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Public Budget Consultation Meeting – April 6, 2009

INTRODUCTION
Council is pleased to present its latest financial plans. These financial plans represent the
District’s operating and capital spending priorities. Council recognizes that decisions around
budget priorities need to be made within a longer-term context, so that present and future
impacts can be considered together and so that a balance between present and future needs
can be achieved. These financial plans represent council’s proposed balance.
Council’s financial plans include a proposed budget/tax increase scenario for 2009 along with
preliminary estimates for 2010 and 2011. In addition, utility rate increases (water, sewer, refuse
and recycling) are provided for. Council would like your feedback in terms of these financial
plans, including the tax and utility rate increases presented, before it makes its final budget
decisions in order to achieve the difficult balance between present and future community needs.

Council’s financial
plans represent the
District’s operating
and capital
spending priorities.
These plans
represent a balance
between present
and future
community needs.
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C O U N C I L’ S GO AL S a nd O BJ EC TI VES
Council recently adopted a three-year strategic plan. This plan includes the following goals and
objectives. Council and staff will be focused on achieving these goals and objectives over the
next three years.

Downtown and Waterfront
“To develop a realistic, coordinated, long-term plan for the
downtown / waterfront area.”
Overall Objective:
To have a plan developed, which includes an agreement with Canadian Pacific Railway
that provides for a physical linkage between the downtown and the waterfront.

Downtown Objectives:
To have a significant project break ground (e.g. Town Square) by the end of 2011.
To have an effective working relationship between the District, residents, community
organizations and businesses in the downtown area.
To have a coordinated action plan developed and agreed to by organizations for the
downtown area that would include specific timelines and strategies for:
Improving the physical appearance of downtown (e.g. paving, transit exchange,
murals, etc.)
Improving the security of the area
Becoming more pedestrian friendly
Other improvements as identified

Waterfront Objectives:
To have a realistic waterfront concept plan developed, which includes a specific
physical project by 2012 and that all necessary agencies and government approvals
(e.g. DFO) be finalized for the overall plan.
To have investors/developers inspired and investing in the area based on the plan.
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C O U N C I L’ S GO AL S a nd O BJ EC TI VES

cont’d

Health Care Capital Planning
“To improve the overall health and healthcare in Mission.”
Specific Objectives:
To collaboratively create, adopt and implement a plan with Fraser Health Authority
which results in improvements to Mission Health determinates.
To implement a plan that provides specific benefits to Mission residents through
initiatives that can be acted upon with the resources and policies of the District of
Mission.

Economic Development and
Post-Secondary Education
“To enhance overall economic health in Mission and increase the
knowledge and skills of individuals so they can enter or re-enter the
labour market.”
Specific Objectives:
To review and if necessary revise the existing economic development structure so that
it reflects Council’s immediate and long-term economic strategy for Mission.
To review and if necessary revise the current Economic and Employment Development
Strategy. This includes addressing the following questions:
How we diversify our tax base and increase our tax base in terms of industrial
and commercial use?
How we reduce the net outflow of people going to work outside of Mission?
How we attract new business and investment?
How we provide clarity on protecting our remaining ALR lands?
How do we create sustainable economic development?
To expand post-secondary programming by:
Increasing the number of post-secondary graduates from Mission
Broadening our post-secondary campus opportunities
Examining our “Endowment Lands” relationship to the post-secondary goal
Considering the Economic Development sub-committee’s report
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C O U N C I L’ S GO AL S a nd O BJ EC TI VES

cont’d

Cultural Infrastructure
“To provide for cultural infrastructure needs in Mission, including physical
space for cultural, seniors’ and youth facilities.”
Specific Objectives:
To establish principles that will guide the provision and use of cultural services.
To undertake a space and needs assessment for the various cultural, youth and
seniors’ groups in Mission.
To provide the most appropriate space in either existing facilities or new multi-use
space (if necessary) based on the principles and the space and needs assessment.
To utilize electronic technology to inform the general public of community events,
including initiatives like creating a Hall of Excellence.

Long-Term Sustainable Vision
“To create a long-term sustainable vision for Mission that is inspiring and
supported by the community. This vision will describe the future identity
of the community, its unique strengths and opportunities and the core
values that will guide future decisions.”
Specific Objectives:
To examine other examples and decide how the vision will be developed in
consultation with the community, with specific timelines and resources.
To engage the public in the development of the long-term sustainable vision.
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C O U N C I L’ S OPER ATI O N AL FO C U S AR E AS
Municipal Capital Planning
To develop clear capital priorities as to what should be developed and what should be
delayed at this time. To address the community concerns about what is proposed as
part of the overall capital plan by:
Reassessing the proposed Amenities Policy and departmental capital plans
Working with the provincial and federal governments to assist in funding
infrastructure and community services in Mission
Actively pursue new grant money
Reviewing infrastructure demands including the need to improve our roads and
sidewalks

Municipal Efficiency/Effectiveness
To continue to be as efficient and effective as possible by:
Reviewing our user fees on a yearly basis
Continuously examining new ways to improve the District’s efficiency
Increasing municipal reserves over the next three - five years
Examining how to meet community expectations and managing our taxes so
they are affordable, highlighting the importance of collaboration to avoid
redundancy and partnering where possible with community based or regional
organizations

Other Areas
To focus on our long-term planning to achieve water and sewer affordability and
conservation.
To address increased demand for policing and security with the resources required.
To consider multiple layers of police services utilizing professional, contract and
volunteer resources and to:
Encourage more public involvement
Review the current crime prevention strategies for effectiveness
To review the priorities as part of finalizing the Parks, Trails, and Bike Master Plan and
to explore funding.
To continue the Social Development Plan implementation and provide for qualitative
evaluation of the programs including feedback from community partners.
To examine capital and contract options beyond 2010 for animal control.
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PR O VI SI O N AL O PER ATI N G PL AN S/ B U D G E TS
The District’s 2009, 2010, and 2011 provisional operating plans/budgets, for both expenditures
and revenues, are highlighted below. The District’s Forestry area is not reflected in the figures
and graphs, as it is a self-sufficient business enterprise that aims to cover all of its costs and
generate net profit that can be used for other municipal purposes.

Expenditures
Planned/budgeted operating expenditures total $46,687,758, $49,618,401, and
$52,738,520, in 2009, 2010, and 2011, respectively. Police services, utility
operations, debt repayment and transfer to reserves and engineering/public works
are the larger slices of the expenditure “pie”. The utility operating expenditures are
offset or covered by user fees (see revenues on page 7).
Expenditures and Transfers - 2009 Budget
(Total $46,687,758)

Police Services,
$8,828,913 or 18.91%
Fire/Rescue Service,
$2,080,186 or 4.46%

Planning & Economic
Development, $1,235,638
or 2.65%
Other Costs,
Engineering &
$289,457
Public Works,
or 0.62%
$5,149,651 or 11.03%
Corporate Administration
& Finance, $5,018,579
or 10.75%

Building & Bylaw
Enforcement,
$1,928,293 or 4.13%

Utility Operations (Water,
Sew er & Refuse includes
transfer to Captial
Reserves), $7,573,553
or 16.22%

Library & Facilities,
$1,145,231 or 2.45%
Social Services,
$249,380 or 0.53%

Budgeted
operating
expenditures
total $46.6
million, $49.6
million, and
$52.7 million,
in 2009, 2010,
and 2011,
respectively.

