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1.0

Introduction

1.1

Purpose

This report proposes the structure and rates for a new regional Development Cost Charge (DCC) to generate
revenue for new capital investment in transit in Metro Vancouver. The DCC is proposed to come into effect
in January 2020, subject to the Provincial Government approving the necessary legislation.

1.2

Status of the Proposed DCC

The structure and rates described in this report were approved by the Mayors’ Council on Regional
Transportation and the TransLink Board of Directors in December 2017.
The approved structure is intended to form the basis for the necessary amendments to Provincial legislation
and a subsequent TransLink bylaw to implement the new DCC.
Assuming passage of the legislation in 2018, TransLink intends to consult with stakeholders in 2018 regarding
the final structure of the DCC and the final rates prior to adoption of the bylaw.
In anticipation of approval of the DCC, forecasted revenues have been estimated for inclusion in the 2018 to
2027 10-Year Investment Plan which is currently being developed by TransLink.

1.3

Why a New Development Charge?

Metro Vancouver requires significant capital investment in transportation infrastructure. TransLink, the
agency responsible for creating and operating the regional transportation network, has in the past relied on
a combination of funds provided by the Provincial and Federal Governments to cover a large share of major
new capital projects and funds generated within the region via property taxes, fuel taxes, and transit fares.
These funding sources were either not keeping pace with the need for investment or were already at the
maximum allowable level (under current legislation), so starting in 2010 the Mayors’ Council and TransLink
began considering other possible sources of revenue that would help spread the cost across a wider base,
rather than just increasing the financial load on those already paying. One of the ideas explored was a means
of obtaining revenue from new urban development.
Urban development can be equated with growth - in population and employment - and it is a widely accepted
principle that urban growth should help pay for the infrastructure that it needs. Also, urban development
benefits from investment in transportation infrastructure. Improved accessibility can create new opportunities
for private sector development and can result in increased land value, so it is reasonable to consider
mechanisms that channel some of the benefits into recovering the investment in infrastructure.
In British Columbia, there are two mechanisms commonly used by local governments to obtain contributions
from urban development for community infrastructure and amenities. Development Cost Charges (DCCs)
are levied on almost all new development projects, whether or not rezoning is involved. Community Amenity
Contributions (CACs) are obtained when rezoning changes allowable land use and/or density, via site-by-site
negotiations or by the use of density bonusing. Either (or both) of these mechanisms could be used to obtain
contributions for regional transportation infrastructure, but there are three reasons why DCCs are a better
funding source for TransLink. First, a significant share of new regional development happens on sites that
do not involve rezoning. From the perspective of fairness, all new development should contribute, not just
development involving rezoning, because all growth creates new demand for transportation infrastructure.
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Second, CACs are often negotiated by local governments, whereas DCCs are levied in accordance with a
fixed rate schedule. The fixed rate schedule means the DCC is predictable, for developers and for local
government. Third, TransLink has no direct role in the rezoning process so is not able to directly influence
land use, density, the allocation of CACs, and consequently the revenue that would be available for
transportation infrastructure.
Because DCCs are a widely used and understood in BC and are a means of generating revenue from urban
development (which benefits from regional transportation infrastructure), the Mayors’ Council included a
development fee as a proposed funding source in the 2017 to 2026 Investment Plan.

1.4

Chronology

The idea of a regional development charge for transportation has been under consideration for several years:
September 2010 - the Mayors’ Council and the Province of British Columbia signed a Livable Cities
Memorandum of Understanding to work together to develop a sustainable funding strategy and transportation
system for Metro Vancouver.
2011 and 2012 - Work by a Joint Technical Committee1 evaluated 20 potential funding sources to support
regional transportation improvements in Metro Vancouver, including a DCC.
April 2012 - Two background reports commissioned by TransLink on land value capture explored
development cost recovery mechanisms to understand their pros and cons and experience from elsewhere2.
2013 - the Mayors’ Council shortlisted five potential funding sources, one of which was land value capture
(including development cost recovery), for more detailed examination.
October 2014 – Land Value Capture Summary Report released: Discussion of potential mechanisms to fund
regional transportation in Metro Vancouver.
2015 and Spring 2016 - TransLink commissioned preliminary analysis to produce estimates of how much
revenue could be generated from a DCC without negative impacts on the pace of development, the viability
of new development, or housing affordability. The preliminary analysis indicated that a relatively small charge
could generate on the order of $20 million per year, a significant amount over the 20 to 30 year planning
horizon for new capital investment in transportation. A Discussion Paper3 was released in April 2016 to begin
consultation with stakeholders, including local government agencies and the development industry.
May 2016 - the Mayors’ Council included a proposed Development Cost Charge for Regional Transportation
Infrastructure as part of a regional funding proposal for the 10-Year Investment Plan. Additional consultation
on the concept of the proposed DCC occurred in Spring, Summer and Fall of 2016 with stakeholders,
including public consultation in October 2016 as part of broader consultation on the 10-Year Investment Plan.

1

The Joint Technical Committee consisted of senior executives from TransLink, BC’s Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure, and the Cities
of Vancouver and Surrey.

2

The two background reports are: 1) Arup. April 2012. Value Capture Mechanisms: Global Context – A Working Paper Prepared for the Regional
Transportation Strategy for Metro Vancouver. Prepared for TransLink and 2) Coriolis Consulting Corp. April 2012. Financial Sustainability:
Financing Infrastructure in Metro Vancouver – Legal Foundations, Principles and Practices: Local Context – A Working Paper Prepared for the
Regional Transportation Strategy for Metro Vancouver. Prepared for TransLink.

3

Coriolis Consulting Corp. April 2016. A Possible Regional Development Cost Charge for Regional Transportation/Transit Infrastructure in Metro
Vancouver: Discussion Paper. Prepared for the Mayors’ Council on Regional Transportation and TransLink.
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Nov 2016 - TransLink and the Mayors’ Council approved a Phase One Investment Plan (2017-2026) that
included the proposed creation of a new DCC for regional transportation infrastructure, with a target of raising
about $15 to $20 million per year (in $2017). The 10-Year Plan indicated that the fee is subject to Provincial
approval and the Province passing the necessary legislation and that the fee is intended to come into effect
in 2020.
Spring 2017 - TransLink initiated a process to develop and consult on the design of the structure of the
proposed new DCC, determine what rates that should be charged, and estimate the probable revenue stream
over 10 years.

1.5

Role of The Consultant

Coriolis Consulting Corp. was retained by TransLink to conduct preliminary exploratory work and estimates
prior to the decision in 2016 to include a new DCC in the 10-Year Investment Plan (Phase One). Coriolis
was also retained in 2017 to assist TransLink in designing the DCC structure in detail, proposing DCC rates,
estimating revenue, and discussing the proposal with stakeholders in local government and the development
industry.
This report provides the technical support for the final proposed new DCC framework and proposed DCC
rates as adopted by the Mayors’ Council and TransLink Board of Directors in late 2017. This report is an
independent analysis, however, and opinions expressed are those of the consultant and not necessarily of
TransLink.

PAGE 3

DRAFT FOR DISCUSSION

A REGIONAL DCC FOR TRANSIT INFRASTRUCTURE: PROPOSED STRUCTURE AND RATES

2.0

Scope of the Report

This report includes:
•

An explanation of DCCs and how they are used in BC.

•

Commentary on the effect of DCCs on urban land markets and housing prices.

•

The objectives that TransLink articulated for the design of the new DCC.

•

The proposed structure of the new DCC, an explanation of why it has been constructed in this form, and
some commentary on alternatives that were considered but rejected for various reasons.

•

The urban development financial analysis that was used to determine the proposed initial DCC rates.

•

A forecast of DCC revenues from 2020 to 2032, based on a forecast of urban growth over the next 15
years.

The proposed structure of the new DCC evolved during 2016 and 2017 based on refined analysis, extensive
interaction with stakeholders in local government and the development industry, and careful consideration of
the pros and cons of different ways the DCC might be designed. This report does not fully document the
evolution of the DCC, from the preliminary ideas to the form ultimately adopted by the Mayors’ Council and
the TransLink Board in late 2017, and it does not fully document the input from stakeholders. That information
is available in other materials from TransLink.
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3.0

Disclaimer

This document may contain estimates and forecasts of future growth and urban development prospects,
estimates of the financial performance of possible future urban development projects, opinions regarding the
likelihood of approval of development projects, and recommendations regarding development strategy or
municipal policy. All such estimates, forecasts, opinions, and recommendations are based in part on forecasts
and assumptions regarding population change, economic growth, policy, market conditions, development
costs and other variables. The assumptions, estimates, forecasts, opinions, and recommendations are based
on interpreting past trends, gauging current conditions, and making judgments about the future. As with all
judgments concerning future trends and events, however, there is uncertainty and risk that conditions change
or unanticipated circumstances occur such that actual events turn out differently than as anticipated in this
document, which is intended to be used as a reasonable indicator of potential outcomes rather than as a
precise prediction of future events.
Nothing contained in this report, express or implied, shall confer rights or remedies upon, or create any
contractual relationship with, or cause of action in favor of, any third party relying upon this document.
In no event shall Coriolis Consulting Corp. be liable to the TransLink or any third party for any indirect,
incidental, special, or consequential damages whatsoever, including lost revenues or profits.
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4.0

What is a DCC?

4.1

Existing Situation in BC

BC legislation allows local governments to impose a charge on new urban development to assist in paying
the capital cost of new community infrastructure. These charges are called Development Cost Charges
(DCCs) and are authorized by Section 559 of the Local Government Act in all communities except the City of
Vancouver, where they are called Development Cost Levies (DCLs) and are authorized by Section 523D of
the Vancouver Charter. DCCs have been used widely in BC since the 1970s.
There is similar legislation in other Provinces such as Ontario, where these levies are called Development
Charges, and Alberta, where they are called Off-Site Levies. Ontario allows Development Charges to be used
to collect revenue for transit infrastructure.
DCCs are used to fund community infrastructure including roads, water, sewer, drainage, and park land
acquisition. In BC, DCCs cannot be used at present to fund transit infrastructure.
DCCs can only be used to fund new capital projects, either directly or by paying back money borrowed to
fund new projects. DCCs cannot be applied to “old” debt that was incurred for projects prior to the introduction
of the DCC and cannot be applied to operating costs.
In Metro Vancouver, all of the local governments (except Belcarra and Lions Bay) charge DCCs for most or
all new development projects. In addition, the Greater Vancouver Sewerage and Drainage District (GVS&DD)
charges a regional DCC to fund regional-scale sewer capital projects.
DCCs are applied to urban development whether or not any rezoning is involved. DCC rates are established
by bylaw and are not negotiable. The rates can vary by type of development, by density, and by location
provided there are sound reasons for the variation.
The usual steps in B.C. for determining DCC rates are as follows:
•

The local government identifies the capital projects that are needed to extend or expand community
infrastructure.

•

Capital costs are estimated for each project.

•

The local government must decide what portion of future capital works should be paid by taxpayers in
general (usually via property tax) and what portion should be paid by new development. This allocation
depends on the location and purpose of each capital project.

•

The portion allocated to growth can be reduced by what is called an “assist” factor, but in practice this
assist factor is very small.

•

The local government then estimates how much new development will be served by the new
infrastructure. Dividing the total cost allocated to growth by the amount of growth produces the amount
that is proposed to be charged to new development, on a per unit or per square foot basis.

•

There is public and stakeholder consultation about the proposed capital projects and DCC rates and there
is typically some analysis to examine whether the new rates can be absorbed by new development
without any significant negative impacts.

•

The capital projects and DCC rates are included in a bylaw.
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4.2

Pros and Cons of DCCs for Funding Transit

The main advantages of a DCC for regional transportation/transit include:
•

DCCs are transparent, easy to understand, and easy to administer.

•

A DCC obtains revenue from new urban development, which is consistent with the idea that growth should
help pay for the cost of growth.

•

Provided DCC rates are set carefully, the cost of a DCC tends to be borne by developers or land owners
of development property, rather than transit users or taxpayers at large.

•

Administration costs are small, as there is already a system in place to collect municipal DCCs.

There are some disadvantages of DCC as a funding mechanism as well, including:
•

They can only be applied to capital costs, not operating costs.

•

They are a one-time payment, not a recurring revenue stream such as taxes, and revenues will fluctuate
depending on the pace of new development.

•

They are not linked in any way to transportation patterns, so they do not influence transportation choices.

These disadvantages can be offset by other components of a comprehensive funding strategy.

4.3

Principles and Good Practices

The Province has published4 guidelines for DCCs. Four decades of experience across the Province have
also contributed to defining the state of the art for using DCCs. Good practices include:
•

Those who benefit from new capital investment should contribute to infrastructure costs.

•

Costs should be fairly distributed among existing users and new development, and across different kinds
of development.

•

DCCs should be transparent and understandable in terms of how rates are determined and how the
money is used.

•

DCCs should provide certainty to the land market and the development industry. This means predictable
rates with advance notice of any significant changes.

•

There should be ample opportunity for full discussion among all stakeholders.

•

There should be consideration of possible negative impact on the pace of development or housing
affordability before the adoption of new (or increased) DCCs.

•

DCC programs should be monitored to ensure they are not causing negative impacts and are contributing
to the orderly construction of new infrastructure.

•

DCC systems should be easy and inexpensive to administer.

4

BC Ministry of Community Services. Development Cost Charges Best Practices Guide.
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5.0

Creating a New DCC for Regional Transportation

The proposed new regional transportation DCC is intended to be structured similar to existing legislation and
practice, for consistency, ease of implementation, and clarity.
There are, however, four ways in which the new DCC will be different from the current DCC landscape in BC.
First, transit is not currently an eligible capital expenditure for DCCs. New legislation will have to make transit
capital costs eligible.
Second, TransLink does not have the authority to charge DCCs. New legislation is needed to give TransLink
the ability to levy a DCC within its service area. There is a precedent in Metro Vancouver for a regional levy,
as the GVS&DD has the authority to impose a regional sewer levy.
Third, the nature of transportation benefits is different in some important ways than most other kinds of
community infrastructure. Most new local infrastructure tends to benefit users and uses in the vicinity in a
direct way. A new water line, a new road, or a new sewer, for example, tend to provide capacity for adjacent
or nearby lands. Transportation is different because people tend to use it “regionally” instead of locally. As
an example, consider a person who lives in one of the eastern municipalities, such as Langley, who works or
studies at UBC and commutes daily via transit. Now consider an improvement in the rapid transit network
that extends rapid transit toward UBC. The capital investment is in Vancouver, but the Langley resident
benefits in terms of improved access to UBC. With regional transportation investments there can be a
significant difference between the physical location of the investment and the geographic distribution of
benefits.
Fourth, the nature of TransLink’s overall funding structure means that its calculation of DCC rates will be
somewhat different than typical practice. Typical municipal practice for infrastructure is to add up the cost of
the capital program, allocate a share to growth, and then spread this growth share over the expected amount
of development. If the cost per unit is too high, based on an initial test, then the capital program can be
reduced or the municipality can shift a larger share of the cost onto taxpayers.
In TransLink’s case, the total need for capital investment to meet transportation demand is high. The Phase
One 10 Year Investment Plan includes $3.6 billion in total capital expenditures of which 34% or $1.24 billion
is capital expenditures related to expansion projects (e.g. expansions to bus, SeaBus, HandyDART, rapid
transit service, the walking/cycling network, and the major road network).5
A large part ($625 million) of the capital expenditures related to expansion projects is to be raised within the
region.6 If this regional share is assumed to be attributed to growth7 and fully funded by a DCC, then the cost
per unit that would have to be collected from development would be excessive (i.e. on the order of $6,500
per residential unit if only residential pays or $4 per square foot on all residential, office, retail, institutional,
and industrial development which would not be financially viable). So, rather than shifting too much of the
cost to development, TransLink has attempted to estimate a reasonable dollar amount that can be obtained

5

6
7

The Phase One 10 Year Investment Plan (2017 to 2026) includes the following expansion projects: about 200 new buses, 1 new
SeaBus, about 40 new HandyDART vehicles, 56 new Expo/Millennium line cars, 24 new Canada Line cars, 2 new West Coast
Express locomotives, upgrades to the Expo/Millennium and Canada Line stations and systems, pre-construction of the BroadwayMillennium Line Extension, pre-construction of Surrey-Newton-Guildford LRT, design for the Patullo Bridge replacement, 4 updated
transit exchanges, and walking/cycling network projects.
As noted in the Phase One 10 Year Investment Plan.
This calculation is illustrative only. New investment benefits existing residents and employees, as well as growth, so new
development should not pay the whole cost. It is useful to demonstrate, though, that there is a practical limit on how much
development can be expected to contribute.
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from development (without causing negative impacts), as one component of its overall funding plan. The two
main consequences of this approach are that the DCC revenue is a capital contribution to all expansion
projects rather than targeted on specific expansion projects, and that the new DCC rates should be influenced
by ability to pay, especially if there is an overarching need to ensure that the new charge will not affect the
pace of development or affordability. Some observers have suggested that this approach means the new
charge should be called a Transit Levy or something similar to distinguish it from a true DCC. This is a good
point, but calling the new charge a DCC makes it clear that ultimately the charge is a cost recovery mechanism
rather than a tax on value and will be administered very similarly to existing DCCs. The proposed new transit
charge will be more similar to a DCC than it is to a CAC, a tax on value, or other land value capture
mechanisms.
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6.0

The Effect of Development Charges on Urban Land
Markets, Housing Prices, and the Pace of New
Development

Because of the widespread and intense concern about housing affordability in Metro Vancouver, TransLink
communicated early on that a new DCC should not have an adverse impact on the housing market. TransLink
was also concerned about potential impacts on the viability of developing new employment space.
This concern about negative impacts on urban development was a fundamental part of the design of the
proposed structure and the analysis that led to the setting of proposed DCC rates. TransLink recognized that
this new DCC is being considered at a time when other agencies are also increasing infrastructure charges:
in 2018, the Greater Vancouver Sewerage and Drainage District (GVS&DD) is increasing its levy on new
development to pay for regional sewer infrastructure and many municipalities throughout Metro Vancouver
are raising their DCCs to pay for local road, water, sewer, drainage, and park networks. As well, many
municipalities expect Community Amenity Contributions (CACs) from new development to pay for daycare,
affordable housing, recreation facilities, and other public benefits.
Imposing these costs on new urban development stems from the idea that new residential and employment
spaces need and benefit from expanded services and amenities, so generally should help pay for them. Also,
the fact that urban development benefits from improved transit service in various ways, including making
more locations available for high density development, reducing the need for parking (which is very expensive
to build), and attracting buyers who want increased accessibility strengthens the argument for making
development contribute to regional transportation infrastructure. At the same time, though, there are worries
that increasing the cost of new construction, especially for housing, will push up prices.

6.1

Will a New DCC Affect Housing Prices?

The short answer is “not if the DCC is set low enough that it does not affect the viability and pace of new
residential development”.
The answer may surprise those who assume that any new cost, even a small one, is just added to new house
prices. The refrain that “new costs are just passed on to buyers and renters of new units, making housing
less affordable”, is often repeated. But is it true? If an agency like TransLink starts collecting a DCC to help
pay for regional transit, does this new charge necessarily lead to increased housing prices?
Certainly, local and regional levies add to the construction cost of new residential and employment space.
For uses that are created by governments and non-profits, such as housing for low income households, public
schools, university buildings, and hospitals, increases in development charges add directly to the cost that
must be borne by users and taxpayers. However, most forms of urban development - condominiums, market
rental units, office space, retail stores, industrial work places - are created for profit and offered at a market
price that is not the same as the cost of construction. To consider whether a new DCC affects affordability,
it is necessary to look at the factors that drive prices in the housing market and then see which of the
participants in the market bears the new cost.
To start, it is worth looking at some demonstrations of why market price and construction cost are not as
tightly linked as is often suggested:
•

In Metro Vancouver over the last few years, condominium prices have been rising at over 10% per year.
While construction costs and some local government charges have been rising, increases in market price
have far outpaced increases in the cost of building new units.
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•

If new housing prices were determined just by adding up the costs and then adding a profit, why aren’t
prices across the region more uniform for similar types and sizes of units? New units in Vancouver sell
for two or more times the price of same-sized units in Surrey; while some construction costs are higher
in Vancouver, they are not double (or more) the costs in Surrey. Something other than construction cost
is driving the price differences across the region. Areas experiencing the greatest market demand have
the highest prices and these prices are far in excess of construction cost.

•

Suppose two adjacent, virtually identical new condo projects on adjacent sites come to market at the
same time. One seeks a price that is 10% higher than the one next door, which offers units at the
prevailing area price. The explanation offered by the sales rep is that the higher priced project cost more
to build because of an expensive soil remediation requirement. Would condo buyers pay the extra 10%
because of this higher cost? Or would they go next door and buy the unit that is selling at the prevailing
market price? When people buy a unit (or a new stove, for that matter) they generally don’t know what it
cost to construct. What they know is the market price and they know what they are willing and able to
pay. They won’t (or can’t) pay more just because the seller claims to have absorbed a higher cost.

•

Suppose a developer completes a new condo project. The total of all costs (construction, marketing, land,
municipal charges) plus a typical allowance for profit all come to $700 a square foot. But new units in the
neighbourhood are selling for $800 a square foot. Does the new developer offer the new project at $700
a foot or at the prevailing market price?

These points ought to create some skepticism about the premise that any new costs, such as DCCs, are
simply directly passed on to new home buyers or renters in the form of higher prices.
So, if the charge is not simply added to price, what happens when a new government charge is imposed for
infrastructure or amenities?
The answer is different for levies such as DCCs, that are imposed on all projects, and for CACs, that in BC
are only applicable to projects involving rezoning.

6.2

Community Amenity Contributions and Housing Prices

Community Amenity Contributions (CACs) are collected by many BC municipalities when property is rezoned
to change the allowable uses and/or allowable density for new development. This type of rezoning has two
key consequences:
•

By increasing the capacity for new housing or employment growth, rezonings lead to increased loads on
a wide range of community amenities and infrastructure, such as daycare, recreation facilities, or
emergency services.

•

By changing the allowable use and by increasing the allowable density, rezonings almost always result
in higher land value because of the increased development opportunity.

Without a mechanism such as CACs, the impacts of growth are absorbed by the community and the
municipality, while all the benefits of increased land value are enjoyed by the property owner. A CAC is a
means for converting some of the increased land value into public benefits that help the community deal with
the impacts of growth. A well-designed CAC system results in the land value gains from rezoning being
allocated among land owners (so they have an incentive to sell their land into the development market),
developers (so they have an incentive to develop the additional density), and the community (in the form of
amenities that help address the impacts of change). Because CACs are always associated with an increase
in density, CACs do not have a negative impact on housing price. Local governments obtain CACs in
exchange for allowing new density (i.e. new capacity for development), meaning CACs help encourage
expansion of housing supply. Generally, the cost of CACs associated with obtaining new density is less than
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the market value of this density, so the all-in cost of new units can be lower than the cost of new units that
are built on already-zoned land. New units sell for market value, though, and sales data indicates that units
in projects that paid a CAC are priced the same as comparable units in projects that did not pay a CAC
(because they did not involve rezoning).

6.3

Development Cost Charges and Housing Prices

DCCs are very different from CACs. These infrastructure costs are levied on all projects, not just those
involving rezoning, so they are a cost that is not offset by an increase in development density.
To explain the impact of DCCs in the urban market, it is important to understand a unique feature of land as
a form of capital. Labour, money, and materials can all move around based on where they will obtain the
optimum value or return. Land can’t move, so its value is based on what it can be used for in its local market
context.
In an urbanized region such as Metro Vancouver, almost all properties that have redevelopment potential
based on zoning or community plan policies have at least two candidates for what an appraiser would call
the highest and best use, or the use that supports the highest land value in an open, competitive marketplace:
•

One candidate is the amount that a user (e.g. a home owner, a business owner) or an investor would pay
for the property to keep it in its present use. This use might be a single detached home, an older low
density rental apartment building, an older retail space, or a strip mall. This existing use supports a value
based on what users or investors are willing to pay, to keep and use the property as is (to live in, to run
a business in, or to collect the rent from).

•

The second candidate is the amount a developer is willing and able to pay to acquire the property,
demolish the existing use, and profitably build something new, typically at a higher density. The amount
a developer can pay depends on the market value of the completed new use and the cost of creating this
new use.

