a mutually agreeable solution.  

In mid-2014, both Mission and Abbotsford sent letters to MMBC, expressing the desire to join the 
MMBC program as a collection contractor, pending Council approval of agreeable contract 
documents. MMBC confirmed that both municipalities were being considered for the 2015 intake, but 
to date, MMBC has not provided contract documents for review and approval. 

DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS:  
The 2014 curbside collection contract features lower rates for the curbside collection of PPP than the 
previous contract, so MMBC’s incentives (provided under Option 1) now cover more of the District’s 
actual cost than originally determined. However, joining MMBC’s program as a contractor would have 
some impacts on Mission’s well-established recycling program. If glass and plastic film were to 
continue to be collected curbside, separate containers would need to be provided, or both those 
materials would have to be changed to depot drop-off only. This would add cost and inconvenience 
for residents and may result in those materials being included in the garbage stream. On the other 
hand, the PPP program would include materials that, due to their low market values or logistical 
challenges, were not considered recyclable in the past. These products include Styrofoam™ (depot-
drop only), PVC and mixed plastics grades.  

While staff last informed MMBC that Mission intended to become a curbside collection contractor to 
MMBC (Option 1), experiences in municipalities who joined MMBC in May 2014 suggest that 
relinquishing curbside collection of PPP to MMBC (Option 2) may be the preferable choice. Notably, 
Coquitlam was successful in having MMBC match collection schedules for garbage and compost, as 
well as cover the cost of separate containers for the curbside collection of glass. Municipalities who 
opted to become a contractor to MMBC typically either abandoned the curbside collection of glass or 
incurred significant costs for the provision of separate containers. As well, many of these 
municipalities are experiencing high costs for penalties and/or transportation. Option 3 is not 
recommended for the long term, as it has taxpayers paying twice, once at the time of purchase and 
again for the collection and processing of PPP at tax time.  

Recently, another EPR agency (StewardChoice) has proposed a program that appears better tailored 
to municipalities with established PPP collection systems. However, at this point, it is unknown 
whether the Ministry of Environment will consider and approve an alternative stewardship agency. 
Staff is monitoring this situation and will provide further information to Council as it becomes 
available.  
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FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 
Table 1 shows the approximate difference between current annual PPP collection costs and MMBC 
incentives offered under Option 1. Unknown, and therefore not accounted for, are potential penalties 
the District may incur for contaminated material streams ($5,000 per load) and the cost of shipping 
PPP to a remote facility, should the AMRD not be part of MMBC’s processing infrastructure.  

 
Annual Costs 

Total Cost, Recyclables 
Collection* Total Incentive** Incentive Shortfall 

Single-family Collection $340,746 $316,540 $24,206 

Multi-family Collection $67,307 $31,263 $36,044 

TOTAL $408,053 $347,803 $60,250 
* Cost is based on monthly cost that has been annualized that the District presently pays for Recycling 
Collection for 9,310 single-family units and 1,839 multi-family units. 
** Incentive is based on the MMBC offer of $34 per single-family unit and $17 per multi-family unit 

A thorough business case for this issue has not been completed to date. Although the incentives 
appear to offer a significant benefit to taxpayers, the potential for incurring penalties and added 
transportation costs makes it challenging to conduct a cost-benefit analysis. The above preliminary 
figures are provided to give a general idea of the financial feasibility of becoming a contractor to 
MMBC under Option 1. A more detailed analysis and confirmation of units, rates, penalties and 
transportation costs would be required, before staff could determine if becoming a contractor to 
MMBC is in fact financially favorable.  

Option 2 would see all costs of collection and processing covered by MMBC; however, this option 
could result in a higher level of inconvenience to taxpayers, as well as lower diversion rates.  

Additionally, the financial implication of potentially closing the AMRD has not fully been considered. 
The District currently budgets for its portion of the capital costs and pays its share of the operating 
costs.  However, when market conditions are good, the District receives its share of the profits. All 
capital projects and equipment purchases at the AMRD are on hold pending a decision on the MMBC 
program. 

COMMUNICATION PLAN: 
Communication with MMBC, the Ministry of Environment and potentially other EPR agencies will be 
ongoing. 

SIGN-OFFS:  

  
Jennifer Meier, Environmental Coordinator Reviewed by: 

Tracy Kyle, Director of Engineering and Public 
Works 

  

Reviewed by: 
Scott Ross, Manager of Accounting Services 

Comment by Chief Administrative Officer 
Reviewed.  
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File Category:  
File Folder:  

DATE:   January 19, 2015 

TO:   Mayor and Council 

FROM: Michael Boronowski, Manager Civic Engagement & Corporate Initiatives 

SUBJECT:  Presentation by Allan Main, Community Futures North Fraser 
 

This report is provided for information purposes only.  No staff recommendation accompanies this 
report and Council action is not required. The purpose of this report is to advise Council of the 
presentation that Allan Main is providing on the branding project led by Community Futures and the 
Chamber of Commerce. 

PURPOSE: 

The purpose of this report is to advise Council of the presentation that Allan Main is providing on the 
branding project led by Community Futures and the Chamber of Commerce  

BACKGROUND: 
The Mission Regional Chamber of Commerce and Community Futures North Fraser started 
discussing the idea of a Mission Brand over a year ago. To start the process they planned the Mission 
Branding event that was held September 25, 2014 at the Clark Theatre. 

This event was intended to start the conversation, to get the community thinking about some of the 
principles and approaches to branding a location, and to start the discussion about the key features of 
Mission that could be used to form our brand. But this event was intended as just the start of the 
process. 

With the Executive Director of the Chamber moving to a new position, and the municipal election, the 
branding project has been somewhat delayed. While the official process to develop a community 
brand has been on hold, the conversation about the Mission Brand has continued in print and online. 
Community Futures would like to see this project complete, and are looking for municipal support for 
the process. 

DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS:  

The Brand project was conceived as a citizen driven initiative, to work with the support of the District 
of Mission, and with the District represented on committees, but to not be under the direct 
sponsorship of the District.  

The process laid out for this project: 

1. Raise awareness of branding for Mission and start the discussion by hosting an event with 
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speakers knowledgeable of place branding and urban development who have name 
recognition and an outsider’s perspective of where Mission’s brand currently stands. 

2. Develop survey tools to poll the people of Mission on questions to learn what features of 
Mission have brand value, initiate tools at the Branding Event and develop an online survey. 

3. Form a Brand Development Committee of volunteers including a few select participants from 
key local interest groups. 

4. The Brand Development Committee will analyze the survey data, look at the opportunities, 
create a brand identity, and develop a branding proposal document over an approximately 6 
month period. 

5. Submit the final brand document to the District and form a Brand Leadership Team. This is a 
group to implement the branding plan and work with other groups within the community to 
complete action items from the Brand document. The Brand Leadership Team will also 
support consistent use of the newly developed Mission Brand. 

Allan will provide his perspective on this approach, the process, and intended outcomes. 

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

COMMUNICATION: 
No communication action is required. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION:  
The Mission Regional Chamber of Commerce and Community Futures North Fraser started 
discussing the idea of a Mission Brand over a year ago. To start the process we planned the Mission 
Branding event that was held September 25, 2014 at the Clark Theatre. 

With the Executive Director of the Chamber moving to a new position, and the municipal election, the 
branding project has been somewhat delayed. While the official process to develop a community 
brand has been on hold, the conversation about the Mission Brand has continued in print and online. 
This is a project of value to this community, and clearly a project that has captured the interest of 
many locals. Community Futures would like to see this project complete, and are looking for municipal 
support for the process. 

Allan Main will present to Council on the branding project led by Community Futures North Fraser and 
the Chamber of Commerce. 

SIGN-OFFS:  

 

Michael Boronowski, Manager Civic Engagement 
& Corporate Initiatives 

 

 

 
Comment from the Chief Administrative Officer 
Reviewed.  

 

79



 
Finance Department 

Staff Report to Council 

 Page 1 of 2  

File Category: LGMA Finance 
File Folder: 1610-02 

DATE:   January 19, 2015 

TO:   Mayor and Council 

FROM: Kerri Onken, Deputy Treasurer/Collector 

SUBJECT:  Presentation by BC Assessment Authority 
 

This report is provided for information purposes only.  No staff recommendation accompanies this 
report and Council action is not required. The purpose of this report is to advise Council of the 
presentation that BC Assessment Authority will providing.  

PURPOSE: 
The purpose of this report is to advise Council of the presentation that the BC Assessment Authority 
will be providing at this evening’s meeting. 

BACKGROUND: 
The BC Assessment Authority (BCAA) operates as an independent provincial Crown Corporation 
governed by a Board of Directors that produces independent, uniform and efficient property 
assessments on an annual basis for all property owners in the province.  

Assessment notices have been mailed out for 2015.  These notices reflect the market value of land 
and improvements as of July 1, 2014 based on the condition of the property as at October 31, 2014.   

DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS:  
Property assessment notices were mailed in early January this year.  Property owners have until 
February 2, 2015 to file a Notice of Complaint (Appeal) should they disagree with the assessment 
value.  The 2015 assessment is the base to calculate property taxes for 2015.   

A representative from BCAA, Mr. Harpreet Bhullar, will be giving an informational presentation to 
Council and the public on who the BC Assessment Authority is, how assessments are produced, and 
what to do if you are not satisfied with the assessment values shown on your assessment notice. 

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

COMMUNICATION: 
No communication action is required. 

 

 

80



 STAFF REPORT TO COUNCIL Page 2 of 2  

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION:  
The BC Assessment Authority operates as an independent provincial Crown Corporation governed by 
a Board of Directors that produces independent, uniform and efficient property assessments on an 
annual basis for all property owners in the province.  

Property assessment notices were mailed in early January this year.  Property owners have until 
February 2, 2015 to file a Notice of Complaint (Appeal) should they disagree with the assessment 
value.  The 2015 assessment is the base to calculate property taxes for 2015.   

A representative from BCAA will be giving a presentation to Council and the public on who the BC 
Assessment Authority is, how assessments are produced, and what to do if you are not satisfied with 
the assessment values shown on your assessment notice. 

 

SIGN-OFFS:  

 

Kerri Onken, Deputy Treasurer/Collector 

 

Reviewed by:  
Debi Decker, Administrative Assistant 

 
Comment from the Chief Administrative Officer 
Reviewed.  
 

 

 

G:\FINANCE\COW\2015\0119 Jan 20\BCAA Presentation 150119.docx 
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Notice of Public Hearing
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The purpose of the bylaw amendment is to rezone the subject properties to allow an
Institutional Use in the form of a Youth Centre under the Civic Assembly and 
Community Service uses. 

Multiple Family 52 Apartment (MA52) Zone Core Commercial Downtown 
One (CCD1) Zone.

7368 Proctor Street

The purpose of the proposed amendment is to re-designate property that was 
involved with the relocation of Gaudin Creek as part of the Cedar Valley 
Environmental Management Plan. 

Mixed Use Commercial/Residential Environmentally Sensitive Area.

8850 Cedar Street

The purpose of the proposed amendment is to re designate property that was 
involved with the relocation of Gaudin Creek as part of the Cedar Valley 
Environmental Management Plan. 

Environmentally Sensitive Area Townhouse.

32881 Tunbridge Avenue

Continued from previous page

Notice of Public Hearing

85



www.mission.ca

The purpose of the bylaw amendment is to rezone the subject properties to allow an
Institutional Use in the form of a Youth Centre under the Civic Assembly and 
Community Service uses. 

Multiple Family 52 Apartment (MA52) Zone Core Commercial Downtown 
One (CCD1) Zone.

7368 Proctor Street

The purpose of the proposed amendment is to re-designate property that was 
involved with the relocation of Gaudin Creek as part of the Cedar Valley 
Environmental Management Plan. 

Mixed Use Commercial/Residential Environmentally Sensitive Area.

8850 Cedar Street

The purpose of the proposed amendment is to re designate property that was 
involved with the relocation of Gaudin Creek as part of the Cedar Valley 
Environmental Management Plan. 

Environmentally Sensitive Area Townhouse.

32881 Tunbridge Avenue

Continued from previous page

Notice of Public Hearing
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Phone (604) 820-3748  Fax (604) 826-7951 &  (604) 820-3715  Web Site:  www.mission.ca   E-mail: 

planning@mission.ca 

 
 

P L A N N I N G  D E P A R T M E N T  
 
FILE: LGMA 3360  
R14-025 

 
January 7, 2015 
 
Dear Owner/Occupant:  
Re: Second Public Hearing Notification for OCP Amendment Application R14-025 

(District of Mission) – 8850 Cedar Street and 32881 Tunbridge Avenue 
As a property owner or neighboring resident to the subject properties located at 8850 Cedar 
Street and 32881 Tunbridge Avenue, you are invited to attend a Public Hearing at 7:00 p.m. on 
January 19, 2015 and make known any comments that you may have.  
At the January 5, 2015 Regular Meeting of Council, it was resolved to defer the public hearing to 
January 19, 2015. 
The Public Hearing will be held in the Council Chambers of the Municipal Hall, 8645 Stave Lake 
Street, Mission, BC.  
The following is an excerpt from the Public Hearing Notice:  
 DISTRICT OF MISSION OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN AMENDING BYLAW 5465-2014-4052(37) 

(R14-025 – District of Mission) 

The purpose of the proposed amendment is to re-designate property that was involved with 
the relocation of Gaudin Creek as part of the Cedar Valley Environmental Management Plan. 

This bylaw proposes to amend District of Mission Official Community Plan 4052-2008 for the following 
legally described property: 

Parcel Identifier: 000-684-724 Lot 24 Section 33 Township 17 New Westminster District Plan 40460 

from Mixed Use Commercial/Residential to Environmentally Sensitive Area. 

The location of the subject property is 8850 Cedar Street and the map showing portion being re-
designated is shown on the following maps: 
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DISTRICT OF MISSION OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN AMENDING BYLAW 5469-2014-4052(39) 
(R14-025 – District of Mission) 

The purpose of the proposed amendment is to re designate property that was involved with 
the relocation of Gaudin Creek as part of the Cedar Valley Environmental Management Plan. 

This bylaw proposes to amend District of Mission Official Community Plan 4052-2008 for the following 
legally described property: 

Parcel Identifier: 000-767-441 Lot 25 Section 33 Township 17 New Westminster District Plan 40460 

from Environmentally Sensitive Area to Townhouse. 

The location of the subject property is 32881 Tunbridge Avenue and is shown on the following map. 

 
A copy of the proposed bylaws and reports relevant to this bylaw may be inspected at the Municipal Hall, 
Monday to Friday, excluding statutory holidays, from 8:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., from January 9, 2015 to 
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January 19, 2015. The information is also available on our website at www.mission.ca by searching 
“upcoming public hearing”.  

If you are unable to attend the Public Hearing, you may send a written submission, including your name 
and address, to the attention of Tina Penney, Acting Manager of Corporate Administration or 
email info@mission.ca by 4:00 p.m. on the Friday preceding the date of the Public Hearing.  All 
submissions will form part of the record of the Hearing. 

If you require additional information, please contact the Development Services Department at (604) 820-
3748 or email planning@mission.ca. 

Yours truly 

 
Mike Younie 
DIRECTOR OF DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 
 
G:\COMDEV\ELECTRONIC FILING PROPERTY PUBLIC - TO BE FILED EFFECTIVE SEPT 30 2013\LGMA 3360 REZONING\2014\R14-025 (CEDAR 8850 TUNBRIDGE 32881-DOM)\R14-025 - NOTN OF PH TO OWNER OCC-2014-12-24.DOCX 
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Development Services 
Staff Report to Council 

 Page 1 of 7  

File Category: LGMA 3360 
File Folder: R14-025 

DATE:   November 3, 2014 

TO:   Mayor and Council 

FROM: Mike Younie, Director of Development Services 

SUBJECT:  OCP Amendment for 32881 Tunbridge Avenue and 8850 Cedar Street 

ATTACHMENTS: Appendix 1 -  Information for the Corporate Officer 

Appendix 2 -  Existing OCP Designations  

Appendix 3 -  Proposed OCP Designations  

_________________________________________________________________________________ 

CIVIC ADDRESS:    32881 Tunbridge Avenue, 8850 Cedar Street 

APPLICANT:    District of Mission 

OCP:    This application seeks to change the current OCP designations 

DATE APPLICATION COMPLETE: October 20, 2014 

LOCATION: 
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LAND USE RECOMMENDATIONS: 

Council consider and resolve: 

1. That a bylaw be prepared to amend District of Mission Official Community Plan Bylaw 4052-2008 
by re-designating 32881 Tunbridge Avenue from Environmentally Sensitive Area to Townhouse 
(12-21 units / acre) as outlined in Appendix 3 of the Director of Development Services Report 
dated November 3, 2014; 

2. That a bylaw be prepared to amend District of Mission Official Community Plan Bylaw 4052-2008 
by re-designating a portion of 8850 Cedar Street from Mixed Use Commercial / Residential to 
Environmentally Sensitive Area as outlined in Appendix 3 of the Director of Development Services 
Report dated November 3, 2014; 

3. That both bylaws be considered for first Reading at the Regular Council Meeting on November 3, 
2014; 

4. That upon due consideration of Sections 879 and 881 of the Local Government Act, and in 
accordance with Council Policy LAN. 47 Official Community Plan Referral, consultation referrals 
will be forwarded to: 

a. Fisheries and Oceans Canada 
b. Ministry of Environment 
c. School District #75 

5. That the persons, organizations and authorities receiving those consultation referrals are 
considered to be those affected for the purposes of this Policy; and 

6. That the OCP bylaws be forwarded to Public Hearing on December 15, 2014. 

PROPOSAL OVERVIEW: 

The District of Mission proposes to re-designate two properties that were involved with the relocation 
of Gaudin Creek as part of the Cedar Valley Environmental Management Plan (CVEMP).  Gaudin 
Creek was originally designed to be relocated out of the ditch along the south side of Tunbridge 
Avenue to a 40 meter wide vegetated corridor from Dalke Street to Cedar Street.  A portion of the 
relocated channel was to flow north across Tunbridge Avenue through the eastern portion of 8850 
Cedar Street and then west to Cedar Street through 8890 Cedar Street (Appendix 2).  When the 
OCP was reviewed in 2009, staff altered the planned location of the channel so that it was entirely 
within 32881 Tunbridge Avenue in order to maximize the preservation of commercial lands on 8850 
Cedar Street. 

The same people own both 8850 Cedar Street and 32881 Tunbridge Avenue.  When the channel was 
constructed in 2011, the District and property owner decided to keep the entire relocated channel on 
the eastern portion of 8850 Cedar Street (Appendix 2) as per the original design in the CVEMP.  As a 
result, the existing OCP designations are not correct and require changing as they are affecting the 
ability of the property owner to sell and / or develop his properties. 

SITE CHARACTERISTICS: 

Both properties are flat with 8850 Cedar Street being well vegetated within the 40 metre wide buffer 
within which Gaudin Creek has been relocated (Appendix 2).  One single family dwelling exists on 
the southernmost portion of 32881 Tunbridge Avenue.  The area of 32881 Tunbridge Avenue is 0.4 
hectares (1 acre) while 8850 Cedar Street is 1.4 hectares (3.5 acres).  The portion of 8850 Cedar 
Street that is proposed to be re-designated from Mixed Use Commercial / Residential to ESA is 0.37 
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hectares (0.9 acres). 

PLANNING ANALYSIS:  

32881 Tunbridge Avenue 

The current OCP designation of this property is Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) (Appendix 2), 
as at the time of the last OCP review in 2009 it was envisioned that the entire property would be used 
for the relocated channel and the 20 metre streamside setback on each side of the channel.  When 
the channel was relocated in 2011, the property owner requested that the channel return to its original 
planned location to save the rental home that currently sits on 32881 Tunbridge Avenue.  The 
properties to the east are all designated Townhouse (12-21 units / acre) and staff are proposing to 
extend that designation to 32881 Tunbridge Avenue (Appendix 3) with the agreement of the property 
owner. 

8850 Cedar Street 

The current OCP designation for this property is Mixed Use Commercial / Residential.  As mentioned 
above, when the relocation of Gaudin Creek was initiated, both the property owner and the District 
agreed to relocate the channel from 32881 Tunbridge Avenue to 8850 Cedar Street – back to what 
was originally envisioned in the CVEMP.  The easternmost 10 metres of this property is already 
designated ESA and it is the 30 metre portion immediately to the west of the 10 metre wide existing 
ESA lands that staff are proposing to re-designate from Mixed Use Commercial / Residential to ESA 
(Appendix 3). 

Both of these re-designations are housekeeping in nature and should have been completed when the 
construction of this portion of Gaudin Creek was completed in 2011. 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

In accordance with Section 882 of the Local Government Act, Council must consider OCP 
amendments in conjunction with the District’s Financial Plan which includes the Capital Expenditure 
Plan, Operating Expenditure Plan and Waste Management Plan. 