Debt Repayment and
Transfers to Reserves,
$6,822,545 or 14.61%

Public Transit,
$1,565,309
or 3.35%

Expenditures and Transfers - 2010 Budget
(Total $49,618,401)

Parks, Recreation &
Culture, $4,801,023
or 10.28%
Police Services,
$9,389,233 or 18.92%
Fire/Rescue Service,
$2,585,191 or 5.21%

Planning & Economic
Development, $1,248,477
or 2.52%
Other Costs,
$317,333
or 0.64%

Engineering & Public
Works, $5,339,383 or
10.76%
Corporate Administration
& Finance,
$5,266,998 or 10.62%

Building & Bylaw
Enforcement,
$1,757,495 or 3.54%
Library & Facilities,
$1,203,593 or 2.43%

Expenditures and Transfers - 2011 Budget
(Total $52,738,520)

Police Services,
$10,078,663 or 19.11%
Fire/Rescue Service,
$3,108,536 or 5.89%

Debt Repayment and
Transf ers to Reserves,
$7,621,197 or 15.36%

Corporate Administration &
Finance, $5,440,565 or
10.32%

Building & Bylaw
Enforcement,
$1,795,004 or 3.40%

Utility Operations (Water,
Sew er & Refuse includes
transfer to Captial
Reserves), $8,118,852 or
15.39%

Library & Facilities,
$1,204,444 or 2.28%
Social Services,
$293,551 or 0.56%

Social Services,
$274,813 or 0.55%

Planning & Economic
Development,
$1,296,458
Engineering & Public
or 2.46%
Other Costs,
Works, $5,555,125
$317,333
or 10.53%
or 0.60%

Debt Repayment and
Transfers to Reserves,
$8,439,552 or 16.00%

Public Transit,
$1,954,709
or 3.71%

Parks, Recreation
& Culture,
$5,135,729 or 9.74%
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Public Transit,
$1,808,542
or 3.64%

Parks, Recreation &
Culture, $4,986,460 or
10.05%

Utility Operations (Water,
Sew er & Refuse
includes transf er to
Captial Reserves),
$7,819,686 or 15.76%

PR O VI SI O N AL O PER ATI N G PL AN S/ B U D G E TS

cont’d

Revenues
About 54% of the District’s services are paid for through property taxes. The balance of the
costs are paid for through other municipal revenues/transfers (non-property tax based
revenues/transfers), e.g. sale of services, user rates, property rentals, investment income,
contributions from other governments and agencies, etc. The District’s budgeted revenue
sources for 2009, 2010, and 2011, are highlighted in the graphs below.
Revenues and Transfers - 2009 Budget
(Total $46,687,758)

Contributions from Other
Gov'
t Agencies,
$802,428 or 1.72%

Other Revenue (incl
property rentals &
leases), $775,710
or 1.66%

Recoveries,
$2,640,117
or 5.65%
Long-Term Debt ,
$183,050 or 0.39%

Investment Income,
$377,435 or 0.81%

Transfers,
$441,528 or 0.95%

Licences,
Permits & Fines,
$835,365 or 1.79%
Sale of Services ,
$2,640,385 or 5.66%

Property Taxation,
$25,296,012 or 54.18%

Revenues and Transfers - 2010 Budget
(Total $49,618,401)

User Rates, $11,365,079
or 24.34%
Special Levies, Grants in
Lieu & Utility Co.Taxes,
$1,330,649 or 2.85%

Contributions from Other
Gov'
t Agencies,
$793,264 or 1.60%

Other Revenue (incl
property rentals &
leases), $531,564
or 1.07%

Investment Income,
$383,284 or 0.77%

Recoveries,
$2,525,082 or 5.09%

Transfers,
$308,045 or 0.62%

Licences,
Permits & Fines,
$793,170 or 1.60%

Revenues and Transfers - 2011 Budget
(Total $52,738,520)
Other Revenue (incl
property rentals & leases),
$540,241 or 1.02%
Contributions from Other
Gov'
t Agencies,
$794,117 or 1.51%

Property Taxation,
$27,575,594 or 55.58%

Sale of Services ,
$2,681,890 or 5.41%

User Rates, $12,465,905
or 25.12%
Recoveries,
$2,502,630 or 4.75%

Special Levies, Grants in
Lieu & Utility Co.Taxes,
$1,332,844 or 2.69%

Long-Term Debt ,
$241,464 or 0.46%

Investment Income,
$368,169 or 0.70%

Transfers,
$288,798 or 0.55%

Licences, Permits & Fines,
$942,271 or 1.79%

Sale of Services ,
$2,650,848 or 5.03%

User Rates, $13,599,495
or 25.79%

Property Taxation,
29,476,243, 55.89%
Special Levies, Grants in
Lieu & Utility Co.Taxes,
1,334,243, 2.53%
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PO LI C I ES AN D O BJ EC TI VE S
Pursuant to new requirements under the Community Charter, council has developed policies
and objectives around municipal revenue sources, the distribution of property taxes, and
permissive tax exemptions including revitalization tax exemptions.

Revenue Sources
The District’s provisional 2009 - 2013 operating and capital revenue sources are highlighted in
the table below. Within the provisional operating budgets, over five years, about 54% to 58% of
operating revenues will come from property taxes with user fees making up the other significant
portion at around 30% to 32%. The majority of capital funding is intended to come from the
District’s internal reserves and from development costs charges (DCCs).
Operating Revenue
Sources

2009
Percentage

2010
Percentage

2011
Percentage

2012
Percentage

2013
Percentage

Property value taxes

54.54%

55.92%

56.01%

58.33%

58.69%

Parcel taxes

0.14%

0.13%

0.12%

0.12%

0.12%

User fees and charges

31.81%

32.14%

32.62%

30.84%

30.66%

Other sources

13.51%

11.81%

11.25%

10.71%

10.53%

Proceeds from
borrowing

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

Totals

100.0%

100.00%

100.00%

100.00%

100.00%

Other sources reserves

61.49%

44.52%

27.04%

30.64%

36.17%

Other sources – DCCs
and developer
contributions

20.36%

20.78%

28.95%

27.20%

40.80%

Other Sources – grants

18.15%

3.57%

8.37%

0.00%

0.00%

Proceeds from
borrowing

0.00%

31.13%

35.64%

42.16%

23.03%

100.00%

100.00%

100.00%

100.00%

100.00%

Capital Revenue
Sources

Totals
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PO LI C I ES AN D O BJ EC TI VE S

cont’d

Council has developed the following policy and objective statements around the future direction
of its operating and capital revenue sources.
Operating Revenue Sources
Policy:
Council recognizes that the District of Mission is reliant on property taxes to fund the majority of
its services/programs; however, council is committed on an annual basis to formally reviewing
and adjusting, where possible, existing user fees and to examining and implementing new user
fees where feasible, in order to minimize overall property tax increases. Council also
recognizes that raising user fees beyond a certain point will actually result in less usage or
demand and ultimately less revenue and that various services like recreation need to be
subsidized to a certain level so that all citizens can partake. The District of Mission, like other
local governments in British Columbia, also needs access to other sources of revenue to meet
growing service demands and to stabilize property taxes.
Objective:
Over the five-year financial plan timeframe, it is council’s goal to diversify and expand its
revenue base as much as possible with the goal of becoming less reliant on property taxes.
Capital Revenue Sources
Policy:
Council sees the need to increase its internal capital funding capacity by building up its own
reserves, in order to minimize future external debt/interest costs and to provide internal
borrowing opportunities. Internal debt financing for capital projects should be utilized to the
extent possible before resorting to external debt with the proviso that internal debt repayments
need to take place as scheduled; however, external debt financing may be required for larger,
high priority capital projects if insufficient reserves are in place.
Objective:
Over the five-year financial plan timeframe, it is council’s goal to build up its internal reserves to
provide for greater internal capital funding/financing opportunities.
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PO LI C I ES AN D O BJ EC TI VE S

cont’d

Distribution of Property Taxes
The District’s current property tax distribution and related tax rates/ratios and assessment mix is
highlighted in the table below. About 92% of Mission’s assessment base is residential with
business/other making up the next largest portion at about only 7%. In terms of property taxes,
about 76% of Mission’s property taxes are collected from the residential property class and
about 20% from the business/other tax class.
Property Class