When the value supported by the existing use exceeds the value a developer can pay, the property generally
remains as is. This is the case for many properties that appear as though they “ought” to be development
sites, because some older low density commercial properties or older single detached homes in places zoned
for higher density are simply more valuable in their current use than a developer can afford to pay for them.
On the other hand, when the land value supported by redevelopment of a site exceeds the value of the
existing use, then redevelopment usually occurs. As an aside, this is why it is possible and important to
calculate the minimum allowable new density that is necessary to encourage redevelopment in areas selected
for densification: a developer needs sufficient new density to support enough land value to compete a site
away from those who want to own the property for its current use.
What determines how much a developer can afford to pay for a site? For residential development, it works
like this:
1. How much will the new units sell or rent for in the open market? This market price determines the total
amount of money that will be available to pay for construction costs, profit, and land.
2. What is the cost to construct the new project? Developers pay all the hard costs (e.g. concrete, lumber,
labour, appliances) and soft costs (e.g. municipal fees, insurance, marketing, professionals) of creating
a development and bringing it to market.
3. What is the profit margin achievable in the local market? Development takes time, ties up capital, and
involves risk, so developers of new condos or rental units need to achieve a level of profit that makes the
business worthwhile. Developer profit margins are set by the competitive marketplace: there is a
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basement rate of profit set by the fact that developers are not willing to do projects below some minimum
threshold of profitability (and lenders are not likely to lend money for projects that are too “thin”) and a
ceiling rate set by competition from other developers (a developer who tries to extract too much profit will
have to try to achieve higher unit prices than other similar projects, try to obtain labour or materials at
less than market price, or try to buy development sites for less than market value, none of which are
sustainable business strategies).
4. Starting with the market value (the revenue from developing the project), deducting the construction cost
and deducting the target profit leaves the amount that can be paid for land. This “residual” land value is
the maximum a developer can pay for a site and still have a viable, profitable project. This amount must
be higher than the value of the site supported by the existing use, or the developer will not be able to buy
it for redevelopment.
Based on the above explanation, understanding what drives the market price of new housing is at the heart
of understanding the impact of a new cost in the urban marketplace. Classic microeconomics tell us that price
is set by the interaction of supply and demand. The demand for residential units in Metro is a function of
population growth, employment growth, household incomes, mortgage rates (which have been at historic
lows for a long time), intergenerational wealth transfer, investors (local and non-local), second home
owners…all of which generate demand for owned and rented housing in this very attractive region. This total
demand for units is higher than the demand generated by population growth alone.
The supply of residential units in the region consists of existing inventory (which is fixed) and new inventory,
which requires new development. The pace of new development is affected by the availability of land,
infrastructure (particularly transportation), municipal approvals processes, and the capacity of the regional
industry to build new product. Land availability in this region is one constraint on new housing supply.
Mountains, ocean, and the US border limit the total supply of land, the Agricultural Land Reserve and open
spaces account for a large area, and low density single detached neighbourhoods account for another large
swath, leaving a relatively small total area available for high density urban use. Another constraint is the rate
at which new projects are approved.
Strong demand and constrained land supply have combined to push housing prices upward at a pace that
far exceeds the rate of inflation in construction costs or increases in local government fees. The difference
between growth in market price and increased construction cost becomes growth in land values. New
construction costs in a rising market, therefore, tend to take some of the money that would otherwise have
become added to land values.
Prices will not keep rising at recent rates forever, but in the absence of significant government intervention or
a major economic downturn they are not likely to collapse either.
So, what does all this mean for DCCs?
Adding a new DCC, such as the one proposed by TransLink, will not directly increase the market price of
housing. Prices in a region with strong demand and constrained supply are not determined just by adding up
the costs.
What a new DCC does do is reduce the amount developers would otherwise be able to pay for land.
Developers cannot arbitrarily increase the market price of new units just because a cost went up8. They are

8

The Province of BC published a guide for local government in 2014 that stated, “Developers know they cannot simply raise
their asking prices when faced with additional costs; that the selling price is set by the market.” Community Amenity
Contributions: Balancing Community Planning, Public Benefits, and Housing Affordability, Ministry of Community, Sport, and
Cultural Development, March 2014, page 15.
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price-takers for construction costs (i.e. they cannot try to drop their price for concrete to counter an increased
DCC). And they have a target for profit that needs to be met to justify the risk of taking on a project. So, the
new DCC has only one place to go: it pushes down development site values (which does not necessarily
result in an absolute decline; it could show up as a slower rate of growth in land values than would otherwise
have occurred).
Back to the idea that every parcel of land has at least two candidates for setting its market value: for a parcel
of land to be a development site, developers must be able to pay more for land than the value set by existing
uses. If a new (or increased) DCC lowers developers’ bid price for land, but this price is still sufficiently higher
than the value set by the existing use, there is no impact on the housing market. Land owners still have an
incentive to sell into the market, developers can outbid users or investors who want the existing use, and new
units still flow to the market at the pace they would have. But if the DCC (or any new cost) drives developers’
bid price below the value set by existing use, developers will not be able to obtain development sites. Sites
that should have been development sites remain in their existing use. If this reduction in the availability of
development sites is large and widespread, it has serious consequences for the housing market because it
results in a reduced flow of new units in a market with a continuing surge in demand. The result is marketwide increases in all housing prices, which is of far greater concern regarding housing affordability than the
simplistic fear that the DCC gets added to the price of new units.
There are three housing market risks if DCCs (or any new cost imposed by government) are too high:
•

For market strata housing, if DCCs put too much downward pressure on what developers can pay for
land, the flow of land to the redevelopment market will slow (because more properties will be kept in their
current use), the pace of new unit creation will slow, and strata prices will rise faster than they otherwise
would have.

•

New market rental housing in Metro Vancouver already has financial difficulty competing for development
sites because rental supports a lower land value than strata development. To make rental more financially
viable, the land cost must be lowered by expanding development capacity (through density bonusing, for
example, or by allowing higher density only if rental is included) and costs imposed by government must
be managed very carefully, particularly in submarkets where new rental is just barely viable. Fortunately,
the cost of a new DCC for transit can be offset by cost savings such as reduced parking requirements.

•

For non-market rental projects, which are usually built or incented by non-profits and governments who
are trying to deliver new units at the lowest possible cost, any new costs just add to the challenge. This
is why TransLink, like others in Metro, will exempt some kinds of affordable rental housing from the new
DCC.

Avoiding these negative impacts requires caution in setting the amount of any new cost imposed by local or
regional agencies and also requires giving ample notice of new or increased costs so the land market has
time to adjust.

6.4

Getting It Right

DCCs are a two-edged sword. Set appropriately, they are a way to have new development contribute to
infrastructure by capturing some value that otherwise would have gone to increases in land value. Set too
high, or applied without sufficient attention to development economics, they can lead to a reduction in the
availability of development lands and impair the viability of new strata and rental projects, with consequences
for affordability.
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Because of the risks associated with setting DCC rates too high, the proposed structure and draft initial DCC
rates have been carefully calibrated to avoid these potential negative impacts. The aim from the outset was
to achieve a balance between these objectives:
•

Generate significant revenue for transportation infrastructure that will come from urban development, a
new source that is different from property tax, fuel tax, or transit fares.

•

Channel some of the benefits for new development that flow from better transportation into investment in
new infrastructure.

•

Set the rates at a modest level, with ample notice to all stakeholders, that will not have a significant
negative impact on the Metro Vancouver housing markets or employment space.

PAGE 15

DRAFT FOR DISCUSSION

A REGIONAL DCC FOR TRANSIT INFRASTRUCTURE: PROPOSED STRUCTURE AND RATES

7.0

Preliminary Testing of Revenue Potential

A preliminary analysis produced in 2015 (“Structure and Revenue Potential of a New Regional Transportation
DCC in Metro Vancouver”, Coriolis Consulting Corp, November 2015) explored a variety of scenarios for how
a new DCC might be structured, what DCC rates could be achieved without significant market impacts, and
how much revenue might be generated.
Based on the 2015 report’s conclusions, the Mayors’ Council and TransLink identified a target of about $20
million per year (in $2017) for the new DCC in the Phase One 10 Year Investment Plan. This target can be
characterized as the amount that could be raised if the DCC is charged across the whole region and if the
DCC rate structure is modest (i.e. relatively small compared to other local government charges, construction
costs, and market values of new residential, commercial, and industrial projects).
This was an important step in the evolution of the DCC, as a target figure of about $20 million9 (in $2017)
was embedded in the proposed funding strategy for the 10 Year Investment Plan and became the basis for
subsequent more detailed work on the DCC rate structure.

9

The Phase One Investment Plan contemplates about $127 million being raised in DCC revenues between 2017 and 2026, assuming the DCC is
implemented no later than 2020. This suggests annual DCC revenues of about $21.2 million per year (in $2017) on average during 2020 to 2026.
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8.0

Objectives for the New
Transportation Infrastructure

DCC

for

Regional

The proposed DCC structure has been designed to achieve these objectives:
1. The system must be easy to understand and simple to administer. Local governments, the
development industry, and the public must all be able to understand and work with the system without
complicated procedures and expensive administration.
2. The system must be fair. This is an easy objective to articulate as a principle, but challenging to define
in practice because it is subjective. “Fairness” in this context is taken to mean that the cost burden of the
new DCC is distributed across the region and across different forms of development in a way that seems
broadly commensurate with the distribution of the direct and indirect benefits.
3. The DCC should not have any significant impact on the pace of new development, the geographic
distribution of development, or the affordability of housing and job space. This objective leads to
some very specific parameters for the new DCC. First, the DCC rates must be set so that they are
workable throughout the region, meaning they have to work in the parts of the region with the lowest
housing prices and land values. This automatically means the rates have to be small relative to
construction costs and market values. Second, the DCC cannot create any sharp boundaries between
areas with different rates, such that development would shift to sites just over the edge.
4. The DCC should be designed to deliver approximately $20 million per year (in $2017).
5. The DCC structure should include provision for monitoring the revenues, monitoring the
response of the market place, and adjusting the rate as appropriate over time.
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9.0

Policy Choices

To design a new DCC for regional transportation, it is necessary to make some important choices about how
it should be structured.
The most important decisions are:
1. What should the revenue be used for?
2. Where should the DCC be charged?
3. What kinds of urban development should pay the new charge?
4. Should the rate for each type of development be uniform across the whole area, or is it better to have
different rates in different areas?
5. What is the basis for calculating a project’s DCC payment: per unit or by floor area?
6. Who is responsible for establishing the rates, allocating the funds to projects, and collecting the revenue?
7. What is best way to amend Provincial legislation to allow the new DCC?
8. Should the rates be adjusted for inflation?
9. How are transparency and accountability to be ensured?
The process of resolving these policy choices included consultation with stakeholders. Preliminary dialogue
occurred with local government agencies and development industry association, in response to a Discussion
Paper circulated for review and comment.
Then the policy choices were reviewed with a Regional Transportation DCC Local Government Working
Group10 that met between May and November 2017.
Two workshops were held in October 2017 to review the draft structure and preliminary rates: one with
government agencies11 and another with developers12. A refined structure was then reviewed with regional
advisory committees and development industry associations in November 2017.
Input from the Working Group and stakeholders was used to refine the proposed structure and rates, which
were subsequently presented to and approved by the Mayors’ Council and TransLink Board of Directors in
December 2017. See Attachment G for the approved structure and rates for the proposed transit DCC.

9.1

What Should The Revenue Be Used For?

TransLink is responsible for regional investments in rapid transit, bus transit, regional bridges, and cost
sharing with municipalities for some regional roads, cycling, and pedestrian works. The 10-Year Investment
Plan includes all of these kinds of projects, so the DCC revenue could be allocated to a broad range of
projects or to a specific subset.

10

The Working Group consisted of representatives from Metro Vancouver, TransLink, and 10 municipalities from around the region
and comprised planning, engineering and finance staff.

11

This workshop included staff from almost all municipalities in the region (representing over 95% of future development activity),
Metro Vancouver, and Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing.

12

The developer workshop included about 30 developers and representatives from the Urban Development Institute, Urban Land
Institute, NAIOP and Greater Vancouver Home Builders’ Association.
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During stakeholder consultation there was broad support from local governments and from the development
industry for channeling DCC revenues to transit investments. The main reasons for directing the DCC to
transit are:
•

A very large share of the future DCC revenues will come from apartment and townhouse development
because this is the type of floorspace that is growing the fastest in Metro Vancouver. This multifamily
residential development benefits from transit investment, because transit helps create new development
opportunities, adds value, can reduce development costs (by reducing parking requirements), and is used
by people who live in higher density locations. If a large share of the revenue will come from multifamily
development, it should be used for transit rather than major roads or bridges.

•

There are already mechanisms in place to take contributions from development for roads. Local
government DCCs include a portion to pay for arterial construction and expansion, but they cannot be
allocated to transit.

•

Allocating the revenue to new “green” transportation infrastructure is regarded as making it more likely to
garner broad support for the DCC than if it is allocated to the regional road network.

•

There was some concern expressed that applying the DCC to relatively local-oriented projects such as
cycling or pedestrian works created a risk that developers would be double-charged if they were expected
to pay the DCC and also required by local governments to pay for adjacent street works (which can
include pedestrian and cycling components).

•

There was also concern that allocating the DCC revenues to a very broad array of projects would make
it harder to monitor how the revenue was applied and create the risk that the DCC revenues were simply
flowing into an undifferentiated pool of revenues.

For these reasons, the new DCC is proposed to be applied only to transit projects, including new rapid transit
lines, capacity increases on existing rapid transit lines, new or expanded transit exchanges and depots, and
new transit and support vehicles (including buses). DCC revenues will be applied to new capital investments
(including debt to finance new projects). DCC revenues will not be applied to pay down debt that existed prior
to the introduction of the DCC and will not be applied to operating costs.

9.2

Where Should The DCC Be Charged?

There are really only two broad options for where to levy the DCC: throughout the entire transit service area
or only in a portion of the region.
The reasons in support of applying the charge across the entire service area include:
•

TransLink plans to make transit investments across the entire region. While the nature of the investments
varies from area to area, the total investment program includes new transit lines, enhancements to
existing lines, improved exchanges, and enhanced bus service such that all areas will see some
improvements.

•

The geographic distribution of the benefits from new transit investment is different from the geographic
distribution of capital expenditures. DCCs are generally regarded as being a means whereby the
benefiters from capital investment contribute revenue. Transit investments yield benefits that are much
more widely distributed than the literal location of the expenditure of funds. There are also broadly
distributed benefits from transit in the form of reduced road congestion and improved regional air quality.
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•

One of the typical practices in the use of DCCs is that capital investments are made in the area where
the DCC is collected. If this practice is applied to the new DCC, it could be interpreted to mean that new
investment should not occur in areas that are not in the DCC collection area.

The only argument in favour of applying the DCC to a portion of the regional transit service area is that there
are some locations where the level of new local investment is relatively small, but this argument ignores the
fact that these areas will benefit from investments in other areas.
There was almost universal support among stakeholders for applying the DCC in the entire TransLink service
area, except for areas that are exempt for reasons of jurisdiction. Such areas could include lands under the
control of Port Metro Vancouver, YVR, First Nations Reserve lands, and some others.

9.3

What Kinds Of Urban Development Should Pay The New
Charge?

All forms of urban development benefit to some extent from (and use) new urban infrastructure. Each major
category of land use was considered.
All forms of residential use directly or indirectly benefit from transit. While high density multifamily residential
development is an obvious beneficiary of investments in rapid transit, even low density areas benefit from
improved bus service, reduced road congestion, and improved accessibility to major regional transit-served
destinations such as YVR, SFU, UBC, downtown Vancouver, regional town centres, and the VGH precinct.
All employment uses (retail, office, and industrial development) benefit from transit investment that improves
access for employees and customers, including high density areas adjacent to rapid transit and low density
areas that benefit from reduced road congestion.
Institutional developments (e.g. schools, universities, hospitals) also benefit from transit that improves
accessibility for employees and users. Because institutional uses generally use public lands (which is not
usually thought of as having a market price), the imposition of a new DCC will result in higher construction
costs that cannot be offset by trying to reduce the bid price for land. This is perhaps an argument for
exempting institutional use, but local governments and the GVS&DD apply their DCCs to institutional projects.
So, as a general principle, the new regional DCC for transit is proposed to be applied to all new urban
development projects. There will be some exemptions, based on statutes and common practice:
•

Agricultural uses will be exempt on the grounds that most agriculture does not make significant demands
on transit infrastructure. At the stage of bylaw drafting, it will have to be decided whether residential uses
on agricultural land should pay the DCC.

•

Public places of worship will be exempt pursuant to Section 561(1) of the Local Government Act.

•

New development that replaces a previous similar development, and so does not impose a new load on
infrastructure, will not be charged. For example, when an existing single detached house is demolished
and replaced, the DCC will not be charged.

•

Existing legislation (Section 561(5) of the Local Government) allows municipalities to choose whether to
exempt projects that involve fewer than 4 new residential units. TransLink will exempt some categories
of these “small” projects such as new secondary suites and new laneway houses. Further refinement is
needed to determine whether projects with less than 4 new residential units will be charged; an important
consideration will be aligning TransLink’s practice with local governments and the GVS&DD for ease of
administration.
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•

Existing legislation (Section 563(1) of the Local Government) allows the exemption of affordable rental
housing, although “affordable” is not defined. Across Metro Vancouver, local governments vary in the
application of DCCs to rental and affordable housing. TransLink will adopt a definition of “affordable
rental” for the purpose of defining what projects are exempt; the intention is to align this definition with
the GVS&DD for ease of administration. TransLink is aware that new rental housing, even at market
rents, faces financial challenges across the region due to land values (which are driven by strata title
market values) and high construction costs, especially for high density projects that require concrete
construction, and will be sensitive to this concern in deciding how to apply the new DCC to rental
residential projects.

9.4

Should The Rate For Each Type Of Development Be Uniform
Across The Whole Area, Or Is It Better To Have Different Rates
In Different Areas?

This is the most challenging policy choice that had to be addressed in the design of the new DCC.
There are two general options for rate-setting for any given use:
•

Each type of use pays the same rate everywhere in the region. In this approach there would be separate
rates for single detached dwellings, townhouses, apartments, retail, office, industrial, and institutional use
and these rates would be the same everywhere in the Metro Vancouver service area. This approach is
generally referred to as “uniform” rates.

•

The rates for each use vary across the region, in accordance with defined boundaries based on a
rationale for why the rates should vary. This approach is generally referred to as “tiered” rates.

The main arguments in favour of uniform rates are:
•

Phase One transit expansion benefits are broadly distributed across the region.

•

The whole region benefits from new investments in transit, even if the capital expenditures are not
uniformly distributed. The benefits of a new transit investment (e.g. a new rapid transit line) extend much
more widely than the location where the investment is made, and a uniform rate structure reflects this
broad distribution of benefits.

•

New development benefits not only directly from improved transit but also indirectly from reduced road
congestion.

•

Existing legislation requires that DCC revenues be expended in the area where they are collected.
Dividing Metro Vancouver into subareas with different DCC rates would require (under existing
legislation) that the funds collected in each subarea be spent in that subarea. This is a concern for two
reasons. First, as already noted the distribution of capital expenditures is not the same as the distribution
of benefits. Second, dividing the DCC revenues into two or more funds (corresponding with the defined
subareas) would become a geographical constraint on the use of the money. The more subareas, the
greater the constraint on using the revenue to build a regional system as distinct from a series of “local”
projects.

•

Even if the legislative requirement to spend the money where collected could be removed, via TransLinkspecific DCC legislation, there could still be local political pressure to spend funds where they have been
raised. The implication would be that transit capital investments might have to be managed so as to
appear to be distributed commensurately with the DCC collections, without reference to regional priorities
and benefits.
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•

Uniform rates avoid the need to draw boundaries for tiered rates. Drawing justifiable boundaries will
(based on discussions with stakeholders) be contentious because there are very different perceptions
about the appropriate basis for varying rates: should they be based on the distribution of investment,
distribution of benefits, different levels of transit service, ability to absorb the cost, ridership levels, or
some combination?

One disadvantage of a uniform rate structure is that the rate for each type of development must be viable
across the entire region, meaning that the rates must be set with regard to market conditions in the areas
with lowest property values. A positive byproduct of this requirement is that there is no suggestion that the
DCC rates are set based on variable ability to pay. In other words, this approach is clearly not a tax on value.
Of course, this has a downside in terms of revenue potential, because it does not take advantage of the ability
of some submarkets to pay higher DCCs.
The main arguments in favour of tiered rates are:
•

Depending on the basis for drawing boundaries, the DCC rate can be linked to where capital investments
are being made. This can appeal to communities that perceive that they are receiving proportionately
less investment (or benefit) than others.

•

DCC rates can (from a financial perspective) be higher in areas that can absorb higher cost, although
this tends to make the DCC appear more like a tax on value than a cost recovery mechanism.

Almost all stakeholders in the development industry expressed a preference for uniform rates. Local
government stakeholders were mixed; perhaps not surprisingly, support for uniform rates was expressed by
municipalities likely to have higher rates in a tiered system and support for tiered rates was expressed by
municipalities that assumed they would have lower rates in a tiered system.
The technical analysis included testing of some alternatives that used tiered rates. The biggest challenge, of
course, was deciding on the basis for dividing the region into subareas. These options were considered:
•

One early test involved considering a higher rate in the two municipalities (Vancouver and Surrey) that
are proposed to have the next major capital investments in rapid transit. This approach has two major
flaws. First, while new development in Vancouver can sustain a higher DCC than most places in the
region, Surrey cannot because it has less financial room than, for example, Burnaby or North Vancouver.
This leads to the paradox that Surrey “should” be in the higher rate area, based on investment, but cannot
pay a higher rate than places not receiving the same level of investment. This approach would only work
if Vancouver had a materially higher rate than Surrey, which would seem to violate the principle of fairness
in that both municipalities are proposed to receive significant capital investment. Second, this approach
assumes that Vancouver is getting a disproportionate share of the benefits because it is getting a
disproportionate share of the investment. However, most beneficiaries of improved rapid transit in the
Broadway corridor live outside the City of Vancouver.

•

A second test was based on defining corridors within walking distance along all of the Frequent Transit
Network (FTN) routes in the region. The premise is that these areas are most likely to directly benefit
from transit investments. Mapping these corridors showed an immediate challenge: in some
municipalities the extensive FTN network produced a swiss cheese patchwork of higher and lower rates
that would have been difficult to administer and could lead to an unintentional shift in development activity
to just the other side of the corridor boundaries.

•

A third test involved the idea that the whole region could be divided into a large subarea with a relatively
higher intensity of transit service and a relatively lower intensity of transit service. This third approach
was selected as being the best basis for a test of the tiered approach.
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As a preliminary basis for a financial test, the boundary map shown in Exhibit 1 was used. This map is almost
certainly not “right” in the sense of accurately mapping in fine detail the difference between levels of transit
service. However, it is a rough approximation based on the premise that areas connected to the existing and
proposed rapid transit network will have a higher level of service. So, the City of North Vancouver (SeaBus),
Richmond (Canada Line), the Northeast Sector (Evergreen Extension of the Millennium Line), Surrey (Expo
line and future LRT lines), Burnaby (Expo and Millennium lines), New Westminster (Expo and Millennium
lines), and Vancouver (Expo, Millennium, Canada, and SeaBus lines) are shown as the higher intensity
service area. Refinement eliminated the west half of Richmond, south half of Surrey, and the east half of
Coquitlam as these are not near rapid transit lines. The east half of Surrey and Langley City Centre which
are served by Phase 2 of the future Surrey-Langley line are not included as being built in the Phase One 10
Year Investment Plan.
Exhibit 1: Preliminary Basis for Testing Tiered Rates

This preliminary tiered rate boundary was used to produce a comparison of two different DCC rate structures.
The detailed results are contained in Appendix A, and the outcome is summarized below.
Key assumptions in this comparison are:
•

The uniform rate trial was designed to produce the target of about $20 million per year ($2017), using
DCC rates regarded as viable for each use across Metro Vancouver.

•

The tiered rate trial was designed to produce the same total target revenue, but with a material difference
in DCC rates for each use in the two subareas. The upper limit on rates in the higher transit service tier
area was based on the portions of the subarea with the least ability to absorb new development costs.

The two rate structures are shown in Exhibit 2 and the preliminary estimates of DCC revenues are shown in
Exhibit 3.
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Exhibit 2: Preliminary Rates* for Testing a Uniform vs. Tiered System
Scenario 2: Tiered Rates
Scenario 1:
Uniform Rates
Rates in High
Rates in Rest of
Throughout Region Intensity Transit Area
Region
Single family
$2,100
$2,400
$1,600
Townhouse
$1,900
$2,200
$1,400
Apartment
$1,200
$1,400
Retail/service
$1.00
$1.00
Office
$0.50
$0.75
Industrial
$0.50
$0.50
Notes:
* Rates are per residential unit and per commercial/industrial square foot.

$900
$0.50
$0.25
$0.50

Exhibit 3: DCC Revenues Estimates for Preliminary Testing of Uniform vs. Tiered Rates
Scenario 2: Tiered Rates
Scenario 1:
Uniform Rates
Revenue from High
Revenue from
Scenario 2 Total
Throughout Region
Intensity Transit
Rest of Region
(in millions)
(in millions)
Area (in millions)
(in millions)
$3.1
$0.3
$2.2
$2.4
Single family
$5.6
$3.1
$2.1
$5.2
Townhouse
$9.7
$0.7
$0.5
$0.4
$14.7

$1.5
$0.2
$0.1
$0.4
$6.5

$11.2
$0.9
$0.6
$0.9
$21.2

Share of Total DCC Revenues
100%
69%
Notes:
* Assumes 20% of apartment development is affordable rental and exempt.
** Does not include a revenue forecast for institutional.

31%

100%

Apartment*
Retail/service
Office
Industrial
Total**

$10.3
$1.1
$0.5
$0.9
$21.5

As shown, the differences between the rates are significant in percentage terms but not in absolute dollar
terms. This adds another argument in favour of uniform rates; the differences are not large enough to make
any significant difference in development economics in the lower transit service tier area.
Another outcome of this experiment in tiered rates is that it became clear that obtaining universal agreement
on the appropriate boundaries was not likely achievable. Some municipalities do not support a tiered rate
system at all, notwithstanding where the boundary might be drawn, and among those that prefer tiered rates
in principle there are very different perceptions across the region about the distribution of transit benefits (as
distinct from the distribution of capital investment), and even different perceptions about the significance of
different kinds of investment (with new buses being regarded as less “beneficial” than new rapid transit, for
example). It became clear that additional analysis of ridership patterns and accessibility improvements (as
an indicator of benefit), capital investment distribution, transit service measured in service hours or capacity,
or any other technical measures would not likely result in complete agreement on where the boundary
between higher and lower DCC rates should be in a tiered system.
Consequently, the recommended approach is to use uniform rates across the region at this time.
This is not to say that there are no circumstances under which tiered rates could be preferred. In some future
investment strategy where the costs and the benefits are confined to part of the region, or if some new outlying
areas are added to the service region, there might be an argument for a differential rate structure. For this
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reason, TransLink should have the ability to set different DCC rates in different areas even though it is
proposed that rates be set uniform throughout the region initially.

9.5

What Is The Basis For Calculating A Project’s DCC Payment:
Per Unit Or By Floor Area?