Staff have reviewed the proposal, and, given that the proposal results in the same amount of ESA 
land and a swap of equal area of Mixed Use Commercial / Residential designated lands with 
Townhouse designated lands, staff believe there will be a negligible impact on the District’s Financial 
Plan and Waste Management Plan. 

COMMUNICATION: 

In accordance with Bylaw 3612-2003, Land Use Application Procedures and Fees Bylaw, the District 
will post one (1) development notification sign on the site summarizing the application.  Provided a 
public hearing date is set by Council: 

1. The development notification sign will be modified to advertise the public hearing details (i.e.: 
date, time and place) and a notice will be mailed to the owners and to the occupiers of all 
properties within a distance of 152 metres of the development site notifying them of the public 
hearing details; 

2. A notice of Public Hearing will be prepared in accordance with Bylaw 3612-2003 and the Local 
Government Act; 

3. In accordance with Policy LAN. 50 – Pre-Public Hearing information Packages, a pre-public 
hearing information package will be prepared to include copies of all applicable documents 
and will be made available online and at municipal hall for public viewing; and 
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4. Staff will communicate Council’s decision to the property owner. 

REFERRALS: 

External Agencies 

When an amendment is proposed to an Official Community Plan, the District of Mission will refer the 
proposed bylaw amendment to relevant organizations as listed in Council Policy LAN. 47 Official 
Community Plan Referral.  In accordance with the Policy, Council is to consider the requirement to 
make referrals on a case by case basis and adopt a resolution to clarify that the referral requirements 
have been considered.  Considering the referral criteria detailed in Policy LAN. 47, referrals that will 
be made following first reading of the amending bylaw will be forwarded to the following agencies: 

 School District #75 

 Ministry of Environment (formerly Ministry of Water, Land and Air Protection) 
 Fisheries and Oceans Canada 

Internal Departments 

The District’s Parks, Recreation and Culture department has no objection to the proposed re-
designations.  The District’s Engineering department has no objection to the proposed OCP re-
designations. 

INFORMATIONAL NOTES: 

In accordance with Section 882 of the Local Government Act, Council will consider the OCP 
amending bylaw in conjunction with the District of Mission’s Financial Plan (including the Capital 
Expenditure Plan and Operating Expenditure Plan) and the Waste Management Plan. 

SIGN-OFFS:  

 

Mike Younie, Director of Development Services 
 

Reviewed by:  
Gina MacKay, Manager of Long Range Planning 
and Special Projects 

 Chief Administrative Officer’s Comment 
Reviewed 
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Civic Address:  32881 Tunbridge Avenue 
PID:   000-767-441 
Legal: Lot 25 Section 33 Township 17 New Westminster District Plan 40460 
 
Civic Address:  8850 Cedar Street 
PID:   000-684-724 
Legal: Lot 24 Section 33 Township 17 New Westminster District Plan 40460 
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The purpose of the bylaw amendment is to rezone the subject properties to allow an
Institutional Use in the form of a Youth Centre under the Civic Assembly and 
Community Service uses. 

Multiple Family 52 Apartment (MA52) Zone Core Commercial Downtown 
One (CCD1) Zone.

7368 Proctor Street

The purpose of the proposed amendment is to re-designate property that was 
involved with the relocation of Gaudin Creek as part of the Cedar Valley 
Environmental Management Plan. 

Mixed Use Commercial/Residential Environmentally Sensitive Area.

8850 Cedar Street

The purpose of the proposed amendment is to re designate property that was 
involved with the relocation of Gaudin Creek as part of the Cedar Valley 
Environmental Management Plan. 

Environmentally Sensitive Area Townhouse.

32881 Tunbridge Avenue

Continued from previous page

Notice of Public Hearing
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planning@mission.ca 

 
 

P L A N N I N G  D E P A R T M E N T  
 
FILE: LGMA 3360  
R14-025 

 
January 7, 2015 
 
Dear Owner/Occupant:  
Re: Second Public Hearing Notification for OCP Amendment Application R14-025 

(District of Mission) – 8850 Cedar Street and 32881 Tunbridge Avenue 
As a property owner or neighboring resident to the subject properties located at 8850 Cedar 
Street and 32881 Tunbridge Avenue, you are invited to attend a Public Hearing at 7:00 p.m. on 
January 19, 2015 and make known any comments that you may have.  
At the January 5, 2015 Regular Meeting of Council, it was resolved to defer the public hearing to 
January 19, 2015. 
The Public Hearing will be held in the Council Chambers of the Municipal Hall, 8645 Stave Lake 
Street, Mission, BC.  
The following is an excerpt from the Public Hearing Notice:  
 DISTRICT OF MISSION OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN AMENDING BYLAW 5465-2014-4052(37) 

(R14-025 – District of Mission) 

The purpose of the proposed amendment is to re-designate property that was involved with 
the relocation of Gaudin Creek as part of the Cedar Valley Environmental Management Plan. 

This bylaw proposes to amend District of Mission Official Community Plan 4052-2008 for the following 
legally described property: 

Parcel Identifier: 000-684-724 Lot 24 Section 33 Township 17 New Westminster District Plan 40460 

from Mixed Use Commercial/Residential to Environmentally Sensitive Area. 

The location of the subject property is 8850 Cedar Street and the map showing portion being re-
designated is shown on the following maps: 
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DISTRICT OF MISSION OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN AMENDING BYLAW 5469-2014-4052(39) 
(R14-025 – District of Mission) 

The purpose of the proposed amendment is to re designate property that was involved with 
the relocation of Gaudin Creek as part of the Cedar Valley Environmental Management Plan. 

This bylaw proposes to amend District of Mission Official Community Plan 4052-2008 for the following 
legally described property: 

Parcel Identifier: 000-767-441 Lot 25 Section 33 Township 17 New Westminster District Plan 40460 

from Environmentally Sensitive Area to Townhouse. 

The location of the subject property is 32881 Tunbridge Avenue and is shown on the following map. 

 
A copy of the proposed bylaws and reports relevant to this bylaw may be inspected at the Municipal Hall, 
Monday to Friday, excluding statutory holidays, from 8:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., from January 9, 2015 to 
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January 19, 2015. The information is also available on our website at www.mission.ca by searching 
“upcoming public hearing”.  

If you are unable to attend the Public Hearing, you may send a written submission, including your name 
and address, to the attention of Tina Penney, Acting Manager of Corporate Administration or 
email info@mission.ca by 4:00 p.m. on the Friday preceding the date of the Public Hearing.  All 
submissions will form part of the record of the Hearing. 

If you require additional information, please contact the Development Services Department at (604) 820-
3748 or email planning@mission.ca. 

Yours truly 

 
Mike Younie 
DIRECTOR OF DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 
 
G:\COMDEV\ELECTRONIC FILING PROPERTY PUBLIC - TO BE FILED EFFECTIVE SEPT 30 2013\LGMA 3360 REZONING\2014\R14-025 (CEDAR 8850 TUNBRIDGE 32881-DOM)\R14-025 - NOTN OF PH TO OWNER OCC-2014-12-24.DOCX 
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File Category: LGMA 3360 
File Folder: R14-025 

DATE:   November 3, 2014 

TO:   Mayor and Council 

FROM: Mike Younie, Director of Development Services 

SUBJECT:  OCP Amendment for 32881 Tunbridge Avenue and 8850 Cedar Street 

ATTACHMENTS: Appendix 1 -  Information for the Corporate Officer 

Appendix 2 -  Existing OCP Designations  

Appendix 3 -  Proposed OCP Designations  

_________________________________________________________________________________ 

CIVIC ADDRESS:    32881 Tunbridge Avenue, 8850 Cedar Street 

APPLICANT:    District of Mission 

OCP:    This application seeks to change the current OCP designations 

DATE APPLICATION COMPLETE: October 20, 2014 

LOCATION: 
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LAND USE RECOMMENDATIONS: 

Council consider and resolve: 

1. That a bylaw be prepared to amend District of Mission Official Community Plan Bylaw 4052-2008 
by re-designating 32881 Tunbridge Avenue from Environmentally Sensitive Area to Townhouse 
(12-21 units / acre) as outlined in Appendix 3 of the Director of Development Services Report 
dated November 3, 2014; 

2. That a bylaw be prepared to amend District of Mission Official Community Plan Bylaw 4052-2008 
by re-designating a portion of 8850 Cedar Street from Mixed Use Commercial / Residential to 
Environmentally Sensitive Area as outlined in Appendix 3 of the Director of Development Services 
Report dated November 3, 2014; 

3. That both bylaws be considered for first Reading at the Regular Council Meeting on November 3, 
2014; 

4. That upon due consideration of Sections 879 and 881 of the Local Government Act, and in 
accordance with Council Policy LAN. 47 Official Community Plan Referral, consultation referrals 
will be forwarded to: 

a. Fisheries and Oceans Canada 
b. Ministry of Environment 
c. School District #75 

5. That the persons, organizations and authorities receiving those consultation referrals are 
considered to be those affected for the purposes of this Policy; and 

6. That the OCP bylaws be forwarded to Public Hearing on December 15, 2014. 

PROPOSAL OVERVIEW: 

The District of Mission proposes to re-designate two properties that were involved with the relocation 
of Gaudin Creek as part of the Cedar Valley Environmental Management Plan (CVEMP).  Gaudin 
Creek was originally designed to be relocated out of the ditch along the south side of Tunbridge 
Avenue to a 40 meter wide vegetated corridor from Dalke Street to Cedar Street.  A portion of the 
relocated channel was to flow north across Tunbridge Avenue through the eastern portion of 8850 
Cedar Street and then west to Cedar Street through 8890 Cedar Street (Appendix 2).  When the 
OCP was reviewed in 2009, staff altered the planned location of the channel so that it was entirely 
within 32881 Tunbridge Avenue in order to maximize the preservation of commercial lands on 8850 
Cedar Street. 

The same people own both 8850 Cedar Street and 32881 Tunbridge Avenue.  When the channel was 
constructed in 2011, the District and property owner decided to keep the entire relocated channel on 
the eastern portion of 8850 Cedar Street (Appendix 2) as per the original design in the CVEMP.  As a 
result, the existing OCP designations are not correct and require changing as they are affecting the 
ability of the property owner to sell and / or develop his properties. 

SITE CHARACTERISTICS: 

Both properties are flat with 8850 Cedar Street being well vegetated within the 40 metre wide buffer 
within which Gaudin Creek has been relocated (Appendix 2).  One single family dwelling exists on 
the southernmost portion of 32881 Tunbridge Avenue.  The area of 32881 Tunbridge Avenue is 0.4 
hectares (1 acre) while 8850 Cedar Street is 1.4 hectares (3.5 acres).  The portion of 8850 Cedar 
Street that is proposed to be re-designated from Mixed Use Commercial / Residential to ESA is 0.37 
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hectares (0.9 acres). 

PLANNING ANALYSIS:  

32881 Tunbridge Avenue 

The current OCP designation of this property is Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) (Appendix 2), 
as at the time of the last OCP review in 2009 it was envisioned that the entire property would be used 
for the relocated channel and the 20 metre streamside setback on each side of the channel.  When 
the channel was relocated in 2011, the property owner requested that the channel return to its original 
planned location to save the rental home that currently sits on 32881 Tunbridge Avenue.  The 
properties to the east are all designated Townhouse (12-21 units / acre) and staff are proposing to 
extend that designation to 32881 Tunbridge Avenue (Appendix 3) with the agreement of the property 
owner. 

8850 Cedar Street 

The current OCP designation for this property is Mixed Use Commercial / Residential.  As mentioned 
above, when the relocation of Gaudin Creek was initiated, both the property owner and the District 
agreed to relocate the channel from 32881 Tunbridge Avenue to 8850 Cedar Street – back to what 
was originally envisioned in the CVEMP.  The easternmost 10 metres of this property is already 
designated ESA and it is the 30 metre portion immediately to the west of the 10 metre wide existing 
ESA lands that staff are proposing to re-designate from Mixed Use Commercial / Residential to ESA 
(Appendix 3). 

Both of these re-designations are housekeeping in nature and should have been completed when the 
construction of this portion of Gaudin Creek was completed in 2011. 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS: 

In accordance with Section 882 of the Local Government Act, Council must consider OCP 
amendments in conjunction with the District’s Financial Plan which includes the Capital Expenditure 
Plan, Operating Expenditure Plan and Waste Management Plan. 

Staff have reviewed the proposal, and, given that the proposal results in the same amount of ESA 
land and a swap of equal area of Mixed Use Commercial / Residential designated lands with 
Townhouse designated lands, staff believe there will be a negligible impact on the District’s Financial 
Plan and Waste Management Plan. 

COMMUNICATION: 

In accordance with Bylaw 3612-2003, Land Use Application Procedures and Fees Bylaw, the District 
will post one (1) development notification sign on the site summarizing the application.  Provided a 
public hearing date is set by Council: 

1. The development notification sign will be modified to advertise the public hearing details (i.e.: 
date, time and place) and a notice will be mailed to the owners and to the occupiers of all 
properties within a distance of 152 metres of the development site notifying them of the public 
hearing details; 

2. A notice of Public Hearing will be prepared in accordance with Bylaw 3612-2003 and the Local 
Government Act; 

3. In accordance with Policy LAN. 50 – Pre-Public Hearing information Packages, a pre-public 
hearing information package will be prepared to include copies of all applicable documents 
and will be made available online and at municipal hall for public viewing; and 
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4. Staff will communicate Council’s decision to the property owner. 

REFERRALS: 

External Agencies 

When an amendment is proposed to an Official Community Plan, the District of Mission will refer the 
proposed bylaw amendment to relevant organizations as listed in Council Policy LAN. 47 Official 
Community Plan Referral.  In accordance with the Policy, Council is to consider the requirement to 
make referrals on a case by case basis and adopt a resolution to clarify that the referral requirements 
have been considered.  Considering the referral criteria detailed in Policy LAN. 47, referrals that will 
be made following first reading of the amending bylaw will be forwarded to the following agencies: 

 School District #75 

 Ministry of Environment (formerly Ministry of Water, Land and Air Protection) 
 Fisheries and Oceans Canada 

Internal Departments 

The District’s Parks, Recreation and Culture department has no objection to the proposed re-
designations.  The District’s Engineering department has no objection to the proposed OCP re-
designations. 

INFORMATIONAL NOTES: 

In accordance with Section 882 of the Local Government Act, Council will consider the OCP 
amending bylaw in conjunction with the District of Mission’s Financial Plan (including the Capital 
Expenditure Plan and Operating Expenditure Plan) and the Waste Management Plan. 

SIGN-OFFS:  

 

Mike Younie, Director of Development Services 
 

Reviewed by:  
Gina MacKay, Manager of Long Range Planning 
and Special Projects 

 Chief Administrative Officer’s Comment 
Reviewed 
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Civic Address:  32881 Tunbridge Avenue 
PID:   000-767-441 
Legal: Lot 25 Section 33 Township 17 New Westminster District Plan 40460 
 
Civic Address:  8850 Cedar Street 
PID:   000-684-724 
Legal: Lot 24 Section 33 Township 17 New Westminster District Plan 40460 
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D E V E L O P M E N T  S E R V I C E S  D E P A R T M E N T  
 
 
FILE: LGMA3060/LGMA3090 
R14-027/DV14-019 

January 7, 2015 
 
Dear Owner/Occupant:  
Re: Rezoning Application R14-027 and Development Variance Permit Application 

DV14-019 (Dhaliwal) – 32910 and 32928 Sylvia Avenue 
Rezoning and development variance permit applications have been received from Mr. Gurmeet 
Dhaliwal.  
The following is an excerpt from the Public Hearing Notice:  

The purpose of the proposed amendment is to accommodate the creation of ten (10) 
lots of a minimum 465 square metre (5,005 sq. ft.) lot size. 
This bylaw proposes to amend District of Mission Zoning Bylaw 5050-2009 by amending the 
zoning of the following legally described properties: 

Parcel Identifier:  005-472-091 Lot 41 Section 28 Township 17 New Westminster District 
Plan 56771 

Parcel Identifier: 005-467-985 Lot 42 Section 28 Township 17 New Westminster District Plan 
56771 

From the Suburban 36 (S36) Zone to the Urban Residential 465 (R465) Zone.   
The location of the subject properties is 32910 and 32928 Sylvia Avenue and is shown on 
the following maps: 
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The purpose of the development variance permit is to vary the District of Mission’s Zoning 
Bylaw by varying:  

i. Section 501, C. Lot Area, (1) by reducing the lot depth of proposed Lots 1 & 2  from 25 
metres (82 feet) to 24 metres (79 feet); and 

ii. Section 501, D. Setbacks, (1) by reducing the rear setback for proposed Lot 10 from 7.5 
metres (25 feet) to 3.5 metres (11.5 feet). 

This letter is to serve as notice to all adjacent property owners and occupiers of land that the 
District of Mission Council will consider the rezoning and development variance permit 
applications at the January 19, 2015 Regular Council meeting. The Regular Council meeting will 
be held at 7:00 p.m. in the Council Chambers of the Municipal Hall, 8645 Stave Lake Street, 
Mission, BC.  
An opportunity will be given for any interested parties to comment on the rezoning and the 
development variance permit applications at the Regular Council meeting. 
Yours truly 

 
(for) 
Dan Sommer 
MANAGER OF PLANNING 
 
Encl. 
 
G:\COMDEV\ELECTRONIC FILING PROPERTY PUBLIC - TO BE FILED EFFECTIVE SEPT 30 2013\LGMA 3360 REZONING\2014\R14-027 (SYLVIA STREET 32910 & 
32928 - DHALIWAL)\R14-027 DV14-019 - NOTN OF PH TO OWNER OCC-2015-01-07.DOCX 
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File Category: LGMA   
File Folder: R14-027 

DATE:   December 15, 2014 

TO:   Mayor and Council 

FROM: Marcin Pachcinski, Planner  

SUBJECT: Rezoning application for the properties located at 32910 & 32928 Sylvia 
Avenue to facilitate a 10 lot urban residential subdivision  

ATTACHMENT(S): Appendix 1 – Information for Corporate Officer 
Appendix 2 – Location Map 
Appendix 3 – Draft Plan of Subdivision 
Appendix 4 – Engineering Department Comments 
Appendix 5 – Mission Fire/Rescue Service Comments 

CIVIC ADDRESS: 32910 & 32928 Sylvia Avenue 

 
APPLICANT: Gurmeet Dhaliwal 

OCP: This application is in conformance with the current OCP designation of 
Urban Residential 

DATE APPLICATION 
COMPLETE: 

 
September 25, 2014 

LOCATION:  
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OVERVIEW AND STAFF COMMENTS 

 

 

 

 

 

SUMMARY 

Rezoning and development variance permit applications have been received for two properties 
located at 32910 & 32928 Sylvia Avenue in Cedar Valley (Appendix 2).  The applications are to 
facilitate a 10 lot residential subdivision.  There are two homes on the properties (one on each parent 
lot), which will be maintained as part of the subdivision. Variances to two of the proposed lots are 
needed to allow for the targeted lot yield where another variance to the rear setback is needed to 
accommodate one of the existing homes within the subdivision. 

Specifically, the rezoning application seeks to amend the District of Mission Zoning Bylaw 5050-2009 
by rezoning the two parent properties: 

 From:  Suburban 36 (S36) Zone to Urban Residential (R465) Zone.  

 
The accompanying Development Variance Permit is to vary the District of Mission’s Zoning Bylaw by 
varying:  

i) Section 501, C. Lot Area, (1) by: 

 reducing the lot depth of proposed Lots 1 & 2  from 25 metres (82 feet) to 24 
metres (79 feet); and 

ii) Section 501, D. Setbacks, (1) by: 

 reducing the rear setback for proposed Lot 10 from 7.5 metres (25 feet) to 3.5 metres 
(11.5 feet). 

SITE CHARACTERISTICS 

32910 (Lot 42) and 32928 (Lot 41) Sylvia Avenue are 0.39 hectares (0.96 acres) and 0.39 hectares 
(0.96 acres) in area, respectively.  Each lot has an existing single-family home on its northern portion, 
with each of the homes’ accesses directly onto Sylvia Avenue.  Both lots are relatively flat and there 
are no watercourses or environmentally sensitive areas identified on either of them.   

ZONING BYLAW COMPLIANCE (Bylaw 5050-2009) 

Both properties are currently zoned Suburban Zone (S36).  The target zone for both parent properties 
is Urban Residential 465 zone (R465).  The R465 zone allows for a combination of Type I lots (558 
square metres / 6,006 square feet minimum area) and Type II lots (465 square metres / 5,005 square 
feet minimum area), with a maximum of 40% of the total lots in any one development allowed as Type 
II lots.  In this case, a rezoning to enable a 10 lot subdivision would mean that a maximum of four 
Type II lots are allowed as is currently proposed on the draft plan of subdivision in Appendix 3.  