Assessed
Values

Assessed
Value
Percentages

% of Property
Taxes
Collected

Tax
Rate

Tax
Ratio

Residential

$4,429,123,302

91.57%

75.66%

3.7408

1.00

Utility

$5,495,215

0.11%

0.96%

38.2122

10.21

Major Industry

$0

0.00%

0.00%

12.2813

3.28

Light Industry

$53,077,900

1.10%

2.98%

12.2813

3.28

Business/Other

$333,122,806

6.89%

19.64%

12.9121

3.45

Managed Forest

$38,500

0.00%

0.00%

8.3377

2.23

Recreation/NonProfit

$13,192,100

0.27%

0.52%

8.6766

2.32

Farm

$3,008,810

0.06%

0.24%

17.3514

4.64

Totals

$4,837,058,633

100%

100%

Council has developed the following policy and objective statements around the future direction
of its distribution of property taxes.
Policy:
Council recognizes the need to rationalize its property tax distribution among the various tax
classes; however, more importantly council recognizes the need to diversity and expand its
assessment/tax base. Council is committed to aggressively pursuing business/commercial
economic development opportunities to achieve this. Council is also committed to comparing its
assessment mix, property tax levels and property tax distribution with other BC communities on
an annual basis. Council understands that the level of property taxation for each of the tax
classes does not necessarily correlate with the amount of services provided; however,
quantifying and costing the services provided to each tax class is difficult and subjective at the
very least. It should also be recognized that many businesses in the community have
employees that benefit from and use many District services, facilities and amenities and that
additional services and amenities benefit all of the tax classes, both directly and indirectly.
Objective:
Over the five-year financial plan timeframe, it is council’s goal to diversify and expand its tax
base so that all taxpayers are better off.
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PO LI C I ES AN D O BJ EC TI VE S

cont’d

Permissive & Revitalization Tax Exemptions
The District’s current permissive tax exemptions (includes two revitalization tax exemptions) are
shown below. The municipal tax exemptions totals about $253,000 annually and the
revitalization tax exemptions total about $6,000 annually.
2009 Estimated Municipal Tax
Exemptions*

OWNER/OCCUPIER
PERMISSIVE TAX EXEMPTIONS
All Saints Anglican Church & Manse***
Christian and Missionary Alliance ***
Foursquare Gospel Church***
Greek Orthodox Church***
**Fraser House Society
Mennonite Brethren Church***
Mission Association for Community Living
Mission Association for Seniors Housing
**Mission Community Services Society
Mission Daycare Society (H.P. Child Care Centre)
Mission Evangelical Free Church***
Mission Gur Sikh Society***
**Mission District Historical Society
Mission Elks Lodge #30
**Mission Horse Club
**Mission Chamber of Commerce
Mission Zion Christian Fellowship***
Mennonite Church of BC***
Mt. Calvary Lutheran Church***
North Valley Baptist Church***
**New Horizons Lawn Bowling Association
Pentecostal Assemblies of Canada***
**Pleasant View Housing Society
Royal Canadian Legion Branch #57
Seventh Day Adventist Church***
Silverdale Community Centre
Silverhill Hall Association
St. Andrew'
s United Church***
St. Clare'
s Monastery ***
St. Joseph'
s Catholic Church***
St. Paul'
s Presbyterian Church***
Steelhead Community Association***
Sto:Lo Heritage Trust Society
The Mel Jr. & Marty Zajac Foundation
Trustees of Mission City Congregation of church of God (7th Day)***
Trustee of Mission Congregation of Jehovah'
s Witness***
Universal Hua Tsang Monastery
West Heights Gospel Chapel***
Women'
s Resource Society of the Fraser Valley
TOTAL
REVITALIZATION TAX EXEMPTIONS
Chu, Ramona & Edmond
Mauricon Developments
TOTAL

724.32
6,036.31
3,311.59
2,696.45
2.408.28
6,546.16
6,581.79
31,933.91
15,459.37
3,248.87
1,444.74
18,559.32
3,321.42
3,163.41
3,864.03
15,101.72
1,097.69
3,585.52
3,603.07
4,881.11
2,202.65
8,081.56
31,496.80
4,991.26
1,375.52
5,369.19
2,271.41
4,114.87
8,646.98
4,558.43
5,857.91
819.57
3,736.41
17,986.47
1,591.94
2,847.56
3,484.14
2,325.04
4,139.90
$ 253,466.69

$

1,798.86
4,569.68
6,368.54

*Includes Municipal levies (general, policing and library rates) but excludes School, FVRD, FVRHD, BCAA, and MFA levies
**Denotes property owned by the District of Mission
***Does not include statutory tax exemptions provided to church property via legislation
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PO LI C I ES AN D O BJ EC TI VE S

cont’d

Council has developed the following policy and objective statements around the future direction
of permissive and revitalization tax exemptions.
Policy:
Council chooses to support charitable/non-profit organizations (churches, social, recreational,
health and housing organizations) that provide valuable services to the community through
permissive tax exemptions as allowed for by legislation. Council is committed to continuing with
these tax exemptions and to treating all organizations with similar mandates equally when it
comes to property tax exemptions. Council also plans to closely examine its expanded powers
in terms of allowing certain business and related business activities revitalization tax exemptions
under the Community Charter, and in this regard implement policies that benefit the community
as a whole.
Objective:
Over the five-year financial plan timeframe, council will continue with its goal of supporting
worthy charitable/non-profit organizations that provide valuable services to the community and
will determine how it can use its expanded powers in terms of revitalization tax exemptions to
benefit the community as a whole.

PR O PER TY ASSESSM EN TS AN D T AX ATI O N
The Premier of BC recently announced a one-year freeze on assessed property values. In
essence, market-based, assessed property values in BC for 2009 are now valued at the lesser
of the July 1, 2007 and July 1, 2008 values. Some property owners may have a tendency to
translate an assessment freeze into a property tax freeze. Unfortunately, the Premier’s
announcement may have unintentionally reinforced this tendency, given that it drew some
connections between freezing assessments and providing certainty to property owners.
The truth is that property assessments are only part of the property taxation process. Property
taxes are a function of assessed market values established by the BC Assessment Authority
and the budget requirements of the various taxing authorities including the provincial
government, municipalities and regional districts. Tax rates are used to convert assessed
property values to overall property tax/budget levels established by the taxing authorities.
Everyone should therefore be aware that a freeze in property assessments will not result in a
freeze in property taxes, unless the taxing authorities have a zero percent or no budget
increase.
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NEW CONSTRUCTION PROPERTY TAX REVENUE
Additional property taxes are generated from newly constructed properties (construction of new
buildings and improvements as well as development of land) each year. $276,000 of new
construction revenue has been generated from these properties in 2009. This amount has been
factored into the District’s 2009 budget and is being used to pay for a portion of the added cost
of municipal services and thus to lower overall 2009 municipal property taxes.
The $276,000 figure is down considerably from the $400,000 previously projected in 2007 for
2009. New construction revenue is now estimated at $300,000.00 for each of 2010 and 2011
(2010 was previously estimated at $400,000) for planning purposes. Most of Mission’s new
construction growth is attributable to newly constructed residential homes, as opposed to new
business or industrial development.