For residential DCCs, some municipalities charge by unit (with different rates for different types of units) and
some charge by floor area. Charging by floor area implies a connection between unit size and the demands
placed on infrastructure, if it is assumed that unit size is a surrogate for household size. However, several
Metro Vancouver municipalities and the GVS&DD charge residential DCCs by residential unit (with different
rates for apartment, townhouse, and single detached units). For ease of administration, it is proposed to
charge the new TransLink residential DCC on a per unit basis.
Differences in household size (as an indicator of use or benefit) can be captured by setting different rates by
type of dwelling, but charging per unit cannot account for differences in household size within unit types.
Charging a flat rate for single detached units probably does not introduce much distortion, as these tend to
be larger households, but charging a flat rate for apartment units means that a studio unit (often occupied by
one person) and a 3 bedroom unit (often occupied by 2 or 3 people) pay the same.
This would be a concern if the DCC rate is such that it is large relative to market value or total construction
cost. Because the aim is to keep the DCC modest, this is not a concern for the initial rate setting. TransLink
should retain the ability to shift to a floor area based calculation for residential uses in the future.
For office, retail, and institutional use, DCCs are typically charged on a floor area basis, which is reasonable
because floor area is a good indicator of total employment. The TransLink DCC is proposed to be based on
floor area for these uses.
Industrial DCCs in Metro Vancouver are charged on a floor area basis in some municipalities and a site area
basis in others. Using site area makes sense for forms of infrastructure that are affected by total land area in
industrial use (e.g. storm drainage volumes are affected by total paved area not just floor area; road use is
affected by total site area for uses that involve distribution by truck of materials kept in outdoor storage areas).
Transit load is more linked to employment than goods movement, though, so the transit DCC for industrial
use is proposed to be based on floor area.

9.6

Who Is Responsible For Establishing The Rates, Allocating The
Funds To Projects, And Collecting The Revenue?

The new DCC is intended to deliver revenue to TransLink for transit capital projects. TransLink, therefore,
should be responsible for rate-setting, receiving the revenue, and allocating the revenue to projects. This
makes TransLink responsible for all financial decisions, which is necessary for there to be full transparency
and accountability for these decisions. TransLink anticipates that the Mayors’ Council will have joint approval
authority for any rate changes that exceed the rate of inflation.
The collection of the DCC from individual development projects should take advantage of the existing
municipal collection system, for ease and efficiency of administration. Local governments in Metro Vancouver
(with a handful of exceptions) are already set up to collect their own DCCs and to collect the GVS&DD DCC,
so this is the obvious choice for collections on behalf of TransLink.
Local governments would collect from developers and remit the funds to TransLink on a regular basis. This
is similar to the GVS&DD DCC which is collected from developers by local governments and remitted to
GVS&DD.
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9.7

What Is The Best Way To Amend Provincial Legislation To Allow
The New DCC?

Provincial legislation must be amended to make transit an eligible capital expenditure for DCCs and to give
TransLink the authority to charge the DCC.
There are two different legislative paths available:
•

The Local Government Act sections on DCCs could be amended to make the necessary changes.

•

TransLink’s enabling legislation (the South Coast British Columbia Transportation Authority Act) could be
amended.

Amending TransLink’s Act allows the new legislation to be tailored to TransLink’s situation, in the same way
that the GVS&DD’s DCC is governed by legislation specific to that agency and that purpose (i.e. the Greater
Vancouver Sewerage and Drainage District Act). Amending the Local Government Act will inevitably raise
questions about the implications for local governments and DCCs in general, resulting in the involvement of
a much larger array of stakeholders and in a longer approval time.
The recommended approach is to amend the South Coast British Columbia Transportation Authority Act to
allow TransLink to charge a DCC for regional transit. To the extent possible, there should be consistency with
the GVS&DD’s DCC legislation.

9.8

Should The Rates Be Adjusted For Inflation?

While a small number of local governments in Metro Vancouver update their DCC rates annually based on
the Consumer Price Index (CPI), the typical approach to adjusting DCCs is to leave the rates in place for
several years and then adjust them to take into account updated capital investment plans and inflation on
costs. This approach often results in relatively large increases in the year of adjustment. Because of the
impact of DCCs on the land market for development sites, large infrequent increases can make it difficult for
the market to adjust.
An alternative approach is to build in regular adjustments for inflation based on a standard published index.
This approach means that increases happen on the same annual cycle all the time and are more or less
predictable.
There was stakeholder support for an automatic inflation adjustment.
There will also need to be periodic evaluation of the DCC rate, as TransLink adopts new investment plans
(which are required by TransLink’s legislation at least once every three years).
The legislation should allow the new DCC to be adjusted annually based on a commonly used inflation index
that reflects general inflation or changes in construction and land acquisition costs. Further work is needed
to select the preferred index.

9.9

How Are Transparency And Accountability To Be Ensured?

There are mechanisms in place in existing legislation to ensure that municipal DCC systems are transparent
and that municipalities are accountable. These include:
•

DCC capital expenditure plans and rates must be adopted by bylaw by Councils, who are directly
responsible to the electorate.

•

The approval of the Inspector of Municipalities is required.
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•

Local governments are required to take into consideration impact on land use patterns and may consider
whether the DCC will deter development or discourage the construction of reasonably priced housing or
reasonably priced land.

•

Local governments must make available to the public the considerations, information, and calculations
used to determine DCC rates.

•

DCC revenues must be deposited in separate reserve funds for each type of DCC.

•

Local governments must prepare an annual report on the amount of DCCs collected, expenditures of the
funds, and the balance on hand in the reserve funds. This report must be available to the public.

TransLink’s new DCC structure will necessarily be somewhat different:
•

TransLink’s Directors and the Mayors’ Council are not directly responsible to the electorate in the same
way a municipal council is.

•

TransLink’s approach to setting DCC rates is based more on a target for revenue generation that will
contribute a portion of capital costs for transit projects in the 10-Year Investment Plan rather than being
driven by a specific set of capital costs that will be funded by the DCC. This makes sense in that
TransLink’s total capital budget is far in excess of what could be raised by DCCs, but it raises the question
of what constrains TransLink in the setting of the revenue target for DCCs.

•

Assuming the DCC is collected across the entire region and uses uniform rates, there is considerable
discretion on the part of TransLink with regard to what projects the DCC is allocated to.

For this reason, stakeholders expressed the view that the legislation should contain measures that ensure
transparency, accountability, stakeholder consultation, and full disclosure in the setting of rates, the use of
the funds, and reporting on the status of DCC funds. Some stakeholders advocated including specific
constraints, such as limiting the amount of increases in DCC rates or setting a maximum percentage of total
capital budget that can be paid by DCCs. TransLink is reluctant to hard-wire in a cap on the revenue potential
in dollar terms or percentage terms for two main reasons. First, over the long term the revenue from various
TransLink sources (e.g. senior government contributions, revenues from fuel tax, the potential shift to road
pricing and so on) is hard to predict. TransLink may face crucial funding gaps and it may be necessary to
have the flexibility to consider higher revenue shares from some sources, provided there are no significant
impacts. Second, over the long term the total amount of urban development that occurs in the region each
year is likely to increase. DCC revenues could rise commensurately, due to more growth not higher rates, so
having a cap on revenue regardless of the amount of development that is occurring (when more development
would mean increased transit demand) seems counter-intuitive. TransLink is committed to using other means
to create checks and balances on future rate setting, including supporting the role of the Inspector of
Municipalities in approving changes to DCC rates, supporting the inclusion in legislation of a requirement to
consult with stakeholders (particularly local governments and the development industry) if any rate
adjustment is considered, and supporting the requirement that TransLink release complete and timely
information about how much DCC revenue was collected and how it was used.
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10.0

Proposed Initial DCC Rates

The typical approach to setting DCC rates is to define a program of capital investments needed to
accommodate growth, estimate the cost of these, allocate a portion of the cost to be funded by existing
taxpayers who will benefit from the investments, and allocate the balance to development. This development
share is spread over a forecast of the amount of development that will use the new infrastructure, resulting in
a charge for new units or new floor space.
There are challenges with applying this approach to a new regional transit DCC.
First, allocating costs between “existing” users and “growth” is a challenging exercise because of the long life
span of major transit infrastructure. While transit vehicles have a short horizon, rapid transit tunnels,
guideways, and stations have long lives.
As shown in Exhibits 4 and 5, available forecasts suggest average population growth of about 1.3% per year
in Metro Vancouver over the next 25 to 30 years. Extrapolated, this works out to an increase in the region’s
population of almost 50% over 30 years and 90% over 50 years.
Exhibit 4: Population Forecast in Metro Vancouver’s Regional Growth Strategy

Metro Vancouver population

Average Annual Growth Rate
10-Year Periods
20 and 30 Year Periods
2011
2021
2031
2041 2011-2021 2021-2031 2031-2041 2011-2032 2011-2041
2,356,000 2,788,000 3,152,000 3,443,000
1.7%
1.2%
0.9%
1.5%
1.3%

Source: Greater Vancouver Regional District Growth Strategy Amendment Bylaw No. 1223, 2015. These figures represent updates
to the RGS in 2015 to reflect accepted Regional Context Statements.
Exhibit 5: BC Stats Population Forecast for Metro Vancouver

Metro Vancouver population

Average Annual Growth Rate
5 and 10-Year Periods
15 and 25 Year Periods
2016
2021
2031
2041 2016-2021 2021-2031 2031-2041 2016-2031 2016-2041
2,558,010 2,737,117 3,110,183 3,446,251
1.4%
1.3%
1.0%
1.3%
1.2%

Source: BC Stats, PEOPLE 2017 Population Projections, available online.
This could be taken to mean that “growth” should be responsible for one third to one half of all transit capital
investments assuming most big-ticket regional transit investments have a life of 30 to 50 years.
Applying a share of one half of total capital costs in the 10 Year Investment Plan (i.e. $3.6 billion x 50%)
would result in a DCC rate (about $11 per sq.ft. on all residential, retail, office, industrial, and institutional
space) that is beyond the ability of development to absorb in many parts of the region
This is why TransLink adopted an approach based on using DCCs as a component in a comprehensive
funding model that in the future could include a mix of fares, property tax, fuel tax, potential road pricing, and
charges on new development. In choosing a share to be raised from new development, the overarching
objective was to set DCC rates at a level that would generate a meaningful revenue stream (with the goal of
about $20 million per year in $2017) while minimizing the risk that the DCC would result in a reduced pace of
development, reduced viability of new development, or increased prices for housing or employment space 13.
The proposed initial DCC rates, therefore, are constrained by ability to pay at the low end of the regional
market and assume that rates are uniform across the region. The following sections describe how the
proposed rates for residential, retail/service, office, institutional, and industrial uses were set.

Based on the target of about $20 million per year ($2017), the new DCC will likely generate 10% to 15% of the transit expansion
capital costs in Phase One of the 10-Year Investment Strategy, and about 5% to 10% of the combined costs of Phase One and Two.
13
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10.1

Proposed Initial Transit DCC Rates for Residential Uses

For residential development, the approach to calculating the proposed rate was as follows:
1. We started by analyzing the DCC rate that could be absorbed by new apartment development, because
apartments support the lowest land value (per unit) in any submarket, apartments will account for a large
share of total residential development, and apartments must compete with other high land value uses
(e.g. single detached houses, commercial projects) for land.
2. We selected a diverse array of case study sites around the region. These sites are all in locations that
are good candidates for redevelopment, based on municipal policy and market interest.
3. For each site, we model the financial performance of a new strata title apartment development, based on
the applicable allowable density in that area. The approach to modeling we use is called residual land
analysis, which is a common method of estimating the value of land. We estimate the revenue from selling
the completed units, deduct all construction costs (hard and soft), and deduct a typical allowance for
developer profit. The amount left over is the residual land value, which is the maximum a developer could
afford to pay for the site and have a viable development project.
4. We then estimate the value of the case study site in its current use (in most cases the sites are assemblies
of single family houses or older lower density commercial properties) and, where applicable, add a
premium so that there is a built-in incentive for the existing land owner to sell the property to a developer.
As long as redevelopment supports a higher land value than the existing use, the site should be a
redevelopment candidate. For this analysis, we incorporated the proposed increase in GVS&DD regional
sewer rates and local government DCCs (and any known increases that were under consideration at the
time), and any fixed rate local government CACs where applicable. We did not incorporate CACs in cases
in which they would be negotiated.
5. Based on this analysis, for each case study site we estimated the financial “room” for a new DCC. We
expressed this room in terms of dollars per square foot of developable floor area. There could be
competing interests for this financial “room”, including the proposed regional transit DCC, future changes
to municipal DCC rates (we took into account any planned increases), and negotiated local government
CACs where applicable.
The financial “room” for a new DCC varied widely across the region because of large differences in the market
price of new units and existing land values.
The detailed calculations for the apartment case study sites are contained in Appendix B.
Exhibits 6A and 6B summarize the results for selected case studies that bracket the range of the findings:
•

Exhibit 6A summarizes the analysis for a hypothetical high-rise, concrete, strata-titled apartment project
in Downtown Vancouver assuming FSR 5.0, the new GVS&DD DCC rate which was approved in principle
in October 2017, and the Vancouver DCL rates that came into effect in September 2017. In this case, the
existing land value is assumed to be the value of five assembled lots with older, low density commercial
space plus an extra allowance of 20% of market value as an incentive to encourage existing property
owners to sell their land into a development assembly. The site is assumed to already be zoned
Downtown South (DD L1 district) so there is no rezoning costs or CAC.

•

Exhibit 6B summarizes the analysis for a hypothetical low-rise, wood-frame, strata-titled apartment
project in the Maple Ridge Town Centre assuming a 63,000 square foot site, FSR of 1.8, the new
GVS&DD DCC rate which was approved in principle in October 2017, and the existing Maple Ridge DCC
rate in one scenario and the proposed new Maple Ridge DCC rate in the second scenario, and there is
no CAC payment included because the District’s existing CAC policy exempts properties in the Town
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Centre. In this case, the existing land value is assumed to be the value of three assembled single
detached lots, plus an extra allowance of 20% of market value as an incentive to encourage existing
property owners to sell their land into a development assembly.
Exhibit 7 is a graph that summarizes and generalizes the apartment analysis for all of the tested locations.
As shown, there are submarkets that could sustain a relatively large new charge but there are also
submarkets that can absorb at most about $2 per square foot of residential floor area.
Exhibit 6A: Summary of the Financial Analysis for a Hypothetical Concrete Strata Titled Apartment Project in Downtown Vancouver
New GVS&DD DCC;
Existing Municipal DCC
Gross revenues (assuming an average sales price of $1,300 per sq.ft. on 105,385 net saleable
$137,001,000
sq.ft., or 100 units @ an average of about $1.37 million per unit)
- Total cost (assuming all-in costs of $574 per gross sq.ft. including hard costs, soft costs, the new
$71,166,100
GVS&DD DCC, the City of Vancouver DCL that came into effect in Sept 2017, marketing, financing,
property transfer tax)
- Profit (at about 13% of gross revenue)
$17,864,900
= Land value
$47,970,000
- Existing use value (assuming 5 lots totaling 25,000 sq.ft. with existing older, low density
$28,480,000
commercial space including 3,750 sq.ft. of office @ $22 per sq.ft., 21,250 sq.ft. retail @ $38 per
sq.ft., a cap rate of 3.75%, and a 20% assembly/incentive to sell premium)
= Financial “room”
$19,490,000
Maximum levy per gross sq.ft. assuming the site is acquired for $28,480,000 and no requirement for
$157
a CAC (Financial “room” ÷ gross floor area of about 124,000 sq.ft.)
Exhibit 6B: Summary of Financial Analysis for Hypothetical Low-Rise Wood-frame Apartment Project in the Maple Ridge Town Centre
New GVS&DD DCC;
New GVS&DD DCC;
Existing Municipal DCC Proposed Municipal DCC
Gross revenues (assuming an average sales price of $370 per sq.ft. on
96,390 net saleable sq.ft., or 120 units @ an average sales price of
about $297,200 per unit)
$35,664,300
$35,664,300
- Total cost (all-in costs of $251 per gross sq.ft. including hard costs,
$28,184,600
$28,479,700
soft costs, levies, marketing, financing, property transfer tax)
- Profit (at about 13% of gross revenue)
$4,650,600
$4,650,600
= Land value
$2,829,000
$2,534,000
- Existing use value (assuming 3 single detached lots @ $640,000 per
$2,304,000
$2,304,000
lot plus a 20% assembly premium)
= Financial “room”
$525,000
$230,000
Maximum levy per gross sq.ft. assuming the site is acquired for
$5
$2
$2,304,000 and no requirement for a CAC (Financial “room” ÷ gross
floor area of 113,400 sq.ft.)
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Exhibit 7: “Financial Room” for a New DCC Based on Analysis for Illustrative Strata-Titled Apartment Projects in the Region

For this reason, the proposed initial transit DCC rate for apartment units is $1,200 per unit, which works out
to $1 per square foot for a very large apartment and $2 per square foot for a 600 sq. ft. one bedroom unit. 14
For townhouses, we tested case studies in the lowest value markets and found that there could be a
substantial difference in ability to pay between and within submarkets. Appendix C contains the detailed
analysis for the case study townhouse development sites. A new suburban townhouse project on a greenfield
site could absorb a relatively large new charge, whereas a similar project on a nearby redevelopment site
(say an assembly of single detached lots) could absorb a charge on the order of $5 per square foot.

14

Based on data from the Greater Vancouver and Fraser Valley Real Estate boards, new apartment units in the region (built in 2016/17 only) that
sold during the 6 month period from April to September 2017 had an average unit size of 850 square feet. This suggests that a transit DCC of
$1,200 per apartment unit works out to $1.41 per square foot on the average sized apartment.
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For this reason, we took the view that the DCC rates for different forms of residential development should be
commensurate with their relative load on regional transit or relative benefit, based on comparative household
size, rather than be based solely on ability to pay based on financial analysis. It did not seem fair to charge a
much higher rate for townhouses simply because that form of development has greater financial capacity to
pay.
Exhibit 8 shows the average household size in Metro Vancouver by type of dwelling based on 2016 census
data. Average household size in townhouse units in the region is 2.9 people per household, compared to 1.9
people per household for apartment units (i.e. 1.6 times larger). Using this ratio, the proposed transit DCC
rate is $1,900 per townhouse unit (i.e. $1,200 per apartment unit x 1.6, rounded). This works out to (for
example) about $1.26 per square foot for a 1,500 square foot townhouse unit. 15
We used a similar approach to single detached housing because new subdivision on a greenfield site creates
the ability to absorb a substantial charge, considering that the alternative use of the land is limited. Average
household size in single detached units in the region is 3.1 people per household, compared to 2.9 people
per household for townhouse units (i.e. 1.1 times larger). Using this ratio, the proposed transit DCC rate is
$2,100 per single detached unit (i.e. $1,900 per townhouse unit x 1.1, rounded).
Exhibit 8: Average Household Size in Metro Vancouver by Type of Dwelling (2016)
# of private
Average
# of people
Multiplier
households
household size
Single family
282,355
881,260
3.1
1.1 (single family compared to townhouse)
Duplex/townhouse
271,695
791,680
2.9
1.6 (townhouse compared to apartment)
Apartment
402,265
745,230
1.9
n/a
Regional Total
956,315
2,418,170
2.5
n/a
Source: Statistics Canada, Data Tables, 2016 Census. Excludes mobile homes. Summarized by Coriolis.

10.2

Proposed Initial Transit DCC Rates for Non-Residential Uses

For office development, we used the same basic method altered to reflect the difference in how commercial
real estate is valued. Appendix D contains the detailed calculations for the case study office sites.
We did not have to complete very many examples to conclude that, in the context of setting uniform regionwide rates, the transit DCC rate for office development needs to be modest or nominal. Even in higher land
value subareas, the analysis suggests that there is no material financial room for a new transit DCC charge
on office projects. This is consistent with the findings in work we completed for the City of Vancouver in June
2017 in which we noted that a significant increase in the office DCL rate in Vancouver would negatively affect
the viability of office development.
This conclusion reflects the fact that there are many low density commercial sites around the region where it
is not economical to buy the site, demolish the existing low density improvements, and build an office project.
The rents achieved by older, low density retail space are often sufficiently high enough that the property is
worth more as an income-producing asset than as an office redevelopment site. In order for office
development to be viable, it needs to happen in locations where office use is not competing with residential
use (which is challenging particularly in transit-oriented locations where local governments might want to see
both employment and residential space developed) and where existing property values are low.

15

Based on data from the Greater Vancouver and Fraser Valley Real Estate boards, new townhouse units in the region (built in 2016/17 only) that
sold during the 6 month period from April to September 2017 had an average unit size of 1,500 square feet.

PAGE 32

DRAFT FOR DISCUSSION

A REGIONAL DCC FOR TRANSIT INFRASTRUCTURE: PROPOSED STRUCTURE AND RATES
Based on the case study sites, we proposed an initial transit DCC rate for office of $0.50 per square foot as
a nominal charge.
We used the same basic approach to estimating the potential financial room for a new charge on industrial
development. Appendix E contains the detailed calculations for the case study industrial sites. As with office
development, we did not have to complete very many examples to conclude that, in the context of setting
uniform region-wide rates, the transit DCC rate for industrial development needs to be nominal as there is no
material financial room for a new transit DCC charge on industrial projects. We also note that industry
generally derives less direct benefit from transit than other uses, but it does benefit indirectly from reduced
road congestion.
Industrial development often occurs on zoned, serviced, subdivided lots so there is not the same change in
land use and density as typically occurs for multi-family residential or high density office development.
Therefore, we also looked at the analysis in terms of the impact of a new nominal charge on developer’s
profit. The pro formas in Appendix E also contain a calculation showing net revenues, less costs, less
assumed land acquisition, to equal developer’s profit and the impact of a nominal transit DCC on developer’s
profit. A simple example illustrates this approach. Assume a one acre light industrial site to be developed at
a typical low density of 0.5 FAR. In this case, the building will have an area of about 22,000 square feet and
will likely cost on the order of $150 per square foot (all costs included) to build. Industrial land values in the
suburbs are in the range of say $3 million per acre. So, this project would cost about $6.3 million to build ($3
million for the land and $3.3 million for the structure). Adding a new DCC of $0.50 per square foot adds about
$11,000 (i.e. around two tenths of one percent) to the cost.
Given the low ability of industrial and office uses to absorb a new cost, it might be argued that the rate for
these uses should be $0. However, the use of a nominal rate (in our view) sets up the expectation that all
development should make a contribution and will make it simpler to make adjustments later if supported by
market conditions. Making a small change to a fee is usually easier than adding a cost that was previously
set to zero.
A substantial amount of retail development in the region occurs as part of mixed-use projects, so we did not
complete pro forma analysis for standalone retail projects. Instead, we set the initial DCC rate for retail based
on the premise that it puts more demand on transit infrastructure than office or industrial use because retail
space involves trips driven by both employees and customers. We set the initial transit DCC rate for retail at
$1.00 per square foot (i.e. double the proposed office and industrial rate).
For institutional uses, a different approach is needed because there is not an ability to shift the DCC cost onto
land value. We took the view that most institutional uses (e.g. hospitals, universities, civic buildings) are
somewhat comparable to office environments in terms of intensity of use (by employees and users) so we
proposed the same transit DCC rate for institutional as the proposed rate for office.

10.3

Summary of Proposed Initial Transit DCC Rates

The proposed initial transit DCC rates are summarized in Exhibit 9. These are the initial rates that are
proposed to come into effect in 2020, subject to any adjustments during 2018 before the introduction of the
bylaw. TransLink has indicated that, if there are any proposed significant changes to these rates prior to
adoption of the bylaw, it will consult with stakeholders.
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Exhibit 9: Proposed Transit DCC Rates for 2020 (Draft)
Uniform Rates
Throughout Region
Single family
Townhouse
Apartment
Retail/service
Office

$2,100 per unit
$1,900 per unit
$1,200 per unit
$1.00 per sq.ft.
$0.50 per sq.ft.

Institutional
Industrial

$0.50 per sq.ft.
$0.50 per sq.ft.

10.4

Comments from Stakeholders to Date on the Proposed Transit
DCC Rates

Local government stakeholders did not express any significant concerns about the proposed rates (except
for those with a continued preference for a tiered rate system, who argued the rates should be lower in the
outer communities).
The development industry generally did not express concerns about the residential rates (from a strata
residential perspective), although a few expressed the view that the rates should be higher for apartment
units (many of which will benefit more directly from transit) and lower for the lower density housing forms.
This has merit in terms of direct transit benefit, but the apartment rate is already set (in our view) near the
limit of what can be absorbed without having negative housing market impacts.
There is a concern about adding a new construction cost to new rental housing. New market rental housing
in Metro Vancouver has financial difficulty competing for development sites because rental supports a lower
land value than strata titled housing. To make rental residential viable, land cost must be lowered (through
density bonusing for example, or by allowing higher density only if rental is included) in places where land
values are high. Even in places with low land value, new high density rental residential can be difficult because
the cost of concrete construction is too high to be supported by the lower market rents in these locations. For
affordable or non-market rental, which already supports little or no land value, any added construction cost
increases the financial difficulty of creating new supply. For these reasons, it will be very important to decide
what forms of rental housing (in what locations) should be exempt from the new transit DCC. The GVS&DD
is considering the same question as it rolls out its increased regional sewer levy. TransLink and the GVS&DD
intend to work together in 2018 to define common definitions of exemptions for some types of rental housing.
The development industry expressed the view that the industrial rate is too high, because of the land value
challenges faced by industry in this region. We understand and share the concern in principle, but in our view
the rate of $0.50 per square foot is nominal and not likely to have an adverse impact.
The proposed rates were calculated as of fall 2017. The new DCC is proposed to come into effect in early
2020. Assuming that the final rate schedule is adopted by the TransLink Board by bylaw in late 2018 (to give
a full year notice to the market), there is opportunity to review, adjust, and finalize the proposed transit DCC
rates during 2018.
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11.0

DCC Revenues Forecast

TransLink asked us to produce a forecast of the potential revenues from the new regional transit DCC for the
15-year period from 2018 to 203216. The forecast assumes uniform, region-wide DCC rates.
We produce the DCC revenue forecast in four main steps:
1. We estimate the average annual amount of net new residential development (by type of unit) and new
retail, institutional, office, and industrial development that will occur in the region over the entire forecast
period.
2. We net out the portion of apartment development that is assumed to be affordable rental housing and
therefore exempt from the transit DCC.
3. We escalate the proposed 2020 DCC rates using the Vancouver CPI as an inflationary adjustment. We
have used the Vancouver CPI as an indicator of inflation. Further work is needed to confirm whether the
CPI or some other index should be used to calculate automatic inflationary adjustments.
4. We apply the proposed regional transit DCC rates to the forecast of urban development to generate the
estimated DCC revenues for 2018 to 2032.