This report details the rezoning application to allow a 10 lot subdivision of the properties located at 
32910 & 32928 Sylvia Avenue and identifies the necessary amendment to the Zoning Bylaw. Staff 
support the application moving forward and as such have listed the Zoning Amendment Bylaw and 
associated Street Naming Bylaw under the “Bylaws for Consideration” and the accompanying 
Development Variance permit under “New/Other Business” sections of the agenda. 
 
Subject to Council’s approval, a Public Hearing will be scheduled for January 19, 2015. 
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Variances to the lot depth on the two new lots with the homes are required to enable the configuration 
and lot yield proposed.  In addition, a reduction to the minimum rear lot setback to one of these lots is 
required to accommodate one of the existing homes.   

PLANNING ANALYSIS 

The proposed development is located in Phase 1 of the Cedar Valley Comprehensive Development 
Plan and is in compliance with the Official Community Plan (OCP). 

Access and Servicing 

A new local road would be constructed as part of the subdivision.  A forward plan of subdivision 
illustrates how development would occur for the surrounding area, including connecting the road to 
Judith Avenue as shown on Appendix 3. 

The area is serviced by municipal water, sanitary and stormwater systems.   

A sidewalk is proposed along the eastern side of the proposed road and would connect to Sylvia 
Avenue. 

The Cedar Valley Bus Route 33 runs along Cherry Avenue and Cedar Street.  The closest bus stop is 
located approximately 500 metres walking distance from the proposed development.   

Neighbourhood Character 

Similar sized parcels to the north, east and south of these properties are designated for future 
residential development.  There is existing compact residential development to the northeast of the 
properties.  Albert McMahon Elementary School is located southwest of the proposed development.  

The proposed development is in line with the vision of the residential neighbourhood as set out in the 
Cedar Valley Comprehensive Development Plan.  There has been interest in developing lots in 
proximity to these properties to a similar density (e.g., 558 square metres / 6,006 square feet and 465 
square metres / 5,005 square feet). Therefore, it is reasonable to expect further subdivision 
development in the near future which would result in a more uniform lot pattern.   

Environmental Protection 

There are no watercourses and no environmentally sensitive areas on these properties.  Both 
properties are relatively flat and therefore no geotechnical issues are expected to arise.   

In accordance with Council Policy LAN.32 Tree Retention/Replanting, the applicant will be required to 
provide a tree retention and replanting plan, which will include a requirement to plant two trees for 
every new lot created.  The tree retention and replanting plan will be addressed by the Approving 
Officer through the subdivision approval process in accordance with Policy LAN.32. 

Parks and Trails  

The Parks, Recreation and Culture Department advises that the area in which this development is 
being proposed is well served with green space/parkland with the school and Griner Park.  Griner 
Park is located approximately 500 metres walking distance south of the proposed development.  The 
walkway connection off Sylvia is already in place.  

Subject to a successful rezoning application, the applicant will be required to pay 5% cash-in-lieu of 
parkland dedication prior to final subdivision approval.   

STREET NAMING (Policy STR.28 – Street Naming)  

The new road is proposed to be named Peebles Drive, after John C. Peebles.  This surname Peebles 
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was selected from the list of approved street names identified on the District’s Street Naming Policy, 
STR.28.  Biographical records indicate that Mr. John Peebles was born in North Battleford, 
Saskatchewan on February 4, 1914.  As a child, he moved with his family to British Columbia where 
in 1945, built a house on Tunbridge Road (now Tunbridge Avenue) in Mission.  Upon completion of 
the house (32576 Tunbridge Avenue) in 1946, he moved to Mission with his wife, Edna and two sons, 
John and Stan.  His daughter, Shirley, was born at Mission Memorial Hospital in 1948.  Following the 
flood of 1948, Mr. Peebles helped to build up the dykes along the Fraser River to protect the land 
from further floods. In 1980, he joined the Cedar Valley Mennonite Church where he remained a 
member for the last thirty years.  John lived in his house on Tunbridge Avenue until May of 2009. 

DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE PERMIT (Zoning Bylaw 5050-2009) 

The applicant proposes to vary the following: 

Lots 1 & 2: lot depth from 25 metres (82 feet) to 24 metres (79 feet) and Lot 10: rear lot setback from 
7.5 metres (25 feet) to 3.5 metres (11.5 feet) as shown on Appendix 3. 

The reason for the lot depth variance to these lots is to work around the footprints of the existing 
homes while achieving the lot yield proposed. The reason for the rear lot setback is to accommodate 
the siting of the existing single family dwelling on Lot 10.  If the rear lot line for Lot 10 was moved back 
to the required 7.5 metres, proposed Lots 1 and 2 would not be able to meet the minimum lot areas 
required by the Zoning Bylaw thus only allowing one larger lot directly south of proposed Lot 10 (refer 
to Appendix 3).   

To avoid parking issues from potential secondary suites in Lots 5 and 6, which have minimal road 
frontage, the applicant has agreed to put a restrictive covenant on these two lots to disallow further 
rezoning for the purpose of adding secondary suites.   

COMMUNITY AMENITY CONTRIBUTION (LAN.40 – Financial Contribution for Community 
Amenities)  

In accordance with Council Policy LAN.40, the applicant has volunteered to contribute $22,520 
($2,815 per new lot) to offset the unique financial burden that residential development imposes on the 
District to fund new facilities and/or amenities.  

COMMUNICATION 

The developer has posted a development notification sign on the site summarizing the proposed 
development. Provided a public hearing date is determined by Council, the sign will be modified to 
advertise the public hearing details (i.e. date, time and place). In addition, a notice will be mailed to 
the owners and to the occupiers of all properties within a distance of 152 metres (500 ft.) of the 
development site notifying them of the public hearing details.  

Policy LAN.50 - Pre-Public hearing Information Packages 

A pre-public hearing information package will be prepared to include copies of all applicable 
documents and will be made available online or at municipal hall for public viewing. 

Bylaw 3612-2003 Land Use Application Procedures and Fees 

A notice of Public Hearing will be prepared in accordance with Bylaw 3612-2003 and the Local 
Government Act.  A notice of Development Variance Permit shall be mailed or otherwise delivered in 
accordance with Bylaw 3612-2003 and the Local Government Act.  
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REFERRALS  

Engineering 

The Engineering Department advises the rezoning application may proceed to final adoption. The 
Department’s comments are attached as Appendix 4. 

Mission Fire/Rescue Service 

The Mission Fire/Rescue Service has no objection to the project subject to meeting turnaround radii 
requirements as outlined in Appendix 5. 

Parks, Recreation and Culture 

The Parks, Recreation and Culture Department is comfortable with the proposal as presented and 
recommend collecting the cash-in-lieu for future park and trail development. 

REQUIREMENT(S) PRIOR TO FINAL READING 

The Final Reading of the amending bylaw(s) will be held until the following have been satisfied: 

1. The community amenity contribution that has been volunteered in the amount of $22,520 ($2,815 
per new lot) is received; and 

2. Any other requirements resulting from Council’s consideration of the Bylaw including public 
hearing. 

INFORMATIONAL NOTES 

1. Approval of Development Variance Permit DV14-019 will be considered as part of the same 
Council agenda as final adoption of the related Zone Amending Bylaws. 

2. That in accordance with Section 941 of the Local Government Act and Council Policy LAN. 26, 
parkland dedication of five per cent (5%) is applied as cash in lieu to subdivision file S14-008. 

SIGN-OFFS:  

              

Marcin Pachcinski, Planner 
 
Reviewed by: 
Manager of Planning 

Comment from Chief Administrative Officer 
Reviewed.  
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Appendix 1 
 

Information for Corporate Officer 

Civic Address: 
 

32910 Sylvia Avenue 
 

PID: 005-467-985 
 

Legal: Lot 42, Section 28, Township 17, New Westminster District Plan 56771 
 

 
Civic Address: 
 

32928 Sylvia Avenue 
 

PID: 005-472-091 
 

Legal: Lot 41, Section 28, Township 17, New Westminster District Plan 56771 
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Appendix 2 
 

Location Map 
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Appendix 3 

 
Draft Plan of Subdivision 
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Appendix 4 
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Appendix 5 
 

Fire/Rescue Services Comments  
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P.O. Box 20,   8645 S tave Lake St ree t ,   Miss i on , B.C.  V2V 4L9 
Phone (604) 820-3748  Fax (604) 826-7951 &  (604) 820-3715  Web Site:  www.mission.ca   E-mail: 

planning@mission.ca 

 
 

P L A N N I N G  D E P A R T M E N T  
 
FILE: LGMA 3360  
R14-029 
 
January 7, 2015 
 
Dear Owner/Occupant:  
Re: Public Hearing Notification for Rezoning Application R14-029 (Shamei) – 32818 

and 32830 7th Avenue 
As a property owner or neighboring resident to the subject properties located at 32818 and 
32830 7th Avenue, you are invited to attend a Public Hearing at 7:00 p.m. on Monday, January 
19, 2015 and make known any comments that you may have.  
The Public Hearing will be held in the Council Chambers of the Municipal Hall, 8645 Stave Lake 
Street, Mission, BC.  
The following is an excerpt from the Public Hearing Notice:  

The purpose of the bylaw amendment is to rezone the subject properties to bring 
the existing businesses into permanent conformity with the current Official 
Community Plan (OCP) designation of Commercial.   
This bylaw proposes to amend District of Mission Zoning Bylaw 5050-2009 by 
amending the zoning of the following legally described properties: 

Parcel Identifier: 011-602-601 Lot 1 Block 1 Section 21 Township 17 New 
Westminster District Plan 332; 

Parcel Identifier:  011-602-619 Lot 2 Block 1 Section 21 Township 17 New 
Westminster District Plan 332; 

Parcel Identifier:  011-602-627 Lot 3 Block 1 Section 21 Township 17 New 
Westminster District Plan 332; and 

Parcel Identifier:  011-602-635 Lot 4 Block 1 Section 21 Township 17 New 
Westminster District Plan 332. 

from the Residential Two Unit (RT465) Zone to the Commercial Neighbourhood 
Centre One (CNC1) Zone. 
The location of the subject properties is 32818 & 32830 7th Avenue and is shown on 
the following maps: 
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A copy of the proposed bylaw and reports relevant to this bylaw may be inspected at the 
Municipal Hall, Monday to Friday, excluding statutory holidays, from 8:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m from 
January 9, 2015 to January 19, 2015. The information is also available on our website 
at www.mission.ca by searching “upcoming public hearing”.  
If you are unable to attend the Public Hearing, you may send a written submission, including 
your name and address, to the attention of Tina Penney, Acting Corporate Officer or 
email info@mission.ca by 4:00 p.m. on the Friday preceding the date of the Public Hearing.  
All submissions will form part of the record of the Hearing. 
If you require additional information, please contact the Development Services Department at 
(604) 820-3748 or email planning@mission.ca. 
Yours truly 

 
(for) 

Dan Sommer 
MANAGER OF PLANNING 
 
G:\COMDEV\ELECTRONIC FILING PROPERTY PUBLIC - TO BE FILED EFFECTIVE SEPT 30 2013\LGMA 3360 REZONING\2014\R14-029 (7TH AVENUE 32818 - SHAMEI)\R14-029 - NOTN OF PH TO OWNER OCC-2015-01-07.DOCX 
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File Category: LGMA   
File Folder: R14-029 

DATE:   December 15, 2014 

TO:   Mayor and Council 

FROM: Marcin Pachcinski, Planner  

SUBJECT: Rezoning application to permanently allow commercial uses at 32818 & 
32830 7th Avenue.  

ATTACHMENT(S): Appendix 1 – Information for Corporate Officer 
Appendix 2 – Location Map  
Appendix 3 – Site Photos 
Appendix 4 – Engineering Department Comments 

CIVIC ADDRESS: 32818 & 32830 7th Avenue 

 
APPLICANT: Ali Shamei (676517 B.C. Limited) 

OCP: This application is in conformance with the current OCP designation of 
Commercial 

DATE APPLICATION 
COMPLETE: 

  
October 30, 2014 

LOCATION: 
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OVERVIEW AND STAFF COMMENTS: 

 
This report details the rezoning application to permanently allow commercial uses at the properties 
located at 32818 & 32830 7th Avenue and identifies the necessary amendment to the Zoning Bylaw.  
Staff support the application moving forward and as such have listed the Zoning Amendment Bylaw 
under the “Bylaws for Consideration” section of the agenda.  
 
Subject to Council’s approval, a Public Hearing will be scheduled for January 19, 2015. 
 

SUMMARY: 

In early 2012, Council approved a temporary commercial use permit (TP11-002) for the building at the 
southeast corner of the Cedar Connector and 7th Avenue, previously the Provincial Courthouse 
(Appendix 2).  The permit authorized the new owner to lease out the building for commercial space 
for a period of three years.  Rather than applying to renew the permit for another three years, which 
lapses on the 15th of February 2015, the owner submitted a rezoning application to bring the existing 
businesses into permanent conformity with its current Official Community Plan (OCP) designation of 
Commercial.   

The site on which the existing building is located consists of four (4) legal parcels.  While the property 
is zoned Residential Two Zone (RT465), the applicant wishes to continue using the site for 
commercial purposes. The RT465 Zone is a low density multiple family zone which only permits 
residential uses. In this regard, the rezoning application is to rezone the 4 lots from RT465 to 
Commercial Neighbourhood Centre One Zone (CNC1) to allow for the continuation of existing 
commercial uses.  The target Zone fits with the commercial nature of this intersection and complies 
with the Official Community Plan designation of the site.   

SITE HISTORY AND CHARACTERISTICS: 

The existing building once housed the Provincial Courthouse and Department of Motor Vehicles. In 
January 2012, Council authorized a 3-year temporary commercial use permit (TP11-002) to allow for 
a variety of commercial uses on the site.  Up until then, the property had been vacant for almost a 
decade, with ownership changing numerous times.  The property is now owned by Ali Shamei, a local 
businessman who has commercial properties in Abbotsford as well.  

As part of the issuance of the temporary use permit, the applicant painted the exterior of the building, 
conducted a traffic study and made traffic flow improvements in and around the site based on 
recommendations from the District of Mission’s Engineering Department.  

Of the four (4) contiguous legal lots, the most western lot is 239 square metres (2,572 square feet) in 
size while the other three larger lots are each 910 square metres (9,795 square feet) for a total site 
area of 2,969 square metres (31,957 square feet). The site has a considerable elevation change from 
a high plateau on the northern portion of the site, where the upper parking is located, down to the 
southern portion of the site which provides another parking area and access to the lower level of the 
building (see Appendix 3).   

The existing building consists of three floors with a total floor area of 714 square metres (7,694 
square feet) which is for the most part evenly distributed among the floors  

The site has three (3) access and egress points: the laneway to the south connecting Maple Street 
and the Cedar Connector; an access/egress point onto the Cedar Connector northwest of the existing 
building and an access/egress point onto 7th Avenue northeast of the existing building. The 
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access/egress point onto the Cedar Connector was blocked with bollards (see Appendix 3) as part of 
the traffic safety recommendations noted during the issuance of the temporary use permit.   

ZONING BYLAW COMPLIANCE (Bylaw 5050-2009): 

The four lots which comprise the site are currently zoned Residential Two Zone (RT465) and are 
designated Commercial in the OCP.  There are several commercial businesses either currently 
operating or under contract to operate within the building, including Mission Pizza, Mitch Millers Fresh 
Express and Zeeba Hair and Body Image.  These businesses are in compliance with the current 
temporary use permit allowances and would also be in compliance with the target CNC1 Zone.    
While the temporary use permit only included the three western lots, this rezoning application applies 
to the entire site (four lots), as all four lots form part of the site, have the same owner and have the 
same Commercial OCP designation. 

PLANNING ANALYSIS: 

Neighbourhood Character and Land Use Designations 

The OCP identifies this site as a commercial node intended to serve the local neighbourhood while 
also providing services for the larger immediate area.  The immediate adjacent uses to the site 
include a fuel station directly north, a BC Hydro substation to the northwest and a 3-storey apartment 
building to the southwest.  The broader surrounding area provides a mix of residential densities 
including apartments, townhomes, duplexes and single-family homes.  Further south and north, the 
majority of the lands are designated in the OCP as Urban Compact/Multiple Family Residential or 
Urban Residential. 

Parking and Traffic 

The existing site has 8 parking stalls within the northern parking lot while the southern parking lot has 
13 stalls, for a total of 21 stalls.  The Zoning Bylaw requires an average of 3 parking stalls for each 
100 square metres (1,076 square feet) of commercial space. Given a total commercial floor space of 
714 square metres (7,694 square feet), a minimum of 21 parking stalls would be required by Bylaw. 
The existing parking configuration provides for adequate parking for the site. While parking is 
permitted on the sides of district roadways, there is no parking permitted on the Cedar Connector or 
7th Avenue and the Traffic Bylaw does not permit parking within laneways. Any overflow parking will 
have to be located along the roadside of Maple Street. 

Through the review of the temporary use permit in 2012, neighbouring residents raised concerns that 
the development will increase congestion and compromise pedestrian safety. In response, a traffic 
study was conducted and traffic flow improvements were made based on the study and 
recommendations from the District of Mission’s Engineering Department.  Council approved the 
permit application, pending compliance with the District's traffic engineering specifications, including 
closing the most northern access point on the Connector.     

As part of this rezoning application, the District of Mission’s Engineering Department have also 
discussed plans for the future potential expansion of the Cedar Connector and Cedar Street on both 
sides of intersection at 7th Avenue.  Expansion at this intersection will likely involve the westernmost 
parcel of the site for road dedication and widening.  The applicant agrees traffic improvements are 
necessary at this intersection and has shown willingness to work with the District once the traffic 
improvement analysis for the area is completed.   
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Building Form and Character 

This rezoning application does not involve the expansion of the existing building nor propose any new 
construction on site.  As part of the initial temporary use permit application, the applicant improved the 
building by professionally pressure washing and repainting the entire exterior.  No further upgrades to 
the building are being proposed at this time.   

COMMUNICATION: 

The developer has posted two (2) development notification signs on the site summarizing the 
proposed development. Provided a public hearing date is determined by Council, the sign will be 
modified to advertise the public hearing details (i.e. date, time and place). In addition, a notice will be 
mailed to the owners and to the occupiers of all properties within a distance of 152 metres (500 feet.) 
of the development site notifying them of the public hearing details.  

Policy LAN.50 - Pre-Public hearing Information Packages 

A pre-public hearing information package will be prepared to include copies of all applicable 
documents and will be made available online or at municipal hall for public viewing. 

Bylaw 3612-2003 Land Use Application Procedures and Fees 

A notice of Public Hearing will be prepared in accordance with Bylaw 3612-2003 and the Local 
Government Act. 

REFERRALS:  

Engineering 

The Engineering Department has no objection to the rezoning proceeding to final adoption, as noted 
in their comments in Appendix 4.  

Mission Fire/Rescue Service 

The Mission Fire/Rescue Service has no concerns related to this site being zoned Commercial 
Neighbourhood Centre One (CNC1). 

Parks, Recreation and Culture 

The Parks, Recreation and Culture Department is “not opposed to the re-zoning in particular, the 
CNC1 zone allows for uses that could fit Parks, Recreation & Culture type activities such as civic 
assembly, artisan studio and child care.  Also its location close to the High School and Leisure Centre 
complement this.” 

SIGN-OFFS:  

  
 
Marcin Pachcinski, Planner 

 

 
Reviewed by: 
Dan Sommer 
Manager of Planning 

 
Comment from Chief Administrative Officer 
Reviewed.  
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Appendix 1 
 

Information for Corporate Officer 

Civic Address: 
 

32818 7th Avenue 
 

PID: 011-602-601 
 

Legal: Lot 1 Block 1 Section 21 Township 17 New Westminster District Plan 332 
  

Civic Address: 
 

32818 7th Avenue 
 

PID: 011-602-619 
 

Legal: Lot 2 Block 1 Section 21 Township 17 New Westminster District Plan 332 
  
Civic Address: 
 

32818 7th Avenue 
 

PID: 011-602-627 
 

Legal: Lot 3 Block 1 Section 21 Township 17 New Westminster District Plan 332 
  

Civic Address: 
 

32830 7th Avenue 
 

PID: 011-602-635 
 

Legal: Lot 4 Block 1 Section 21 Township 17 New Westminster District Plan 332 
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Appendix 2 
 

Location Map  
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Appendix 3 
 

Site Photos 
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Appendix 4 
 

Engineering Department Comments 
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planning@mission.ca 

 
 

P L A N N I N G  D E P A R T M E N T  
 
FILE: LGMA 3360  
R14-030 
 
January 7, 2015 

Dear Owner/Occupant:  

Re: Public Hearing Notification for Rezoning Application R14-030 (Morris) – 30711 Keystone 
Avenue 

As a property owner or neighboring resident to the subject property located at 30711 Keystone Avenue, 
you are invited to attend a Public Hearing at 7:00 p.m. on Monday, January 19, 2015 and make known 
any comments that you may have.  