Industrial Subdivision New
Construction Tax Revenue

New Construction Revenue

New Construction Tax
Revenue

$700,000
$629,719

$578,912

$600,000
$508,072

$500,000

$468,173

$435,266

$87,135

$385,565

$400,000

$352,776
$381,038

$288,749

$300,000
$183,642

$276,713
$49,570
$227,143

$200,000
$128,525

$100,000
$1999
Actual

2000
Actual

2001
Actual

2002
Actual

2003
Actual

2004
Actual

2005
Actual
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2009
Estimated

Approximately
$276,000 of
property tax
revenue from
newly
constructed or
developed
property has
been factored
into the 2009
budget and is
being utilized
to lower
overall
property taxes.

PU B LI C S AFE TY AN D TR AN SI T
The District’s provisional operating budgets are focused on public safety (policing and
fire/rescue) and transit. These areas are explained more fully below.

Policing
The District of Mission, like many other local governments in BC, is being constantly challenged
to keep up with the cost of fighting crime. A 1.5% to 2% property tax increase is required in
Mission each year just to maintain policing services. The cost of providing additional police and
security resources is over and above this amount.
One additional police officer per year is being provided for within the District'
s three-year
operating plan. An additional police vehicle is also being added together with more funding to
guard prisoners. Private security in the downtown area is also planned for, to better protect
businesses and citizens.
The rising cost of the police budget is reflected in the graph below. Net policing costs are
budgeted at $7,967,425 in 2009 and are expected to rise to $9,172,844 by 2011. Traffic fine
sharing revenue received from the Province of BC and some other minor policing revenues
offset in a small way the cost of policing. About one-third of all municipal property taxes go
towards policing (see graph on page 15).
The cost burden associated with crime, in particular crime related to drugs, is staggering.
Municipalities are in need of more support from senior levels of government to assist with this
issue. The Province recently announced additional resources to combat gangs and the related
drug problem. This is a start, however; more assistance is needed for local governments who
are bearing the brunt of this societal problem.

Policing Budget
Net Policing Budget
[Expenditures less
Revenues (mostly traffic
fine sharing revenue)]

$10,000,000
$8,000,000

Total Policing Budget

$6,000,000
$4,000,000
$2,000,000
$0

2007
Actual

2008
Actual

2009
Budget

2010
Budget
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PU B LI C S AFE TY AN D TR AN SI T

cont’d

Policing Costs as a Percentage of Property Taxes
40%
38%
36%

38.27%
35.21%

35.63%

34%
32%

35.73%

36.45%

35.62%

35.35%

32.13%
33.36%
32.14%

32.13%

2006
Actual

2007
Actual

30%

32.71%

28%

Total Policing Costs

2008
Actual

2009
Budget

2010
Budget

2011
Budget

Net Policing Budget
[Expenditures less Revenues
(mostly traffic fine sharing revenue)]

Fire Protection
A ten-year Master Plan for Mission Fire/Rescue Service was previously adopted by council. The
impact of this Master Plan is reflected in council’s financial plans including the budget/tax
increases presented. The Master Plan embraces the transition from a career administrative
staff and purely paid on-call volunteer fire fighter organization to a composite
model consisting of career administrative staff and a combination of career fire Mission’s Fire/
Rescue Service
fighters and paid on-call volunteer fire fighters.
The Master Plan identifies that there will be 16 career fire fighters hired over a
four-year period beginning in July of 2009. Strategically speaking, the
transition to a composite department will begin with the hiring of a career
Captain and three career fire fighters on July 1, 2009, and will continue with the
same complement increase in each of the years 2010, 2011 and 2012.
The Master Plan also identifies that the 16 career fire fighters will be assigned
to Fire Station #1 located on Seventh Avenue. Upon completion of the fouryear hiring process, these career fire fighters will provide 24/7 coverage to the
core area of the community as well as provide response to the rural areas as
required.
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plans to transition to
a composite fire
department starting
in 2009, with the
addition of career
(full-time) fire
fighters. The impact
of this multi-year
initiative is reflected
in council’s financial
plans.

PU B LI C S AFE TY AN D TR AN SI T

cont’d

Transit
Council’s budget includes provision for a fourth bus route in Mission. This new service was
originally scheduled to start in March of 2009; however, implementation has been delayed due
to a decision by BC Transit to review its financial commitments. BC Transit will be informing us
in April as to whether this new service will be proceeding. This additional route would improve
service to the West Heights area, provide a new link to the PLAY Station, and provide better
service to the Real Canadian Superstore, St. Andrews Church, the Kathleen Court apartments
and to the Junction and Mission Hills malls.
The University of the Fraser Valley has also approved a new U-pass transit program to be
implemented in September of 2009. This new program will allow each student to have a transit
pass for only $40 per term. In addition, the pass entitles students to have access to both the
Abbotsford and Mission recreation centres plus other value added services available through
the University. There is also a planned expansion to improve bus service to the University. This
expansion must be approved by the Province before it can be implemented.
The District is participating with the Fraser Valley Regional District and the Provincial Ministry of
Transportation in completing a major transit and transportation study in 2009. The study’s main
objective is to identify and assess options for transit services within the Fraser Valley including
improved links to Metro Vancouver. This study will form the basis for future transit system
expansions. Council is also working with the City of Abbotsford and BC Transit to update the
five-year transit business plan which will set the course for the future growth of the joint transit
system.
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M U N I CI P AL G R AN TS
Fee-for-Service Grants and Agreements
Council provides funding to a number of partner organizations in the form of fee-for-service
grants and through an operating agreement. These organizations assist the District by providing
various services to the community. These organizations and their respective 2009
grant/agreement amounts are shown in the table below.

Name of Organization

2009
Grant Amount

Mission Arts Council

$26,614

Mission Adopt-A-Block *

$26,240

Mission Historical Society

$71,521

Mission Heritage Society

$10,815

Mission Chamber of Commerce

$32,445

Mission Search & Rescue

$4,737

Mission Humane Society

$22,705

Mission Lawn Bowling

$5,355

Mission Lifetime Learning Adult
Education

$10,710

Mission Community Services ARC

$8,000

Mission Community Services Seniors

$10,000

Total Grants

$229,142

Operating Agreement with Mission
Heritage Association (F.R. Heritage Park)

$133,938 **

* Funding from the Refuse Reserve (not taxes)
** Includes $10,851 2009 budget request
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A number of
partner
organizations
receive
municipal feefor-service
grants, as they
assist the
District in
providing
important
community
services.