11.1

Forecast of Residential Development

We considered the following factors in estimating average annual residential development over the forecast
period:
•

The historic pace of residential development that has been occurring in the region by type of unit during
2007 to 2016.

•

The amount of residential development anticipated in Metro Vancouver’s Regional Growth Strategy.

•

The portion of apartment development that could be “affordable rental” and therefore deemed exempt
from the new regional transit DCC.

Appendix F shows actual total housing starts, demolitions, and net new housing starts (i.e. total starts less
demolitions) by sub-area in Metro Vancouver from 2007 to 2016 based on data from Canada Mortgage and
Housing Corp (CMHC). Exhibit 10 summarizes the data for the region as a whole.
Net new housing starts in the region ranged from about 6,200 starts in 2009 to about 24,000 starts in 2016,
but averaged 15,958 net new starts per year from 2007 to 2016 including 1,709 net new single detached
starts, 2,931 net new townhouse units, and 11,318 new net apartment units.
Based on a careful analysis of the reported single family starts and demolitions, it appears there is a time lag
between when a demolition occurs and a new house is built so these averages may slightly overstate the
number of net new single detached housing starts. We estimate the actual number of net new single detached
housing starts is likely about 150 to 200 units less, meaning the region likely had an average of about 1,500
net new single family starts per year from 2007 to 2016 and averaged about 15,700 total starts per year over
this timeframe.

16

The proposed DCC would not come into effect until 2020, but TransLink’s Phase One 10-Year Investment Plan runs from 2018 to
2027. The horizon extends an additional 5 years, to 2032, because TransLink conducts longer range financial forecasts for 15 year
periods.
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Exhibit 10: Net New Housing Starts by Type of Unit in Metro Vancouver, 2007 to 2016
2007
Starts:
Single family
Attached units
Apartment units
Total starts
Demolitions:
Single family
Attached units
Apartment units
Total demolitions
Net new starts:
Single family
Attached units
Apartment units
Total net new starts

2008

4,211 3,634
3,311 3,018
13,212 12,939
20,734 19,591
2,333
401
94
2,828

2,236
43
108
2,387

1,878 1,398
2,910 2,975
13,118 12,831
17,906 17,204

2016

Average Annual
Starts/Demolitions
2007-2016*

Average Annual
Starts/Demolitions
2012-2016*

2,929 4,533 3,686 4,516 4,004 4,374 4,622 5,169
1,985 2,738 3,338 2,869 2,883 3,227 2,998 3,828
3,425 7,946 10,843 11,642 11,809 11,611 13,243 18,917
8,339 15,217 17,867 19,027 18,696 19,212 20,863 27,914

4,168
3,020
11,559
18,746

4,537
3,161
13,444
21,142

3,145
126
623
3,894

2,459
89
241
2,788

2,715
71
304
3,090

1,259 2,252 1,196 1,865 1,950 1,829 1,440 2,024
2,006 2,675 3,291 2,816 2,854 3,177 2,903 3,702
2,926 7,850 10,754 11,332 11,617 11,383 13,076 18,294
6,191 12,777 15,241 16,013 16,421 16,389 17,419 24,020

1,709 *
2,931
11,318
15,958 *

1,822
3,090
13,140
18,052

2009

1,670
-21
499
2,148

2010

2,281
63
96
2,440

2011

2,490
47
89
2,626

2012

2,651
53
310
3,014

2013

2,054
29
192
2,275

2014

2,545
50
228
2,823

2015

3,182
95
167
3,444

Source: CMHC data summarized by Coriolis. Note *: Because of the time lag between when a demolition occurs and a new house
is built, this may slightly overstate the average number of net new single detached housing starts by about 100 to 200 starts per year.
Adjusting for this would yield an average of net new single family starts of about 1,500 per year from 2007 to 2016 and total net new
starts of about 15,700 per year over this timeframe.
Exhibit 11 shows projected growth in the number of dwelling units in Metro Vancouver as anticipated by the
Regional Growth Strategy. The timeframe for the DCC revenues forecast is 2018 to 2032 (although the DCC
will not come into effect until 2020), so the most applicable period from the Regional Growth Strategy
forecasts is 2021 to 2031. Metro Vancouver anticipates average annual growth of about 17,500 residential
units per year during this timeframe, which is slightly higher than the historic pace of development in the
region.
Exhibit 11: Dwelling Unit Forecast in Metro Vancouver’s Regional Growth Strategy, 2011 to 2041
Average Annual Growth
2011
2021
2031
2041 2011-2021
2021-2031 2031-2041
Metro Vancouver dwelling units
890,000 1,112,000 1,287,000 1,423,000
22,200
17,500
13,600
Source: Greater Vancouver Regional District Growth Strategy Amendment Bylaw No. 1223, 2015. These figures represent updates
to the RGS in 2015 to reflect accepted Regional Context Statements.
The regional residential market is cyclical. To be conservative, we use the long-term historic trend in net new
housing starts by type as the indicator of future growth. While the pace of residential development has been
higher in recent years (as much as 24,000 net total starts in 2016), the long-term trend suggests an average
of about 16,000 net new housing starts per year (in round numbers) including about 1,500 net new single
detached houses, (based on the adjustment explained above) 3,000 net new townhouse units, and 11,500
net new apartment units per year on average. We acknowledge that this could be conservative, when
compared with development over the last few years and Metro’s forecasts. However, we are using this lower
figure so as to not overestimate revenues and to recognise the possibility that new restrictions on residential
mortgages and the prospect of new regulations to limit housing investment from outside Canada could cool
the pace of development.
TransLink and the GVS&DD intend to work together in 2018 to define common definitions of exemptions or
waivers for some types of rental housing. Housing affordability is a significant concern in the region and we
anticipate that there will be increasing interest throughout the region in measures to encourage affordable
rental housing (e.g. through density bonusing, allowing higher density only if rental is included, reducing
parking requirements, and reducing or eliminating DCCs on affordable rental housing projects).
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For the purposes of forecasting potential DCC revenues, we assume that the transit DCC will not be collected
from 20% of apartment development in the region, pursuant to a definition of affordable rental housing. This
may mean the DCC revenue forecasts are conservative (i.e. if the DCC is waived for fewer apartment
projects, DCC revenues could be higher than our forecasts), but in our view there will be increasing pressure
for local and regional governments to respond to the regional affordability challenge. This percentage is
similar to the forecast in Metro Vancouver’s Regional Affordable Housing Strategy, which anticipates that
19% of housing demand from 2016 to 2026 will be demand for affordable rental housing (see Exhibit 12).
Exhibit 12: Forecasted Share of 2016-2026 Housing Demand by Tenure in Metro Vancouver’s Regional Affordable Housing Strategy
% of Total Anticipated Housing
Demand, 2016 to 2026
Market condo
70%
Rental:
Market rental
Affordable rental:
Low income rental
Very low income rental
Affordable rental total

11%
6%
13%
19%

Rental total
30%
Total
100%
Source: Metro Vancouver, “Regional Affordable Housing Strategy”. Updated 20 June 2016, page 13.
Based on these inputs, Exhibit 13 summarizes the forecasted pace of residential development that we use to
forecast revenues (see Section 11.6)17.
Exhibit 13: Residential Development Forecast for the DCC Revenues Forecast
Forecast of Average Annual #
% Assumed to be
of Net New Residential Units in
Affordable Housing
Metro Vancouver, 2017 to 2032 Exempt from Transit DCC
Single detached
1,500 units
0%
Townhouse
3,000 units
0%
Apartment
Residential Total

11.2

11,500 units
16,000 units

20%
n/a

Residential Development
Forecast for the DCC
Revenues Forecast
1,500 units
3,000 units
9,200 units
13,700 units

Forecast of Retail Development

We considered the following indicators in estimating average annual retail floorspace development over the
forecast period:
•

17

The historic pace of retail floorspace development that has been occurring in the region.

Our preliminary estimates of DCC revenues (including the forecasts in Appendix A) included a similar assumed amount of
residential development (i.e. 1,590 single detached units per year, 3,100 townhouse units per year, 11,240 apartment units per
year of which 20% were assumed to be exempt yielding 8,990 market apartment units and a total of 13,670 net new residential
units to which the DCC rates were applied).
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•

The amount of floorspace implied by anticipated population growth in the region and typical retail
floorspace per capita ratios.

Exhibit 14 summarizes the amount of retail floorspace that was built in the region from 2003 to 2012 (the
most current year for which we have regional retail floorspace data). As shown, annual retail floorspace
development in the region varied from about 778,500 sq.ft. in 2012 to 2,150,000 sq.ft. in 2008. Over the tenyear period, retail floorspace growth averaged about 1.37 million square feet per year in Metro Vancouver.
Exhibit 14: Retail Floorspace Growth in Metro Vancouver (sq.ft.), 2003 to 2012

Retail/service

2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
1,375,442 2,686,377 1,068,102 1,370,323 1,131,435 2,150,795

2009
2010
901,470 1,203,354

2011
996,110

Average Annual
Growth
2003-2012
2012
778,541
1,366,195

Source: Coriolis Consulting Corp. based on BC Assessment Authority data.
Based on periodic analysis over the past 30 years, there tends to be about 40 square feet of retail space per
capita in the region on average (see Exhibit 15). If we apply this ratio to anticipated population growth in the
region from 2017 to 2032, this suggest average retail floorspace development of about 1.47 million square
feet per year in Metro Vancouver (see Exhibit 16). There are trends affecting the retail industry that may mean
demand for physical retail space declines in the future (e.g. online shopping, consolidation and adjustments
in the retail sector, the rise of on-demand delivery that reduces the need for the amount of physical retail
space), so the forecast based on typical per capita ratios could be considered the high end of the likely range.
Exhibit 15: Historic Retail Floorspace Per Capita Ratios in Metro Vancouver, Various Data Points Since 1981
Retail/service space per capita

1981
39.1

1996
38.9

2001
39.6

2006
41.0

2011
40.8

2011
40.6

2012
40.3

Source: Coriolis Consulting Corp. based on BC Assessment Authority data.
Exhibit 16: Calculated Retail Floorspace Growth based on Anticipated Population Growth and
a PerTotal
Capita Ratio, 2017 to 2032
Implied

Metro Vancouver

2017
Population
2,592,500

2032
Population
3,146,000

Population
Assumed Retail Growth in Retail Calculated Average Annual
Growth, Space per Capita
Floorspace Retail Floorspace Growth
2017 to 2032
(sq.ft.) Inventory (sq.ft.),
(sq.ft.), 2017 to 2032
553,500
40
22,140,000
1,476,000

Source: Population data from BC Stats PEOPLE 2017.
These two indicators (past trends and potential future growth based on the region’s average retail space per
capita ratio) suggest average retail floorspace growth of about 1.37 to 1.47 million square feet per year.
Our preliminary estimates of DCC revenues (including the forecasts in Appendix A) assumed a smaller
amount of retail floorspace growth per year (1.14 million square feet). This figure was based on translating
the employment forecasts (jobs by economic sector by traffic zone) from an earlier Coriolis report 18 for
TransLink into estimates of the total amount of new retail/service, office, and industrial floorspace that would
likely be developed in Metro Vancouver over a 34-year forecast period by grouping jobs by sector into jobs
by land use by traffic zone and using employment density assumptions for each category (floor space per
job). The underlying employment forecast for that work was based on traffic zone employment estimates and
forecasts produced by Metro Vancouver in 2011 (referred to as the Metro Growth Scenario or MGS), adjusted
slightly to reflect employment forecast updates for the Regional Growth Strategy being contemplated by Metro
Vancouver at the time of our work in 2014. This underlying employment forecast assumed total employment
in the region would grow by about 16,100 jobs per year on average from 2011 to 2045.

18

Coriolis Consulting Corp., “Population, Household, and Employment Forecasts for the Regional Transportation Strategy Base
Case and Alternatives”, prepared for TransLink in July 2014.
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Metro Vancouver recently (June 2015) updated the population, dwelling count, and employment forecasts in
the Regional Growth Strategy. Exhibit 17 shows the updated employment figures. The timeframe for the
DCC revenues forecast is 2018 to 2032 (although the DCC will not come into effect until 2020), so the most
applicable period from the Regional Growth Strategy forecasts is 2021 to 2031. Metro Vancouver anticipates
average annual growth of about 20,200 new jobs per year during this timeframe, which is materially more
than the preliminary forecasts assumed (16,100 new jobs per year).
Exhibit 17: Employment Forecast in Metro Vancouver’s Regional Growth Strategy, 2011 to 2041
Average Annual Growth
2011
2021
2031
2041 2011-2021
2021-2031 2031-2041
Metro Vancouver employment
1,209,000 1,424,000 1,626,000 1,773,000
21,500
20,200
14,700
Source: Greater Vancouver Regional District Growth Strategy Amendment Bylaw No. 1223, 2015. These figures represent updates
to the RGS in 2015 to reflect accepted Regional Context Statements.
Taking this into consideration, we have adjusted our forecast of assumed retail floorspace growth during 2017
to 2032 compared to the forecast in our preliminary estimates of DCC revenue. We have assumed average
annual retail floorspace growth of about 1.4 million square feet per year to be commensurate with recent
trends and the amount of retail space suggested by population growth and the regional retail space per capita
ratio (compared to 1.14 million square feet that was used in the preliminary forecast).

11.3

Forecast of Institutional Development

Our preliminary estimates of DCC revenues did not include an estimate of potential DCC revenues from
institutional space such as hospitals, universities and schools, and community centres, because there was
discussion about whether or not to charge the new transit DCC on institutional space. The discussion evolved
to reach agreement that all forms of urban development, including institutional development, benefit from new
transit in the region and should therefore contribute.
Exhibit 18 summarizes the amount of institutional floorspace that was built in the region from 2003 to 2012
(the most recent year for which we have data on hand). As shown, institutional floorspace development in
the region varied widely from about 84,000 square feet in 2009 to 1,697,000 square feet in 2007. Institutional
floorspace growth in the region averaged 443,000 square feet per year over this ten year period, which
included periods of growth and contraction.
Exhibit 18: Institutional Floorspace Growth in Metro Vancouver (sq.ft.), 2003 to 2012

Institutional

2003
287,851

2004
87,383

2005
583,253

2006
2007
126,966 1,697,209

2008
244,142

2009
84,137

2010
246,972

2011
984,158

Average Annual
Growth
2003-2012
2012
89,148
443,122

Source: Coriolis Consulting Corp. based on BC Assessment Authority data.
For the DCC revenue forecasts, we assume there will continue to be an average of about 450,000 sq.ft. of
institutional floorspace growth per year during the forecast period.

11.4

Forecast of Office and Industrial Development

We think it is important to maintain a distinction between office and industrial space in designing the new
transit DCC system, to give TransLink and the Mayors’ Council the ability to set different DCC rates for each
of these land uses if desired. However, in reviewing historic trends it is useful to look at office and industrial
space separately as well as combined because a significant amount of space that might be thought of as
industrial has an office component (e.g. offices in business parks or that are ancillary to office space).

PAGE 39

DRAFT FOR DISCUSSION

A REGIONAL DCC FOR TRANSIT INFRASTRUCTURE: PROPOSED STRUCTURE AND RATES
We looked at historic office and industrial floorspace growth in the region based on data from Colliers and
BC Assessment Authority data. These two indicators tell a similar story.
As shown in Exhibit 19, Colliers reports that office floorspace growth in major office buildings in Metro
Vancouver averaged 436,000 square feet per year from 2003 to 2012, although office floorspace growth was
higher in the past five years (averaging 818,000 square feet per year from 2011 to 2016). Data from BC
Assessment Authority (to 2013) indicates that office floorspace growth averaged 545,000 square feet per
year in the region from 2003 to 2012 (see Exhibit 20). This includes all office space, not just office space in
major office buildings, so the figure is higher than the Colliers estimate.
Exhibits 19 and 20 also show industrial floorspace growth over the same time periods. The two data sets
suggest a similar amount of industrial floorspace growth in the region from 2003 to 2012 (i.e. on the order of
3.1 to 3.6 million square feet per year).
Combined, the data suggests that office and industrial floorspace growth averaged about 3.8 to 4.2 million
square feet per year from 2003 to 2012. This is higher than the office and industrial floorspace growth
assumed in our preliminary estimates of DCC revenues (about 2.8 million square feet), mainly because our
preliminary estimates of DCC revenues were based on an underlying employment forecast of about 16,100
jobs per year on average from 2011 to 2045 and more recent forecasts suggest growth on the order of 20,200
new jobs per year.
Exhibit 19: Colliers Data on Office and Industrial Floorspace Growth in Metro Vancouver (sq.ft.), 2003 to 2016
Floorspace
Inventory
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
Office
48,185,045 51,098,814 51,072,401 51,295,700 51,701,052 52,193,332 52,535,432 53,115,194 51,751,503 52,106,718 52,615,648 53,556,830 55,622,702 55,846,280
Industrial 143,838,739 147,053,482 151,053,661 155,327,447 160,290,596 163,522,283 168,270,992 170,055,799 171,532,075 174,134,329 176,290,759 181,393,126 184,468,109 187,084,637

Growth in
Floorspace
Inventory
Office
Industrial
Combined

2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
n/a 2,913,769
-26,413 223,299 405,352 492,280 342,100 579,762 -1,363,691 355,215 508,930 941,182 2,065,872 223,578
n/a 3,214,743 4,000,179 4,273,786 4,963,149 3,231,687 4,748,709 1,784,807 1,476,276 2,602,254 2,156,430 5,102,367 3,074,983 2,616,528
n/a 6,128,512 3,973,766 4,497,085 5,368,501 3,723,967 5,090,809 2,364,569 112,585 2,957,469 2,665,360 6,043,549 5,140,855 2,840,106

Average Annual
Growth
2003-2012 2011-2016
435,741 818,955
3,366,177 3,110,512
3,801,918 3,929,468

Source: Colliers Office Market Reports. Note that this includes major office buildings in Vancouver, Burnaby, Richmond, New
Westminster, the North Shore, and Surrey (but not Langley and not office space in smaller projects or mixed use projects).
Exhibit 20: Office & Industrial Floorspace Growth in Metro Vancouver (sq.ft), 2003 to 2012 Based on BC Assessment Authority Data

Office floorspace growth
Industrial floorspace growth
Office & Industrial Combined

2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
474,275
423,299
827,646
243,603
715,432
655,317
885,948
442,516
332,599
544,478
9,323,310 4,166,788 2,739,853 4,517,568 4,883,122 2,679,565 3,492,797
970,164 1,203,431 2,237,500
9,797,585 4,590,087 3,567,499 4,761,171 5,598,554 3,334,882 4,378,745 1,412,680 1,536,030 2,781,978

Source: Coriolis Consulting Corp. based on BC Assessment Authority data.
Taking this into consideration, we have adjusted our forecast of assumed office and industrial floorspace
growth during 2017 to 2032 compared to the forecast in our preliminary estimates of DCC revenue. Instead
of 2.8 million square feet of office and industrial space combined per year on average, we have now assumed
average annual office floorspace growth of about 550,000 million square feet per year and industrial
floorspace growth of about 3.5 million square feet per year for a combined total of 4.05 million square feet of
office and industrial floorspace growth per year from 2017 to 2032.
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Average
Annual
Growth
2003-2012
554,511
3,621,410
4,175,921
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11.5

Summary of Development Forecast

Exhibit 21 summarizes the development forecasts by land use that are incorporated into the DCC revenues
forecast in the following section.
Exhibit 21: Summary of Development Forecast by Land Use for the DCC Revenues Forecast
Updated Forecast of Average Annual Development for 2018 to
2032 used in the DCC Revenue Estimates in this Report
Residential (units)
Single detached
1,500 units
Townhouse
3,000 units
Apartment
11,500 - 20% waived = 9,200 units
Residential Total
16,000 - affordable rental waived = 13,700 units
Non-Residential (sq.ft.):
Retail/service
1.4 million sq.ft.
Office
Industrial
Institutional
Non-Residential Total

11.6

550,000 sq.ft.
3.5 million sq.ft.
450,000 sq.ft.
5.9 million sq.ft.

Forecast of Annual DCC Revenues for 2018 to 2032

Exhibit 22a combines the proposed initial transit DCC rates (which have been described as the rates that
would come into effect in 2020, even though they have been estimated based on market and financial analysis
in 2017) and the development forecasts to produce an estimate of DCC revenues in 2020.
TransLink asked us to produce DCC revenue estimates for the 15 year period from 2018 to 2032, which
includes 2 years in which the transit DCC would not yet apply and then the first 13 years in which the transit
DCC will be in place and during which rates are assumed to automatically increase with an inflationary
adjustment factor (we have used the CPI). Exhibit 22b shows the inflated rates over the forecast period and
Exhibit 22c shows the projected DCC revenues for 2018 to 2032.
As shown, we estimate that the transit DCC revenues could be on the order of $23.5 million as of 2020 and
escalate thereafter commensurate with a cost index such as the CPI. This is higher than our preliminary DCC
revenue estimate ($21.5 million as of 2020) because we have updated the underlying development forecasts
to reflect Metro Vancouver’s 2015 update to the projections in its Regional Growth Strategy, to incorporate
an estimate of institutional floorspace growth, and to incorporate our refined analysis of employment space.
The final step is to compare the forecast of DCC revenues with TransLink’s target. TransLink articulated a
revenue target of about $20 million per year in $2017, which works out to revenue of about $21.5 million in
2020 assuming 3 years of inflation at 2.4% per year19. The updated development forecast and proposed
initial DCC rates generate about $23.5 million as of 2020, which is about 10% higher than TransLink’s target.
Recognizing that there is some uncertainty involved in forecasting the pace of development, this 10% could
be regarded as a contingency. Alternatively, it could be seen as an opportunity to consider adjusting the
proposed initial DCC rates downward before they are finalized. Because the adjustment to the development
forecasts affected the amount of non-residential space and the development industry has mostly expressed
concerns about the ability of employment uses to absorb the new transit DCC, as a sensitivity test we

19

Based on data from BC Stats, the Vancouver CPI grew by 2.4% during October 2016 to October 2017.
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estimated the potential decrease in the employment DCC rates that could be considered and still meet
TransLink’s revenue target. The DCC rate could be dropped to about $0.25 per sq.ft. for all non-residential
space and meet TransLink’s revenue target for 2020.
Exhibit
22a: DCC
Revenues
Forecast
DCC Revenue
Forecast
for Year
2020– Year 2020 Revenues Assuming Inflation at 2.4% per year.
Forecasted Average
Annual Development
% deemed
in Metro Vancouver affordable housing
(residential units,
(exempt)
non-residential sq.ft.)
Single family
Townhouse
Apartment
Residential Total
Retail/service
Office
Industrial
Institutional
Non-Residential Total
Total

1,500
3,000
11,500
16,000
1,400,000
550,000
3,500,000
450,000
5,900,000
n/a

Forecasted
Average Annual
Development to
which the Transit
DCC will Apply

0%
0%
20%
n/a
0%
0%
0%
0%
n/a
n/a

1,500
3,000
9,200
13,700
1,400,000
550,000
3,500,000
450,000
5,900,000
n/a

Year 2020
Uniform Rates
Throughout
Region

Year 2020
DCC Revenues

$2,100
$1,900
$1,200
n/a
$1.00
$0.50
$0.50
$0.50
n/a
n/a

$3,150,000
$5,700,000
$11,040,000
$19,890,000
$1,400,000
$275,000
$1,750,000
$225,000
$3,650,000
$23,540,000

Exhibit 22b: DCC Revenues Forecast – Year 2018 to 2032 DCC Rates
DCC Rates
Single family
Townhouse
Apartment
Retail/service
Office/Institutional
Industrial

2018
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

2019
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

2020
$2,100.00
$1,900.00
$1,200.00
$1.00
$0.50
$0.50

2021
$2,150.40
$1,945.60
$1,228.80
$1.02
$0.51
$0.51

2022
$2,202.01
$1,992.29
$1,258.29
$1.05
$0.52
$0.52

2023
$2,254.86
$2,040.11
$1,288.49
$1.07
$0.54
$0.54

2024
$2,308.97
$2,089.07
$1,319.41
$1.10
$0.55
$0.55

2025
$2,364.39
$2,139.21
$1,351.08
$1.13
$0.56
$0.56

2026
$2,421.14
$2,190.55
$1,383.51
$1.15
$0.58
$0.58

2027
$2,479.24
$2,243.12
$1,416.71
$1.18
$0.59
$0.59

2028
$2,538.74
$2,296.96
$1,450.71
$1.21
$0.60
$0.60

2029
$2,599.67
$2,352.09
$1,485.53
$1.24
$0.62
$0.62

2030
$2,662.07
$2,408.54
$1,521.18
$1.27
$0.63
$0.63

2031
$2,725.96
$2,466.34
$1,557.69
$1.30
$0.65
$0.65

2023

2024

DCC Rates Continued
Single family
Townhouse
Apartment
Retail/service
Office/Institutional
Industrial

2032
$2,791.38
$2,525.53
$1,595.07
$1.33
$0.66
$0.66

* Assuming an annual inflationary adjustment of 2.4% per year.
Exhibit 22c: DCC Revenues Forecast – Year 2018 to 2032 DCC Revenues (Inflated)
DCC Revenues
2018
DCC Revenue Forecast
(rounded)

$0

2019

2020

2021

2022

$0 $23,540,000 $24,105,000 $24,683,000 $25,276,000 $25,883,000

DCC Revenues Continued
2025
DCC Revenue Forecast
(rounded)

2026

2027

2028

2029

2030

2031

2032

$26,504,000 $27,140,000 $27,791,000 $28,458,000 $29,141,000 $29,840,000 $30,557,000 $31,290,000
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12.0

Proposed Structure of the Regional DCC for Transit

Based on the analysis and the input from stakeholders, on 7 December 2017 the Mayors’ Council approved
a framework for the proposed structure and rates for the new transit DCC. This framework was also approved
by TransLink’s Board of Directors on 14 December 2017 (subject to the Province passing the necessary
legislation). This framework is the basis for requesting the Province to make the necessary legislative
changes. A copy is provided in Appendix G.
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13.0

Possible Refinements in 2018

The proposed DCC rates and forecasts of DCC revenues are still preliminary. TransLink intends to finalize
the DCC rates for 2020 in 2018 and before the introduction of the bylaw so that there is at least one full year’s
notice prior to commencing collections in early 2020. During 2018, updated analysis and refinement could
include:
•

The proposed DCC rates are based on market and financial analysis as of 2017 but are assumed to be
the actual numbers that would be in place for commencement of DCC collections in 2020. One possible
adjustment could be to reflect inflation in 2018.