The Public Hearing will be held in the Council Chambers of the Municipal Hall, 8645 Stave Lake Street, 
Mission, BC.  

The following is an excerpt from the Public Hearing Notice:  

The purpose of the bylaw amendment is to rezone the subject property to allow a 4 -lot rural 
residential subdivision with two of the larger lots having further subdivision potential with a 
minimum lot size of 0.7 hectares (1.73 acres) and allowances for a secondary dwelling on each 
lot. 

This bylaw proposes to amend District of Mission Zoning Bylaw 5050-2009 by amending the zoning 
of the following legally described property: 

Parcel Identifier: 009-258-175 Lot 21 Section 1 Township 15 New Westminster District 
Plan 22610; 

from the Rural 16 (RU16) Zone to the Rural Residential 7 Secondary Dwelling (RR7s) Zone. 

The location of the subject property is 30711 Keystone Avenue and is shown on the following maps:  
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A copy of the proposed bylaws and reports relevant to this bylaw may be inspected at the Municipal Hall, 
Monday to Friday, excluding statutory holidays, from 8:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., from January 9, 2015 to 
January 19, 2015. The information is also available on our website at www.mission.ca by searching 
“upcoming public hearing”.  

If you are unable to attend the Public Hearing, you may send a written submission, including your name 
and address, to the attention of Tina Penney, Acting Corporate Officer, or email info@mission.ca by 4:00 
p.m. on the Friday preceding the date of the Public Hearing.  All submissions will form part of the 
record of the Hearing. 

If you require additional information, please contact the Development Services Department at (604) 820-
3748 or email planning@mission.ca. 

Yours truly 

 
(for) 

Dan Sommer 
MANAGER OF PLANNING 
 
G:\COMDEV\ELECTRONIC FILING PROPERTY PUBLIC - TO BE FILED EFFECTIVE SEPT 30 2013\LGMA 3360 REZONING\2014\R14-030 (KEYSTONE AVENUE 30711 - MORRIS)\R14-030 - NOTN OF PH TO OWNER OCC-2015-01-07.DOCX 
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File Category: LGMA 3360 & 3320  
File Folder: R14-030 

DATE:   December 15, 2014 

TO:   Mayor and Council 

FROM: Parissa Shafizadeh, Planner  

SUBJECT: Rezoning application for the property located on 30711 Keystone Avenue 
to facilitate a 4 lot residential subdivision  

ATTACHMENTS:  Appendix 1 – Information for Corporate Officer 
Appendix 2 – Location Aerial Photo 2012 
Appendix 3 – Topography and Watercourse Map 
Appendix 4 – Draft Plan of Subdivision 
Appendix 5 – Forward Plan of Subdivision 
Appendix 6 – Engineering Comments 

CIVIC ADDRESS: 30711 Keystone Avenue 

APPLICANT: Steven Morris  

OCP: This application is in conformance with the current OCP designation of 
Rural Residential  

DATE APPLICATION 
COMPLETE: 

November 19, 2014 

LOCATION:  
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OVERVIEW AND STAFF COMMENTS 
 

This report details the rezoning application to allow a 4-lot subdivision with secondary suites for the 
property located on 30711 Keystone Avenue and identifies the necessary amendments to the 
Zoning Bylaw. Staff support the application moving forward and as such have listed the Zoning 
Amendment Bylaw under the “Bylaws for Consideration” section of the agenda.  

Subject to Council’s approval, a Public Hearing will be scheduled for January 19, 2015. 

SUMMARY 

A development application has been received for the property located on 30711 Keystone Avenue 
(Appendix 2). The application includes the proposal to rezone the property from Rural 16 Zone 
(RU16) to Rural Residential 7 Secondary Dwelling Zone (RR7s) to allow a 4-lot subdivision with two 
of the larger lots having further subdivision potential to create two (2) additional lots. The rezoning will 
also allow a secondary dwelling unit in the form of a coach house, garden cottage or secondary suite 
on each lot. The proposed rezoning is consistent with the property’s Official Community Plan (OCP) 
designation of Rural Residential.  

SITE CHARACTERISTICS 

The subject property is approximately 4.4 hectares (10.9 acres) in size and is located north of 
Keystone Avenue with a driveway access off of the road. The property contains remnants of a fire 
damaged house with the foundation still intact. Several outbuildings are scattered throughout the 
property. The majority of the property slopes from south to north at 3% at an elevation change 
between 86.0 metres (282 feet) and 89.0 metres (292 feet) except for the north west corner where 
slopes of 33% are found to the south east with an elevation change between 90.0 metres (295 feet) 
and 105.0 metres (44 feet) (Appendix 3).  

The subject property contains Hairsine Creek which is a fish bearing tributary of Hayward Lake that 
flows southwest across the property (Appendix 3). There are number of tributaries of the creek within 
the property including a wetted drainage area. Vegetation within the property and the riparian areas 
consist of mature mixed coniferous and deciduous forest except the area around the fire damaged 
building which has remnant landscaping and ornamental plants.  

ZONING BYLAW COMPLIANCE (Bylaw 5050-2009) 

The subject property is currently zones Rural 16 (RU16) with a minimum lot area of 1.6 hectares (4.0 
ac.). The applicant proposes to rezone the property to Rural Residential 7 Secondary Dwelling (RR7s) 
Zone which allows lots with a minimum size of 0.7 hectares (1.73 acres). The rezoning is to allow 
subdivision of the property into four (4) lots (Appendix 4) with further potential on two of the rear lots 
that could be subdivided to create two (2) additional lots in future (Appendix 5). The rezoning will also 
allow a secondary dwelling in the form of a coach house, garden cottage and secondary suite on each 
lot.  

The draft plan of subdivision shows that the two (2) proposed lots (Lots A and D) fronting Keystone 
Avenue will have a lot area of 0.7 hectares (1.73 acres) (Appendix 4). The two (2) larger lots have an 
area of 1.48 hectares (3.7 acres) (Lot C) and 1.73 hectares (4.3 acres) (Lot B) and are located at the 
back of property. These lots, which have further subdivision potential for two additional lots, have 
access to Keystone Avenue by way of two 10.0 metres (32.8 feet) wide adjacent panhandles.   
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The Zoning Bylaw allows two adjacent panhandles each have a minimum unobstructed paved width 
of 4.0 metres (13.1 feet) subject to registration of a reciprocal cross access easement and asphalt or 
concrete pavement. However, to maintain further subdivision potential of Lots B and C, the applicant 
is required to provide 10.0 metres (32.8 feet) of width for each panhandle to accommodate a future 
road when and if the rear lots are subdivided.  A road reservation which would accommodate this 
future road will be registered on the titles of both lots (Appendix 5). The applicant is also required to 
build the panhandles to a rural road standard as per the District Subdivision Control Bylaw with the 
exception of the driveways being paved.  

To reduce the number of watercourse crossings along Keystone Avenue (see Appendix 4) and to 
increase the safety of access to the new lots, the applicant is required to register a reciprocal cross 
access easement for the benefit of all the lots over the two adjoining panhandles. The easement will 
concentrate access for all newly created lots through the adjoining panhandles instead of individual 
accesses to Keystone Avenue.  

PLANNING ANALYSIS 

Neighbourhood Character 

The subject property is situated within the Keystone neighbourhood area of Mission and surrounded 
primarily by rural zoned properties. The neighbouring Rural (RU16) zoned properties have lot areas 
ranging from 0.2 hectares (0.5 acres) to 7.0 hectares (17.3 acres) and are designated Rural and Rural 
Residential in the OCP. The neighbouring property to the north has a lot area of 60 hectares (148 
acres) with the Rural OCP designation. The proposed development with a minimum lot area of 0.7 
hectares (1.73 acres) is consistent with the neighbourhood density and the OCP designation and fits 
well in the area.  

Environmental Protection 

The subject property contains Hairsine Creek and its tributaries and a drainage area. Hairsine Creek 
is identified as fish bearing stream which requires a Streamside Protection and Enhancement Area 
(SPEA) under the Riparian Assessment Regulation (RAR). In addition, all tributaries which have 
surficial connectivity to the creak will require SPEA. To identify the SPEAs, a riparian area 
assessment report was prepared by Scott Resource, dated July 10, 2014. According to the report, the 
subject property contains a 1,040.0 metres (3412 feet) long riparian area, being assessed in different 
segments. The report identifies different SPEAs for each segments of the watercourse, ranging from 
15.0 metres (49 feet) to 10.0 metres (32.8 feet) (Appendix 4, indicates the SPEAs of different 
segments in grey). 

Provided that the SPEAs identified in the report are protected from the proposed development and 
protection measures are implemented, there will be no harmful alteration, disruption or destruction of 
natural features, functions and conditions that support fish life processes in the riparian assessment 
area.  

Geohazard and Flood Hazard Assessment 

A geohazard and flood hazard assessment was prepared by Valley Geotechnical Engineering, dated 
December 2014. The study assesses the potential for landslide, localized landslip, snow avalanche, 
rock fall, stream erosion and avulsion, debris flow and flood and liquefaction. According to the 
assessment report, the land “may be used safely for the use intended” provided that the 
recommendations presented in the report are implemented. The report recommends that: 

 A flood protection elevation of 1.5 metres (4.9 feet) above the natural boundary of the creeks 
is required for all development on this site; 
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 An additional 0.3 metres (1 feet) flood protection elevation above the average grade of the 
surrounding land is required for development south of the watercourse crossing the central 
part of the property; and 
 

 A geotechnical covenant is required to be registered on title of the created lots. 

 
Tree Retention 
In accordance with Council Policy LAN. 32 – Tree Retention and Replanting, the applicant will be 
required to plant a total of eight (8) trees, 2 trees for each of the four (4) lots created. This condition 
will be met as part of the subdivision approval. In addition to this requirement, the applicant is required 
to replace any significant tree (trees having a caliper of 0.2 metres or greater) that will be removed 
except in the areas defined as (a) building envelope to a maximum of 2,000 square metres (21,528 
sq. feet), (b) driveways, (c) septic field and (d) wells. No tree is permitted to be removed within the 
identified SPEA.  
Parks and Trails (Section 941 of the Local Government Act, and the Parks and Trails Master Plan) 

The OCP has not identified parkland on the subject property. Provisions of the Local Government Act 
authorize a local government to receive up to 5% land or cash in lieu contribution for parkland. As the 
proposed development is within the rural area and in proximity to municipal forest lands, Ruskin 
Recreational Site and Red Mountain Trail network, it is recommended that parkland dedication be 
accepted as cash-in-lieu.  
Community Amenity Contribution (CAC)(LAN. 40 – Financial Contribution for Community Amenities) 
It is recognized that residential development imposes a unique financial burden on the community by 
creating a need or demand for new/upgraded public facilities or amenities. In order to address this 
unique financial burden, rezoning applicants are requested to make a contribution to the District’s 
Community Amenity Reserve Fund for new/upgraded public facilities or amenities. The applicant has 
agreed to contribute $14,075 ($2,815 per new residential unit) as part of this rezoning application, in 
accordance with Council Policy LAN. 40 – COMMUNITY AMENITY CONTRIBUTIONS.  
Since contribution to the Community Amenity Reserve Fund is only negotiated at the time of rezoning, 
the applicant has agreed to contribute an additional $5,630 for the future subdivision potential of the 
two larger lots to the $8,445 contribution amount to create three (3) lots as part of the current 
subdivision application (S14-009), which brings the total amount to $14,075. 

COMMUNICATION 

The developer has posted two (2) development notification signs on the site summarizing the 
proposed development. Provided a public hearing date is determined by Council, the sign will be 
modified to advertise the public hearing details (i.e. date, time and place). In addition, a notice will be 
mailed to the owners and to the occupiers of all properties within a distance of 152 metres (500 feet) 
of the development site notifying them of the public hearing details.  

Policy LAN.50 - Pre-Public hearing Information Packages 

A pre-public hearing information package will be prepared to include copies of all applicable 
documents and will be made available online or at municipal hall for public viewing. 

Bylaw 3612-2003 Land Use Application Procedures and Fees 

A notice of Public Hearing will be prepared in accordance with Bylaw 3612-2003 and the Local 
Government Act. 
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REFERRALS 

Engineering 

The Engineering Department has no objection to the proposed development (Appendix 6). 

Parks, Recreation and Culture 

The Parks, Recreation and Culture Department has no objection to the project and recommends that 
park dedication be accepted as cash-in-lieu. 

REQUIREMENT(S) PRIOR TO FINAL READING: 

The Final Reading of the amending bylaw will be held until the following have been satisfied: 

The community amenity contribution in the amount of $14,075 (for three new lots with potential of two 
additional lots) is received. 

INFORMATIONAL NOTES 

In accordance with Section 941 of the Local Government Act and Council Policy LAN. 26, parkland 
dedication of five per cent (5%) is applied as cash in lieu to subdivision file S14-009. 

SIGN-OFFS:  

 

Parissa Shafizadeh, Planner 

 

 

Reviewed by: 
Dan Sommer, Manager of Planning 

 
Comment from Chief Administrative Officer 
Reviewed.  
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Appendix 1 
Information for Corporate Officer 

Civic Address: 
 

30711 Keystone Avenue 
 

PID: 009-258-175 
 

Legal: Lot 21 Section 1 Township 15 New Westminster District Plan 22610 
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Appendix 2 
Location Aerial Photo 2012 

  

Building 
Remnants and 
foundation of fire 
damaged house 

Existing gravel 
driveway 
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Appendix 3 
Topography and Watercourse 
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Appendix 4 
Draft Plan of Subdivision 
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Appendix 5 
Forward Plan of Subdivision 
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Appendix 6 
Engineering Comments 
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planning@mission.ca 

 
 

P L A N N I N G  D E P A R T M E N T  
 
FILE: LGMA 3360  
R14-031 
 
January 7, 2015 

Dear Owner/Occupant:  

Re: Public Hearing Notification for Rezoning Application R14-031 (Van Roekel) – 31602 Kenney 
Avenue 

As a property owner or neighboring resident to the subject property located at 31602 Kenney Avenue, 
you are invited to attend a Public Hearing at 7:00 p.m. on Monday, January 19, 2015 and make known 
any comments that you may have.  

The Public Hearing will be held in the Council Chambers of the Municipal Hall, 8645 Stave Lake Street, 
Mission, BC.  

The following is an excerpt from the Public Hearing Notice:  

DISTRICT OF MISSION ZONING AMENDING BYLAW 5477-2014-5050(163) (R14-031 – Van Roekel) 

The purpose of the bylaw amendment is to rezone the subject property to accommodate a 
secondary dwelling in the form of a secondary suite. 

This bylaw proposes to amend the District of Mission Zoning Bylaw 5050-2009 by amending the zoning of 
the following legally described property: 

Parcel Identifier: 029-221-480 Lot C Section 30 Township 17 New Westminster District Plan 
EPP32521; 
 
from the  Suburban 36 (S36) Zone to the Suburban 36 Secondary Dwelling (S36s) Zone. 
 
The location of the subject property is 31602 Kenney Avenue and is shown on the following maps: 
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Phone (604) 820-3748  Fax (604) 826-7951 &  (604) 820-3715  Web Site:  www.mission.ca   E-mail: 

planning@mission.ca 

A copy of the proposed bylaw and the report relevant to this bylaw may be inspected at the Municipal 
Hall, Monday to Friday, excluding statutory holidays, from 8:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., from January 9, 2015 to 
January 19, 2015. The information is also available on our website at www.mission.ca by searching 
“upcoming public hearing”.  

If you are unable to attend the Public Hearing, you may send a written submission, including your name 
and address, to the attention of Tina Penney, Acting Corporate Officer, or email info@mission.ca by 4:00 
p.m. on the Friday preceding the date of the Public Hearing.  All submissions will form part of the 
record of the Hearing. 

If you require additional information, please contact the Development Services Department at (604) 820-
3748 or email planning@mission.ca. 

Yours truly, 

 
For, Dan Sommer 
MANAGER OF PLANNING 
 
G:\COMDEV\ELECTRONIC FILING PROPERTY PUBLIC - TO BE FILED EFFECTIVE SEPT 30 2013\LGMA 3360 REZONING\2014\R14-031 (KENNEY AVENUE 31602 - VAN ROEKEL)\R14-031 - NOTN OF PH TO OWN OCC-2015-01-07.DOCX 
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File Category: LGMA 3360 
File Folder: P2014-050 R14-031 

DATE:   December 15, 2014 

TO:   Mayor and Council 

FROM:   Donna-Lee Lakes, Planner  

SUBJECT: Rezoning Application to allow a secondary dwelling at 31602 Kenney 
Avenue 

ATTACHMENT(S):  Appendix 1 – Information for Corporate Officer 
Appendix 2 – Location Map 
Appendix 3 – Plan of Proposed Home with Secondary Suite 
Appendix 4 – Engineering Department Rezoning Comments 
 

CIVIC ADDRESS: 31602 Kenney Avenue 

APPLICANT: Brian Van Roekel 

OCP: This application is in conformance with the current Suburban OCP 
designation 
  

DATE APPLICATION 
COMPLETE: 

 
November 28, 2014 

LOCATION:  
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OVERVIEW AND STAFF COMMENTS: 

SUMMARY: 

A rezoning application has been received from Brian Van Roekel seeking to construct a secondary 
suite in a home that is currently under construction at 31602 Kenney Avenue. To authorize the 
secondary dwelling use in the home, a rezoning of the property from Suburban 36 (S36) Zone to 
Suburban 36 Secondary Dwelling (S36s) Zone is required.  

SITE CHARACTERISTICS: 

The subject property is 0.37 hectares (0.91 acres) in size and is located on the south side of Kenney 
Avenue between Nelson and Oyama Streets near the Mission Sports Park (Appendix 2). The 
applicant is building a new home for the property owners who wish to have a secondary suite above 
the attached garage. As a secondary dwelling unit is not a permitted use in the S36 zone, a rezoning 
to the S36s zone is required. 

ZONING BYLAW COMPLIANCE (Bylaw 5050-2009): 

The property is currently zoned Suburban 36 (S36) Zone. The applicant proposes to rezone the 
property to Suburban 36 Secondary Dwelling (S36s) Zone to allow for a secondary dwelling use, in 
the form of a secondary suite, in a home currently under construction.  

The proposed secondary suite will accommodate approximately 62 square metres (675 square feet) 
of the principal dwelling and falls within the allowable floor space of the Zoning Bylaw (i.e., 40% of the 
principal residence’s floor space to a maximum 90 square metres (968.8 square feet). The principal 
residence being built is approximately 300 square metres (3,228 square feet). The applicant has 
provided a plan (front elevation) of the proposed home (Appendix 3) showing that the secondary 
suite will meet the required separate entrance and unobstructed parking provisions of the Bylaw.  The 
Inspection Services Department will ensure that the proposed secondary suite meets all of the BC 
Building Code requirements including fire separation during the building permit review plan check 
process. 

OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN COMPLIANCE (Bylaw 4052-2008): 

A secondary suite within a principal residential building is supported by a number of OCP policies 
including: 

Policy 2.4.4 . - Encourages secondary dwelling units as a form of infill housing.  Secondary 
dwelling units may be considered on lots that are large enough to accommodate the following 
associated elements:  
 
 On-site parking; 
 Private outside space; 
 Separate entrance that is clearly secondary to the primary dwelling; and 
 Scale of the secondary dwelling must clearly be ancillary to the primary use. 

 

This report details the development application to allow a secondary suite at the property located 
at 31602 Kenny Avenue and identifies the necessary amendment to the Zoning Bylaw.  

Staff support the application moving forward and as such have listed the Zoning Amendment 
Bylaw under the “Bylaws for Consideration” section of the agenda.  

Subject to Council’s approval, a Public Hearing will be scheduled for January 19, 2015. 
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Housing Choice for Different Lifestyles and Income Levels 

Policy 2.5.1. - Encourage the development of a variety of housing types, tenure, accessibility and 
cost to provide for a diversity of lifestyles and income levels.  

Affordable Housing through Innovative Housing Forms 

Policy 2.5.3. - Facilitate the development of affordable, rental and special needs housing through 
supporting multi-family housing developments, small house/small lot housing, secondary suites, 
duplexes in appropriate locations, mixed market/non-market housing projects, coach houses, 
granny flats and other innovative housing forms.  