M U N I CI P AL G R AN TS

cont’d

Other Municipal Grants
Council provides other municipal grants-in-aid to not-for-profit organizations each year. These
grants are directed at fulfilling the District’s Mission Statement, which is, “. . . to build a safe,
healthy and inclusive community that is abundant in economic, cultural and recreational
opportunities.” A total budget of about $152,000 is directed to these grant programs.
A Municipal Grants Select Committee reviews all grant applications and provides
recommendations to council. Grants are provided under the following categories:
Arts & Cultural Grants (2009 budget of $46,000)
Recreation & Social Services (2009 budget of $22,500)
Clarke Theatre (2009 budget of $41,000)
Community Events Grants (2009 budget of $33,750)
Other Miscellaneous Grants (2009 budget of $8,500)
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SU M M AR Y O F PR O VI SI O N AL B U D G ETS/ TAX
I N C R E ASES
The proposed 2009 budget/tax increase is detailed on page 21, together with preliminary
estimated increases for 2010 and 2011. The 2010 and 2011 budget/tax increases are very
preliminary at this point and are subject to future revision or change. The increases are broken
down into the following categories: Cost of Maintaining Existing Services, Cost of New and/or
Enhanced Services, Revenue (Increases)/Decreases and Move to Composite Fire Department.
The tax impact, in terms of a percentage, is shown for each line item in each year, and for 2009,
the dollar impact is provided for each line item based on an average assessed value home of
$359,000. A summary of the major impacts in each of the years is provided below.
2009
The cost of maintaining existing municipal services totals $1,363,767 (equates to 6.23%
tax increase or $83.67 impact on an average assessed value home).
The cost of new and/or enhanced services totals $559,868 (equates to 2.55% tax increase
or $34.27 impact on an average assessed value home). Major new initiatives include the
following:
Additional police officer ($120,000 budget impact or 0.55%/$7.39 tax impact).
Private security downtown ($40,320 budget impact or 0.18%/$2.42 tax impact).
Additional transit route ($196,470 budget impact is offset by ongoing and one-time
revenue in 2009).
Total revenue increases result in a $524,212 reduction in overall taxes (equates to 2.39%
tax reduction or $32.10 decrease on an average assessed value home).
The overall 2009 tax increase totals 6.39% ($85.84 increase on an average assessed
value home) before adding the major new composite fire department initiative noted
below.
The composite fire department initiative tax impact is 0.94% or $12.62 on an average
assessed value home.
The total proposed budget/tax increase for 2009 is 7.33% (includes composite fire
department initiative noted above) which equates to a $98.46 increase on an average
assessed value home.
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SU M M AR Y O F PR O VI SI O N AL B U D G ETS/ TAX
I N C R E ASES c o n t’d
2010
The cost of maintaining existing municipal services totals $1,476,384 (equates to 6.25%
tax increase).
The cost of new and/or enhanced services totals $396,474 (equates to 1.67% tax
increase). Major new initiatives include the following:
Additional police officer ($121,500 budget impact or 0.51% tax impact)
Expanded transit services ($163,025 net budget impact or 0.56% tax impact)
Total revenue increases result in a $356,968 reduction in overall taxes (equates to 1.51%
tax reduction).
The overall preliminary 2010 budget/tax increase totals $1,515,890/6.41% before adding
the major new composite fire department initiative noted below.
The budget/tax impact of the composite fire department initiative is $396,172/1.67%.
The total preliminary budget/tax increase for 2010 is $1,912,062/8.08% (includes
composite fire department initiative noted above).

2011
The cost of maintaining existing municipal services totals $1,389,341 (equates to 5.45%
tax increase).
The cost of new and/or enhanced services totals $121,500 (for additional police officer)
(equates to 0.48% tax increase).
Total revenue increases result in a $314,096 reduction in overall taxes (equates to 1.24%
tax reduction).
The overall preliminary 2011 budget/tax increase totals $1,196,745/4.69% before adding
the major new composite fire department initiative noted below.
The budget/tax impact of the composite fire department initiative is $396,200/1.55%.
The total preliminary budget/tax increase for 2011 is $1,592,945/6.24% (includes
composite fire department initiative noted above).
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Proposed and Preliminary Budget/Tax Increases
2009
Budget Dollars

2010
$ Impact on
$359,000 Home

Budget Dollars

(1)

Cost of Maintaining Existing Services

Policing Services (RCMP contract & integrated services)
Wages/Benefits increases
Transit
Other Increases (contracts, inflation, insurance, etc.)

Subtotal to Maintain Existing Services

Tax Increase
in %

$

453,057
503,533
407,177

2.07%
2.30%
0.00%
1.86%

27.80
30.89
0.00
24.98

1,363,767

6.23%

$83.67

50,900
21,600
120,000
24,416

0.23%
0.10%
0.55%
0.11%

3.09
1.34
7.39
1.48

66,525
12,500
12,000

0.30%
0.06%
0.05%

13,068
31,634
7,725

2011

Tax Increase
in %

Tax Increase
in %

Budget Dollars

(2)

343,267
546,326
71,061
515,730

1.45%
2.31%
0.30%
2.19%

1,476,384

6.25%

7,200
121,500
24,416
-

4.03
0.81
0.67

0.06%
0.14%
0.04%

9,300
4,400
50,000
10,000
10,851
40,320
28,711
196,470
(97,060)
(99,410)
17,578
18,940
8,400
1,000
-

(2)

500,000
537,673
61,280
290,388

1.96%
2.11%
0.24%
1.14%

1,389,341

5.45%

0.03%
0.51%
0.10%
0.00%

121,500
-

0.48%
0.00%
0.00%

-

0.00%
0.00%

-

0.00%
0.00%

0.81
1.88
0.54

13,068
31,634
23,175

0.06%
0.13%
0.10%

-

0.00%
0.00%
0.00%

0.04%
0.02%
0.23%
0.05%
0.05%
0.18%

0.54
0.27
3.09
0.67
0.67
2.42

3,100
260
8,064

0.01%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.03%

-

0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%

0.13%
0.89%
-0.44%
-0.45%
0.08%
0.09%
0.04%
0.00%
0.00%

1.75
11.95
(5.91)
(6.04)
1.07
1.21
0.54
0.00
0.00

63,923
(30,786)
99,410
18,010

0.00%
0.27%
-0.13%
0.42%
0.08%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.06%

-

0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%

$

$

Cost of New or Enhanced Services
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Police Services
Upgrade guarding of prisoners - increase of scheduled shifts vs "on-call"
One additional police vehicle - to start March 2009
Hiring one additional RCMP officer in each year of 2009, 2010 & 2011
RCMP guards moving to a 24/7 coverage - to start July 1, 2009
Fire and Emergency Services
Restructuring of Fire Dept - new Ass'
t Fire Chief (50% in 2008 & 50% in 2009)
Emergency vehicle operation course for fire operations
Emergency turnout gear for new firefighters
Wages/Benefits and Staffing Costs
Software support IT staff for RCMP & Municipality - (see associated capital costs)
Full-time facilities maintenance worker
Administrative clerk governance support - to start Sept 1, 2009 (see associated capital
costs)
Human Resources exempt position - to start April 1, 2009
Professional development for planning staff
Staff recruitment
Small building maintenance projects to assist with minor repairs on aging facilities
Fraser River Heritage Park - gardening services
Private secuity downtown area - to start March 1, 2009
Transit Service
Translink TrainBus and Valley Connector expansion
Addition of fourth route
Transit revenue (to offset fourth route)
Transfer from reserves for transit (to offset fourth route)
Grants - increase in Fee-for-Service grants
Leisure centre and parks vandalism
Maintenance costs for GIS hardware & software & Auto turn Software
Signal maintenance for Hatzic crossing
Operating costs for Urban Trails

Subtotal for New or Enhanced Services

$

Revenue (Increases)/Decreases

New construction/development revenue
Use of industrial subdivision new construction revenue
Loss of development revenue due to economic conditions
Utilize portion of 2008 excess development revenue to offset above revenue loss
Economic recovery funded by Stabilization or other development revenue
Funding social development & restorative resolution with gaming revenue
General increase in fees and other revenue

559,868

2.55%

$34.27

$

(276,000)
(87,000)
212,058
(212,058)
(44,790)
(116,422)

-1.26%
-0.40%
0.97%
-0.97%
0.00%
-0.20%
-0.53%

(16.92)
(5.37)
13.03
(13.03)
0.00
(2.69)
(7.12)

(524,212)

-2.39%

($32.10)

$

13,500

396,474

1.67%

$

(300,000)
212,058
(212,058)
(56,968)

-1.27%
0.00%
0.00%
0.90%
-0.90%
0.00%
-0.24%

(356,968)

-1.51%

$

121,500

(300,000)
(177,725)
177,725
(14,096)

(314,096)

0.48%
-1.18%
0.00%
-0.70%
0.00%
0.70%
0.00%
-0.06%

Subtotal of Revenue (Increases)/Decreases

$

Subtotal Proposed & Preliminary Budget/Tax Increase
(before Composite Fire Dept.)