•

The development industry has expressed concern about the proposed DCC rates on employment space
(particularly on industrial development) and, as indicated in Section 11.0, there could be room to decrease
the proposed DCC rates on employment space and still meet the TransLink and Mayors’ Council revenue
target. This should be explored in more detail during 2018 prior to finalizing the rates.

•

More detailed work could be done of the appropriate differential (if any) between the DCC rate for retail
space versus other kinds of employment space.

•

TransLink and the GVS&DD intend to work together in 2018 to define common definitions of waivers for
some types of rental housing. Once the definition of waivers for affordable rental housing is established,
the estimate of DCC revenues may need to be revisited.

•

There is a need to select the index that will be used to calculate automatic inflation adjustments of the
DCC rates.
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Appendix A: Preliminary Test of Uniform Vs Tiered Rates
(Fall 2017; Superceded)
The following preliminary DCC Revenue tests were completed in Fall 2017 and the results were presented
at the workshop with government agencies and the workshop with developers held in October 2017. These
preliminary DCC Revenue tests have since been superceded based on refinements generated by feedback
at the workshops and further detailed analysis, but are provided here for reference.
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Preliminary (Fall 2017) DCC Revenue Test: Scenario 1 - Uniform Rates
Note that these preliminary DCC revenue tests from Fall 2017 have since been superceded.

Preliminary Area in Which DCC Assumed to Apply (Fall 2017) – Uniform Rates

Preliminary Rates Tested and DCC Revenue Forecast (Fall 2017) – Uniform Rates

SF
TH
APT
Retail/service
Office
Industrial
Total

Uniform Rates
Throughout
Region
$2,100
$1,900
$1,200
$1.00
$0.50
$0.50
n/a

2011-2045
Total
Development
Forecast for
Region
54,007
105,337
382,136
38,643,481
35,039,063
61,269,431
n/a

2011-2045
Development
Forecast for
2011-2045 Total
Region Included in
DCC Revenue
Preliminary DCC
Revenue
Forecast*
53,187
$111,693,435
104,790
$199,101,486
382,136
$458,563,673
37,986,638
$37,986,638
34,963,955
$17,481,977
60,270,495
$30,135,248
n/a
$854,962,457

% deemed
affordable
housing

0%
0%
20%
0%
0%
0%
n/a

Adjustment
factor for share
of revenues in
first 10 years
after
implementation
(2020-2030)
28.0%
28.0%
28.0%
28.3%
28.3%
28.3%
n/a

Total DCC
Revenue in
2020-2030

Average
Annual DCC
Revenue in
2020-2030
(rounded)

$31,306,016
$55,805,198
$102,822,886
$10,757,910
$4,950,939
$8,534,377
$214,177,328

$3,131,000
$5,581,000
$10,282,000
$1,076,000
$495,000
$853,000
$21,418,000

Note: The preliminary DCC Revenue tests were completed using development forecasts on a traffic zone basis from previous work
Coriolis Consulting Corp. completed for TransLink in July 2014 (“Population, Household, and Employment Forecasts for the Regional
Transportation Strategy (RTS) Base Case and Alternatives”). The residential development forecasts are in number of units and the
retail/service, office, and industrial development forecasts are floorspace in sq.ft.. * The Fall 2017 analysis excluded development in
traffic zone 6750 (Tsawwassen First Nation).
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Preliminary (Fall 2017) DCC Revenue Test: Scenario 2 - Tiered Rates
Note that these preliminary DCC revenue tests from Fall 2017 have since been superceded.

Area in Which DCC Assumed to Apply – Tiered Rates
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Preliminary Rates Tested and DCC Revenue Forecast (Fall 2017) – Tiered Rates
HIGH INTENSITY AREA

2011-2045
Total
Development
DCC Rates
Forecast for
High Intensity High Intensity
Transit Area
Area

2011-2045
Adjustment
Development
Average Annual
factor for share
Total DCC
Forecast for
2011-2045 Total
DCC Revenue
of revenues in
Revenue in
High Intensity DCC Revenue for
% deemed
in 2020-2030
first 10 years 2020-2030 from
Area Included
High Intensity affordable housing
from High
after
High Intensity
in Preliminary
Area
Intensity Area
implementation
Area
DCC Revenue
(rounded)
(2020-2030)
Forecast

SF

$2,400

3,835

3,835

$9,202,800

0%

28%

$2,579,409

$258,000

TH

$2,200

50,148

50,148

$110,324,596

0%

28%

$30,922,351

$3,092,000

APT

$1,400

308,985

308,985

$432,578,939

20%

28%

$96,996,377

$9,700,000

Retail/service

$1.00

25,482,339

25,482,339

$25,482,339

0%

28%

$7,216,662

$722,000

Office

$0.75

24,578,039

24,578,039

$18,433,529

0%

28%

$5,220,421

$522,000

Industrial

$0.50

29,183,780

29,183,780

$14,591,890

0%

28%

$4,132,459

$413,000

$610,614,093

n/a

n/a

$147,067,679

$14,707,000

Total

n/a

n/a

n/a

REST OF REGION

2011-2045
Total
Development
DCC Rates in
Forecast for
Rest of Region Rest of Region

2011-2045
Adjustment
Development
Average Annual
factor for share
Forecast for
Total DCC DCC Revenue
2011-2045 Total
of revenues in
Rest of Region
% deemed
Revenue in
in 2020-2030
DCC Revenue for
first 10 years
Included in
affordable housing
2020-2030 from
from Rest of
Rest of Region
after
Preliminary
Rest of Region
Region
implementation
DCC Revenue
(rounded)
(2020-2030)
Forecast*

SF

$1,600

50,172

49,353

$78,964,560

0%

28%

$22,132,597

$2,213,000

TH

$1,400

55,189

54,643

$76,499,797

0%

28%

$21,441,760

$2,144,000

APT

$900

73,151

73,151

$65,836,294

20%

28%

$14,762,351

$1,476,000

Retail/service

$0.50

13,161,141

12,504,299

$6,252,149

0%

28%

$1,770,624

$177,000

Office

$0.25

10,461,025

10,385,916

$2,596,479

0%

28%

$735,329

$74,000

Industrial

$0.50

32,085,651

31,086,715

$15,543,358

0%

28%

$4,401,918

$440,000

n/a

$245,692,637

n/a

n/a

$65,244,579

$6,524,000

2011-2045
Total DCC
Revenue

Total DCC
Revenue in
2020-2030

Average Annual
DCC Revenue in
2020-2030
(rounded)

$2,471,000

Total

n/a

n/a

TOTAL FOR TIERED SYSTEM

2011-2045
Total
Development
Forecast for
Region

2011-2045
Development
Forecast for
Region
Included in
Preliminary
DCC Revenue
Forecast*

SF

54,007

53,187

$88,167,360

$24,712,006

TH

105,337

104,790

$186,824,393

$52,364,111

$5,236,000

APT

382,136

382,136

$498,415,233

$111,758,728

$11,176,000

Retail/service

38,643,481

37,986,638

$31,734,489

$8,987,286

$899,000

Office

35,039,063

34,963,955

$21,030,008

$5,955,751

$596,000

Industrial

61,269,431

60,270,495

$30,135,248

$8,534,377

$853,000

n/a $856,306,730

$212,312,258

$21,231,000

Total

n/a

Note: The preliminary DCC Revenue tests were completed using development forecasts on a traffic zone basis from previous work
Coriolis Consulting Corp. completed for TransLink in July 2014 (“Population, Household, and Employment Forecasts for the Regional
Transportation Strategy (RTS) Base Case and Alternatives”). The residential development forecasts are in number of units and the
retail/service, office, and industrial development forecasts are floorspace in sq.ft.. * The Fall 2017 analysis excluded development in
traffic zone 6750 (Tsawwassen First Nation).
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Appendix B: Financial Analysis of Hypothetical Strata Titled
Apartment Development Case Studies
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Downtown Vancouver – Concrete, High-Rise, Strata-Titled Apartment
Downtown Vancouver (assumes site in Downtown South - DD L1 District)
Land Residual Analysis for High Rise Concrete Strata Residential Project

Analysis completed in August 2017

Highrise Residential at 5.0 FSR and 300 feet height limit
New GVS&DD DCC and New Municipal DCL

Major Assumptions (shading indicates figures that are inputs; unshaded cells are formulas)
Site and Building Size
Site Size
Existing Base Density
Residential Density Before Exclusions
Storage
Total Effective Gross Density After Bonuses and Exclusions

24,000
200
5.00
5.00
0.17
5.17

sq.ft.
feet of frontage
FSR
FSR

Total Gross floorspace
Market Strata Residential floorspace
Net saleable space
Average Gross unit size
Average Net unit size
Number of units
Total Market Strata Unit Parking Stalls (including visitors)
Underground/structured parking stalls provided

123,983
123,983
105,385
1,240
1,054
100
110
110

gross sq.ft.
gross square feet
sq.ft. or
sq.ft. gross
sq.ft.
units or
stalls or
stalls

Strata Revenue and Value
Overall Average Sales Price Per Sq. Ft.
Construction Costs
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
Site Servicing
Connection fees
Hard Cost Used in Analysis
Soft costs/professional fees (excluding management)
Project Management
Post Construction Holding Costs
Contingency on hard and soft costs
Local Government Levies
GVS&DD DCC - regional sewer levy (residential)
Municipal DCL - residential
Financing Assumptions
Financing rate on construction costs
Financing fees
Financing on Land Acquisition
Marketing and Commissions
Commissions/sales costs on residential
Marketing on residential
Leasing commissions on commercial
Property Taxes
Tax Rate (res)
Tax Rate (comm)
Current assessment (Year 1 of analysis)
Assumed assessment after 1 year of construction (Year 2 of analysis)
Allowance for Developer's Profit

39.8 sf per unit
FSR

85% of gross area

448 per hectare
1.1 per unit
44,000 square feet

$1,300 per sq.ft. of net saleable residential space

$300,000
$91,463
$50,000
$344
10.0%
3.0%
$500
3.5%

or

$1,500 per metre of frontage

of above
of above
per unit per month on
of hard and soft costs

50% of units

6

$1,072 per market unit
$15.62 per sq.ft. of floorspace

5.0% on 50% of costs, assuming a
and a total loan of
1.25% of financed construction costs
5.0% during construction on

3.00 year construction period
75% on costs
50% of land cost

3.0% of gross strata market residential revenue
3.0% of gross strata market residential revenue
0.0% of Year 1 income

0.31657% of assessed value
1.386% of assessed value
$31,681,300
$68,500,484 (50% of completed project value)
15.0% of total costs or

13.0% of gross revenue
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Downtown Vancouver – Concrete, High-Rise, Strata-Titled Apartment CONTINUED
Analysis
Revenue
Gross Market Residential Sales Revenue
Less commissions and sales costs
Net residential sales revenue
Total Value Net of Commissions

$137,000,969
$4,110,029
$132,890,940
$132,890,940

Project Costs
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
Site Servicing
Connection fees
Hard construction costs
Soft costs
Project Management
Residential Marketing
Post Construction Holding Costs
Contingency on hard and soft costs
GVS&DD DCC - regional sewer levy (residential)
DCLs - residential
Less property tax allowance during development
Construction financing
Financing fees/costs
Total Project Costs Before Land Related

$300,000
$91,463
$50,000
$42,694,833
$4,313,630
$1,423,498
$4,110,029
$75,000
$1,857,046
$107,200
$1,936,799
$533,992
$3,234,009
$569,320
$61,296,819

Allowance for Developer's Profit

$17,864,926

Residual to Land and Land Carry
Less financing on land during construction and approvals
Less property purchase tax
Residual Land Value
Existing Income Producing Value
Increase in Value
Max supportable DCL increase per sq. ft.

$53,729,194
$4,298,336
$1,460,926
$47,969,933
$28,480,000 Note A
$19,489,933
$157

Note A:
Existing use = 5 lots with a combined site size of 24,000 sq.ft. an existing older, low density commercial space including 3,750 sq.ft. office and 21,250 sq.ft. retail
Existing value = $23.7 million (assuming office rents of $22 per sq.ft., retail rents of $38 per sq.ft., 100% of the space is rentable, 0% vacancy/non-recoverables, and a cap rate of 3.75%)
Assembly premium/incentive to sell = 20%
Total existing value = $23.7 million x 120% = $28.5 million
Summary
Gross sales revenue
- Total costs
- Profit
= Land value
- Existing use value
= Financial room
Maximum "room" for a new levy ($ per sq.ft. buildable)

$137,001,000
$71,166,100
$17,864,900
$47,970,000
$28,480,000
$19,490,000
$157

(all-in cost =

$574.00

per gross sq.ft.)
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East Vancouver – Woodframe, Low-Rise, Strata-Titled Apartment
East Vancouver (assumes site in Norquay Village)

Analysis completed in August 2017

Land Residual Analysis for Low-Rise Woodframe Strata Residential Project
4 storeys
New GVS&DD DCC and New Municipal DCL

Major Assumptions (shading indicates figures that are inputs; unshaded cells are formulas)
Site and Building Size
Site Size
Existing Base Density
Increased Density 1
Density with Bonuses
Storage
Total Effective Gross Density After Bonuses and Exclusions
Total Gross floorspace
Market Strata Residential floorspace
Net saleable space
Average Gross unit size
Average Net unit size
Number of units
Total Market Strata Unit Parking Stalls (including visitors)
Underground/structured parking stalls provided
Strata Revenue and Value
Overall Average Sales Price Per Sq. Ft.
Pre-Construction Costs
DB payment on Tier 1
DB payment on Tier 2
Construction Costs
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
Site Servicing
Connection fees
Hard Cost Used in Analysis
Soft costs/professional fees (excluding management)
Project Management
Post Construction Holding Costs
Contingency on hard and soft costs
Local Government Levies
GVS&DD DCC - regional sewer levy (residential)
Municipal DCL - residential
Financing Assumptions
Financing rate on construction costs
Financing fees
Financing on Land Acquisition
Marketing and Commissions
Commissions/sales costs on residential
Marketing on residential
Property Taxes
Tax Rate (res)
Current assessment (Year 1 of analysis)
Assumed assessment after 1 year of construction (Year 2 of analysis)
Allowance for Developer's Profit

10,890
99
0.70
1.30
2.00
0.10
2.10
22,816
22,816
19,393
878
746
26
29
29

sq.ft.
feet of frontage
FSR
FSR
FSR
39.8 sf per unit
FSR
gross sq.ft.
gross square feet
sq.ft. or
sq.ft. gross
sq.ft.
units or
stalls or
stalls

85% of gross area

1.1 per unit
11,600 square feet of parking

$830 per sq.ft. of net saleable residential space

$18.59 psf
$18.59 psf

$45,000
$75,457
$50,000
$209
10.0%
3.0%
$500
5.0%

or

$2,500 per metre of frontage

of above
of above
per unit per month on
of hard and soft costs

50% of units

6 months

$1,072 per market unit
$15.62 per sq.ft. of floorspace

5.0% on 50% of costs, assuming a
and a total loan of
1.25% of financed construction costs
5.0% during construction on

1.50 year construction period
75% on costs
50% of land cost

3.0% of gross strata market residential revenue
3.0% of gross strata market residential revenue

0.255489% of assessed value
$3,555,900
$8,048,175 (50% of completed project value)
15.0% of total costs or

13.0% of gross revenue
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East Vancouver – Woodframe, Low-Rise, Strata-Titled Apartment CONTINUED
Analysis
Revenue
Gross Market Residential Sales Revenue
Less commissions and sales costs
Net residential sales revenue
Total Value Net of Commissions

$16,096,351
$482,891
$15,613,460
$15,613,460

Project Costs
Fixed Rate CAC
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
Site Servicing
Connection fees
Hard construction costs
Soft costs
Project Management
Residential Marketing
Post Construction Holding Costs
Contingency on hard and soft costs
GVS&DD DCC - regional sewer levy (residential)
DCLs - residential
Less property tax allowance during development
Construction financing
Financing fees/costs
Total Project Costs Before Land Related

$263,179
$45,000
$75,457
$50,000
$4,764,852
$493,531
$170,761
$482,891
$19,500
$318,259
$27,872
$356,413
$19,366
$199,324
$68,310
$7,354,714

Allowance for Developer's Profit

$2,098,964

Residual to Land and Land Carry
Less financing on land during construction and approvals
Less property purchase tax
Residual Land Value
Existing Value
Increase in Value
Max supportable increase in levies per sq. ft.

$6,159,782
$296,440
$153,900
$5,709,442
$4,932,000 Note A
$777,442
$34

Note A:
Existing use = 3 older detached houses on 3,630 sq.ft. lots
Existing value = $1.37 milliion per lot
Assembly premium/incentive to sell = 20%
Total existing value = $1.37 million x 3 x 120% = $4.932 million
Summary
Gross sales revenue
- Total costs
- Profit
= Land value
- Existing use value
= Financial room
Maximum "room" for a new levy ($ per sq.ft. buildable)

$16,096,400
$8,287,900
$2,099,000
$5,709,500
$4,932,000
$777,500
$34

(all-in cost =

$363.26

per gross sq.ft.)
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Burquitlam – Concrete, High-Rise, Strata-Titled Apartment
Coquitlam (assumes site in Burquitlam)
Land Residual Analysis for Concrete Strata Residential Project

Analysis completed in August 2017

High Density Residential
New GVS&DD DCC and Existing Municipal DCC
Major Assumptions (shading indicates figures that are inputs; unshaded cells are formulas)

Site Size
Assumed Density
Total Gross floorspace
Market Strata Residential floorspace
Net saleable space
Average Gross unit size
Average Net unit size
Number of units
Residential Parking Stalls
Total Parking Stalls
Strata Revenue and Value
Average Sales Price Per Sq. Ft.

122,000 sq.ft.
4.00 FSR
488,000
488,000
414,800
938
798
520
702
702

sq.ft.
gross square feet
sq.ft. or
sq.ft. gross
sq.ft.
units or
stalls or
stalls or

$100,000
$3.00 per sq. ft. up to 2.5 FSR
$75 per sq. ft. from 2.5 to 4.0 FSR

Construction Costs
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
Servicing and Infrastructure
Connection fees
Residential Hard Construction Costs
Parking Costs
Overall Average Hard Costs
Landscaping
Soft Costs/Professional Fees
Project Management
Contingency on hard and soft costs

$0
$0
$50,000
$307
$0
$307
$100,000
9.0%
3.0%
5.0%

Financing Assumptions
Financing rate on construction costs

186 upa
1.35 per unit

$750 per sq.ft. of net saleable residential space

Pre-Construction Costs
Allowance for Rezoning Costs
Allowance for CAC/Density Bonus Payment (Fixed Portion)
Allowance for CAC/Density Bonus Payment (Negotiated)

Local Government Levies
GVS&DD DCC - sewer levy (apartment)
Municipal DCC - residential
School Site Acquisition Charge

85% of gross area

per stall
per gross square foot of residential space (cost of parking included in cost psf)
of demo, hard costs, servicing costs, landscape
of demo, hard costs, servicing costs, landscape, soft costs, rezoning
of above

$3,531 per apartment unit
$11.24 per sq.ft. of floorspace
$600 per unit

Financing fees
Financing on Land Acquisition

5.0% on 50% of costs, assuming a
and a total loan of
1.0% of financed construction costs
5.0% during approvals and construction on

Marketing and Commissions
Commissions/sales costs
Marketing

3.0% of gross strata market residential revenue
2.0% of gross strata market residential revenue

Property Taxes During Development
Allowance for Developer's Profit

3.00 year construction period
75% on costs
50% of land cost

$100,000
15.0% of total costs or

13.0% of gross revenue
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A REGIONAL DCC FOR TRANSIT INFRASTRUCTURE: PROPOSED STRUCTURE AND RATES

Burquitlam – Concrete, High-Rise, Strata-Titled Apartment CONTINUED
Analysis
Revenue
Gross Market Residential Sales Revenue
Less Commissions and Sales Costs
Net Residential Sales Revenue
Total Net Value

$311,100,000
$9,333,000
$301,767,000
$301,767,000

Project Costs
Allowance for Rezoning Costs
Allowance for CAC/Density Bonus (Fixed)
Allowance for CAC/Density Bonus (Negotiated)
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
Servicing and Infrastructure
Hard Construction Costs
Landscaping
Soft Costs/Professional Fees
Project Management
Contingency on Above
Residential Marketing
GVS&DD DCC - sewer levy (apartment)
DCCs - residential
School Site Acquisition Charge
Less Property Tax Allowance During Development
Construction Financing
Financing Fees
Total Project Costs Before Land Related

$100,000
$951,600
$13,725,000
$0
$0
$149,816,000
$100,000
$13,492,440
$4,905,253
$9,154,515
$6,222,000
$1,836,120
$5,485,693
$312,000
$100,000
$11,598,785
$1,633,496
$219,432,901

Allowance for Developer's Profit

$40,567,440

Residual to Land, Closing Costs and Land Carry
Less financing on land during construction
Less property purchase tax
Residual Land Value
Existing Value
Increase in Value
Maximum increase in levy per sq.ft. of permitted FAR

$41,766,659
$3,289,124
$1,132,326
$37,345,208
$26,400,000 Note A
$10,945,208
$22

Note A:
Existing use = older 3-storey rental apartment building on a 122,000 sq.ft. lot
Existing value = $22 million (100 rental units @ $220,000 each)
Assembly premium/incentive to sell = 20%
Total existing value = $22 million x 120% = $26.4 million
Summary
Gross sales revenue
- Total costs
- Profit
= Land value
- Existing use value
= Financial room
Maximum "room" for a new levy ($ per sq.ft. buildable)

$311,100,000
$233,187,400
$40,567,400
$37,345,200
$26,400,000
$10,945,200
$22

(all-in cost =

$477.84

per gross sq.ft.)
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A REGIONAL DCC FOR TRANSIT INFRASTRUCTURE: PROPOSED STRUCTURE AND RATES

Surrey City Centre – Concrete, High-Rise, Strata-Titled Apartment
(Existing Municipal DCCs)
Surrey City Centre
Land Residual Analysis for Concrete Mixed Use Strata Residential Project with Commercial at Grade

Analysis completed in August 2017

High Density Residential at 7.5 FSR
New GVS&DD DCC and Existing Municipal DCC

Major Assumptions shading indicates figures that are inputs; unshaded cells are formulas)
Site Size
Assumed Density
Total Gross floorspace
Commercial Floorspace
Market Strata Residential floorspace
Net saleable space
Average Gross unit size
Average Net unit size
Number of units
Residential Parking Stalls
Commercial Parking Stalls
Total Parking Stalls
Commercial Value
Avg Lease Rate
Vacancy
Cap Rate
Leaseable Area
Capitalized Value Per Sq.Ft
Strata Revenue and Value
Average Sales Price Per Sq. Ft.