 
NEIGHBOURHOOD CHARACTER 

The subject property is located within a suburban residential neighbourhood comprised of single-
family dwellings and single-family dwellings with secondary dwellings. It is believed that the rezoning 
of this property to allow for the secondary suite will have little to no impact on the surrounding 
neighbourhood.  Typically, complaints that arise from secondary suites relate to inadequate off-street 
parking.  As noted, this proposal meets the off-street parking requirements of the Bylaw. 

COMMUNICATION: 

In accordance with Land Use Application Procedures and Fees Bylaw 3612-2003, the developer has 
posted one (1) development notification sign on the site summarizing the proposed development.  

Provided that a public hearing date is determined by Council: 

1. The development notification sign will be modified to advertise the public hearing details (i.e. 
date, time and place) and a notice will be mailed to the owners and occupiers of all properties 
within a radius of 152 metres (500 ft.) from the development site notifying them of the public 
hearing details. 

 
2. A notice of Public Hearing will be prepared in accordance with Bylaw 3612-2003 and the Local 

Government Act. 
 
3. A pre-public hearing information package will be prepared to include copies of all applicable 

documents and is available online or at municipal hall for public viewing (in accordance with 
Policy LAN. 50 – Pre-Public Hearing Information Packages). 

REFERRALS: 

Engineering 

The Engineering Department has no objection to the rezoning as outlined in Appendix 4. 

SIGN-OFFS:  

 

 

Donna-Lee Lakes, Planner 

 
 
 
 
Reviewed by: 
"Insert Name, Position(DH/Dir/Dep)"  

Comment from Chief Administrative Officer 
Reviewed.  
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Appendix 1 
 

Information for Corporate Officer 

Civic Address: 
 

31602 Kenney Avenue 
 

PID: 029-221-480 
 

Legal: Lot C Section 30 Township 17 New Westminster District Plan 
EPP32521 
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Appendix 2 
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Appendix 3 

Proposed Home with Secondary Suite above Garage 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Secondary Suite above garage 

Separate entrance & parking 
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Appendix 4 
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The purpose of the bylaw amendment is to rezone the subject properties to allow an
Institutional Use in the form of a Youth Centre under the Civic Assembly and 
Community Service uses. 

Multiple Family 52 Apartment (MA52) Zone Core Commercial Downtown 
One (CCD1) Zone.

7368 Proctor Street

The purpose of the proposed amendment is to re-designate property that was 
involved with the relocation of Gaudin Creek as part of the Cedar Valley 
Environmental Management Plan. 

Mixed Use Commercial/Residential Environmentally Sensitive Area.

8850 Cedar Street

The purpose of the proposed amendment is to re designate property that was 
involved with the relocation of Gaudin Creek as part of the Cedar Valley 
Environmental Management Plan. 

Environmentally Sensitive Area Townhouse.

32881 Tunbridge Avenue

Continued from previous page

Notice of Public Hearing
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P L A N N I N G  D E P A R T M E N T  
 
FILE: LGMA 3360  
R14-033 

 
January 7, 2015 

Dear Owner/Occupant:  

Re: Public Hearing Notification for Rezoning Application R14-033 (Mission Community 
Services) – 7368 Proctor Street 

As a property owner or neighboring resident to the subject property located at 7368 Proctor Street, you 
are invited to attend a Public Hearing at 7:00 p.m. on January 19, 2015 and make known any comments 
that you may have.  

The Public Hearing will be held in the Council Chambers of the Municipal Hall, 8645 Stave Lake Street, 
Mission, BC.  

The following is an excerpt from the Public Hearing Notice:  

The purpose of the bylaw amendment is to rezone the subject properties to allow a Youth 
Centre under the Civic Assembly and Community Service uses. 

This bylaw proposes to amend District of Mission Zoning Bylaw 5050-2009 by amending the zoning 
of the following legally described property: 

Parcel Identifier: 011-901-071 Lot 14 Block 79 District Lot 411 Group 1 New Westminster 
District Plan 664; 

Parcel Identifier: 011-901-101 Lot 15 Block 79 District Lot 411 Group 1 New Westminster 
District Plan 664; 

from the Multiple Family 52 Apartment Zone (MA52) to the Core Commercial Downtown One 
Zone (CCD1). 

The location of the subject properties is 7368 Proctor Street and is shown on the following maps: 
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A copy of the proposed bylaw(s) and report(s) relevant to this bylaw may be inspected at the Municipal 
Hall, Monday to Friday, excluding statutory holidays, from 8:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m from January 9, 2015 to 
January 19, 2015. The information is also available on our website at www.mission.ca by searching 
“upcoming public hearing”.  

If you are unable to attend the Public Hearing, you may send a written submission, including your name 
and address, to the attention of Tina Penney, Acting Corporate Officer, or email info@mission.ca by 4:00 
p.m. on the Friday preceding the date of the Public Hearing.  All submissions will form part of the 
record of the Hearing. 

If you require additional information, please contact the Development Services Department at (604) 820-
3748 or email planning@mission.ca. 

Yours truly 

 
(for) 
Dan Sommer 
MANAGER OF PLANNING 
 
G:\COMDEV\ELECTRONIC FILING PROPERTY PUBLIC - TO BE FILED EFFECTIVE SEPT 30 2013\LGMA 3360 REZONING\2014\R14-033 (PROCTOR STREET 7368 - MISSION COMM SVCS)\R14-033 - NOTN OF PH TO OWNER OCC-2015-01-07.DOCX 
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File Category: LGMA 3360 & 3090-20 
File Folder: R14-033/ DV14-024 

DATE:   January 5, 2015 

TO:   Mayor and Council 

FROM: Parissa Shafizadeh, Planner  

SUBJECT: Rezoning and Development Variance Permit Applications for the 
Properties Located on 7368 Proctor Street 

ATTACHMENTS:  Appendix 1 – Information for Corporate Officer 
Appendix 2 – Location / Aerial Photo 2012 
Appendix 3 – The Requested Variances 
Appendix 4 – Mission Youth House (My House) Description 
Appendix 5 – Proposed Floor Plans 
Appendix 6 – Engineering Comments 
 

CIVIC ADDRESS: 7368 Proctor Street 

 
APPLICANT: Mission Community Services Society 

OCP: This application is in conformance with the current OCP designation: Core 
Commercial 
 

DATE APPLICATION 
COMPLETE: 

December 10, 2014 

LOCATION:  
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OVERVIEW AND STAFF COMMENTS 

 
This report details the rezoning and development variance permit applications for the properties 
located at 7368 Proctor Street and identifies the necessary variance to the Zoning Bylaw. Staff 
support the applications moving forward and as such have listed the Zoning Amendment Bylaw 
under the “Bylaws for Consideration” section and will be listing the accompanying Development 
Variance Permit under “New/Other Business” section of the agenda on the same date the bylaw is 
presented for adoption. 
 
Subject to Council’s approval, a Public Hearing will be scheduled for January 19, 2015. 
 

SUMMARY 
A development application has been received for the properties located at 7368 Proctor Street 
(Appendix 2). The application includes the proposal to rezone the two legal properties from Multiple 
Family 52 Apartment Zone (MA52) to Core Commercial Downtown One Zone (CCD1). Currently, 
there is a single family dwelling straddling the two subject lots. The applicant proposes to renovate the 
existing building to accommodate a youth centre under the Civic Assembly and Community Service 
uses of the CCD1 Zone.  

Adoption of the Zoning Amendment Bylaw would allow use of the building as a youth centre known as 
Mission Youth House (My House). The proposed rezoning is consistent with the property’s Official 
Community Plan (OCP) designation of Core Commercial. No subdivision application is associated 
with this rezoning application. 

A development variance permit is also being requested.  The permit seeks to vary Section 109, Part 
A, Subsection 2 of the Zoning Bylaw 5050-2009 by waiving the requirement that “In Commercial, 
Industrial and Institutional areas, parking spaces shall not be accessible directly off a Lane or Street”. 
Additional details on parking are provided on Appendix 3.  

SITE CHARACTERISTICS 
The subject site is comprised of two legal lots which are located east of Proctor Street and the 
abutting Mission Community Services (MCS) to the south (Appendix 2). The northern lot is vegetated 
and has a downward slope of approximately 30% to the south where the existing residential building 
is situated. This vacant heritage house (known as Proctor House) straddles the subject lots which has 
direct access off of Proctor Street to the west.  

The site and vacant home are frequented by drug users, squatters and has been associated with 
other incidences of property and personal crime. The current situation of the site compromises the 
safety of the surrounding neighbourhood and the people who use the adjacent walkway east of the 
subject properties for access to Mission Central School. The applicant (Mission Community Services 
Society) proposes to renovate the existing building to establish the first and the only centre for youth 
specific services in Mission.  It is anticipated that the repurposing of the site and home will not only 
provide needed services to Mission’s youth, it will also address some of the safety and crime 
concerns in the area as well.    

ZONING BYLAW (Bylaw 5050-2009) 
Zoning 

Both lots are currently zoned Multiple Family 52 Apartment Zone (MA52) which allows medium to high 
density apartment buildings in an urban setting. The subject lots abut similar residential apartment 
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zones to the north, Institutional Parks, Recreation and Civic Zone (IPRC) to the east and Core 
Commercial Downtown One Zone (CCD1) to the south and west.  

The Zoning Bylaw allows for a youth centre use in a number of commercial zones under the Civic 
Assembly use and under a Community Service use categories, both of which are identified in the 
CCD1 Zone. Given the proximity of the subject properties to neighbouring CCD1 zoned properties 
and Mission’s Downtown Area to the south, the recommendation that these properties be rezoned 
from MA52 to CCD1 Zone is supportable.  

The subject properties are designated Core Commercial in the Official Community Plan (OCP). The 
OCP encourages various support services in the Downtown Area including support in sectors such as 
education and training, community based health, social services organizations, etc. Therefore, the 
proposed rezoning is in conformance with the properties’ current OCP designation.  

Overview of Youth Centre use 

Mission Community Services Society says that the proposed youth centre is a critical resource to help 
youth who are (or at risk of becoming) homeless by providing essential services. The centre will 
provide a place for youth to eat, shower, do laundry, access youth focused medical care, connect with 
other services and receive help from caring adults. Establishment of the youth centre will improve a 
young person’s transition out of homelessness, and will result in benefits to the health, safety and 
vibrancy of Mission’s youth (Appendix 4 describes the Mission Youth House’ mandate).  

To provide the these services, the renovated building will contain a full kitchen, bathroom, laundry 
facility, storage, offices, recreation and lounge rooms and two (2) medical examination rooms 
(Appendix 5). No overnight accommodation is permitted in this phase of development.  

On-Street Parking Allowances 

A restrictive covenant was previously registered on the title of both subject lots.  The covenant 
restricts the use of the properties to a single family dwelling.  This land use restriction was for the sole 
benefit of the neighbouring MCS property (located on 33179 2nd Avenue) to ensure it had adequate 
parking (Appendix 2). Specifically, the purpose of the covenant is to ensure that any additional 
parking needed by MCS users can be provided on the adjacent subject lots (7368 Proctor Street).  

Review of the current parking situation revealed that the existing parking spaces on the MCS property 
(7 parking spaces) provide for adequate parking for the staff and users of the facility and there has 
been no need to secure additional parking on the adjacent lots. The District’s Bylaw Enforcement 
Officer has also confirmed that there have been no issues or concerns as a result of MCS’s parking to 
which there are usually a number of vacant parking stalls on the site at any given time of the day.  
The proposed rezoning will require that the applicant discharge the covenant registered over the 
properties prior to final approval of the Zoning Amendment Bylaw to allow the establishment of the 
Mission Youth House. 

PLANNING ANALYSIS 

Neighbourhood Character 

The subject properties are located in proximity of the Mission Downtown Area and directly north of 
MCS.  Rezoning of the properties to allow the Mission Youth House would be in line with the mixed 
residential - commercial nature of the Downtown area and would benefit the community in different 
ways.  

As noted, the renovation of the building and subsequent use of the site as the Mission Youth House 
would significantly improve the surrounding neighbourhood safety and security by discouraging the 
trespass of squatters, drug users and others by way of: 
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 A perimeter fence around the facility to prevent unauthorized access. The site will be 
monitored with a security system and presence of people; and 

 Renovations, landscaping, gardening and exterior art pieces that would promote an improved 
sense of place to support positive activities in the area.  

DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE PERMIT  
Section 109, Part A, subsection 2 of the Zoning Bylaw requires that on-site parking spaces for 
Commercial and Institutional areas should not be accessible directly off a lane or a street. The 
purpose of this provision of the Bylaw is to ensure safe vehicular access and egress to parking in high 
traffic areas that are usually associated with commercial and institutional uses.  The subject 
properties are abutting a lane (Proctor Street) to the west with parking spaces with direct access to 
the road (Appendix 3). Location of the building next to the southern property line and steep slopes on 
the north and east sides of the properties limit the available areas to be used as on-site parking 
spaces with indirect access to the Proctor Street. Considering that the Proctor Street is the only 
access to a few other properties and parking spaces are limited to the existing ones which can only 
have direct access to the road, staff support the variance to waive this particular requirement of the 
Zoning Bylaw.  

While the number of required off-street parking is typically stipulated by the proposed use on the 
property, Section 109, Part D, subsection h. of the Zoning Bylaw requires a Civic Assembly use to 
provide for one (1) parking space per five (5) seats of total capacity of assembly area, plus three (3) 
parking spaces per 100 square metres (1,076 square feet) of other floor spaces. Although the youth 
centre falls under this Civic Assembly use category, the parking demands will be less than what is 
required for other Civic Assembly uses as the proposed youth centre does not have an assembly area 
and the primary users, who are homeless youth, do not generally own vehicles. This centre will have 
one full-time staff and number of “in and out” staff which use the building as needed.  

Taking into account the proposed use of the centre, the applicant is required to provide a minimum 
four (4) parking spaces on the site for a total of 148.0 square metres (1600 square feet) floor space. 
The applicant is required to register a covenant against the title of the properties ensuring that 
additional parking spaces will be provided as a result of any changes to the use which may increase 
the needed number of parking spaces.  

COMMUNICATION 
The developer has posted two (2) development notification signs on the site summarizing the 
proposed development. Provided a public hearing date is determined by Council, the sign will be 
modified to advertise the public hearing details (i.e. date, time and place). In addition, a notice will be 
mailed to the owners and to the occupiers of all properties within a distance of 152 metres (500 feet) 
of the development site notifying them of the public hearing details.  

Policy LAN.50 - Pre-Public hearing Information Packages 

A pre-public hearing information package will be prepared to include copies of all applicable 
documents and will be made available online or at municipal hall for public viewing. 

Bylaw 3612-2003 Land Use Application Procedures and Fees 

A notice of Public Hearing will be prepared in accordance with Bylaw 3612-2003 and the Local 
Government Act. 

A notice of Development Variance Permit shall be mailed or otherwise delivered in accordance with 
Bylaw 3612-2003 and the Local Government Act.  
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STAFF REPORT TO COUNCIL Page 6 of 12  

Appendix 1 
Information for Corporate Officer 

Civic Address: 
 

7368 Proctor Street 
 

PID: 011-901-071 
 

Legal: Lot 14 Block 79 District Lot 411 Group 1 New Westminster District 
Plan 664 
 

 
Civic Address: 
 

7368 Proctor Street 
 

PID: 011-901-101 
 

Legal: Lot 15 Block 79 District Lot 411 Group 1 New Westminster District 
Plan 664 
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STAFF REPORT TO COUNCIL Page 7 of 12  

Appendix 2 
Location Aerial Photo 2012 

 
 

Mission Community 
Service Society 
(33179 2nd Avenue) 

The existing house 
straddling the two lots. 
House to be renovated 
for Mission Youth 
House (My House) l 

The existing walkway 
to access Mission 
Central School 
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STAFF REPORT TO COUNCIL Page 8 of 12  

Appendix 3 
The Requested Variances 

 

 
 
 
  

The location of the building 
close to the southern property 
line and the steep slopes on 
the north and east of the site 
limit the available area to 
provide on-site parking with 
indirect access off of Proctor 
Street 

The available space on 33179 
2nd Avenue to be used as 
additional parking for the 
Mission Youth House as 
needed 
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STAFF REPORT TO COUNCIL Page 9 of 12  

Appendix 4 
Mission Youth House (My House) Description 
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STAFF REPORT TO COUNCIL Page 10 of 12  

Appendix 5 
The Proposed Floor Plans 
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Appendix 6 
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DISTRICT OF MISSION 

BYLAW 5465-2014-4052(37) 
 

A Bylaw to amend "District of Mission 
Official Community Plan Bylaw 4052-2008" 

 
WHEREAS, under the provisions of Section 876 of the Local Government Act, a Council may, by 
bylaw, adopt one or more community plans for one or more areas; 
 
AND WHEREAS the Council of the District of Mission has adopted "District of Mission Official 
Community Plan Bylaw 4052-2008" and amended same from time to time; 
 
AND WHEREAS the Council deems it desirable and in the public interest to further amend the 
Official Community Plan Bylaw; 
 
NOW THEREFORE the Council of the District of Mission, in open meeting assembled, ENACTS 
AS FOLLOWS: 
 

1. This Bylaw may be cited for all purposes as "District of Mission Official Community Plan 
Amending Bylaw 5465-2014-4052(37)". 

2. "District of Mission Official Community Plan Bylaw 4052-2008", as amended, is hereby 
further amended by re-designating the portion of property located at 8850 Cedar Street and 
legally described as:  

Parcel Identifier:  000-684-724  
Lot 24 Section 33 Township 17 New Westminster District Plan 40460 
 

identified on Schedule 1 attached to and forming part of this Bylaw from Mixed Use 
Commercial/Residential to Environmentally Sensitive Area. 

 

READ A FIRST TIME this 3rd day of November, 2014 

ADVERTISED this 26th day of December, 2014 and this 2nd day of January, 2015 

PUBLIC HEARING held this    day of  , 2015 

COUNCIL CONSIDERATION OF SECTION 879 and 881  
OF THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT given this     day of    , 2015 

READ A SECOND TIME this    day of    , 2015 

READ A THIRD TIME this    day of  , 2015 

REFERRED TO Fisheries and Oceans Canada, Ministry of Environment, and School District #75 
this      day of     , 2015. 

ADOPTED this     day of      2015 
 
 
    
RANDY HAWES, MAYOR  KEN BJORGAARD, CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE 
  OFFICER (Interim Corporate Officer) 
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District of Mission Official Community Plan 
Amending Bylaw 5465-2014-4052(37) 

Page 2 of 2 
 
 
 

Schedule 1 
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DISTRICT OF MISSION 
BYLAW 5469-2014-4052(39) 

 
A Bylaw to amend "District of Mission 

Official Community Plan Bylaw 4052-2008" 
 

WHEREAS, under the provisions of Section 876 of the Local Government Act, a Council may, 
by bylaw, adopt one or more community plans for one or more areas; 
 
AND WHEREAS the Council of the District of Mission has adopted "District of Mission Official 
Community Plan Bylaw 4052-2008" and amended same from time to time; 
 
AND WHEREAS the Council deems it desirable and in the public interest to further amend the 
Official Community Plan Bylaw; 
 
NOW THEREFORE the Council of the District of Mission, in open meeting assembled, ENACTS 
AS FOLLOWS: 
 

1. This Bylaw may be cited for all purposes as "District of Mission Official Community Plan 
Amending Bylaw 5469-2014-4052(39)". 

2. "District of Mission Official Community Plan Bylaw 4052-2008", as amended, is hereby 
further amended by re-designating the property located at 32881 Tunbridge Avenue and 
legally described as:  

Parcel Identifier:  000-767-441 
Lot 25, Section 33, Township 17, New Westminster District, Plan 
40460 
 

identified on Schedule 1 attached to and forming part of this Bylaw from Environmentally 
Sensitive Area to Townhouse (12-21 units/acre). 

 

READ A FIRST TIME this 3rd day of November, 2014 

ADVERTISED this 26th day of December, 2014 and this 2nd day of January, 2015 

PUBLIC HEARING held this    day of  , 2015 

COUNCIL CONSIDERATION OF SECTION 879 and 881  
OF THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT given this     day of    , 2015 

READ A SECOND TIME this    day of    , 2015 

READ A THIRD TIME this    day of  , 2015 

REFERRED TO Fisheries and Oceans Canada, Ministry of Environment, and School District 
#75 this      day of     , 2015. 

