
 

 

 

April 17, 2025 
 
Mayor Horn and Council 
City of Mission 
8645 Stave Lake St 
Mission, BC V2V 4L9 
 
Dear Mayor Horn and Council: 
 
Re: Draft Mission Official Community Plan (OCP) 
 
On behalf of the Urban Development Institute (UDI), please see below our feedback on 
the City of Mission’s draft OCP. We recognize the extensive work that has gone into this 
document and appreciate the City’s intent to establish a long-term vision that promotes 
sustainability, community livability, and responsible growth. 
 
While we support the City’s ambition to plan for a vibrant and sustainable future, we have 
concerns about the practicality, clarity, and financial implications of the draft OCP as 
currently written. We are particularly concerned that the plan, while aspirational, is difficult 
to interpret and implement, which could lead to delays in housing delivery, higher costs for 
applicants, and ultimately, increased financial pressures on Mission taxpayers. 
 
Plan Structure and Implementation Concerns 
 
The draft OCP contains significant aspirational language yet lacks the clarity and policy 
alignment needed to support timely and predictable development approvals. Compared to 
the current OCP, the draft is more complex and introduces subjective terms and open-
ended direction that may lead to inconsistent interpretations by staff and applicants. This 
will inevitably slow down the development process, at a time when housing delivery needs 
to accelerate. 
 
Furthermore, while the draft OCP includes a robust set of social and environmental goals, 
there is little acknowledgment of the financial implications of these policies. We note that 
other Master Plans undertaken by the City have included financial impact assessments, 
and we recommend the same approach for the OCP. Without clear costing of proposed 
public amenities, infrastructure, and policy requirements, especially in the absence of 
development contributions, the financial burden will shift to taxpayers. 
 
We are also concerned by the stated intention not to amend the OCP for two years 
following adoption. This appears to conflict with the “living document” principle that 
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underpins OCPs and could prevent timely policy adjustments in response to changing 
market conditions or new provincial legislation. 
 
Key Policy Areas of Concern 
 
A number of policies within the draft OCP may inadvertently hinder housing delivery and 
affect project viability: 
 
Mid-Rise Residential (Section 1.1.1.5): Requiring a density bonus payment above 2.0 
FSR makes woodframe mid-rise projects less viable, especially considering the marginal 
economics of these buildings. The ability to achieve higher density without requiring 
concrete construction is critical to project feasibility. Competing municipalities such as 
Abbotsford and Chilliwack do not apply similar charges, which could put Mission at a 
competitive disadvantage in attracting new housing investment. We recommend removing 
the requirement for a density bonus payment for woodframe buildings or, at a minimum, 
providing a viability-based path to exemption. 
 
Housing Supply and Approvals (Section 1.2): The draft OCP does not fully leverage 
the housing capacity of areas such as Cedar Valley, Stave Heights, the Waterfront, and 
the Central Neighbourhood Plan. These areas already have planning frameworks in place 
and could play a major role in addressing current and future housing needs. Additionally, 
the draft misses an opportunity to outline specific process improvements or capacity 
enhancements to the City’s development approvals, which are frequently cited as a 
significant barrier to timely housing delivery in Mission. A commitment to streamlining 
processes and improving timelines would be a valuable addition. 
 
Urban Design Requirements (Section 2.1): The introduction of new urban design 
requirements across multiple land use designations introduces a level of subjectivity that 
may result in inconsistent interpretations, longer review timelines, and higher soft costs. 
Some requirements may be challenging to meet without concrete construction and could 
limit the viability of mid-density housing. These should be consolidated into the 
Implementation section or supported by clear design guidelines to improve clarity and 
predictability. 
 
Neighbourhood Planning (Section 2.1.2.1): We support the use of consistent Terms of 
Reference across all Neighbourhood Plans, modeled on the Central Neighbourhood Plan. 
This approach helps ensure alignment with the City’s financial, infrastructure, and 
environmental goals. It also helps provide predictability for applicants and residents and 
avoids unnecessary duplication or variation between different plan areas. A stronger 
commitment to timely and concurrent Neighbourhood Planning would help accelerate 
housing delivery in new growth areas. 
 
Employment Lands (Section 2.1.1.12 & Employment Section): We support continued 
alignment with the Employment Lands Strategy and encourage the City to retain the 
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Special Study Area designation for west ALR lands. This reflects past engagement with 
the Agricultural Land Commission and is an important tool for supporting long-term 
economic development and job space in Mission. Removing this designation could limit 
future flexibility and reduce the City’s ability to respond to economic opportunities. 
 
Parks and Natural Areas (Sections 2.1.1.17 & 2.1.1.19): The OCP does not 
acknowledge that many parks and green spaces are delivered through private 
development at no cost to taxpayers. Without development contributions, taxpayers will 
bear the cost of acquiring and maintaining these spaces. A financial analysis comparing 
the implications with and without development partnerships should be included. 
 
Housing Affordability (Section 3.7): The OCP sets out important principles on housing 
diversity and attainability, and we support measures that reduce risk and increase 
predictability. However, policies requiring the inclusion of non-market housing units within 
market projects should include viability testing and allow flexibility based on market 
conditions. These requirements can materially affect the feasibility of projects, especially 
in the current economic climate. Additionally, policies like discouraging land speculation, 
while well-intentioned, are not enforceable at the municipal level and could inadvertently 
create false expectations among residents. 
 
Implementation (Section 4.1): The OCP should clearly reflect the Province’s requirement 
to pre-zone land for 20 years of housing supply and outline how this will be implemented 
through updated zoning and servicing plans. It would also be helpful to clarify the 
sequencing between policy implementation and action steps, particularly where capital 
infrastructure or detailed planning is required. A more detailed implementation roadmap 
would improve clarity for both staff and applicants. 
 
We respectfully recommend that Council refer the draft OCP back to staff and the 
consultant team for further refinement to improve clarity, reduce subjectivity, and better 
balance social, environmental, and financial priorities.  
 
As always, UDI remains committed to working collaboratively with the City to support 
Mission’s vision while ensuring that housing and job space can be delivered in a timely 
and economically viable manner.  
 
Yours sincerely,  

 
 
Anne McMullin 
President and CEO, Urban Development Institute 
 