45,000 sq.ft.
7.50 FSR
337,500
22,500
315,000
267,750
940
799
335
503
63
566

Construction Costs
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
Servicing and Infrastructure
Connection fees
Commercial Hard Construction Costs
Residential Hard Construction Costs
Parking Costs
Overall Average Hard Costs
Landscaping
Soft Costs/Professional Fees
Project Management
Contingency on hard and soft costs

$90,000
$225,000
$50,000
$265
$265
$0
$265
$100,000
9.0%
3.0%
5.0%

Local Government Levies
GVS&DD DCC - sewer levy - apartment
GVS&DD DCC - sewer levy - non-residential
Municipal DCC - commercial
Municipal DCC - residential
School Site Acquisition Charge

$3,531
$2.67
$13.71
$23.05
$600

Marketing and Commissions
Commissions/sales costs
Marketing
Commercial leasing
Commercial TI/Marketing
Commercial sales commission upon lease-up
Property Taxes During Development
Allowance for Developer's Profit

324
1.50
3.00
1.20

stalls or

upa
per unit
per 100 square metres
per unit

$575 per sq.ft. of net saleable residential space

$100,000
$0

Financing fees
Financing on Land Acquisition

85% of gross area

$27.50 psf net
5.0%
5.5%
95.0% of gross commercial area
$451 per ft. of commercial space

Pre-Construction Costs
Allowance for Rezoning Costs
Allowance for CAC/Density Bonus Payment

Financing Assumptions
Financing rate on construction costs

sq.ft.
sq.ft.
gross square feet
sq.ft. or
sq.ft. gross
sq.ft.
units or
stalls or

per stall
per gross square foot of residential space (cost of parking included in cost psf)
of demo, hard costs, servicing costs, landscape
of demo, hard costs, servicing costs, landscape, soft costs, rezoning
of above

per
per
per
per
per

apartment unit
sq.ft. of floorspace
sq.ft. of floorspace
sq.ft. of floorspace
unit

2.00 year construction period
75% on costs

5.0% on 50% of costs, assuming a
and a total loan of
1.0% of financed construction costs
5.0% during approvals and construction on

3.0%
2.0%
17.0%
$25
2.0%

50% of land cost

of gross strata market residential revenue
of gross strata market residential revenue
of Year 1 lease income
psf

$250,000
15.0% of total costs or

13.0% of gross revenue
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A REGIONAL DCC FOR TRANSIT INFRASTRUCTURE: PROPOSED STRUCTURE AND RATES

Surrey City Centre – Concrete, High-Rise, Strata-Titled Apartment CONTINUED
(Existing Municipal DCCs)
Analysis
Revenue
Gross Market Residential Sales Revenue
Less Commissions and Sales Costs
Net Residential Sales Revenue
Commercial Value
Commercial Sales Commission
Net Commercial Value
Total Net Value

$153,956,250
$4,618,688
$149,337,563
$10,153,125
$203,063
$9,950,063
$159,287,625

Project Costs
Allowance for Rezoning Costs
Hard Construction Costs
Landscaping
Soft Costs/Professional Fees
Project Management
Contingency on Above
Residential Marketing
Commercial Leasing
Commercial Marketing
GVS&DD DCC - sewer levy - apartment
GVS&DD DCC - sewer levy - non-residential
DCCs - Commercial
DCCs - Residential
School Site Acquisition Charge
Less Property Tax Allowance During Development
Construction Financing
Financing Fees
Total Project Costs Before Land Related

$100,000
$89,437,500
$100,000
$8,086,725
$2,941,177
$5,049,020
$3,079,125
$99,928
$562,500
$1,182,885
$60,075
$308,475
$7,260,750
$201,000
$250,000
$4,463,781
$926,235
$124,424,176

Allowance for Developer's Profit

$21,399,863

Residual to Land, Closing Costs and Land Carry
Less financing on land during construction
Less property purchase tax
Residual Land Value
Existing Value
Change in Value
Max supportable increase in levies per sq. ft. of zoned FSR

$13,463,587
$757,327
$359,188
$12,347,072
$10,370,640 Note A
$1,976,432
$6

Note A:
Existing use = older roller rink
Existing value = $8.642 million (assessed value)
Assembly premium/incentive to sell = 20%
Total existing value = $8.642 million x 120% = $10.37 million
Summary
Gross sales revenue
- Total costs
- Profit
= Land value
- Existing use value
= Financial room
Maximum "room" for a new levy ($ per sq.ft. buildable)

$164,109,400
$130,362,400
$21,399,900
$12,347,100
$10,371,000
$1,976,100
$6

(all-in cost =

$386.26

per gross sq.ft.)
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A REGIONAL DCC FOR TRANSIT INFRASTRUCTURE: PROPOSED STRUCTURE AND RATES

Surrey City Centre – Concrete, High-Rise, Strata-Titled Apartment
(Existing Municipal DCCs Increase by 10% As Contemplated by the City)
Surrey City Centre
Land Residual Analysis for Concrete Mixed Use Strata Residential Project with Commercial at Grade

Analysis completed in August 2017

High Density Residential at 7.5 FSR
New GVS&DD DCC and Existing Municipal DCC Increases by 10%

Major Assumptions shading indicates figures that are inputs; unshaded cells are formulas)
Site Size
Assumed Density
Total Gross floorspace
Commercial Floorspace
Market Strata Residential floorspace
Net saleable space
Average Gross unit size
Average Net unit size
Number of units
Residential Parking Stalls
Commercial Parking Stalls
Total Parking Stalls
Commercial Value
Avg Lease Rate
Vacancy
Cap Rate
Leaseable Area
Capitalized Value Per Sq.Ft
Strata Revenue and Value
Average Sales Price Per Sq. Ft.

45,000 sq.ft.
7.50 FSR
337,500
22,500
315,000
267,750
940
799
335
503
63
566

Construction Costs
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
Servicing and Infrastructure
Connection fees
Commercial Hard Construction Costs
Residential Hard Construction Costs
Parking Costs
Overall Average Hard Costs
Landscaping
Soft Costs/Professional Fees
Project Management
Contingency on hard and soft costs

$90,000
$225,000
$50,000
$265
$265
$0
$265
$100,000
9.0%
3.0%
5.0%

Local Government Levies
GVS&DD DCC - sewer levy - apartment
GVS&DD DCC - sewer levy - non-residential
Municipal DCC - commercial
Municipal DCC - residential
School Site Acquisition Charge

$3,531
$2.67
$15.08
$25.36
$600

Marketing and Commissions
Commissions/sales costs
Marketing
Commercial leasing
Commercial TI/Marketing
Commercial sales commission upon lease-up
Property Taxes During Development
Allowance for Developer's Profit

324
1.50
3.00
1.20

stalls or

upa
per unit
per 100 square metres
per unit

$575 per sq.ft. of net saleable residential space

$100,000
$0

Financing fees
Financing on Land Acquisition

85% of gross area

$27.50 psf net
5.0%
5.5%
95.0% of gross commercial area
$451 per ft. of commercial space

Pre-Construction Costs
Allowance for Rezoning Costs
Allowance for CAC/Density Bonus Payment

Financing Assumptions
Financing rate on construction costs

sq.ft.
sq.ft.
gross square feet
sq.ft. or
sq.ft. gross
sq.ft.
units or
stalls or

per stall
per gross square foot of residential space (cost of parking included in cost psf)
of demo, hard costs, servicing costs, landscape
of demo, hard costs, servicing costs, landscape, soft costs, rezoning
of above

per
per
per
per
per

apartment unit
sq.ft. of floorspace
sq.ft. of floorspace
sq.ft. of floorspace
unit

2.00 year construction period
75% on costs

5.0% on 50% of costs, assuming a
and a total loan of
1.0% of financed construction costs
5.0% during approvals and construction on

3.0%
2.0%
17.0%
$25
2.0%

50% of land cost

of gross strata market residential revenue
of gross strata market residential revenue
of Year 1 lease income
psf

$250,000
15.0% of total costs or

13.0% of gross revenue
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A REGIONAL DCC FOR TRANSIT INFRASTRUCTURE: PROPOSED STRUCTURE AND RATES

Surrey City Centre – Concrete, High-Rise, Strata-Titled Apartment CONTINUED
(Existing Municipal DCCs Increase by 10% As Contemplated by the City)
Analysis
Revenue
Gross Market Residential Sales Revenue
Less Commissions and Sales Costs
Net Residential Sales Revenue
Commercial Value
Commercial Sales Commission
Net Commercial Value
Total Net Value

$153,956,250
$4,618,688
$149,337,563
$10,153,125
$203,063
$9,950,063
$159,287,625

Project Costs
Allowance for Rezoning Costs
Hard Construction Costs
Landscaping
Soft Costs/Professional Fees
Project Management
Contingency on Above
Residential Marketing
Commercial Leasing
Commercial Marketing
GVS&DD DCC - sewer levy - apartment
GVS&DD DCC - sewer levy - non-residential
DCCs - Commercial
DCCs - Residential
School Site Acquisition Charge
Less Property Tax Allowance During Development
Construction Financing
Financing Fees
Total Project Costs Before Land Related

$100,000
$89,437,500
$100,000
$8,086,725
$2,941,177
$5,049,020
$3,079,125
$99,928
$562,500
$1,182,885
$60,075
$339,323
$7,986,825
$201,000
$250,000
$4,492,166
$932,124
$125,215,372

Allowance for Developer's Profit

$21,399,863

Residual to Land, Closing Costs and Land Carry
Less financing on land during construction
Less property purchase tax
Residual Land Value
Existing Value
Change in Value
Max supportable increase in levies per sq. ft. of zoned FSR

$12,672,390
$712,822
$336,787
$11,622,781
$10,370,640 Note A
$1,252,141
$4

Note A:
Existing use = older roller rink
Existing value = $8.642 million (assessed value)
Assembly premium/incentive to sell = 20%
Total existing value = $8.642 million x 120% = $10.37 million
Summary
Gross sales revenue
- Total costs
- Profit
= Land value
- Existing use value
= Financial room
Maximum "room" for a new levy ($ per sq.ft. buildable)

$164,109,400
$131,086,700
$21,399,900
$11,622,800
$10,371,000
$1,251,800
$4

(all-in cost =

$388.41

per gross sq.ft.)
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A REGIONAL DCC FOR TRANSIT INFRASTRUCTURE: PROPOSED STRUCTURE AND RATES

Maple Ridge Town Centre – Woodframe, Low-Rise, Strata-Titled Apartment
(Existing Municipal DCCs)
Maple Ridge Town Centre
Land Residual Analysis for Low Rise Woodframe Strata Residential Project
Property Built to Base Density of 1.8 FAR
1 Level of underground parking
New GVS&DD DCC and Existing Maple Ridge DCC

Analysis completed Aug 2017

Major Assumptions (shading indicates figures that are inputs; unshaded cells are formulas)
Site Size
frontage
Assumed Density
Bonus Floorspace
Total FAR
Exclusions
Density with Exclusions
Total Gross floorspace
Market Strata Residential floorspace
Net saleable space
Average Gross unit size
Average Net unit size
Number of units
Total Lowrise Unit Parking Stalls
Underground/structured parking stalls provided
Payment in lieu stalls
Strata Revenue and Value
Average Sales Price Per Sq. Ft.
Average Sales Price/Revenue per Parking Stall
Overall Strata Sales Revenues Per Square Foot
Average Price per Unit
Pre-Construction Costs
Allowance for Rezoning Costs
Density Bonus Contribution
Payment in lieu of parking
Construction Costs
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
On-Site Servicing
Connection fees
Hard Construction Costs
Market Strata Residential Area
Cost Per Underground Parking Stall
Overall Costs Per Square Foot
Hard Cost Used in Analysis
Landscaping
Construction Management
Soft Costs (1)
Project Management
Car Share Costs
Contingency on hard and soft costs
Local Government Levies
GVS&DD DCC (sewer levy) - Apartment
School Site Acquisition Charge
Residential DCCs
Community Amenity Contributions
Fixed rate target CACs
Financing Assumptions
Financing rate on construction costs
Financing fees
Financing on Land Acquisition
Marketing and Commissions
Commissions/sales costs
Marketing
Property Taxes
Tax Rate
Assumed current assessment (Year 1 of analysis)
Assumed assessment after 1 year of construction (Year 2 of analysis)
Allowance for Developer's Profit

63,000 sq.ft.
198 feet
1.80
0.00
1.8
0%
1.80
113,400
113,400
96,390
945
803
120
180
162
18

FAR
FAR
FAR
FAR
sq.ft.
gross square feet or
sq.ft. or
85% of gross area
sq.ft. gross
sq.ft.
units or
205 per Ha
stalls or
1.50 per unit
stalls requiring about
60,750 square feet of parking
stalls (maximum of 10% of required stalls - Downtown only)

$370 per sq.ft. of net saleable residential space
$0 per additional parking stall
$370 per net square foot
$297,203

$0
$0 per square foot of bonus floorspace (FAR)
$0 per stall

$0
$90,549 or about
$50,000
$175
$0
$175
$175
$315,000
0.0%
9.0%
3.0%
$0
3.5%

$1,500 per lineal metre of frontage

per gross sq.ft. of residential area
per underground/structured parking stall
per gross sq.ft.
or
$10 psf of site on 50% of site
of hard costs
of hard costs, site prep/servicing costs, soft costs
of hard costs, site prep/servicing costs, soft costs, marketing
of hard and soft costs

$3,531 per apartment unit
$700.00 per apartment Unit
$9,057 per apartment Unit

$0 per apartment unit (properties within the Town Centre are exempt)

5.0% on 50% of costs, assuming a
and a total loan of
1.00% of financed construction costs
5.0% during approvals and construction on

1.50 year construction period
75% on costs
50% of land cost

3.0% of gross strata market residential revenue
2.0% of gross strata market residential revenue

0.5115% of assessed value
$1,837,700
$17,832,150 (50% of completed project value)
15.0% of costs

13.0% of gross revenue
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A REGIONAL DCC FOR TRANSIT INFRASTRUCTURE: PROPOSED STRUCTURE AND RATES

Maple Ridge Town Centre – Woodframe, Low-Rise, Strata-Titled Apartment
(Existing Municipal DCCs) CONTINUED
Analysis
Revenue
Gross Market Residential Sales Revenue
Total Gross Value
Less commissions and sales costs
Net sales revenue

$35,664,300
$35,664,300
$1,069,929
$34,594,371

Project Costs
Allowance for Rezoning Costs
Density Bonus Contribution
Payment in lieu of parking
On-Site Servicing
Connection fees
Hard construction costs
Landscaping
Soft costs
Marketing
Project Management
Car Share
Contingency on hard and soft costs
GVS&DD DCC (sewer levy) - Apartment
SSAC
DCCs
CACs
Less property tax allowance during development
Construction financing
Financing fees/costs
Total Project Costs Before Land Related

$0
$0
$0
$90,549
$50,000
$19,845,000
$315,000
$1,818,900
$713,286
$672,816
$0
$822,694
$423,720
$84,000
$1,086,840
$0
$55,008
$730,626
$200,313
$26,908,752

Allowance for Developer's Profit

$4,650,625

Residual to Land and Land Carry
Less financing on land during construction
Less property purchase tax
Residual Land Value
Existing Value
Increase in Value
Max supportable increase in levies per sq. ft. of zoned FSR

$3,034,995
$141,127
$64,816
$2,829,051
$2,304,000 Note A
$525,051
$4.63

Note A:
Existing use = 3 older single detached houses on 21,000 sq.ft. lots
Existing value = $640,000 per lot
Assembly premium/incentive to sell = 20%
Total existing value = $640,000 x 3 x 120%
Summary
Gross sales revenue
- Total costs
- Profit
= Land value
- Existing use value
= Financial room
Maximum "room" for a new levy ($ per sq.ft. buildable)

$35,664,000
$28,184,600
$4,650,600
$2,828,800
$2,304,000
$524,800
$5

(all-in cost =

$248.54

per gross sq.ft.)
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A REGIONAL DCC FOR TRANSIT INFRASTRUCTURE: PROPOSED STRUCTURE AND RATES

Maple Ridge Town Centre – Woodframe, Low-Rise, Strata-Titled Apartment
(Proposed Increase in Municipal DCCs)
Maple Ridge Town Centre
Land Residual Analysis for Low Rise Woodframe Strata Residential Project
Property Built to Base Density of 1.8 FAR
1 Level of underground parking
New GVS&DD DCC and Proposed Maple Ridge DCC

Analysis completed Aug 2017

Major Assumptions (shading indicates figures that are inputs; unshaded cells are formulas)
Site Size
frontage
Assumed Density
Bonus Floorspace
Total FAR
Exclusions
Density with Exclusions
Total Gross floorspace
Market Strata Residential floorspace
Net saleable space
Average Gross unit size
Average Net unit size
Number of units
Total Lowrise Unit Parking Stalls
Underground/structured parking stalls provided
Payment in lieu stalls
Strata Revenue and Value
Average Sales Price Per Sq. Ft.
Average Sales Price/Revenue per Parking Stall
Overall Strata Sales Revenues Per Square Foot
Average Price per Unit
Pre-Construction Costs
Allowance for Rezoning Costs
Density Bonus Contribution
Payment in lieu of parking
Construction Costs
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
On-Site Servicing
Connection fees
Hard Construction Costs
Market Strata Residential Area
Cost Per Underground Parking Stall
Overall Costs Per Square Foot
Hard Cost Used in Analysis
Landscaping
Construction Management
Soft Costs (1)
Project Management
Car Share Costs
Contingency on hard and soft costs
Local Government Levies
GVS&DD DCC (sewer levy) - Apartment
School Site Acquisition Charge
Residential DCCs
Community Amenity Contributions
Fixed rate target CACs
Financing Assumptions
Financing rate on construction costs
Financing fees
Financing on Land Acquisition
Marketing and Commissions
Commissions/sales costs
Marketing
Property Taxes
Tax Rate
Assumed current assessment (Year 1 of analysis)
Assumed assessment after 1 year of construction (Year 2 of analysis)
Allowance for Developer's Profit

63,000 sq.ft.
198 feet
1.80
0.00
1.8
0%
1.80
113,400
113,400
96,390
945
803
120
180
162
18

FAR
FAR
FAR
FAR
sq.ft.
gross square feet or
sq.ft. or
85% of gross area
sq.ft. gross
sq.ft.
units or
205 per Ha
stalls or
1.50 per unit
stalls requiring about
60,750 square feet of parking
stalls (maximum of 10% of required stalls - Downtown only)

$370 per sq.ft. of net saleable residential space
$0 per additional parking stall
$370 per net square foot
$297,203

$0
$0 per square foot of bonus floorspace (FAR)
$0 per stall

$0
$90,549 or about
$50,000
$175
$0
$175
$175
$315,000
0.0%
9.0%
3.0%
$0
3.5%

$1,500 per lineal metre of frontage

per gross sq.ft. of residential area
per underground/structured parking stall
per gross sq.ft.
or
$10 psf of site on 50% of site
of hard costs
of hard costs, site prep/servicing costs, soft costs
of hard costs, site prep/servicing costs, soft costs, marketing
of hard and soft costs

$3,531 per apartment unit
$700.00 per apartment Unit
$132.40 per m2 GFA

$0.00 per apartment unit (properties within the Town Centre are exempt)

5.0% on 50% of costs, assuming a
and a total loan of
1.00% of financed construction costs
5.0% during approvals and construction on

1.50 year construction period
75% on costs
50% of land cost

3.0% of gross strata market residential revenue
2.0% of gross strata market residential revenue

0.5115% of assessed value
$1,837,700
$17,832,150 (50% of completed project value)
15.0% of costs or

13.0% of gross revenue
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DRAFT FOR DISCUSSION

A REGIONAL DCC FOR TRANSIT INFRASTRUCTURE: PROPOSED STRUCTURE AND RATES

Maple Ridge Town Centre – Woodframe, Low-Rise, Strata-Titled Apartment
(Proposed Increase in Municipal DCCs) CONTINUED
Analysis
Revenue
Gross Market Residential Sales Revenue
Total Gross Value
Less commissions and sales costs
Net sales revenue

$35,664,300
$35,664,300
$1,069,929
$34,594,371

Project Costs
Allowance for Rezoning Costs
Density Bonus Contribution
Payment in lieu of parking
On-Site Servicing
Connection fees
Hard construction costs
Landscaping
Soft costs
Marketing
Project Management
Car Share
Contingency on hard and soft costs
GVS&DD DCC (sewer levy) - Apartment
SSAC
DCCs
CACs
Less property tax allowance during development
Construction financing
Financing fees/costs
Total Project Costs Before Land Related

$0
$0
$0
$90,549
$50,000
$19,845,000
$315,000
$1,818,900
$713,286
$672,816
$0
$822,694
$423,720
$84,000
$1,394,849
$0
$55,008
$739,289
$202,688
$27,227,799

Allowance for Developer's Profit

$4,650,625

Residual to Land and Land Carry
Less financing on land during construction
Less property purchase tax
Residual Land Value
Existing Value
Increase in Value
Max supportable increase in levies per sq. ft. of zoned FSR

$2,715,947
$126,292
$55,690
$2,533,966
$2,304,000 Note A
$229,966
$2.03

Note A:
Existing use = 3 older single detached houses on 21,000 sq.ft. lots
Existing value = $640,000 per lot
Assembly premium/incentive to sell = 20%
Total existing value = $640,000 x 3 x 120%
Summary
Gross sales revenue
- Total costs
- Profit
= Land value
- Existing use value (three single family lots with a 20% assembly premium)
= Financial room
Maximum "room" for a new levy ($ per sq.ft. buildable)

$35,664,300
$28,479,700
$4,650,600
$2,534,000
$2,304,000
$230,000
$2

(all-in cost =

$251.14 )
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Langley City Centre – Woodframe, Low-Rise, Strata-Titled Apartment
City of Langley - Assumed Site in Town Centre
Land Residual Analysis for Low Rise Woodframe Strata Residential Project
Property Built to Base Density of 1.6 FAR
1 Level of underground parking

Analysis completed in August 2017

Major Assumptions (shading indicates figures that are inputs; unshaded cells are formulas)
Site Size
frontage
Assumed Density
Bonus Floorspace
Total FAR
Exclusions
Density with Exclusions
Total Gross floorspace
Market Strata Residential floorspace
Net saleable space
Average Gross unit size
Average Net unit size
Number of units
Total Lowrise Unit Parking Stalls
Underground/structured parking stalls provided
Payment in lieu stalls
Strata Revenue and Value
Average Sales Price Per Sq. Ft.
Average Sales Price/Revenue per Parking Stall
Overall Strata Sales Revenues Per Square Foot
Averge Price per Unit
Pre-Construction Costs
Allowance for Rezoning Costs
Density Bonus Contribution
Payment in lieu of parking
Construction Costs
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
On-Site Servicing
Connection fees
Hard Construction Costs
Market Strata Residential Area
Cost Per Underground Parking Stall
Overall Costs Per Square Foot
Hard Cost Used in Analysis
Landscaping
Construction Management
Soft Costs (1)
Project Management
Car Share Costs
Contingency on hard and soft costs
Local Government Levies
GVS&DD DCC - sewer levy - apartment
Municipal DCC - residential
School Site Acquisition Charge
Financing Assumptions
Financing rate on construction costs
Financing fees
Financing on Land Acquisition
Marketing and Commissions
Commissions/sales costs
Marketing
Property Taxes
Tax Rate
Assumed current assessment (Year 1 of analysis)
Assumed assessment after 1 year of construction (Year 2 of analysis)
Allowance for Developer's Profit

34,000 sq.ft.
265 feet
1.60
0.00
1.6
0%
1.60
54,400
54,400
46,240
837
711
65
98
88
10

FAR
FAR
FAR
FAR
sq.ft.
gross square feet or
sq.ft. or
85% of gross area
sq.ft. gross
sq.ft.
units or
206 per Ha
stalls or
1.50 per unit
stalls requiring about
33,000 square feet of parking
stalls (maximum of 10% of required stalls - Downtown only)

$435 per sq.ft. of net saleable residential space
$0 per additional parking stall
$435 per net square foot
$309,452

$0
$0 per square foot of bonus floorspace (FAR)
$0 per stall

$45,000
$121,050 or about
$50,000
$185
$0
$185
$185
$170,000
0.0%
9.0%
3.0%
$0
3.5%

$1,500 per lineal metre of frontage

per gross sq.ft. of residential area
per underground/structured parking stall
per gross sq.ft.
or
$10 psf of site on 50% of site
of hard costs
of hard costs, site prep/servicing costs, soft costs
of hard costs, site prep/servicing costs, soft costs, marketing
of hard and soft costs

$3,531 per apartment unit
$9,549 per apartment unit
$442.50 per apartment unit

5.0% on 50% of costs, assuming a
and a total loan of
1.00% of financed costruction costs
5.0% during approvals and construction on

1.50 year construction period
75% on costs
50% of land cost

3.0% of gross strata market residential revenue
2.0% of gross strata market residential revenue

0.4525% of assessed value
$1,940,000
$10,057,200 (50% of completed project value)
15.0% of total costs or

13.0% of gross revenue

PAGE 65

DRAFT FOR DISCUSSION

A REGIONAL DCC FOR TRANSIT INFRASTRUCTURE: PROPOSED STRUCTURE AND RATES

Langley City Centre – Woodframe, Low-Rise, Strata-Titled Apartment CONTINUED
Analysis
Revenue
Gross Market Residential Sales Revenue
Total Gross Value
Less commissions and sales costs
Net sales revenue

$20,114,400
$20,114,400
$603,432
$19,510,968

Project Costs
Allowance for Rezoning Costs
Density Bonus Contribution
Payment in lieu of parking
On-Site Servicing
Connection fees
Hard construction costs
Landscaping
Soft costs
Marketing
Project Management
Car Share
Contingency on hard and soft costs
GVS&DD DCC - sewer levy - apartment
DCCs
SSAC
Less property tax allowance during development
Construction financing
Financing fees/costs
Total Project Costs Before Land Related

$0
$0
$0
$121,050
$50,000
$10,064,000
$170,000
$929,610
$402,288
$344,727
$0
$424,434
$229,515
$620,685
$28,763
$31,531
$378,608
$103,802
$13,944,011

Allowance for Developer's Profit

$2,622,918

Residual to Land and Land Carry
Less financing on land during construction
Less property purchase tax
Residual Land Value
Existing Value
Increase in Value
Maximum increase in levy per sq.ft. of permitted FAR

$2,944,039
$136,898
$62,214
$2,744,927
$2,568,000
$176,927
$3

Note A:
Existing use = 4 older single detached houses on adjacent lots
Existing value = 4 lots @ $535,000 each = $2,140,000
Assembly premium/incentive to sell = 20%
Total existing value = $2,140,000 x 120% = $2,568,000

Summary
Gross sales revenue
- Total costs
- Profit
= Land value
- Existing use value
= Financial room
Maximum "room" for a new levy ($ per sq.ft. buildable)

$20,114,400
$14,746,600
$2,622,900
$2,744,900
$2,568,000
$176,900
$3

(all-in cost =

$271.08 per sq.ft.)
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Maple Ridge (Outside Town Centre) – Townhouse
Existing Municipal DCC
Maple Ridge - Site Outside of Town Centre
Townhouse Strata Residential - 0.6 FAR with garage parking at grade (based on RM-1 Townhouse Zone)
New GVS&DD DCC and Existing Maple Ridge DCC