ADOPTED this     day of      2015 
 

    
RANDY HAWES, MAYOR  KEN BJORGAARD, CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE 
  OFFICER (Interim Corporate Officer) 
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Schedule 1 
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DISTRICT OF MISSION 
 

BYLAW 5473-2014-5050(160) 
 

A Bylaw to amend "District of Mission 
Zoning Bylaw 5050-2009" 

 
WHEREAS, under the provisions of 903 of the Local Government Act, a Council may, by bylaw, 
divide the municipality into zones and regulate the use of land, buildings and structures within 
such zones; 
 
AND WHEREAS the Council of the District of Mission has adopted "District of Mission Zoning 
Bylaw 5050-2009" and amended same from time to time; 
 
AND WHEREAS the Council of the District of Mission deems it advisable and in the public 
interest to amend the Zoning Bylaw; 
 
NOW THEREFORE the Council of the District of Mission, in open meeting assembled, ENACTS 
AS FOLLOWS: 
 
1. This Bylaw may be cited for all purposes as "District of Mission Zoning Amending Bylaw 

5473-2014-5050(160)”. 

2. "District of Mission Zoning Bylaw 5050-2009" as amended, is hereby further amended 
by:  

a) rezoning the properties located at 32910 and 32928 Sylvia Avenue and legally 
described as: 

Parcel Identifier:  005-467-985 
Lot 42 Section 28 Township 17 New Westminster District Plan 56771 
 
Parcel Identifier:  005-472-091 
Lot 41 Section 28 Township 17 New Westminster District Plan 56771 
 
from the Suburban 36 (S36) Zone to the Urban Residential 465 (R465) Zone; 
and 

 
b) amending the zoning maps accordingly. 

 

READ A FIRST TIME this 15th day of December, 2014 

READ A SECOND TIME this 15th day of December, 2014 

PUBLIC HEARING held this XX day of XXX, 2014 

READ A THIRD TIME this XX day of XXX, 2014 

ADOPTED this  
 
 
 
    
RANDY HAWES, MAYOR  KEN BJORGAARD, CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE 
  OFFICER (Interim Corporate Officer) 
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DISTRICT OF MISSION 
 

BYLAW 5474-2014 
 

A Bylaw to name a street within the District of Mission 
 

WHEREAS the Council of the District of Mission, pursuant to the provisions of Section 39 of the 
Community Charter, may assign the name of any highway; 

AND WHEREAS the Council of the District of Mission deems it advisable to name certain 
streets within the Municipality; 

NOW THEREFORE the Council of the District of Mission, in open meeting assembled, ENACTS 
AS FOLLOWS: 

1. This Bylaw may be cited for all purposes as "District of Mission Street Naming (Peebles 
Drive) Bylaw 5474-2014”. 

2. A new road running north-south over a portion of the following properties:  

32910 Sylvia Avenue 
Parcel Identifier:  005-467-985 
Lot 42, Section 28, Township 17, New Westminster District Plan 56771 
 
32928 Sylvia Avenue 
Parcel Identifier:  005-472-091 
Lot 41, Section 28, Township 17, New Westminster District Plan 56771 
 

 as shown on Schedule “A” attached to and forming part of this Bylaw, shall be named 
Peebles Drive.  

 
READ A FIRST TIME this 15th day of December, 2014 
 
READ A SECOND TIME this 15th day of December, 2014 
 
READ A THIRD TIME this XX day of XXX, 2014 
 
ADOPTED this  
 
 
 
    
RANDY HAWES, MAYOR  KEN BJORGAARD, CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE 
  OFFICER (Interim Corporate Officer) 
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District of Mission Street Naming 
Bylaw 5474-2014 

 
SCHEDULE "A" 
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DISTRICT OF MISSION 
 

BYLAW 5475-2014-5050(161) 
 

A Bylaw to amend "District of Mission 
Zoning Bylaw 5050-2009" 

 
WHEREAS, under the provisions of 903 of the Local Government Act, a Council may, by bylaw, 
divide the municipality into zones and regulate the use of land, buildings and structures within 
such zones; 
 
AND WHEREAS the Council of the District of Mission has adopted "District of Mission Zoning 
Bylaw 5050-2009" and amended same from time to time; 
 
AND WHEREAS the Council of the District of Mission deems it advisable and in the public 
interest to amend the Zoning Bylaw; 
 
NOW THEREFORE the Council of the District of Mission, in open meeting assembled, ENACTS 
AS FOLLOWS: 
 
1. This Bylaw may be cited for all purposes as "District of Mission Zoning Amending Bylaw 

5475-2014-5050(161)”. 

2. "District of Mission Zoning Bylaw 5050-2009" as amended, is hereby further amended 
by:  

a) rezoning the properties located at 32818 and 32830 7th Avenue and legally 
described as: 

Parcel Identifier:  011-602-601 
Lot 1 Block 1 Section 21 Township 17 New Westminster District Plan 332 
 
Parcel Identifier:  011-602-619 
Lot 2 Block 1 Section 21 Township 17 New Westminster District Plan 332 
 
Parcel Identifier:  011-602-627 
Lot 3 Block 1 Section 21 Township 17 New Westminster District Plan 332 
 
Parcel Identifier:  011-602-635 
Lot 4 Block 1 Section 21 Township 17 New Westminster District Plan 332 
 
from the Residential Two (RT465) Zone to the Commercial Neighbourhood 
Centre One (CNC1) Zone; and 

 
b) amending the zoning maps accordingly. 

 

READ A FIRST TIME this 15th day of December, 2014 

READ A SECOND TIME this 15th day of December, 2014 

PUBLIC HEARING held this XX day of XXX, 2014 

READ A THIRD TIME this XX day of XXX, 2014 

ADOPTED this  
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District of Mission Zoning Amending 
Bylaw 5475-2014-5050(161) 

Page 2 of 2 
 
 
    
RANDY HAWES, MAYOR  KEN BJORGAARD, CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE 
  OFFICER (Interim Corporate Officer) 
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DISTRICT OF MISSION 
 

BYLAW 5476-2014-5050(162) 
 

A Bylaw to amend "District of Mission 
Zoning Bylaw 5050-2009" 

 
WHEREAS, under the provisions of 903 of the Local Government Act, a Council may, by bylaw, 
divide the municipality into zones and regulate the use of land, buildings and structures within 
such zones; 
 
AND WHEREAS the Council of the District of Mission has adopted "District of Mission Zoning 
Bylaw 5050-2009" and amended same from time to time; 
 
AND WHEREAS the Council of the District of Mission deems it advisable and in the public 
interest to amend the Zoning Bylaw; 
 
NOW THEREFORE the Council of the District of Mission, in open meeting assembled, ENACTS 
AS FOLLOWS: 
 
1. This Bylaw may be cited for all purposes as "District of Mission Zoning Amending Bylaw 

5476-2014-5050(162)”. 

2. "District of Mission Zoning Bylaw 5050-2009" as amended, is hereby further amended 
by:  

a) rezoning the property located at 30711 Keystone Avenue and legally described as: 

Parcel Identifier:  009-258-175 
Lot 21 Section 1 Township 15 New Westminster District Plan 22610 
 
from the Rural 16 (R16) Zone to the Rural Residential 7 Secondary Dwelling 
(RR7s) Zone; and 

 
b) amending the zoning maps accordingly. 

 

READ A FIRST TIME this 15th day of December, 2014 

READ A SECOND TIME this 15th day of December, 2014 

PUBLIC HEARING held this XX day of XXX, 2014 

READ A THIRD TIME this XX day of XXX, 2014 

ADOPTED this  
 
 
 
    
RANDY HAWES, MAYOR  KEN BJORGAARD, CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE 
  OFFICER (Interim Corporate Officer) 
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DISTRICT OF MISSION 
 

BYLAW 5477-2014-5050(163) 
 

A Bylaw to amend "District of Mission 
Zoning Bylaw 5050-2009" 

 
WHEREAS, under the provisions of 903 of the Local Government Act, a Council may, by bylaw, 
divide the municipality into zones and regulate the use of land, buildings and structures within 
such zones; 
 
AND WHEREAS the Council of the District of Mission has adopted "District of Mission Zoning 
Bylaw 5050-2009" and amended same from time to time; 
 
AND WHEREAS the Council of the District of Mission deems it advisable and in the public 
interest to amend the Zoning Bylaw; 
 
NOW THEREFORE the Council of the District of Mission, in open meeting assembled, ENACTS 
AS FOLLOWS: 
 
1. This Bylaw may be cited for all purposes as "District of Mission Zoning Amending Bylaw 

5477-2014-5050(163)”. 

2. "District of Mission Zoning Bylaw 5050-2009" as amended, is hereby further amended 
by:  

a) rezoning the property located at 31602 Kenney Avenue and legally described as: 

Parcel Identifier:  029-221-480 
Lot C Section 30 Township 17 New Westminster District Plan EPP32521 
 
from the Suburban 36 (S36) Zone to the Suburban 36 Secondary Dwelling 
(S36s) Zone; and 

 
b) amending the zoning maps accordingly. 

 

READ A FIRST TIME this 15th day of December, 2014 

READ A SECOND TIME this 15th day of December, 2014 

PUBLIC HEARING held this XX day of XXX, 2014 

READ A THIRD TIME this XX day of XXX, 2014 

ADOPTED this  
 
 
 
    
RANDY HAWES, MAYOR  KEN BJORGAARD, CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE 
  OFFICER (Interim Corporate Officer) 
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DISTRICT OF MISSION 
 

BYLAW 5478-2015-5050(164) 
 

A Bylaw to amend "District of Mission 
Zoning Bylaw 5050-2009" 

 
WHEREAS, under the provisions of 903 of the Local Government Act, a Council may, by bylaw, 
divide the municipality into zones and regulate the use of land, buildings and structures within 
such zones; 
 
AND WHEREAS the Council of the District of Mission has adopted "District of Mission Zoning 
Bylaw 5050-2009" and amended same from time to time; 
 
AND WHEREAS the Council of the District of Mission deems it advisable and in the public 
interest to amend the Zoning Bylaw; 
 
NOW THEREFORE the Council of the District of Mission, in open meeting assembled, ENACTS 
AS FOLLOWS: 
 
1. This Bylaw may be cited for all purposes as "District of Mission Zoning Amending Bylaw 

5478-2015-5050(164)”. 

2. "District of Mission Zoning Bylaw 5050-2009" as amended, is hereby further amended 
by:  

a) rezoning the properties located at 7368 Proctor Street and legally described as: 

Parcel Identifier:  011-901-071 
Lot 14 Block 79 District Lot 411 Group 1 New Westminster District Plan 664 
 
and 
 
Parcel Identifier:  011-901-101 
Lot 15 Block 79 District Lot 411 Group 1 New Westminster District Plan 664 
 
from the Multiple Family 52 Apartment (MA52) Zone to the Core Commercial 
Downtown One (CCD1) Zone; and 

 
b) amending the zoning maps accordingly. 

 

READ A FIRST TIME this 5th day of January, 2015 

READ A SECOND TIME this 5th day of January, 2015 

PUBLIC HEARING held this XX day of XXX, 2015 

READ A THIRD TIME this XX day of XXX, 2015 

APPROVED BY THE MINISTRY OF TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE  
this ___  day of _______________, 2015 

ADOPTED this  
 
    
RANDY HAWES, MAYOR  KEN BJORGAARD, CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE 
  OFFICER (Interim Corporate Officer) 
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DISTRICT OF MISSION 
 

BYLAW 5480-2015-5050(165) 
 

A Bylaw to amend "District of Mission 
Zoning Bylaw 5050-2009" 

 
WHEREAS, under the provisions of 903 of the Local Government Act, a Council may, by bylaw, 
divide the municipality into zones and regulate the use of land, buildings and structures within 
such zones; 
 
AND WHEREAS the Council of the District of Mission has adopted "District of Mission Zoning 
Bylaw 5050-2009" and amended same from time to time; 
 
AND WHEREAS the Council of the District of Mission deems it advisable and in the public 
interest to amend the Zoning Bylaw; 
 
NOW THEREFORE the Council of the District of Mission, in open meeting assembled, ENACTS 
AS FOLLOWS: 
 
1. This Bylaw may be cited for all purposes as "District of Mission Zoning Amending Bylaw 

5480-2015-5050(165)”. 

2. "District of Mission Zoning Bylaw 5050-2009" as amended, is hereby further amended 
by:  

a) rezoning the property located at 7883 Cedar Street and legally described as: 

Parcel Identifier:  010-331-751 
Lot 1 Section 20 Township 17 New Westminster District Plan 18084 
 
from the Urban Residential 558 (R558) Zone to the Residential Compact 372 
Secondary Dwelling (RC372s) Zone; and 

 
b) amending the zoning maps accordingly. 

 

READ A FIRST TIME this XX day of XXX, 2015 

READ A SECOND TIME this XX day of XXX, 2015 

PUBLIC HEARING held this XX day of XXX, 2015 

READ A THIRD TIME this XX day of XXX, 2015 

ADOPTED this  
 
 
 
    
RANDY HAWES, MAYOR  KEN BJORGAARD, CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE 
  OFFICER (Interim Corporate Officer) 
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DISTRICT OF MISSION 

BYLAW 5481-2015-4052(41) 
 

A Bylaw to amend "District of Mission 
Official Community Plan Bylaw 4052-2008" 

 
WHEREAS, under the provisions of Section 876 of the Local Government Act, a Council may, by 
bylaw, adopt one or more community plans for one or more areas; 
 
AND WHEREAS the Council of the District of Mission has adopted "District of Mission Official 
Community Plan Bylaw 4052-2008" and amended same from time to time; 
 
AND WHEREAS the Council deems it desirable and in the public interest to further amend the 
Official Community Plan Bylaw; 
 
NOW THEREFORE the Council of the District of Mission, in open meeting assembled, ENACTS 
AS FOLLOWS: 
 

1. This Bylaw may be cited for all purposes as "District of Mission Official Community Plan 
Amending Bylaw 5481-2015-4052(41). 

2. "District of Mission Official Community Plan Bylaw 4052-2008", as amended, is hereby 
further amended by re-designating the property located at 29550 & 29560 Lougheed 
Highway and legally described as:  

Parcel Identifier:  000-951-421 
Lot D, Except: part dedicated road on plan BCP15055; District Lot 435 
Group 1 New Westminster District Plan 12792 
 
Parcel Identifier:  000-604-399 
Lot C, Except: part dedicated road on plan BCP14742; District Lot 435 Group 1 new 
Westminster District Plan 12792 
 

from Suburban to Commercial. 

3. "District of Mission Official Community Plan Bylaw 4052-2008", as amended, is hereby 
further amended by inserting the following Policy immediately after Policy 2.2.8: 

“Policy 2.2.8.a.  Development proposals on the following parcels are exempt from 
Policy 2.2.8.: 

29550 Lougheed Highway 
Parcel Identifier:  000-951-421 
Lot D, Except: part dedicated road on plan BCP15055; District Lot 
435 Group 1 New Westminster District Plan 12792 
 
29560 Lougheed Highway 
Parcel Identifier:  000-604-399 
Lot C, Except: part dedicated road on plan BCP14742; District Lot 435 
Group 1 new Westminster District Plan 12792” 

 

READ A FIRST TIME this XX day of XXX, 2015 

COUNCIL CONSIDERATION OF SECTION 882 OF  
THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACT given this XX day of XXX, 2015 
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District of Mission Official Community Plan 
Amending Bylaw 5481-2015-4052(41) 

Page 2 of 2 
 
ADVERTISED this XX and XX days of XXX, 2015 

PUBLIC HEARING held this XX day of XXX, 2015 

READ A SECOND TIME this XX day of XXX, 2015 

READ A THIRD TIME this XX day of XXX, 2015 

ADOPTED this XX day of XXX, 2015 
 
 
    
RANDY HAWES, MAYOR  KEN BJORGAARD, CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE 
  OFFICER (Interim Corporate Officer) 
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Minutes of the REGULAR MEETING of the DISTRICT OF MISSION COUNCIL (for the 
purpose of going into a closed meeting) held in the Conference Room of the 
Municipal Hall, 8645 Stave Lake Street, Mission, British Columbia, on Monday, January 
5, 2015 commencing at 2:00 p.m. 
 
Council Members Present: Mayor Randy Hawes (via conference call) 
     Councillor Pam Alexis 
     Councillor Carol Hamilton, Chair 
     Councillor Jim Hinds 
     Councillor Rhett Nicholson 
     Councillor Danny Plecas 
     Councillor Jenny Stevens 
 
Staff Members Present:  Ken Bjorgaard, Chief Administrative Officer 
     Tina Penney, Acting Manager of Corporate Administration 
     Michael Boronowksi, Manager of Civic Engagement &  
       Corporate Initiatives 
     Christine Brough, Executive Assistant 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

Councillor Hamilton assumed the Chair.  The meeting was called to order. 

2. RESOLUTION TO EXCLUDE PUBLIC 

RC(C)15/001 
JAN. 5/15 

Moved by Councillor Stevens, seconded by Councillor Alexis, and 

RESOLVED:  That, pursuant to Sections 90 and 92 of the Community Charter, this 
Regular Meeting of Council be closed to the public as the subject matter being 
considered relates to the following: 

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

CARRIED 

3. RECESS TO CLOSED COUNCIL MEETING 

RC(C)15/002 
JAN. 5/15 

Moved by Councillor Alexis, seconded by Councillor Hinds, and 

RESOLVED:  That the Regular Council meeting be recessed. 

CARRIED 

The meeting recessed at 2:01 p.m. 

4. RECONVENE TO REGULAR MEETING OF COUNCIL 

RC(C)15/003 
JAN. 5/15 

Moved by Councillor Alexis, seconded by Councillor Hinds, and 

RESOLVED:  That the meeting be reconvened. 

CARRIED 
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The meeting reconvened at 2:14 p.m. 

5. ADJOURNMENT 

RC(C)15/004 
JAN. 5/15 

Moved by Mayor Hawes, seconded by Councillor Alexis, and 

RESOLVED:  That the meeting be adjourned.     
CARRIED 

The meeting was adjourned at 2:14 p.m. 

 

 

 

_________________________        _____________________________________ 
CAROL HAMILTON      KEN BJORGAARD  
ACTING MAYOR  CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER  
  (Interim Corporate Officer) 
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MINUTES of the REGULAR MEETING of the COUNCIL of the DISTRICT OF MISSION 
held in the Council Chambers of the Municipal Hall, 8645 Stave Lake Street, Mission, 
British Columbia, on January 5, 2015 commencing at 6:00 p.m. 

 

Council Members Present: Mayor Randy Hawes (participated by conference call) 
Acting Mayor Carol Hamilton 
Councillor Pam Alexis 
Councillor Jim Hinds 
Councillor Rhett Nicholson 
Councillor Danny Plecas 
Councillor Jenny Stevens 

Staff Members Present: Ken Bjorgaard, Chief Administrative Officer 
Michael Boronowski, Manager of Civic Engagement and 

Corporate Initiatives 
 Brandi Cowell, Receptionist 

Ted De Jager, Officer in Charge 
 Haylee Gould, Administrative Assistant 
 Tracy Kyle, Director of Engineering and Public Works 

*Gina MacKay, Manager of Long Range Planning 
 Tina Penney, Acting Manager of Corporate Administration 

Dan Sommer, Manager of Planning 
Mike Younie, Director of Development Services 

  *Present for a portion of the meeting 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

Acting Mayor Hamilton called the meeting to order. 

2. ADOPTION OF AGENDA 
RC15/001 
JAN. 05/15 

Moved by Councillor Plecas, seconded by Councillor Alexis, and 

RESOLVED:  That the agenda for the regular Council meeting of January 5, 2015 be 
adopted. 

CARRIED 

3. PRESENTATIONS 
RC15/002 
JAN. 05/15 

Certificate of Recognition: The Bracken Family 

The Acting Mayor, on behalf of Council, presented a certificate to Mr. Rick Bracken and 
his family in honour of their selflessness in preparing, advertising, funding and serving a 
holiday meal for the homeless population in Mission.  Additionally, the Acting Mayor noted 
that Council recognizes and acknowledges the efforts of many individuals and 
organizations in the community who provided for the less fortunate over the holiday 
season. 
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4. DELEGATIONS 
RC15/003 
JAN. 05/15 

Sherry Edmunds-Flett, Executive Director, Long Term Inmates Now in the 
Community (L.I.N.C.) Society 

Re:  Mission Food Access Network (MFAN) funding request 

Sherry Edmunds-Flett, Executive Director of the L.I.N.C. Society, appeared before Council 
to discuss the implementation of a food strategy for the District of Mission to establish 
food security for the community.  Ms. Edmunds-Flett asked Council for $15,000 to fund 
the preliminary stages of the food strategy. 

Moved by Councillor Plecas, seconded by Councillor Alexis and  

RESOLVED:  That staff provide a report to Council with potential sources from the budget 
or otherwise for funding the food strategy. 

CARRIED 

The Acting Mayor thanked Ms. Edmunds-Flett for her presentation. 

5. PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Council discussed the need for more information to be made available for both public and 
Council’s consideration before proceeding with the public hearings. 