-1.24%

$

1,399,423

6.39%

$85.84

$

1,515,890

6.41%

$

1,196,745

4.69%

$

205,321

0.94%

$12.62

$

396,172

1.67%

$

396,200

1.55%

$

1,604,744

7.33%

$98.46

$

1,912,062

8.08%

$

1,592,945

6.24%

Move to Composite Fire Department
Combination of career/full-time and volunteer force

Total Proposed & Preliminary Budget/Tax Increase
(including Composite Fire Dept.)
(1) Average assessed home in Mission for 2009 is $359,000
(2) Actual % impact is dependant upon previous year'
s tax increase

SU M M AR Y O F PR O VI SI O N AL B U D G ETS/ TAX
I N C R E ASES c o n t’d
The above budget/tax increases include provision for transition to a composite fire department
(combination of paid career/full-time and paid on-call volunteer force) from a strictly paid on-call
volunteer force. This major initiative was discussed in detail previously. Additional police
resources and a new downtown private security initiative are also planned for in order to combat
crime, which of course has detrimental affects on our community.
Council has chosen to take a proactive approach to declining new construction and development
based revenues by utilizing previous tax revenue generated from the new industrial subdivision
and 2008 excess development revenues, respectively, to offset these revenue losses. In
addition, Council has chosen to continue subsidizing the social development/restorative
resolution initiative (previously undertaken) from gaming revenues as opposed to funding this
initiative through taxation. These proactive measures have helped to lower the overall 2009
budget/tax increase.
Council is also proposing to fund some one-time operating projects from reserves. These
projects total $30,000 and are identified in the attached Appendix “A” (see page 34).
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C API T AL PL AN S
The District’s capital spending programs/budgets span the next 15 to 30 years (depending upon
the capital program). The table below highlights planned capital spending over the next five
years (2009 – 2013) and associated funding sources. The additional capital spending initiatives
shown in the attached Appendix “A” (page 34) are reflected in these numbers.
Capital Expenditures
2009
2010
General Capital Program
Corporate Administration
Engineering - General Drainage
Engineering - General Roads & Miscellaneous
Finance & Purchasing
Fire/Rescue Services
Forestry
General Government - Major Projects
Information Services
Inspection Services
Parks, Recreation & Culture
Planning
Police Services
Public Works
Subtotal - General Capital Program
Waste Management Capital Program

$

Development Cost Charge (DCC) Capital Program
Cedar Valley Drainage
Cedar Valley Environmentally Sensitive Parkland Acquisition
Cedar Valley Roads
Mission Roads
Silver Creek Parkway Parkland
Subtotal - Development Cost Charge (DCC) Capital Program
Equipment Replacement Capital Program

$

$

79,489
556,527
840,530
4,326
104,079
5,000
1,142,644
323,934
13,245
2,022,348
5,245
161,412
160,168
5,418,947

$

6,488,691

$

247,334
14,251
1,861,400
101,400
75,000
2,299,385

$

1,229,125

$

1,400
335,379
2,134,265
2,976,055
5,447,099

$

Water Utility Capital Program
Cedar Valley Water DCC
Water Capital - Non-Regional
Water Capital - Regional
Regional Water DCC
Subtotal - Water Utility Capital Program

$

Sewer Utility Capital Program
Cedar Valley Sewer DCC Capital
Sewer Capital - Non-Regional
Sewer Capital - Regional
Regional Sewer DCC
Subtotal - Sewer Utility Capital Program

$

1,400
1,874,937
831,772
3,135,155
5,843,264

$

26,726,511

$

TOTAL CAPITAL EXPENDITURES

2011

$

3,245
257,686
163,913
4,327
87,279
15,000
728,133
127,286
3,245
247,824
3,245
106,995
1,748,178

$

62,717

$

247,375
76,477
188,000
188,000
699,852

$

697,990

$

541,337
761,155
4,896,919
6,199,411

$

$

$

968,395
533,648
4,185,303
5,687,346

$

15,095,494

$

$

2012

$

58,264
51,106
141,756
4,326
87,279
15,000
1,202,739
300,786
3,245
211,815
3,245
2,163
2,081,724

$

63,971

$

197,000
7,000
1,007,000
1,211,000

$

1,405,598

$

7,000
380,789
190,802
10,456,896
11,035,487

$

$

$

7,000
390,675
278,497
1,770,562
2,446,734

$

18,244,514

$

$

$

15,142
34,070
122,290
4,326
99,825
15,000
2,271,360
214,500
3,245
760,687
3,245
4,326
48,704
3,596,720

$

1,230,053

$

180,600
50,000
230,600

$

386,924

$

495,000
382,839
201,588
10,572,456
11,651,883

$

$

$

759,103
58,055
519,186
1,336,344

$

18,432,524

$

Capital Funding Sources
$30,000,000

$26,726,511

$25,000,000

$18,244,514

$18,432,524

$20,000,000

$15,095,494

$13,558,205

$15,000,000

$10,000,000

$5,000,000

$0
Long-Term Debt

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

$-

$4,700,000

$6,502,739

$7,771,360

$3,122,400

Surplus & Reserve Accounts

3,376,935

77,717

78,971

1,245,053

81,556

Development Cos t Charges

5,308,022

3,136,244

5,281,265

5,014,441

5,531,446

Reserve Funds

13,058,500

6,642,253

4,854,606

4,401,670

4,822,803

132,440

-

-

-

-

4,850,614

539,280

1,526,933

-

-

Other External Funding
Grants
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2013
$

Totals

$

18,245
59,623
127,225
4,326
36,125
15,000
1,622,400
76,000
3,245
302,137
3,245
136,947
2,404,518

$

$

174,385
959,012
1,395,714
21,631
414,587
65,000
6,967,276
1,042,506
26,225
3,544,811
18,225
411,843
208,872
15,250,087

$

66,556

$

7,911,988

$

182,000
18,727
189,400
1,400
391,527

$

1,054,309
109,455
2,245,800
1,297,800
125,000
4,832,364

$

1,416,288

$

5,135,925

$

1,400
364,781
173,083
6,145,224
6,684,488

$

504,800
2,005,125
3,460,893
35,047,550
41,018,368

$

$

$

1,400
364,214
47,931
2,181,283
2,594,828

$

13,558,205

$

$

$

$

9,800
4,357,324
1,749,903
11,791,489
17,908,516

$

92,057,248

$

UTILITIES
Water and Sewer
The District of Mission and the City of Abbotsford are joint partners in the major regional water
supply and sewage treatment systems, which benefit residents in both communities. The District
of Mission, like the City of Abbotsford, also owns and operates its own internal water distribution
and sewer conveyance facilities. The maps that follow (see Figures 1 & 2) illustrate the extent
and magnitude of these critical systems. Mission’s cost of operating its internal and regional
utility infrastructure is highlighted below:
Water Operating Expenditures and Transfers
2009 Provisional Budget
(Total Expenditures & Transfers = $4,137,376)

Regional operating
expenditures
$924,908 or 22%

Regional debt servicing costs
$326,487 or 8%

Sewer Operating Expenditures and Transfers
2009 Provisional Budget
(Total Expenditures & Transfers = $3,495,586)

Non-regional operating
expenditures
$1,259,430 or 30%

Regional operating
expenditures
$1,069,325 or 31%
Regional debt servicing
costs $189,202 or 5%

Transfers
$1,626,551 or 40%

Transfers
$1,135,686 or 32%

Non-regional operating
expenditures
$1,037,316 or 30%
Non-regional debt servicing
costs $64,057 or 2%

User rate increases of 15% ($42.36) and 10% ($24.48), for water and sewer
respectively, are required in 2009 to ensure that the District of Mission can meet
the community’s future needs in terms of water and sewer. Rate increases
beyond 2009 are projected to be of the same magnitude, however, those
increases will be dependent upon the exact timing of projects, the cost of
construction and whether the District of Mission together with the City of
Abbotsford is able to secure grants from the senior levels of government for vital
water and sewer infrastructure projects.

In 2009, water
user rates will
increase by 15%
or about $42 and
sewer user rates
will increase by
10% or about
$25.

Regional water and sewer capital costs have risen dramatically (three-fold) over the last few
years. This has impacted the significant water and sewer capital spending programs that are
required to renew or improve infrastructure and to provide for growth. Our water and sewer
challenges are discussed more fully (see page 20).
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FIGURE 1 - REGIONAL AND LOCAL WATER SYSTEMS
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FIGURE 2 – REGIONAL AND LOCAL SEWER SYSTEMS
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UTILITIES

cont’d

Refuse, Recycling, Water and Sewer Rates
Municipal refuse, recycling, water and sewer utility rate increases (see table below) are planned
for 2009. For those residential property owners who are on municipal water and/or sewer or that
receive municipal refuse and recycling collection service, these increases will be reflected on
their 2009 tax notices. The percentage increases for water and sewer will also be reflected in
the metered billings for commercial property owners in 2009.
Proposed 2009 Municipal Utility Rate Increases
Municipal Utility

Annual 2008
Rates

Proposed
Annual
2009 Rates

Annual
Dollar
Increase

% Increase

Refuse

$135.60

$156.00

$20.40

15%

Recycling

$56.28

$125.00

$68.72

122%

Water

$282.00

$324.36

$42.36

15%

Sewer

$244.68

$269.16

$24.48

10%

Totals

$718.56

$874.52

$155.96

22%

* Quoted rates are for residential users only
*Rural residents pay a reduced recycling charge and most do not have water, sewer and refuse services

What do User Fees Pay For and Why are Utility Rates Going Up?
Refuse

Recycling

Refuse user rates are charged to those who receive
garbage pick-up service. These user rates pay for the
weekly collection service, various waste management
programs and the cost of transporting and disposing
the refuse at the District’s landfill site. There are also
long-term environmental costs associated with the
landfill site that are paid for through these user rates.

Recycling user rates provide for weekly
pick-up and disposal of recyclable and
compostable materials. Drop-off facilities
are also available for residents to use.
These rates also pay for the ongoing
educational programs associated with
recycling and composting.

The District’s refuse collection service was tendered
out in 2008, as the contractor could not viably provide
the service at current rates. The end result was a
large cost increase in the refuse collection contract.
This service was last tendered out 10 years ago.

The District’s recycling collection service
was tendered out in 2008, as the
contractor could not viably provide the
service at current rates. The end result
was a very large cost increase in the
recycling collection contract. This service
was last tendered out 10 years ago.

The cost of disposing of refuse at our landfill site
(Minnie’s Pit) has risen due to capital and operating
requirements for the site, namely cell expansions and
closures, environmental monitoring and other capital
improvements that are needed to contain and treat
leachate (contaminated water) from the site, including
containment and treatment of a leachate breakout that
occurred in 2006. Increased construction costs have
also impacted planned capital projects at the site.
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The tender results for refuse and
recycling services provided the District
with a clear cost break-down of providing
recycling versus refuse collection
service. As a result, recycling rates now
more closely reflect the actual cost of
providing this service.
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UTILITIES

cont’d

What do User Fees Pay For and Why are Utility Rates Going Up?
Water

Sewer

Treated water that meets the Canadian Drinking
Water Guidelines is delivered directly to those
who pay municipal water user rates and
metered charges. Providing a secure and safe
supply of water requires complex and costly
infrastructure systems including water treatment
facilities and many kilometers of water mains.
Those on the municipal water system benefit
from this vast water infrastructure network.

Major capital projects have been added to the
regional water financial plan as a result of new,
updated information obtained from various
consulting studies that have recently concluded.
The cost and scope of the overall regional water
financial plan has risen dramatically over the
past few years (the cost of the overall plan has
increased by 316% since 2006) as a result of
updated cost and project information.
Regional water capital spending has been
advanced (in terms of timing) for critical water
projects such as a second water source,
treatment of Cannell Lake water and twinning of
major regional water mains.
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The District of Mission provides sanitary
sewer service to those connected to the
sewer system. This service allows sewage
waste to be transported to and treated by a
state of the art secondary sewage
treatment plant (the JAMES sewage
treatment plant) on the south side of the
Fraser River. This plant treats the sewage
in an environmental manner so that clean
discharge can be released back into the
Fraser River. The plant also produces a
bio-solid fertilizer by-product known as
VAL-E-GRO. The sewage conveyance
system and treatment plant are costly
infrastructure systems that need to be
maintained, renewed and expanded.
The cost and scope of the overall regional
sewer financial plan has risen dramatically
over the past few years (the cost of the
overall plan has increased by 352% since
2006) as a result of updated cost and
project information.
A major sewer trickling filter project at the
sewage treatment plant needs to be
completed within the next few years to
meet
environmental
regulatory
requirements. The total projected cost of
this project is about $23.5 million, with
Mission’s share being about $4.8 million.
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UTILITIES

cont’d

Water and Sewer Challenges
The rising cost and scope of the regional water and sewer plans as well as the advancement of
major projects, in particular, have created a financial challenge for the District of Mission.
Unfortunately, the regional water and sewer plans have changed with little or no advance
warning or notice, making it difficult to avoid external borrowing altogether. The challenges
around water and sewer financing will only increase as the full cost of replacing all of the water
and sewer infrastructure is yet to be factored into the water and sewer financial plans.
The District is trying to tackle its water and sewer challenges with a balanced approach
including:
Using $6 million dollars of gas tax grant funds that will be received by the
District of Mission over the next few years for major regional water and sewer
projects;
Increasing development cost charge (DCC) rates to pay for the principal cost of
growth related projects;
Incrementally increasing water and sewer user rates on an annual basis. Water
and sewer user rates are expected to increase by at least 15% and 10%,
respectively, for the foreseeable future;
Using external borrowing as required for major water and sewer projects, with a
loan authorization bylaw being put in place and being utilized only if and when
required;
Aggressively pursuing grants from senior levels of government to assist with
major water and sewer projects including a grant to assist with installing
residential water meters. Water conservation will help us to defer or delay
major water infrastructure projects; and,
Working with our partner, the City of Abbotsford, in planning for the future of the
regional water and sewer systems. As part of the planning process, major
regional water and sewer master plans are now being completed. Once the
master plans are in a final draft stage both Mission and Abbotsford will be
presenting the plans to the public for review and comment.
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UTILITIES

cont’d

What is the District of Mission Doing to Help ?
All new homes are required to install water metering boxes.
Council has adopted an Environmental Charter which specifies
many ways of adopting more sustainable ways of living.
The District is offering rain barrels and downspout kits for sale.
Stricter summer lawn watering restrictions were instituted in May of
2008, and we are expecting to be reinstating these restrictions in May
of 2009.
Mission is unique in that we have curbside composting that will take food waste items as
well as garden waste which reduces waste filling up the landfill.

Effective April 1st, curbside compost will no longer be
collected in clear plastic bags, compostable paper or plastic
bags must be used, which reduces plastic going to the
landfill.
The District also has available, for sale, backyard
composters.

Low-flow toilets are now required in new construction under the BC Building Code and the
District is considering a low-flow toilet installation subsidy program for existing buildings.
Amended soil – the current Subdivision Control Bylaw is being amended to require new
developments to install new amended soil (soil amended with compost/mulch/sand) to
maximize rainwater infiltration.
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UTILITIES

cont’d

What Can YOU Do To Help ?
There are a number of things that the public and businesses can do to help with rising utility
costs, including the following:
Treat water as a limited and valuable resource – practice water conservation and reduce
water consumption by:
Installing a low-flow faucet aerator in your kitchen
Keeping a pitcher of water in the refrigerator rather than running tap water until it is
cold enough to drink
Washing only full loads in the dishwasher and clothes washer and save 40 to 150
liters per load
Taking the 5 minute shower challenge. Every minute you reduce your shower time
saves 10 to 20 liters
Installing a low-flow showerhead
Not running the water when you brush teeth, shave, wash dishes or clean
vegetables. This will save 5 to 50 liters per day
Insulating your water pipes to get hot water faster plus avoid wasting water while it
heats up
Not overwatering your landscape, and use low-angle or pulsating sprinklers that
produce large fat droplets of water
Setting sprinklers to water the lawn, not the sidewalk
Collecting rain water in a rain barrel or other large container
Fixing leaky taps because 1 drop per second equals 32 liters per day
Start composting – 50% of average household garbage contains compost material.
Compostable materials include:
Food waste such as: fruit peelings, scraps of meat and bones
Contaminated paper (pizza or donut boxes), used paper towels/napkins
Garden waste such as: leaves, grass clippings, weeds, twigs
Curbside food and garden waste compost materials do not need to be separated
Start recycling - 20% of all garbage items could be recycled
Purchase only #1, #2 and/or #5 plastics, when selecting grocery or
household items
Purchase items with as little packaging as possible and opt
for recyclable packaging
Use reusable shopping bags when you go shopping
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DEBT
The District currently has about $21.2 million of outstanding external debt. Debt payments
(principal and interest payments) of about $2 million are required annually to service this debt.
About $4.5 million or 21% of this debt is related to the regional water and sewer systems. This
regional debt was incurred by the Fraser Valley Regional District, on behalf of the District of
Mission and the City of Abbotsford, and was transferred on a proportionate basis to both Mission
and Abbotsford when they became direct co-owners of the regional utility systems in 2005.

Outstanding External Debt as at December 31, 2008
Debt Principal
Outstanding

Annual Debt
Servicing Costs on
Outstanding Debt

$16,129,641

$1,445,081

$485,483

$56,127

Regional Sewer Debt (for
regional sewer infrastructure)

$1,539,044

$189,203

Regional Water Debt (for
regional water infrastructure)

$3,008,442

$326,487

$21,162,610

$2,016,898

General Debt (for
Firehall/EOC Building and
Leisure Centre/ Sports Park)
Non-Regional Sewer Debt (for
Cedar Valley sewer extension)
– debt servicing is paid for by
residents within the local
improvement area

Total External Debt
Outstanding

The District always looks to borrow internally (from its own reserve funds) before
resorting to external borrowing and also tries to take advantage of early debt
payout options, finances permitting, when they become available. The District has
been increasing capital transfers incrementally so that it has greater internal
financing capability in terms of capital projects. This strategy is aimed at minimizing
debt.
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The District
looks to
borrow
internally
before
resorting to
external
borrowing.

T AXI N G AU TH O R I TI ES
In addition to municipal taxes and utilities, tax levies from other taxing authorities are reflected
and collected on property tax notices. These other tax levies thus influence overall property tax
levels. The various taxing authorities and their respective levies for 2008 are shown in the graph
below. The second largest tax on your notice is provincial school taxes.

2008 Taxes Collection by Various Taxing Authorities

F. V. Regional
Hospital District,
$1,382,929 or 3.49%

BC Assessment
Authority,
$359,914 or 0.91%

Municipal
Finance Authority,
$958 or 0.00%
F. V. Regional
Library,
$1,024,904 or 2.58%

F. V. Regional
District,
$845,788 or 2.13%

Approximately
42% of all
property taxes
are collected
and levied on
behalf of other
taxing
authorities.

Municipal Taxes,
$21,898,620 or
55.23%

School Taxes,
$14,135,494 or
35.65%

C O N C LU D I N G R EM AR K S
Council is looking at a 7.33% tax increase for 2009, which includes about 1%
for a major new composite fire department initiative. The budgeting process is
all about making difficult choices and balancing present and future needs. As
the District of Mission council represents all citizens and taxpayers of Mission, it
is important for you to voice your comments, regarding budgets and related
services, to council and/or staff.
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It is important for
you to voice your
comments
regarding
budgets and
related services
to Council and/or
staff.

Appendix "A"

Proposed One-time Operating and Capital Projects
2009

2010

2011

One-time Operating Spending initiatives do not affect the tax increase as they are funded through reserves
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One-time Operating Spending Initiatives
Oyama Sister City for visit in 2009 - one-time cost every four years
Full day exercise for the Emergency Response Plan with Fire Operations - one-time
Environmental Charter implementation
Refurbish squash courts floors at Leisure Centre - one-time
Relamping field lighting at the Sports Park - one-time every three years

Total Operating

5,000.00
5,000.00
20,000.00
8,000.00

$

30,000.00

$

8,000.00

6,000.00

$

6,000.00

One-time Capital Spending initiatives do not affect the tax increase as they are funded through reserves
One-time Capital Spending Initiatives
Full-time IT Software Support Specialist - desk, computer, etc.
Part-time Administrative Clerk - Governance - office renovations, desk, computer, etc.
Video equipment - RCMP
ATV patrol vehicle - RCMP
Breathing apparatus replacement - Fire Operations (replaces the $54,000 in 2012 &
2013, in the capital plan, as project has been moved forward)
Pagers/Radios - Fire Operations
Satellite phone purchase - Fire Operations
Intersection improvements - 14th Avenue & Cedar Street

Total Capital

5,000.00
20,000.00
40,000.00
10,049.00
63,700.00

63,700.00

63,700.00

4,800.00
12,000.00
6,000.00

$

161,549.00

$

63,700.00

$

63,700.00

ELEC TED O FFI C I ALS

Mayor James Atebe

Councillor Terry Gidda

(Chair of Engineering and Public Works)

Councillor Mike Scudder

(Chair of Parks, Recreation and Culture)

Councillor Paul Horn

(Chair of Public Safety and Health)

Councillor Jenny Stevens
(Chair of Administration and Finance)

Councillor Danny Plecas
(Chair of Forestry)

Councillor Heather Stewart
(Chair of Planning)

OFFICERS
Chief Administrative Officer…………………………………………………
Director of Corporate Administration………………………………………
Director of Engineering & Public Works………………………………..…
Director of Finance………………………………………………………….
Director of Forest Management……………………………………………
Director of Parks, Recreation and Culture………………………………..
Director of Planning … … … … … ... …………………………………….
Fire Chief…………………………………………………………………….
Royal Canadian Mounted Police………………………………………….

Page 35

Public Budget Consultation Meeting – April 6, 2009

Glen Robertson
Dennis Clark
Rick Bomhof
Ken Bjorgaard
Kim Allan
Ray Herman
Sharon Fletcher
Ian Fitzpatrick
Inspector Pat Walsh

Produced by the District of Mission Finance Department

District of Mission
8645 Stave Lake Street
PO Box 20
Mission, B.C.
V2V 4L9
Telephone: 604-820-3700
Fax: 604-826-1363
District of Mission website: www.mission.ca