Analysis completed August 2017

Major Assumptions (shading indicates figures that are inputs; unshaded cells are formulas)
Site Size
Frontage
Assumed Density
Bonus Floorspace
Total FAR
Exclusions
Density with Exclusions
Total Gross floorspace
Market Strata Residential floorspace
Net saleable space
Average Gross Unit Size
Average Net unit size
Number of units
Total Lowrise Unit Parking Stalls
Garage Parking Stalls
Strata Revenue and Value
Average Sales Price Per Sq. Ft.
Pre-Construction Costs
Allowance for Rezoning Costs
Density Bonus Contribution
Payment in lieu of parking
Construction Costs
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
On-Site Servicing
Connection fees
Hard Construction Costs
Market Strata Residential Area
Cost Per Underground Parking Stall
Overall Costs Per Square Foot
Hard Cost Used in Analysis
Landscaping
Soft Costs (1)
Project Management
Contingency on hard and soft costs
Local Government Levies
GVS&DD DCC (sewer levy) - Townhouse
School Site Acquisition Charge
Residential DCCs
Community Amenity Contributions
Target fixed rate CAC
Financing Assumptions
Financing rate on construction costs
Financing fees
Financing on Land Acquisition
Marketing and Commissions
Commissions/sales costs
Marketing
Property Taxes
Tax Rate
Assumed current assessment (Year 1 of analysis)
Assumed assessment after 1 year of construction (Year 2 of analysis)
Allowance for Developer's Profit

110,000 sq.ft.
675 feet
0.60
0.00
0.60
0%
0.60
66,000
66,000
66,000
1,467
1,467
45
90
90

FAR
FAR
FAR
FAR
sq.ft.
gross square feet or
sq.ft. or
sq.ft. gross
sq.ft.
units or
stalls or
stalls

100% of gross area

44 per Ha
2.0 per unit

$340 per sq.ft. of net saleable residential space

$50,000
$4,100 per townhouse unit outside of Town Centre Area Plan
$0 per stall

$30,000
$514,482 or about
$50,000
$130
$0
$130
$130
$550,000
9.0%
3.0%
3.5%

$15,000 per house
$2,500 per lineal metre of frontage

per gross sq.ft. of residential area
per garage parking stall
per gross sq.ft.
or
$10 psf of site on 50% of site
of hard costs, site prep/servicing costs, soft costs
of hard costs, site prep/servicing costs, soft costs, marketing
of hard and soft costs

$4,695 per Townhouse Unit
$800 per Townhouse Unit
$12,993 per Townhouse Unit

$4,100 per Townhouse Unit

5.0% on 50% of costs, assuming a
and a total loan of
1.00% of financed construction costs
5.0% during approvals and construction on

1.50 year construction period
75% on costs
50% of land cost

3.0% of gross strata market residential revenue
2.0% of gross strata market residential revenue

0.5115% of assessed value
$1,904,400
$11,220,000 (50% of completed project value)
15.0% of costs or

13.0% of gross revenue
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Maple Ridge (Outside Town Centre) – Townhouse – CONTINUED
Existing Municipal DCC
Analysis
Revenue
Gross Market Residential Sales Revenue
Total Gross Value
Less commissions and sales costs
Net sales revenue

$22,440,000
$22,440,000
$673,200
$21,766,800

Project Costs
Allowance for Rezoning Costs
Density Bonus Contribution
Payment in lieu of parking
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
On-Site Servicing
Connection fees
Hard construction costs
Landscaping
Construction Management
Soft costs
Marketing
Project Management
Car Share
Contingency on hard and soft costs
GVS&DD DCC (sewer levy) - Townhouse
SSAC
DCCs
CACs
Less property tax allowance during development
Construction financing
Financing fees/costs
Total Project Costs Before Land Related

$50,000
$184,500
$0
$30,000
$514,482
$50,000
$8,580,000
$550,000
$0
$828,900
$448,800
$299,631
$0
$403,771
$211,275
$36,000
$584,685
$184,500
$38,439
$370,673
$100,242
$13,465,898

Allowance for Developer's Profit

$2,926,176

Residual to Land and Land Carry
Less financing on land during construction
Less property purchase tax
Residual Land Value
Existing Value
Change in Value
Max supportable DCC increase per sq. ft.

$5,374,726
$249,925
$131,744
$4,993,057
$2,100,000 Note A
$2,893,057
$43.83

Note A:
Existing use = 1 older single detached house on 110,000 sq.ft. lot
Existing value = $2,100,000 per lot
Assembly premium/incentive to sell = 0% (one lot)
Total existing value = $2,100,000
Summary
Gross sales revenue
- Total costs
- Profit
= Land value
- Existing use value (one 2.49 acre single family lot)
= Financial room
Maximum "room" for a new levy ($ per sq.ft. buildable)

$22,440,000
$14,520,800
$2,926,200
$4,993,000
$2,100,000
$2,893,000
$44

(all-in cost =

$220.01

per sq.ft.)
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Maple Ridge (Outside Town Centre) – Townhouse
Proposed New Municipal DCC
Maple Ridge - Site Outside of Town Centre
Townhouse Strata Residential - 0.6 FAR with garage parking at grade (based on RM-1 Townhouse Zone)
New GVS&DD DCC and Proposed Maple Ridge DCC

Analysis completed August 2017

Major Assumptions (shading indicates figures that are inputs; unshaded cells are formulas)
Site Size
Frontage
Assumed Density
Bonus Floorspace
Total FAR
Exclusions
Density with Exclusions
Total Gross floorspace
Market Strata Residential floorspace
Net saleable space
Average Gross Unit Size
Average Net unit size
Number of units
Total Lowrise Unit Parking Stalls
Garage Parking Stalls
Strata Revenue and Value
Average Sales Price Per Sq. Ft.
Pre-Construction Costs
Allowance for Rezoning Costs
Density Bonus Contribution
Payment in lieu of parking
Construction Costs
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
On-Site Servicing
Connection fees
Hard Construction Costs
Market Strata Residential Area
Cost Per Underground Parking Stall
Overall Costs Per Square Foot
Hard Cost Used in Analysis
Landscaping
Soft Costs (1)
Project Management
Contingency on hard and soft costs
Local Government Levies
GVS&DD DCC (sewer levy) - Townhouse
School Site Acquisition Charge
Residential DCCs
Community Amenity Contributions
Target fixed rate CAC
Financing Assumptions
Financing rate on construction costs
Financing fees
Financing on Land Acquisition
Marketing and Commissions
Commissions/sales costs
Marketing
Property Taxes
Tax Rate
Assumed current assessment (Year 1 of analysis)
Assumed assessment after 1 year of construction (Year 2 of analysis)
Allowance for Developer's Profit

110,000 sq.ft.
675 feet
0.60
0.00
0.60
0%
0.60
66,000
66,000
66,000
1,467
1,467
45
90
90

FAR
FAR
FAR
FAR
sq.ft.
gross square feet or
sq.ft. or
sq.ft. gross
sq.ft.
units or
stalls or
stalls

100% of gross area

44 per Ha
2.0 per unit

$340 per sq.ft. of net saleable residential space

$50,000
$4,100 per townhouse unit outside of Town Centre Area Plan
$0 per stall

$30,000
$514,482 or about
$50,000
$130
$0
$130
$130
$550,000
9.0%
3.0%
3.5%

$15,000 per house
$2,500 per lineal metre of frontage

per gross sq.ft. of residential area
per garage parking stall
per gross sq.ft.
or
$10 psf of site on 50% of site
of hard costs, site prep/servicing costs, soft costs
of hard costs, site prep/servicing costs, soft costs, marketing
of hard and soft costs

$4,695 per Townhouse Unit
$800 per Townhouse Unit
$134.21 per m2 gross floor area

$4,100 per Townhouse Unit

5.0% on 50% of costs, assuming a
and a total loan of
1.00% of financed construction costs
5.0% during approvals and construction on

1.50 year construction period
75% on costs
50% of land cost

3.0% of gross strata market residential revenue
2.0% of gross strata market residential revenue

0.5115% of assessed value
$1,904,400
$11,220,000 (50% of completed project value)
15.0% of costs or

13.0% of gross revenue
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Maple Ridge (Outside Town Centre) – Townhouse – CONTINUED
Proposed New Municipal DCC
Analysis
Revenue
Gross Market Residential Sales Revenue
Total Gross Value
Less commissions and sales costs
Net sales revenue

$22,440,000
$22,440,000
$673,200
$21,766,800

Project Costs
Allowance for Rezoning Costs
Density Bonus Contribution
Payment in lieu of parking
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
On-Site Servicing
Connection fees
Hard construction costs
Landscaping
Construction Management
Soft costs
Marketing
Project Management
Car Share
Contingency on hard and soft costs
GVS&DD DCC (sewer levy) - Townhouse
SSAC
DCCs
CACs
Less property tax allowance during development
Construction financing
Financing fees/costs
Total Project Costs Before Land Related

$50,000
$184,500
$0
$30,000
$514,482
$50,000
$8,580,000
$550,000
$0
$828,900
$448,800
$299,631
$0
$403,771
$211,275
$36,000
$822,915
$184,500
$38,439
$377,373
$102,079
$13,712,666

Allowance for Developer's Profit

$2,926,176

Residual to Land and Land Carry
Less financing on land during construction
Less property purchase tax
Residual Land Value
Existing Value
Change in Value
Max supportable DCC increase per sq. ft.

$5,127,958
$238,450
$124,685
$4,764,823
$2,100,000 Note A
$2,664,823
$40.38

Note A:
Existing use = 1 older single detached house on 110,000 sq.ft. lot
Existing value = $2,100,000 per lot
Assembly premium/incentive to sell = 0% (one lot)
Total existing value = $2,100,000
Summary
Gross sales revenue
- Total costs
- Profit
= Land value
- Existing use value (one 2.49 acre single family lot)
= Financial room
Maximum "room" for a new levy ($ per sq.ft. buildable)

$22,440,000
$14,749,000
$2,926,200
$4,764,800
$2,100,000
$2,664,800
$40

(all-in cost =

$223.47

per sq.ft.)
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Langley Township – Townhouse
Township of Langley
Land Residual Analysis for Townhouse Strata Residential
Assumes 0.8 FAR at grade with garage parking

Analysis completed in August 2017

Major Assumptions (shading indicates figures that are inputs; unshaded cells are formulas)
Site Size
frontage
Assumed Density
Total FAR
Exclusions
Density with Exclusions
Total Gross floorspace
Market Strata Residential floorspace
Net saleable space
Average Gross unit size
Average Net unit size
Number of units
Total Lowrise Unit Parking Stalls
Underground/structured parking stalls provided
Payment in lieu stalls
Strata Revenue and Value
Average Sales Price Per Sq. Ft.
Average Sales Price/Revenue per Parking Stall
Overall Strata Sales Revenues Per Square Foot
Average Price per Unit
Pre-Construction Costs
Allowance for Rezoning Costs
Payment in lieu of parking
Construction Costs
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
On-Site Servicing
Connection fees
Hard Construction Costs
Market Strata Residential Area
Cost Per Underground Parking Stall
Overall Costs Per Square Foot
Hard Cost Used in Analysis
Landscaping
Construction Management
Soft Costs (1)
Project Management
Car Share Costs
Contingency on hard and soft costs
Local Government Levies
GVS&DD DCC - sewer levy - townhouse
School Site Acquisition Charge
Municipal DCC - residential
Financing Assumptions
Financing rate on construction costs
Financing fees
Financing on Land Acquisition
Marketing and Commissions
Commissions/sales costs
Marketing
Property Taxes
Tax Rate
Assumed current assessment (Year 1 of analysis)
Assumed assessment after 1 year of construction (Year 2 of analysis)
Allowance for Developer's Profit

108,000 sq.ft.
200 feet
0.80 FAR
0.8 FAR
0%
0.80 FAR
86,400
86,400
76,032
1,571
1,382
55
110
99
11

sq.ft.
gross square feet or
sq.ft. or
88% of gross area
sq.ft. gross
sq.ft.
units or
55 per Ha
stalls or
2.00 per unit
stalls requiring about
37,125 square feet of parking
stalls (maximum of 10% of required stalls - Downtown only)

$370 per sq.ft. of net saleable residential space
$0 per additional parking stall
$370 per net square foot
$511,488

$0
$0 per stall

$0
$91,463 or about
$50,000
$135
$0
$135
$135
$540,000
0.0%
9.0%
3.0%
$0
3.5%

$1,500 per lineal metre of frontage

per gross sq.ft. of residential area
per underground/structured parking stall (included in above figure)
per gross sq.ft.
or
$10 psf of site on 50% of site
of hard costs
of hard costs, site prep/servicing costs, soft costs
of hard costs, site prep/servicing costs, soft costs, marketing
of hard and soft costs

$4,695 per Townhouse Unit
$663.75 per Townhouse Unit
$17,824 per Townhouse Unit

5.0% on 50% of costs, assuming a
and a total loan of
1.00% of financed construction costs
5.0% during approvals and construction on

1.50 year construction period
75% on costs
50% of land cost

3.0% of gross strata market residential revenue
2.0% of gross strata market residential revenue

0.4173% of assessed value
$4,687,009
$14,065,920 (50% of completed project value)
15.0% of total costs or

13.0% of gross revenue
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Langley Township – Townhouse CONTINUED
Analysis
Revenue
Gross Market Residential Sales Revenue
Total Gross Value
Less commissions and sales costs
Net sales revenue

$28,131,840
$28,131,840
$843,955
$27,287,885

Project Costs
Allowance for Rezoning Costs
Payment in lieu of parking
On-Site Servicing
Connection fees
Hard construction costs
Landscaping
Soft costs
Marketing
Project Management
Car Share
Contingency on hard and soft costs
GVS&DD DCC - sewer levy - townhouse
SSAC
DCCs
Less property tax allowance during development
Construction financing
Financing fees/costs
Total Project Costs Before Land Related

$0
$0
$91,463
$50,000
$11,664,000
$540,000
$1,102,860
$562,637
$401,385
$0
$504,432
$258,225
$36,506
$980,321
$48,909
$456,771
$125,231
$16,822,741

Allowance for Developer's Profit

$3,668,392

Residual to Land and Land Carry
Less financing on land during construction
Less property purchase tax
Residual Land Value
Existing Value
Increase in Value
Max supportable DCL increase per sq. ft.

$6,796,752
$316,049
$172,421
$6,308,282
$6,000,000
$308,282
$4

Note A:
Existing use = one large rural residential lot
Existing value = 1 lot @ $5 million
Assembly premium/incentive to sell = 20%
Total existing value = $5 million x 120% = $6 million

Summary
Gross sales revenue
- Total costs
- Profit
= Land value
- Existing use value
= Financial room
Maximum "room" for a new levy ($ per sq.ft. buildable)

$28,131,800
$18,155,200
$3,668,400
$6,308,200
$6,000,000
$308,200
$4

(all-in cost of

$210.13

per sq.ft.)
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Downtown Vancouver – Office
Downtown Vancouver Office Development at 7.0 FSR

Analysis completed in August 2017

Assumptions
Site and Building Size Assumptions:
Assumed Site Size
FSR
Project Size
Gross Office Area
Gross Retail
Rentable Area (Office)
Rentable Area (Retail)
Parking
Total Stalls
Underground/structured Parking Stalls
Surface Parking Stalls

12,000
7.00
84,000
79,800
4,200
75,810
3,990
54

or

0.3 acre

sq.
sq.
sq.
sq.

ft.
ft.
ft. or
ft. or

6.65 FSR
0.35 FSR
95% of gross area
95% of gross area
1 per 145 m2

per
per
per
per

sq.ft.
sq.ft.
sq.ft.
sq.ft.

of
of
of
of

54
54
0

Revenue and Value Assumptions:
Average Net Lease Rate (Office)
Average Net Lease Rate (Retail)
Operating Costs (Office)
Operating Costs (Retail)
Annual Vacancy Allowance
Assumed Net Parking Revenue

$37.00
$35.00
$18.00
$18.00
5.0%
$170

Capitalization Rate
Profit Allowance

4.00%
13.0% of value or

Cost Assumptions:
Demolition Allowance
Site Servicing (sidewalks, landscaping, etc)
Building Construction Costs (to base building office)
Building Construction Costs (to base building retail)
Parking Construction Costs
Parking Construction Costs
Base Building Hard Construction Costs
Allowance to finish common areas
Fit-up Allowance Office
Fit-up Allowance Retail
Soft Costs (including project management)
Contingency
City of Vancouver DCL
Layered DCL
Metro Vancouver DCL
Interim Financing
Share of Construction Costs Financed
Share of Land Costs Financed
Property Taxes During Development
Upfront Leasing Commissions
Marketing
Lease-up period after construction complete
Assumed up-front vacancy cost during lease-up
Sales Commission

$100,000
$45,732
$300
$300
$50,000
$5,000
$332
$50
$50
$25
15%
3.5%
$13.91
$0.00
$0.930
5.0%
75.0%
50.0%
1.386%

rentable area assuming landlord provides fit up allowance
rentable area assuming landlord provides fit up allowance
rentable area
rentable area

per stall per month

15.0% of costs

per sq.ft.
per sq.ft.
per stall (assuming underground)
per stall (assuming at grade)
per sq.ft. buildable (including parking)
per sq.ft. of common area
per rentable square foot
per rentable square foot
of hard costs
of hard and soft costs
per sq. ft. of floorspace
per sq. ft. of floorspace
per sq. ft. of floorspace
on 50% of all costs assuming a

2.50 year construction period

applied to land value in Year 1
$15,158,700
applied to 50% of gross value of building in Year 2, which is:
17% of Year 1 revenue
$500,000
6 months, or
0.5 years
$55.00 per sq.ft. (i.e. lease revenue+operating costs) on
2%

$36,344,363

50% of space during lease-up
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Downtown Vancouver – Office – CONTINUED
Analysis
Lease Revenue
Recovered Operating Costs
Parking Income
Total Gross Revenue
Less Operating Costs
Net Operating Income
Capitalized Value
Less Commission
Net Proceeds
Total Value per sq.ft. buildable

$2,797,389
$1,436,400
$110,160
$4,343,949
$1,436,400
$2,907,549
$72,688,725
$1,453,775
$71,234,951
$848

Demolition Allowance
Site Servicing
Hard Construction (including parking)
Allowance to finish common areas
Fit-Up
Upfront Leasing Commissions
Marketing
Upfront Vacancy Cost during Lease-up
Soft Costs (including project management)
Contingency
City of Vancouver DCL
Layered DCL
Metro Vancouver DCL
Property Taxes during Development
Interim Financing
Total Costs Before Land and Profit
Total Costs per sq.ft. buildable

$100,000
$45,732
$27,888,000
$210,000
$4,095,000
$475,556
$500,000
$1,097,250
$4,183,200
$1,122,492
$1,168,440
$0
$78,120
$965,912
$1,965,455
$43,895,157
$523

Profit:
Land Residual:
Land Residual Before Holding Costs
Less interim financing on land
Less property taxes during approvals
Less property transfer tax
Residual Land Value
Existing Value
Increase in Value
Max supportable DCL increase per sq. ft.

$9,478,610

$17,861,184
$1,205,630
$105,073
$477,667
$16,072,815
$16,250,000 Note A
-$177,185
-$2

Note A:
Existing use = 12,000 sq.ft. site with older commercial space including 5,000 sq.ft. of office, 9,000 sq.ft. of retail, and 35 hostel rooms
Existing value = capitalized value of commercial space (5,000 sq.ft. of office @ $25 per sq.ft. plus 9,000 sq.ft. of retail @ $35 per sq.ft., a cap rate of 4%
plus 35 hostel rooms @ $150,000 per room = $16,250,000
Summary
Gross value
- Total costs
- Profit
= Land value
- Existing use value
= Financial room
Maximum "room" for a new levy ($ per sq.ft. buildable)

$72,688,700
$47,137,300
$9,478,600
$16,072,800
$16,250,000
-$177,200
-$2

(all-in cost =

$561.16

per gross sq.ft.)
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Richmond – Office
Richmond City Centre Office Development
Assumes Rezoning to 3.0 FAR

Analysis completed in August 2017

Assumptions
Site and Building Size Assumptions:
Assumed Site Size
FAR
Project Size
Gross Office Area
Gross Retail
Rentable Area (Office)
Rentable Area (Retail)
Parking

75,000
3.00
225,000
198,750
26,250
188,813
26,250
3
412
415
415
0

or

sq.
sq.
sq.
sq.

ft.
ft.
ft. or
ft. or

2.65 FAR
0.35 FAR
95% of gross area
100% of gross area
1 per 100 m2 for first 300 m2
1 per 50 m2 for remainder

Revenue and Value Assumptions:
Average Net Lease Rate (Office)
Average Net Lease Rate (Retail)
Operating Costs (Office)
Operating Costs (Retail)
Annual Vacancy Allowance
Property Management
Structural Allowance
Assumed Net Parking Revenue

$27.50
$40.00
$15.00
$15.00
5.0%
0.0%
0.0%
$128

per
per
per
per

sq.ft.
sq.ft.
sq.ft.
sq.ft.

of
of
of
of

Capitalization Rate
Profit Allowance

5.00%
13.0% of value or

Total Stalls
Underground/structured Parking Stalls
Surface Parking Stalls

rentable area assuming landlord provides fit up allowance
rentable area assuming landlord provides fit up allowance
rentable area
rentable area

of lease revenue (included in operating costs)
of lease revenue
per stall per month

Rezoning application fee
Rezoning costs
Public art

$50,000
$200,000
$0.00 psf

Cost Assumptions:
Demolition Allowance
Site Servicing (sidewalks, landscaping, etc)
Allowance for piling, stabilization
Building Construction Costs (to base building office)
Building Construction Costs (to base building retail)
Parking Construction Costs
Parking Construction Costs
Base Building Hard Construction Costs
Allowance to finish common areas
Fit-up Allowance Office
Fit-up Allowance Retail
Soft Costs (including project management)
Contingency
City of Richmond DCC - commercial
Layered DCC
GVS&DD DCC - sewer levy - non-residential
Interim Financing
Share of Construction Costs Financed
Share of Land Costs Financed
Property Taxes During Development

$200,000
$285,823
$0
$275
$275
$0
$0
$275
$50
$50
$25
15%
3.5%
$14.52
$0.00
$1.05
5.0%
75.0%
50.0%
1.172%

Upfront Leasing Commissions
Marketing
Lease-up period after construction complete
Assumed up-front vacancy cost during lease-up
Sales Commission

1.7 acre

15.0% of costs

per gross sq.ft.
per sq.ft.
per sq.ft.
per stall (assuming underground)
per stall (assuming at grade)
per sq.ft. buildable (including parking)
per sq.ft. of common area
per rentable square foot
per rentable square foot
of hard costs
of hard and soft costs
per sq. ft. of floorspace
per sq. ft. of floorspace
per sq. ft. of floorspace
on 50% of all costs assuming a

2.00 year construction period

applied to land value in Year 1
$18,332,000
applied to 50% of gross value of building in Year 2, which is:
17% of Year 1 revenue
$250,000
6 months, or
0.5 years
$42.50 per sq.ft. (i.e. lease revenue+operating costs) on
2%

$65,454,891

50% of space during lease-up
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Richmond – Office – CONTINUED
Analysis
Lease Revenue
Recovered Operating Costs
Parking Income
Total Gross Revenue
Less Operating Costs
Less Management
Less Structural
Net Operating Income
Capitalized Value
Less Commission
Net Proceeds
Total Value per sq.ft. buildable

$5,930,227
$3,206,250
$634,950
$9,771,427
$3,225,938
$0
$0
$6,545,489
$130,909,781
$2,618,196
$128,291,586
$570

Rezoning application fee
Rezoning costs
Public art
Demolition Allowance
Site Servicing
Allowance for piling, stabilization
Hard Construction (including parking)
Allowance to finish common areas
Fit-Up
Upfront Leasing Commissions
Marketing
Upfront Vacancy Cost during Lease-up
Soft Costs (including project management)
Contingency
City of Richmond DCC - commercial
Layered DCC
GVS&DD DCC - sewer levy - non-residential
Property Taxes during Development
Interim Financing
Total Costs Before Land and Profit
Total Costs per sq.ft. buildable

$50,000
$200,000
$0
$200,000
$285,823
$0
$61,875,000
$562,500
$10,593,750
$1,008,139
$250,000
$2,271,094
$9,281,250
$2,490,469
$3,267,000
$0
$236,250
$982,351
$3,508,261
$97,061,886
$431

Profit:

$17,070,635

Land Residual:
Land Residual Before Holding Costs
Less interim financing on land
Less property taxes during approvals
Less property transfer tax
Residual Land Value
Existing Value
Increase in Value
Max supportable DCC increase per sq. ft.