RC15/004 
JAN. 05/15 

Moved by Councillor Hinds, seconded by Councillor Alexis, and 

RESOLVED:   

• That Council defer this evening’s public hearings for 8850 Cedar Street (Official 
Community Plan Amending Bylaw 5465-2014-4052(37)) and 32881 Tunbridge 
Avenue (Official Community Plan Amending Bylaw 5469-2014-4052(39)) until the 
January 19, 2015 regular meeting of Council starting at 7:00 p.m.; and 

• That the public hearing for 31380 Lougheed Highway (Official Community Plan 
Amending Bylaw 5466-2014-4052(38)) be deferred until further notice; and 

• That staff be directed to re-advertise these deferred public hearings. 

CARRIED 

6. RESOLUTION TO RESOLVE INTO COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
RC15/005 
JAN. 05/15 

Moved by Councillor Stevens, seconded by Councillor Nicholson, and 

RESOLVED:  That Council now resolve itself into Committee of the Whole. 

CARRIED 

7. DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 
RC15/006 
JAN. 05/15 

Official Community Plans & Related Planning Documents – An Overview 

A report from the Manager of Long Range Planning & Special Projects dated January 5, 
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2015 regarding an Official Community Plan review was provided for information and 
background purposes.  A more detailed report on an Official Community Plan review 
process will be provided for Council at their January 19, 2015 meeting. 

RC15/007 
JAN. 05/15 

Heritage Commission Accomplishments for 2014 and 2015 Work Plan & 
Budget 

Councillor Hinds declared a conflict of interest under Section 100(2)(b) of the Community 
Charter, due to his past position of Vice Chair of the Mission Community Heritage 
Commission and left the meeting at 6:26 p.m. 

Council directed staff to provide a list of heritage homes currently on the Community 
Heritage Register.   

Moved by Councillor Stevens, and 

RECOMMENDED: 

• That the Mission Community Heritage Commission’s 2015 work plan, as included 
within the Planner’s report dated January 5, 2015, be approved; and 

• That $3,600 of the unused 2014 budget be carried forward to the 2015 budget to 
cover the costs of finalizing the Context Study.  

CARRIED 

Councillor Hinds rejoined the meeting at 6:29 p.m. 
RC15/008 
JAN. 05/15 

Development Variance Permit Application DV14-022 (29501 Silver Crescent) 

A report from the Planner dated January 5, 2015 regarding a development variance permit 
application for the property located at 29501 Silver Crescent to reduce the interior side 
setback from 4.5 meters to 3 meters was provided for Council’s reference and noted it is 
presented for approval later in the meeting.   

RC15/009 
JAN. 05/15 

Rezoning and Development Variance Permit Applications for the Properties 
Located on 7368 Proctor Street 

A report from the Planner dated January 5, 2015 detailing the rezoning and development 
variance for the properties located at 7368 Proctor Street was provided for Council’s 
reference and noted it is presented for approval later in the meeting.  The rezoning 
application requests to change the zoning from Multiple Family 52 Apartment Zone 
(MA52) to Core Commercial Downtown One Zone (CCD1).  The development variance 
permit application seeks to waive the requirement for Commercial and Institutional areas 
to have on-site parking spaces to be inaccessible directly off a lane or a street.   

RC15/010 
JAN. 05/15 

Request for Council Direction on Implementation of Marihuana for Medical 
Purposes Regulations Within Mission 

A report from the Director of Development Services dated January 5, 2015 regarding 
Marihuana for Medical Purposes Regulations (MMPR) and prospective Licensed Producer 
operations within Mission was provided to Council for information and discussion 
purposes and to determine whether Council wishes to make any changes to the current 
Policy LAN. 59. 
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A discussion ensued, and Council expressed the following summarized comments: 

• Clarification on appropriate guidelines from both Federal and Provincial levels of 
government and a decision from the court with respect to the challenge to the 
repealing of the Medical Marihuana Access Regulations is necessary before 
significant changes can be made to District policy 

• Persons interested in starting a Licensed Producer operation within Mission are 
currently able to submit an application, to be reviewed on a case-by-case basis by 
Council and should take guidance from LAN. 59 – Medical Marihuana Grow Operation 
Siting Requirements 

Moved by Councillor Hinds, and 

RECOMMENDED:  That Policy LAN. 59 – Medical Marihuana Grow Operation Siting 
Requirements be enforced as written, which restricts large producers of Medical 
Marihuana Grow Operations to either Industrial or Agricultural Land Reserve designations 
within the Official Community Plan, and that these applications will be considered by 
Council on a case-by-case basis pursuant to the policy requirements. 

CARRIED 
RC15/011 
JAN. 05/15 

Update on Development Services Initiatives 

A report from the Director of Development Services dated January 5, 2015 providing a 
status update on several significant initiatives currently underway within the Development 
Services Department was provided for Council’s information. 

Council discussed setting up a half day workshop to prepare for the upcoming Strategic 
Planning session to discuss the items identified in the Development Services update 
report and items relevant to economic development.  Staff are directed to schedule an 
appropriate time and date for this workshop. 

8. CORPORATE SERVICES 
RC15/012 
JAN. 05/15 

Name Change to City Classification  

Council discussed the benefits and disadvantages of a classification change to City, 
including enhancing the District’s reputation and the cost burden on residents, and it was  

Moved by Councillor Alexis, and 

RECOMMENDED: 

1. That the “District of Mission” pursue a name change or reclassification to the “City of 
Mission” through an alternative approval process; and  

2. That staff come back to Council with a report detailing a plan for seeking approval for 
the change, including a related timeline and communications plan. 
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RC15/013 
JAN. 05/15 

Moved by Councillor Hinds, and 

RECOMMENDED:  That the motion be deferred until the community branding process 
facilitated by Community Futures and the Chamber of Commerce is completed. 

CARRIED 

MAIN MOTION RC15/012 DEFERRED 
RC15/014 
JAN. 05/15 

Draft Question and Answer Period Protocol Policy 

Moved by Councillor Alexis, and 

RECOMMENDED: 

That the “District of Mission Question and Answer Period Protocol – Regular Council 
Meeting Agenda Policy No. C-ADM.-01/15” attached as Appendix A to the report from the 
Acting Manager of Corporate Administration dated January 5, 2015, be approved. 

CARRIED 

9. RESOLUTION TO RISE AND REPORT 
RC15/015 
JAN. 05/15 

Moved by Councillor Alexis, seconded by Councillor Plecas, and 

RESOLVED:  That the Committee of the Whole now rise and report 

CARRIED 

10. ADOPTION OF COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE REPORT 
RC15/016 
JAN. 05/15 

Moved by Councillor Hinds, seconded by Councillor Alexis, and 

RESOLVED:  That the recommendations of the Committee of the Whole, as contained in 
items RC15/006 to RC15/014, be adopted. 

CARRIED 

11. BYLAWS FOR CONSIDERATION 
RC15/017 
JAN. 05/15 

Moved by Councillor Hinds, seconded by Councillor Nicholson, and 

RESOLVED:  That the following Bylaws be approved as listed: 

• District of Mission Zoning Amending Bylaw 5344-2013-5050(101) R12-039 (Harvey) – 
a bylaw to rezone property at 31980 Bench Avenue from Rural 16 Zone (RU16) to 
Suburban 36 Secondary Dwelling Zone (S36s) be adopted. 

• District of Mission Official Community Plan Amending Bylaw 5436-2014-4052(34) 
R14-006 (Dunton) – a bylaw to re-designate the property at 32921 14th Avenue from 
Urban Residential to Urban Compact-Multiple Family be adopted. 
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• District of Mission Zoning Amending Bylaw 5437-2014-5050(141) R14-006 (Dunton) – 
a bylaw to rezone the property located at 32921 14th Avenue from the Urban 
Residential 558 (R558) Zone to the Multiple Family 40 Townhouse (MT40) Zone be 
adopted. 

• District of Mission Zoning Amending Bylaw 5453-2014-5050(147) R14-009 (Ledcor) – 
a bylaw to rezone property at 29960 Lougheed Highway from the Industrial General 
Zone (ING) to the Industrial General Two Zone (ING2) be adopted 

• District of Mission Zoning Amending Bylaw 5478-2015-5050(164) R14-033 (Mission 
Community Services Society) – a bylaw to rezone the properties located at 7368 
Proctor Street from Multiple Family 52 Apartment Zone (MA52) to the Core 
Commercial Downtown One Zone (CCD1) be read a first and second time. 

CARRIED 
RC15/018 
JAN. 05/15 

Moved by Mayor Hawes, seconded by Councillor Nicholson, and 

RESOLVED:  That District of Mission Council Procedure Amending Bylaw 5472-2014-
5345(3) – a bylaw to change the start time of meetings, the order of business and to 
remove limitations on Question Period be adopted. 

OPPOSED: Councillor Stevens 

CARRIED 

12. MINUTES 
RC15/019 
JAN. 05/15 

Moved by Councillor hinds, seconded by Mayor Hawes, and 

RESOLVED:  That the following minutes be adopted: 

1) Regular Council Meeting – December 15, 2014; and 

2) Regular Council Meeting (for the purpose of going into a Closed meeting) – 
December 15, 2014. 

CARRIED 

13. NEW/OTHER BUSINESS 
RC15/020 
JAN. 05/15 

Moved by Councillor Plecas, seconded by Councillor Alexis, and 

RESOLVED:  That District of Mission Development Variance Permit Application DV12-018 
(31980 Bench Avenue) to vary Section 21 of the Subdivision Control Bylaw 1500-1985, be 
approved. 

CARRIED 
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RC15/021 
JAN. 05/15 

Moved by Councillor Alexis, seconded by Councillor Plecas, and 

RESOLVED:  That District of Mission Development Variance Permit Application DV14-022 
(29501 Silver Crescent) to reduce the interior side setback from 4.5 meters to 3 meters, 
be approved. 

CARRIED 
RC15/022 
JAN. 05/15 

Moved by Councillor Hinds, seconded by Councillor Plecas, and 

RESOLVED:  That District of Mission Development Permit Application DP14-001 (32921 
14th Avenue) to provide conformity to the form and character guidelines for the 22-unit 
townhouse development be approved. 

CARRIED 

14. NOTICE OF MOTION 

None. 

15. MAYOR’S REPORT 

None. 

16. MEMBERS’ REPORTS ON COMMITTEES, BOARDS, AND ACTIVITIES 

None. 

17. QUESTION PERIOD 

Robert Demers stated that he is in opposition to changing the classification of Mission 
from District to City. 

Alan Palmer referenced the Environmental Management Plan and the Cedar Valley 
Comprehensive Development Plan and asked Council two questions: 

1. Has Council and staff been working with the Department of Fisheries and Oceans 
(DFO) and the Ministry of Environment (MOE) as per the Environmental 
Management Plan; and 

2. As the 10-year agreement laid out in the Environmental Management Plan is 
ending in 2015, have staff been preparing for an amendment to the Plan? 

Staff responded that some meetings were held in the first seven years but more recently 
the DFO and the MOE have asked District staff to not refer amendments to them unless a 
significant impact to a watercourse is included in the amendment.  The need for both the 
Cedar Valley Comprehensive Development Plan and the Environmental Management 
Plan will be reviewed during the Official Community Plan review as will the need to make 
any amendments to either plan. 

Peter Bulla came forward with several questions on the following topics:  
• Medical marihuana operations, in regard to dispensaries and real estate values 
• A section of waterline on Lougheed Highway that was wrongfully removed 
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Mayor Hawes expressed interest in meeting with Mr. Bulla upon his return to discuss the 
issues raised; Mr. Bulla indicated that he would be pleased to do so. 

18. ADJOURNMENT 

Moved by Councillor Plecas, and 

RESOLVED:  That the meeting be adjourned.  

CARRIED 

 

The meeting was adjourned at 7:38 p.m. 

 

 

 

    

CAROL HAMILTON, ACTING MAYOR KEN BJORGAARD, CHIEF  
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER  
(Interim Corporate Officer) 
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Staff Report to Council 
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File Category: LGMA Administration 
File Folder: 0550-20 

DATE:    January 19, 2015 

TO:   Mayor and Council 

FROM: Christine Brough, Executive Assistant   

SUBJECT:  Resolution Released from Closed Council  

This report is provided for information purposes only.  No staff recommendation accompanies this 
report and Council action is not required. 

COMMUNICATION: 
At the January 5, 2015 Closed Council meeting, the following resolution was released from Closed 
Council: 
C2014/291 
DEC. 15/14 

Mission Heritage Association and Fraser River Heritage Parks Update 
RESOLVED:   

1. That staff provide a report to Council on the cost of completing the unfinished Fraser 
River Heritage Park buildings to the following stages: 

a. Observatory -  to the lock-up stage (secure and winter proof); 

b. Clayburn Maintenance Building – to the lock-up stage (secure and winter 
proof) and also to the point of washroom functionality;  

c. the original washroom building/caretaker’s suite - to the lock-up stage 
(secure and winter proof); and  

d. the Blackberry Kitchen – to completion, fully permitted. 

2. That written notice be provided to the Mission Heritage Association (MHA) Board that 
the District of Mission will not be renewing the existing Operating and Maintenance 
Agreement but will work with the MHA with the objective to accelerate a new 
agreement with a new governance model;  

3. That Councillor Alexis, Councillor Hamilton, Councillor Plecas, the Director of Parks, 
Recreation and Culture, along with other staff members, as deemed appropriate, 
meet with the MHA Board to notify them of Council’s position.   

CARRIED 

SIGN-OFFS:  

 
Christine Brough, Executive Assistant Comment from Chief Administrative Officer 

Reviewed. 
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	04 a - DEVELOPMENT SERVICES - Update of Private Heritage Residences
	04 b - DEVELOPMENT SERVICES - 7883 Cedar Street
	SUMMARY
	A development application has been received for the property located on 7883 Cedar Street.  The location and aerial photo are provided with Appendix 2. The application seeks to rezone the property from Urban Residential 558 Zone (R558) to Residential ...
	SITE CHARACTERISTICS
	ZONING BYLAW COMPLIANCE (Bylaw 5050-2009)
	PLANNING ANALYSIS
	In accordance with Council Policy LAN. 32 – Tree Retention and Replanting, the applicant will be required to plant a total of eight (8) trees; i.e., two (2) trees for each of the four (4) lots created. This condition will be met as part of the subdivi...
	The OCP has not identified lands for neighbourhood parkland on the subject property. Provisions of the Local Government Act authorize a local government to receive up to 5% of the land value as cash in lieu contribution for parkland. As the proposed d...
	UCommunity Amenity Contribution (CAC)U(LAN. 40 – Financial Contribution for Community Amenities)
	It is recognized that residential development imposes a unique financial burden on the community by creating a need or demand for new/upgraded public facilities or amenities. In order to address this unique financial burden, rezoning applicants are re...
	COMMUNICATION
	REQUIREMENT(S) PRIOR TO FINAL READING:
	SIGN-OFFS:
	Location and Aerial Photo (2012)
	Topography and Watercourse
	Conceptual Plan of Subdivision
	Engineering Comments
	Parks, Recreation and Culture Comments

	04 c - DEVELOPMENT SERVICES - OCP Review Scope
	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
	District staff have been asked to provide Council with information regarding the proposed scope of an Official Community Plan (OCP) review.  In general, most communities review their OCP every 5 to 10 years, with varying levels of review undertaken.  ...
	DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS:
	COMMUNICATION:
	SIGN-OFFS:

	04 d - DEVELOPMENT SERVICES - 29550 29560 Lougheed Highway
	Parks, Recreation and Culture Comments  Parks, Recreation & Culture staff feel “that a neighbourhood plan should be completed before proceeding.”  The priorities in the area from the Parks, Recreation & Culture perspective are trail connections, inclu...
	SIGN-OFFS:

	05 a 1 - CORPORATE SERVICES - Library 2015 Budget Approval
	PURPOSE:
	The purpose of this report is to advise Council of the budget recommendations from the January 7, 2015 Fraser Valley Regional Library (FVRL) Board Meeting, and to seek direction for Mission’s FVRL Board representative for the final vote on the FVRL 20...
	BACKGROUND:
	At the January 7, 2015 FVRL Board Meeting, the Board presented the draft 2015 budget to FVRL member councils for review.  Information presented at this meeting regarding the 2015 draft budget, is included in the attached Appendix A.  The Board asked f...
	DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS:
	During the budget preparation stage, FVRL staff took the opportunity to fine-tune and change staff structure that did not impact current service levels.  This resulted in some budget savings.  The key reasons for the budget increases are summarized in...
	Decision Packages
	1. Library Materials (2 decision packages)
	Additional 5.5% beyond 2% for inflation ($114,894+$95,745=$210,639)
	 This Budget contains an increase in total Library Materials of 7.5% over the 2014 Budget.
	 2% of the increase reflects basic cost increases and the remaining 5.5% are included as two separate Decision Packages (one for an additional 3% and one for an additional 2.5% budget increase).
	 This increase is desired to help reverse the trend in reduced library materials available in the FVRL Libraries that have been eroded over a number of years, for a variety of reasons.
	2.  Actuarial on Post retirement and Related Benefits
	($20,000 Expense; $0 Net expense)
	 This proposal provides funding to engage a professional actuary to estimate FVRL’s post-retirement and sick leave employee benefit liabilities.
	 The 2013 audited Financial Statements have valued the post-retirement benefit at $487,000 and the sick leave liability at $0.
	 Both liabilities were determined based on an estimate completed by the Finance Officer.
	 The Auditor’s related letter to the Board supporting the 2013 audit, states that they believe that the post-retirement liability is understated by $81,000. (The existence of this understatement was not considered material, and accordingly did not af...
	At the January 7PthP Board meeting, the members asked to have the decision packages split out separately as options for consideration.  These options are described below.
	Option #1 - maintains the current/status quo service levels:
	1. An increase in wages (2%) and benefits (7%) impacting the budget by $298,980.
	2. A decrease in fine revenue estimated at $256,872.
	3. A decrease in the Province of BC Operating grant of $24,100.
	4. An increase in capital lease payments for the new computer system of $104,543.
	5. Net reduction to other area’s as a result of restructuring and fine tuning based on historical trends estimated saving of $64,660. This includes a 2% increase for library material.
	The increases in option #1 to maintain service levels total $619,835 or 2.73% over the 2014 member assessment.  If option #1 is approved, Mission’s share of the assessment would be $1,291,212, an increase of $14,530 or 1.14% over the 2014 assessment.
	Option #2 - includes all items in option 1 plus the following:
	6. Increase in Library Materials beyond 2% inflation level by 3% with a budget impact of $114,894.  – Decision Package #1.
	The increases in option #2 total $734,729 or 3.23% over the 2014 member assessment.  The library materials increase for this option is 5%.  If option #2 is approved, Mission’s share of the assessment would be $1,297,315, an increase of $20,633 or 1.62...
	Option #3 – Includes all items in option 1 and option 2 plus the following:
	7. Increase in Library Materials beyond 2% inflation plus the 3% level by an additional 2.5% with a budget impact of $95,745 – Decision Package #2.
	The increases in option #3 total $830,474 or 3.65% over the 2014 member assessment.  The library materials increase for this option is 7.5%.  If option #3 is approved, Mission’s share of the assessment would be $1,302,401, an increase of $25,719 or 2....
	In addition to the items listed above, the FVRL assessment also includes costs for an actuarial on post-retirement and related benefits for $20,000 which is proposed to be funded by reserve. This would reduce the reserve balance but would have no net ...
	The 2015 FVRL member assessments for the entire FVRL system (see page 4 of Appendix A) total $23,557,675 which is $830,474, or 3.65% increase over the 2014 member assessment and includes the three decision packages (option #3).  Mission’s share is $1,...
	Mission’s share of the 2015 FVRL member assessment for options 1 through 3 along with the impact on Mission’s Library budget and the total dollar impact on the average home owner’s tax notice in Mission is summarized in the following table.
	The final weighted vote on the 2015 budget and the three decision packages, as per the Library Act, will be held at the Board's February 25, 2015 meeting.
	FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:
	The financial implications of the three decision packages and the impact of the assessment increase options are detailed in the body of the report along with the dollar impact on the average home owner.
	COMMUNICATION:
	No communication action is required.
	SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION:
	At the January 7, 2015 FVRL Board Meeting, the Board presented the draft 2015 budget to FVRL member councils for review.  Information presented at this meeting regarding the 2015 draft budget, is included in the attached Appendix A.
	2015 FVRL member assessments for the entire FVRL system totals $23,557,675.  Mission’s share of this assessment is $1,302,401, which represents a 2.01% increase over the 2014 assessment of $1,276,682, or an additional $1.68 for the average homeowner i...
	Included in the FVRL 2015 member assessment are three decision packages for board member’s consideration, two regarding library materials and one regarding an actuarial on post retirement and related benefits.  At the January 7PthP Board meeting, memb...
	Council as a whole needs to provide direction to Council’s representative on the Fraser Valley Regional Library Board with regard to voting on the 2015 draft budget at the February 25, 2015.
	SIGN-OFFS:
	g:\finance\library\2015\fvrl board mtg 2015 budget jan 19.docx