$14,159,064
$796,447
$107,466
$378,878
$12,876,272
$15,058,824 Note A
-$2,182,551
-$10

Note A:
Existing use = 75,600 sq.ft. site occupied by older, low density retail space
Existing value = capitalized value of 16,000 sq.ft. of retail @ $40 per sq.ft. and a 4.25% cap rate = $15,058,000
Summary
Gross value
- Total costs
- Profit
= Land value
- Existing use value
= Financial room
Maximum "room" for a new levy ($ per sq.ft. buildable)

$130,909,800
$100,962,900
$17,070,600
$12,876,300
$15,058,800
-$2,182,500
-$10

(all-in cost =

$448.72 per sq.ft.)
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Surrey – Industrial
Surrey Industrial Residual Land Value Analysis
Hypothetical Warehouse Building in Campbell Heights North Business Park
Assumes developer builds, leases, and then sells to an investor and expects a 15% profit margin on costs
Assumes vacant and serviced land (with municipal DCC already paid at subdivision)

Analysis completed in August 2017

1.0 Assumptions
Site and Building Size Assumptions:
Assumed Site Size
FSR
Project Size
Rentable Area
Underground/structured Parking
Total Stalls
Revenue and Value Assumptions:
Average Net Lease Rate
Operating Costs
Annual Vacancy Allowance
Property Management
Structural Allowance
Assumed Net Parking Revenue
Capitalization Rate
Profit Allowance
Cost Assumptions:
Demolition Allowance
Public Art Contribution
Site Servicing (sidewalks, landscaping, etc)
Allowance for piling, stabilization
Building Construction Costs (to base building - shell)
Parking Construction Costs
Base Building Hard Construction Costs
LEED Gold Premium
Allowance to finish common areas
Fit-up Allowance
Soft Costs (including project management)
Contingency
GVS&DD DCC - sewer levy - non-residential
Surrey DCC
Area-specific DCC
Interim Financing
Property Taxes During Development
Upfront Leasing Commissions
Marketing
Lease-up period after construction complete
Assumed up-front vacancy cost during lease-up
Sales Commission

75,000 sq. ft.
0.50
37,500
100% of gross area
1 stall per
38

$9.25
$3.50
5.0%
0.0%
0.0%
$0.00

1000 sq.ft. of gross building area

per sq.ft. of rentable area assuming landlord provides fit up allowance
per sq.ft. of rentable area
of lease revenue (included in operating costs)
of lease revenue
per stall per month

4.25%
13.0% of value

$0
$0.00
$100,000
$0
$95
$0
$95
0%
$0
$0
12%
5%
$2.67
$0.00
$0.00
5.0%
1.221%

per gross sq.ft.
per acre
per gross sq.ft.
per sq.ft.
included in hard costs
per sq.ft. buildable (including parking)

per sq.ft. of common area
per rentable square foot
of hard costs
of hard and soft costs
per sq.ft. of building area for non-residential uses
per sq.ft. of building area for industrial buildings (assumes DCC paid at subdivision)
per sq.ft. of building area
on 50% of all costs assuming a
1.25 year construction period
applied to land value in Year 1
$1,651,000
applied to 50% of gross value of building in Year 2, which is:
$3,799,632
17% of Year 1 revenue
$0
6 months, or
0.5 years
$12.75 per sq.ft. (i.e. lease revenue+operating costs) on
50% of space during lease-up
2%
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Surrey – Industrial – CONTINUED
2.0 Analysis
Value:
Lease Revenue
Recovered Operating Costs
Parking Income
Total Gross Revenue
Less Operating Costs
Less Management
Less Structural
Net Operating Income
Capitalized Value
Less Commission
Net Proceeds
Total Value per sq.ft. buildable

$329,531
$124,688
$0
$454,219
$131,250
$0
$0
$322,969
$7,599,265
$151,985
$7,447,279
$199

Costs:
Demolition Allowance
Public Art Contribution
Site Servicing
Allowance for piling, stabilization
Hard Construction (including parking)
LEED Gold Premium
Allowance to finish common areas
Fit-Up
Upfront Leasing Commissions
Marketing
Upfront Vacancy Cost during Lease-up
Soft Costs (including project management)
Contingency
GVS&DD DCC
Vancouver City-wide DCL
Vancouver Area-specific DCL
Property Taxes during Development
Interim Financing
Total Costs Before Land and Profit
Total Costs per sq.ft. buildable

$0
$0
$0
$0
$3,562,500
$0
$0
$0
$56,020
$0
$119,531
$427,500
$199,500
$100,125
$0
$0
$31,762
$140,529
$4,637,468
$124

Profit:
Land Residual:
Land Residual Before Holding Costs
Less interim financing on land for construction plus 6 months
Less property taxes during approvals
Less property closing costs
Residual Land Value
Existing Value
Change in Value
Max supportable DCL increase per sq. ft.

$990,944

$1,818,867
$135,278
$10,081
$16,735
$1,656,773
$1,651,000 Note A
$5,773
$0.15

Note A:
Existing use = 1 vacant zoned and serviced lot
Existing value = 1 lot @ $1,651,000

Summary
Gross value
- Total costs
- Profit
= Land value
- Existing use value
= Financial room
Maximum "room" for a new levy ($ per sq.ft. buildable)

$7,599,300
$4,951,500
$990,900
$1,656,900
$1,651,000
$5,900
$0.16

Without DCC
Net Revenue
Total Costs
Land (Includes Carrying Costs)
DCC
Profit

$7,447,279
$4,637,468
$1,813,094
0
$996,717 or

13.38% Of Net Revenue

With $0.50 per sq. ft. New DCC
Total Costs
Land (Includes Carrying Costs)
DCC
Profit

$7,447,279
$4,637,468
$1,813,094
$18,750
$977,967 or

13.13% Of Net Revenue

(all-in cost =

$132.04 per sq.ft.)
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Langley – Industrial
Township of Langley Industrial Residual Land Value Analysis
Hypothetical Warehouse Building
Assumes developer builds, leases, and then sells to an investor and expects a 15% profit margin on costs

Analysis completed in August 2017

1.0 Assumptions
Site and Building Size Assumptions:
Assumed Site Size
FSR
Project Size
Rentable Area
Underground/structured Parking
Total Stalls

245,000 sq. ft. or
0.50
122,500
100% of gross area
1 stall per
123

Revenue and Value Assumptions:
Average Net Lease Rate
Operating Costs
Annual Vacancy Allowance
Property Management
Structural Allowance
Assumed Net Parking Revenue

$12.00
$3.00
5.0%
0.0%
0.0%
$0.00

Capitalization Rate
Profit Allowance

4.25%
13.0% of value

Cost Assumptions:
Demolition Allowance
Public Art Contribution
Site Servicing (sidewalks, landscaping, etc)
Allowance for piling, stabilization
Building Construction Costs (to base building - shell)
Parking Construction Costs
Base Building Hard Construction Costs
LEED Gold Premium
Allowance to finish common areas
Fit-up Allowance
Soft Costs (including project management)
Contingency
GVS&DD DCC - sewer levy - non-residential
Langley DCC - industrial
Interim Financing
Property Taxes During Development
Upfront Leasing Commissions
Marketing
Lease-up period after construction complete
Assumed up-front vacancy cost during lease-up
Sales Commission

$15,000
$0.00
$100,000
$0
$110
$0
$110
0%
$0
$0
12%
5%
$2.67
$1.86
5.0%
1.461%

4.47 acre

1000 sq.ft. of gross building area

per sq.ft. of rentable area assuming landlord provides fit up allowance
per sq.ft. of rentable area
of lease revenue (included in operating costs)
of lease revenue
per stall per month

per gross sq.ft.
per acre
per gross sq.ft.
per sq.ft.
included in hard costs
per sq.ft. buildable (including parking)

per sq.ft. of common area
per rentable square foot
of hard costs
of hard and soft costs
per sq.ft. of building area for non-residential uses
per sq.ft. of building area for industrial buildings
on 50% of all costs assuming a
1.25 year construction period
applied to land value in Year 1
$8,328,000
applied to 50% of gross value of building in Year 2, which is:
$16,213,235
17% of Year 1 revenue
$0
6 months, or
0.5 years
$15.00 per sq.ft. (i.e. lease revenue+operating costs) on
50% of space during lease-up
2%
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Langley – Industrial – CONTINUED
2.0 Analysis
Value:
Lease Revenue
Recovered Operating Costs
Parking Income
Total Gross Revenue
Less Operating Costs
Less Management
Less Structural
Net Operating Income
Capitalized Value
Less Commission
Net Proceeds
Total Value per sq.ft. buildable

$1,396,500
$349,125
$0
$1,745,625
$367,500
$0
$0
$1,378,125
$32,426,471
$648,529
$31,777,941
$259

Costs:
Demolition Allowance
Public Art Contribution
Site Servicing
Allowance for piling, stabilization
Hard Construction (including parking)
LEED Gold Premium
Allowance to finish common areas
Fit-Up
Upfront Leasing Commissions
Marketing
Upfront Vacancy Cost during Lease-up
Soft Costs (including project management)
Contingency
GVRD Sewer Levy (GVS&DD Development Cost Levy)
City-wide DCC
Property Taxes during Development
Interim Financing
Total Costs Before Land and Profit
Total Costs per sq.ft. buildable

$15,000
$0
$447,000
$0
$13,475,000
$0
$0
$0
$237,405
$0
$459,375
$1,617,000
$754,600
$327,075
$227,726
$180,932
$554,410
$18,295,522
$149

Profit:

$4,228,412

Land Residual:
Land Residual Before Holding Costs
Less interim financing on land for construction plus 6 months
Less property taxes during approvals
Less property closing costs
Residual Land Value
Existing Value
Change in Value
Max supportable DCC increase per sq. ft.

$9,254,007
$688,267
$60,850
$85,049
$8,419,842
$8,328,000 Note A
$91,842
$0.75

Note A:
Existing use = 1 large lot improved with an older single detached house and used for storage
Existing value = 1 lot @ $8,328,000
Summary
Gross value
- Total costs
- Profit
= Land value
- Existing use value
= Financial room
Maximum "room" for a new levy ($ per sq.ft. buildable)

$32,426,500
$19,778,200
$4,228,400
$8,419,900
$8,328,000
$91,900
$0.75

Without DCC
Net Revenue
Total Costs
Land (Includes Carrying Costs)
DCC
Profit

$31,777,941
$18,295,522
$9,162,165
0
$4,320,253 or

13.60% Of Net Revenue

With $0.50 per sq. ft. New DCC
Total Costs
Land
DCC (Includes Carrying Costs)
Profit

$31,777,941
$18,295,522
$9,162,165
$61,250
$4,259,003 or

13.40% Of Net Revenue
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Vancouver – Industrial
I2 District - South Vancouver

Completed in June 2017

Assumptions
Site and Building Size Assumptions:
Assumed Site Size
FSR
Project Size
Gross Office Area
Gross Industrial Area
Rentable Area (Office)
Rentable Area (Industrial)
Parking (Office)
Parking (Industrial)
Total Stalls
Surface Parking Stalls

62,291
1.00
62,291
20,556
41,735
20,556
41,735
1
1
74
74

or

Revenue and Value Assumptions:
Average Net Lease Rate (Office)
Average Net Lease Rate (Industrial)
Operating Costs (Office)
Operating Costs (Industrial)
Annual Vacancy Allowance

$17.00
$14.00
$5.00
$5.00
2.0%

per
per
per
per

Capitalization Rate
Profit Allowance

4.50%
13.0% of value or

Cost Assumptions:
Demolition Allowance
Site Servicing (sidewalks, landscaping, etc)
Building Construction Costs (to base building office)
Building Construction Costs (to base building industrial)
Parking Construction Costs
Parking Construction Costs
Base Building Hard Construction Costs
Soft Costs (including project management)
Contingency
City of Vancouver DCL
Metro Vancouver DCL
Interim Financing
Share of Construction Costs Financed
Share of Land Costs Financed
Property Taxes During Development
Upfront Leasing Commissions
Marketing
Lease-up period after construction complete
Assumed up-front vacancy cost during lease-up
Sales Commission

$400,000
$237,389
$150
$110
$40,000
$5,000
$129
15%
3.5%
$5.55
$0.443
5.0%
75.0%
50.0%
1.44%

1.4 acre

sq. ft.
sq. ft.
sq. ft. or
sq. ft. or
stall per
stall per

sq.ft.
sq.ft.
sq.ft.
sq.ft.

100%
100%
100
93

of
of
of
of

of gross area
of gross area
sq. m. for the first 300 sq.m., then 1 per additional 50 sq.m
square metres of gross area

rentable area assuming landlord provides fit up allowance
rentable area assuming landlord provides fit up allowance
rentable area
rentable area

15.0% of costs

per sq.ft.
per sq.ft.
per stall (assuming underground)
per stall (assuming at grade)
per sq.ft. buildable (including parking)
of hard costs
of hard and soft costs
per sq. ft. floorspace
per sq. ft. of floorspace
on 50% of all costs assuming a

1.25 year construction period

applied to land value in Year 1
$4,940,900
applied to 50% of gross value of building in Year 2, which is:
17% of Year 1 revenue
$50,000
6 months, or
0.5 years
$19.00 per sq.ft. (i.e. lease revenue+operating costs) on
2%

$10,098,202

25% of space during lease-up
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Vancouver – Industrial – CONTINUED
Analysis
Lease Revenue
Recovered Operating Costs
Less Operating Costs
Net Operating Income
Capitalized Value
Less Commission
Net Proceeds
Total Value per sq.ft. buildable

$915,067
$305,226
$311,455
$908,838
$20,196,403
$403,928
$19,792,475
$318

Demolition Allowance
Site Servicing
Hard Construction (including parking)
Upfront Leasing Commissions
Marketing
Upfront Vacancy Cost during Lease-up
Soft Costs (including project management)
Contingency
City of Vancouver DCL
Metro Vancouver DCL
Property Taxes during Development
Interim Financing
Total Costs Before Land and Profit
Total Costs per sq.ft. buildable

$400,000
$237,389
$8,035,539
$155,561
$50,000
$147,941
$1,205,331
$323,430
$345,715
$27,595
$107,435
$258,655
$11,294,592
$181

Profit:

$2,633,611

Land Residual:
Land Residual Before Holding Costs
Less interim financing on land
Less property taxes during approvals
Less property transfer tax
Residual Land Value

$5,864,272
$230,906
$35,552
$147,001
$5,450,813

Value per sq.ft. buildable
Value per sq.ft. of site area

$88
$88

Existing Value
Increase in Value
Max supportable DCL increase per sq. ft.
Max total supportable DCL (including existing DCL)

$7,372,421
-$1,921,608
-$32
-$26

Without DCC
Net Revenue
Total Costs
Land (Includes Carrying Costs)
DCC
Profit

$19,792,475
$11,294,592
$7,785,880
0
$712,003 or

3.60% Of Net Revenue

With $0.50 per sq. ft. New DCC
Total Costs
Land (Includes Carrying Costs)
DCC
Profit

$19,792,475
$11,294,592
$7,785,880
$31,146
$680,857 or

3.44% Of Net Revenue
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Appendix F: Total Housing Starts, Demolitions, and Net New
Housing Starts by Sub-Area in Metro Vancouver (2007-2016)
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Total Housing Starts, Demolitions, and Net New Housing Starts by Sub-Area in Metro Vancouver
(2007 to 2016)

Burnaby/New Westminster

Northeast Sector

North Vancouver City & District

Richmond

South of Fraser

Starts:
Single family
Attached units
Apartment units
Total starts
Demolitions:
Single family
Attached units
Apartment units
Total demolitions
Net new starts:
Single family
Attached units
Apartment units
Total net new starts
Starts:
Single family
Attached units
Apartment units
Total starts
Demolitions:
Single family
Attached units
Apartment units
Total demolitions
Net new starts:
Single family
Attached units
Apartment units
Total net new starts
Starts:
Single family
Attached units
Apartment units
Total starts
Demolitions:
Single family
Attached units
Apartment units
Total demolitions
Net new starts:
Single family
Attached units
Apartment units
Total net new starts
Starts:
Single family
Attached units
Apartment units
Total starts
Demolitions:
Single family
Attached units
Apartment units
Total demolitions
Net new starts:
Single family
Attached units
Apartment units
Total net new starts
Starts:
Single family
Attached units
Apartment units
Total starts
Demolitions:
Single family
Attached units
Apartment units
Total demolitions
Net new starts:
Single family
Attached units
Apartment units
Total net new starts

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

Average Annual
Starts/Demolitions
2007-2016*

Average Annual
Starts/Demolitions
2012-2016*

244
228
2,519
2,991

253
326
1,532
2,111

183
161
717
1,061

385
228
937
1,550

365
301
1,313
1,979

357
153
1,827
2,337

333
320
2,023
2,676

427
345
1,453
2,225

366
181
2,291
2,838

427
323
4,657
5,407

334
257
1,927
2,518

382
264
2,450
3,097

316
35
20
371

312
12
0
324

212
10
11
233

338
34
12
384

402
34
55
491

408
22
110
540

349
5
111
465

446
14
166
626

457
27
65
549

433
28
377
838

367
22
93
482

419
19
166
604

-72
193
2,499
2,620

-59
314
1,532
1,787

-29
151
706
828

47
194
925
1,166

-37
267
1,258
1,488

-51
131
1,717
1,797

-16
315
1,912
2,211

-19
331
1,287
1,599

-91
154
2,226
2,289

-6
295
4,280
4,569

-33
235
1,834
2,035

-37
245
2,284
2,493

163
330
2,049
2,542

153
404
1,633
2,190

204
211
168
583

214
284
1,099
1,597

286
389
855
1,530

394
402
1,698
2,494

369
338
1,043
1,750

388
300
1,320
2,008

290
336
841
1,467

435
140
1,339
1,914

290
313
1,205
1,808

375
303
1,248
1,927

132
2
0
134

123
0
8
131

69
1
0
70

110
5
12
127

136
1
0
137

168
23
0
191

141
4
0
145

96
1
0
97

156
9
0
165

107
2
1
110

124
5
2
131

134
8
0
142

31
328
2,049
2,408

30
404
1,625
2,059

135
210
168
513

104
279
1,087
1,470

150
388
855
1,393

226
379
1,698
2,303

228
334
1,043
1,605

292
299
1,320
1,911

134
327
841
1,302

328
138
1,338
1,804

166
309
1,202
1,677

242
295
1,248
1,785

122
69
657
848

108
51
467
626

69
132
59
260

85
57
375
517

71
118
747
936

158
37
541
736

160
12
727
899

161
167
699
1,027

186
45
932
1,163

203
60
1,432
1,695

132
75
664
871

174
64
866
1,104

135
3
0
138

111
4
0
115

89
0
48
137

117
6
24
147

115
10
4
129

153
2
66
221

158
4
0
162

203
7
0
210

205
0
33
238

212
7
15
234

150
4
19
173

186
4
23
213

-13
66
657
710

-3
47
467
511

-20
132
11
123

-32
51
351
370

-44
108
743
807

5
35
475
515

2
8
727
737

-42
160
699
817

-19
45
899
925

-9
53
1,417
1,461

-18
71
645
698

-13
60
843
891

304
227
1,413
1,944

213
349
1,399
1,961

142
200
343
685

302
274
845
1,421

340
366
1,930
2,636

385
188
1,135
1,708

274
278
875
1,427

399
151
2,486
3,036

472
240
1,945
2,657

474
298
1,443
2,215

331
257
1,381
1,969

401
231
1,577
2,209

0
309
0
309

293
16
0
309

218
16
0
234

286
2
6
294

80
2
4
86

180
4
0
184

58
2
0
60

187
16
0
203

433
11
6
450

499
10
0
509

223
39
2
264

271
9
1
281

304
-82
1,413
1,635

-80
333
1,399
1,652

-76
184
343
451

16
272
839
1,127

260
364
1,926
2,550

205
184
1,135
1,524

216
276
875
1,367

212
135
2,486
2,833

39
229
1,939
2,207

-25
288
1,443
1,706

107
218
1,380
1,705

129
222
1,576
1,927

2,261
1,696
2,669
6,626

1,786
1,437
3,738
6,961

1,645
1,024
949
3,618

2,322
1,505
1,400
5,227

1,451
1,599
2,730
5,780

1,655
1,816
1,598
5,069

1,240
1,511
1,781
4,532

1,468
1,842
1,883
5,193

1,478
1,722
3,653
6,853

1,677
2,384
1,485
5,546

1,698
1,654
2,189
5,541

1,504
1,855
2,080
5,439

784
30
0
814

592
4
2
598

420
4
6
430

528
16
4
548

664
-1
2
665

661
1
0
662

659
2
5
666

710
6
4
720

812
6
2
820

940
9
51
1,000

677
8
8
692

756
5
12
774

1,477
1,666
2,669
5,812

1,194
1,433
3,736
6,363

1,225
1,020
943
3,188

1,794
1,489
1,396
4,679

787
1,600
2,728
5,115

994
1,815
1,598
4,407

581
1,509
1,776
3,866

758
1,836
1,879
4,473

666
1,716
3,651
6,033

737
2,375
1,434
4,546

1,021
1,646
2,181
4,848

747
1,850
2,068
4,665

(table continues on following page)
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Maple Ridge/Pitt Meadows

Vancouver/UEL

West Vancouver/Bowen
Island/Lions Bay

Other

Metro Vancouver Total

Starts:
Single family
Attached units
Apartment units
Total starts
Demolitions:
Single family
Attached units
Apartment units
Total demolitions
Net new starts:
Single family
Attached units
Apartment units
Total net new starts
Starts:
Single family
Attached units
Apartment units
Total starts
Demolitions:
Single family
Attached units
Apartment units
Total demolitions
Net new starts:
Single family
Attached units
Apartment units
Total net new starts
Starts:
Single family
Attached units
Apartment units
Total starts
Demolitions:
Single family
Attached units
Apartment units
Total demolitions
Net new starts:
Single family
Attached units
Apartment units
Total net new starts
Starts:
Single family
Attached units
Apartment units
Total starts
Demolitions:
Single family
Attached units
Apartment units
Total demolitions
Net new starts:
Single family
Attached units
Apartment units
Total net new starts
Starts:
Single family
Attached units
Apartment units
Total starts
Demolitions:
Single family
Attached units
Apartment units
Total demolitions
Net new starts:
Single family
Attached units
Apartment units
Total net new starts

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

Average Annual
Starts/Demolitions
2007-2016*

454
256
324
1,034

346
79
189
614

214
124
2
340

298
138
21
457

229
168
152
549

208
37
376
621

197
134
223
554

227
200
208
635

347
198
57
602

422
285
137
844

294
162
169
625

280
171
200
651

56
4
0
60

64
0
0
64

94
-52
52
94

29
0
0
29

64
1
2
67

65
1
0
66

49
0
0
49

52
0
0
52

64
0
0
64

91
0
54
145

63
-5
11
69

64
0
11
75

398
252
324
974

282
79
189
550

120
176
-50
246

269
138
21
428

165
167
150
482

143
36
376
555

148
134
223
505

175
200
208
583

283
198
57
538

331
285
83
699

231
167
158
556

216
171
189
576

521
467
3,573
4,561

640
358
3,944
4,942

400
133
1,185
1,718

802
250
3,263
4,315

803
390
3,007
4,200

1,221
224
4,155
5,600

1,286
264
5,043
6,593

1,118
192
3,549
4,859

1,315
240
3,516
5,071

1,283
325
8,366
9,974

939
284
3,960
5,183

1,245
249
4,926
6,419

744
18
74
836

653
7
98
758

515
0
382
897

788
0
38
826

932
0
22
954

900
0
134
1,034

518
12
76
606

749
6
58
813

927
42
61
1,030

693
70
123
886

742
16
107
864

757
26
90
874

-223
449
3,499
3,725

-13
351
3,846
4,184

-115
133
803
821

14
250
3,225
3,489

-129
390
2,985
3,246

321
224
4,021
4,566

768
252
4,967
5,987

369
186
3,491
4,046

388
198
3,455
4,041

590
255
8,243
9,088

197
269
3,854
4,319

487
223
4,835
5,546

142
38
8
188

135
14
37
186

72
0
2
74

125
2
6
133

140
7
6
153

138
12
312
462

145
26
94
265

144
30
13
187

168
25
8
201

215
10
58
283

142
16
54
213

162
21
97
280

166
0
0
166

88
0
0
88

53
0
0
53

85
0
0
85

97
0
0
97

116
0
0
116

122
0
0
122

102
0
0
102

128
0
0
128

170
0
2
172

113
0
0
113

128
0
0
128

-24
38
8
22

47
14
37
98

19
0
2
21

40
2
6
48

43
7
6
56

22
12
312
346

23
26
94
143

42
30
13
85

40
25
8
73

45
10
56
111

30
16
54
100

34
21
97
152

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

1
0
103
104

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

42
0
0
42

0
11
0
11

33
3
0
36

8
1
10
19

15
3
0
18

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

1
0
103
104

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

42
0
0
42

0
11
0
11

33
3
0
36

8
1
10
19

15
3
0
18

2,929 4,533 3,686 4,516 4,004 4,374 4,622 5,169
1,985 2,738 3,338 2,869 2,883 3,227 2,998 3,828
3,425 7,946 10,843 11,642 11,809 11,611 13,243 18,917
8,339 15,217 17,867 19,027 18,696 19,212 20,863 27,914

4,168
3,020
11,559
18,746

4,537
3,161
13,444
21,142

3,145
126
623
3,894

2,459
89
241
2,788

2,715
71
304
3,090

1,259 2,252 1,196 1,865 1,950 1,829 1,440 2,024
2,006 2,675 3,291 2,816 2,854 3,177 2,903 3,702
2,926 7,850 10,754 11,332 11,617 11,383 13,076 18,294
6,191 12,777 15,241 16,013 16,421 16,389 17,419 24,020

1,709 *
2,931
11,318
15,958 *

1,822
3,090
13,140
18,052

4,211 3,634
3,311 3,018
13,212 12,939
20,734 19,591
2,333
401
94
2,828

2,236
43
108
2,387

1,878 1,398
2,910 2,975
13,118 12,831
17,906 17,204

1,670
-21
499
2,148

2,281
63
96
2,440

2,490
47
89
2,626

2,651
53
310
3,014

2,054
29
192
2,275

2,545
50
228
2,823

3,182
95
167
3,444

Average Annual
Starts/Demolitions
2012-2016*

Source: CMHC data summarized by Coriolis. Note *: Because of the time lag between when a demolition occurs and a new house is built, this may slightly
overstate the average number of net new single detached housing starts by about 100 to 200 starts per year. Adjusting for this would yield an average of
net new single family starts of about 1,500 per year from 2007 to 2016 and total net new starts of about 15,700 per year over this timeframe.
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Appendix G: Framework for Proposed Transit DCC
Approved by the Mayors’ Council and TransLink Board of
Directors
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