	05 a 2 - CORPORATE SERVICES - Library 2015 APPENDIX
	05 b - CORPORATE SERVICES - Council Appointments Lifetime Learning Board
	PURPOSE:
	The purpose of this report is to bring forward a request from Diana Muntigl, Executive Director of the Lifetime Learning Centre, for a Council Liaison to the Lifetime Learning Centre Board.
	BACKGROUND:
	At the December 1, 2014 Inaugural Council meeting, Council appointed its representatives to various community groups and boards.  At that time, a decision was made to reduce the number organizations with direct Council representation in recognition of...
	FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:
	There are no financial implications associated with this report.
	COMMUNICATION:
	The Lifetime Learning Centre Board will be notified by email of Council’s decision regarding their request for a Council Liaison.
	SIGN-OFFS:
	UAPPENDIX A
	From: Diana Muntigl [0TUmailto:lifetimelearningcentre@telus.netU0T]  Sent: December 18, 2014 11:13 AM To: Randy Hawes; Christine Brough Cc: Ian Graham Subject: Request for Council liaison/ representative to Lifetime Learning Centre Board

	05 c 1 - CORPORATE SERVICES - Town Hall Community Dialogue Forums
	PURPOSE:
	This report provides Council with a background on the District’s Town Hall and public dialogue forums to provide information for discussing options to ensure enhanced public dialogue and engagement.
	BACKGROUND:
	Council has stated their commitment to transparency and engagement and has worked quickly with staff to implement several changes to how Council business is performed.
	Following the November election, questions regarding the history and options for Town Halls or other public dialogue forums have been posed to the Manager of Civic Engagement & Corporate Initiatives. Generally, the intent is understood to be one of wa...
	Previous Councils have planned and hosted Town Hall forums and Community Dialogue sessions with varying degree of success. These have most recently been located at Municipal Hall and have adopted an open mic format. Of late, a staff moderator has take...
	Finally, the previous Council had requested and received a report on the recent history and format of Town Hall forums, which is included with this report as Appendix A.
	DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS:
	The Manager of Civic Engagement & Corporate Initiatives has undertaken an initial review of past reports, agendas, and best-practices to provide the following items for consideration:
	Types of Events
	There are significant differences between the objectives and formats of Town Hall forums and Community (Civic) Dialogues.
	Town Halls are informal meetings allowing attendees to provide ideas, voice opinions, and ask questions of elected officials. The goal is generally to allow for as many individuals to speak or participate as possible. They are an excellent opportunity...
	Community dialogues are facilitated discussions that explore specific issues or areas-of-interest and aim to build broad-based consensus. Dialogues can involve businesses, associations, and other organizations. The goal is generally to explore an issu...
	Location and Time
	Forums should be located at an easily accessible venue at a time that maximizes citizens’ ability to participate. Public locations that are outside of Municipal Hall provide a less formal setting and encourage participation among individuals who do no...
	1. The Leisure Centre
	2. The Clarke Theatre
	3. The Mission Public Library
	4. Schools
	5. Community halls
	Community Dialogues are best situated as near as possible to those affected or involved in the issue under discussion.
	In both cases the events should be recorded and, wherever possible, streamed online to maximize transparency, accessibility, and participation.
	Frequency
	Scheduling regular Town Hall forums is a helpful step in enhancing engagement within a community. Holding Town Hall forums each quarter is a common approach across large organizations and municipalities as it allows for a grounded preamble or introduc...
	Community Dialogues are best scheduled to coincide with key issues and to ensure availability of relevant groups and individuals required for the subject matter being discussed.
	Follow-up
	An essential component to building a successful public engagement program is to provide timely follow-up that is clear. Summaries or reports should be shared with participants and published for the broader public.
	FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:
	There are no financial implications associated with this report.
	COMMUNICATION:
	Once Council provides direction on Town Hall forums or Community Dialogues the Manager of Civic Engagement & Corporate Initiatives will communicate the format and intent in material related to the events.
	SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION:
	The District has hosted Town Hall forums and Community (Civic) Dialogues for a number of years. While not highly attended they have been well received and provide the community with meaningful opportunities to engage with Council and staff.
	At present there are no scheduled Town Hall forums or Community Dialogue sessions planned.
	A number of considerations are provided for Council to inform discussion.
	Should Council decide to proceed with Town Hall forums or Community Dialogues the Manager of Civic Engagement & Corporate Initiatives would prepare a formal strategy including timing, logistics, and communications to support the success of these events.
	SIGN-OFFS:

	05 c 2 - CORPORATE SERVICES - Town Hall Community Dialogue Forums APPENDIX.dotx
	PURPOSE:
	At the March 3, 2014 regular meeting of Council, the Manager of Civic Engagement & Corporate Initiatives presented a report containing the new Civic Engagement and Corporate Communications policies (COM.1 and COM.2) for the District. During the discus...
	This report will provide Council with background on the District’s Town Hall Forums so that Council may discuss options that will ensure the greatest opportunity for public dialogue.
	BACKGROUND:
	As part of this Council’s commitment to transparency and accountability in local government, the concept of holding town hall meetings was raised early in its term. The minutes of the February 6, 2012 regular meeting of Council indicate that in respon...
	Several months later, in a report from the Deputy Chief Administrative Officer (CAO), three dates for “Community Dialogue” are recommended, including June 5, 2012, October 2, 2012 and January 8, 2013. The Deputy CAO reported the objective of these ses...
	Topics offered for consideration for these three initial sessions included: the 2012/2013 budget, financial challenges, secondary suites, medicinal marihuana, downtown redevelopment, and water source and water conservation. It was also suggested that ...
	At the July 3, 2012 meeting of Council, a report was presented by the Deputy Director of Corporate Administration. The report indicates 28 residents attended the June 5, 2012 Community Dialogue with a broad range of issues being discussed. It does not...
	At the October 4, 2012 Community Dialogue, the published advertisement suggests specific topics will be covered including: water supply and the case for water meters; core services review; 2013 budget; and any other issue of interest to the citizens.
	A report from the Deputy Director of Corporate Administration in January 2013 recommends three dates for Town Hall Meetings to be held on April 25, September 12, and December 12, all to be held at Municipal Hall. It is unclear why the name of these me...
	In the May, 2013 “Municipal News” publication, the Mayor’s message reports “Town Hall Meetings are being held four times per year, with Council and staff available to answer any question posed by the public. No topic is off limits, and interest from t...
	The Manager of Civic Engagement & Corporate Initiatives was hired on June 3, 2013, and was assigned the task of managing the Town Hall meetings going forward. In discussions with the CAO, it was determined that the manager would observe the September,...
	DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS:
	The Manager of Civic Engagement & Corporate Initiatives attended the September 2013 Town Hall meeting and noted there were 12 residents, 11 staff, and 5 members of Council in attendance. The Mayor chaired the meeting and answered most of the questions...
	1. To ensure equity among all participants, a facilitator should chair the Town Hall meeting.
	2. Town Hall meetings are an opportunity for dialogue. The format should be open so that citizens can bring forward any topics that are important to them, but time limits should be considered to enable the greatest level of participation of those in a...
	3. Consideration should be given to rotating the location of Town Hall meetings. Providing citizens with more opportunities to participate in events within their own neighbourhoods will help to achieve Council’s mandate to improve stakeholder communic...
	4. Consideration should be given to webcasting the Town Hall meetings and offering the public opportunities to participate via email and/or social media.
	In the fall of 2013, Mayor Adlem discussed the possibility of holding a joint Town Hall Forum with MP Randy Kamp, MLA Simon Gibson and MLA Marc Dalton. It was determined that this forum would take place in November, 2013. The Manager of Civic Engageme...
	FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:
	There are no financial implications to this report.
	COMMUNICATION:
	Once Council has reached a decision on how they would like to proceed for future Town Hall meetings, the Manager of Civic Engagement & Corporate Initiatives will ensure the format is clearly communicated in all advertising for these events.
	SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION:
	Council’s Town Hall Forums have evolved over the past two years. The events are generally well received and provide the community with an opportunity to discuss issues with members of Council. There are two more Town Hall Forums scheduled for 2014 (Ap...
	SIGN-OFFS:

	05 d 1 - CORPORATE SERVICES - Mission Community Service Awards Ceremony
	PURPOSE:
	The purpose of this report is to seek Council’s direction on the scheduling of the District of Mission Community Service Awards Ceremony.
	BACKGROUND:
	The District of Mission Community Service Awards Ceremony is an annual event which has, in recent years, been held in April to coincide, as much as possible, with Volunteer Appreciation Week.  The Call for Nominations period commences in early Novembe...
	In the past, there has been discussion about the merits of scheduling the event to take place biennially (every two years) instead of annually in recognition of the fact that the event tends to be quite robust in one year and then less so in the year ...
	FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:
	The budget required for the Community Service Awards and related ceremony consists of both fixed and variable expenses and is dependent, in part, upon the format selected by Council for the event.  The total cost in recent years has been between $13,0...
	Should Council wish to change to a biennial Community Service Awards Ceremony, there would be an immediate cost savings in both 2015 and 2017.  The budget requirements for the 2016 and 2018 ceremonies would need to be revisited once Council has provid...
	COMMUNICATION:
	Any changes to the scheduling of the District of Mission Community Service Awards and related ceremony will be disseminated to the community via the District of Mission website, the Mission City Record City Page and social media.
	SIGN-OFFS:
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	05 d 3 - CORPORATE SERVICES - Mission Community Service Awards Ceremony APPENDIX 2
	06 a - PARKS RECREATION CULTURE - Energy Conservation Project
	Cost Savings:
	Funds to offset the BCHydro funding shortfall can be drawn from the General Capital Reserve Fund.  The current balance of the account is approximately $1,349,241 as of December 31, 2014.
	Staff respectfully requests that Council approve drawing funds from the General Capital Reserve Fund to offset the BCHydro funding shortfall for the Energy Conservation Project, so that the 2014 budget for this project can be closed out as part of the...
	SIGN OFFS:
	M. Sinclair
	Director of Parks, Recreation & Culture  Manager of Accounting Services
	K Bysouth
	Manager of Parks and Facilities  UComment from Chief Administrative Officer
	Reviewed.

	07 a - ENGINEERING - Gas Tax Strategic Priorities
	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
	Staff reviewed the Gas Tax Strategic Priorities Fund (SPF) grant fund criteria and identified three potential projects.
	a. Fraser River Sanitary Crossing project;
	b. JAMES Plant UV Disinfection (Mission-Abbotsford joint application); and
	c. Official Community Plan Review (2015).
	PURPOSE:
	The purpose of this report is to recommend three projects to Council for submission of applications for funding under the SPF.
	BACKGROUND:
	In May 2014, Canada, BC and the UBCM signed the renewed Gas Tax Agreement (GTA) which provides a ten‐year commitment of federal funding for investments in Local Government infrastructure and capacity building projects in BC. One of the key funding pro...
	DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS:
	Staff reviewed the fund criteria and identified three possible projects for consideration. These projects are briefly listed below.
	1. USPF-Capital Infrastructure Project #1 - Fraser River Sanitary Crossing
	This project is eligible under the Wastewater and/or Disaster Mitigation categories.
	Mission discharges its wastewater to the Joint Abbotsford Mission Environmental Systems (JAMES) plant through a 600mm river crossing pipe for treatment.
	The existing river crossing is a pressurized pipe that lies at the Fraser River bed and was built in 1983. There are capacity and safety concerns with the existing river crossing pipe. Population growth projection suggests that the District needs to b...
	As very little work has been done on this project to date, staff propose that the District engage the services of a consultant to assist in preparing the project details required for the application for funding. The estimated cost of the consultant se...
	2. USPF-Capital Infrastructure Project #2 - JAMES Plant UV Disinfection
	A joint application with the City of Abbotsford for the JAMES Plant UV Disinfection at the Class D cost estimate of $4,273,000 (Mission’s share of joint sewer capital projects is typically 21.88% for non-growth related capital and 15.80% for growth-re...
	A UV disinfection system produces ultraviolet light using germicidal lamps submerged in an effluent channel. The light disinfects the effluent by altering the pathogens so they can no longer reproduce. In 2011, the Abbotsford/Mission Water & Sewer Com...
	3. USPF-Capacity Building - Official Community Plan (OCP) Review 2015
	Reasonable funding requests (e.g. $150,000 to $200,000) for community planning projects have been approved for other communities. In order to receive this level of funding a strong application justifying the budget is a necessity, including evidence t...
	FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:
	In order to prepare a compelling application for the Fraser River Sanitary Crossing project, the District will retain a consultant. The estimated cost of the consultant services to assist in preparing the project details required for the application w...
	Staff will apply for the grant application by the deadline. No further communication is required at this time.
	SIGN-OFFS:
	Attachment # 1
	Fraser River Sanitary Crossing Project Summary:
	The major concerns with the existing river crossing are:
	a. Capacity: Mission discharges its wastewater to the JAMES plant through a 600mm river crossing for treatment. The existing 600mm river crossing is undersized and is not capable of conveying Mission’s wastewater during the peak flow times. Consequent...
	Upgrading the sanitary crossing by constructing a twin crossing, as opposed to upsizing, will allow uninterrupted sanitary sewer services to Mission residents during the construction. The twin sanitary crossing will be a one kilometer, 750mm pipe in p...
	b. Environmental Disaster Risk: The existing river crossing is a pressurized pipe that lies at the Fraser River bed and was built in 1983. The structural condition of this pipe has not been assessed since. This was due to the fact that assessing the s...
	The upper part of the river crossing pipe (right before entering the Fraser River) cracked in 2009 and was repaired accordingly. Although there is no evidence indicating any structural problems along the underwater segment of the pipe, similar cracks ...
	*- The District shall fund these items, as the SPF does not consider them eligible costs
	Attachment # 2
	JAMES Plant UV Disinfection Project Summary:
	The JAMES Plant uses chlorine gas (ClR2R) and sulfur dioxide (SOR2R) to disinfect treated wastewater before it is discharged to the Fraser River. Disinfection removes microorganisms from the wastewater and is required by the Municipal Wastewater Regu...
	The ClR2R system was installed in 1980, and is an effective and low chemical cost method of achieving disinfection; however, the low cost is offset by high material handling, public safety and environmental risks. These include risks to plant staff an...
	UV Disinfection
	A UV disinfection system produces ultraviolet light using germicidal lamps submerged in an effluent channel. The light disinfects the effluent by altering the pathogens so they can no longer reproduce. The positive and negative aspects of this option ...
	In 2011, the Abbotsford/Mission Water & Sewer Commission completed a UV Disinfection Pilot Study to verify the suitability of this technology at the JAMES Plant. The study included updated costs, and recommended proceeding with UV disinfection to repl...

	07 b - ENGINEERING - Multi Material British Columbia
	EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
	Multi-Material BC’s (MMBC) Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) program for packaging and printed paper (PPP) offers potential cost savings to Mission taxpayers but continues to raise a number of concerns. The District has expressed an interest to b...
	PURPOSE:
	The purpose of this report is to inform Council about the MMBC EPR program for PPP to enable Council to evaluate the desirability to transition the current PPP collection system to the best possible option, once contract terms and related implications...
	BACKGROUND:
	The curbside collection of garbage, compost and recyclables is contracted to Remple Disposal until March 31, 2019; however, the District has the option of being able to opt out of the recyclables collection part of the contract and to realize proporti...
	The provincial Recycling Regulation mandates specific industry sectors assume the cost of managing their waste products, thus removing the financial burden from municipal taxpayers. This concept is referred to as EPR. PPP includes curbside-collected r...
	DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS:
	FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:
	COMMUNICATION PLAN:
	SIGN-OFFS:

	14 a - PRESENTATIONS - Allan Main Branding
	PURPOSE:
	The purpose of this report is to advise Council of the presentation that Allan Main is providing on the branding project led by Community Futures and the Chamber of Commerce
	BACKGROUND:
	With the Executive Director of the Chamber moving to a new position, and the municipal election, the branding project has been somewhat delayed. While the official process to develop a community brand has been on hold, the conversation about the Missi...
	DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS:
	The Brand project was conceived as a citizen driven initiative, to work with the support of the District of Mission, and with the District represented on committees, but to not be under the direct sponsorship of the District.
	The process laid out for this project:
	1. Raise awareness of branding for Mission and start the discussion by hosting an event with speakers knowledgeable of place branding and urban development who have name recognition and an outsider’s perspective of where Mission’s brand currently stands.
	2. Develop survey tools to poll the people of Mission on questions to learn what features of Mission have brand value, initiate tools at the Branding Event and develop an online survey.
	3. Form a Brand Development Committee of volunteers including a few select participants from key local interest groups.
	4. The Brand Development Committee will analyze the survey data, look at the opportunities, create a brand identity, and develop a branding proposal document over an approximately 6 month period.
	5. Submit the final brand document to the District and form a Brand Leadership Team. This is a group to implement the branding plan and work with other groups within the community to complete action items from the Brand document. The Brand Leadership ...
	Allan will provide his perspective on this approach, the process, and intended outcomes.
	FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:
	There are no financial implications associated with this report.
	COMMUNICATION:
	No communication action is required.
	SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION:
	The Mission Regional Chamber of Commerce and Community Futures North Fraser started discussing the idea of a Mission Brand over a year ago. To start the process we planned the Mission Branding event that was held September 25, 2014 at the Clark Theatre.
	With the Executive Director of the Chamber moving to a new position, and the municipal election, the branding project has been somewhat delayed. While the official process to develop a community brand has been on hold, the conversation about the Missi...
	Allan Main will present to Council on the branding project led by Community Futures North Fraser and the Chamber of Commerce.
	SIGN-OFFS:

	14 b - PRESENTATIONS - BC Assessment
	PURPOSE:
	The purpose of this report is to advise Council of the presentation that the BC Assessment Authority will be providing at this evening’s meeting.
	BACKGROUND:
	The BC Assessment Authority (BCAA) operates as an independent provincial Crown Corporation governed by a Board of Directors that produces independent, uniform and efficient property assessments on an annual basis for all property owners in the province.
	Assessment notices have been mailed out for 2015.  These notices reflect the market value of land and improvements as of July 1, 2014 based on the condition of the property as at October 31, 2014.
	DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS:
	Property assessment notices were mailed in early January this year.  Property owners have until February 2, 2015 to file a Notice of Complaint (Appeal) should they disagree with the assessment value.  The 2015 assessment is the base to calculate prope...
	A representative from BCAA, Mr. Harpreet Bhullar, will be giving an informational presentation to Council and the public on who the BC Assessment Authority is, how assessments are produced, and what to do if you are not satisfied with the assessment v...
	FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:
	There are no financial implications associated with this report.
	COMMUNICATION:
	No communication action is required.
	SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION:
	The BC Assessment Authority operates as an independent provincial Crown Corporation governed by a Board of Directors that produces independent, uniform and efficient property assessments on an annual basis for all property owners in the province.
	Property assessment notices were mailed in early January this year.  Property owners have until February 2, 2015 to file a Notice of Complaint (Appeal) should they disagree with the assessment value.  The 2015 assessment is the base to calculate prope...
	A representative from BCAA will be giving a presentation to Council and the public on who the BC Assessment Authority is, how assessments are produced, and what to do if you are not satisfied with the assessment values shown on your assessment notice.
	SIGN-OFFS:
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	14 c - PRESENTATIONS - Finance Annual Report Award
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	16 e 1 - PUBLIC HEARING - 5475 Notice Excerpt
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	20 a - BYLAWS - 8850 Cedar Street
	20 b - BYLAWS - 32881 Tunbridge Avenue
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	22 a - MINUTES - Closed Council
	22 b - MINUTES - Regular Council
	1. CALL TO ORDER
	2. ADOPTION OF AGENDA
	3. PRESENTATIONS
	4. DELEGATIONS
	5. PUBLIC HEARINGS
	6. RESOLUTION TO RESOLVE INTO COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
	7. DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
	8. CORPORATE SERVICES
	9. RESOLUTION TO RISE AND REPORT
	10. ADOPTION OF COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE REPORT
	11. BYLAWS FOR CONSIDERATION
	12. MINUTES
	13. NEW/OTHER BUSINESS
	14. NOTICE OF MOTION
	15. MAYOR’S REPORT
	16. MEMBERS’ REPORTS ON COMMITTEES, BOARDS, AND ACTIVITIES
	17. QUESTION PERIOD
	18. ADJOURNMENT

	23 a - RESOLUTIONS RELEASED FROM COUNCIL - Released January 5 2015 - MHA motion
	COMMUNICATION:
	At the January 5, 2015 Closed Council meeting, the following resolution was released from Closed Council:
	SIGN-OFFS:




