METRO VANCOUVER REGIONAL DISTRICT
REGIONAL PLANNING COMMITTEE
REGULAR MEETING
Friday, June 12, 2020
9:00 A.M.
th
28 Floor Boardroom, 4730 Kingsway, Burnaby, British Columbia

A G E N D A1

1.

ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA
1.1

2.

June 12, 2020 Regular Meeting Agenda
That the Regional Planning Committee adopt the agenda for its regular meeting
scheduled for June 12, 2020 as circulated.

ADOPTION OF THE MINUTES
2.1

May 1, 2020 Regular Meeting Minutes
That the Regional Planning Committee adopt the minutes of its regular meeting held
May 1, 2020 as circulated.

3.

DELEGATIONS

4.

INVITED PRESENTATIONS

1

4.1

Phillip Davies, Principal, Davies Transportation Consulting Inc.
Subject: Food Flows in Metro Vancouver

4.2

Mike Manion, Chair, Metro Vancouver Agricultural Advisory Committee
Subject: Future of Food

4.3

Sarah Tseng, Senior Planner, Strategy & Plan Development, TransLink
Subject: TransLink Land Value Capture Study

Note: Recommendation is shown under each item, where applicable.

June 4, 2020
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5.

REPORTS FROM COMMITTEE OR STAFF
5.1

Food Flows in Metro Vancouver: Study Results
Designated Speaker: Theresa Duynstee, Senior Planner,
Regional Planning and Housing Services
That the MVRD Board receive for information the report dated May 20, 2020, titled
“Food Flows in Metro Vancouver: Study Results”.

5.2

The Future of B.C.’s Food System Report
Designated Speaker: Theresa Duynstee, Senior Planner,
Regional Planning and Housing Services
That the Regional Planning Committee direct staff to assess the alignment of the
recommendations in the provincial Food Security Task Force’s recently released
report, The Future of B.C.’s Food System, with Metro Vancouver’s policies and plans
and report back with recommendations.

5.3

Update on TransLink’s Land Value Capture Study and Opportunities for
Transit-Oriented Affordable Housing
Designated Speaker: Mark Seinen, Senior Planner,
Regional Planning and Housing Services
That the MVRD Board send a letter to the TransLink Board expressing support for the
Land Value Capture Study’s recommendation that TransLink prepare a statement of
objectives for affordable housing that considers an increased role in supporting
transit-oriented affordable housing.

5.4

2020 Declaration for Resilience in Canadian Cities – referred from COVID-19
Response Task Force
Verbal Update
Designated Speakers: Mark Seinen, Senior Planner and Erin Rennie, Senior Planner,
Regional Planning and Housing Services

5.5

Metro 2050 Q2 2020 Status Update
Designated Speaker: Erin Rennie, Senior Planner,
Regional Planning and Housing Services
That the Regional Planning Committee receive for information the report dated
May 20, 2020, titled, “Metro 2050 Q2 2020 Status Update.”

5.6

Developing a Shared Resiliency Framework for Metro 2050 and Transport 2050
Designated Speakers: Erin Rennie, Senior Planner, Mark Seinen, Senior Planner, and
Sinisa Vukicevic, Program Manager, Planning Analytics,
Regional Planning and Housing Services
That the Regional Planning Committee receive for information the report dated
May 27, 2020, titled “Developing a Shared Resiliency Framework for Metro 2050 and
Transport 2050.”
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6.

5.7

Metro 2040 Complete Communities Policy Review – Scope of Work
Designated Speaker: Alex Taylor, Senior Planner,
Regional Planning and Housing Services
That the Regional Planning Committee receive for information the report dated
May 20, 2020, titled “Metro 2040 Complete Communities Policy Review – Scope of
Work”.

5.8

Climate 2050 and Clean Air Plan Discussion Papers
Designated Speaker: Jason Emmert, Senior Planner, Air Quality and Climate Change,
Parks and Environment
That the Regional Planning Committee receive for information the report dated
May 22, 2020, titled “Climate 2050 and Clean Air Plan Discussion Papers”.

5.9

Manager’s Report
Designated Speaker: Heather McNell, General Manager,
Regional Planning and Housing Services
That the Regional Planning Committee receive for information the report dated
May 25, 2020, titled “Manager’s Report”.

INFORMATION ITEMS
6.1

Report titled “Semi-Annual Report on GVS&DD Development Cost Charges”, dated
May 12, 2020.

7.

OTHER BUSINESS

8.

BUSINESS ARISING FROM DELEGATIONS

9.

RESOLUTION TO CLOSE MEETING
Note: The Committee must state by resolution the basis under section 90 of the Community
Charter on which the meeting is being closed. If a member wishes to add an item, the basis
must be included below.

10.

ADJOURNMENT/CONCLUSION
That the Regional Planning Committee adjourn/conclude its regular meeting of June 12, 2020.

Membership:
Coté, Jonathan (C) - New Westminster
Froese, Jack (VC) - Langley Township
Copeland, Dan - Delta
Dueck, Judy - Maple Ridge
Gambioli, Nora - West Vancouver

Guerra, Laurie - Surrey
Hurley, Mike - Burnaby
Kirby-Yung, Sarah - Vancouver
McEwen, John - Anmore
Muri, Lisa - North Vancouver District

Regional Planning Committee

Steves, Harold - Richmond
Stewart, Richard - Coquitlam
Vagramov, Rob - Port Moody
van den Broek, Val - Langley City
West, Brad - Port Coquitlam

2.1

METRO VANCOUVER REGIONAL DISTRICT
REGIONAL PLANNING COMMITTEE
Minutes of the Regular Meeting of the Metro Vancouver Regional District (MVRD) Regional
Planning Committee held at 9:00 a.m. on Friday, May 1, 2020 in the 28th Floor Boardroom,
4730 Kingsway, Burnaby, British Columbia.
MEMBERS PRESENT:
Chair, Mayor Jonathan Coté, New Westminster*
Vice Chair, Mayor Jack Froese, Langley Township*
Councillor Dan Copeland, Delta*
Councillor Judy Dueck, Maple Ridge*
Councillor Nora Gambioli, West Vancouver*
Councillor Laurie Guerra, Surrey*
Mayor Mike Hurley, Burnaby*
Councillor Sarah Kirby-Yung, Vancouver*
Mayor John McEwen, Anmore*
Councillor Lisa Muri, North Vancouver District*
Mayor Richard Stewart, Coquitlam*
Mayor Rob Vagramov, Port Moody*
Mayor Val van den Broek, Langley City*
Mayor Brad West, Port Coquitlam*
MEMBERS ABSENT:
Councillor Harold Steves, Richmond
STAFF PRESENT:
Heather McNell, General Manager, Regional Planning and Housing Services
Jerry W. Dobrovolny, Chief Administrative Officer
Genevieve Lanz, Legislative Services Coordinator, Board and Information Services

1.

ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA
1.1

May 1, 2020 Regular Meeting Agenda
It was MOVED and SECONDED
That the Regional Planning Committee adopt the agenda for its regular meeting
scheduled for May 1, 2020 as circulated.
CARRIED

*denotes electronic meeting participation as authorized by Section 3.6.2 of the Procedure Bylaw
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2.

ADOPTION OF THE MINUTES
2.1

March 6, 2020 Regular Meeting Minutes
It was MOVED and SECONDED
That the Regional Planning Committee adopt the minutes of its regular meeting
held March 6, 2020 as circulated.
CARRIED

3.

DELEGATIONS
No items presented.

4.

INVITED PRESENTATIONS
No items presented.

5.

REPORTS FROM COMMITTEE OR STAFF
5.1

Updating the Regional Growth Strategy: A Proposed Response in Light of COVID19
Report dated April 23, 2020 from Erin Rennie, Senior Planner, Regional Planning
and Housing Services, seeking endorsement of the process for updating Metro
Vancouver 2040: Shaping our Future to address impacts of the novel coronavirus
(COVID-19) pandemic.
Members were provided with a presentation on the recommendations to address
the impacts of the novel coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic on the development
of Metro 2050, highlighting proposed approach, timing considerations, and
improving alignment with Climate 2050 and Transport 2050.
Presentation material titled “Updating the Regional Growth Strategy” is retained
with the May 1, 2020 Regional Planning Committee agenda.
It was MOVED and SECONDED
That the MVRD Board endorse the process for updating Metro Vancouver 2040:
Shaping our Future, the regional growth strategy, as presented in the report dated
April 23, 2020, titled “Updating the Regional Growth Strategy: A Proposed
Response in Light of COVID-19”.
CARRIED

5.2

Metro Vancouver 2040: Shaping our Future Amendment Request from the City
of Delta – 9568 Burns Drive
Report dated April 2, 2020 from Mark Seinen, Senior Planner, Regional Planning
and Housing Services, seeking MVRD Board consideration of a proposed Type 2
Minor Amendment to Metro Vancouver 2040: Shaping our Future request from
the City of Delta for 9568 Burns Drive.
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Members were provided with a presentation on the Metro 2040 amendment
request from the City of Delta for 9568 Burns Drive, highlighting site context
within the Agricultural Land Reserve and the Metro 2040 policy regarding regional
agricultural land use designation, and future policy updates.
Presentation material titled “Metro 2040 Amendment Request – 9568 Burns
Drive, Delta” is retained with the May 1, 2020 Regional Planning Committee
agenda.
It was MOVED and SECONDED
That the MVRD Board:
a) determine that the proposed amendment to the regional land use designation
from Agricultural to Rural for the site at 9568 Burns Drive is not required; and
b) direct staff to notify the City of Delta that the rezoning does not require a
Metro 2040 regional land use designation amendment or a Regional Context
Statement amendment.
CARRIED
5.3

2020 Agriculture Awareness Grant Recommendations
Report dated April 7, 2020 from Theresa Duynstee, Senior Planner, Regional
Planning and Housing Services, seeking MVRD Board approval to award the
annual Agricultural Awareness Grants to the twelve non-profit organizations,
totalling $45,000.
It was MOVED and SECONDED
That the MVRD Board award the annual Agriculture Awareness Grants to the
following twelve non-profit organizations as described in the report
dated April 7, 2020,
titled
“2020
Agriculture
Awareness
Grant
Recommendations”:
i. BC Agriculture in the Classroom Foundation, for the “Take a Bite of BC”
project in the amount of $5,000;
ii. BC Association of Farmers' Markets, for the “Metro Vancouver
Expansion: BC Farmers Market Trail” in the amount of $5,000;
iii. BC Chicken Growers’ Association, for the “Poultry in Motion Educational
Mini Barn” project in the amount of $4,000;
iv. DRS Earthwise Society, for the “Tomato Festival” in the amount of $2,500;
v. Fraser Valley Farm Direct Marketing Association, for “Revitalizing BC Farm
Fresh for Today’s Farm-Direct Customers” in the amount of $4,000;
vi. Growing Chefs Society, for “Metro Vancouver Classroom Gardening and
Cooking Program” in the amount of $4,000;
vii. Haney Farmers Market Society, for the “Two Bite Club” project in the
amount of $2,000;
viii. Kwantlen Polytechnic University Foundation, for “Farm School Knowledge
Mobilization with First Nations” for the amount of $4,000;
ix. Langley Environmental Partners Society, for the “Langley Eats Local” project
in the amount of $5,000;
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x.
xi.
xii.

North Shore Neighbourhood House, for “Edible Garden Seed Saving Project”
in the amount of $5,000;
Richmond Food Security Society, for the “Groundswell – Building
Awareness” project in the amount of $3,100; and
The Renfrew-Collingwood Food Security Institute for the “Harvest, Cook,
Connect: Linking Newcomer Farmers & Consumers” in the amount of
$1,400.
CARRIED

Members commented on the impact of the novel coronavirus (COVID-19)
pandemic on the organizations receiving Agricultural Awareness Grants, and
discussed the ability of recipients to defer use of the funds to 2021.
Request of Staff
Staff was requested to contact successful grant recipients regarding the use of
Agricultural Awareness Grant funds in the year 2020 or deferral to 2021.
5.4

Metro Vancouver 2040: Shaping our Future - 2019 Procedural Report
Report dated April 9, 2020 from Heidi Lam, Senior Policy and Planning Analyst,
Regional Planning and Housing Services, providing members with the Metro
Vancouver 2040: Shaping our Future 2019 procedural report.
It was MOVED and SECONDED
That the MVRD Board receive for information the report dated April 9, 2020, titled
“Metro Vancouver 2040: Shaping our Future - 2019 Procedural Report”.
CARRIED

5.5

Social Equity in Regional Growth Management Phase 2 Study – Project Initiation
Report dated April 2, 2020 from Erin Rennie, Senior Planner, Regional Planning
and Housing Services, informing members of the scope, objective and timeline of
the Social Equity in Regional Growth Management Phase 2 Study project.
Members were provided with a presentation on regional social equity and growth
management, connectivity with resiliency planning, and alignment with senior
levels of government policies.
Presentation material titled “Social Equity in Regional Growth Management Phase
2 Study – Project Initiation” is retained with the May 1, 2020 Regional Planning
agenda.
It was MOVED and SECONDED
That the Regional Planning Committee receive for information the report
dated April 2, 2020, titled “Social Equity in Regional Growth Management Phase
2 Study – Project Initiation”.
CARRIED
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5.6

Metro 2040 Implementation Policy Review Scope of Work
Report dated April 9, 2020 from Eric Aderneck, Senior Planner, Regional Planning
and Housing Services, providing members with the Metro 2040 Implementation
Policy Review scope of work.
It was MOVED and SECONDED
That the MVRD Board receive for information the report dated April 9, 2020, titled
“Metro 2040 Implementation Policy Review Scope of Work.
CARRIED

5.7

Metro 2040 Rural Policy Review – Scope of Work
Report dated April 22, 2020 from Theresa Duynstee, Senior Planner, Regional
Planning and Housing Services, providing members with the scope, objective and
timeline of the Metro 2040 Rural Policy Review.
It was MOVED and SECONDED
That the Regional Planning Committee receive for information the report dated
April 22, 2020, titled “Metro 2040 Rural Policy Review – Scope of Work.
CARRIED

5.8

Metro 2040 Housing Policy Review – Discussion Paper
Report dated March 9, 2020 from Jessica Hayes, Planner, Regional Planning and
Housing Services, providing members with preliminary policy consideration for
the Metro 2040 Housing Policy Review.
It was MOVED and SECONDED
That the Regional Planning Committee receive for information the report dated
March 9, 2020, titled “Metro 2040 Housing Policy Review – Discussion Paper”.
CARRIED

5.9

Housing Agreement Implementation Workshop and Resource Guide
Report dated March 2, 2020 from Jessica Hayes, Planner, Regional Planning and
Housing Services, providing members with an overview of the What Works:
Securing Affordable and Special Needs Housing through Housing Agreements
resource guide and Housing Agreement Implementation workshop.
It was MOVED and SECONDED
That the Regional Planning Committee receive for information the report dated
March 2, 2020, titled “Housing Agreement Implementation Workshop and
Resource Guide”.
CARRIED

5.10

Manager’s Report
Report dated April 3, 2020 from Heather McNell, General Manager, Regional
Planning and Housing Services, providing members with an update on the
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Regional Planning Committee 2020 Work Plan, highlighting the “Hey Neighbour
Collective Project” support and Food Flows in Metro Vancouver study.
It was MOVED and SECONDED
That the Regional Planning Committee receive for information the report dated
March 13, 2020, titled “Manager’s Report”.
CARRIED
6.

INFORMATION ITEMS
No items presented.

7.

OTHER BUSINESS
No items presented.

8.

BUSINESS ARISING FROM DELEGATIONS
No items presented.

9.

RESOLUTION TO CLOSE MEETING
No items presented.

10.

ADJOURNMENT/CONCLUSION
It was MOVED and SECONDED
That the Regional Planning Committee conclude its regular meeting of May 1, 2020.
CARRIED
(Time: 10:09 a.m.)

____________________________
Genevieve Lanz,
Legislative Services Coordinator

____________________________
Jonathan Coté, Chair
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5.1
To:

Regional Planning Committee

From:

Theresa Duynstee, Senior Planner, Regional Planning and Housing Services

Date:

May 20, 2020

Subject:

Food Flows in Metro Vancouver: Study Results

Meeting Date: June 12, 2020

RECOMMENDATION
That the MVRD Board receive for information the report dated May 20, 2020, titled “Food Flows in
Metro Vancouver: Study Results”.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
A recently completed study, Food Flows in Metro Vancouver commissioned by Metro Vancouver,
describes the food commodities that are transported across regional district boundaries. The results
include international imports and exports through the Port of Vancouver, U.S. border and YVR air
cargo, as well as information on interprovincial food flows and the overall BC food supply.
Metro Vancouver is a food distribution hub for the province with approximately 78% of the total
provincial food supply crossing regional boundaries. While 40% percent of the BC food supply is from
international imports, it was estimated that 35% is sourced from within the province and only 14% of
the Metro Vancouver food supply is sourced within the region. This study will inform other work
related to food distribution, regional planning and emergency management.
PURPOSE
To share the results of the Food Flows in Metro Vancouver study (Attachment) with the Regional
Planning Committee and MVRD Board.
BACKGROUND
In December 2019, Metro Vancouver hired Davies Transportation Consulting Inc. to conduct a Food
Flows in Metro Vancouver study (the Study). The purpose of the Study was to find out how food
moves across the region, identify vulnerabilities in the food distribution systems and inform regional
land use and transportation planning as well as emergency management. A final report was
submitted on April 30, 2020 and was shared with the Agricultural Advisory Committee at its meeting
on May 22, 2020. The Study is now ready for Regional Planning Committee and Board receipt.
FOOD FLOWS IN METRO VANCOUVER STUDY
“Metro Vancouver Food Flows” refers to the movement of food across regional district boundaries.
The Study compiled data from multiple sources on the types of food commodities that are imported
into and exported from the region (both volume and dollar value), and the transportation method
used to move food across the region to other provincial or national destinations. The Study also
includes an estimate of the food supply, which is based on the food consumed by BC residents. Table
1 presents the categories used to describe the different origins and destinations of the Metro
Vancouver Food Flows.

39120381

Regional Planning Committee

Food Flows in Metro Vancouver: Study Results
Regional Planning Committee Regular Meeting Date: June 12, 2020
Page 2 of 5

Most of the data used in the Study was obtained from Statistics Canada (2018), while other
information had to be calculated based on population or was derived from other sources. The
available shipping units made it a challenging study because of the necessity to convert values to
quantities and vice versa.
Table 1: Metro Vancouver Food Flows
CATEGORY
DESCRIPTION
Intra-regional Flows
Food produced and consumed in Metro Vancouver.
Intra-provincial
Imports

Food produced in BC outside of Metro Vancouver and transported to
Metro Vancouver for consumption.

Intra-provincial
Exports

Food produced in Metro Vancouver and transported to other
regions of BC for consumption.

Inter-provincial
Imports

Food produced in the other provinces of Canada and transported to
Metro Vancouver for consumption.

Inter-provincial
Exports

Food produced in Metro Vancouver and transported to other
provinces for consumption.

U.S. Imports

Food produced in the U.S. and transported to Metro Vancouver or
through Metro Vancouver to other Canadian locations for
consumption.

U.S. Exports

Food produced in Metro Vancouver or other locations in Canada and
transported through Metro Vancouver for consumption in the U.S.

Offshore Imports

Food produced in overseas countries and transported to Metro
Vancouver or through Metro Vancouver to other Canadian locations
for consumption.

Offshore Exports

Food produced in Metro Vancouver or other locations in Canada and
transported through Metro Vancouver for consumption in overseas
countries.

STUDY RESULTS
In 2018, the total cargo of food flowing across Metro Vancouver’s borders (exports and imports) is
estimated to be 33.7 million tonnes worth $32 billion. Most of this volume (83%) are grains that are
being exported from the prairie provinces.
The total annual food supply (based on consumption) for BC is estimated to be 4.8 million tonnes and
includes food consumed in Metro Vancouver plus the rest of BC. It was estimated that the source of
the BC food supply includes 39.6% from international imports, 27.1% inter-provincial and 34.9% intraprovincial. The intra-provincial figure reveals that approximately 35% of the BC food supply is sourced
from within the province.
The Metro Vancouver food supply was estimated to be 53% of the provincial food supply (based on
population), which equals approximately 2.54 million tonnes. Approximately a 32% of the food supply
for Metro Vancouver is sourced from BC and 14% of the Metro Vancouver food supply is sourced
within the region.
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Metro Vancouver is a food distribution hub for the province and other parts Canada. An estimated
3.8 million tonnes, or 78% of the total provincial food supply, crosses the region’s boundaries. A
description of the BC food supply by commodity is provided in Table 2. Information on commodities
used as inputs into food manufacturing, which are highly processed food and not typically consumed
directly, are not included in the Statistics Canada data. This situation may overstate the basic
commodities and underestimate the amount of food used in processing.
Table 2: BC Food Supply by Commodity
COMMODITY FOOD SOURCE
Dairy
BC produces 80% of fluid milk but imports 70% of cheese and processed
milk from other provinces. Metro Vancouver (14%) & Fraser Valley (62%)
account for 76% of provincial fluid milk supply.
Poultry

BC is self-sufficient in poultry products (chicken and turkey); 24% is sourced
from Metro Vancouver and 56% from the Fraser Valley.

Beef

80% + is sourced inter-provincially.

Pork

54% is sourced inter-provincially and 37% is intra-provincial.

Eggs

Eggs produced in the Lower Mainland accounts for 77% of total BC
production; 54,000 tonnes is sourced from Metro Vancouver (6%) and the
Fraser Valley (94%).

Seafood

Metro Vancouver generates a surplus of seafood products as most seafood
is processed in the Lower Mainland (81%). In 2018, commercial harvest
landings was 196,300 tonnes and aquaculture was 98,000 tonnes.

Honey

BC honey production is 1,544 tonnes, while consumption is 7,288 tonnes.
Metro Vancouver accounts for 40% of BC production.

Vegetables

18.5% of vegetables is sourced intra-provincially. BC potato production is
50% of potato consumption and 34% of other vegetables. Excluding
potatoes, BC is heavily dependent on international imports of vegetables
(63% of vegetables consumed). The Lower Mainland accounted for 68% of
BC vegetable production in 2016.

Fruit

BC is highly dependent on international imports of fruit (98% of
consumption). BC exports blueberries, cranberries and cherries.

Rice

Metro Vancouver is a major gateway for rice; imports are both international
(75% or 92,927 tonnes) and from the U.S. (31,436 tonnes).

Milling
Products

179,229 tonnes of milling products are consumed, which 15.3% are sourced
intra-provincially. Wheat flour accounts for 90% of BC consumption. Most
mills are located in Metro Vancouver or the Fraser Valley.

LESSONS LEARNED
The Study produced a technical report that provides information about the transportation of food
commodities in and through Metro Vancouver and the amount of food consumed in BC. It is the first
time this data has been compiled in one place to give a new perspective on the BC food supply and
the region’s food distribution system. It is anticipated that the results will be used to inform other
studies related to regional land use planning, good movements, emergency management and climate
change adaptation.
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Some of the key lessons learned from the Study include the following:


Metro Vancouver and BC are self-sufficient in the supply managed commodities (dairy,
poultry and eggs), however the region is dependent on the U.S. for fruits and vegetables.
Almost 60% of the BC imported food supply requires temperature-controlled distribution.



Trucking dominates the food supply chain for Metro Vancouver. Trucks offer a flexible mode
of transporting food but also can be disrupted by road closures.



Missing from the data are the sources and quantity of feed inputs used in the production of
poultry, eggs and dairy and the degree that these commodities are dependent on imports.



Both self-sufficiency and resilience contributes to food security. There is value in having
multiple sources of food, both local and imported.



Going forward, we need to consider the resiliency of the BC and Metro Vancouver food
supply; where is it most successful and where are the significant vulnerabilities in the food
supply and distribution system?

The discussion at the May Agricultural Advisory Committee meeting also considered the following:


The extent the estimates differ from the B.C. Food Self-Reliance report completed by the
Ministry of Agriculture and Lands in 2006.



The ability of this study to estimate how much of the food produced in the Lower Mainland
is actually consumed in the Lower Mainland. A remaining gap is the amount and types of food
that farmers are selling directly to consumers.



Supply chains are based on economics and will prioritize the lowest cost food or feed supplies.

NEXT STEPS
Staff will continue to share the results of the Study with other agencies so that the data can be used
to inform other programs and research initiatives. Further discussion on avenues to address the
vulnerabilities of the regional food system are warranted especially under emergency situations. The
COVID Response Task Force will also receive this report due to their interest in the region’s food
security and resilience.
ALTERNATIVES
This is an information report. No alternatives are presented.
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS
The cost of this study was $40,000, which was distributed over the Board-approved 2019 and 2020
Regional Planning budgets.
CONCLUSION
The Food Flows in Metro Vancouver study provides a unique perspective on how food is being
transported across regional boundaries and identified the sources of the food supply for BC and
Metro Vancouver. This Study can be used to inform other regional land use planning and emergency
management initiatives.
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Attachment
Report titled “Food Flows in Metro Vancouver Final Report”, dated April 30, 2020
39120381

Regional Planning Committee

ATTACHMENT

Food Flows in Metro Vancouver
Final Report
April 30, 2020

Davies Transportation Consulting Inc.
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1 Executive Summary
Davies Transportation Consulting Inc. was engaged by Metro Vancouver to conduct a “Food
Flow” study that describes the movements of food commodities to and from within and through
Metro Vancouver. Consulting team members included Philip Davies, Abra Brynne and Darryl
Anderson. For purposes of this study, food flows include:
•

Food products imported from offshore (via the Port of Vancouver or Vancouver International

Airport) or the U.S. (via the Metro Vancouver land border crossings) for consumption in Metro
Vancouver and the rest of B.C.;
•

Food products imported from other provinces for consumption in Metro Vancouver, and food

products imported from other provinces which are distributed to the rest of B.C. through Metro
Vancouver;
•

Food products imported from the rest of B.C. for consumption in Metro Vancouver;

•

Food products which are produced in Metro Vancouver which are exported to the rest of

B.C.;
•

Food products produced and consumed within Metro Vancouver (intra-regional shipments);

•

Food products which are exported to offshore destinations through the Port of Vancouver

or Vancouver International Airport;
•

Food products which are exported to the U.S. through the Lower Mainland border crossings;

•

Food products which are either produced in Metro Vancouver or imported from offshore or

the U.S. which are exported to other provinces.
A summary of estimated Metro Vancouver food flows by origin in 2018 is shown below. Total food
flows are estimated at 33.7 million tonnes.
Figure 1-1 Metro Vancouver Food Flows Summary 2018

Metro Vancouver Food Flows Summary 2018
Value CDN$
Flows
Tonnes
Millions
Offshore Imports
1,266,492
$3,424
US Imports
1,218,653
$3,045
Interprovincial Imports
977,421
$2,613
MV Intraprovincial Imports
527,858
$855
MV Intraprovincial Exports
101,105
$355
MV Intra-Regional Shipments
365,863
$1,118
Total BC Food Supply Flows
4,457,393
$11,411
Offshore Exports
27,982,248
$15,743
US Exports
685,227
$2,152
Interprovincial Exports
569,612
$2,292
Total Flows
33,694,480
$31,598

Regional Planning Committee

Avg Value $
per Tonne
$2,704
$2,499
$2,673
$1,620
$3,511
$3,056
$2,560
$563
$3,141
$4,023
$938
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The figures below illustrate these flows by cargo volume and value.1
Figure 1-2 Metro Vancouver Food Flows – Volumes

Figure 1-3 Metro Vancouver Food Flows – Values
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B.C. Food Supply
The total annual food supply (consumption) for B.C. is estimated at 4.8 million tonnes, distributed
among commodity groups as shown below.
Figure 1-4 B.C. Food Supply 2018 – Tonnes

Estimated BC Food Supply by Commodity 2018 Tonnes
1,200,000
1,000,000

Tonnes

800,000
600,000

400,000
200,000
0

Metro Vancouver Food Flows Related to B.C. Food Supply
Provincial food flows in Metro Vancouver include 100% of the food supply in Metro Vancouver,
plus a share of the food flows related to the food supply for the rest of B.C., which flow through
Metro Vancouver as a result of the region’s role as the distribution hub for the province. The
shares of ROBC food supply flowing through Metro Vancouver are estimated as follows:
•
100% of offshore imports destined to Metro Vancouver and the rest of B.C. are assumed
to flow through Metro Vancouver.
•
The share of US imports destined to Metro Vancouver and the rest of B.C. which flows
through Metro Vancouver is estimated based on the share of BC imports from the US entering
through the two Metro Vancouver land border crossings (Pacific Highway and
Lynden/Aldergove).
•
50% of imports from other provinces to the rest of B.C. are assumed to transit Metro
Vancouver in its role as a distribution hub.

Regional Planning Committee

10

Food Flows in Metro Vancouver

Davies Transportation Consulting Inc.

The resulting total Metro Vancouver food flows attributed to the provincial food supply (including
both Metro Vancouver and the rest of B.C.) are depicted below. Metro Vancouver food flows
related to the B.C. food supply total an estimated 3.8 million tonnes, approximately 78% of the
total provincial food supply.
Figure 1-5 Estimated Metro Vancouver Food Flows by Commodity – B.C. Food Supply (Tonnes)

Tonnes

Estimated Metro Vancouver Food Flows by Commodity
2018 - BC Food Supply (Tonnes)
700,000
600,000
500,000
400,000
300,000
200,000
100,000
0

The intraprovincial volumes and shares of the B.C. food supply in 2018 are shown below. The
intraprovincial flows are those which originate within B.C., and therefore represent domestic
production.
Figure 1-6 Estimated Metro Vancouver Intraprovincial Food Flows by Commodity – B.C. Food
Supply (Tonnes) 2018

Tonnes

Estimated Metro Vancouver Intraprovincial Food
Flows by Commodity 2018 - BC Food Supply (Tonnes)
400,000
350,000
300,000
250,000
200,000
150,000
100,000
50,000
0
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Supply managed commodities represent the largest portion of intraprovincial shipments. These
are goods whose production is regulated by provincial marketing boards, including the BC Milk
Marketing Board, BC Egg Marketing Board, BC Chicken Marketing Board, BC Turkey Marketing
Board, and BC Vegetable Marketing Commission.
The assessment of Metro Vancouver's level of food self-sufficiency required disaggregating
intraprovincial flows (within Metro Vancouver) and intraprovincial imports (products imported into
Metro Vancouver from other parts of the province). The analysis used the best available data on
agricultural and processed foods production by region. Intraregional flow estimates are based on
the share of provincial commodities produced in Metro Vancouver. The estimated percentages of
the Metro Vancouver food supply by source are indicated below.
Figure 1-7 Metro Vancouver Food Supply by Source

Metro Vancouver Food Supply by Source 2018
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Offshore Imports
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Intraregional Flows

Intraprovincial Imports to MV

Transportation by Mode
Estimated Metro Vancouver food flows by mode of marine and inland mode of transport are shown
below. It is not possible to disaggregate inland flows between rail and truck due to a lack of
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available data on Canadian rail intermodal traffic. Air cargo accounts for less than 0.1% of total
flows.
Figure 1-8 Metro Vancouver Food Flows by Mode of Transport 2018

Metro Vancouver Food Traffic by Marine
Mode of Transport 2018 - 000 Tonnes

Metro Vancouver Food Flows by Mode of
Inland Transport 2018 - 000 Tonnes

Bulk Imports :
117
Containerized
Exports :
4,090

Bulk Exports :
23,892

Rail
Intermodal &
Truck : 9,216

Carload Rail :
24,478

Containerized
Imports :
1,150

Perishable Food
Perishable food is defined as food products such as meat, poultry, fish, dairy products,
unprocessed raw fruits and vegetables that require temperature-controlled transportation and
storage. The shares of Metro Vancouver food flows related to the B.C. food supply requiring
temperature-controlled transport are shown below. Almost 60% of the total requires temperaturecontrolled distribution, and an additional 15% may require temperature-controlled transportation
if needed to protect from freezing.
Figure 1-9 Food Commodities Requiring Temperature-Controlled Transport – BC Food Supply

Metro Vancouver Food Flows Requiring Temperature - Controlled Transport:
BC Food Supply
Required

Edible Vegetables
15%

Potentially Required
Not Required

Edible Fruit
14%
Coffee, Tea
1%
Cereals
2%
Milling Products
11%
Oil Seeds
1%

Dairy Prods; Eggs; Honey
20%

Animal Or Vegetable Fats
4%
Fish, Crustaceans
1%
Meat
Misc Preparations
8%
4%

Sugar
5%
Prep Vegetables & Fruit
11%
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Temperature-Controlled Truck Trips
Temperature-controlled loaded truck trips of food commodities in Metro Vancouver have been
estimated based on the volumes of products that require temperature-controlled transport for
each origin-destination food flow. The resulting estimates by origin-destination flows are shown
below. The estimated annual total is 153,466 temperature-controlled loaded trips (i.e. trips with a
truck hauling a loaded refrigerated trailer or intermodal container); this is approximately one-third
of the total estimated rail intermodal and trucking volume.
Figure 1-10 Metro Vancouver Temperature-Controlled Loaded Truck Trips by Origin-Destination
Flow 2018

Metro Vancouver Temperature-Controlled Loaded
Truck Trips 2018
Intra-provincial
Traffic : 34,230 Trips

Offshore Exports :
34,626 Trips

Inter-provincial
Imports: 21,512 Trips

US Exports : 9,639
Trips
Inter-provincial
Exports: 5,972 Trips

US Imports: 44,010
Trips

Offshore Imports:
25,667 Trips
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2 Introduction
Davies Transportation Consulting Inc. was engaged by Metro Vancouver to conduct a “Food
Flow” study that describes how perishable agricultural products move across regional borders.
Consulting team members included Philip Davies, Abra Brynne and Darryl Anderson. The
research entailed compiling information on the volume of perishable food from agricultural or
aquaculture operations imported to and exported from Metro Vancouver, the methods used to
transport this food and the entry/exit locations for the food products.
For this study, perishable food is defined as food products that have specific storage requirements
such as meat, poultry, fish, dairy products, unprocessed raw fruits and vegetables that require
cold storage, as well as bulk grains and pulses. Imports and exports refer to the shipping of
commodities to and from the interprovincial, American and global markets.
The table below summarizes the Harmonized System 2-digit (HS2) categories of food products
included in the project scope.
Figure 2-1 Commodities Included in Project Scope

HS2 Code
02
03
04
07
08
09
10
11

HS2 Description
Meat
Fish, Crustaceans
Dairy Prods; Eggs; Honey
Edible Vegetables
Edible Fruit
Coffee, Tea
Cereals
Milling Products

HS2 Code
12
15
16
17
19
20
21

HS2 Description
Oil Seeds
Animal Or Vegetable Fats
Meat, Fish Preparations
Sugar
Bakers Wares
Prep Vegetables & Fruit
Misc Preparations

Within these categories, the analysis focuses primarily on commodities with the following
characteristics:
•

Perishable products produced for human consumption.

•

Commodities making up a significant share of overall food flows.

The analysis of flows concentrates on the stages of the food supply chain from farm production
to wholesale and logistics facilities rather than last-mile deliveries to the point of consumption, as
highlighted in the diagram below.
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Figure 2-2 Food Flows Study Primary Scope1

Adapted from A Framework for Assessing Effects of the Food System Malden C. Nesheim, Maria Oria,
and Peggy Tsai Yih, Editors; Committee on a Framework for Assessing the Health, Environmental, and
Social Effects of the Food System; Food and Nutrition Board; Board on Agriculture and Natural Resources;
Institute of Medicine; National Research Council Copyright 2015 by the National Academy of Sciences.
1
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3 Food Flows
3.1

Food Flow Origins and Destinations

Metro Vancouver cargo flows related to food consumption can be divided into two categories:
•

Food consumed in Metro Vancouver;

•
Food consumed elsewhere which travels through Vancouver en route to the point of
consumption.
Metro Vancouver food flows can be further categorized by origins and destination as illustrated
and defined below.
Figure 3-1 Metro Vancouver Food Flows

•

Intraregional Flows: food which is produced and consumed in Metro Vancouver.

•
Intraprovincial Imports: food which is produced in B.C. outside of Metro Vancouver and
transported to Metro Vancouver for consumption.
•
Intraprovincial Exports: food which is produced in Metro Vancouver and transported to
other regions of B.C. for consumption.
•
Interprovincial Imports: food which is produced in the other provinces of Canada and
transported to Metro Vancouver for consumption.
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•
Interprovincial Exports: food which is produced in Metro Vancouver and transported to
other provinces for consumption.
•
U.S. Imports: food produced in the U.S. and transported to Metro Vancouver or through
Metro Vancouver to other Canadian locations for consumption.
•
U.S. Exports: food produced in Metro Vancouver or other locations in Canada and
transported through Metro Vancouver for consumption in the U.S.
•
Offshore Imports: food produced in overseas countries and transported to Metro
Vancouver or through Metro Vancouver to other Canadian locations for consumption.
•
Offshore Exports: food produced in Metro Vancouver or other locations in Canada and
transported through Metro Vancouver for consumption in overseas countries.

3.2
3.2.1

Factors Influencing Food Flows
Population

Population determines the relative magnitude of food consumption in each region. In 2018 Metro
Vancouver accounted for 53% of the population of British Columbia, and consequently the largest
share of consumption in the province.
Figure 3-2 B.C. Population by Regional District
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The Regional Districts with the next largest share include the Capital Region with 8%; Fraser
Valley with 6%; and Central Okanagan with 4%.
3.2.2

Agricultural Land Base

The agricultural land base determines the production potential of each region and is a major
influence on food flows. Due to the mountainous topography of the province, B.C. has a limited
agricultural land base. Through the provincial Agricultural Land Commission Amendment Act,
agricultural land is designated for agriculture as the priority use, and non-agricultural uses are
restricted. The figure below shows lands in the Agricultural Land Reserve in B.C.
Figure 3-3 B.C. Agricultural Land Base
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The following figure shows the extent of the Agricultural Land Reserve in the Lower Mainland,
including Metro Vancouver.
Figure 3-4 B.C. Lower Mainland Agricultural Base

The types of commodities which can be economically produced within BC are limited by the
climate. For example, BC’s temperate climate makes it unsuitable for commercial production of
tropical fruit so the province is dependent on supplies from the U.S. or offshore countries.
3.2.3

Location and Transportation Infrastructure

The magnitude of Metro Vancouver food flows is influenced by the region’s location and
transportation infrastructure. In general, transportation costs increase with distance so closer
sources of supply are preferred.
The routing of food flows is also dependent on the efficiency and capacity of transportation
infrastructure. Metro Vancouver is the primary entry point in B.C. for U.S. and offshore trade
flows. The Metro Vancouver border crossings (Pacific Highway and Aldergrove) accounted for
84% of B.C.’s imports from the U.S. and 70% of B.C.’s exports to the U.S. by value at the land
border crossings in 2018.
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Food-related offshore ocean freight in B.C. moves through the Ports of Vancouver or Prince
Rupert. Port of Prince Rupert food-related ocean freight flows consist primarily of bulk or
containerized grain exports, and imports are generally destined outside of B.C., so the Port of
Vancouver has the dominant role in offshore food flows related to the food supply in B.C.
Virtually all international air cargo in B.C. passes through Vancouver International Airport.
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4 International Trade
4.1

Port of Vancouver Imports and Exports

Statistics on Port of Vancouver food imports and exports in 2018 by commodity group are shown
below.2 Food traffic totalled 29.2 million tonnes in 2018. Exports accounted for 96% of total traffic.
Figure 4-1 Port of Vancouver Food Imports and Exports 2018

Port of Vancouver Food Imports and Exports 2018 (Tonnes)
Imports
Exports
000
Share of
Share of
HS2 Description
Tonnes
Imports 000 Tonnes Exports
Meat
34,843
2.8%
592,196
2.1%
Fish, Crustaceans
149,806
11.8%
110,535
0.4%
Dairy Prods; Eggs; Honey
9,831
0.8%
23,084
0.1%
Edible Vegetables
107,555
8.5%
3,662,830
13.1%
Edible Fruit
154,221
12.2%
21,221
0.1%
Coffee, Tea, Spices
37,547
3.0%
3,342
0.0%
Cereals
103,138
8.1%
11,883,470 42.5%
Milling Products
56,127
4.4%
165,855
0.6%
Oil Seeds
15,771
1.2%
9,647,473
34.5%
Animal Or Vegetable Fats
33,604
2.7%
1,647,964
5.9%
Meat, Fish Preparations
4,030
0.3%
1,238
0.0%
Sugar
143,163
11.3%
40,420
0.1%
Bakers Wares
52,574
4.2%
2,377
0.0%
Prep Vegetables & Fruit
157,572
12.4%
61,929
0.2%
Misc Preparations
206,711
16.3%
118,316
0.4%
Total
1,266,492 100.0% 27,982,248 100.0%

2

Source: Port of Vancouver.
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Exports by commodity are shown in the figure and table below.
Figure 4-2 Port of Vancouver Food Exports 2018

Port of Vancouver Food Exports 2018
14,000
12,000

000 Tonnes

10,000
8,000
6,000
4,000
2,000
0

Figure 4-3 Port of Vancouver Food Exports – Major Commodities 2018

Port of Vancouver Food Exports - Major Commodities 2018
HS2 Code

HS2 Description

10

Cereals

Commodity Name
Wheat

2018 Tonnes

Share

8,653,270

31%

12

Oil Seeds

Canola

7,493,479

27%

7

Edible Vegetables

Dried Pea

2,561,155

9%

12

Oil Seeds

Soybean

1,917,768

7%

10

Cereals

Malt Barley

1,823,744

7%

15

Animal or Vegetable Fats

Canola Oil

1,551,853

6%

10

Cereals

Durum Wheat

993,802

4%

7

Edible Vegetables

Dried Lentil

943,042

3%

2

Meat

Frozen Pork

304,104

1%

Others

1,740,222

6%

Total

27,982,438

100%
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Export traffic consists primarily of grains, oilseeds and specialty crops3 produced in the Prairie
provinces and shipped directly by rail to terminal elevators at the Port.
Figure 4-4 Origins of Grains, Oilseeds and Specialty Crops Exports Through Vancouver Crop Year
2017/20184

Origins of Grains, Oilseeds and Specialty Crops Shipped to the Port of Vancouver
Crop Year 2017/2018
Province
000 Tonnes
Share
Saskatchewan
13,471
51%
Alberta
11,378
43%
Manitoba
1,326
5%
British Columbia
213
1%
Grand Total
26,388
100%
Imports consist of consumer products and commodities used as inputs in local production of
food products, such as raw cane sugar.
Figure 4-5 Port of Vancouver Food Imports 2018

Port of Vancouver Food Imports 2018
250

000 Tonnes

200
150
100

50
0

3

Specialty crops include peas, lentils, mustard seed, canary seed, beans, sunflower seed, and
buckwheat.
4

Source: Grain Monitor Program Open Data Center Quorum Corporation http://grainmonitor.ca/GMODS/
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The table below shows the estimated value of food imports and exports through the Port of
Vancouver in 2018, based on average export prices of major commodities.5 Total value is
estimated at $19.2 billion, $3.4 billion for imports and $15.7 billion for exports.
Figure 4-6 Port of Vancouver Import and Export Values 2018

Port of Vancouver Food Imports and Exports 2018 (Cdn $ Millions)
Imports
Exports
HS2 Description
Meat
Fish, Crustaceans
Dairy Prods; Eggs; Honey
Edible Vegetables
Edible Fruit
Coffee, Tea, Spices
Cereals
Milling Products
Oil Seeds
Animal or Vegetable Fats
Meat, Fish Preparations
Sugar
Bakers Wares
Prep Vegetables & Fruit
Misc Preparations
Total

CDN $
Millions
$218
$179
$55
$180
$450
$200
$112
$70
$8
$79
$255
$222
$110
$620
$666
$3,424

Share of
Imports
6%
5%
2%
5%
13%
6%
3%
2%
0%
2%
7%
6%
3%
18%
19%
100%

Cdn$
Millions
$2,454
$266
$79
$1,558
$67
$14
$3,808
$131
$5,358
$1,601
$7
$33
$9
$80
$279
$15,743

Share of
Exports
16%
2%
1%
10%
0%
0%
24%
1%
34%
10%
0%
0%
0%
1%
2%
100%

Source: Canadian International Merchandise Trade Database https://www5.statcan.gc.ca/cimtcicm/home-accueil?lang=eng
5
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YVR Air Cargo

According to Statistics Canada, enplaned/deplaned (E/D) air cargo at Vancouver International
Airport (YVR) totalled 321,318 tonnes in 2018, as detailed below.6 Details on commodities
shipped and direction of traffic (inbound or outbound) are not available.
Figure 4-7 Vancouver International Airport Total Air Cargo 2018

Vancouver International Airport Air Cargo 2018
2018 Tonnes
Share
Domestic sector
114,795
36%
Transborder sector
42,267
13%
Other International sector
164,256
51%
Total cargo loaded and unloaded
321,318
100%
Air cargo is carried domestically within Canada as well as internationally to the U.S., the AsiaPacific Region, Europe, and Mexico and the Caribbean. Estimates of the value of YVR air cargo
by cargo type are shown below. 7
Figure 4-8 Value of YVR Air Cargo 2018

Estimated Value of YVR Enplaned/Deplaned Air Cargo 2018
Value (CDN $
Average Value
Cargo Type
Tonnes
Millions)
CDN$/Tonne
International Exports
$3,393
76,470
$44,370
International Imports
$6,099
73,324
$83,179
Domestic Outbound
$4,600
103,217
$44,566
Domestic Inbound
$4,408
98,898
$44,571
Total
$18,500
351,909
$52,570
Data on the commodity composition of domestic cargo is not available. The table below shows
the value of international exports by commodity for 2018. An analysis of air cargo by value done
for the Vancouver International Airport Authority (YVR) indicates that the value of food imports
and exports totalled $603 million in 2018, approximately 6% of the total.8 Under the assumption

Source: Statistics Canada Air Cargo Traffic at Canadian Airports Table: 23-10-0254-01. Note that
Statistics Canada statistics do not include cargo shipments by regional airlines.
7 Source: Vancouver International Airport Cargo Valuation Study 2019 Update Intervistas for Vaoncouver
International Airport August 2019 p. ii.
8 Ibid., p. 16.
6
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that the share of cargo by weight is the same as for value, international food shipments would
amount to approximately 9,000 tonnes, less than 0.1% of total food flows.
Figure 4-9 Vancouver International Airport International Air Cargo Value 2018

YVR International Air Cargo Value 2018 (CDN$ Millions)
Commodity

4.3

Imports

Exports

Seafood & Meat

$121

$398

Vegetables

$15

$17

Fruits

$13

$39

Food Total

$149

$454

Other Perishables

$27

$32

Other Commodities

$5,923

$2,907

Total

$6,099

$3,393

US Imports and Exports

The locations of B.C. – U.S. land border crossings are shown below.9
Figure 4-10 BC – US Land Border Crossings

There are two commercial crossings within Metro Vancouver: Blaine (Pacific Highway) and
Lynden (Aldergrove). Pacific Highway is by far the busiest commercial crossing in BC, accounting
for 81% of food imports and 68% of food exports. The second largest commercial crossing is
Eastport (Kingsgate) with 10% of food imports, followed by Sumas (Abbotsford) with 5% in 2018.

Excluding Blaine – Peace Arch (passenger only crossing) and Point Roberts. The names are the U.S.
designations for the crossings.
9
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Estimated shares of B.C. import traffic at the land border crossings through the two Metro
Vancouver border crossings are shown below, based on product values. 10
Figure 4-11 Metro Vancouver Border Crossings Import Shares

Metro Vancouver Food Border Crossings Estimated Shares of
Imports from US 2018
100%
80%
60%
40%
20%
0%

Total tonnage of imports and exports at the Metro Vancouver border crossings by commodity
group has been estimated based on product values for the Pacific Highway border crossing and
average values per tonne calculated from Canadian customs data retrieved from the Canadian
International Merchandise Trade Database.11 Details of food import and export estimates by
category are shown below.
Figure 4-12 Pacific Highway Border Crossing Imports and Exports Tonnage by Commodity Group

000 Tonnes

Pacific Highway Border Crossing Canadian Food Imports and
Exports 2018 (000 Tonnes)
400,000
350,000
300,000
250,000
200,000
150,000
100,000
50,000
0

Imports

Exports

Source: USA Trade Online https://usatrade.census.gov/
Canadian International Merchandise Trade Database https://www5.statcan.gc.ca/cimt-cicm/homeaccueil?lang=eng
10
11
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B.C. imports from the U.S. totalled 1.2 million tonnes, compared to 685,000 tonnes of exports.
Fruits and vegetables account for 58% of imports. The category with the largest share of exports
is animal or vegetable fats (primarily tallow and rapeseed (canola) oil).
Figure 4-13 Pacific Highway Food Imports and Exports 2018 – Volume

Pacific Highway Food Imports and Exports 2018 (Tonnes)
CDN Imports
CDN Exports
Share of
Share of
HS2 Description
Tonnes
Imports
Tonnes
Exports
Meat
52,189
4.3%
4,579
1%
Fish, Crustaceans
27,167
2.2%
66,014
10%
Dairy Prods; Eggs; Honey
19,500
1.6%
4,451
1%
Edible Vegetables
342,605
28.1%
43,151
6%
Edible Fruit
359,507
29.5%
65,030
9%
Coffee, Tea, Spices
9,426
0.8%
4,850
1%
Cereals
50,539
4.1%
72,095
11%
Milling Products
17,851
1.5%
102,710
15%
Oil Seeds
72,853
6.0%
7,220
1%
Animal Or Vegetable Fats
23,368
1.9%
196,489
29%
Meat, Fish Preparations
24,406
2.0%
1,730
0%
Sugar
31,193
2.6%
5,979
1%
Bakers Wares
72,933
6.0%
67,461
10%
Prep Vegetables & Fruit
62,925
5.2%
17,595
3%
Misc Preparations
52,189
4.3%
25,873
4%
Total
1,218,653 100.0%
685,227
100%

The value of food imports and exports at the Metro Vancouver border crossings by commodity
group in 2018 is shown below. The value of imports totalled $3.0 billion, compared to $2.1 billion
for exports.
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Figure 4-14 Pacific Highway Border Crossing Imports and Exports Value by Commodity Group

CDN$ Millions

Pacific Highway Border Crossing Food Canadian Imports
and Exports 2018 (CDN $ Millions)
800
700
600
500
400
300
200
100
0

Imports

Exports

Figure 4-15 Pacific Highway Food Imports and Exports 2018 – Value

Pacific Highway Food Imports and Exports 2018 (Cdn $ Millions)
CDN Imports
CDN Exports
CDN$
Share of
CDN$
Share of
HS2 Description
Millions
Imports
Millions
Exports
Meat
$248
8%
$22
1%
Fish, Crustaceans
$323
11%
$718
33%
Dairy Prods; Eggs; Honey
$20
1%
$16
1%
Edible Vegetables
$464
15%
$177
8%
Edible Fruit
$706
23%
$157
7%
Coffee, Tea, Spices
$115
4%
$56
3%
Cereals
$41
1%
$23
1%
Milling Products
$33
1%
$87
4%
Oil Seeds
$23
1%
$16
1%
Animal Or Vegetable Fats
$59
2%
$206
10%
Meat, Fish Preparations
$217
7%
$16
1%
Sugar
$37
1%
$29
1%
Bakers Wares
$231
8%
$269
12%
Prep Vegetables & Fruit
$282
9%
$111
5%
Misc Preparations
$248
8%
$251
12%
Total
$3,045
100%
$2,152
100%
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5 Food Supply in BC and Metro Vancouver
5.1

Methodology

Food flows in Metro Vancouver related to the food supply for the province include:
•

100% of the food supply in Metro Vancouver;

•
A share of the food flows related to the remaining provincial food supply which flow through
Metro Vancouver by virtue of the regional role as the distribution hub for the province.
The diagram below depicts the methodology used to estimate Metro Vancouver food flows
related to the food supply for the region and for the rest of B.C.
Figure 5-1 Estimation of Food Flows for Metro Vancouver and BC Food Supply

International
Imports for
Consumption

Metro Vancouver
Food Supply

Interprovincial
Imports

Metro Vancouver Food
Supply Flows

Intraprovincial
imports

Canada Food
Supply

BC Food Supply

International
Imports for
Consumption

Rest of BC Food
Supply

Offshore Imports
for Consumption

Metro Vancouver
Share 100%

US Imports for
Consumption

Metro Vancouver
Share

Interprovincial
Imports

Metro Vancouver
Share 50%

Intraprovincial
Shipments

Variable
Canada Food Supply
Metro Vancouver Food Supply
Rest of BC Food Supply
Food Supply by Source
International Imports Offshore
International Imports US
Metro Vancouver Share of US Imports

Rest of BC Food
Supply Flows

Metro Vancouver
Share 20%

Source
Statistics Canada Food Availability

Units
kg/person

Shares based on BC Stats regional population
estimates

tonnes

Shares based on Statistics Canada
Interprovincial Trade Tables

value
(CDN$)

Shares based on Statistics Canada
International Trade Data

value
(CDN$)

US Customs Data

value (US$)
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Statistics Canada Food Availability Statistics

The starting point for estimating Metro Vancouver food flows related to regional and provincial
consumption is the estimates of food supply developed by Statistics Canada through their food
statistics program. The food statistics tables are designed to provide annual measures of food
availability per person along with supply and disposition of selected food products. A wide range
of food products consumed by Canadians is covered by this program. These include dairy
products, beverages, eggs, pulses and nuts, sugars and syrups, cereal products, meats and
poultry, citrus fruits, fresh fruits, processed fruits, fresh vegetables, processed vegetables, juices,
oils and fats, and fish.14
Food products used as inputs for food production but not typically consumed directly are not
included in the food supply statistics. For Metro Vancouver, these consist primarily of:
•

Cereal grains (wheat, rye, oats, etc.) which are typically used as inputs in the production of

milling products such as flour. The only major cereal which is consumed directly in significant
quantities is rice.
•

Raw sugar which is imported through the Port of Vancouver and used in the production of

refined sugar products.
Based on the volume of trade reflected in trade statistics, the Food Supply statistics underestimate
food supply in Bakers Wares and Miscellaneous Preparations, particularly for highly processed
foods. Food supply estimates for these commodities in this study were increased to reflect more
realistic values.

5.3

BC and Metro Vancouver Food Supply

The food supply estimates are calculated on a national basis; for purposes of this study, estimates
for B.C. and Metro Vancouver are calculated based on provincial and regional population totals.
Total food supply for B.C. is estimated at 4.8 million tonnes, distributed among commodity groups
as shown below.
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Figure 5-2 B.C. Food Supply 2018 – Tonnes

Estimated BC Food Supply by Commodity 2018 Tonnes
1,200,000
1,000,000

Tonnes

800,000
600,000

400,000
200,000
0

The values of these commodity flows has been estimated based on customs values for offshore
and U.S. imports; domestic values are based on US import values. Estimated values are shown
below. The total value of the total B.C. food supply is estimated at CDN$12.9 billion.
Figure 5-3 B.C. Food Supply 2018 – Values

Estimated BC Food Supply by Commodity 2018 - Values
CDN $ Millions
$3,000

CDN $ Millions

$2,500
$2,000
$1,500
$1,000
$500
$0
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BC Food Supply by Source

The source of food consumed in B.C. has been estimated from data on international and
interprovincial trade compiled by Statistics Canada from the supply and use tables in the inputoutput tables. The supply and use tables trace the production of commodities by domestic
industries, combined with imports, through their uses by industries or as final consumption,
investment or exports.12 The most recent data available is for 2016.
The figure below shows estimates of food supply by source for major commodity groups
generated by applying the 2016 trade shares to the 2018 data. In total, international imports
account for 39.6%; interprovincial imports for 27.1%; and intraprovincial shipments for 34.9%.
Figure 5-4 BC Food Supply by Source 2018

Estimated Shares of BC Food Supply by Source 2018
100%

5%

90%
80%

28%

19%

2%

44%

20%

15%

11%
31%

8%

11%
22%

24%

3%

14%

3%

67%

9%
62%

60%

21%

6%
40%

50%
9%

79%

44%

20%
0%

80%

57%

86%
74%

63%
37%

12%

77%

60%

55%
40%

30%

30%

38%

39.3%

12%

3%

International Imports

5.5

26.3%

20%

40%

10%

34.3%

53%

70%

30%

34%

40%

Interprovincial Imports

Intraprovincial

Metro Vancouver Share of Provincial Food Supply

Food flows in Metro Vancouver related to the food supply for the province include 100% of the
food supply in Metro Vancouver, plus a share of the food flows related to the food supply for the
rest of B.C. (ROBC) which flow through Metro Vancouver by virtue of the regional role as the

Statistics Canada. Table 12-10-0101-01 Interprovincial and international trade flows, basic prices,
detail level (x 1,000) https://www23.statcan.gc.ca/imdb/p2SV.pl?Function=getSurvey&SDDS=1401
12
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distribution hub for the province. The shares of ROBC food supply flowing through Metro
Vancouver are estimated as follows:
•

100% of offshore imports are assumed to flow through Metro Vancouver.

•

The share of US imports flowing through Metro Vancouver is estimated based on the share

of BC imports from the US entering through the two Metro Vancouver border crossings (Pacific
Highway and Lynden/Aldergove).
•

50% of ROBC imports from other provinces are assumed to transit Metro Vancouver in its

role as a distribution hub.
The resulting shares of ROBC food supply by commodity group which flow through Metro
Vancouver are shown in the figure below.
Figure 5-5 Metro Vancouver Food Flows Estimated Shares of Rest of B.C. Food Supply

Metro Vancouver Food Flows Estimated Shares of
Rest of BC Food Supply
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

The resulting total Metro Vancouver food flows related to the provincial food supply (including
both Metro Vancouver and the rest of B.C.) are depicted below. The total volume is estimated to
be approximately 3.8 million tonnes, with a value of $10.4 billion.
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Figure 5-6 Estimated Metro Vancouver Food Flows by Commodity – B.C. Food Supply (Tonnes)

Estimated Metro Vancouver Food Flows by Commodity
2018 - BC Food Supply (Tonnes)
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Figure 5-7 Estimated Metro Vancouver Food Flows by Commodity – B.C. Food Supply (Value)

Estimated Metro Vancouver Food Flows by Commodity
2018 - BC Food Supply (CDN $ Millions)
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6 Intraprovincial and Intraregional Food Flows
The intraprovincial volumes and shares of the B.C. food supply in 2018 are shown below. The
intraprovincial flows are those which originate within B.C., and therefore represent domestic
production.
Figure 6-1 Metro Vancouver Intraprovincial Tonnes 2018

Estimated Metro Vancouver Intraprovincial Food Flows by
Commodity 2018 - BC Food Supply (Tonnes)
400,000
350,000

Tonnes

300,000
250,000
200,000
150,000
100,000
50,000
0

The assessment of Metro Vancouver's level of food self-sufficiency required disaggregating
intraprovincial flows (within Metro Vancouver) and intraprovincial imports (products imported into
Metro Vancouver from other parts of the province). The analysis used the best available data on
agricultural and processed foods production by region. Intraregional flow estimates are based on
the share of provincial commodities produced in Metro Vancouver. The estimated percentages of
the Metro Vancouver food supply by source are indicated below.
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Figure 6-2 Metro Vancouver Food Supply by Source

In total approximately 14% of the Metro Vancouver food supply is sourced within the region, and
18% is sourced from the rest of B.C..
Supply managed commodities represent the largest portion of intraprovincial shipments. These
are commodities whose production is regulated by provincial marketing boards, including the BC
Milk Marketing Board, BC Egg Marketing Board, BC Chicken Marketing Board, BC Turkey
Marketing Board, and BC Vegetable Marketing Commission.
Metro Vancouver accounts for the largest share of consumption for all food commodities within
the province, and the Fraser Valley Regional District accounts for the largest share of production
for all of these commodities. This highlights the importance of the Fraser Valley to the local food
supply for Metro Vancouver and the Lower Mainland as a whole.
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7 Food Supply by Commodity Group
Additional details on major commodity groups in the food supply are provided below.

7.1

HS 02 Meat

Meat accounted for an estimated 14.2% of intraprovincial shipments in 2018. B.C. production
consists primarily of poultry products (chicken and turkey). Based on BC Chicken Marketing Board
statistics, B.C. farmers produced 186,061 tonnes of chicken13 and 21,119 tonnes of turkey14 in
2018. On a net basis, B.C. is essentially self-sufficient in poultry products. The primary source of
beef is interprovincial imports (over 80%). Pork is supplied primarily through interprovincial
imports (54%) and intraprovincial shipments (37%).
Based on data from the 2016 Census of Agriculture, in 2016 Metro Vancouver accounted for 24%
and FVRD for 56% of provincial poultry production.15
Figure 7-1 BC and Lower Mainland Chicken Production 2011 and 2016

BC and Lower Mainland Broilers, Roasters and Cornish Production
2011
2016
Region
Tonnes
Share
Tonnes
Share
British Columbia
201,244
100%
212,372
100%
Fraser Valley
119,487
59%
134,625
63%
Greater Vancouver
56,654
28%
55,601
26%
Lower Mainland Total
176,141
88%
190,226
90%

Metro Vancouver production accounts for approximately 41% of Metro Vancouver consumption;
the balance is supplied primarily from the Fraser Valley Regional District. The locations of poultry
processing plants in Metro Vancouver and FVRD are depicted in the figure below.

Eviscerated weight. Source: B.C. Chicken Industry 2019 BC Chicken Marketing Board p. 1.
Eviscerated weight. Source: B.C. Turkey Industry 2019 BC Chicken Marketing Board p. 1.
15 Statistics Canada Table Poultry Production Table 32100429.
13
14
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Figure 7-2 Poultry Processing Plants in the Lower Mainland

7.2

HS 03 Seafood

Metro Vancouver generates a surplus of seafood products, substantially exceeding regional
consumption. The commercial harvest totalled 196,300 tonnes in 2018.16 Aquaculture production
totalled 98,000 tonnes, for total of 294,300 tonnes
The largest share of provincial seafood is processed in the Lower Mainland (Metro Vancouver).
According to a 2017 study conducted for Canada Fisheries and Oceans, the Lower Mainland
accounted for 43% of commercial seafood landings and 81% of seafood processing in 2016.17
Figure 7-3 Metro Vancouver Seafood Landings and Processing 2016

Source

Metro Vancouver Seafood Landings and Processing 2016
Metro Vancouver Landings - Commercial
Metro Vancouver Processing
Round Yield Edible Edible
Round
Yield Edible Edible
Tonnes
%
%
Tonnes vs Round wt Tonnes
Tonnes
vs Round wt Tonnes

Commercial Harvest
Landings
186,302
Aquaculture
Production
79,204

46%

85,699

50%

42,849

50%

81%

150,905

50%

75,452

81%

64,155

50%

32,078

Round weight (whole fish ungutted). Source: Sector Snapshot 2018: BC Seafood BC Department of
Agriculture https://www2.gov.bc.ca/gov/content/industry/agriculture-seafood/statistics/industry-andsector-profiles
17 Linkages Between Seafood Harvesting and Processing GSGislason & Associates For Canada
Fisheries and Oceans August 2017 p.3.
16
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B.C. consumption is estimated at approximately 48,000 tonnes (edible basis) in 2018.

7.3
7.3.1

HS 04 Dairy Products, Eggs and Honey
Dairy Products

Dairy products represent the largest share of intraprovincial shipments, accounting for over 30%
of the total. The table below shows B.C. production and consumption of dairy products from 2014
through 2018. Quantities are based on the conversion of fluid milk to milk solids to account for
the amount of milk required in the production of each category of processed (industrial) milk
products.
Figure 7-4 B.C. Production and Consumption of Dairy Products 2014 - 2018

BC Production and Consumption of Dairy Products
2014
2015
2016
2017
BC Production Fluid Milk 000 litres
690,522 722,150 734,877 793,820
Kg/L
1.03
1.03
1.03
1.03
BC Production Fluid Milk Tonnes
711,237 743,815 756,923 817,635
BC Production Milk Solids Tonnes
63,300
66,200
67,366
72,770

2018
812,901
1.03
837,288
74,519

Fluid Milk Products (MS Tonnes)
Industrial Milk Products (MS Tonnes)

46,718
53,096
99,814

Fluid Milk Products Share
Industrial Milk Products Share

47%
53%

46%
54%

44%
56%

42%
58%

41%
59%

63.4%

64.9%

62.3%

66.7%

66.5%

BC Production % of Consumption

47,000
55,072
102,072

47,385
60,789
108,174

46,177
62,954
109,131

46,305
65,691
111,995

On a net basis, B.C. production accounts for approximately two thirds of provincial consumption.
According to interprovincial trade data, B.C. produces over 80% of fluid milk requirements but
imports over 70% of cheese and other processed milk products from other provinces.
According to the BC Milk Marketing Board, the Fraser Valley (including Metro Vancouver and the
Fraser Valley Regional District) accounted for 76% of milk production in 2018.18 Extrapolating
from data on dairy cattle populations from the 2016 Census of Agriculture, Metro Vancouver
accounts for 14% and FVRD for 62% of the provincial total. On a net basis, Lower Mainland milk

18

B.C. Milk Industry 2019 BC Milk Marketing Board p.1.
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production is sufficient to provide approximately 90% of total Metro Vancouver demand for dairy
products. If FVRD consumption is included, Lower Mainland production is sufficient to provide
approximately 80% of total regional demand. Metro Vancouver production accounts for
approximately 17% of regional consumption.
Figure 7-5 Metro Vancouver and Fraser Valley Regional District Production of Dairy Products

Metro Vancouver and Fraser Valley Regional District Production of Dairy Products
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
Lower Mainland Production Share
76%
76%
76%
76%
76%
Metro Vancouver Production Share
14%
14%
14%
14%
14%
FVRD Production Share
62%
62%
62%
62%
62%
MV Production Tonnes Fluid
96,673
101,101 102,883 111,135 113,806
FVRD Production Tonnes Fluid
428,123 447,733 455,624 492,169 503,999
MV Production Tonnes Milk Solids
8,604
8,998
9,157
9,891
10,129
FVRD Production Tonnes Milk Solids
38,103
39,848
40,551
43,803
44,856
54,985
Fluid Milk Products (MS Tonnes)
24,771
24,903
25,147
24,530
24,622
Industrial Milk Products (MS Tonnes)
28,153
29,179
32,261
33,443
34,930
52,923
54,082
57,408
57,973
59,551
Fluid Milk Products
Industrial Milk Products

47%
53%

46%
54%

44%
56%

42%
58%

41%
59%

MV Production % of MV Consumption
FVRD % of MV Consumption
MV + FVRD % of MV Consumption

16%
72%
88%

17%
74%
90%

16%
71%
87%

17%
76%
93%

17%
75%
92%

The figure below shows major fluid milk processing plants in the Lower Mainland.
Figure 7-6 Major Milk Processing Plants in the Lower Mainland
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Eggs and Honey

According to the BC Egg Marketing Board, egg production in the province totalled 84 million dozen
eggs in 2018, or an estimated 50,400 tonnes.19 The Lower Mainland accounted for 77% of total
production in 2018. Based on data from the 2016 Census of Agriculture, Greater Vancouver
accounted for 9% of provincial production in 2016.20
Figure 7-7 BC and Lower Mainland Egg Production 2011 and 2016

Region
British Columbia
Fraser Valley
Greater Vancouver
Lower Mainland Total

BC and Lower Mainland Egg Production (Dozens)
2011
2016
Dozens
Share
Dozens
74,505,550
100%
80,447,599
55,022,149
74%
58,859,463
6,851,210
9%
7,066,681
61,873,359
83%
65,926,144

Share
100%
73%
9%
82%

Based on the production shares the 2016 Census of Agriculture, Metro Vancouver accounted for
8% and FVRD for 68% of total provincial production in 2018. On a net basis, Lower Mainland
production is sufficient to fulfill 60% of Metro Vancouver demand. Metro Vancouver production
accounts for approximately 6% of Metro Vancouver demand; the balance is primarily sourced
from FVRD. B.C. imports more eggs from other Canadian provinces and countries than it exports.
BC honey production is estimated at 1,544 tonnes21 and consumption at 7,288 tonnes in 2018.
Metro Vancouver accounts for an estimated 40% of BC honey production.22

7.4 HS 07 Vegetables
Vegetables accounted for an estimated 18.5% of intraprovincial food shipments in 2018. On a net
basis B.C. production accounted for almost 50% of potato consumption and 34% of other
vegetables. Excluding potatoes, B.C. is heavily dependent on international imports of vegetables
which account for approximately 63% of total consumption of vegetables.

Assuming a conversion factor of .6 kg per dozen.
Statistics Canada Table 32100430.
21 Statistics Canada Production and value of honey Table 32100353.
22 Estimated based on Statistics Canada 2016 Agricultural Census data.
19
20
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Based on acres planted data from the 2016 Census of Agriculture, the Lower Mainland accounted
for 68% of B.C. vegetable production in 2016. Metro Vancouver accounted for approximately 30%
and FVRD for 38%.
Figure 7-8 BC and Lower Mainland Vegetables Hectares Planted 2016

BC and Lower Mainland Vegetables Ha Planted
2011
2016
Region
Ha Planted
Share
Ha Planted
Share
British Columbia
6,591
100%
6,478
100%
Fraser Valley
2,199
33%
1,927
30%
Greater Vancouver
2,451
37%
2,463
38%
Lower Mainland Total
4,650
71%
4,390
68%

The Lower Mainland accounted for 60% of provincial consumption in 2018. Metro Vancouver
production accounts for approximately 23% of Metro Vancouver demand.

7.5

HS 08 Fruit

B.C. is highly dependent on international imports for fruit. International imports account for an
estimated 98% of total consumption. B.C. produces significant exportable surpluses of
cranberries, blueberries, and cherries. Export tonnage and values for selected products are
shown below.23 Metro Vancouver accounted for 54% of blueberry acreage in 2016.24
Figure 7-9 BC Fruit Exports 2018

BC Fruit Exports Selected Fruit Products 2018
Product
Tonnes
Value (CDN$ Millions)
Cranberries
104,286
$232.2
Other Frozen Fruit (includes Blueberries)
82,545
$194.1
Other Cherries - fresh
10,844
$90.5
Frozen Raspberries, mulberries, blackberries
2,438
$8.0
Sour Cherries - Fresh
2,157
$16.4
Frozen Strawberries
549
$2.0

Source: Canadian International Merchandise Trade Database https://www5.statcan.gc.ca/cimtcicm/home-accueil?lang=eng
24 Statistics Canada Marketable Fruit Table 32100417.
23
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HS 10 Cereals

Cereals include a variety of grains including wheat, durum, barley, oats, corn, rye and rice. Except
for rice, these products are not generally consumed directly but are used as inputs in the
production of other products. With the exception of some wild rice, rice is not produced in Canada.
Greater Vancouver is a major import gateway for rice shipments; 2018 import volumes are shown
below.
Figure 7-10 Greater Vancouver Rice Imports 2018

Greater Vancouver Rice Imports 2018
Source
Port of Entry
2018 Tonnes
Offshore countries Port of Vancouver
92,927
US
Pacific Highway Border Crossing
31,436
Total
124,363

Rice is one of the commodities included in the Statistics Canada food supply data, but there is no
data in the database (i.e. all observations are 0). Provincial and regional consumption figures
have been adjusted to compensate, based on an average per capita consumption of 12.8 kg per
year.25

7.7

HS 11 Milling Products

Milling products accounted for an estimated 179,229 tonnes in 2018, 15.3% of intraprovincial
shipments. The major product in this category is wheat flour, which accounts for over 90% of
consumption. Major B.C. flour mills are clustered in Metro Vancouver and FVRD; the locations
are depicted below.
Figure 7-11 Flour Mills in the Lower Mainland

25

Source: https://www.helgilibrary.com/indicators/rice-consumption-per-capita/canada/
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The only large facility in B.C. outside the Lower Mainland is the Rogers Foods flour mill at
Armstrong. Given the concentration of production facilities in Greater Vancouver, it is assumed
that Greater Vancouver is self-sufficient on a net basis in milling products.

7.8

HS 16 Meat and Fish Preparations

These products include sausages, hams, livers, and prepared or preserved seafood (including
canned seafood). The volumes of major imported commodities are shown below.
Figure 7-12 Greater Vancouver Meat and Fish Preparations Imports 2018

Source
Offshore
US
US
US
Total

Greater Vancouver Meat and Fish Preparations Imports 2018 - Selected Products
Port of Entry
Product
2018 Tonnes
Port of Vancouver
Canned Tuna
27,030
Pacific Highway Border Crossing Fish Preserved or Prepared (incl canned)
19,957
Pacific Highway Border Crossing Salmon Preserved or Prepared (incl canned)
8,482
Pacific Highway Border Crossing Sausages
4,045
59,514

The only product included in the Statistics Canada food supply data is “processed seafood”;
consumption is estimated at 22,213 tonnes for B.C. and 11,811 tonnes for Greater Vancouver.
The gap between import supplies and consumption suggests that substantial quantities of canned
fish are exported from B.C. to other provinces.

7.9

HS17 Sugar

Products in this category include raw and refined sugar, refined industrial sweeteners (lactose,
glucose and fructose), and sugar confectionery (including white chocolate).
The only sugar refinery in B.C. is the Rogers Sugar plant which is located on the south shore of
Burrard inlet at the Port of Vancouver. Raw cane sugar is received from vessels at the plant docks
and refined into a variety of consumer products. Sugar is also produced from sugar beets received
by rail from Alberta. Capacity of the Vancouver plant is approximately 240,000 tonnes per year26;
on a net basis this is sufficient to fulfill B.C. requirements, estimated at approximately 240,000
tonnes for B.C. and 128,000 tonnes for Metro Vancouver. Actual production depends on the
balance between production at the Vancouver plant and the Rogers plant in Taber, Alberta.

26

LanticRogers https://www.lanticrogers.com/en/about-us/locations/
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7.10 HS 19 Bakers Wares
Bakers wares include a wide variety of baked goods including noodles, bread, cereals, mixes and
doughs. Estimated 2018 import quantities for major products are shown below.
Figure 7-13 Greater Vancouver Bakers Wares Imports 2018

Greater Vancouver Bakers Wares Imports 2018 - Selected Products
Source
Offshore
US
US
US
US
US
US
Total

Port of Entry
Port of Vancouver
Pacific Highway Border Crossing
Pacific Highway Border Crossing
Pacific Highway Border Crossing
Pacific Highway Border Crossing
Pacific Highway Border Crossing
Pacific Highway Border Crossing

Product
Noodles
Bread, Cakes, Pastry
Mixes & Doughs for Prep of Bakers Wares
Prep Food, Swelling/roasting Cereal
Pasta, Prepared
Malt Extract; Flour, Meal, Milk Prod
Pasta, Stuffed, Whether or Not Cooked, Etc.

2018
Tonnes
30,746
28,647
11,401
7,491
7,335
6,500
3,787
95,907

7.11 HS20 Vegetable Preparations
This category includes fruit juices and a wide variety of canned and dried fruits and vegetables
and similar products. Major commodities imported are shown below.
Figure 7-14 Metro Vancouver Vegetable Preparations Imports 2018

Source
Offshore
Offshore
Offshore
Offshore
Offshore
Offshore
Offshore
Offshore
US
US
US
US
US
Total

Greater Vancouver Vegetable Preparations Imports 2018 - Selected Products
Port of Entry
Product
2018 Tonnes
Canned Fruit
Port of Vancouver
41,271
Juice Concentrate
Port of Vancouver
18,520
Fruit Pulp
Port of Vancouver
14,389
Canned
Vegetable
Port of Vancouver
12,372
Canned
Mushroom
Port of Vancouver
10,142
Fruit
Juice
Nc
Port of Vancouver
9,482
Canned
Pineapple
Port of Vancouver
8,921
Frozen
Vegetable
Port of Vancouver
8,342
Nuts
(exc
Peanuts)
And
Seeds,
Prepared
Pacific Highway Border Crossing
7,676
Potatoes,
Prepared
Not
Frozen
Pacific Highway Border Crossing
5,655
Potatoes, Prepared Frozen
Pacific Highway Border Crossing
8,755
Fruit & Edible Plant Parts Prep
Pacific Highway Border Crossing
7,593
Peanuts, Prepared or Preserved
Pacific Highway Border Crossing
6,231
159,349
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Offshore imports of these products through the Port of Vancouver totalled almost 160,000 tonnes
in 2018; imports from the U.S. through the Greater Vancouver border crossings totalled an
estimated 63,000 tonnes. Imports accounted for an estimated 38% of Metro Vancouver
consumption in 2018.
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8 Transportation by Mode
8.1

Marine Transportation

Port of Vancouver import and export food flows through Metro Vancouver include bulk
commodities and non-bulk commodities handled in international containers.
8.1.1

Bulk Commodities

Bulk commodities like wheat, canola, etc. are carried in dry bulk vessels which are loaded or
unloaded at specialized bulk terminals (primarily grain terminals) located on the North Shore or
South Shore of Burrard Inlet. Annual shipment volumes from 2014 to 2018 are shown below.
Figure 8-1 Port of Vancouver Bulk Food Traffic 2014 – 2018

Port of Vancouver Bulk Food Traffic 2014 - 2018 000 Tonnes
Exports
Mode
Commodity Name
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
Bulk Dry
Wheat
7,571 9,478 6,891 7,686 8,435
Bulk Dry
Canola
6,464 5,992 7,125 7,317 7,457
Bulk Dry
Dried Pea
2,080 2,157 2,729 2,410 1,854
Bulk Dry
Malt Barley
695
586
728
1,148 1,761
Bulk Liquid
Canola Oil
749
905
1,032 1,116 1,529
Bulk Dry
Soybean
415
899
1,013 1,255 1,267
Bulk Dry
Durum Wheat
1,361 1,239 2,073 1,985
993
Bulk Dry
Oat
0
18
57
29
171
Bulk Dry
Dried Lentil
409
471
430
347
167
Bulk Dry
Flaxseed
157
212
206
231
118
Bulk Liquid
Tallow
101
104
125
118
81
Bulk Dry
Barley Seed
2
0
0
29
56
Bulk Dry
Corn
0
1
2
1
2
Bulk Dry
Malt
50
20
8
2
0
Bulk Liquid
Linseed Oil
5
7
5
2
0
Bulk Liquid
Sunflower Oil
1
2
0
0
0
Grand Total Exports
20,060 22,091 22,424 23,678 23,892
Imports
Bulk Dry
Raw Sugar
96
113
112
77
116
8.1.2

Containerized Commodities

Other food commodities are shipped in international (ISO) containers on container vessels. These
are handled at port of Vancouver container terminals including Global Container Terminals (GCT)
Deltaport Terminal at Roberts Bank, the GCT Vanterm and DP World Centerm terminals on the
south shore of Burrard Inlet, and Fraser Surrey Docks on the Fraser River.
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Summary
Figure 8-2 Port of Vancouver Bulk and Containerized Food Traffic 2014 - 2018

Port of Vancouver Bulk and Containerized Food Traffic 2014 - 2018 000 Tonnes
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018

8.2

Bulk Exports
Bulk Imports

20,060
96

22,091
113

22,424
112

23,678
77

23,892
117

Containerized Exports
Containerized Imports

3,924
1,113

3,991
1,165

3,797
1,166

3,628
1,154

4,090
1,150

Total

25,193

27,359

27,500

28,537

29,249

Carload Rail Transportation

Rail traffic is disaggregated between carload (traffic moving in traditional freight cars such as box
cars, tank cars and hoppers) and intermodal traffic (containers and piggyback service). Carload
traffic includes all types of traffic except intermodal.
Large volumes of wheat, canola and other cereal grains for export are shipped to the Port of
Vancouver in large trains similar to unit trains. A unit train is a train in which all cars carry the
same commodity and are shipped from the same origin to the same destination. In the Lower
Mainland, unit trains are used for coal, potash and sulphur shipments. Grain trains are similar to
unit trains in that they are typically tendered to the railways in large car blocks, but they are not
necessarily handled as a single train. CN and CP provide rate incentives for car blocks of 100
cars or more for grain shipments. From August to November 2017, over 80% of grain cars were
supplied in lots of 100 or more by both CN and CP.27 These large car blocks can only be handled
at the major port terminals on the South Shore and North Shore of Burrard Inlet.
Other carload food commodities are shipped in manifest trains. A manifest train is comprised of
small blocks of mixed car types and multiple commodities, origins and destinations. These car
blocks must be marshalled from multiple origins into trains for transit, and the trains split into car
blocks for delivery to specific terminals at destination. In the Lower Mainland manifest train
operations are typically used for breakbulk cargo (lumber, pulp, etc.) and all dry and liquid bulk
commodities except coal, grain, potash and sulphur handled as unit trains. Significant quantities

Rail Activity and Capacity Issues in the Lower Mainland Area Davies Transportation Consulting Inc. for
Transport Canada Economic Analysis March 31, 2018 p. 10.
27
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of specialty crops28 are shipped in hopper cars and then transloaded to marine containers in Metro
Vancouver for export through the Port of Vancouver. The table below shows grain shipments to
the Port of Vancouver by rail for the 2017/2018 crop year.29 All of these shipments are exported;
domestic shipments of specialty crops within Western Canada totalled only 7,000 tonnes in the
2017/2018 crop year.30
Figure 8-3 Rail Carload Shipments of Grain and Specialty Crops to the Port of Vancouver Crop
Year 2017/2018

Grain Shipments to the Port of Vancouver by Rail Crop Year 2017/2018
Commodity
000 Tonnes
Estimated Carloads
Wheat
7,978
88,641
Durum
1,408
15,645
Barley
1,738
19,316
Canola
7,319
81,319
Canola Meal
994
11,043
Oats
173
1,920
Peas
2,621
29,122
Lentils
956
10,619
Soybeans
1,228
13,642
Flaxseed
271
3,013
Others
969
10,767
Total
25,654
285,046

8.2.1

Rail Infrastructure

The Lower Mainland rail network can be divided into three primary corridors accessing the three
major terminal clusters at the Port of Vancouver: (1) the Roberts Bank Rail Corridor accessing
Deltaport and the Westshore Terminals on Roberts Bank; (2) the South Shore Rail Corridor
accessing terminals on the South Shore of Burrard Inlet; and (3) the North Shore Rail Corridor
accessing terminals on the North Shore of Burrard Inlet. The network also includes: (4) a NorthSouth rail corridor between Vancouver and the Canada-US border, known as the Burlington
Northern Santa Fe (BNSF) mainline, which provides railway access to the Greater Vancouver
industrial network from the south; and (5) the Fraser River Trade Area Corridor, which provides

28

Specialty crops include peas, lentils, mustard seed, canary seed, beans, sunflower seed, and
buckwheat.
Source: Grain Monitoring Program (2017-18 Crop Year) Annual Report Data Tables Quorum
Corporation http://grainmonitor.ca/reports.html
30 Grain Monitoring Program (2017-18 Crop Year) Annual Report Table 2-2 M.
29
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access to the marine terminals on the Fraser River, including Fraser Surrey Docks and Annacis
Auto Terminal.
The primary routes for food shipments include the South Shore and North Shore Rail Corridors
accessing the grain terminals on the Inner Harbor (North Shore and South Shore of Burrard Inlet),
Burrard Inlet, and the Roberts Bank and South Shore Rail Corridors accessing the Deltaport and
South Shore container terminals respectively.

8.3

Rail Intermodal and Trucking

All food commodities except for those shipped by carload rail rely on intermodal rail or trucking
services for inland transport.
Rail intermodal traffic consists of cargo carried in shipping containers or truck trailers on railcars.
Intermodal service in Metro Vancouver is limited to transportation of shipping containers and can
be divided into international and domestic services. International traffic consists of standard
international marine containers (typically 20 ft. and 40 ft. containers) which carry import and export
cargo; and domestic traffic consists of shipments between points in North America in larger
domestic containers (typically 53 ft.). Intermodal trains serve a limited number of facilities in the
Lower Mainland; specifically, the three major port terminals (GCT Deltaport at Roberts Banks,
and GCT Vanterm and DPW Centerm on Vancouver’s South Shore) for international traffic and
the CN and CP Intermodal facilities (primarily for domestic traffic).
The most common truck trailer for food transportation (except bulk commodities) is a 53-foot dry
van or reefer trailer. The capacity of the trailer is determined by the nature of the commodity
carried and by provincial commercial vehicle weights and dimensions. Low density products such
as potato chips will “cube out’ i.e. the maximum load is limited by the cubic capacity of the trailer.
Denser commodities will “weigh out” i.e. the maximum load is limited by the maximum allowable
gross vehicle weight; in BC the standard limit is 46,500 kg for a single trailer truck.
Key road infrastructure for food-related truck infrastructure includes Highway 1 as the major eastwest route for interprovincial and interprovincial flows, and Highway 15/Highway 99 accessing the
Pacific Highway border crossing for Canada-U.S. trade.
Total food flows in Metro Vancouver are estimated at 33.7 million tonnes. Subtracting the carload
rail volumes identified in section 8.2, intermodal rail and trucking accounted for food flows of 9.2
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million tonnes in 2018. It is not possible to disaggregate inland flows between rail and truck due
to a lack of available data on Canadian rail intermodal traffic. At an average cargo weight of 20
tonnes per load, this would amount to approximately 460,000 loads (containers or trailers).
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9 Safety Requirements for Transportation of Perishable
Commodities
Transportation of perishable commodities is subject to food safety regulations designed to ensure
that the safety of food products is not compromised during the transportation process. Regulations
cover all aspects of transportation, including equipment requirements (“conveyances”), operating
procedures, and record-keeping. In Canada, interprovincial and international shipments are
regulated by the Safe Food for Canadians Regulations implemented in 2019.31 In B.C.,
intraprovincial shipments are regulated under regulations specific to each commodity (Milk
Industry Standards Regulation, Fish and Seafood Licensing Regulation, etc.).32 Food shipments
in the United States are regulated under the Food Safety Modernization Act.33
The Safe Food for Canadians Regulations require that conveyances:
•

be appropriate for the food … and for the activity being conducted;

•

be designed, constructed and maintained to prevent contamination of the food;

•

be constructed of, and maintained using, materials that are suitable for their intended use

(corrosion-resistant, durable, capable of withstanding repeated cleaning and sanitizing, free of
any noxious constituent);
•

be equipped with instruments to control, indicate and record any parameters that are

necessary to prevent contamination of the food.
“Parameters necessary to prevent contamination of the food” consist primarily of temperature and
humidity conditions. Optimal transportation temperature and humidity conditions to maintain the
safety and freshness of perishable food shipments have been developed for specific commodities.
Examples are given below.

9.1

HS 2 Meat and Poultry

It is recommended that chilled meat shipments in B.C. be held at 4°C or lower, and frozen meat
shipments at -18°C or lower.34

https://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/regulations/SOR-2018-108/index.html
https://www2.gov.bc.ca/gov/content/health/keeping-bc-healthy-safe/food-safety/food-safety-legislation
33 https://www.fda.gov/food/guidance-regulation-food-and-dietary-supplements/food-safety-modernizationact-fsma
34 Guidelines for the Safe Transportation of Carcasses, Poultry and Meat Products Prepared by: Food
Protection BC Centre for Disease Control p. 2.
31
32
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HS 3 Seafood

Seafood shipments must be maintained at a temperature of no less than 0°C and no more than
4°C for fresh fish and -18°C or less for frozen fish. In the case of live fish, shipments must be
maintained at a temperature and in other conditions suitable to the species of fish.35

9.3

HS 4 Dairy and Eggs

In B.C., raw milk must be stored at a temperature between 0°C and 4°C and must not be allowed
to exceed 6°C in a tank truck.36 Optimal shipment conditions for other dairy products vary. For
example, the desired transit temperature is 4°C for fresh butter and -23°C for frozen butter, with
a desired relative humidity of 75 to 85 percent.37 Recommended transport conditions for eggs
include a desired transit temperature of 1.7° to 4.4°C with a relative humidity of 70 to 80 percent.38

9.4

HS 7 Edible Vegetables and HS8 Edible fruit

Fresh fruit and vegetables are transported at varying temperatures and humidity levels depending
on individual product requirements. For example, for most varieties of apples a transit temperature
of -1°C to 0°C is recommended at a desired relative humidity of 90 to 95 percent. Optimal
conditions for avocados range from a desired temperature of 4°C to 13°C depending on the
variety and season, with a desired relative humidity of 85 to 90 percent.39

9.5

HS 16 Meat and Seafood Preparations; HS 19 Prepared Vegetables and
Fruit, and HS 21 Miscellaneous Preparations.

Foods that can be safely stored at room temperature, or “on the shelf,” are called ‘shelf stable.’
These non-perishable products include jerky, country hams, canned and bottled foods, rice,
pasta, flour, sugar, spices, oils, and foods processed in aseptic or retort packages and other
products that do not require refrigeration until after opening. Not all canned goods are shelf stable.
Some canned food, such as some canned ham and seafood, are not safe at room temperature.
These products are labeled, “Keep Refrigerated.”

BC Fish and Seafood Licensing Regulation section 40.
BC Milk Industry Standards Regulation section 59.1.
37 Protecting Perishable Foods During Transport by Truck and Rail Jeffrey K. Brecht et al University of
Florida 2019 p. 154.
38 Protecting Perishable Foods During Transport by Truck and Rail p. 168.
39 Protecting Perishable Foods During Transport by Truck and Rail p. 83.
35
36
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The most frequent type of temperature damage to canned foods is rusting of tin cans. Rusting is
caused by condensation on cans removed from a low temperature environment to one with a
higher temperature. This can be avoided by proper handling procedures i.e. canned foods should
not be unloaded in warm warehouse areas which have previously been subjected to low
temperatures until they have had time to warm up to 10°C or above.40
Freezing is not likely to damage the canned food product itself. However, freezing a canned
product may endanger the package integrity or break a glass package. To protect canned food
against freezing damage during transit through areas of intense cold, conveyances may need to
be heated rather than cooled. Freezing temperatures vary by product; for example, canned
applesauce will freeze at -2.4°C, grapefruit juice at -1°C, and canned tuna at -3.2°C.41

9.6

Summary

The shares of Metro Vancouver food flows related to the B.C. food supply requiring temperaturecontrolled transport are shown below. Almost 60% of the total requires temperature-controlled
transport, and an additional 16% may require temperature-controlled transport if required to
protect from freezing.
Figure 9-1 Food Commodities Requiring Temperature-Controlled Transport – BC Food Supply

Metro Vancouver Food Flows Requiring Temperature- Controlled
Transport - BC Food Supply
Required

Edible Fruit
14%

Edible Vegetables
15%

Potentially
Required
Not Required

Coffee, Tea
1%
Cereals
2%
Milling Products
11%

Dairy Prods; Eggs; Honey
20%

Oil Seeds
1%
Animal Or Vegetable Fats
4%
Meat, Fish Preparations
Fish, Crustaceans
1%
Meat
8%
Misc Preparations
4%

40
41

Sugar
5%
Bakers Wares
2%
Prep Vegetables & Fruit
11%

1%

Protecting Perishable Foods During Transport by Truck and Rail p. 151.
Protecting Perishable Foods During Transport by Truck and Rail pp. 153-154.
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10 Transportation of Perishable Commodities by Mode of Transport
10.1 Marine Transportation
Perishable commodities are shipped in refrigerated containers (“reefers”). These containers are
insulated and specially designed to allow temperature-controlled air circulation maintained by an
attached and independent refrigeration power plant. The term reefer increasingly applies to
refrigerated forty-foot ISO containers with the dominant size being 40-foot high-cube containers.
While a regular 40-foot container costs around $5,000, a reefer of the same size costs in the
range of $30,000. This cost differential is attributed to insulation and the refrigeration unit that
keeps the temperature constant. A reefer has less volume than a regular container of the same
size. A regular 40-foot high cube container can accommodate a volume of 76 cubic meters, while
a reefer of the same size handles 67 cubic meters (12% less). This shortcoming is compensated
by the heavier loads that are usually carried in reefers. According to a local industry source, typical
cargo weight for a floor-loaded 40-foot reefer container averages approximately 24 tonnes.
The refrigeration unit of a reefer requires an electric power source during transportation, at a
container yard, or anywhere a reefer is parked for any length of time. While on the vessel, power
is directly provided by the ship's generator. Regular containerships have 10 to 20% of their slots
adapted to carry reefers. 42
In North America reefer containers typically comprise a small portion of total container traffic.
Electrical power for the refrigeration units is provided through reefer plugs at the container
terminals. The number of reefer plugs at major North American ports averages only 1 to 1.5 reefer
slots per 1,000 TEUs of port traffic. 43 The number of reefer plugs available at Port of Vancouver
container terminals is shown below.

Reefers in North American Cold Chain Logistics: Evidence from Western Canadian Supply Chains J.P.
Rodrigue for the Van Horne Institute December 2014 pp. 21-22.
43 J.P. Rodrigue p. 28. A TEU is a Twenty Foot Equivalent Unit based on the capacity of a standard 20
foot ISO international container.
42

Regional Planning Committee

57

Food Flows in Metro Vancouver

Davies Transportation Consulting Inc.

Figure 10-1 Port of Vancouver Container Terminals Capacity and Reefer Plugs44

Port of Vancouver Major Container Terminals Capacity and Reefer Plugs
Total Capacity
Reefer Plugs
Terminal
TEUs
Share
Plugs
Share
GCT Deltaport
2,200,000
56%
1020
53%
GCT Vanterm
850,000
22%
360
19%
DP World Centerm
900,000
23%
550
28%
Total
3,950,000
100%
1930
100%
Port of Vancouver loaded import and export reefer container traffic from 2014 to 2018 is depicted
below. In 2018 Port traffic totalled 25,666 loaded import reefer containers (2.7% of loaded imports)
and 34,626 loaded export reefer containers (5.7% of loaded export containers).44
Figure 10-2 Port of Vancouver Loaded Reefer Container Traffic 2014 – 2018

Port of Vancouver Loaded Reefer Container Traffic
2014 - 2018
40,000
35,000

Containers

30,000
25,000
20,000
15,000
10,000
5,000
0
2014

2015
Loaded Imports

2016

2017

2018

Loaded Exports

The Port of Vancouver does not typically publish statistics on individual terminal throughput
volumes. Assuming that the distribution of reefer traffic is proportional to overall total reefer
capacity shares, approximately 55% of reefer traffic is handled at Deltaport at Roberts Bank and
45% at the Inner Harbour terminals.

44

Source: Port of Vancouver.
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10.2 Rail Intermodal Traffic
Perishable products are shipped in international or domestic “reefer” containers. For rail
movements, a single diesel generator is used to provide power to about 16 reefer containers with
8 power plugs on each side. These genset units (often called power packs) have the same
dimensions as a 40-foot container and can use the same handling equipment as intermodal
containers. They are usually able to provide power for about 10 days without being refueled. A
common loadout for unit trains is to have two stacked genset units to power a group of 16
reefers.45
Detailed data on the commodity composition, origins and destinations of the railways’ intermodal
reefer traffic is not available. According to a study done for Calgary’s Van Horne Institute in 2014,
Western Canadian reefer rail traffic to the Port of Vancouver in 2012 included chilled and frozen
pork from Maple Leaf plants in Brandon, Manitoba and Lethbridge, Alberta and frozen vegetables
from a Maple Leaf plant in Lethbridge.46

10.3 Truck Transportation
Trucking is the dominant mode of transport for perishable goods due to the on-demand availability
of service, rapid transit times, and availability of active monitoring of perishable cargo.
Perishable cargo is carried in international or domestic reefer containers, or in specialized reefer
truck trailers. For the road transport of a reefer container, either a clip-on generator (called genset;
it attaches to the upper front end of a reefer) or an underslung generator (attaches under a
container chassis) is used. Clip-ons are usually owned by maritime shipping companies and are
offered as an additional fee to their reefer service. Underslung generators are preferred by
trucking companies since they are linked with a chassis and require less handling than a clip-on
generator.
“Reefer” trailers have lower capacity for both types of cargo. A reefer trailer has less cubic capacity
due to the space required for insulation. Stowage patters for refrigerated freight further limit reefer
trailer capacity, because loads must be stowed to ensure adequate air circulation within the trailer
and to avoid heat transfer from the trailer walls. Multi-temperature reefer trailers can be divided
into two or three compartments operating at different to allow transport of different types of cargo
45
46

J.P. Rodrigue p. 22.
J.P. Rodrigue pp 37-38.
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Simultaneously. Three zone compartments are separately controlled at 0°F (-18°C) or below for
frozen foods, around 35°F (1.7°C) for chilled foods, and around 55°F (12.8°C) for sensitive chill
products. This further reduces the cubic capacity of the trailer.47

10.4 Temperature – Controlled Truck Traffic in Metro Vancouver
Temperature-controlled loaded truck trips of food commodities in Metro Vancouver are estimated
below. These include trips with either a loaded reefer trailer, or a loaded international or domestic
reefer container. For this purpose, the relative cargo shares of rail intermodal and trucking do not
matter, because all rail intermodal movements also generate a loaded truck trip:
•

All international reefer containers are trucked between the port terminals and CN and CP

domestic intermodal terminals to ensure expedited service for perishable cargoes. This differs
from operating procedures for non-reefer international containers, which are loaded to rail and
unloaded from rail at the port terminals.
•

Domestic reefer containers are delivered or received from the CN and CP domestic

intermodal terminals by truck.
The volume of loaded reefer truck trips has been estimated based on:
•

The volumes of commodities which require temperature-controlled transport for each

origin-destination food flow. For commodities which may require temperature-controlled transport
(Meat & Fish Preparations, Prepared Vegetables & Fruit, and Miscellaneous Preparations) it is
assumed that 20% of cargo is shipped in a reefer container or trailer.
•

Estimates of market shares for carload rail, intermodal rail, and truck for each of the origin-

destination flows. For example, virtually all cross border food imports and exports are shipped by
truck, because BNSF Railway carload traffic for food commodities is negligible and BNSF does
not provide intermodal service to Metro Vancouver.
•

47

An average loading for refrigerated trailers of 19 tonnes.48

Protecting Perishable Foods During Transport by Truck and Rail p. 15.

Based on U.S. Department of Agriculture “usual loads” for temperature-controlled truck transportation
of fresh produce (see Agricultural Refrigerated Truck Quarterly USDA Agricultural Marketing Service).
48
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For international reefer containers, the traffic volume of import and export reefer containers

reported by the Port of Vancouver.
The resulting detailed estimates by commodity groups and origin-destination flows are shown
below. The estimated total is 153,466 temperature-controlled loaded trips; this is approximately
one-third of the total rail intermodal and trucking volume estimated in section 8.4.
Figure 10-3 Estimated Metro Vancouver Temperature-Controlled Loaded Truck Trips 2018
Estimated Metro Vancouver Temperature-Controlled Loaded Truck Trips 2018
HS Code

02
03
04
07
08
09
10
11
12
15
16
17
19
20
21

HS Description

Offshore
Imports

US Imports

Interprovincial
Imports

Intraprovincial
Traffic

Offshore
Exports

US Exports

Interprovincial
Exports

Total Loaded
Reefer Trips

Meat
Fish, Crustaceans
Dairy Prods; Eggs; Honey
Edible Vegetables
Edible Fruit
Coffee, Tea
Cereals
Milling Products
Oil Seeds
Animal Or Vegetable Fats
Meat, Fish Preparations
Sugar
Bakers Wares
Prep Vegetables & Fruit
Misc Preparations
Grand Total

1,742
5,728
491
5,376
7,708
0
0
0
0
0
981
0
0
1,575
2,066
25,667

2,747
1,430
1,026
18,032
18,921
0
0
0
0
0
642
0
0
662
549
44,010

5,511
169
11,388
2,593
526
0
0
0
0
0
91
0
0
1,166
69
21,512

4,783
1,294
17,658
5,761
3,704
0
0
0
0
0
71
0
0
594
365
34,230

26,293
4,738
1,025
0
942
0
0
0
0
0
27
0
0
550
1,051
34,626

229
3,301
223
2,158
3,252
0
0
0
0
0
43
0
0
176
259
9,639

1,526
1,128
158
305
199
0
0
0
0
0
1,289
0
0
294
1,073
5,972

42,830
8,621
30,564
31,761
30,859
0
0
0
0
0
1,785
0
0
3,997
3,050
153,466

The distribution of temperature-controlled loaded truck trips by origin-destination flows in 2018 is
summarized in the figure below.
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Figure 10-4 Metro Vancouver Temperature-Controlled Loaded Truck Trips by Origin-Destination
Flow 2018

Metro Vancouver Temperature-Controlled Loaded Truck
Trips 2018
Intra-provincial Traffic :
34,230 Trips

Offshore Exports :
34,626 Trips

Inter-provincial
Imports: 21,512 Trips

US Exports : 9,639 Trips
Inter-provincial
Exports: 5,972 Trips

US Imports: 44,010 Trips

Offshore Imports:
25,667 Trips
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11 Appendix A Background Information on Statistics Canada
Estimates of Food Availability
Food supply and disposition
The food statistics program relies on supply-disposition analysis. The stocks at the beginning of
a period are combined with the flows in during that period to estimate total supplies. Total
disposition is computed as flows out during the period, while ending stocks represent the total
supply minus the total disposition. Consequently, the total supply for a given commodity in a given
time period must equal the total disposition plus ending stocks for the same period. And, the
ending stocks of one period must equal the beginning stocks of the next period. In reality, it is
unusual for all stocks and flows to be measured directly. However, using the basic principles, a
missing component can be derived residually.
On the disposition side, exports, manufacturing and waste are displayed followed by ending
stocks. Domestic disappearance or food available for consumption is derived by subtracting the
flows out plus ending stocks from the total supply. The domestic disappearance is viewed as the
total amount of food available at the retail level.
Domestic disappearance is divided by the Canadian population as of July 1st of the year depicted
to calculate the food available per person, per year, at the retail level. It is normally expressed on
a weight basis in kilograms unless that is inappropriate, as is the case with beverages.
The data are sometimes displayed on a different basis depending on the commodity. For example,
processed fruits and vegetables are displayed on a retail basis and fresh equivalent basis. The
different basis for the retail weight is displayed simply to provide additional information for
analytical purposes.
The information required to produce the food statistics is extensive and varied. The sources of
data often reach deeply into the agricultural statistics program relying on surveys conducted by
the Agriculture Division (AD). A few other divisions in Statistics Canada such as the International
Accounts and Trade Division (IATD) or the Public Sector Statistics Division (PSSD) contribute
crucial components of the data set. Trade statistics used are those produced on a customs basis
which is derived from the administrative records of the Canada Border Services Agency and the
United States Customs Border Protection. These trade statistics cover the physical movement of
goods. Considerable administrative data from organizations such as Agriculture and Agri-Food
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Canada (AAFC), Canadian Egg Marketing Agency, Canadian Sugar Institute, provincial
departments and industry groups are also invaluable.
Beginning stocks represent the physical inventory of fresh and frozen products held in storage of
a particular commodity at the beginning of the year. They equal the previous year’s ending stocks.
This item has a fairly small impact on domestic disappearance because the magnitude of changes
in inventories is typically small. There are numerous commodities for which inventory data are not
available; however, given the small impact of these data, the effect of this type of data gap is
considered minor. Due to confidentiality, some inventory data are not displayed but they are used
in the calculation.
Production represents the amount of a particular commodity that is produced during the reference
year. The data are often based on independent surveys of farms and food processors. Many of
the surveys are conducted by AD.
Imports include all goods which have crossed Canada's territorial boundary, whether for
immediate consumption in Canada or stored in bonded custom warehouses.
Total supply is the sum of beginning stocks plus production plus imports. This number represents
the total supply of a particular commodity that is available for any use.
Exports include goods grown, extracted or manufactured in Canada, including goods of foreign
origin which have been materially transformed in Canada. Re-exports are exports of goods of
foreign origin which have not been materially transformed in Canada, including foreign goods
withdrawn for export from bonded customs warehouses. Total exports are the sum of domestic
exports and re-exports.
Manufacturing data include requirements for processing, seed, animal feed and industrial use.
If data are available at a more detailed level, then an important component of manufacturing is
the amount used for processing. At the same time, the processed commodities need to be
accounted for. For instance, apples contain an amount for processing and processed apples, be
they canned, dried, frozen, made into apple sauce or pie filling, are accounted for as individual
commodities. If detailed data are not available for processed products, then the commodity is
accounted for at a less processed level even though it might often be used as an input into further
processing. For instance, wheat flour is accounted for but the wheat flour products from breads
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to cookies are not accounted for. Consequently, there is no deduction from wheat flour to account
for further processing.
Waste factors attempt to account for quantities removed during processing or that are lost in
storage. They do not allow for losses at the retail level, in households, restaurants or institutions
during storage and preparation, or for unconsumed food.
Ending stocks represent the physical inventory of fresh and frozen products held in storage of a
particular commodity at the end of the year. They equal the following beginning stocks. This item
has a fairly small impact on net supply because it is truly the change in inventories that has any
impact. There are numerous commodities for which inventory data are not available; however,
given the small impact of these data, the effect of this type of data gap is considered minor. Due
to confidentiality, some inventory data are not displayed but they are used in the calculation.
Domestic disappearance is derived by subtracting other uses and ending stocks from the total
supply. The other uses include exports, manufacturing and waste. Domestic disappearance
represents the total food available for human consumption from the Canadian food supply chain.
Total Supply = Beginning stocks + Production + Imports
Total Disposition = Exports + Manufacturing + Waste + Domestic disappearance
Domestic Disappearance = Total supply – Exports – Manufacturing - Waste - Ending stocks
Food available per person is calculated by dividing the domestic disappearance by the
Canadian population as of July 1st of the reference year.
The food available per person is presented in a number of ways.
Retail weight is the volume of food available per person, for consumption, at the retail level. It is
viewed as the most important number as it displays levels and trends for individual foods. It allows
for easy comparisons of one type of food to another and within or between food groups.
Furthermore, it is the number on which all other calculations are based including different ways
of displaying the data and estimates of loss-adjusted food available. Processed fruits and
vegetables or selected beverages are displayed on a fresh equivalent basis. Dairy products are
depicted on a milk solids basis. Estimates based on the sugar content are provided for sugar
products such as refined sugar, honey or maple syrup, while estimates for oils and fats include
those based on the fat content. Red meats are displayed on a boneless and carcass basis, while
poultry is provided on an eviscerated and boneless basis. Fish data are provided on an edible
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weight basis. In the case of alcoholic beverages, the data are estimated for two population groups.
One estimate is based on the total Canadian population. The other represents the population of
Canadians who are 15 years of age and older.
Adjusted for losses results occur because in the storage, preparation and cooking of the food,
as well as the food that makes it to the plate al is not consumed, or becomes a plate loss. These
losses can occur in the retail store, home, restaurants or institutions. The losses are deducted
from the food available for consumption at retail weight to derive food available for consumption
adjusted for losses. The objective is to provide a proxy of fork-level consumption based on food
supply data. Factors used to adjust the food available data are estimates themselves and caution
should be used when working with the data, as they are based on a static model. The factors are
taken from the Economic Research Service of the United States Department of Agriculture.
The waste factors that account for quantities removed during processing or lost in storage at the
industrial level are removed before domestic disappearance is calculated and therefore do not
appear in the retail weight available per person.
Perspective by food group
Cereal products
The food available for consumption value on a per capita or per person basis for cereal products
describes what is available after the products leave the mills and therefore, further processing is
not included under the manufacturing category. For wheat flour, rye flour, oatmeal and rolled oats,
production and stocks data are derived from a monthly survey of Canadian millers, conducted by
the Crops Section of the Agriculture Division. Data for imports and exports of these products are
obtained from IATD. Included in wheat production are Canadian western red spring, red winter
wheat, soft white spring wheat, and amber durum wheat; and Ontario and Quebec winter and
spring wheat.
Per capita food available figures are provided for pot and pearl barley, corn flour and meal;
however, some calculation components are hidden because of confidentiality restrictions.Nearly
all of the domestic supply of rice is imported. Production data represent Canadian wild rice
production, as provided by the Manitoba, Saskatchewan and Ontario departments of agriculture.
Import data includes that for wild rice. Stocks data are not available for rice. For breakfast foods,
the data include prepared, ready-to-serve breakfast foods, unprepared oatmeal and rolled oats
and other unprepared cereals. The volume of oatmeal and rolled oats is removed from the
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production and trade data to avoid double counting. Historically, the production of breakfast foods
was based on shipments data provided by the Manufacturing and Energy Division (MED).
Sugars and syrups
The per capita availability of refined sugar includes all sugar destined for domestic and
commercial uses (baking, confectionery). It is provided in retail weight (the weight of the product
itself) and on a sugar content (the quantity of sugar in a product) basis.
In the past, MED collected information on the production and stocks of refined sugar through
surveys of all known Canadian refiners of raw sugar. Manufacturing inputs in refineries include
cane or beet sugar, chemically pure sucrose in solid form and liquid sucrose. Imported sugar
products include granulated, cubed, brown and confectioner's sugar. Exports consist of refined
cane and beet sugar. Stocks and production data are now provided by the Canadian Sugar
Institute.
In 2005, following consultations with the Canadian Sugar Institute, the food supply-disposition for
refined sugar was modified to include imports and exports of sugar containing products. Canada
increasingly exports more sugar containing products than it imports.
Production data of maple products for Ontario, Nova Scotia and New Brunswick are collected by
AD through a producer survey while production and stocks data for the province of Quebec are
provided by the Institut de la Statistique du Québec. Production is recorded in units of maple
syrup, but all maple products (taffy, butter, syrup) are converted to a maple sugar equivalent.
Artificially produced maple items are not counted, only farm produced maple sugar. All trade data
are converted to a maple sugar equivalent in order to maintain consistent units throughout the
supply-disposition tables. These tables are reported on a crop year basis (April-March). Estimates
of honey production are derived from a survey of beekeepers. Beginning stocks (if there are any)
and imports are added to production to obtain total supply. Ending stocks (where applicable) and
exports are deducted to produce a domestic disappearance figure. The food available data for
honey is reported in retail weight and on a sugar content basis.
Meats
The procedure used to calculate the food available for beef, veal, pork, mutton and lamb is
basically the same. Animals slaughtered include federally inspected slaughtering provided by
Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada (AAFC) and estimates for those slaughtered in commercial
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establishments not under federal inspection as well as on-farm slaughtering. The total warm
dressed carcass weight is obtained from information collected by AAFC on animals slaughtered
under federal inspection by the Canadian Food Inspection Agency (CFIA).
To convert to a cold dressed basis, beef is reduced by 1.5% to allow for shrinkage and 2.04 kg
per carcass are added to account for head meat recovery. Veal is reduced by 1.5% to allow for
shrinkage and removal of the hide, 0.23 kg per carcass is subtracted to account for kidney which
is weighted in the carcass and 0.36 kg per carcass is added to account for head meat recovery.
Mutton and lamb are reduced by 3% for shrinkage, 0.09 kg per carcass is subtracted for kidney
and 0.18 kg per carcass is added to account for head meat recovery.
In 1988, a new methodology was developed for estimating pork available on a carcass basis in
order to reflect the trend towards leaner hogs. Warm carcass weight is reduced by 3% for
shrinkage to arrive at a cold carcass weight. A further 0.68 kg per carcass is deducted for kidney
and tongue which is left in the carcass. The result is pork carcass production. Previously, 17% of
cold carcass weight had been subtracted to account for larding fat. This, however, is no longer
done.
The retail conversion factor for pork is similar to that developed for beef. It is calculated on the
portion of the carcass that is available for consumption after removing the skin, bone and trimmed
fat. The average cold dressed carcass weight is obtained by dividing the cold dressed weight for
federally inspected slaughter by the number of animals slaughtered under federal inspection. This
average cold dressed carcass weight is then multiplied by the total number of animals slaughtered
to obtain a total cold dressed carcass weight. From the total supply, exports and ending stocks
are subtracted to arrive at the domestic disappearance. For pork, manufacturing and waste are
removed from the supply to arrive at domestic disappearance.
Exports of meats are collected and published by IATD. Conversion factors are applied to these
exports to bring them to a cold dressed carcass basis.
Offal includes variety meats such as liver, heart, kidney, tongue, sweetbreads, oxtail and edible
tripe and is calculated on a specific weight per carcass basis. The procedure for calculating the
per capita availability of offal is basically the same as described for other meats.
Poultry

Regional Planning Committee

68

Food Flows in Metro Vancouver

Davies Transportation Consulting Inc.

Production and beginning stocks are added to imports to derive total supply. From total supply,
exports and ending stocks are deducted to produce domestic disappearance. Live imports and
exports are converted to an eviscerated basis (dressed, ready for sale). Since the
supply-disposition is calculated on an eviscerated weight basis, no further manufacturing or waste
factor calculation is applicable. The available data are expressed in terms of eviscerated weight.
Fish
Data are available for four categories: fresh and frozen seafish, processed seafish, total shellfish
and freshwater fish. Production data are provided by Fisheries and Oceans Canada for the
commercial fishery and aquaculture survey data are obtained from AD. Information on stocks is
not available. Imports and exports data are obtained from IATD. Initially all the data are converted
to an edible weight basis due to the variety of species, products, sources and conversion factors.
Therefore, the food available information is provided only on an edible weight basis.
Eggs
Total egg production includes all eggs sold for consumption, consumed by producers, sold for
hatching, and leakers and rejects. Production from registered, non-registered and hatchery supply
flocks are included in these estimates. Egg production is derived using average layer numbers
and their estimated rates of lay. Administrative data from AAFC and the Canadian Egg Marketing
Agency and information from surveys conducted by AD are used when compiling these estimates.
Data on beginning and ending stocks are obtained from a monthly survey conducted by AD in
conjunction with AAFC, while information on imports and exports is provided by IATD. The
manufacturing figure represents domestically produced eggs used for hatching and is therefore
not included in the amount available for human consumption. Processed eggs are not included in
manufacturing but are converted to shell egg equivalent and are incorporated into the
supply-disposition. The waste figure contains the leakers and rejects, those eggs which did not
meet quality control standards.
Pulses
Agriculture Division reports production on pulses such as peas, lentils, mustard seed, canary
seed, sunflower seed and chickpeas on a field-run basis through a producer survey. The product
is removed from the field and the total weight-harvested is reported as production with no
allowances made for spoilage. Import and export data are provided by IATD. Imports are added
to production to obtain total supply; stock data is only available for dry peas. All imports and
exports are converted to a whole pea equivalent to allow trade data, which includes split peas, to
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be incorporated. Data for dry peas and dry beans are presented on a crop year basis
(August - July). The manufacturing figure includes seed requirements and quantity used by
manufacturers. Approximately 2% of production is removed to account for waste. Dry peas used
for manufacturing include feed and seed requirements as well as processing.
Nuts
The bulk of Canada's supply of nuts is imported. There is some limited production of filberts and
hazelnuts in British Columbia. The British Columbia Department of Agriculture provides
information on this production. Imports and exports are reported by IATD and most trade data are
reported on a shelled weight basis. Where appropriate, commodities are converted to shelled
weight. The supply of tree nuts is comprised of imports such as almonds, Brazil nuts, cashew nuts
and walnuts, and does not include oil-producing nuts (such as beechnuts).
Dairy products
Information on dairy products is obtained from several sources. Fluid milk and cream production
data are derived mainly from administrative data supplied by the milk marketing boards in each
province, based on the sales by dairies. The waste figure, which accounts for milk lost in transfer
and shrinkage, is incorporated into the sales data. Since there are no stocks, imports, exports or
other waste deductions for fluid milk and cream, production constitutes the domestic
disappearance for these items. Information for other dairy products and by-products such as
cheddar, processed and variety cheese, condensed and powdered milk, ice cream, cottage
cheese, sherbet, milkshake, ice milk, yogurt and sour cream, originates from provincial marketing
boards and departments of agriculture and is compiled by AD. Production and stocks data are
released on a monthly basis and import and export information is obtained from IATD. Most of
these products are considered as final products not requiring further processing and therefore
manufacturing data are not reported. A waste figure is incorporated into the production data. This
value is also expressed in terms of milk solids (i.e., the portion of the product which comprises
butterfat and non-fat solids such as protein and calcium, etc.). The milk solid values are calculated
on a weight basis rather than a volume basis.
Oils and Fats
There are four categories of oils and fats. They include: butter, margarine, salad (or vegetable)
oils, along with shortening and shortening oils. The data depicting the amounts available for
consumption are presented on a retail weight and fat content basis. Butter is estimated
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independently with information that originates from provincial marketing boards and departments
of agriculture and is compiled by AD. Trade data for butter are obtained from the IATD.
To backtrack a little, prior to 1994, production data on margarine, salad oils, shortening and
shortening oils were based on sales to retail and commercial outlets, therefore no stock
information was required. Trade data for these products were obtained from the IATD. They were
considered as final products not requiring further processing and therefore, manufacturing data
were not reported. A waste figure had already been accounted for in the production data, so no
additional waste factor was applied. In July 1995, the survey of oils and fats, conducted by MED,
underwent some revisions in co-operation with the Canadian Oilseed Processors Association. In
1995, the degree of estimation for non-response was 1.8%. By 2001, the last year for this survey,
estimation for non-response had grown to 37.3%. After 2001, manufacturing data no longer
existed making it was necessary to find an alternative source and trend analysis was used as a
substitute.
Fresh fruits
Production of fresh fruits is provided by AD. Information is gathered through producer surveys or
directly from the representatives of various provincial departments of agriculture. Stocks data for
apples are obtained from AFFC. The import and export data, based on a calendar year basis,
originate from IATD. For several commodities the total supply is imported (avocados, bananas,
coconuts, dates, figs, guavas and mangoes, muskmelons and cantaloupes, winter melons,
papayas, prunes, plums and sloes, pineapples, quinces). The quantity of each commodity
acquired by processors or used as manufacturing inputs is reported under manufacturing. This
may be the amount reported by processors. Manufacturing inputs are removed from the domestic
disappearance of fresh items to avoid double counting. The information is obtained from AD.
Citrus fruits
Information on citrus fruits is obtained from the import and export data available from IATD. Since
there are no stocks or domestic production of these commodities, imports constitute domestic
disappearance for these items. In 1988, the data for mandarins became available and have been
added to this table. However, they continue to be included with fresh oranges in order to maintain
a consistent historical time series.
Processed fruits
Because the processed fruit products are not available, the data related to the sales of processed
fruits are used to estimate the per capita consumption data from the Canadian food supply. Import
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and export data based on a calendar year basis originate from IATD. Processed products are
considered as end products so there is no further manufacturing component.
Fresh vegetables
Production of fresh vegetables is reported by AD. Information is gathered through producer
surveys or directly from the representatives of various provincial departments of agriculture.
Stocks of fresh vegetables are reported by AAFC. These commodities include cabbage, carrots,
onions and shallots, white potatoes, rutabagas and turnips. The import and export data originate
from IATD. For several commodities the total supply is imported (artichokes, Chinese cabbage,
other edible root vegetables, eggplant, kohlrabi, manioc, okra, olives, other leguminous
vegetables and rapini).
Agriculture Division produces six estimates including: potatoes, white; potatoes, fresh; potatoes,
processed; potatoes, frozen; potatoes, chips; and potatoes, processed, other. Potatoes, white are
a sum of fresh and processed potatoes while potatoes, processed are a sum of the three
categories of processed potatoes.
The calculation to estimate the volume of fresh potatoes available for consumption starts with the
January 1 stocks of fresh potatoes provided by AAFC, plus that year's estimate of production
from AD and the imports of fresh potatoes as reported by IATD, minus the volume of fresh
potatoes that is diverted to processing, cattle feed, exported or used for seed. We also subtract
the fresh stocks at the end of the year to estimate domestic disappearance.
Processed vegetables
The processed vegetables products are also not available and the data related to the sales of
processed vegetables are used to estimate the per capita consumption data from the Canadian
food supply. Import and export data on a calendar year basis originate from IATD. As processed
products are considered as end products, there is no further manufacturing component.
Juices
The information on grapefruit, grape, lemon, orange and pineapple juices is obtained from the
import and export data available from IATD. Since there are no stocks or data on domestic
production of these commodities, imports and exports constitute domestic disappearance for
these items. Fruit juices are measured in terms of weight not volume. Once converted to
kilograms, frozen and unfrozen concentrates are converted to a single strength basis. Then all
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juice products can be referenced as single strength juice which can be converted to a fresh
equivalent weight. Two available figures are published - one in kilograms and one in litres.
Tea, coffee and cocoa
All components of the supply-disposition reported for tea are in tea leaf equivalent and litres.
Coffee is reported in bean equivalent and litres. Cocoa is expressed in bean equivalent. There is
no domestic production of these commodities; imports represent the total supply. The per capita
disappearance of coffee is based on adjusted domestic retail sales data. These commodities are
converted to weight for comparability purposes.
Soft drinks
Domestic disappearance was based on total domestic sales, as provided by the Canadian Soft
Drink Association, but because the data is not available anymore, trend analysis was used as a
substitute. Included in the imports and exports are data for mineral and aerated waters, which
contain added sugars, other sweeteners, or flavours. The data on imports and exports are
provided for information only and are not used in the calculation for domestic disappearance.
Bottled water
Bottled water data were calculated using the domestic sales information provided by the Canadian
Bottled Water Association. These data represent sales of bottled water, which includes spring
water, mineral water, well water, artesian water, purified water and carbonated bottled water.
Bottled water cannot contain sweeteners or chemical additives and must be calorie free and sugar
free. Soda water, seltzer water and tonic water are not considered bottled water. Currently, there
is no source of data for this commodity.
Alcoholic beverages
Domestic disposition along with trade data are the only components of the supply-disposition
tables that are provided. The data are based on the volume of sales of alcohol beverages from
the provincial and territorial government liquor authorities and other retail outlets. However, these
data do not contain information on sales generated by those establishments which offer either
"brew on premises" services or sell products for "at home" production of beer and wine. These
tables are reported for the April to March fiscal year. There are two estimates published for
alcoholic beverage consumption. One estimate is based on the total Canadian population. The
other represents the population of Canadians who are 15 years of age and older.

Regional Planning Committee

73

5.2
To:

Regional Planning Committee

From:

Theresa Duynstee, Senior Planner, Regional Planning and Housing Services

Date:

June 1, 2020

Subject:

The Future of B.C.’s Food System Report

Meeting Date: June 12, 2020

RECOMMENDATION
That the Regional Planning Committee direct staff to assess the alignment of the recommendations
in the provincial Food Security Task Force’s recently released report, The Future of B.C.’s Food System,
with Metro Vancouver’s policies and plans and report back with recommendations.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This report introduces the provincial Food Security Task Force’s recently released report, The Future
of B.C.’s Food System: Findings and Recommendations. It also summarizes discussions about the
report at the Metro Vancouver Agricultural Advisory Committee, setting the stage for the Chair of the
AAC to attend the June 12, 2020 Regional Planning Committee to convey the AAC’s response to the
Future of BC’s Food System report. The greatest concern raised about the report was the action to
allocate up to 0.25% of the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) for agricultural-industrial purposes, which
would amount to 150 ha in Metro Vancouver. Staff are seeking direction to undertake an assessment
of the report’s recommendations alignment with Metro Vancouver’s policies and plans including
Metro Vancouver 2040: Shaping our Future, the regional growth strategy, Climate 2050 and Regional
Industrial Lands Strategy.
PURPOSE
To inform the Regional Planning Committee about the Province’s “The Future of B.C.’s Food System”
report (Attachment 1 and Reference 1), to convey responses to the report, including the perspectives
of Metro Vancouver’s Agricultural Advisory Committee (AAC), and to seek direction to staff to report
back to the Regional Planning Committee and Board on the report’s alignment with Metro
Vancouver’s policies and plans.
BACKGROUND
In July 2019, a Food Security Task Force was appointed by the Premier of BC to find new ways to use
technology and innovation to strengthen BC's agriculture sector and grow the economy by helping
farmers and processors become more productive and support food security locally and abroad. The
Task Force’s report, The Future of B.C.’s Food System, was delivered to the provincial government in
January 2020. The report highlights the role of technology and innovation in agriculture, referred to
agritech.
In March 2020, the Metro Vancouver’s AAC received a presentation on The Future of B.C.’s Food
System report from provincial staff. At the meeting, AAC members stated both support and concern
regarding the Task Force’s four recommendations and later expressed interest in appearing before
the Regional Planning Committee to provide their perspectives on the recommendations in the
report. As a result, Mike Manion, Chair of the Metro Vancouver AAC, is attending the June 12, 2020
Regional Planning Committee as an Invited Presentation.
392695393
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THE FUTURE OF B.C.’S FOOD SYSTEM REPORT
The report is set within the context that agriculture is changing, and the Task Force highlights that
B.C. has an opportunity to become a leader in the emerging agritech revolution. The report posits
that B.C. must rethink its approach to agriculture and food production with an aim to reducing food
insecurity and prioritizing climate action. Second, that BC take steps to foster innovation and agritech
development, and third that BC focus on equipping agricultural leaders of the future with the skills
and knowledge needed to maintain BC’s competitiveness.
The Task Force proposes four recommendations to government:
1. Adopt the United Nations’ sustainable development goals and seek to implement these in
future agricultural policies.
2. Establish B.C. as a global agritech leader by supporting the innovation pathway including the
development, demonstration and deployment of novel technologies.
3. Create an agriculture and agritech institute as a collaborative entity across post-secondary
institutions to drive excellence in priority areas and deepen the knowledge base and talent
pool for the agriculture innovation agenda.
4. Ensure there is a place to grow food and support emerging agritech industries by examining
land use policies and other regulatory considerations.
There are numerous actions under each recommendation.
RESPONSES TO THE FUTURE OF B.C.’S FOOD SYSTEM REPORT
When the report was presented to Metro Vancouver’s AAC in March 2020, there was support for
some of the actions and concern about others. Recommendation four garnered the most discussion
from AAC members because it includes an action to:
allocate up to a maximum of 0.25% of the Province’s Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) for
a broader category of use essentially categorized as agricultural-industrial. Factors in
siting this land include the lower soil classification (class 4-7 only), proximity to existing
transport corridors and services, and potential for clustering agri-industrial uses near
other non-agricultural zones.

In the Metro Vancouver region, 0.25% of the ALR is approximately 150 hectares. This proposed action
is being supported by industry associations who consider agritech uses on agricultural land to be part
of the solution to the limited supply of industrial land in the region. However, this approach can
further fuel speculation on agricultural land and impact the ability of farmers to purchase land or
secure long term leases in the ALR.
At the March 20th AAC meeting, AAC members provided the following feedback:
 ensure land within the ALR that is set aside for agritech continues to be used for
agricultural/food production and is not rezoned to industrial land;
 support for the idea of establishing an agritech institute, as online courses from the University
of Guelph have helped increase agriculture production;
 reconsider the phrase “marginal agricultural land”- land that cannot be used for production
of crops can be used to produce meat or poultry. Every acre of land in the ALR land can be
productive if used wisely;
 concern regarding non-agricultural companies using ALR as industrial lands;
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concern over the balance between agritech and traditional agriculture in terms of food
security;
ensuring there is a role for technology in agriculture to address labour shortage and reduce
costs; and
technology is about improving production to maintain an affordable product such as water
monitoring systems, alternatives to chemicals, robot milkers and hydro-cutters for lettuce.

The Metro Vancouver AAC’s terms of reference note that the role of the AAC is to provide advice on
regional agricultural issues to Metro Vancouver staff and the Regional Planning Committee.
In addition to discussions at the AAC, there has been substantial interest in the report from the
agricultural community, and several responses have been sent to the Province as a result (Attachment
2). In March, the Agricultural Land Commission Chair sent a letter to the Premier stating concerns
regarding the B.C. Food Security Task Force recommendations. Around the same time, Kwantlen
Polytechnic University’s Institute for Sustainable Food Systems also published a response to the
report (Reference 3). On May 19, 2020, supporters of the ALR raised concerns about the promotion
of industrial uses of farmland in a news release and the same day an open letter from prominent
members of the agricultural community to the Premier and Minister of Agriculture raises concerns
about the potential impacts of government’s decision to implement Recommendation #4.
The provincial government is currently considering the recommendations in the Task Force report,
and on May 1, 2020, Wes Shoemaker, Deputy Minister of Agriculture, took on a new assignment to
lead the effort to implement the directions recommended by the Food Security Task Force.
Since Metro Vancouver is one of the regional districts that may be considered for an expanded
agritech industry in the ALR, it is important for local governments to have an understanding of the
implications of the Task Force recommendations, particularly the action that creates a dedicated zone
for agricultural-industrial activities. This is a rapidly evolving issue, and as a result, Regional Planning
staff are seeking direction from the Regional Planning Committee to assess the report’s alignment
and implications on Metro Vancouver policies and plans and report back to the Committee.
ALTERNATIVES
1. That the Regional Planning Committee direct staff to assess the alignment of the
recommendations in the provincial Food Security Task Force’s recently released report, The
Future of B.C.’s Food System, with Metro Vancouver’s policies and plans and report back with
recommendations.
2. That the Regional Planning Committee receive for information the report dated May 27, 2020
titled “The Future of B.C.’s Food System Report”.
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS
There are no financial implications to this report.
CONCLUSION
The provincial Food Security Task Force’s recently released the report, the Future of B.C.’s Food
System: Findings and Recommendations, have led to much discussion among the Metro Vancouver
AAC members and other agricultural professionals. The Chair of the AAC is attending the
Regional Planning Committee
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June 12, 2020 Regional Planning Committee meeting to provide the AAC’s perspectives. In addition,
the release of the report has garnered significant interest in the agricultural community and therefore
staff are seeking direction to undertake an assessment of the report’s recommendations alignment
with Metro Vancouver’s policies and plans including Metro Vancouver 2040: Shaping our Future, the
regional growth strategy, Climate 2050 and the Regional Industrial Lands Strategy.
Attachments
1. Excerpt from the report “The Future of B.C.’s Food System: Findings and Recommendations from
the B.C. Food Security Task Force”, Province of British Columbia, dated January, 2020
2. Responses to The Future of B.C.’s Food System report
References
1. The Future of B.C.’s Food System: Findings and Recommendations from the B.C. Food Security
Task Force Province of British Columbia, dated January, 2020
2. Task force to boost B.C. agriculture through tech, innovation BC Government News Release, July
11, 2019.
3. The Future of B.C.’s Food System - Response to Findings & Recommendations of the B.C. Food
Security Task Force Prepared by the Institute of Sustainable Food Systems at Kwantlen
Polytechnic University.
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1. PREFACE
Dear Premier Horgan:
We wish to thank you for the honour of serving on the Food Security Task Force. It is our great privilege to present you with the
following report.
Agriculture is changing. The coming decades will be a time of great challenge and equally great opportunity in the critical systems that
feed us every day. The magnitude of these changes is illustrated by the following: In March this year, Mr. Masagos Zulkifli, Minister of the
Environment and Water Resources for Singapore, announced that Singapore would aim to produce 30 per cent of its nutritional needs
domestically by 2030. This is striking as Singapore has no farmland and no agricultural industry of note.
It is our belief that British Columbia must be equally bold. We face daunting challenges. The United Nations predicts that climate change
will decrease global agricultural yields by as much as 25 per cent by 2050, while the population continues to increase. Fewer people will
be working in conventional agriculture, as an aging population and increasing urbanization worsens our existing farm labour shortage.
Global competition is also intensifying. The Netherlands continues to dominate the agricultural technology (“agritech”) sphere, but Israel,
Japan, China and Taiwan are quickly joining the competition to supply both our consumers and our producers. We must act now to
position British Columbia as a powerhouse that feeds itself and the world.
We believe that with the right strategic initiatives, British Columbia can and will be a world leader. British Columbia has a booming
technology sector. We have a strong agricultural brand that is respected everywhere as high-quality, safe and environmentally sound and
our ports are a gateway to sharing our food with the world. We have plentiful electricity and water, a booming technology sector and a
beautiful, welcoming and prosperous province that attracts talented workers from around the world. We also have a secret weapon: a half
century dedication to prioritizing agriculture through land protection and stewardship.
Our Task Force has been guided by a simple question: How can British Columbia lead the next agricultural revolution? We are proposing
four bold yet achievable steps. First, we recommend that British Columbia fully embrace the United Nations Sustainable Development
Goals as they apply to the food and agriculture sector. This step will deepen our Province’s commitment to a sustainable world for our
children. Second, we recommend that British Columbia develop a dedicated agricultural technology (“agritech”) incubator-accelerator.
This recommendation will help establish British Columbia as a source not just of food, but also of the technology needed to grow food
in the future. Third, we recommend that British Columbia establish an agritech institute, which will pool knowledge and talent across
the academic sector, drawing on and building upon the strengths of our colleges and universities. This recommendation will ensure we
have the people needed to guide British Columbia to the forefront of the next agricultural revolution. Finally, we recommend that British
Columbia ensures the agritech industry has a place to grow through careful and targeted land use planning. This recommendation will
ensure that emerging agritech entrepreneurs can scale their businesses here in British Columbia, providing jobs and economic growth
across the province.
Our Task Force was humbled by the talent, dedication and entrepreneurship of British Columbians working in the food industry. In our
consultations, we found a hunger for this province to become a world leader in developing a safe and sustainable food system. We would
also like to thank our secretariat for their tireless support. Our recommendations will give them the needed tools to face the future with
optimism and confidence.
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TASK FORCE MEMBER BIOGRAPHIES
The Food Security Task Force brought together a unique blend of academia, industry, global perspective and innovation thought
leadership. The Task Force was supported by staff from the Ministry of Jobs, Economic Development and Competitiveness, the Ministry
of Agriculture and the Office of the Premier. The Task Force was appointed by the Premier of British Columbia to carry out this work
beginning in July 2019.

PETER DHILLON (CHAIR)
As a farmer, Peter Dhillon brought passion, vision and global and industry perspectives
to the Task Force. Peter plays a leadership role in several business enterprises, including
serving as CEO of the Richberry Group of Companies, an agribusiness enterprise with
operations in British Columbia and Quebec. Most recently, Peter was appointed to the
Board of Directors of the Bank of Canada. In his diverse roles, Peter is exposed to the
fast-changing nature of agriculture and wanted to bring a perspective to his fellow farmers
in B.C. about the change that will occur in the food system and use this knowledge to help
prepare the industry for what is coming next.

LENORE NEWMAN
Lenore Newman is the Director of the Food and Agriculture Institute at the University of
the Fraser Valley (UFV) where she holds a Canada Research Chair in Food Security and
Environment. Lenore researches agricultural land use policy, bioengineering in the food
system and the role of food and agriculture in the creation of place. Lenore sat on the B.C.
Minister of Agriculture’s Advisory Committee on Revitalizing the Agricultural Land Reserve
and regularly speaks to government and community groups. She has published over forty
academic journal articles and two books, Speaking in Cod Tongues (2017) and Lost Feast
(2019)—all related to the future of farmland use and other food-related issue.

ARVIND GUPTA
Arvind Gupta is a Professor of Computer Science at the University of Toronto and the
University of British Columbia. As the founder and CEO of Mitacs Inc., Arvind achieved
international success for interweaving graduate education with business and socioeconomic needs by bringing together 60 universities with more than 1,000 industrial
partners. As a regular contributor on research, innovation, and advanced skills policies,
Arvind firmly believes that a smart industrial strategy informs a smart innovation
strategy and is pleased that the opportunity afforded to the Task Force to develop these
recommendations sets the stage for this to occur in B.C.
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2. VISION AND CALL TO ACTION:
THE FUTURE OF OUR FOOD SYSTEM IN 2050
Agriculture is changing. We believe that B.C. has an opportunity
to become a leader in the emerging agritech revolution. Countries
like Singapore, Taiwan, and Israel understand the necessity
of developing agritech solutions to address constraints such
as a lack of land or water. Other countries are using agritech
strategies to distinguish themselves as global leaders in food
production. The Netherlands, for example, has become the
second largest exporter of food and agricultural products despite
having a land base that is roughly 1/23rd of B.C., while housing
a population nearly 3.5 times as large. While these countries
may have a head start, the race is just beginning. There is still
an immense opportunity in the agritech sector – and B.C. can be
poised to seize it.
Technology already plays a major role in the food system. From
the adoption of mechanised farm equipment to the recent rise of
cloud-based online food ordering services, technology has shifted
industrial methods and social practices around food production,
distribution and consumption. Today, agricultural technology
is redefining what it means to be a farmer. A new generation of
farmers is adapting traditional growing and harvesting practices
to greenhouses, urban rooftops, shipping containers and other
unconventional sites. These new farms often utilize innovative
new technologies, such as robotics, drones, LED lighting,
monitoring sensors and farm management software.
B.C. is a recognized producer of high-quality, safe, nutritious
agricultural products. With over 300 commodities, from fruits and
vegetables, to grains and oilseeds, dairy, livestock, poultry, eggs,
fish and seafood, B.C. is the most diverse agricultural province
in Canada. Innovation is present and relevant in all commodity
areas of the sector.
Agritech supports all stages of food production, processing,
and distribution. Farmers are increasingly driving research
into seed genomics, climate-controlled greenhouses, sensor
monitored growing technologies, advanced refrigeration systems
and numerous other agritech solutions. They are often at the
forefront of meeting shifting consumer demands such as for
plant-based alternatives, locally-grown or locally-made food,
health food products and environmentally sustainable, traceable
protein sources.
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As climate adaptation drives agritech development around the

would coordinate and facilitate collaborative agriculture and

world, B.C. also has an opportunity to build on its position as a

agritech research across the of universities and colleges in B.C.

leader in protecting the environment and mitigating greenhouse
gas (GHG) emissions. Our province is already home to more
than 150 companies that are active in the agritech sector.
In addition to strengths in technology development and an
established brand, B.C. has the advantage of land reserved
for agriculture that can help to support the development of
new growing strategies and demonstrate the agricultural
applications of emerging technologies. To share a future where
B.C. is a preferred jurisdiction for farmers, food manufacturers,
agritech innovators and investment in agricultural businesses,
decisive and coordinated action is needed by industry, academia
and government.

Lastly, we believe that British Columbia must protect land for
agriculture and agritech, both today and into the future. B.C.
has an advantage in this regard with the Agricultural Land
Reserve (ALR), ensuring that the most fertile land is protected
for agricultural production. With a significant portion of this
land unused or underutilised, we recommend a strategy to bring
some of that land into greater production by enabling growth
of the agritech sector. A land-use strategy that creates specific
agricultural-industrial zones within the ALR would allow B.C.
to preserve the ALR while ensuring that land of low soil quality,
ill-suited for farming but with good transportation connectivity,
is maximized. By designating space for innovative and high-tech

We believe that the first step is to rethink British Columbia’s

agricultural production, B.C. can both increase food security and

approach to agriculture and food production. In order to reduce

develop a thriving agritech industry.

food insecurity and reduce the GHG emissions that lead to
climate change, we believe that B.C. should begin with the
adoption of the United Nations’ Sustainable Development
Goals (SDGs). The SDGs provide a framework for sustainable
development that centres on social benefit and environmental
protection. By incorporating the SDGs into agricultural policy
and agritech strategies, B.C. can pursue continued economic
growth while simultaneously working towards a just and
sustainable future.
Second, we recommend that British Columbia takes steps
to foster innovation and agritech development, including
establishing a dedicated agritech incubator-accelerator to
support budding start-ups and grow existing agritech companies
so they become leaders in this sector. The incubator-accelerator
will provide physical space for agritech development and testing,
while facilitating collaboration between farmers and agricultural
producers, technology companies, private investors, academia,
and all levels of government. An agritech incubator-accelerator
can play a pivotal role in fostering a culture of innovation in B.C.
and building a supportive and collaborative ecosystem for the
burgeoning agritech industry.
Third, we think it will be important to equip agricultural leaders
of the future with the skills and knowledge needed to keep
B.C. competitive. We recommend establishing an Institute for
Agricultural Excellence to provide focused agritech research and
training programs that would supplement the existing capacity
and expertise of B.C.’s post-secondary sector. As well as acting
as a stand-alone research centre, we envision that an Institute
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INTRODUCING PRIYA, A FARMER OF THE FUTURE
Priya lives in a mid-rise co-op built of engineered timber in a walkable Vancouver neighbourhood. She starts her morning early with breakfast at
a coffee shop up the street, where she treats herself to a wrap filled with B.C. microgreens and locally produced tempeh made of soybeans from
the breadbasket of the Peace Region. The oat milk in her London Fog came from oats grown in the Peace as well, though the tea is from new
plantations on the Gulf Islands. Priya is a farmer.
After breakfast, she rides the Skytrain to one of the large agritech innovation centres in Surrey. She is working on a breeding program to create
more resilient berry varieties for B.C. growers. The hours roll by as Priya analyses the data from her latest trials, but she breaks early to ride
the Skytrain over to the Agricultural Institute where she is taking a training course on the latest greenhouse control technologies taught by
instructors from industry and universities. Thanks to seamless cooperation between industry, government, and the academic sector, it is easy for
her to routinely upgrade her skills to stay abreast of the latest technologies that she can in turn share with other growers through her knowledge
transfer and crop consulting company.
After class Priya grabs some exercise with a jog through a re-wilded farm on the edge of Surrey. In the distance the heirloom grape varieties of a
local winery grow beside an agricultural drone company’s compact offices. The landscape looks very different in 2050; there is an even greater
diversity of crops, and many more opportunities to explore the agricultural landscape. Yet food production is fourteen times higher than it was
a few decades ago, and still growing.
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3. FOUNDATION ELEMENTS OF OUR WORK
MANDATE AND SCOPE
The mandate of the Food Security Task Force was to make recommendations that support food security and the economic growth of the
agricultural sector in British Columbia, focusing on the following three areas:

Increasing the competitiveness, efficiency and profitability of the agricultural sector of British
Columbia, through technology and innovation;
Growing the agritech industry as a standalone economic sector capable of developing
technologies that will be applicable both locally and globally; and
Supporting the development and application of technologies that can protect the agricultural
sector against the effects of climate change and support environmentally sustainable
agricultural practices.

Developing a vibrant agritech sector is key to achieving this vision. Agritech refers broadly to the use of technology and technological
innovation to improve the efficiency and output of agricultural production. We were charged with assessing the opportunities that
agritech presents for enhancing the productivity and profitability of the agricultural sector in British Columbia. However, we should note
that our mandate does not extend to seafood and aquaculture. While we acknowledge that the aquaculture sector may also benefit from
agritech development, the specific applications of agritech within the aquaculture sector were outside of the scope of our mandate.
We engaged with representatives from across B.C.’s diverse commodity sectors, including diary, livestock, poultry, and horticulture.
During our work, we met with farmers, ranchers and processors and learned about the diverse agricultural enterprises in British Columbia,
ranging from small-scale farmgate operations to large export-oriented operations. Many farmers expressed a desire to innovate or adopt
agritech solutions, yet they often require support to access technologies and adapt them to their needs.
We also had the opportunity to learn about the ongoing work of the Ministry of Agriculture and the Ministry of Ministry of Jobs, Economic
Development and Competitiveness, and particularly about the many different programs that support agricultural production, processing,
and distribution in British Columbia. The Ministry of Agriculture assists existing farmers with crop innovation, market development
and export readiness, while also enabling new farmers to enter the sector through a land matching program. Their work is bolstered
by programming and initiatives, provided by ministries and Innovate BC, and the Technology and Innovation Policy Framework – a
roadmap to current and future technological advancements – offered by the Ministry of Ministry of Jobs, Economic Development and
Competitiveness. We are very excited by the new B.C. Food Hub Network initiative developed by the Ministry of Agriculture, which is
supporting developments in processing and marketing across the province. We believe that our recommendations will complement
this existing programming to ensure that farmers and processors of all scales have the resources and knowledge to access and adopt
agritech solutions.
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RECOMMENDATIONS IN-BRIEF
The Food Security Task Force is pleased to make the following four recommendations. They can be found in expanded form with
Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) in sections 6 to 9. Each recommendation includes some suggested actions to illustrate how the
recommendation might be implemented.

1. ADOPT THE UNITED NATIONS’ SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT GOALS (SDGs) AND SEEK TO
IMPLEMENT THESE IN FUTURE AGRICULTURAL POLICIES.
Actions:
• Endorse the SDGs and collect and disseminate appropriate information to policy-makers at all levels of government so that the
SDGs guide future strategy and policy development as it pertains to agriculture, agritech and related climate policies.
• Create an Expert Advisory Council mandated to:
- Identify priority areas for investment in agricultural technologies that reflect B.C.’s strengths and abilities to address
the SDGs and support high-value opportunities for rapid technology development and commercialization;
- Discuss key performance indicators as they relate to the SDGs; and
- Provide ongoing advice to government regarding policy development.
• Target SDG 13 (climate change) by working with the Climate Action Secretariat to develop programming that will support B.C.
farmers to transition to lower carbon practices through technology and innovation.
• Target SDG 2 (Zero Hunger) and SDG 12 (Sustainable Consumption and Production) by developing novel technologies aimed at
halving B.C.’s food waste along the province’s entire food supply chain. Technologies of this type may contribute to the effort to
reduce global hunger.
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2. ESTABLISH B.C. AS A GLOBAL
AGRITECH LEADER BY SUPPORTING THE
INNOVATION PATHWAY INCLUDING THE
DEVELOPMENT, DEMONSTRATION, AND
DEPLOYMENT OF NOVEL TECHNOLOGIES.
Actions:
• Harness the creativity of British Columbians
in developing new and innovative agricultural
technologies through an incubation-acceleration
strategy which includes an incubator for agritech
start-ups.
• Ensure alignment between the incubationacceleration strategy and the broader agriculture
and agritech agenda by having the incubator lead
serve on the Expert Advisory Council.
• Stimulate demonstration of the most promising
agricultural technologies in B.C. through:
- Linkages between the agritech incubationacceleration strategy and B.C.-based
accelerators;
- Physical space and a streamlined
regulatory framework to rapidly launch
large scale agritech demonstration
projects; and
- Where available, provincial funds that can
be used to leverage other funding (e.g.,
industrial, venture capital, federal) aligned
with provincial agritech priority areas.
• Develop a policy framework for the deployment
of commercial agricultural technologies that
embraces the UN SDGs and ensure access to
appropriate provincial and federal resources that
maximize industrial contributions.
• Facilitate provincial, federal and international
linkages to create innovation corridors between
B.C. and key jurisdictions to ensure that B.C. is
central in the creation and commercialization of
new agricultural products and technologies. For
example, B.C. should leverage its position as the
Asian gateway for agricultural commodities from
across Western Canada and the United States.
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3. CREATE AN AGRICULTURE AND AGRITECH INSTITUTE AS A COLLABORATIVE ENTITY
ACROSS POST-SECONDARY INSTITUTIONS TO DRIVE EXCELLENCE IN PRIORITY AREAS
AND DEEPEN THE KNOWLEDGE BASE AND TALENT POOL FOR THE AGRICULTURE
INNOVATION AGENDA.
Actions:
• Create an agriculture/agritech institute that draws on expertise from B.C. post secondary institutions (universities and
colleges) and prioritizes training, cutting-edge research and development, acts as a policy think tank, and links to national and
international academic networks, all in support of the provincial agriculture agenda.
• Mandate and resource the Institute to:
- Perform world-class research and development in areas identified as being critically important to the province;
- Provide advice to government on agriculture and agritech policies, particularly those related to the UN SDGs;
- Link with the provincial agritech incubator-accelerator strategy to support new enterprises while also ensuring startups are aware of international developments in the agritech arena;
- Act as a gateway for aggregating work-integrated learning opportunities across post-secondary institutions for
undergraduate and graduate students;
- Enhance research collaborations to build upon multiple funding streams through federal, local and industry
partnerships; and
- Develop targeted programs focused on creating the skills and talent needed to support the future of agriculture and
agritech.

4.ENSURE THERE IS A PLACE TO GROW FOOD AND SUPPORT EMERGING
AGRITECH INDUSTRIES BY EXAMINING LAND USE POLICIES AND
OTHER REGULATORY CONSIDERATIONS.
Actions:
• Allocate up to a maximum of 0.25% of the Province’s Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) for a broader category of use essentially
categorized as agricultural-industrial. Factors in siting this land include lower soil classification (class 4-7 only), proximity to
existing transport corridors and services, and potential for clustering agri-industrial uses near other non-agricultural zones.
• Review allocations and selection factors for allocated zones every three years to ensure appropriate land use and space
designations and to assess if the new agricultural-industrial designation has achieved the intended outcomes of increasing
investment and developing the agriculture and agritech industries.
• Establish a Commissioner for Agri-Industrial Lands mandated to:
- Establish and oversee the new zones in consultation with potential land holders, municipal governments and the
Province, including the intended industrial lands inventory;
- Spur rapid establishment of agritech and agri-innovation enterprises, to attract companies that align with agriindustrial vision to these new zones of opportunity, and to ensure the process to relocate or establish in a new zone is
seamless;
- Create a consultation process with the Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) in areas of mutual interest.
- Encourage maximum uptake and productivity on the newly classified land by considering regulatory or policy
instruments that can be used to catalyze industry growth.
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AGRITECH SUPPORTS AND DIVERSIFIES
OUR AGRICULTURE SECTOR
As part of her work as a crop and innovation
consultant, Priya is excited to meet a haskap berry
grower named Ted from Northeastern B.C. Ted has
requested advice from Priya about how he might
be able to diversify his operations to capitalize on a
business opportunity. He shares with Priya that while
at a conference in Vancouver, hosted by the Agritech
institute, he was approached by a company that is
interested in accessing his locally grown berries to
set up a cold-pressed juice processing operation
to take advantage of the nutritional benefits of
haskap, but that he explained to the company that
he wouldn’t be able to produce enough of the crop
to sustain the needs of his current customers and
support this operation. Excited, Priya tells him that
with innovative growing technologies that could
significantly increase the amount of product he
could grow, there may be ways to support or expand
his primary product base and meet the demands of
the processing facility.
Priya shares information about haskap berries that
she has compiled in her lab in the lower mainland,
showing how different controlled growing techniques
can produce the same nutritional profile, grade, and
colour of product as traditionally grown haskap, only
in a shorter timeframe, with certain technologies
like lighting and climate control. She recommends
that Ted begin a small indoor growing trial and gives
him the information of a company that she works in
partnership with, that is situated in Northern B.C. and
provides indoor growing equipment and technology
setup for growing a variety of crops in the northern
environment. She will return to see him when the
infrastructure has been set up to discuss a plan for
how to track and monitor the trial. If the results are
positive, Priya will then continue to work with Ted to
transition the operation indoors and scale up size
and capacity.
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PRINCIPLES AND STRATEGIC APPROACH
We were focused on providing recommendations that would contribute to food security, taking the United Nations Food and Agriculture
Organization’s definition as our guiding principle. The FAO defines food security as existing when “all people, at all times, have physical
and economic access to sufficient, safe and nutritious food that meets their dietary needs and food preferences for an active and healthy
life” (World Food Summit, 1996).
This definition considers the importance of food security to achieving economic, nutritional and societal well-being. Accordingly, we
consistently applied the principles of “People, Planet and Profit” to our work as we developed our recommendations, assessing each
to ensure it would benefit people (in B.C. and globally), protect the planet and help B.C. farmers and the provincial economy remain
competitive. These principles are designed to ensure that each of our recommendations will support socially just and environmentally
sustainable economic growth in British Columbia. Core elements and desired goals/outcomes considered within each of these areas are
outlined in this section.

PEOPLE
• British Columbians in all parts of the province, including those in rural and remote areas, have access to
a local, healthy, fresh and consistent food supply, including those in rural and remote areas – and to good
job opportunities resulting from the growth of the agriculture and agritech industries;
• Underrepresented groups, such as women and Indigenous people, have access to agritech training and
other opportunities within the sector; and
• Innovative solutions are created to promote social good, reduce food waste and address other social and
environmental problems.

PLANET
• The farmers of today and the farmers of the future are leaders in sustainable agriculture;
• Technologies are developed to lower sector GHG emissions;
• The carbon footprint of the agriculture and food sector is reduced by ensuring sufficient local food
production and decreasing reliance on foods imported from significant distances; and
• Opportunities are identified to diversify protein sources, including through innovative plant-based
products.

PROFIT
• Opportunities are facilitated for agriculture, food and agritech to become significant contributors to the
provincial economy;
• Productivity and efficiencies are found that will enhance the competitiveness of the food and agriculture
industry;
• Pathways are created to increase margins and profitability for farmers and ranchers;
• B.C.’s brand of safe, sustainable and traceable food supports a price premium in the global market while
locally produced foods of all types remain available and accessible to local consumers; and
• Value is added in strategic areas along the supply chain to create value from food or by-products that
would otherwise be wasted.
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Our recommendations are designed to align with the Government of British Columbia’s mandate to foster quality economic growth, which
is growth that generates steady increases in real wages, healthy increases in per capita real government revenue without raising tax rates
and benefits the entire province. They are also designed to align with the CleanBC plan, and where possible to enable reduced sector-wide
GHG emissions even as agricultural production expands to meet growing domestic consumption and export sales.

OUR RECOMMENDATIONS ALIGN WITH
THE PRINCIPLES OF QUALITY ECONOMIC GROWTH IN TERMS OF:
CleanBC

COMPETITIVE BUSINESS CLIMATE

Reducing GHG emissions from B.C.’s agriculture

Opportunities for current and future farmers, food

industry and reducing the carbon footprint of

producers and innovators in agriculture to grow their

the food we eat.

business and contribute to growing B.C.’s economy.

RECONCILIATION WITH INDIGENOUS PEOPLE

TECHNOLOGY AND INNOVATION

Incorporating traditional knowledge in agriculture,

Concentrating on agriculture as one of B.C.’s

fisheries and food production; increasing the availability

innovation clusters; developing an agritech sector that

of fresh, locally-grown foods for remote

can solve B.C. agricultural and food security problems

and rural Indigenous communities.

while creating knowledge and innovations that can be
sold to other food-producing regions of the world.
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INDOOR GROWING allows for the production of crops in a
highly-controlled, closed environment. This approach to food
production has the potential to transform food systems by
providing a steady, year-round supply of crops, which is a not
possible for traditional outdoor agriculture in most northern
climates. While indoor growing will not displace outdoor growing,
it can support a more sustainable food supply and be established
physically closer to consumers. Fresh food can lose nutritional
components during transportation, while local indoor grown
produce can be picked closer to ripening, maximizing nutrient
density and minimizing carbon footprints. Because food grown in
hydroponic and aeroponic systems applied in indoor production
have lower nutrient uptake due to lack of soil, operators must
strategically apply nutrients and fertilizer solutions to yield the
same nutrient-dense foods as classic soil-based agriculture.

SENSOR TECHNOLOGY has played a vital role in enhancing existing agricultural practices and will continue to do so as new
developments are introduced to the field. Advancements in the monitoring and detection of changes in air quality, moisture level, and
soil pH have been made over the past decade, resulting in increased yields of high-quality products. As this technology continues to
advance, sensors will become more accessible and affordable for farmers, producers and consumers. B.C. company, Skaha Remote
Sensing, is the first to innovate microwave sensors which provide remote monitoring of soil moisture. Their technology compiles data
to generate a map of the field crop’s moisture, providing insights into potential drainage issues and solutions. The company aims to
expand their technology globally to maximize production and minimize the use of water.
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VERTICAL GROWING is a key component of indoor growing
that can enhance the operations of greenhouses and other indoor
operations. This farming method involves layers of verticallystacked plots on shelving units, thereby requiring much less land
than traditional growing practices. Vertical growing is particularly
useful in population-dense areas and may minimize the carbon
footprint associated with transportation of food across the globe.
Despite requiring less capital for land, a major barrier to adoption
is the high start-up and operational costs associated with vertical
growing. This segment of the agritech sector is quite new and can
benefit from further research and development to develop more
cost-effective designs. In the meantime, CubicFarm Systems Inc. is
an example of a successful B.C.-based company that is developing
and employing a modular growing system with patented technology
to provide predictable crop yields. Their customizable system is
designed to support the commercial agriculture industry to grow
lettuce, herbs and microgreens.

ROBOTICS will play an integral role in the future of farming. Automated agriculture can allow farms to operate with fewer staff,
providing a solution to the labour shortages that the industry currently faces. While there are many innovations underway, there are
a few B.C.-based companies specializing in robotics, from an autonomous robot that monitors crop and greenhouse operations to
detect presence of early stage diseases and pests to a robotic system for greenhouse nurseries that can substitute or assist human
operators with heavy manual tasks. Robotic technology has been proven to enhance farm operations by serving as reliable tools to
increase efficiency, allowing farm operators to tend to other tasks requiring direct human involvement.
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AGRICULTURAL GENOMICS involves the exploration of
genetic information of organisms (e.g., plants and animals) that can
be used to breed advantageous traits, such as tolerance to disease
and increased nutritional value. Most of the current research and
support is provided by Genome Canada and in the province, its
subsidiary, Genome BC. As an example, 70% of cheese in North
America is made with vegetable rennet as a curdling agent. Vegetable
rennet is produced using genetically modified bacteria. Commercial
cheese production at current levels would not be possible using
traditional techniques. Vegetable rennet also produces cheese
suitable for vegetarians and those following kosher diets.
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Innovations in food PROCESSING TECHNOLOGIES have been explored for a range of commodities including plant-based proteins
and frozen foods. Like agricultural robotics, food processing technologies and techniques can be employed to mitigate labour shortages
by mechanizing repetitive tasks. New technologies have enhanced processes such as extraction, modification, and thermal processing to
introduce novel products to market. Many plant-based protein companies established their roots in B.C and have since grown to supply
products around the globe. Among these companies are Vega, Daiya Foods, Tempea Natural Foods, and Gardein, which are using new
technologies and processes to transform plant-based proteins, such as nuts and legumes, to offer alternatives to traditional meats and
dairy products. Developments in food processing technology have allowed food processors to transform primary food products into highlynutritious food options, adding more choices to the market and variety to human diet. Building processing capacity for B.C.’s farm products—
such as fruits, vegetables, dairy, and meats—within the province means more of the added value remains and circulates within B.C., generating
economic benefit for the agrifood and other sectors.

WASTE REDUCTION TECHNOLOGY and integrated agriculture
can foster environmental and economic sustainability for farm operations
by diverting wastes and resources through alternate streams within their
own operations. Manure from poultry and livestock operations is often
applied to crops in an effort to promote organic soil, however excess
nutrient run-off can contaminate nearby water sources (e.g., streams),
creating threats to marine ecosystems and water supplies. In B.C.,
this issue is being tackled by Boost Environmental Systems, which
is pioneering a microwave heat system to reduce manure to easilydigestible volumes and components.
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CELLULAR AGRICULTURE involves producing food products
from cell cultures through growth and replication of tissues.
These ventures share motivations of some plant-based protein
companies which aim to nourish the growing population while
minimizing environmental impacts. Canada is in early stages of
exploring cellular agriculture and progress continues to be made;
Genome BC is currently conducting research to determine the real
and perceived impacts of cellular agriculture, including the public
perception and policy barriers for the dairy industry. In addition,
Vancouver-based biotechnology company, Appleton Meats, is
exploring opportunities to grow ground beef without the need of
livestock. They are developing a method to produce a consistent
meat yield with the same high-quality protein, fat, and tissue as
conventional meat. At this stage, they are testing many prototypes
and anticipate a market-ready product within the next few years
for Canadians. This method of lab-based food production can
be better for animal welfare and the environment as the meat
and dairy industry require significant inputs and contribute large
amounts of methane.

Pests are unavoidable nuisances to agricultural operations.
However, novel PEST MANAGEMENT approaches and
improved solutions are helping to mitigate damages cause by
insects, rodents, birds, etc. Vancouver-based company, Semios,
has turned to new technology in its approach to pest control.
Their network-connected pest traps are equipped with cameras
to capture and send photos of pests directly to farmers. If a pest
is deemed a threat, growers can apply a pheromone product to a
targeted area using a remote-controlled dispenser, pre-installed in
the orchard. The natural product developed by Semios disrupts
a specific pest’s mating patterns, preventing it from reproducing
and thus reducing its ability to damage crops. Another B.C.-based
leader in agritech is Terramera. The company recently launched
Rango, a plant-based pest control product that can deter a broad
range of pests and diseases. Semios and Terramera are great
examples of how B.C. can invent solutions to agricultural pests
and can contribute to the province’s reputation for high-quality and
safe food products.
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WHY DO WE NEED A
STRATEGY?
Our food systems are entering a period of tremendous
change. With 40 per cent of the Earth’s land surface
already dedicated to the production of food and
significant population growth expected, the global
agricultural sector no longer has the option of continuing
business as usual. Farmers are leading the movement
towards sustainable food production as they embrace
new technologies and seek innovative ways to feed the
growing global population. As a result, there has been
a shift towards using land efficiently, growing more food
in a smaller space and using fewer inputs. Farmers are
rediscovering old crops, developing entirely new crop
categories and exploring increasingly efficient ways of
doing business.
Necessity is driving many of these changes. Climate
change and biodiversity loss pose significant challenges
to global food systems. At home and around the world,
the agricultural sector is grappling with serious labour
shortages, which are worsening as the labour pools
continues to age. Deepening globalization has opened
new markets, but domestic producers must compete
with established agricultural powerhouses and emerging
leaders in the world market. Meanwhile, consumer
tastes are changing. While emerging technologies can
help address these challenges, they will also profoundly
change the way we produce and procure food.
Agriculture is one of the oldest industries on the
planet. In a world where technology has completely
transformed the way that we live together and connect
with one another, in some ways, agriculture is one of the
last sectors to be disrupted. The global population is
growing rapidly, and B.C. alone is expected to welcome
another million people by 2050. In order to keep up with
population demands, global agricultural production will
have to increase by an estimated 38 per cent by 2030
and 60 per cent by 2050 (FAO 2012).
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In British Columbia, existing food production would not be

From an economic perspective, B.C. needs more focused actions

able to meet the dietary needs of forecast population growth

to fully realize the opportunity that agriculture and food present

while also meeting the greenhouse gas reduction goals of

for our economy. The agriculture sector, including seafood and

CleanBC. While the carbon footprint of B.C.’s agricultural sector

food and beverage processing, is a relatively small portion of

is relatively small, the agriculture industry globally produces

B.C.’s economy, currently contributing approximately 2.1 per

significant emissions along the supply chain. Continuing to grow

cent to provincial GDP (B.C. Ministry of Agriculture, 2018).

and transport food as the world does today to feed the growing

Developments in agritech can unlock further potential. Agritech

global population will not be environmentally sustainable or

presents opportunities to increase profits for those already

efficient. To compound these problems, climate change is having

operating in the sector while also creating new opportunities

profound impacts on some food growing regions, making it

for new entrants. Agritech will offer opportunities for municipal

increasingly important to protect and sustain local agricultural

and Indigenous governments looking to diversify their local

production to support long-term food security. Agritech that can

economies, provide new employment opportunities, and increase

increase food production while reducing GHG emissions will be

year-round access to nutritious, affordable, locally-grown foods

transformational for B.C., and for other parts of the world.

including in rural and remote communities. This will ultimately

Consider British Columbia’s reliance on imports of fruit and
vegetables from jurisdictions like California that are experiencing
their own climate crisis, including long-term drought. B.C.

bolster the provincial economy, creating revenue that can be
reinvested into services that improve the standard of living for
British Columbians.

imports an estimated $7.3 billion worth of food products from

By taking steps to develop and implement an agritech strategy

the rest of Canada and $8.8 billion of food products from

now, British Columbia will be positioned to become a global

the rest of the world, including over $2 billion of fruits and

agricultural leader. Our province has the opportunity to be

vegetables from California on an annual basis (BC Stats, 2019).

the place that develops technologies to suit the needs of

Global shifts resulting from climate change and policies in

our own industry and agriculture industries around the and

other jurisdictions could have a major impact on the availability

to unlock the potential from our agriculture sector, creating

of imports in the future of our food system. Technology can

a renewed economic opportunity that can employ highly

enhance our domestic food security and provide a marketable

skilled workers throughout the province in food production,

asset through which B.C. innovators can contribute to the food

processing and agritech.

security needs that will arise in other jurisdictions.
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B.C. SHOULD AND CAN BE A LEADER.
B.C. can become a major contender in the rapidly transforming agricultural landscape. The global investment space for agritech is growing
quickly. According to AgFunder, in 2018, global investments in food and agritech reached $17 billion USD – a 43 per cent increase from
2017. In addition, the opportunities for increased revenues and job creation are evident – in B.C., revenues and employment are expected
to grow by 8 per cent and 7.5 per cent, respectively, by 2025 (MNP, 2019).

THE OPPORTUNITY - WHAT WILL A STRATEGY DO?
We believe that implementing an agritech vision will realize

B.C. can grow and develop a minimum of ten world recognized

significant benefits for British Columbia and the agricultural

agritech companies that are anchored in B.C. and that, by the

industryBased on extensive research and consultations, we

year 2035, will have developed into B.C. based multinational

believe there are opportunities for B.C. to significantly grow

operations that employ hundreds of people.

its existing agricultural sector, unlock new revenues, create
skilled employment opportunities and establish an entirely new
economic sector that can lead the world in agritech development.

Increasing food production in British Columbia requires a whole
systems approach that considers what markets our food will
serve and what returns it will generate. We must not produce

Our recommendations go hand in hand with setting an ambitious

more solely for the sake of increasing production and with

target for growth, forecasting that agriculture’s share of B.C.’s

the hope to be able to sell it to market. Food waste already

economic base can grow from 10.3 per cent to 15 per cent

represents a major loss within the food system – over $31

by 2035. We predict this would be the result of increasing

billion of food is wasted in Canada per year, which represents

production, adding value to food products, and enabling seamless

approximately 40 per cent of food produced. The agricultural

efficiency by supporting logistics, supply chain development

sector requires a targeted growth strategy that will allow us to

and market access for the fast-growing, tech-enabled food and

produce sufficient food to meet our needs while also increasing

agriculture sector. In addition, agritech development will diversify

exports that command a price premium in overseas markets. We

the technology sector and provide a net positive return to the

have the opportunity to return more prosperity to B.C. farmers

province. A growing agritech sector will support good jobs for

and increase the standard of living across the province by raising

university graduates and existing farmworkers who want to

the value of goods and services we export.

diversify their skills and economic opportunities. We believe that
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PERCENT OF EMPLOYMENT IN AGRICULTURE
UNITED STATES

CANADA

Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, International Labor Comparisons, June 2013

Agriculture-related labour challenges are historically rooted and are not unique to Canada or B.C. Over time, increases in agricultural
innovation and resulting efficiency gains have reduced the labour intensity of the sector. With increasing urbanization, employment in
agriculture has been steadily declining since the 19th century in both Canada and the U.S.
In 1921, a high proportion of the Canadian workforce (33.3%) held occupations in agriculture (Statistics Canada, 2018). More recently,
this percentage has dipped into single digits, sitting at under 2% (1.8% of the labour force in 2008). These statistics are comparable
with the United States. The Canadian Agricultural Human Resource Council (CAHR) attributes these declines to issues such as an
aging workforce and retirements, declining interests in the field and the rural nature of agriculture (more and more people are moving
to cities to live and work). According to RBC’s Farmer 4.0 report, the sector will continue to grapple with the widening discrepancy
between the supply and demand of labour, hence, the need for technology adoption to be part of the solution.

Regional Planning Committee

THE FUTURE OF B.C.’S FOOD SYSTEM

According to CAHR, the global demand for Canada’s food
products has been expanding while the labour force continues
to shrink, resulting in a labour gap that is expected to double
by 2025. Nearly three-quarters of the labour gap has been filled
by foreign workers. Despite this support, current challenges
are hindering sector growth; with over 16,500 jobs unfilled in
Canada in 2017, the sector lost $2.9 billion in revenues. In
addition to economic losses, of the 41 per cent agricultural
producers who were unable to fill all positions, 56 per cent
claimed to experience delays to production, 55 per cent
experienced production losses, and 46 per cent experienced
loss in sales.
The seasonal, highly cyclical nature of the sector, and the income
levels associated with traditional labour-intensive occupations
in the sector (such as piece rates for hand-harvested crops)
compound the labour shortage issue. Technology can lead to
the redefinition of a new sector opportunity that can support
year-round income for skilled workers in agriculture, creating
new pathways for seasonal or temporary workers and a new
generation of farmers that can help fill the labour gap.
Throughout history, innovation and technology have been
integrated into farming operations to improve the efficiency
and productivity of growing food. In modern times, RBC’s
report highlights that advanced technologies have been
adopted by 95% of farms, bringing in over $1 million. Adopting
new equipment and technologies has never been unusual for
farmers; most farms adopt the industrial and technological
changes that apply to their businesses as quickly as practical–
from the days of horse-drawn plows to today’s reality of being
able to monitor crop health through a smart phone. Applying
agritech is part of the reason why the agriculture value per
worker has been increasing, helping Canada and B.C. remain
a leader in agriculture and food production.
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INNOVATION IN AGRICULTURE AND THE EVOLUTION OF INNOVATIVE
PRACTICES AND TOOLS DATES BACK CENTURIES.
The timeline below highlights some of the key innovations that took place over the past 300 years in the United States.
At the turn of the 20th century, fertile land started to
become scare and more people began to move to urban
areas, levelling off agricultural production. In response,

Cotton Gin : 1794

President Theodore Roosevelt established the Country

Iron Plow : 1819

Life Commission in 1908 to investigate reasons for
stalled production and to recommend structural changes
that could increase agricultural efficiency and yield.

Reaper : 1831

The Commission largely assumed that industrialization
was necessary, and met with resistance from rural

Steel Plow : 1838
Grain Elevator : 1842

communities, the country did not experience significant
industrialization until the first World War.
After the Industrial Revolution, crops began to require
fewer workers, better soil replenishment and improved

Mixed Fertilizers : 1849

livestock care, resulting in agricultural productivity.
The period of time known as the ‘Green Revolution’
(1950s/60s) experienced the development of high-

Corn Picker : 1850

yielding varieties of cereal grains, expansion of irrigation

Pasturization : 1871

infrastructure, modernization of management techniques,
distribution of hybridized seeds, synthetic fertilizers,
and pesticides. That revolution opened a new door to
innovative practices. By 1990, the first food product

Autobailer : 1939

produced through biotechnology was sold.

Modern Tractor : 1945

Advances in technology and farming practices have
helped farmers become much more productive and grow
crops efficiently in areas most suitable for agricultural

Green Revolution : 1960

production. The 20th century was the turning point that

First Hybrid Rice : 1974

introduced the use of machinery, fertilizer and pesticide
technology. As a result, food largely became an affordable
and accessible commodity in developed countries.

Biotechnology : 1990

Today, we are experiencing the next ‘Green Revolution’,

Modern Tech : 2000

which will supercharge the existing tools, practices and
techniques farmers have available so they can continue
to produce and select technology options that suits their
needs. Linking so many technologies means that waste
will be limited, productivity will be maximized, and the
environment will be protected as much as possible.
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Agricultural Land Commission
201 – 4940 Canada Way
Burnaby, British Columbia V5G 4K6
Tel: 604 660-7000 | Fax: 604 660-7033
www.alc.gov.bc.ca

March 9, 2020

Honourable John Horgan
Office of the Premier
Premier@gov.bc.ca
Delivered Electronically
Re:

The Future of BC’s Food System: Findings and Recommendations from the BC
Food Security Task Force (2020)

On July 11, 2019, the Government of British Columbia (BC) announced the establishment of
the Food Security Task Force (the “Task Force”) comprised of academia and industry. The
Task Force’s mandate was to with provide recommendations to support food security and
the economic growth of the agriculture sector in BC in the following three areas:
•

Increasing the competitiveness, efficiency and profitability of the agricultural sector of
BC, through technology and innovation;

•

Growing the agritech industry as a standalone economic sector capable of developing
technologies that will be applicable both locally and globally; and,

•

Supporting the development and application of technologies that can protect the
agricultural sector against the effects of climate change and support environmentally
sustainable agricultural practices.

On January 7, 2020, the Task Force’s findings were summarized in a report titled The
Future of BC’s Food System, Findings and Recommendations from the BC Food Security
Task Force (the “Report”), which addresses how BC can lead the next agricultural
revolution.
The Report identifies four recommendations with suggested actions to illustrate how the
recommendations may be implemented.
Recommendation four seeks to ensure there is a place to grow food and support emerging
agritech industries by examining land use policies and other regulatory considerations.
The associated actions include the following:
•

Allocation of up to 0.25% of the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) for a broader category
of use, essentially categorized as agriculture-industrial. The location of this category of
use is proposed to include lower soil classification lands (Class 4-7 only), with proximity
to existing transport corridors and services, and potential for clustering agri-industrial
uses near other non-agricultural zones.

•

The allocations and selection factors be reviewed every three years to ensure
appropriate land use and space designations and to assess if the new agriculturalindustrial designation has achieved the intended outcomes of increasing investment and
developing the agriculture and agritech industries.
Page 1 of 5
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•

•

Establish a Commissioner for Agri-Industrial Lands mandated to:
-

Establish and oversee the new zones in consultation with potential land holders,
municipal governments and the Province, including the intended industrial lands
inventory;

-

Spur rapid establishment of agritech and agri-innovation enterprises, to attract
companies that align with agriindustrial vision to these new zones of opportunity,
and to ensure the process to relocate or establish in a new zone is seamless;

-

Create a consultation process with the Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) in
areas of mutual interest.

Encourage maximum uptake and productivity on the newly classified land by considering
regulatory or policy instruments that can be used to catalyze industry growth.
***

Only 5% of BC’s land base has the soil, climate, and topography suitable for agricultural use.
Due to this scarcity, the ALR was established to ensure that lands capable and suitable for
agriculture were preserved over the long term. Approximately 50% (2.3 million hectares) of the
ALR is Crown land, some of which is utilized by agriculture for Crown land grazing leases, but
much of which is used for a myriad of other uses, including: roadways, airports, landfill, licenses
of occupation, recreational permits, water, forestry and reforesting objectives; wildlife
management, mining and so on.
The findings of the Report, specifically related to recommendation four and the allocation of
0.25% of the ALR for agriculture-industrial use, would have substantial implications on the
preservation of the ALR land base. Using 0.25% of the ALR for agriculture-industrial equates to
approximately 11,532 hectares* of the 4,612,861 hectare ALR being removed from potential
primary agricultural production (*as of January 31, 2020). It should be noted that this number
does not adequately reflect the cumulative impact of other permitted ancillary farm and non-farm
uses, such as roads/driveways, buildings, and residences, which further reduce the ALR land
base available for primary agricultural production.
According to a 2017 study conducted by the University of British Columbia (the “UBC Study”),
approximately 10% of the ALR land base in Metro Vancouver is comprised of impervious
surfaces, most notably impacted by residences and greenhouses (Rose, Wilson & Lavkulich,
2017). The UBC Study concluded that the decrease in pervious surfaces has negatively
influenced the ecosystem health of the region, as well as decreased the amount of agricultural
land for soil based agriculture and surface and groundwater dynamics. As soil is a nonrenewable resource needed to meet the increased demand for food production, as well as to
improve our resilience to floods and droughts, the preservation of soil is imperative.
While the Report proposes that the 0.25% allocation for agriculture-industrial be sited on Class
4 through 7 lands, the Commission wishes to clarify that the growing assumption that these
lands are somehow inferior or not useful for agriculture is incorrect. Class 4 to 6 lands are highly
suitable to a number of crops, including grapes, tree fruits, berries and nuts as well as forage
crops that our livestock industry depends on, which are in increasingly short supply. How would
our agricultural industry be impacted if we summarily dismissed Class 4 to 6 lands?
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Moreover, the Report suggests that the 0.25% allocation of the ALR be located in proximity to
existing transport corridors and services. The Commission notes that much of the prime
agricultural lands found within the Province align with existing transport corridors and services.
For example, Metro Vancouver contains the most productive agricultural area in BC, and is also
the most rapidly growing urban area (Rose, Wilson & Lavkulich, 2017).
Secondly, the Report incorrectly cites the regulations regarding processing in the ALR. Page 72
of the Report states that existing regulations do not allow for large scale processing unless 50%
of materials are grown on site or contrarily stated on Page 73 are grown within BC. The ALC
would like to clarify that these statements do not adequately reflect the current regulations.
Under Section 11(2) of the ALR Use Regulation processing may be permitted under the
following:
11(2) The use of agricultural land for storing, packing, preparing and processing farm
products is designated as a farm use and may not be prohibited as described in section
4 if at least 50% of the farm product is
(a) produced either on that agricultural land or by an association to which the
owner of the agricultural land belongs, or
(b) feed required for farm use on that agricultural land.
As you can see, the size or type of facility is not dictated, but is intended to be scaled to the
agricultural operation the facility is intended to support. The ALR Use Regulation also ensures
that any processing facility established on the finite supply of agricultural land in BC has a direct
tie to agricultural production on agricultural land. Agri-food processing facilities that do not have
a connection to local, and/or BC agricultural production are more appropriately located on
industrially zoned lands.
The Commission would also like to clarify that processing proposals which do not meet the
requirements of the ALR Use Regulation may be contemplated through the application process
to the ALC. The ALR Use Regulation and the application process is designed to work together
to first protect and preserve land in the ALR, but also allow for some flexibility, on a case by
case basis. The two work in tandem to ensure that the primary use of the ALR is for agriculture
production, while recognizing that other facilities and activities can be accommodated on a site
specific basis through the application system. Experience suggests that a permissive use
regulation is not an appropriate approach to enabling and encouraging agri-industrial
processing. If an agricultural processing entrepreneur is seeking to establish a processing
facility in the ALR but is unable to currently meet the 50% on-farm source thresholds of the ALR
Use Regulation, the application process provides an opportunity for the Commissioners to take
into consideration the intention of a specific proposal and its alignment with the ALC’s mandate
to preserve land capable of agriculture; encourage farming of the ALR in collaboration with other
communities of interest; and encourage local governments, first nations, the government and its
agents to enable and accommodate farm use within the ALR and uses compatible with
agriculture in their plans, bylaws and policies. Through the application process, the Commission
can approve an operation that may not be directly tied to the parcel upon which the facility is
located, but which supports regional and/or provincial primary agricultural production. The
implication that the ALR constitutes a "bottleneck" to innovative agri-tech development is
therefore not clear.
In certain circumstances the Commission has permitted agri-industrial uses not associated with
on-site agricultural production through application. For example, the ALC permitted the use of
35 ha of ALR in the City of Chilliwack for agricultural processing adjacent to Highway 1 (ALC
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Application 40833; Legacy 35126; Resolution #50/2004). The processing operations occupying
these lands currently include:
•
•
•
•

Molson Coors Fraser Valley Brewery – a large scale brewery and distribution centre.
Berryhill Foods Inc. – a commercial supplier of premium quality cultivated blueberries
and red raspberries.
Sandel Foods – a supplier of filling, icing, glazes, syrups, and sauces.
Five Corners Meats (Donald’s Fine Foods) – a primary producer, value added producer
(e.g. packaging) and distributer of meats.

Whilst this decision provided space and a location for food industry processing, it is unlikely that
the decision directly supports BC agriculture.
In January 2018, BC’s Minister of Agriculture, Lana Popham, announced the formation of an
independent committee (the “Committee”) to lead a public engagement process and provide
recommendations to the Provincial government to revitalize the ALR and the ALC. In the
Committee’s December 2018 final report, titled Revitalizing the Agricultural Land Reserve and
the Agricultural Land Commission – Final Committee Report to the Minister of Agriculture:
Recommendations for Revitalization, 32 recommendations were identified, one of which
(Recommendation 14) recommended a maximum cumulative footprint for farm-related
commercial and industrial uses in order to ensure agricultural production remains the primary
ALR land use, and does not eliminate economic opportunity for farmers.
On May 9, 2019, the Commission sent a letter to the Minister of Agriculture citing its concern for
the cumulative impact of ancillary farm uses and inconsistency in application and interpretation
of the “scale” for the current regulations for alcohol production, on-farm processing and farm
retail sale facilities by local governments. It is felt by the Commission that while the construction
of these types of facilities in the ALR was meant to be ancillary and supportive of primary
agricultural production (i.e. the growing of crops and the raising of animals) the construction of
these types of facilities has in fact become the principal occupation with only enough “farming”
being undertaken to justify the construction of these facilities. The Commission believes that
limits need to be placed on the total footprint of retail and processing uses not associated with
the primary production of farm products.
The Commission also believes that the establishment of limits on these types of uses would
help address the escalating cost of agricultural land for farmers. Land valuation is very strongly
tied to the “highest and best use” of a parcel and right now in BC the highest and best use of
agricultural land is not primary agricultural production, but the development of alcohol
production, on-farm processing, and farm retail sale facilities, in conjunction with
accommodations, spas, and “event” spaces. This land valuation issue will likely be further
compounded in the coming years by the competition for land access resulting from the
expansion of cannabis production into the ALR.
It is worth noting that the Ontario Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs, in their
guidelines for permitted uses in agricultural areas does not consider large processing plants,
large wineries, breweries or distilleries to be agriculturally related due to their size, scale, and
substantial servicing requirements, i.e. transportation and servicing infrastructure to address
high water demand and effluent generation.
Respectfully, careful consideration must be given to future agricultural innovation and the role in
which the ALR and ALC may have. We need to look at how to preserve the finite supply of
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agricultural land, while at the same time recognizing the role the ALC can have to encourage
appropriate agricultural innovation and growth.
The Agricultural Land Use Inventories (ALUIs) delivered by the BC Ministry of Agriculture,
collect consistent, credible, and comprehensive data about land use and land cover on
agricultural lands in the Province. The ALUIs measure utilization, vacancy, land use changes,
and identify potential agricultural expansion opportunities. The ALUI’s also map and describe
how BC’s agricultural land is being used across the Province, including non-agricultural uses
occurring on designated farmland. It is difficult to build the future without a blueprint. Prior to
2017, the ALUI unit had been without stable and ongoing funding to complete or maintain an
agricultural land use inventory. In order to look to additional future innovation on the ALR, this
data is critical to support the baseline understanding and cumulative impact on the land base.
Finally, the Commission understands that public engagement sessions held between August
and December 2019 included engagement with companies/farmers, government, postsecondary institutions/research bodies, and political entities, but did not include consultations
with the ALC. Given the implications of the findings of the Report on the ALR and the ALC, the
Commission would like to be consulted before any decision is made about potentially increasing
the impact of processing and retail facilities on the agricultural land base.
We are proud of the visionary land use policy that the ALR represents. The ALR has been the
envy across Canada and the United States. Over the years we have been visited from
delegations from around the world asking how to preserve dwindling farm land. It is an important
accomplishment for our Province and we must work together to ensure the preservation and
viability of the agricultural land base supports farming over the long-term. I believe the success
of the ALR has been due to its foundation on the biophysical characteristics of soil and climate
to support agriculture, and its applicability to everyone, whether individual landowners,
corporations, local governments, Provincial agencies, or Crown corporations. I would be
pleased to meet to discuss the ALR and ALC as it relates to the report.
Yours truly,
PROVINCIAL AGRICULTURAL LAND COMMISSION

Jennifer Dyson, Chair of the Agricultural Land Commission

CC:

Minister of Agriculture, Lana Popham
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NEWS RELEASE
May 19, 2020
Supporters of ALR Concerned about Promotion of Industrial Uses of Farmland
In an Open Letter to Premier Horgan and Minister of Agriculture, Lana Popham, a group of individuals
with wide-ranging experience in soils and land capability, farming, agricultural land preservation and land
use planning have expressed serious concerns about government’s decision to implement a BC Food
Security Task Force recommendation to establish an agri-industrial zone within the provincial Agricultural
Land Reserve (ALR).
The new initiative could see up to 0.25%, or 11,500 ha, of ALR land being converted to agri-industrial
uses, thereby permanently eliminating future use of these lands for soil-based food production.
The authors of the letter point out that it is a serious mistake to assume that simply directing this nonfarm use to lower capability Class 4-6 lands will minimize impact on agriculture.
“When evaluating the importance of lands for agriculture, capability class is important but it is by no
means comprehensive; you also have to take into account productivity and specialty crop suitability,”
said Dr. Terence Lewis, a soils and land use consultant who was involved in establishing the original
ALR boundaries. “We also don’t know how climate change may impact our food production
potential. These Class 4-6 lands could become even more important to food security in the future.
The authors also raise the issue of the negative impacts that non-farm uses within the ALR can have on
surrounding farms and the wider agricultural community.
The group’s most serious concern, however, is the lack of consultation and involvement of the
Agricultural Land Commission (ALC), both to date and moving forward in locating an industrial zone
within the ALR.
“Every time the provincial government, of any stripe, excludes the ALC from the conversation, our
agriculture land resource and thus food security are put at risk”, said Richard Bullock, retired orchardist
and former Chair of the Agricultural Land Commission. “The ALC has almost 50 years of experience in
making tough decisions, keeping the preservation of agricultural land at the forefront. They need to be
allowed to do their job.”
The 23 authors of the Open Letter are urging government to redirect its promotion of an agri-tech
industry to outside the ALR and, in situations where ALR land cannot be avoided, to leave the decisionmaking in the hands of the Agricultural Land Commission, whose mandate it is to preserve BC’s scarce
agricultural land resource for present and future generations.
Attachments:
Premier’s Office May 1, 2020 Staffing Announcement
ALC March 9, 2020 Letter to Premier re: BC Food Security Task Force Recommendations
Contact for Further information:
Richard Bullock, Kelowna, Telephone: 250-470-8053
Dr. Terence Lewis, Courtenay, BC, Telephone: 250-897-0490
Dr. Paul Sanborn, University of Northern BC, Prince George, Telephone: 250-960-6661
-30 -
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Delivered Electronically, May 19, 2020
OPEN LETTER
To the Honourable John Horgan, Premier and the Honourable Lana Popham, Minister of
Agriculture
We the undersigned are extremely concerned about the impact on agricultural land and the farming
community of government’s decision to implement Recommendation #4 of the 2020 Food Security Task
Force report, titled ‘The Future of BC’s Food System’.
We understand that a deputy minister has been appointed to lead an initiative to convert up to 0.25 % of
the ALR to non-farm use as an agri-industrial zone, thereby permanently eliminating the potential for soilbased food production on up to 11,500 ha of agricultural land.
As a group of individuals with wide-ranging experience in soils and land capability, farming, agricultural
land preservation and land use planning, our concerns are several.
It is a serious mistake to assume that simply directing agri-tech to ‘lower capability’ Class 4-6 lands
within the ALR will minimize impact. Capability class is only a reflection of range of crops, not
productivity, specialty crop suitability or value to agriculture. In many parts of the province, these lands
are integral to farm operations. For example, many Class 5 lands in the Lower Mainland are the
mainstay of the blueberry/cranberry industry; Class 4 and 5 lands in the Okanagan comprise the
backbone of the wine and tree fruit industry; Class 5 forage lands in Bulkley Nechako and Peace River
regions are the foundation of a livestock industry; and the Class 6 natural grasslands of Interior BC
provide critical spring and fall grazing for many ranches.
For government to facilitate and promote non-farm uses within the ALR – with no requirement that they
be tied to food production on surrounding lands – ignores the well-documented negative impacts such
uses can have on surrounding farms and the feasibility of bringing more farmland into production. The
ALC has almost 50 years of experience in building criteria into its decision-making on applications for
non-farm use within the ALR to ensure impacts of allowed uses are minimized.
Another major concern with this initiative is the complete lack of consultation and involvement to date of
the Agricultural Land Commission, the entity with the provincial legislative mandate and responsibility to
protect the scarce 5% of our provincial land area capable of food production. The ALC’s March 9, 2020
letter to government, expressing serious concerns with the Task Force recommendation and requesting
to be consulted prior to a decision being made, appears to have been ignored.
Establishing an agri-industrial zone within the ALR directly contradicts the 2018 Minister’s Committee
report, titled ’Revitalizing the Agricultural Land Reserve and the Agricultural Land Commission’, which
recommended an ‘agriculture first’ policy within the ALR; curbing speculation and non-farm impacts on
the ALR; limiting activities that damage and alienate land from farming and ranching; and ensuring
that the ALC is ‘at the table’ when it comes to decisions on lands within the provincial ALR. We strongly
support these Committee recommendations.
We urge government to redirect its promotion of an agri-tech industry to outside the ALR. In situations of
demonstrated need for this use within the ALR, the ALC has the legislative mandate and experience to
decide where and under what conditions such uses could be allowed. In our opinion, to circumvent the
ALC endangers, rather than enhances, BC’s food security.
Yours sincerely,
Ron Bertrand, former Director of Resource Management Branch, BC Ministry of Agriculture
Art Bomke, Professor Emeritus, UBC Faculty of Land and Food Systems
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Abra Brynne, Food Policy Analyst
Richard Bullock, Retired Orchardist, former Chair of the ALC
David Connell, PhD., Associate Professor, University of Northern BC
Mike Fenger, Registered Professional Forester (Retired), former provincial Soil Surveyor
Julie Glover, Retired Land Use Planner, former Vice-Chair of the ALC
Gordon Gram, Retired Real Estate Executive
Arthur Hadland, Grain Farmer, former ALC Commissioner
Niels Holbek, BSc. Ag., former ALC Commissioner
Wendy Holm, Professional Agrologist (Retired)
Evert Kenk, Registered Professional Forester (Retired)
Terence Lewis, PhD., Land Use Consultant, former provincial Soil Surveyor
Kent Mullinix, PhD., Director of Institute of Sustainable Food Systems, Kwantlen Polytechnic University
Shelagh Niblock, Dairy and Equine Nutritionist
Tom Perry, MD, former Minister of Advanced Education
Jane Perch, Land Commission staff during establishment of the ALR
Shaundehl Runka, former ALC Policy Analyst, Member of Minister’s ALR/ALC Revitalization Committee
Paul Sanborn, PhD. PAg., Associate Professor, University of Northern BC
Joan Sawicki, Land use Consultant, former Minister of Environment, Lands and Parks
Margaret Schmidt, PhD., Associate Professor, Simon Fraser University
Brian Underhill, former ALC Deputy CEO, Member of Minister’s ALR/ALC Revitalization Committee
Eveline Wolterson, Professional Agrologist, Land use Consultant.
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To:

Regional Planning Committee

From:

Mark Seinen, Senior Planner, Regional Planning and Housing Services

Date:

June 3, 2020

Subject:

Update on TransLink’s Land Value Capture Study and Opportunities for
Transit-Oriented Affordable Housing

Meeting Date: June 12, 2020

RECOMMENDATION
That the MVRD Board send a letter to the TransLink Board expressing support for the Land Value
Capture Study’s recommendation that TransLink prepare a statement of objectives for affordable
housing that considers an increased role in supporting transit-oriented affordable housing.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
In 2019, the Regional Planning Committee directed Metro Vancouver staff to work with TransLink on
a Land Value Capture Study. Recognizing that rapid transit investment generates significant uplift in
land values, the Study explored mechanisms to capture some of this value for public sector
reinvestment. There are two areas of particular interest: the first is who benefits from the land lift
and the mechanisms to collect the land lift, with municipalities seeing this funding source as a key
input for delivering community amenities (e.g. density bonusing and community amenity
contributions). The Study found little appetite during partner and stakeholder engagement for
diffusing this funding source; however, it found that there is support for TransLink to seek a share of
the Property Transfer Tax or potentially to implement a Benefitting Area Tax.
The second area of interest is the re-investment or use of the funds collected. While TransLink is
focused on financing regional transportation investments, there is the potential to support broader
regional objectives, including investment in new affordable housing. The Study recommends that
TransLink clarify its role in affordable housing through a statement of objectives and, if necessary, a
business case. This report supports that direction and recommends that the MVRD Board advocate
to TransLink to clarify and increase its role in supporting transit-oriented affordable housing.
PURPOSE
To provide the Regional Planning Committee with an update on the Evaluation of Land Value Capture
and Urban Development as Sources of Revenue for TransLink study, dated February, 2020 (the Study)
(Attachment 1).
BACKGROUND
At the April 5, 2019 Regional Planning Committee meeting, Metro Vancouver staff provided an
overview of current research on land value capture as part of the Transit-Oriented Affordable Housing
(TOAH) Study. Staff were subsequently directed to collaborate with TransLink on a study that was
about to be undertaken to explore additional research. Since that time, Metro Vancouver staff
collaborated on the Study to explore, in particular, how land value capture as a tool could be used to
support an increase in the supply of transit-oriented affordable housing in the region. This report

39096091

Regional Planning Committee

Update on TransLink’s Land Value Capture Study and Opportunities for Transit-Oriented Affordable Housing
Regional Planning Committee Regular Meeting Date: June 12, 2020
Page 2 of 5

reviews the findings of the Study and identifies potential next steps for Metro Vancouver in
supporting TransLink’s increased involvement in supporting transit-oriented affordable housing in
the region.
LAND VALUE CAPTURE MECHANISMS
The Evaluation of Land Value Capture and Urban Development as Sources of Revenue for TransLink
study (the Study) addresses: the mechanics of land value capture as a fiscal tool, and potential
reinvestment approaches for the revenues captured, with a consideration of regional objectives.
The Study confirms that rapid transit investment is often associated with significant land value uplift
on nearby properties.1 A set of potential value capture tools and approaches were reviewed by the
study consultant, with pros and cons provided for each. The Study recommends several approaches
for further exploration by TransLink, such as:
1. Strategic land acquisition, disposition and direct development2 – based on stakeholder
engagement there was broad municipal and stakeholder support for this approach.
2. Seek a share of Property Transfer Tax from the provincial government – there was broad
municipal and stakeholder support for this approach.
3. Introducing a Benefitting Area Tax (BAT), potentially including areas around rapid transit stations
and/or Frequent Transit Development Areas or transit corridors – support from member
jurisdictions for this approach was mixed (TransLink already has the legislative ability to
implement a BAT, although legislative amendments may be required).
4. Revenue-sharing of density bonus funds/community amenity contributions (CACs) in transitoriented developments – there was significant municipal opposition to this approach.
RE-INVESTMENT OPPORTUNITIES
Given that land value uplift occurs through the introduction of transportation infrastructure, the
Study suggests that transit, walking and cycling improvements are appropriate ways to re-invest the
proceeds of land value capture. This approach could advance key regional transportation objectives
in Metro Vancouver 2040: Shaping our Future, the regional growth strategy, by providing a source of
stable transportation funding and supporting a sustainable mode shift.
There may also be opportunities to use the proceeds of land value capture to invest in transitoriented affordable housing. One of the most appealing aspects of land value capture tools like the
BAT for housing development is the potential for recurring, ongoing revenue, as opposed to variable,
one-time levies such as development cost charges (DCCs), CACs and density bonusing.

1

The uplift in the sampled properties was as high as 46 percent (for a strata residential project), with significant
variation across the region and across different land uses and tenures. TransLink’s staff report and the Study contain
additional details on the land value uplift case studies.
2
This could include proactive land assembly when acquiring land for new stations, disposition of surplus land, air
rights development around rapid transit, and direct participation in revenue-generating urban development
projects.
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Re-Investing in Transit-Oriented Affordable Housing
The Study describes several ways in which land value capture could be used to support transitoriented affordable housing in the region, which can be summarized as follows:
1. Impact Investment – apply some of the proceeds of land value capture to initiatives such as a
revolving loan fund, which is being explored through the ongoing TOAH Study, or other types
of affordable housing funds;
2. Development Projects – directly provide rental housing units in development projects on
TransLink-owned land; and
3. Regulatory – when disposing of surplus property, include affordable housing provisions via
rezoning prior to sale, or through the terms of sale or lease.
The Study recommends that “because of the ridership benefits from rental housing at transit stations,
and because of the pressing need for transit-oriented rental housing in the region, TransLink should
consider using land acquisition / disposition and participation in development as means to achieve
revenues that can be applied to a mix of transit capital investment, transit operations, and affordable
housing.”
As part of the Study’s Partner Working Group, member jurisdictions and stakeholders expressed
varying levels of interest with regards to whether TransLink should help develop or fund affordable
housing. The Study recommends that, “Because there are varied expectations within the region about
the extent that TransLink should be involved in the creation of affordable rental housing, TransLink
should establish and communicate clear objectives regarding its role (if any) in supporting, funding,
or creating affordable rental housing. If TransLink decides to have a significant role, it should develop
a business case for its potential involvement in this area.”
TransLink staff provided a report to the Mayors' Council on May 28 regarding the results of the Study
(Attachment 2). The report distinguishes between land and development-based approaches to
supporting affordable housing and tax and fee-based approaches, noting that:
“…if TransLink were to adopt the land- and development-based approaches above, it
could become involved in decisions not only about transit, walking, and cycling
infrastructure, but also about the creation of transit-oriented affordable rental
housing. However, there is not a policy justification for TransLink, as a regional
transportation authority, to use the tax and fee-based approaches above to support
the creation of transit-oriented affordable rental housing, as that is already the
mandate of other levels of government.”
Going forward, Regional Planning staff note that the following questions remain:
 To what extent, if any, is TransLink open / able to accept below-market returns in residential
development in exchange for regional transportation and housing benefits (e.g. more transitoriented affordable housing, more transit ridership)?3

3

Fare revenues from transit trip generation would not be considered as part of a private-sector TOD pro forma, but
in TransLink’s case, could offset a portion of the cost of providing below-market units while advancing regional mode
share goals. Estimating the potential fare revenues and vehicle trip replacement rates associated with provision of
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Could funding be provided to TransLink to offset the cost of delivering below-market
residential (particularly rental) units?
What are the partnership opportunities (e.g. with host municipalities and/or Metro
Vancouver Housing or other non-profit housing operators) to support the operations of rental
housing in TransLink-led developments?4

The Study recommends that further consideration of these types of questions could be supported by
way of a clear statement of objectives from TransLink with respect to its role in affordable housing.
The development of such an objectives statement, and a potential subsequent business case, could
allow for ongoing collaboration between Metro Vancouver, TransLink, member jurisdictions, and the
development and not-for-profit housing sectors on transit-oriented affordable housing
opportunities.
Metro Vancouver’s participation on the Study and its findings presents an opportunity for the MVRD
Board to send a letter to the TransLink Board advocating that TransLink prepare a statement of
objectives considering an increased role in supporting transit-oriented affordable housing. Staff can
support this work by defining Metro Vancouver’s role – e.g. through implementation of Metro
Vancouver Housing’s 10 Year Action Plan, Regional Planning’s applied policy research, and supporting
transit corridor planning through collaborations such as Supportive Policies Agreements and corridor
studies.
IMPLICATIONS OF THE LAND VALUE CAPTURE STUDY FOR METRO VANCOUVER
The Land Value Capture Study makes several other recommendations and references to potential
involvement by Metro Vancouver, such as:
1. The Study notes that any new tax, levy or charge imposed by an agency on a property or
property owner will impact other agencies to draw upon that same revenue source. For
Metro Vancouver and its member jurisdictions, this means working closely with TransLink to
recognize the cumulative impacts of such charges, and to ensure that any new tax or charge
would not impact the jurisdiction’s own ability to raise revenues (e.g. property taxes, CACs),
paralleling the process recently undertaken when TransLink introduced a DCC.
2. Increased involvement by TransLink in urban development projects would not necessarily
impact Metro Vancouver’s ability to collect revenues, but could present an opportunity for
strategic partnerships (e.g. through the assembly of surplus public lands, or through
partnerships with Metro Vancouver Housing).
3. The Study found general municipal and stakeholder support for TransLink, Metro Vancouver
and its member jurisdictions to lobby the Province for a share of the Property Transfer Tax;
this is one of the Study’s eight recommendations.

affordable housing in transit-oriented locations would be a step toward reconciling the financial and transportation
effects.
4
The Metro Vancouver Housing 10-Year Plan commits to “seek opportunities for partnerships with other public
sector land owners, such as MVRD, the Province, CMHC, TransLink, and school districts, to develop affordable rental
housing on public land (4.2).
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4. The Study recommends that TransLink “monitor the positions of the Provincial Government,
Metro Vancouver, and municipalities in the region regarding a broader approach to land value
tax and then be part of the conversation as a stakeholder when appropriate.” Metro
Vancouver has a central role to play as a regional convener and advocate for its member
jurisdictions in any future conversations about land value taxes / levies associated with transit
infrastructure investments in the region.
5. Finally, as documented in the previous section, the Study recommends that TransLink
“establish and communicate clear objectives regarding its role (if any) in supporting, funding,
or creating affordable rental housing. If TransLink decides to have a significant role, it should
develop a business case for its potential involvement in this area.” Regional Planning may be
able to support the development of such an objective statement and, if required, a
subsequent business case, to ensure that the broader goals of the TOAH study and Metro
2040 are considered.
ALTERNATIVES
1. That the MVRD Board send a letter to the TransLink Board expressing support for the Land Value
Capture Study’s recommendation that TransLink prepare a statement of objectives for affordable
housing that considers an increased role in supporting transit-oriented affordable housing.
2. That the Regional Planning Committee receive for information the report dated June 3, 2020,
titled “Update on TransLink’s Land Value Capture Study and Opportunities for Transit-Oriented
Affordable Housing and provide alternate direction to staff.”
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS
Regional Planning staff involvement with TransLink on the Land Value Capture study was completed
as part of the Board-approved 2019 and 2020 Regional Planning budgets.
CONCLUSION
Regardless of the exact mechanism, the proceeds of land value capture can be re-invested in flexible
ways – for example, toward regional transportation investments, but also potentially toward new
transit-oriented affordable housing. The Land Value Capture study recommends that TransLink clarify
its role in affordable housing through a statement of objectives and, if necessary, a business case.
Metro Vancouver can support TransLink in this regard, while advancing the objectives articulated
through the ongoing TOAH study. In the longer-term, Metro Vancouver Housing and other non-profit
housing operators could partner with TransLink to support operations of affordable rental housing
supported by land value capture proceeds, potentially including units delivered by TransLink-led
developments.
Attachments
1. Report titled “Evaluation of Land Value Capture and Urban Development as Sources of Revenue
for TransLink”, Coriolis and Wollenberg Munro, dated February, 2020
2. TransLink Staff Report to Mayors’ Council, titled “Land Value Capture Policy Study”, dated
May 28, 2020
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1.0

Introduction

1.1

Background

TransLink funds its share of the capital and operating cost of the regional transit system using a variety of
revenue sources, including transit fares, property tax, fuel tax, parking tax, and the new regional transportation
DCC that came into effect in January 2020.
The region needs more investment in transit infrastructure, requiring additional funding. TransLink is
interested in exploring new sources of revenue that will be sustainable in the long run and that have the
potential to advance regional policies. The new regional TransLink DCC that came into effect in January 2020
is an example of expanding the funding base, by obtaining revenue from new urban development projects.
This report examines the potential for TransLink to generate revenue from two kinds of approaches that are
linked to the increasing value of land and the continuing strong demand for residential and commercial
development in this region:
•

One approach is called Land Value Capture, which is a broad term that refers to ways to obtain public
revenue or benefits from growth in the value of urban land. The rationale for land value capture is that
public investment in community building and infrastructure is a key driver of land value growth, so it is
reasonable to capture some of the growth in value to pay for the infrastructure.

•

The second approach is a greater role in urban development activity by TransLink. TransLink has lands
that are no longer needed for transportation purposes and lands that could accommodate development
on top of or beside transit infrastructure, and it is acquiring land for future transit investment in places
where there will be future development opportunities. By being more active in urban development,
TransLink could create a new stream of revenues.

TransLink commissioned Coriolis Consulting Corp. and Wollenberg Munro Consulting Inc. to analyze the
potential to generate revenue using these two approaches.

1.2

Terms

1. “Land Value Capture” means any mechanism whereby a public entity obtains benefits or revenue
derived from land value or increases in land value. There is a wide range of land value capture
approaches which can be divided into two groups:
a) One-time forms of capture. These are methods of land value capture that occur at a particular event,
such as the sale of a property, development approval, or rezoning. “One-time” does not mean only
once in the history of a property, but once per major event or transaction.
b) Recurring forms of capture. These are methods of land value capture that are ongoing (usually
annually) and are not linked to specific events or transactions. This group includes property taxes.
2. “Urban Development” means direct participation in the urban land market and in the creation of new
residential or commercial projects. There are three main ways in which TransLink could be involved in
urban development:
a) Disposition of surplus lands. TransLink has property that was acquired in the past but is no longer
needed for transportation purposes. This includes entire sites, portions of sites, or the air rights above
transit facilities. These lands could be made available to the market for urban development. Prior to
the disposition of such lands, TransLink has the opportunity to capture value associated with
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rezoning. Disposition of sites or air rights is a form of land value capture, as it takes advantage of
market-wide gains in land value that have occurred since acquisition and benefits from any land value
increases that result from transit investment and upzoning. This differs from other forms of land value
capture in that it only applies to property that is owned by TransLink rather than to all properties in
an area subject to a tax or development charge.
b) Strategic acquisition and subsequent disposition of lands. TransLink acquires property for
transportation construction. In some cases (such as new transit stations) there can be opportunities
to acquire more land than the minimum needed for construction, in order to take advantage of the
new accessibility that will be provided by transit service and to ensure that the post-construction
development sites are optimized in terms of size and configuration. In these cases, TransLink can
benefit from land value gains due to accessibility, rezoning, and market uplift between the time of
acquisition and disposition (which usually will span several years). Strategic acquisition/disposition is
also a form of land value capture, benefitting from market-wide gains in land value and from transit
investment and upzoning. This approach involves more risk than the disposition of already-owned
surplus property, as it requires new capital investment in property and it usually requires holding land
for several years.
c) Development. There may be cases in which TransLink can best meet its goals by participating in
development projects on its lands, rather than just marketing them to developers. While there is
additional risk involved in development, there is the potential to earn developer profit and the potential
to shape development projects to achieve regional goals such as supporting transit-oriented
affordable housing or enhancing the transit experience for riders. Participation in development
projects is the one approach considered in this report that is not technically a form of land value
capture. The gain in land value of owned property is land value capture, but the separate (albeit
related) decision to be an equity participant in a project is a business decision intended to earn a
profit (not to capture land value). We include development participation because TransLink is
interested in exploring this possible source of revenue and because any disposition of surplus
property carries with it the possibility to be involved in development on the property.

1.3

TransLink’s Goals

The main focus of this work is to identify possible new sources of revenue to pay for transit investment and
transit operations. Generating revenue is not the only reason to consider land value capture and involvement
in urban development, though.
The region has many land use-transportation integration priorities, as outlined in TransLink’s Regional
Transportation Strategy and Metro Vancouver’s Regional Growth Strategy. In particular, there is strong
evidence that affordable rental housing in transit-oriented locations is an excellent strategy for addressing
housing affordability, because transit-oriented housing can reduce household transportation cost, reduce
commuting time (which can be an important benefit to lower income households trying to improve their
circumstances), and reduce construction cost by reducing the need for costly underground parking.
Affordable, transit-oriented housing is also good for building public transit ridership, as lower income
households (and particularly renters) tend to be high transit users.
In addition to building ridership, facilitating urban development at transit stations provides the higher density,
proximity, physical infrastructure, and placemaking that support walking and cycling.
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Consistent with its mandate to advance the Regional Transportation Strategy and Regional Growth Strategy,
TransLink is looking to this study to help it understand opportunities and challenges for using land value
capture to support three regional goals:
1. Identify new sources of revenue for regional transportation purposes that can be applied to:
•

New investment in transportation infrastructure.

•

Repaying existing debt for past investments in infrastructure.

•

Transit operating costs.

2. Support transit-oriented affordable rental housing. Metro Vancouver needs more affordable rental
housing, especially in transit-oriented locations because renters tend to be more likely to use transit and
they benefit from the reduced cost of living that transit offers over car ownership. Being involved in the
urban land market, either through the terms of sale/lease of TransLink surplus sites or direct participation
in development, gives TransLink the ability to facilitate the construction of more rental units. Consistent
with the Metro Vancouver Transit-Oriented Affordable Housing Study 1, “transit-oriented affordable rental
housing” generally refers to housing with these characteristics:
a. Rental tenure.
b. Affordable to households with incomes in range of $35,000 to $60,000 per year (about 50% to 80%
of regional median household income). Household income below $35,000 is considered very low and
generally requires non-market, public sector subsidized housing solutions. Household income above
$60,000 is in the moderate range and is generally able to support market rent in some parts of the
region.
c.

In proximity to rapid transit or the Frequent Transit Network, allowing access to employment with
reasonable commute times and without having to rely on owning a private vehicle.

The emphasis is on affordable, transit-oriented rental housing because households in this segment are
above-average users of transit, are not having their needs met by market rental housing, and are capable
of paying enough rent to make new construction financially viable without ongoing subsidy provided land
(or density) is available at little cost.
3. Increase walking, cycling, and transit use. Increasing the non-automobile number of trips requires
supportive infrastructure (e.g. bike lanes) and it requires that transit be well-integrated with adjacent
development so that it is convenient for pedestrians and cyclists. Being involved in urban development
creates the opportunity to directly influence the form and character of development so that it is transit
supportive.
Land value capture can also be used to achieve other goals. For example, land value capture can be a tool
for wealth distribution, for reducing land values or housing prices (usually as part of a broader strategy to
make housing more affordable), or for reducing investment in property solely for capital appreciation
purposes. This report for TransLink is not intended to consider ways to achieve these kinds of outcomes.
This report focuses on the possible use of land value capture and possible involvement in urban development
as mechanisms for achieving TransLink’s three primary goals listed above.

1

Coriolis Consulting Corp. and Wollenberg Munro Consulting Inc., “Reducing the Barrier to High Land Cost: Strategies for
Facilitating More Affordable Rental Housing Construction in Metro Vancouver. Phase 2 of the Transit-Oriented Affordable Housing
Study.” March 2019.
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1.4

Study Participants

TransLink established a staff Working Group to manage this project and provide direction to the consultants.
TransLink invited Metro Vancouver to participate on this team, particularly regarding ways in which TransLink
might use land value capture to support affordable rental housing at transit-oriented locations in the region.
Representatives of local government and the development industry participated in two rounds of workshops
to review the consultant team’s work and also provided written comments on the first draft of the report.
The consultant team completed all of the technical analysis and provided independent opinions and
recommendations, as contained in this final report. The opinions expressed in this report do not necessarily
reflect the opinions of TransLink, Metro Vancouver, or any of the stakeholders who provided input.

1.5

Professional 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/regional 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 favour of, any third party relying upon this document.
In no event shall Coriolis Consulting Corp. or Wollenberg Munro Consulting Inc. be liable to TransLink or any
third party for any indirect, incidental, special, or consequential damages whatsoever, including lost revenues
or profits.
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2.0

Foundations of Land Value Capture

2.1

Rationale

Land value capture is already in use, or is being considered, as a revenue-generating tool in many urban
regions around the world. There is extensive interest in this tool because there is a compelling case for the
public sector to capture some of the value that the public sector creates via community building and
infrastructure investment and then reinvest this value to create further public benefit.
The rationale for land value capture can be summarized in this way:
•

The value of urban land is based heavily on how it can be used and its access to urban infrastructure.

•

Increases in land value (as distinct from the value of improvements) are almost entirely due to public
actions, such as zoning, infrastructure investment, and the creation of the legal and economic framework
within which communities develop. The public sector should benefit from these actions rather than all of
the benefit accruing to private owners of land.

•

Investment in land is not as productive for the economy as investments that create jobs and income, so
taxation policy should generally discourage passive land investment in favour of more active forms of
investment.

•

In urban areas, land should be used to its maximum potential, not left vacant or under-used, so property
tax policy should encourage development.

•

Land cannot move, so tax avoidance is not a concern.

It is important to note that “land value capture” makes a distinction between land value and total property
value. The value of each urban property is the sum of its land value and its improvements value.
Improvements mainly refers to buildings. Most users of urban land tend to “bundle” land and improvements,
in the sense that a person puts a value on their home, or a business is willing to pay a certain rent to occupy
space in a particular location. But it is possible to un-bundle the value into its land and improvements
components. Land value capture focuses on the land portion, because this is the part of property value that
is created mainly by public sector actions and this is the passive part of property investment that is
comparatively unproductive for the economy, whereas improvements value is created by private investment
in new construction which creates economically and socially useful space for housing and employment.
Land value capture perhaps sounds like a new form of taxation, but in BC property owners are already
exposed to several kinds of land value capture taxes and charges that go by other names. Property tax,
property transfer tax, and the new Provincial school tax surcharge are just some of the ways that many land
owners are taxed (on the value of land and improvements). Developers already deal with other forms of land
value capture, including Development Cost Charges and Community Amenity Contributions. So, the idea is
not new. The purpose of this report is to explore how TransLink might use land value capture to achieve its
goals.

2.2

The Factors that Create Urban Land Value

In order to understand the rationale for public sector land value capture, it is important to consider how urban
land value is created in the first place.
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The factors that determine land value can be divided into three broad categories:
1. Geography and context:
•

An urban area’s natural geographical setting, climate, physical environment, and topography
determine the appeal of the area as a place to live, work, develop, and invest. These factors also
affect the amount of land that is physically suitable for urban use.

•

The international, national, and provincial contexts create the overall market for urban land in a
region, by driving the demand for housing and employment space. Population growth, job growth,
low mortgage rates, the draw of our Provincial health care and school systems, and local and nonlocal real estate investment interest are examples of contextual forces that contribute to property
demand, putting upward pressure on land value.

2. Local zoning and infrastructure:
•

The supply of developable land is partly determined by geography, but local land use regulation
defines how land can be used, which has a huge impact on land value by establishing allowable uses
and densities.

•

Local/regional infrastructure (including water and sewer systems, transportation networks, and
community facilities) creates the context within which urban development can occur.

3. Individual site characteristics:
•

While the above factors create the contextual market for urban land, the unique qualities and
immediate surroundings of each site determine the site’s value in the market context.

•

Site size, views, soil conditions, accessibility, and topography are just a few of the individual features
that make some sites more valuable than others.

These factors are examined in more detail below.

2.2.1

Geography and Context

Natural Setting and History
What we now call Metro Vancouver was one of the early major urban settlements in BC after European
colonists began to arrive in large numbers. As this region developed, it gained increasing prominence as a
gateway and major urban centre with a large concentration of employment, a convergence of road and rail
networks, a port, and a concentration of specialized services in health care, education, management, and the
professions. The region’s natural advantages (natural environment, gateway, climate, scenic quality) and in
more recent days its culturally diverse population and its placement in the international time zone system
have positioned it well for economic ties to Asia, the US, and Europe.
The region also has features which impose a hard constraint on land availability. The ocean, mountains, and
US border hem the region into a relatively small area.
This momentum of geography and history set the region on a long arc of strong demand and constrained
supply, causing long term growth in the value of land.

International Context
In the modern world, people, goods, companies, and capital are highly mobile. Global economic,
environmental, social, and political forces create the impetus for some people to want to live in or invest in
places other than where they currently live. This mobility affects many countries including Canada, which
welcomes newcomers and new investment that add to the demand for urban land in attractive locations.
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National Context
Canada as a nation state and a national economy has major competitive advantages that lead to the demand
for urban land, including:
•

A framework of property rights and the rule of law.

•

A comparatively safe, tolerant, and culturally diverse community structure.

•

An extensive network of air, marine, rail, transit, and highway infrastructure.

•

A system of immigration and offshore investment management.

•

A strong central bank and national banking system.

This national context attracts and supports population growth, business growth, and local and non-local
investment, all of which contribute to growth in urban land value.

Provincial Context
The Province of BC is responsible for key elements of the context that supports land value growth, including:
•

The health care system.

•

K to 12 public education.

•

Post-secondary education.

•

Regional infrastructure including highways, bridges, and transit.

•

Economic development initiatives that attract investment and companies.

This Provincial framework contributes to land value growth in many communities, although there are declines
in some due to challenges such as the reduction of output in the forestry sector. The effect of the Provincial
education and health care system is magnified in Metro Vancouver, as it has the largest concentration of
post-secondary institutions and specialized health care facilities and services.
The Province also has a significant influence on the supply of developable land in Metro Vancouver, via the
Agricultural Land Reserve which protects farmland but also has the effect of shrinking an already-constrained
supply of land for development for urban use.

2.2.2

Local Zoning and Infrastructure

Local governments and regional agencies also make a significant contribution to the forces that create and
increase land value. The planning and zoning framework governs land use, height, and density which affect
the value of land. Local government provides infrastructure and amenities, regional agencies provide the
water system (Metro Vancouver Water Department), sewer networks (GVS&DD), electricity (BC Hydro),
natural gas (FortisBC), and transportation/transit infrastructure (TransLink).

2.2.3

Site Characteristics

The national, provincial, and regional/local contexts create an overall market for urban land in Metro
Vancouver, driving demand for housing and employment space and delimiting the supply of land for
development. Within this regional market, site specific factors determine the market value of individual parcels
of land. These include:
•

The specific zoning regulations that apply to each site.
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•

Accessibility by road and transit for residential and commercial uses and by rail, sea, or air for many
industrial uses.

•

Services and utilities to the site.

•

Nearby amenities and services (e.g. schools, shopping, parks, recreation/community centres).

•

Soil conditions and topography.

•

Special features such as views or waterfront.

These features determine the value of land. Investments in improvements increase total property value but
do not change the value of the land.

International,
national,
provincial
context, and
geography

Local zoning,
infrastructure
and facilities
Individual site
characteristics

Urban
Land
Value
2.3

The Role of Land Owners

In the breakdown of factors that drive land value, all of them can be considered contextual, inherent in the
site itself, or the result of actions by others (mostly local government) that directly benefit the parcel of land.
The land owner does not really have a direct ability to cause land value to rise. Certainly land owners can
invest in improvements, which increase the total value of the property, but this does not change the value of
the land. The land owner can seek rezoning, but local government makes this decision. Therefore, many
commentators treat land value gain as a sort of windfall for the owner: the owner benefits from public
decisions (such as rezoning, transit investment, nearby public amenities such as parks) without having
directly paid for them. However, the characterization of the land value gain as a pure windfall makes it sound
accidental, which is not entirely true:
•

Land owners have usually made deliberate decisions about where and when to buy land for housing,
business use, development, or investment. They may not cause land value gain, but they make a choice
that presumably includes some thought about where there is an opportunity. An investment in land
involves taking risk, weighing options, and making choices. This is different than finding money on the
sidewalk. While land values have risen rapidly in Metro Vancouver during the last decade, there have
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been periods of decline or very low growth (e.g.
1981 to 1988, 1995 to 2002, 2008 to 2009, 2018
to 2019), indicating that there is risk.
•

•

Owners of houses or residential strata units may
have made tradeoffs when they acquired their
homes. For example, suppose two households
each have a house purchase budget of
$1,000,000. One opts for a small, older home
near the region’s core so family members can
walk to work, school, or shopping. This purchase
involves $800,000 of land value and $200,000
of improvements. The other opts for a suburban
location because of a higher priority on larger,
newer space. This purchase involves $200,000
in land value and $800,000 in improvements,
and also means that this household drives more.
Now suppose land values in both cases rise by
25% over some period. The first household will
realize a higher land value gain and, if a land
value tax mechanism were in place, would pay
more tax. This may be perceived as inequitable
considering the tradeoff that was made at the
outset.

An investment in land involves taking
risk, weighing options, and making
choices. If land value goes up it's not
the same as the lucky accident of
finding money on the sidewalk.

Household "A" purchases $1 million
modest older house on lot with
higher land value ($800,000 land;
$200,000 improvements)

Household "B" purchases $1 million
newer house on lot with lower land
value ($200,000 land;
$800,000 improvements)

Land Value Capture impacts
Household "A"more than
Household "B" because "A"
has higher land value

Developers or land owners who seek rezoning
would receive a windfall if extra density is
available at no cost. But if they exchange cash or amenities to obtain increased density there is no land
value windfall as long as the amount they pay is commensurate with the value of the density.

The conversation about land value capture in Metro Vancouver is in part stimulated by the rapid rise in land
values over the last decade or so.
The trend in Metro Vancouver house prices from 2005 to 2018 as indicated by the Greater Vancouver Real
Estate Board’s MLS Home Price Index 2 is summarized in Exhibit 1.
Exhibit 1: Average Annual % Increase in Metro Vancouver Housing Prices by Type of Property (2005 to 2018)
Average Annual Increase in Metro Vancouver
Single detached
8.7%
Strata apartment
9.1%
Source: MLS Home Price Index, Greater Vancouver Real Estate Board.
All owners of residential property in the region have seen significant percentage increases in the land value
component of the total value. The dollar value increases are much larger in some areas (such as the west
side of Vancouver) because values were higher to start with, but the percentage gains are high across the
region.

2

The index is based on the estimated annual change in the sales price of a benchmark property within each submarket.
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2.4

Approaches Using Taxes, Charges, and Zoning

This section summarizes the main forms of land value capture that involve taxes and charges applied to
urban areas. The approaches are divided into one-time and recurring methods.

2.4.1

One-Time Taxes and Charges

There are several commonly used ways to derive revenue from land value at a point in time, usually at a
transaction or at a development milestone. These include:
•

Taxes on the transfer of property ownership at time of sale. These are sometimes called stamp taxes
and in BC are called Property Transfer Tax.

•

Income tax or capital gains tax on the increase in property value when sold. Different jurisdictions
treat capital gains differently. In Canada most capital gains are taxed favourably compared to income and
gains on principal residences are exempt from taxation.

•

Fees charged on new development at the time of permit approval, mainly to raise revenue to pay the
capital cost of community infrastructure. These are variously called development levies, impact fees, or
development charges. In BC, they are called DCCs or (in the City of Vancouver) DCLs.

•

Public benefits in exchange for new development entitlements (density), usually at rezoning. Many
jurisdictions use density bonusing or negotiated contributions at the time of rezoning to obtain public
benefits or amenities. These are commonly called Community Amenity Contributions (CACs) or density
bonusing in BC.

There are some important features of these one-time approaches:
•

Property transfer taxes are paid by the purchaser and do not require a cash outlay by the existing owner.

•

Capital gains tax occurs when the owner sells, meaning the sales proceeds provide the cash used to pay
the tax.

•

Fees paid at development approval are paid by developers as part of the process of creating a new
project and tend to come out of what otherwise would be land value.

•

Public benefits at rezoning are an exchange of density, which creates new land value, for amenities and
infrastructure that use some of the new value to address the needs and impacts of growth.

2.4.2

Recurring Taxes

The second major group of land-based revenues consists of different kinds of ongoing taxes on property.
These include:
•

Tax on Property Value or Land Value. Almost all jurisdictions levy annual tax on the value of land,
improvements, or (most commonly) both. The most common approach is for land and improvements to
be taxed at the same rate, although there are a few jurisdictions that allow different tax rates for land and
improvements.

•

Property Tax Surcharge. Some jurisdictions apply a property tax surcharge to some categories of
property, such as property above a certain value or in a particular location. The BC School Tax surcharge
on high value residential property is an example of a value-based surcharge and the BC Speculation and
Vacancy Tax is an example of a surcharge on a particular group of properties based on location and
occupancy.
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•

Benefitting Area Surcharge. Some jurisdictions apply a tax surcharge to properties that benefit from a
specific public sector capital project. These are sometimes called betterment taxes, special service area
taxes, local improvement taxes, or special assessment districts. Several jurisdictions in the US levy
additional property taxes on property in defined transit service areas.

These recurring charges are paid by the owners or users of the property out of their income or wealth, not
out of proceeds from disposition or development of the property. The taxpayer must have a source of income,
have cash on hand, or borrow to cover the cost of the tax, unless there is some system of exemption or
deferment.

2.5

Approaches Using Direct Participation in Strategic Land
Acquisition and Development

Land value capture mechanisms are intended to derive revenue from all urban property that benefits from
investments in infrastructure or from land use decisions. Land value capture by a public entity does not have
to be associated with any direct participation in the land market or in urban development projects. However,
direct participation in the urban land market, or in development projects, is another way that the public sector
can reap benefits from infrastructure investments and zoning changes.

2.5.1

Strategic Land Acquisition and Disposition

All levels of government are involved in acquiring and selling/leasing land for a wide range of purposes
including generating revenue, supporting housing, and meeting civic social, recreational, and cultural
objectives. Agencies involved in delivering transportation infrastructure are of necessity involved in the land
market because they require property for permanent use for stations and corridors as well as temporary use
during construction for staging and storage. This need for property creates an opportunity to take advantage
of subsequent gains in land value due to increased accessibility after a new line goes into service, changes
in zoning, and general growth in land value in an overall rising market.
Public agencies with long term involvement in transportation infrastructure delivery also end up with
properties that were needed in the past but are no longer needed for transportation purposes and so are
partly or entirely surplus. Depending on where they are and how long they have been held, the value of these
properties may be significantly higher than original acquisition cost.
Under the general heading of strategic land acquisition and disposition, there are several ways in which a
transportation agency can earn revenue or achieve other objectives such as encouraging transit ridership or
supporting affordable housing:
•

Disposition of property that has become surplus to the agency’s functional transportation requirements.
Sites once needed for storing/maintaining transit vehicles or transfer stations may no longer be required
due to changes in technology, transportation networks, or other factors.

•

Disposition of sites required for temporary use during major construction once construction is complete.

•

When acquiring land for new infrastructure, acquisition of more than the bare minimum needed for transit
use. There are several ways to create these opportunities:
o

The potential for air rights development over transit infrastructure can be maximized if care is taken
in acquiring sufficient land to create the physical ability for such development and if care is taken in
the siting and design of transit infrastructure.
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o

If the land required for transit construction necessitates the acquisition of a part of a property, it can
be financially advantageous to acquire the entire property either to ensure that post construction
there is a workable development site or to avoid the situation that it costs more to acquire a partial
property (because of negative impacts on the residual portion) than to just buy the whole site.

o

If the land required for transit construction is adjacent to property that is a strong candidate for land
assembly that creates additional, better development potential.

These opportunities create the potential to generate three kinds of land value gain:
•

Usually considerable time passes between acquisition and subsequent disposition of surplus property. In
strong land markets, the growth in land value can exceed a public agency’s cost of capital meaning that
even if the funds to buy land must be borrowed the eventual sale will produce a net gain.

•

The area around new transit stations is often a candidate for changes in land use and increases in density,
which usually add to land value. Even when much of the land value lift caused by rezoning is captured
by local government, in the form of development levies or mechanisms such as CACs, a portion of the
lift accrues to land owners.

•

New transit infrastructure improves accessibility, which tends to add a price premium on residential and
commercial space in the vicinity of the transit. This price premium translates to increased land value for
the owner.

In many cases, land acquired by a transit agency can benefit from all three of these gains so it can become
very attractive to make early strategic investments in land when planning for major new infrastructure projects.
In addition to generating revenue, land acquisition also creates the potential to achieve other objectives.
When an agency disposes of developable land, via sale or lease, there is an opportunity to influence land
use and the form and character of development in ways that can support affordable housing or that support
transit ridership. Mechanisms to achieve objectives regarding affordable housing and transit ridership support
include:
•

Terms of sale or lease of land to developers. TransLink could, for example, require the inclusion of
affordable rental housing units when it disposes of development sites and could require that the physical
design of projects be supportive of walking, cycling, and transit use.

•

Zoning. When TransLink seeks rezoning of property prior to disposition it could work with local
governments to include zoning provisions regarding affordable rental housing or to require design
elements that are supportive of walking, cycling, and transit use.

•

Funding. TransLink could apply some of the proceeds from strategic land acquisition/disposition to
investments in affordable housing (directly or by contributing to other initiatives such as the regional
affordable fund being proposed by Metro Vancouver as one of the outcomes of its Transit-Oriented
Affordable Housing work).

There are tradeoffs, of course, because incorporating rental housing results in less land value (unless local
government is willing to provide significantly more new density for rental than it would for strata). It is up to
the agency to decide which objectives to advance and how to prioritize different potential public benefits.

2.5.2

Participation in Urban Development Projects

If a transit agency sells or leases surplus lands to the development sector, the agency benefits from gains in
land value that have occurred since the time of acquisition, especially if new transit infrastructure has been
built in that time and if allowable land use and density have changed. A private developer who acquires the
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land then benefits from any land value growth between the time of site acquisition and the completion of the
project, and also (in a successful project) earns a developer profit.
By directly participating in development projects, a public agency can tap some or all of this revenue potential.
TransLink could be involved in urban development projects in various ways:
•

Rather than sell or lease surplus sites or development parcels to developers, TransLink could take on
the role of developer either alone or in partnership with other developers.

•

TransLink could be the developer of rentable space within or adjacent to new transit infrastructure (e.g.
retail space as part of the station or rentable space in the air rights above a station).

•

TransLink could take ownership of space within a development project in lieu of being paid for a
development parcel. In this case, TransLink would not be a developer but would take on some
development risk by taking space instead of cash.

Direct participation in development projects is not technically a form of land value capture. The land value
capture is realized when a surplus property is made available for development, either to an arms-length
developer or to an internal development division. Participating in the actual development on the surplus
property would be a separate business decision by TransLink that involves injecting new equity and/or
deciding to invest the value of the land into the project in order to make a profit in addition to capturing the
(increased) value of the land. Of course, non-profit developers work on a different business model, but
presumably TransLink would only become directly involved in development projects as a means of generating
revenue (i.e. profit) to be applied to the organization’s investment objectives.
Direct participation in development is very different from land value capture as it involves significant possible
risk, including:
•

Market risk. Large scale, high density development projects typically involve two or more years between
commencement and completion. During this time market conditions can change. If prices and the rate of
sale or lease-up increase, then developers benefit. But the market can go soft, reducing or eliminating
profit and creating the risk of loss.

•

Cost risk. Developers use various methods to reduce risk of increasing construction cost, but there is
always exposure to delay, mistakes, material or labour issues, and other factors that can increase cost.
If costs rise more than sales prices, then profitability is impaired.

•

Approvals risk. The process of obtaining municipal development approvals involves risk related to
municipal requirements (e.g. off-site works, sustainability features, design) and timing. Risk can be
significantly mitigated by resolving zoning-related matters before committing to a project but there are
still risks inherent in the development permit and building permit phase of a development project,
particularly for large projects and projects that involve any significant opposition from the public or specific
stakeholder groups.

•

Financing risk. Almost all development projects require construction financing. Depending on the terms
of such financing, there is a risk that interest rates rise during construction.

•

Physical risk. Development projects can encounter soil contamination, problematic geotechnical or
hydrological conditions, or damage during construction (e.g. fire, excavation collapse) that increase cost.
These can be mitigated by thorough due diligence work before committing to a project, but some risk
always remains.

•

Partner risk. An agency may prefer to work with a developer partner rather than be fully responsible for
a project. This has the advantage of adding expertise to the team, spreading risk, and reducing the need
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for agency equity or borrowing, but it comes with a new set of risks associated with the legal and financial
structure of the deal. A partner may become insolvent, act outside the terms of agreements, cause
negative publicity, or do other things that impair the financial or reputational position of the public sector
partner. These risks can be mitigated by careful partner selection and robust legal agreements, but these
risks cannot be completely eliminated.
Because of the risks involved, the decision to participate directly in urban development projects requires
caution and considerable advance work to ensure that the potential benefits are significant enough to warrant
the risks. A transit agency can mitigate the risks of being involved in development by:
•

Focusing on projects that are at transit locations. Market risk is lower in high demand locations.

•

Focusing on projects that include high-demand product.

•

Extensive due diligence, appropriate provision for contingency, and detailed risk assessment.

Direct participation in development can generate revenue to apply to transit, affordable housing, and other
objectives. In addition, direct participation in development would enable TransLink to create affordable rental
housing and to design projects to incorporate features that support walking, cycling, and transit use.

2.6

Other Approaches Not Considered in this Report

TransLink asked us about four other approaches, which are not considered in this report for the following
reasons:
1. Cash-in-Lieu of Off-Street Parking. Off-street parking is an expensive component of high density
residential and commercial construction. In transit-oriented locations, demand for parking is lower and
developers are usually interested in reducing municipal zoning requirements for off-street parking when
the cost saving is greater than any loss in revenue.
Reduced parking requirements can be implemented by changing zoning requirements, without requiring
any contribution from developers. Alternatively, there are systems in which a reduced parking
requirement can be obtained in exchange for a cash-in-lieu payment, with the funds applied to transit
investment.
This means of generating revenue is not considered in this report for these reasons:
•

Development regulation in BC is completely the responsibility of local government and is not likely to
be restructured to give other agencies a role in defining zoning requirements such as parking.

•

Cash-in-lieu of parking is a revenue generating tool but it is not a land value capture mechanism. If
the cash payment is equal to what the cost of parking would have been, there is no impact on
development economics so there is no transfer of land value (and developers are not likely to build
less parking if they have to pay for it anyway). If the cash payment is less than the cost of the parking,
this can actually put upward pressure on land value by reducing development cost.

2. Hotel and Short-Term Rental Tax. Some local governments impose taxes on specific uses. However,
these are not land value capture mechanisms so they are not considered in this report:
•

Hotel taxes are based on room revenue, so they are a tax on revenue not on value. There may be
an indirect effect on the value of hotel properties by reducing net operating income, but this is not the
aim.

•

Taxes or fees on short term rentals are a means of regulating the use, not taxing value.

3. Tax Increment Financing. Another approach that is often mentioned is called Tax Increment Financing
(TIF). TIF works like this:
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•

A public agency with property tax authority borrows money (either as a loan or by issuing a bond) to
pay for some form of infrastructure that is expected to cause land values and property tax revenues
to rise.

•

To provide security for the lender or bondholders, the agency pledges to apply growth in property tax
revenue in the benefitting area to repayment. This pledge is a way to reduce the risk of default.

So, TIF is not land value capture per se. It is just a means of using increased value (i.e. the growth in
property taxes in a specific area) as security to obtain financing. There is no “new money”; the gains in
property tax revenue caused by infrastructure investment are going to occur whether or not TIF is used;
the TIF is simply an allocation of new taxes to the specific purpose of repaying borrowed funds. 3 This
approach can make sense if a local government can only obtain financing by pledging the future tax
growth in a defined area. In jurisdictions that do not have difficulty borrowing, it makes more sense for a
lender or bond buyer to have repayment obligations secured by the entire tax base of the agency, not
just the portion of the tax base inside the TIF area. For these reasons, TIF is not directly relevant to
TransLink’s situation and is not considered in this policy analysis report.
4. Penalties on Low Density Development. Some stakeholders have suggested applying a charge or tax
on low density development as a disincentive to development that is not transit-oriented. Such a charge
would be an indirect form of land value capture, in the same way that DCCs put downward pressure on
a developer’s ability to pay for land. The existing property tax system in BC acts as a kind of disincentive
to maintaining under-developed properties (because property is taxed based on its development
potential) but the use of triple net leases can diminish the effectiveness of this disincentive because the
tax is passed to tenants. There are two reasons why we do not include this kind of charge in this report.
First, such a charge is mainly intended as a disincentive to influence urban development patterns. We
take the view that if there is a desire to limit low density development, this should be accomplished directly
by regional planning policy and by municipal land use planning rather than indirectly by a charge levied
by a regional transportation agency that has no direct statutory role in land use planning or development
regulation. Second, in Metro Vancouver there is a diminishing supply of land available for new low density
residential development. While a charge of this type may be an effective influence on land use, it is not
likely a sustainable long term revenue stream.

2.7

Advantages and Disadvantages of Land Value Capture

2.7.1

Taxes

Governments have a variety of ways to raise tax revenue from individuals and corporations, including income
tax, sales tax (such as PST or gasoline tax in BC), value added tax (such as GST in Canada), user fees, and
property tax. Each of these revenue tools has advantages and disadvantages in terms of fairness,
progressiveness (i.e. rising progressively with income in order to make the tax burden more equitable in its
impact), economic efficiency (minimizing negative impacts of taxation on the economy), the ability to modify
behaviour (e.g. using a carbon tax to reduce fuel consumption), and other factors.
With this wide variety of tax measures available, it is important to consider whether there are particular
advantages and disadvantages to taxing the value of land.

3

There are special circumstances in which a TIF-like instrument creates new revenue for a local government. For example, in
Alberta municipalities can create Community Revitalization Levy districts in which the Province agrees that any growth in what
would have been the Provincial share of property tax is transferred to the municipality. In this case, it is not the “TIF” that is creating
new local money, it is the willingness of the Province to transfer revenue to the municipality.
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The idea of taxing land is not new. In the late 1700’s, Adam Smith advocated taxing land as a means of
generating revenue without reducing total economic output because it does not impede productivity. George
Henry, a 19th century economist, proposed that taxes on income reduce incentive to work and taxes on
production are a disincentive to productivity, but taxes on land do not discourage productive economic activity.
Land investment is passive; capital tied up in land does not generate economic benefits the same way that
investments in business do. Taxing land value can recoup some of the investment that caused land value
gains. Taxing land value can also lead to reductions in land value and house prices, although the advantage
of a lower upfront price (which would lower the requirement for down payment and result in lower mortgage
costs) can be offset by higher ongoing taxation costs.
Note that these are arguments for taxing land but not improvements, which do contribute to productive
capacity and provide benefits such as housing. Taxing land can encourage investment in improvements
(because the tax burden would be spread over more space).
One of the main arguments against recurring taxation of land value is that this tax is unrelated to income or
ability to pay. This concern is often articulated with regard to homeowners whose homes have risen in value
but whose incomes have not. The
counterarguments are that such people can
recoup some of the investment
Advantages • can
sell their homes and move to lower value
that caused the land value gain
accommodation or that, in places such as
• can lead to reductions in land value,
of taxing land
which can aid housing affordability
BC, some households are eligible to defer
•
can
encourage investment in
value (i.e. not
property tax (at a very favourable interest
improvements
improvement
•resilient to changes in land value, as tax rates
rate) until time of sale. But there is still some
can be adjusted accordingly
value).
social and political objection to tax policy that
forces people to sell their home, take on
debt, or see their equity decline.

...

Business owner/occupiers may also face
financial challenges if their taxes rise,
because their business may not generate
enough income to cover the new cost.
Another possible concern is that increased
property taxes can in some cases be passed
on to residential and commercial renters.

Disadvantages

...of taxing land
value.

• land value is unrelated to income or
the ability to pay
• may not be affordable for business
owners/occupiers
• increased taxes may be passed along
to renters

The effect of changes in land value on tax revenues depends on the structure of the tax. For example:
•

Property taxes in BC are primarily determined by the budget requirements of local government and the
Province. The budget identifies how much property tax revenue is needed, and then this tax burden is
distributed across the assessment base. Changes in value affect how much tax each property pays, but
do not necessarily affect the total tax revenue stream.

•

Taxes that are applied to property based on its value (e.g. the Provincial School Tax Surcharge or the
sliding scale used in the Provincial Property Transfer Tax) are affected by changes in land value. Rising
land values will produce more revenue and falling land values will produce less, unless the rates or rate
classes are adjusted.

•

Taxes on the proceeds from property disposition (e.g. capital gains tax) are affected by the total volume
and value of dispositions.

When choosing and designing a land value capture approach, there are ways to reduce vulnerability of the
revenue stream to changes in land value.
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2.7.2

Development Charges and Zoning

These approaches apply to new urban development, not to land owners in general. They have two main
advantages:
•

These approaches draw revenue from a new group of payers, rather than continuing to charge transit
riders, auto users, and land owners in general. The charges are paid by developers, but the ultimate
impact tends to be a reduction in the value of development land from what it otherwise would be.
However, owners of development property generally enjoy land value gains even though some of the
value is captured by development fees or zoning related contributions.

•

There is a clear link between those who benefit (i.e. land owners benefit from land value gains due to
transit investment and upzoning) and those who pay (i.e. some of the potential land value gain is captured
by the public sector).

There are some disadvantages of land value capture approaches that rely on urban development:
•

Because the pace of development varies over time, the revenue stream from development charges or
zoning-based contributions will also vary. This form of land value capture is inherently less regular than
property tax.

•

Because of land economics, there is some risk that charges on development or zoning impact the viability
of new development if the charges are not carefully calibrated to continue to provide incentives for
developers and for land owners. If the pace of development is reduced, there will be impacts on
affordability. This risk can be managed by ensuring that charges are set appropriately.

•

If land values fall, revenues from these sources could fall, in part because of changes in the value of
density and in part because reduced financial performance of projects could reduce their ability to absorb
cost.

2.7.3

Land Acquisition and Disposition

Participation in the land market has these advantages:
•

The agency making the investment in transit can directly capture value by controlling property that will
rise in value due to transit investment and upzoning.

•

Disposition of surplus lands and air rights provides capacity for new development that would not otherwise
be available, in transit-oriented locations.

•

Control over land disposition allows a degree of control over the form and character of development,
which can support affordable housing, transit ridership, cycling, and walking.

•

Strategic acquisition and assembly can create attractive development sites that are better than those that
result from a minimalist approach to land acquisition for transit infrastructure.

There are two potential disadvantages of land value capture via direct involvement in the land market:
•

New acquisitions require a source of capital. This means (in the short run) diverting capital that could
otherwise have been used to fund transit or repay debt. Of course, the long term objective is that this
investment pays dividends that can be applied to transit.

•

There is risk if the land market declines. In a growing region, this risk tends to be cyclical so it may be
that the main concern is one of timing. Revenue from property disposition may be less predictable and
may have to be postponed to avoid disposition during a downturn.
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3.0

Approaches Currently Applied in BC

3.1

Taxes, Development Charges, and Zoning

3.1.1

Federal Government

The Federal Government at present has only one significant form of land value capture, which is tax on gains
from the sale of real property. The gains are considered a capital gain or income, with different tax rates,
depending on the nature of the taxpayer and its business. Personal principal residence property is exempt
from taxation.
In the 2019 federal election, some political parties proposed ways in which the federal government might
engage in additional forms of land value capture, including:
•

A tax on foreign property owners, at time of purchase or possibly a recurring tax.

•

A wealth tax on high net worth individuals, with such tax applying to all forms of wealth including real
property.

The introduction of either or both of these new forms of taxation might, depending on their magnitude, impact
property values and affect the ability of other levels of government to implement land value capture
mechanisms.

3.1.2

Provincial Government

The Province of BC employs a wide range of land value capture taxes to obtain revenue and to achieve other
policy objectives.
One time
The Province’s one-time sources of land value capture include:
a) A 20% tax at time of purchase on the value of property acquired by foreign purchasers.
b) The Property Transfer Tax, which applies to most title transfers of real property (there are various
exemptions such as newly built homes priced below a defined threshold and homes purchased by first
time buyers). This tax is on a sliding scale: 1% on the first $200,000 plus 2% on the portion between
$200,000 and $2,000,000 plus 3% on the portion over $2,000,000 plus (for residential property only) an
additional 2% on the portion over $3,000,000.
c) Tax on the gains from sale of real property, either as income tax or capital gains tax depending on the
nature of the taxpayer and the nature of the taxpayer’s business. Gains on sale of personal principal
residence property is exempt.
Recurring
The Province employs several recurring means of land value taxation:
a) A large share of annual property tax in BC is paid to the Province. In BC, property tax is levied on 100%
of the value of land and 100% of the value of improvements, so it is not solely a land value capture
mechanism. This taxation system has been in place since 1984. Prior to that, BC had periods in which
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land was taxed at 100% of value and improvements were taxed at a lower percentage. There were even
periods during the early 20th century when property tax was only levied on land value. 4
Properties in BC pay property tax to local government, the Province, and regional agencies including
TransLink. The assessment and taxation system requires properties to be divided into classes (e.g.
residential, business, agricultural) each of which has its own tax rate. This is called a variable tax rate
system. Current legislation in BC does not allow municipalities to set different tax rates for land versus
improvements, different tax rates for vacant or under-developed property, different tax rates for similar
properties in different areas, or different tax rates based on value.
b) The Province has implemented a Speculation and Vacancy Tax, which charges an additional annual
percentage of property value on properties in defined taxable regions 5 that are not a principal residence
and not rented out, or that are owned by non-residents or people not paying income tax in Canada (socalled satellite families). The Province’s stated purpose for this tax is to shift vacant dwellings into the
rental market, to decrease the non-local demand for property, and to help make housing more affordable
in the applicable areas.
The tax rate varies based on whether the owner is a Canadian citizen or permanent resident of Canada,
or a satellite family.6 For 2019 and subsequent years, the tax rate is 2% of assessed value for foreign
owners and satellite families and 0.5% of assessed value for Canadian citizens or permanent residents
of Canada who are not members of a satellite family.
In the Lower Mainland this tax is currently applied in municipalities within the Metro Vancouver Regional
District (excluding Bowen Island, the Village of Lions Bay and Electoral area A, but including UBC and
the University Endowment Lands) and in the City of Abbotsford, the District of Mission, and the City of
Chilliwack.
c) The Province has implemented a School Tax surcharge that applies to high value residential properties
(including vacant land but not including purpose-built rental housing), at an extra 0.2% on the portion of
assessed value between $3 million and $4 million plus 0.4% on the portion of assessed value over $4
million. While called a School Tax, the funds go into Provincial general revenue and are not earmarked
for educational purposes. This tax is not based on the residency status of the owner. It is intended to put
downward pressure on the price of the affected properties and raise revenue. This tax is essentially a
means of wealth distribution.

4
5

6

For an excellent history of property taxation in BC, see “Land Value Taxation in Vancouver: Rent-Seeking and the Tax Revolt”,
Christopher England, 2018, American Journal of Economics and Sociology Vol 77, No. 1.
“Taxable Regions” include these geographic areas:
• Municipalities within the Capital Regional District. Excluding Salt Spring Island, Juan de Fuca Electoral Area, and the Southern
Gulf Islands.
• Municipalities within the Metro Vancouver Regional District, excluding Bowen Island, the Village of Lions Bay, and Electoral
area A, but including UBC and the University Endowment Lands.
• The City of Abbotsford, The District of Mission, The City of Chilliwack, The City of Kelowna, The City of West Kelowna,
The City of Nanaimo, and The District of Lantzville.
Exclusions from taxable regions include: Reserve lands, treaty lands and lands of self-governing Indigenous Nations; Islands that
are accessible only by air or water; Residential properties under certain ownership (i.e. an Indigenous nation; municipalities;
regional districts, governments and other public bodies; registered charities; housing co-ops; certain not-for-profit organizations).
“Satellite family” is defined as including “people who declare LESS than 50% of their total combined household income for the year
on Canadian income tax returns”…they may pay tax at the highest rate and may not be entitled to all exemptions… This could
apply even if the people are Canadian citizens or BC residents. Source: https://www2.gov.bc.ca/gov/content/taxes/propertytaxes/speculation-and-vacancy-tax/exemptions-speculation-and-vacancy-tax/individuals/international-income#satellite-family.
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3.1.3

Metro Vancouver

Metro Vancouver is a regional agency that delivers (directly or through subsidiaries) region-wide services
including planning, affordable housing, parks, the regional water network, and regional sewer and drainage
networks.
Metro Vancouver currently uses a one-time form of land value capture, which is the Greater Vancouver
Sewerage and Drainage District Development Cost Charge (GVS&DD DCC) for regional sewer works. This
DCC is levied on new residential, commercial, and industrial construction throughout the service region. A
fee waiver or reduction is available for not-for-profit affordable rental housing. The charge is collected by local
governments at time of building permit issuance (or at subdivision for the creation of new single detached
house lots) and remitted to Metro Vancouver.
Metro Vancouver also charges property tax on all properties within the region. These taxes are included in
the annual property tax bills delivered by local governments. The tax revenue is applied toward Metro
Vancouver’s services in regional planning, regional parks, and affordable housing.

3.1.4

Municipalities

Local governments in Metro Vancouver already make extensive use of land value capture mechanisms to
generate revenue, including both one-time (DCCs, density bonusing and community amenity contributions)
and recurring mechanisms (taxes).

One-Time
a) DCCs
Municipalities in BC use Development Cost Charges (Development Cost Levies in the City of Vancouver),
which are levies on new urban development to pay for community-wide infrastructure. For municipalities other
than Vancouver, DCCs can only be used to raise revenue for water and sewer networks, drainage systems,
road networks, and park land acquisition (with the exception of the small number of resort municipalities which
can use DCCs for affordable housing). The enabling legislation for DCCs is Section 559.2 of the Local
Government Act, which sets out a highly regulated structure for collecting and using DCC revenue. The City
of Vancouver has a similar authority pursuant to the Vancouver Charter; one notable difference is that the
City can use DCLs for a few additional kinds of infrastructure such as child care facilities.
In addition to municipal DCCs in Metro Vancouver, there are also two regional DCCs levied on development
as noted in Section 5.3 (GVS&DD DCC for sewer works) and Section 5.5 (TransLink’s new authority to levy
a regional DCC for transportation infrastructure).
DCCs are technically cost-recovery mechanisms, but their impact on the land market is to put downward
pressure on the amount that developers are able to pay for development sites, so DCCs are an indirect form
of land value capture.
There is a limit to how much a development project can absorb for DCC payments. With local governments,
GVS&DD, and TransLink all charging DCCs, they are essentially competing for a share of this finite capacity
to pay DCCs. This requires caution and coordination in setting DCC rates to make sure that the combined
impact of multiple fees does not have a negative impact on the financial viability or pace of new development.
b) Density Bonusing and Community Amenity Contributions
The structure of land use and development regulation in BC creates the potential for municipalities to obtain
public benefits or revenue through the use of municipal zoning power. This is a direct form of land value
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capture, because municipalities can provide new density (which adds to land value) in exchange for public
benefits such as community facilities, affordable housing, or cash-in-lieu.
These zoning-based tools are unique among land value capture mechanisms because they create the land
value that they are capturing.
Creating new density, via zoning changes, is akin to making new “land” in the sense that the value in an
urban context is derived from what can be done with the property. Developers technically buy land, but what
they are really buying is the development entitlements that come with the land…the land use, height, and
density that can be developed under zoning. Where there is strong demand for new development, changing
the allowable land use and increasing allowable density create a gain in land value. Mechanisms such as
density bonusing or Community Amenity Contributions simultaneously create this value and build in a
structure for allocating this value among the local government (to fund community amenities), the land owner
(to provide an incentive to sell land into the development market), and the developer (to make it worth going
through the time and cost of rezoning).
Density bonusing works like this:
•

Section 482 of the Local Government Act and Section 565.1 of the Vancouver Charter give municipalities
the ability to zone land with a basic allowable density, for which no public benefit must be provided, and
a specific supplemental or bonus density which can be obtained in exchange for a prescribed package
of public benefits which can include community facilities, affordable housing, or cash-in-lieu.

•

Developers can develop a site under the base density or can obtain the bonus density, assuming the
extra density is marketable and financially attractive.

•

The value of the extra density must be equal to or more than the cost of providing the public benefit, or it
will not be of interest to developers.

Community Amenity Contributions are similar (i.e. the exchange of new density for public benefits) but they
are not defined in legislation in the way that density bonusing is.
Municipalities in BC have the sole authority to decide whether a proposed rezoning is in the community’s
interest and should be approved. In making this decision, elected Councils should consider the impact of new
development on the community and can evaluate whether the proposed project yields sufficient benefit to the
community to warrant absorbing the impacts. The acceptability of a zoning -- both to the municipality and to
residents -- can be increased if the project is seen to provide amenities, affordable housing, or other public
benefits that will meet the needs of new residents and address impacts on existing residents. So, the process
of considering a proposed change in zoning often includes negotiations between the local government and
the proponent regarding the public benefits to be provided. The negotiation process can be simplified and
expedited if the local government provides targets (i.e. dollar amounts or specific on-site amenities that are
sought in exchange for each increment in density) but the principle is the same: the value of new density is
calculated and then an agreement is reached on the portion of this value that should take the form of public
benefit.
Almost all municipalities in Metro Vancouver use density bonusing and/or negotiated Community Amenity
Contributions as a means of capturing some of the new land value that is created by upzoning in order to
fund community amenities or infrastructure.
There are criticisms of CACs as a means of capturing land value:
•

Some members of the development industry take the position that CACs add to the cost of housing and
therefore make the affordability situation worse. However, CACs are always associated with increased
housing capacity (because CACs are only paid when land is rezoned to higher density) and CACs are in
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effect an exchange of density (which has value) for public benefits, and this exchange is almost always
structured to be financially attractive to land owners and developers. There is no compelling evidence to
indicate that CACs have put upward pressure on housing prices in Metro Vancouver (see for example
“CAC Policy and Housing Affordability: Review for the City of Vancouver”, Wollenberg Munro Consulting
Inc and Coriolis Consulting Corp, April 2019).
•

CAC systems are sometimes criticized because the negotiations are not transparent, take too long, and
create uncertainty in the land market. In some cases, these are valid concerns. CACs ought to be
expeditiously negotiated, consistently applied, clearly communicated (to the general public, developers,
and land owners), and structured to ensure that the allocation of land value gains due to rezoning creates
incentives to land owners to sell their land into the market, incentives for developers to seek rezonings
that are consistent with planning policy, and public benefits that deal with the needs and impacts of
development on communities.

If TransLink explores the potential to share in CAC revenues, it will encounter the following challenges:
•

Local governments currently have complete control over the zoning process and therefore complete
control over the use of density bonusing or CAC systems, which means they receive all of the revenue
and amenities. There will need to be a compelling case for why they should share these revenues.

•

Because there is already a perception in the development industry that CAC systems are timeconsuming, complex, and uncertain, there will be concern if TransLink’s participation adds to these
concerns.

•

There is a wide variation across Metro Vancouver municipalities in terms of when and how they negotiate
CACs. TransLink would have to develop an approach that is easily applied in a variety of situations.

•

There is a wide variation across Metro Vancouver in the market value of new strata residential, rental
residential, and office density, which means wide variation in the quantum of public benefit that can be
achieved when density is increased. A region-wide uniform approach (as in the new TransLink DCC) will
have to be viable in the low land value parts of the region, while a submarket-based approach will result
in large differences in the revenue that can be derived from different areas.

It is also possible that the Province will explore changes to how local governments collect and use CACs.
The recently completed “Development Approvals Process Review” (published by the Ministry of Municipal
Affairs and Housing in September 2019) documents the results of Province-wide stakeholder engagement
with local governments, the development industry, and others regarding all aspects of development approvals
processes. The report suggests a variety of ways that might be explored in order to increase the predictability
and uniformity of CAC frameworks, including new legislation to regularize the collection of CACs and the idea
of a “super DCC” that covers more kinds of amenity and infrastructure than DCCs can currently be collected
for. The Province has not committed to any course of action, but there may be more attention to this subject.
If the government undertakes a more formal exploration of options, then TransLink should try to be part of
the conversation.

Recurring
a) Property Tax
All local governments raise a large portion of their operating and capital budget through property tax.
The main elements of the local government property tax system in BC are as follows:
•

All property is assessed at its current market value.
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•

All property is assigned a property class7 based on its current use (e.g. residential, commercial).

•

Each municipality adopts a set of tax rates (“mill rates”, or dollars per thousand dollars of assessed value)
that apply to the different classes of property. These rates can vary for different types of property and it
is typical for these rates to be higher for commercial and industrial property than for residential property.

•

Other agencies (e.g. the Province, BC Assessment, the Municipal Finance Authority, and TransLink)
apply their allowable taxation rates to the assessed value.

•

The tax rates are applied to the land value and the improvements value equally.

b) Taxes on Specific Types of Properties
Local governments in BC generally cannot levy special property taxes on specific types of properties, but
there is one exception.
The City of Vancouver Empty Homes Tax (EHT) levies an annual surtax on the assessed taxable value of
residential properties deemed “empty”. A home is not considered empty if it is a principal residence or rented
for at least six months of the year. From 2016 when the EHT was launched to 2019, the EHT rate was 1% of
the property’s assessed taxable value. In each of the next 3 years the rate will increase by 25% to 1.25% in
2020, 1.5% in 2021, and 1.75% in 2022.
The City’s stated intention is to invest net revenues into affordable housing initiatives, so it is essentially a
form of wealth transfer. Since the EHT was launched in 2016, the program has yielded $39.7 million in net
revenue.
c) Benefitting Area Taxes
Local governments in BC don’t have much ability to levy special property taxes in certain areas, with one
little-used exception. In all other municipalities other than Vancouver, Section 210 of the Community Charter
gives local government the authority to establish a local service area for the provision of a specific service
that applies to properties in a defined area. Properties within this defined area are taxed (in addition to their
basic property tax) to pay for the local service. Similarly, pursuant to Section 500 of the Vancouver Charter,
the City of Vancouver can levy a tax for local improvement projects when the project involves capital
investment by the City that will “specially benefit real property in a limited and determinable area”. Local
improvement taxes in Vancouver are usually only applied for relatively small projects that benefit a few
properties, such as improvements to lanes.

3.1.5

TransLink

TransLink has the ability to use three different land value capture taxes and charges to generate revenue: a
DCC, general property tax, and a benefitting area tax.

One Time
As of 2018, the Province adopted legislative changes that enable TransLink to levy a region-wide DCC on
new development to help pay for transportation investment (SCBCTA Act Section 34.21). The collection of
this new DCC started in January 2020 and revenues are being used to help pay for transit infrastructure. This
is the first time in BC that the Province has allowed the use of DCCs to fund transit and it is the first time that

7

There are 9 property classes in BC: Class 1 Residential, Class 2 Utilities, Class 3 Supportive Housing, Class 4 Major Industry, Class 5
Light Industry, Class 6 Business/Other, Class 7 Managed Forest Land, Class 8 Recreational Property/Non-Profit Organization, Class 9
Farm. Properties can have split classifications if they have several distinct uses that fall into more than one class.
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an agency that is not a local government (i.e. municipality or regional district) has been authorized to levy a
DCC.
The new TransLink DCC is forecast to generate an average of about $29 million (uninflated) per year during
2020 to 2027.
The regional transportation DCC has these features:
•

At present, there are different rates for single detached, duplex/townhouse, and apartment units. There
are also different rates for retail/service, office, institutional, and industrial space.

•

At present, the rates for each use apply across the entire region. During the three years in which the DCC
system was designed (including extensive consultation with stakeholders in local government and the
development industry) consideration was given to options including common region-wide rates and rates
that varied across the region based on factors such as the intensity of transit service or the level of new
transit investment anticipated in different areas. After considerable discussion and debate, TransLink
adopted the premise that the benefits of regional transit improvement are broadly distributed and do not
necessarily match the distribution of capital investment, so it was decided that the TransLink DCC rates
should be uniform for each land use across the region. The legislation gives TransLink the ability to vary
rates in the future if deemed appropriate.

Recurring
a) Property Tax
Section 25(2)(a) of the South Coast British Columbia Transportation Authority (SCBCTA) Act empowers
TransLink to levy tax on the “net taxable value of land and improvements” throughout the transportation
service region. The legislation only allows TransLink to increase its property tax revenues by more than 3%
per year if the increase is approved by the Mayors’ Council in an investment plan. Prior to 2017, the annual
property tax was structured so that TransLink generally only increased its total property tax revenue by 3%
over the previous year’s tax revenue (with some exceptions). This constraint was presumably imposed as a
means of limiting the exposure of taxpayers to increases significantly above inflation. However, in any given
year the assessment roll consists of the previous year’s property assessment plus growth that is the result of
new improvements or changes in land value due to upzoning. The former 3% limit on tax revenue increase
meant that if the assessment roll grew (by say 2%) due to new construction or land value gains due to
rezoning then the increase on existing property would be limited to 1%, generally less than inflation.
Starting in 2017, TransLink adjusted its approach to calculating increased property tax revenue. There are
now two components to tax revenue growth:
•

The tax revenue derived from the previous year’s assessment base can be increased up to 3%. This puts
a limit on the increase that an existing typical taxpayer will absorb.

•

In addition, TransLink receives the new tax revenue that comes from applying its tax rate to “new”
assessment base created by development of new improvements or changes in property value due to
rezoning (versus value increase just due to market change).

TransLink is also authorized to collect $18 million per year from a smaller set of property taxes in whatever
proportions TransLink determines, but this amount is not allowed to escalate with inflation. This is known as
the Replacement Tax.
TransLink currently receives a total of on the order of $360 million per year (in 2018) from property taxes, not
including the Replacement Tax.
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b) Benefitting Area Tax
TransLink has the ability to levy a benefitting area property tax surcharge.8 SCBCTA Act Section 25(7) allows
TransLink to “establish different zones…and…adopt different tax rates…in different zones based on the
benefit…as a result of proximity to a transportation station or…major facility constructed or funded by the
authority”.
While this legislation has existed for a long time, TransLink has not elected to use this benefitting area taxation
mechanism. The main reason has been that if proximity to transit infrastructure increases property value and
if this is reflected in assessed values, then such properties will already pay more tax than similar properties
without the transit benefit. Adding a benefitting area tax means that such properties would pay more “basic”
property tax because of their higher value and would also pay a surcharge because of the benefit. This is
not necessarily a reason to avoid using the benefitting area tax, but it is a consideration in gauging the impact
and equity of using the tax. TransLink also benefits from new development around rapid transit stations in
the form of increased ridership and increased property taxes. Properties that benefit from a higher level of
access don’t just enjoy the benefit of increased land value. The owners and occupants of such property also
benefit from the ability to spend less on automobile costs (purchase, operation, parking) and convenience.
So, it may be entirely reasonable to charge a benefitting area property tax surcharge.

3.1.6

Summary of Taxes, Charges, and Zoning Mechanisms Currently
Used in BC

Exhibit 2 and Exhibit 3 summarize the current situation in BC regarding land value capture via taxes,
development charges, and zoning. The main observation that can be made based on the two exhibits is that
there is already an extensive land value capture “landscape” in the Province and in Metro Vancouver. All
levels of government use a variety of means to generate revenue from property.
Exhibit 2: One-Time Land Value Capture Taxes and Charges
“One-time” Approaches
Province
Metro Vancouver
Property transfer tax
Foreign buyer tax
Capital gain or income tax at
sale

Municipalities

TransLink

(except principal
residence)

Development Cost Charge
(GVS&DD)

(commencing 2020)

Density Bonus and CAC at
rezoning
Park land dedication or cash-inlieu at subdivision

8

TransLink advised that it may need legislative amendments or regulation as part of implementing a benefiting area tax. This would
need to be explored if TransLink decides to examine this approach in more detail in subsequent work.
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Exhibit 3: Recurring Land Value Capture Taxes
“Recurring” Approaches

Province

Metro Vancouver

Municipalities

TransLink

(local service area
charges)

(benefitting area tax
authority, not
currently used)

Property tax
Land value tax
Property tax surcharge on some
properties

(school tax
surcharge on high
value property)

Benefitting area tax

Tax on specific uses
(hotel tax, STR tax)
Vacancy tax
(Vancouver)

3.2

Strategic Acquisition and Development Approaches

The Province, Metro Vancouver, and municipal governments all participate in the land market to achieve
financial, social, cultural, recreational, and housing objectives.
Disposition of surplus property, allocation of public-owned property to specific uses, and acquisition of new
property are commonplace in the region. Typically, the reasons for disposition of surplus land are to generate
revenue for other purposes and/or to guide the use and development of public lands to achieve particular
objectives (e.g. the creation of affordable housing). The large housing developments on the UBC and SFU
Burnaby campuses are examples of public sector agencies taking a strategic approach to the disposition of
land to create a revenue stream.
The public sector is often directly involved in the funding and development of non-market projects, most often
the creation of affordable housing. The Greater Vancouver Housing Corporation (a wholly owned subsidiary
of Metro Vancouver), BC Housing, and some local governments are involved in creating and operating rental
housing, for example.
Direct involvement in market-oriented development projects by the public sector is less common. However,
the development of the Olympic Village, the large outlet mall at YVR, the Anvil Centre in New Westminster,
and various projects by the Surrey City Centre Development Corporation are just a few instances in which a
government entity has participated directly in development. Direct participation in development by
government is not common because governments usually do not want to absorb the risk of losing money.
Under Section 6 of the SCBCTA Act, TransLink has the authority to “…acquire land…in support of…or to
facilitate construction of…the regional transportation system”. This of course includes the ability to buy land
that is necessary for transit construction, and TransLink advises that the SCBCTA Act also provides broader
authority for land acquisition that generates financial and other benefits.
The same section also authorizes TransLink to “…hold, manage, develop, and dispose of land”, which allows
holding property for investment, disposing of surplus land, and participating in development projects.
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To date, TransLink’s involvement in the land market and in development projects has not been extensive:
•

Some retail space has been developed in the fare-paid zone of some stations, generating ongoing
revenue and enhancing the system for riders.

•

Some surplus properties have been offered to the market, such as the former Oakridge Transit Centre
(which became surplus when a new facility was constructed on a site beside the Arthur Laing Bridge in
South Vancouver) and the surplus land at the King Edward Station on the Canada Line, which included
land adjacent to the station plus air rights over the station.

Exhibit 4: Examples of TransLink Land Disposition
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4.0

Examples of Approaches Used by Other Agencies
Outside of BC

There are many jurisdictions outside of BC that use, or are considering, some form of land value capture
and/or participation in urban development. Property tax is almost universally used to generate local
government revenue, and in the US and Canada there are many cities that use some form of density bonus
or other means of obtaining public benefits or affordable housing in exchange for new density.
This section provides brief descriptions of examples of approaches used in other places.

4.1

Examples of Approaches to Support Transit Investment

4.1.1

Canada

Ontario
While the enabling legislation is different than in BC, Ontario municipalities have the ability to charge
development fees (Development Charges) similar to DCCs or DCLs and they have the ability to obtain
amenities or cash-in-lieu when granting additional density (called Section 37 benefits, they are similar to
density bonus or Community Amenity Contributions).

Metrolinx (Greater Toronto)
In addition to typical transit funding sources, Metrolinx has incorporated a Transit-Oriented Development
(TOD) Program in its 2041 Plan. The aims of the TOD program are to generate revenue through the
disposition of air rights parcels at transit stations, increase ridership, improve the customer experience, and
contribute to city building. Metrolinx does not become a partner or inject additional equity; it makes
development sites available at fair market value to developers.

Calgary Transit
The City of Calgary and Calgary Transit have a city-wide framework for Transit-Oriented Development,
primarily as a means of planning higher density development at transit stations but also as a means of
revenue generation via the disposition and development of public lands. The TOD strategy includes looking
for opportunities to acquire additional lands to enhance the potential for development and identifying publicly
owned sites that can become catalysts for redevelopment. The City specifically looks for strategic land
acquisition beyond infrastructure needs and disposition of remnant parcels post transit construction to recover
investments in transit. The City is also considering alternative sources of transit funding including
development partnerships, leasing public land at transit stations, and new development levies.

Edmonton Transit
The City of Edmonton is pursuing initiatives to facilitate higher density development at transit stations and
generate revenue and ridership. One initiative is to facilitate the redevelopment of City-owned park-and-ride
sites at suburban stations. The City has also become involved in actual development, with mixed results. In
one project (Station Pointe) the City invested capital to transform a large former industrial site into a residential
community with parcels available for sale to developers. City investment included streets, services, parks,
and amenities but take-up by developers has been very slow. In another project, the City has partnered with
a private sector developer to ready a former commercial site for residential development.
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4.1.2

USA

Portland, USA
A new light rail link between the airport and the existing transit system was funded in part via a tax increment
financing district to support borrowing, an agreement with a developer that provided a capital contribution in
exchange for development rights on a large property served by the new line, and a levy on passengers
arriving at the airport.

Kansas City, USA
Kansas City has a Transportation Development District (TDD) that raises revenue for streetcar (LRT)
construction. The package includes a sales tax (maximum of 1%) on retail sales within the TDD boundary, a
real estate tax surcharge on property within the TDD boundary, and a special assessment on surface parking
lots in the boundary. These assessments are limited by state law to 20 years.

Miami-Dade County, USA
This county has established a Transportation Infrastructure Improvement District within a half mile of transit
corridors, in which any increase in property taxes above a defined base rate is allocated to pay for transit
infrastructure. This is not a new source of revenue or a net gain in revenue; it is a mechanism to ensure that
tax revenues above a threshold are channeled to pay for transit.

Pennsylvania, USA
The state has authorized the creation of Transportation Revitalization Investment Districts, in which a portion
of future property tax revenue gains can be earmarked for transit infrastructure. There is not necessarily new
revenue, but an ability to pledge a portion of revenue to the repayment of loans or bond issues. Pennsylvania
is also one of a few jurisdictions in the USA in which a significant number of municipalities use what is called
split rate property tax, with a higher rate on land value and a lower rate on improvements value.

Chicago Transit Authority
CTA has an ambitious capital program to expand and improve the regional transit system. Locally-generated
sources of funding include bond financing, property taxes, and a dedicated sales tax.

New York Metropolitan Transit Authority
The New York MTA is planning a $50 billion capital plan to address deferred maintenance and
expand/improve the system. The locally generated sources of funding include bonds, an automobile toll on
the Central Business District, a progressive tax on the sale of high value real estate, and a sales tax on
internet retail sales.

4.1.3

Outside North America

Crossrail (Elizabeth Line), London UK
The Crossrail project has been under construction for over a decade. A limited section went into service in
late 2019, but full opening is not expected until 2021. It is a massive addition to the London transit system.
Funding came from a wide variety of sources, but it is notable that significant contributions came from
developer contributions, a community improvement levy, and the sale of surplus lands.
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Australia
Jurisdictions in Australia use various forms of land value capture including a “stamp duty” (similar to BC’s
Property Transfer Tax), development charges, and property tax. Some public agencies in Australia are
considering more broad-based approaches to land value capture that could be applied at the federal, state,
and local levels. So far, government has produced research and discussion papers on topics such as the use
of public lands and new forms of property tax but has not yet enacted new tools.

New Zealand
The government of New Zealand is considering land value capture as a means of funding new infrastructure
projects. Based on published statements from officials, one measure being considered is to tax the
incremental growth in land value caused by transit improvements, measured by comparing the growth in land
value for similar properties that have not directly benefited from transit investment.

Sao Paolo, Brazil
This South American city has taken an unusual approach to raising revenue from new development rights:
•

The city identifies a redevelopment zone in which it wants to see increased density.

•

The city defines how much additional floor space, beyond that allowed under current zoning, is
appropriate in the area and then issues “bonds” for this density.

•

The bonds are auctioned; the purchasers of the bonds are then able to use the density on properties they
own within the redevelopment zone (or they can sell it to others in the area).

•

The revenue raised from the auction is invested in housing and infrastructure in the redevelopment zone.

This has similarities to a Community Amenity Contribution system (developers provide cash or amenities in
exchange for density) and to Vancouver’s system of transferable density for heritage projects (the density is
not confined to a specific single site, as in a typical rezoning), but the Sao Paolo approach is of course
different in that the new density is auctioned to the highest bidder rather than negotiated with individual
property owners. Another key difference is that for the system to work, most or all properties in the
redevelopment zone must be deemed to be appropriate to absorb extra density.

Hong Kong
The Hong Kong Mass Transit Railway Corporation funds transit infrastructure through involvement in urban
development at stations. The Corporation obtains from government the development rights for land on and
beside transit infrastructure and then tenders development opportunities to the private sector. The corporation
enters into profit sharing arrangements or leases. A similar approach is used in Hong Kong to support the
creation of affordable housing.

Japan
Japan uses a system call Land Readjustment to facilitate the assembly, replotting, and infrastructure
investment for lands on the perimeter of growing urban regions. Areas that are appropriate for redevelopment
are often owned by large numbers of individuals who on their own do not have the wherewithal for assembly
or major infrastructure investment. State agencies are created for readjustment projects and have the
authority to assemble the land, invest in infrastructure, and distribute proceeds to the participants.
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4.2

Examples of Approaches to Support Affordable Housing

Seattle, USA
The City of Seattle includes a Housing Levy in its property tax. The levy raises funds that are used to construct
affordable rental housing for low income households. This levy has been in place since 1981 and it has
supported the construction of around 12,000 units. The City estimates the median cost per home owner to
be about $125 per year. The Housing Levy must go before voters for renewal every few years.

Los Angeles and Seattle Regional Transit Agencies, USA
Sound Transit in Seattle and LA County Metro Transit are similar to TransLink in that they are regional
agencies that serve a large number of local governments. In both regions, the transit authorities use a form
of land value capture to help fund transit infrastructure and to assist in the creation of affordable housing.
They use what they each call “strategic land acquisition”. When planning and implementing transit
infrastructure projects, they:
•

Locate stations where there are good opportunities to assemble land.

•

Acquire more land than the minimum needed for construction.

•

Ensure that post-construction, the surplus land will be in configurations that are easy to develop.

•

Take advantage of the land value gains due to transit and upzoning.

•

Offer surplus land to the market, in some cases at full market value to fund transit and in some cases at
less than market value for the provision of affordable rental housing. Los Angeles Metro also provides
some loans on favourable terms to affordable housing projects.

In addition to the regional transit agency involvement, both the City of Seattle and the City of Los Angeles
make extensive use of density bonusing to achieve affordable housing and amenities.

Vienna, Austria
Vienna is often cited as an example of addressing housing affordability via a large and sustained involvement
in rental housing construction by the state. Vienna has systematically acquired a large portfolio of urban land
that is used for the construction of new rental housing by government or by non-profits. As a result,
approximately 60% of housing is non-market and rent-controlled to maintain affordability.

4.3

General Observations

In a large proportion of the examples around the world, land value capture mechanisms and in some cases
participation in urban development are mainly considered as a means to fund infrastructure, particularly
transit as there is a correlation between transit improvements and increased value. There are fewer cases
where land value capture is used to fund affordable housing.
The most common land value capture approaches appear to be some form of property tax (in many cases a
benefitting area surcharge), development fees, and the creation and disposition of new development rights
(i.e. density).9 Many transit agencies also use the strategic acquisition and disposition of land as a means of
generating revenue and aiding the creation of affordable housing.
9

It is worth noting that CAC-like mechanisms are used in many cities in Canada and the US. While many landowners and developers
have the view that the value of additional density should belong entirely to the landowner, this is not the premise of many North
American rezoning frameworks. New York, San Francisco, Seattle, Los Angeles, Toronto, Halifax, and of course Vancouver are
just a few examples of cities that approve new density in exchange for public benefits.
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It appears that few transit agencies become directly involved in urban development projects (beyond leasing
or selling sites).
Tax increment financing is often used as a means of securing loans or bond issues. This vehicle allows
agencies to secure investment capital, by providing assurance for repayment, but it does not generate any
new revenue.
There do not appear to be many instances in which land value capture is used specifically to suppress land
values or discourage investment in land. In fact, many of the jurisdictions are counting on land value increases
so they can tap the gains to pay for infrastructure.
Based on this survey, several local governments in Metro Vancouver could be considered in the forefront of
using a comprehensive approach to land value capture in the form of annual property taxes, development
charges, and CACs.
Other jurisdictions show possible avenues for refinement including the use of benefitting area taxes,
differential tax rates on land and improvements, and special levies for transit or affordable housing.
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5.0

Transit Investment, Rezoning, and Land Value

If TransLink is going to gain broad support for using land value capture and urban development to achieve
its goals, it will be important to demonstrate that transit investment creates land value and creates good
business opportunities for being involved in the market.
This section examines the link between transit infrastructure and development activity and also evaluates the
relative significance of transit investment versus rezoning in generating gains in land value. The comparison
of the land value created through rezoning with land value created by transit investment (i.e. improved transit
access) is analyzed using case studies.

5.1

Transit Investment and Densification

Exhibit 5 shows that during the past 5 to 10 years in areas of Metro Vancouver outside downtown and the
Broadway Corridor there has been an increasing tendency for new office development and new multi-family
strata residential development to occur within walking distance (800 metres) of rapid transit stations. The
gains are dramatic; as of 2019 over 80% of new office growth and almost two-thirds of new strata residential
growth are in rapid transit station areas. This demonstrates two key tendencies:
•

Developers perceive that there is strong market appeal for office space and housing that is served by
transit.

•

Local governments tend to direct high density development to transit-served locations.

This means there is compelling evidence that transit investment is a key input to densification and to the
ability of local governments to obtain public benefits based on the additional land value that results from
rezonings at transit-oriented locations.
This also means that there will be strong market interest in any development properties that TransLink can
make available by the disposition of surplus sites or air rights over transit infrastructure at rapid transit
stations.
Exhibit 5: Office and Residential Strata Development at Transit Stations

Source: Based on analysis by Coriolis Consulting using in-house office floorspace data and residential sales and listings data from
NHS Live. For context, since 2009, 53% of new office development occurred in Downtown/Broadway Corridor and 47% occurred
outside of these locations.
*Note that sales of new strata residential units are from Jan 2015 to Sept 2019 and active listings as of Oct 2019.
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5.2

Transit Investment and Price/Rent Premiums

5.2.1

Sales Price Premium for Multi-Family Strata Residential Units

In principle, it seems reasonable to assume that there would be a premium for living near a rapid transit
station or a rapid bus stop, in part because of the value of added convenience from having access to transit
and in part because of the potential financial benefit of using transit versus owning and operating a vehicle.
However, there are many other important considerations that come into play when deciding where to buy or
rent a place to live such as affordability; residential market outlook; proximity to family, friends, work, school,
and commercial services; safety; general culture and prestige/image of the neighbourhood; prestige/image
of the building; walkability/bike-ability; and building or neighbourhood amenities/recreation features. Rapid
transit access is only one of many factors that could affect the marketability and pricing of new strata
residential projects.
In comparing sales evidence for strata residential units in buildings near rapid transit (defined as being within
800 metres of a rapid transit station) and buildings in similar markets not near rapid transit, it is not possible
to control for all differences other than proximity to a rapid transit station to isolate the sales price premium
associated with this difference. Factors such as the age of the building, quality of the building/finishes,
neighbourhood characteristics, site specific features, building amenities, building prestige, unit layout/
specifications, and marketing/branding of the building can blur the analysis. However, by looking at buildings
of about the same age and about the same quality in similar market conditions with and without rapid transit,
the results can illustrate the order of magnitude sales price premium associated with rapid transit access.
We analyzed residential sales data for buildings with and without rapid transit access in New Westminster
(Sapperton/Downtown vs Uptown), Coquitlam (Burquitlam vs Austin Heights), Richmond (near and not near
rapid transit stations), Surrey (Surrey City Centre vs Guildford), the west side of Vancouver (Cambie Corridor
vs Broadway/Arbutus), and the east side of Vancouver (Kingsway near and not near rapid transit). 10 There
was not useful sales evidence in Burnaby because there aren’t buildings of a similar quality built around the
same time in both rapid transit and non-rapid transit locations (as most development in Burnaby has occurred
near rapid transit stations).
Based on the average sales price per square foot for units that sold during the six-month period from March
to August 2019 in several similar aged/quality “pairs” of buildings, the price premium for rapid transit proximity
is illustrated by these examples:
•

In Vancouver, the average sales price for units that sold in Wall Centre Central Park (less than 800m to
Joyce-Collingwood SkyTrain Station) during March to August 2019 was 1% higher than the average sales
price for units that sold at Kensington Gardens (more than 800m away from Nanaimo SkyTrain Station)
during the same timeframe.

•

In Surrey, the average sales price for units that sold at Venue (less than 800m to Gateway Station) during
March to August 2019 was 7% higher than the average sales price for units that sold at Guildhouse (more
than 800m to Surrey Central Station and King George Station) during the same timeframe. Both projects
were completed in 2018.

•

In New Westminster, the average sales price for units that sold in Trapp + Holbrook (less than 800m to
New Westminster Station and Columbia Station) during March to August 2019 was 9% higher than the
average sales price for units that sold in Viceroy in Uptown New Westminster (more than 800m to a rapid

10

Residential unit sales data is from the Real Estate Board of Greater Vancouver online MLSLink subscription database.
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transit station) during the same timeframe. The Viceroy in Uptown New Westminster is older, so the
premium is likely partly attributable to transit access and partly attributable to the age of the building (and
possibly other factors).
•

In Vancouver, the average sales price for units that sold in Edward by Mosaic (less than 800m to King
Edward Canada Line Station) during March to August 2019 was 10% higher than the average sales price
for units that sold at the Leveson (more than 800m to Marine Drive Canada Line Station) during the same
timeframe. Edward by Mosaic was completed in 2019 and the Leveson was completed in 2018, so the
premium could be partly attributable to transit access as well as Edward by Mosaic being newer and
having a more central location (and possibly other factors).

The sales evidence for most “pairs” of buildings suggests a price difference in the range of 1% to 10% at
rapid transit served buildings versus non-rapid transit served buildings in Metro Vancouver, although this
could overstate the premium because of differences in other characteristics such as quality of the
neighbourhood, building age, and building amenities which are challenging to control for.
This range is similar to the findings of a recent study by Canada Mortgage and Housing Corp. that examined
the impacts of GO train expansion on house prices in Hamilton-Niagara. The November 2019 CMHC study
estimated that house prices were between 4% and 9% higher in various areas in Hamilton-Niagara than they
otherwise would have been without the expansion of transit. 11
Overall, we think it is reasonable to assume that there is a transit-related premium of up to about 5% for strata
residential unit sales prices at rapid transit stations in Metro Vancouver compared to similar non-rapid transit
served locations. This may seem like a relatively low premium to some observers who assume that transit
accessibility is attractive and important in the housing market. However, it is important to keep in mind that
most higher density locations in Metro Vancouver have reasonably good transit access, whether it is by rapid
transit or by bus. It is not really possible to find many examples of “transit” versus “no transit” new development
projects, so the comparison is really between projects near rapid transit and projects with good bus service.

5.2.2

Lease Rate Premium for Commercial Space

As with residential sales prices, in principle it seems reasonable to assume that there would be a premium
for leasing commercial space near a rapid transit station or a rapid bus stop because of the added
convenience and potential to reduce commuting times. However, there are many other important
considerations that come into play when businesses are deciding where to rent commercial space such as
affordability; proximity to where the business owner lives; proximity to where employees live (and whether
these locations are transit-served); proximity to commercial services; availability of amenities such as day
care; prestige/reputation of the landlord/management company; opportunities for expansion; and availability
of parking. Rapid transit access is only one of many factors that could affect the marketability and pricing of
commercial space.

11

CMHC, “Housing Market Insight: Hamilton-Niagara – GO Train Expansion: The Impact on House Prices in Hamilton-Niagara.”
November 2019. The analysis found that the Confederation GO Station increased house prices in East Hamilton by up to 4%,
Niagara Falls GO Station increased house prices in that area by up to 7%, the St. Catherines GO Station increased house prices
in that area by up to 8%, the Confederation GO Station increased house prices in Stoney Creek by up to 8%, and the West Harbour
GO Station increased house prices in Hamilton Centre by up to 9%.
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We reviewed four indicators of the potential lease rate premium for commercial space near a rapid transit
station:
•

Evidence of differences in asking or achieved office lease rates for buildings of a similar quality, age, and
type (e.g. high density office projects) in rapid transit served and non-rapid transit served locations. 12
There is very little vacancy in the office market in the region, so data on asking lease rates is limited. In
addition, most new office space in the region is being built near rapid transit stations so there is limited
comparable product not served by rapid transit. However, comparing evidence in transit-served and nontransit served office buildings in New Westminster, Burnaby, Surrey, and Vancouver suggests that office
lease rates are in the range of 2% to 20% higher in transit-served locations. This likely overstates the
premium associated with transit-access, as transit-served locations also tend to be more amenity-rich
neighbourhoods with more urban office buildings.

•

BC Assessment Authority data on the assessed values for existing office buildings within 800m of a rapid
transit station compared to similar buildings that are not within 800m of a rapid transit station in several
locations throughout the region.13 Comparing similar quality buildings in the same municipalities (to
control for property tax differences) suggested that office buildings near rapid transit stations have
assessed values in the range of 2% to 5% higher than comparable office buildings in similar markets that
are not near rapid transit.

•

Interviews with commercial real estate brokers about the magnitude of the lease rate premium for office
space near rapid transit versus comparable space not near rapid transit. Commercial brokers noted that
the demand for office space outside of downtown Vancouver is highly driven by employee attraction and
retention, and convenient access to rapid transit is a key factor in the locational decision for many
businesses that occupy office space. Commercial brokers noted that the premium is on the order of about
10%, although this reflects a combination of rapid transit accessibility, lower office vacancy near rapid
transit stations, and a difference in the type of space that is available (i.e. high density, urban office space
in amenity-rich locations near rapid transit versus lower density, business park office space).

•

Studies by others about the potential office lease rate premium associated with being located near a rapid
transit station in the region. For example, Jones Lang Lasalle (JLL) previously published a “Rapid Transit
Office Index” for the Metro Vancouver region. In the Q1 2016 Outlook edition of this report, JLL reported
that the average asking net office lease rates for the inventory of office buildings with greater than 10,000
square feet within 500m of a rapid transit station in Vancouver, Burnaby, Surrey, Richmond, New
Westminster, and Coquitlam were in the range of 10% to 30% higher than the average asking net office
lease rate for the inventory of office buildings with greater than 10,000 square feet outside of 500m of a
rapid transit station in the same municipality. This likely overstates the premium associated with rapid
transit accessibility, because the inventory of space near rapid transit stations contains a much higher
share of new buildings and there are many other features that could contribute to lease rate differences
when looking at the overall inventory of office space within 500m and further than 500m of rapid transit
stations within a municipality, but it helps illustrate an upper bound.

Based on these indicators, we think it is reasonable to assume that there is a premium of up to about 10%
for commercial lease rates at rapid transit stations in Metro Vancouver compared to similar non-rapid transit
locations.

12
13

Office lease rate data is based on internet research using www.spacelist.ca and major brokerage websites.
Assessed values were obtained from BC Assessment Authority via https://www.bcassessment.ca/Property/AssessmentSearch.
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5.2.3

Residential Rents

While there likely is a market rent premium associated with proximity to rapid transit, the case study analysis
in this study did not include rental residential properties for these reasons:
•

New rental residential development in most of the region supports little or no land value, which is why
new rental construction has depended on mechanisms such as cost reduction (e.g. DCC waivers or
reduced off-street parking requirements) or incentive density. So, there is little or no land value growth
associated with most new rental residential development, meaning there is not much opportunity for land
value capture even if there is a rent rate premium associated with units near rapid transit.

•

Existing rental units have rent increases controlled by the Residential Tenancy Act. Because these units
are only allowed to adjust to market rent at the time of turnover, it is not possible without great effort to
assemble a data set that would allow the isolation of a rent premium associated with rapid transit
proximity.

•

Limited new rental construction makes it difficult to find sufficiently comparable new projects to be able
to identify and isolate a residential rent premium for transit proximity.

5.2.4

Implications for Case Studies

Based on market research and sales evidence, empirical evidence, and a review of other studies, there
appears to be a premium for commercial rents (up to 10%) and strata residential unit sales prices (up to 5%)
near light rail rapid transit stations in this region. We use these premiums in the case study analysis.

5.3

Transit Investment and Rezoning: Case Studies

As noted above, the comparison of the land value created through rezoning with land value created by transit
investment (i.e. improved transit access) is analyzed using case studies. The detailed analysis for the case
studies is contained in Appendix 1. For each case study, financial models were constructed for the following
scenarios:
•

“Base case” financial performance of a development site assuming no rezoning and no transit influence.
This either reflects value under existing zoning or under existing use, depending on the case study.

•

“Rezoning only”, which shows the financial performance of rezoning the development site to a density
typical for the sub-market, in the absence of a price premium for rapid transit proximity.

•

“Rezoning with transit”, which shows the financial performance of rezoning the development to a density
typical for the sub-market and incorporating a premium (in sales prices or rent rates) for improved transit
access.

Municipal Community Amenity Contributions (CAC) policies are not included14 so the case studies illustrate
the total land lift, the portion of the total attributable to the rezoning (increased density), and the portion
attributable to the transit premium prior to CACs.
The following sections summarize the multi-family residential case studies and commercial case studies.

14

Including the City of Vancouver’s Developer Contribution Expectation (DCE) in the Broadway Corridor.
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5.3.1

Summary of the Multi-Family Residential Case Studies

Key points about the multi-family residential case studies are as follows:
1. Locations. Locations for multi-family residential case studies were selected based on where rapid transit
expansions are planned or have recently been completed: the Broadway Corridor (where the new
Broadway Subway Project will extend rapid transit from VCC-Clark to Arbutus), Burquitlam (where the
Evergreen Extension went into service in December 2016), Fleetwood (located on the planned extension
to Langley), and Lynn Creek (which will be served by the Marine Drive RapidBus connecting West
Vancouver with Phibbs Exchange).
2. Transit Premium. Based on the analysis in Section 5.2, we used a transit premium of 5% for multi-family
unit sales price for enhanced light rail rapid transit and a lower transit premium (1%) for enhanced transit
access in the form of rapid bus.
3. Tenure. The case studies assume strata multi-family residential development to show the maximum
extent to which improved transit access generates land value relative to upzoning (because strata
residential land values are much higher than rental residential land values), except for one market rental
scenario in the Broadway Corridor (where market rents are high enough to support a significant land
value) to illustrate the economics of redevelopment under both strata residential and rental residential.
The results of the multi-family residential case studies are summarized in Exhibit 6. The analysis illustrates
that:
•

Transit investment is responsible for a significant share of the gains in strata multi-family residential land
value in transit-oriented areas. The dollar value gain in land value varies considerably around the region,
but it appears that rapid transit investment can create 20% or more of the gain in land value from a
combination of upzoning and transit investment.

•

The share of land value gain created by transit investment is higher in areas with lower land values,
reaching over 40% in some cases.

Exhibit 6: Summary of Multi-Family Residential Case Studies ($M indicates $millions)
FSR
Strata Residential
Existing Supportable
(Existing)/
Sales Prices ($ psf)
Value
Land Value
Case Study
Rezoned
with
Without
With
Rezoning
transit
transit
Case Study #1:
C-3A Site in Broadway
Corridor (strata)
Case Study #2:
C-3A Site in Broadway
Corridor (market rental)

(3.0)
6.0

$1,475

(3.0)
6.0

Average
rent psf:
$3.73

Case Study #3:
C-2 Site in Burquitlam
(strata)
Case Study #4:
CH-1 Site in Fleetwood
(strata)

(1.05)
4.5

$855

(1.0)
4.0

$760

$1,549

$22.8M

$45.4M

$22.8M

$13.3M

$9.8M

$16.3M

$21.7M

$3.1M

$0.9M

$3.8M

$6.5M

$10.8M

$11.2M

(5% higher)

Average
rent psf:
$3.92

Supportable
Land Value
with
Land Lift
Rezoning
and Transit
$50.3M
• $22.6M from rezoning (82%)
• $4.9M from transit (18%)
• $27.5M total (100%)
$15.2M
Redevelopment to market rental is
not financially viable on this site
even with the transit premium

(5% higher)

Case Study #5:
(0.35-0.45)
Single family lot assembly
2.5
in Lynn Creek (strata)

$900
(5% higher)

$800
(5% higher)

$800

$808
(1% higher for
rapid bus)

• $6.5M from rezoning (54%)
• $5.4M from transit (46%)
• $11.9M total (100%)
Not a redevelopment candidate
without the transit premium; transit
premium makes project financially
viable
• $4.3M from rezoning (92%)
• $0.4M from transit (8%)
• $4.7M total (100%)
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5.3.2

Summary of Commercial Case Studies

Key points about the commercial case studies are as follows:
1. Locations. This analysis uses a higher land value and a lower land value location for the commercial
case studies to show the range in contribution of upzoning and improved transit access to land value
increases in different sub-markets with rapid transit access (or planned rapid transit access) in the region:
Uptown Office Precinct in the Broadway Corridor (where the new Broadway Subway Project will extend
rapid transit from VCC-Clark to Arbutus) and Surrey City Centre (where the City of Surrey’s recently
adopted new City Centre Plan envisions transit-oriented redevelopment of low-density properties near
rapid transit stations including around King George Station on the existing Expo Line).
2. Transit Rent Premium. Based on the analysis in Section 5.2, the analysis uses a transit premium of
10% for commercial lease rates for enhanced light rail rapid transit.
The results of the commercial case studies are summarized in Exhibit 7. The analysis supports the following
conclusions:
•

Without the premium associated with rapid transit, office development is not financially viable in many
suburban locations in the region.

•

With rapid transit, high density office development is financially viable in some locations but the lift in land
value from rezoning and transit investment is marginal.

Exhibit 7: Summary of Commercial Case Studies ($M indicates $millions)
FSR
Office Lease Rates
Existing Supportable
(Existing)/
($ psf net)
Value
Land Value
Case Study
Rezoned
with
Without
With
Rezoning
transit
transit
Case Study #6:
Site in Broadway
Corridor Uptown
Office Precinct

(3.0)
6.0

$37

Case Study #7:
Site in Surrey City
Centre

(0.8)
3.5

$28

5.4

$40.70

$15.3M

$11.2M

Supportable
Land Value
with
Rezoning
and Transit
$16.9M

$10.7M

-$5.0M

$6.6M

(10% higher)

$31
(10% higher)

Land Lift
Not an office redevelopment
candidate without the transit
premium; transit premium
makes project financially viable
Office redevelopment is not
financially viable on this site
even with the transit premium

Conclusions

The analysis of regional development patterns and the case studies show that:
1. There is strong evidence that transit investment is a major contributor to the ability of local governments
to plan high density housing and employment nodes and to obtain public benefits from the extra land
value created by the approval of new density.
2. There are significant opportunities for TransLink to earn revenue through an ongoing program of strategic
acquisition and disposition of land, especially at rapid transit locations. By buying land early in a transit
project planning process, TransLink could benefit from general increases in the market value of land,
increased value due to improved transit access, and increased value due to rezoning to allow more
density (even after allowing for municipal CACs on additional density).
3. There will be strong market interest in development properties that TransLink can make available by the
disposition of surplus sites or air rights over transit infrastructure at rapid transit stations.
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4. Municipalities are currently the only entities to obtain revenue or benefits from CACs and density
bonusing, but transit investment is responsible for a significant share of the gains in multi-family
residential land value in transit-oriented areas, due to the premium achieved by market residential units
in areas with high levels of transit service. This lends support to the idea that a portion of CACs on transitoriented multi-family residential rezonings could be allocated to fund transit investment.
5. The ability to charge a CAC on transit-oriented office development is marginal (and municipalities typically
do not charge CACs on office development), so it is likely not worth TransLink exploring the idea of CACrevenue sharing on office development.
6. There is potential for TransLink to earn revenue by participating in development projects, particularly at
transit-served locations where development risk is mitigated by strong market interest.
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6.0

Impacts of Different Approaches

There are strong arguments in favour of TransLink making more use of land value capture to fund transit
investment, and there are several approaches that can be considered. There are also reasons in favour of
TransLink participating in urban development projects to fund transit investment and achieve other objectives.
A key consideration is the kinds of positive and negative impacts these approaches would have on land
owners, developers, tax payers, and local governments. This section reviews the potential impacts of different
approaches.

6.1

Impacts on Land Owners, Tenants, and Developers

6.1.1

Property Taxes (General, Surcharge, Benefitting Area)

The impacts of a higher land value tax, a property tax surcharge, or a benefitting area tax vary with the type
of property and the nature of any leases or rental arrangements.
Groups that benefit from these kinds of taxes could include:
•

Those buying their first home, if the tax is large enough to reduce the market value of housing. However,
the reduction in home purchase price could be offset by the ongoing cost of the tax to the owner. Note
that people selling a home would see a loss in equity if the tax reduces market value.

•

Any property owner whose taxes fall due to a redistribution of the overall property tax burden. For
example, if the intent of a new property tax is to be revenue neutral, then some properties affected by the
tax will pay more and some will pay less. Even if the new tax is intended to generate additional total
revenue, the structure of the tax could be such that some properties pay more and some pay less, with
a net gain in total tax revenue.

•

Those who benefit from any new infrastructure or affordable housing constructed using the tax revenue.

•

Those whose land values rise as a result of new infrastructure funded by the tax (although in a benefitting
area tax this increase in value is all or partly offset by the tax).

•

Development land owners, if a new recurring land value tax replaces CAC or DCC/DCL systems.

The cost of a new recurring land value tax is borne by the property owners (or their tenants) who pay the tax.
Only with a benefitting area tax is there a direct link between those who benefit and those who pay.
All property taxes are initially paid by the owner of the property, but the nature of the impact varies depending
on the type of property and in some cases the cost is shifted to others (tenants).

Residential Rental Properties
In most residential rental properties, rents are structured on a gross basis meaning tenants do not directly
pay the property tax; the landlord pays the tax using some of the rental income. Because residential rents in
BC are set by the market and by regulations under the Residential Tenancy Act, the effect of property tax
increases on residential rents is as follows:
•

For units rented at full market rent, there is no impact on tenants. The increased tax cost cannot be
passed on in the form of “above market” rent, so landlord net income is reduced. This can have the
negative consequence of reducing developer/investor interest in constructing new rental housing if the
tax is so high that net income is not sufficient to make projects viable. If the pace of rental construction is
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too low (as we have seen in this region over the last several decades), vacancy is too low and rents rise
faster than inflation.
•

For units that have had rent growth limited by the Residential Tenancy Act, rents are typically below
current market rates. If these below-market rates are then allowed to rise faster than inflation because
increased operating costs (including property taxes) result in higher allowable rent increases, then
increased property tax will result in these rents being higher than they otherwise would be (although still
below market).

Commercial Properties
In many commercial properties, leases are structured so that the tenant pays rent and pays a pro rata share
of the property tax (and other operating expenses). If one takes the view that over the long term, commercial
tenants can pay a maximum total amount to occupy space (regardless of how this value is parsed into rent,
tax, or operating costs) then, theoretically, property taxes do not add to the cost of occupancy. The impact of
property tax in the long run is to reduce the market rent that can be charged by landlords.
However, in the short run commercial tenants are locked into rent payments based on their leases which are
typically 3 to 5 year terms. In this case, the tenants must pay the increased tax but have no ability to offset
the cost by reducing rent. This can be very challenging for small businesses, especially those that are already
paying very high property taxes because they happen to occupy potential redevelopment sites with high
value.
Businesses that own their own premises will absorb any new property tax, so net income from the business
will be reduced unless the owner can reduce other costs or increase revenues to offset the tax.

Homeowners
The impact of annual property tax on residential land values or housing prices is not as clear as one would
like. The academic research does not always show a direct link between property tax and value, possibly
because property taxes tend to be small (on an annual basis) relative to the value of the property, there are
many other more significant factors that affect value, and property owners may not expect to own property
long enough to absorb the long term impact.
Financial analysis would suggest that a large increase in property tax (i.e. large enough to stand out among
other factors) would lead to a reduction in property value, so it is reasonable to assume that a significant new
tax on residential land would result in a reduction in the market price of affected freehold and strata units.
This would be a disadvantage for owners (their equity falls) and an advantage for buyers (prices are lower),
but the upfront affordability benefit of a lower purchase price (a lower down payment, lower mortgage
payments, or both) would be somewhat offset by higher ongoing property tax costs.
Additional broad-based taxes on land value would affect all home owners in the targeted category of property,
not just those who own redevelopment sites. This approach would enable taxing authorities to benefit from
market-wide increases in land value regardless of the cause, rather than linking new taxes to specific benefits
generated by specific investments (such as transit) or specific decisions (such as rezoning).
However, because land value tax is not linked to the income of the owner, one possible impact is that some
residential property owners may not have enough income to absorb a recurring tax. Such owners have the
option of selling and moving to a lower-value property, if possible, or if they are eligible (mainly older owners
of residential property) they can defer the tax until they sell the property. A property owner’s ability to defer
taxes is constrained if there is not sufficient equity after allowing for secured lines of credit, reverse mortgages,
or traditional mortgages.
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6.1.2

Development Charges

Development charges such as DCCs or DCLs are technically infrastructure cost recovery mechanisms
because they collect revenue from new development projects to pay for community-wide networks such as
roads, water, sewer, or parks. Development fees are not simply added to the end sales prices or rent rates
of units, as these are determined by supply and demand for housing units in the market. Because of the way
development sites are valued in the market, development charges have the effect of putting downward
pressure on the amount developers can pay for land. While a development charge may be imposed for the
purpose of paying for infrastructure, its economic impact is to capture what otherwise would have become
land value.
This does not necessarily mean that land values are declining; it means that development fees can cause
the pace of land value growth to be slower than it otherwise would.
In the face of this downward pressure on land value, there are two possible outcomes:
•

As long as land is still significantly more valuable as redevelopment property than as holding property (in
its current use), there is not likely to be a reduction in the flow of land to the redevelopment market. In
this case, there is not a negative impact on the pace of development, the viability of development, the
price of new product, or overall housing prices.

•

If development fees are too high, however, developers cannot offer enough to compete land away from
purchasers who want to retain the existing use (e.g. single detached houses or older low-density
commercial property). This means that the flow of land to redevelopment is reduced, so the pace of new
construction is reduced. If demand remains strong, reducing the pace of new development will cause all
housing prices (not just the price of new units) to rise.

As long as development charges are set carefully, they do not have a negative impact on project viability or
housing affordability. The cost of levies such as DCCs is absorbed by the owners of redevelopment land.
However, in a region like Metro Vancouver, where there are several DCC layers (municipal, GVS&DD,
TransLink), it is important to monitor the cumulative impact of these levies rather than look at each DCC in
isolation.
The parties that benefit from the DCC system are those that use the new infrastructure, those whose property
value is increased by the new infrastructure, and (indirectly) those whose property taxes are lower than they
otherwise would be because some infrastructure is paid for by DCC revenues rather than property tax.

6.1.3

Density Bonusing and CACs

Rezoning creates new development density that has land value. Community Amenity Contributions (CACs)
obtained in exchange for this new density capture some of the value created by rezoning that would otherwise
become additional value for the owners of development sites. The CAC funds are used to provide public
amenities and affordable housing.
CACs do not add to the market price of housing because CACs are always associated with an increase in
housing capacity and, in any case, housing prices are determined by demand and supply forces. CACs can
help address housing affordability if new strata or market rental density is offered in exchange for affordable
housing benefits.
CACs are paid by developers but they receive valuable density in exchange, so there is not a net cost to
them. The cost could be said to be absorbed by land owners (who would otherwise have obtained all of the
value of new density), but only if one assumes that rezonings would be approved even if no public benefits
result.
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The parties that benefit from the CAC system include those who use the new amenities and infrastructure,
those whose land value is increased by the new amenities and infrastructure, developers who earn additional
profit by developing the additional density, households who benefit from any new affordable housing provided
as part of the CAC, and (indirectly) those whose property taxes are lower than they otherwise would be if the
amenities and infrastructure were funded via property tax.

6.1.4

Land Acquisition and Disposition

The acquisition and subsequent resale or lease of land by public entities can generate revenue and add to
housing supply, so there are positive outcomes for infrastructure funding and housing affordability.
One common strategy for land disposition as a land value capture tool is advance acquisition of more land
than is needed for transit construction and subsequent sale of rezoned development sites with transit access,
either to help pay for the transit or to provide sites for affordable housing.
There is no direct cost to any party that results from public sector involvement in land acquisition and
disposition, unless a particular transaction results in a loss that must be covered from another revenue source.
The main benefit is that there is less reliance on all other sources of revenue, including property tax.
One way to take advantage of land value capture using public land is to lease rather than sell property. When
a land lease expires, there is an opportunity to take the land back if necessary for a civic purpose (thereby
eliminating the need to acquire a site) or there is an opportunity to re-lease the land at the current market
value, taking advantage of land value growth over the life of the lease. Of course, this requires either that the
current occupants pay market value for a lease renewal or that the property is made available under a new
lease for redevelopment.

6.1.5

Development

The involvement of a public agency in development can have positive impacts for those who benefit directly
from the project, such as tenants who benefit from affordable housing. There are not usually any negative
impacts, as the total extent of market participation is typically not large enough to cause concern about
competition with the private sector.
Because of the risks involved in development, the greatest impact is potentially on the agency itself in the
event that a project creates a financial loss that must be made up from other funding sources.

6.1.6

Summary of Impacts

Exhibit 8 and Exhibit 9 summarize the foregoing review of impacts. Three main conclusions are supported
by this review:
•

One-time land value capture taxes and charges affect property owners but not tenants.

•

Recurring taxation approaches to land value capture affect property owners and in some cases tenants.

•

Strategic land acquisition/disposition and involvement in development projects do not have negative
impacts on other participants in the land market.
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Exhibit 8: Impacts of One-Time Taxes, Charges, and Zoning Land Value Capture Mechanisms
Capital Gains Tax at Sale
Taxes at Purchase

Development Charges

Density Bonusing and CACs

Residential tenants

No

No

No

Commercial tenants

No

No

No

Landlords

Yes

No

No

Homeowners or buyers

Yes

No (unless DCCs so high that
pace of development is slowed)

No

Developers

Yes

No (reduces bid price for land)

No (receive density in exchange)

Development site owners

Yes

Yes (puts downward pressure
on site value)

No (but they don’t get all the lift)

Exhibit 9: Impacts of Recurring Taxes and Strategic Land Disposition and Development
All Forms of Property Taxes
(General, Land Only, Surcharges for Affected
Properties, Benefitting Area Tax for Affected Area)

Land Disposition and
Development by Public Sector

Residential tenants

No, if rent is market
Yes, if rent is below market

No (tenants benefit from supply increase)

Commercial tenants

Yes, in short run (bound by lease)
No, in long run (downward pressure on rent)

No

Landlords

Yes, reduces NOI or room for rent growth

No

Homeowners or buyers

Yes

No

Developers

Yes, while they hold land for development

No (developers benefit from site availability)

Development site owners

Yes, but may be recovered from tenants

No

6.2

Impacts on Other Levels of Government

Revenues raised by land value capture via taxes or charges imposed by a particular agency necessarily
impact other government agencies that draw on the same revenue source. At present in BC, the Province
uses some property related revenue sources that are not available to other agencies, such as the Property
Transfer Tax, the foreign purchaser tax, and the school tax surcharge on high value residential properties.
Local and regional agencies, though, all rely on the same main revenue tools.
Assuming there is a limit on the total amount of property tax that is acceptable (financially and politically) or the
amount of charges on new development that is viable, then any revenue collected by TransLink from these
sources is revenue that could otherwise be collected by local governments in the region using the same tool.
For this reason, local governments and regional agencies in Metro Vancouver will pay close attention to new
or increased land value capture using taxes or charges imposed by TransLink. When the new regional
TransLink DCC was under discussion, municipalities were keenly aware that the new DCC would affect their
ability to raise their own local DCCs and would require them to take on the administrative process of collecting
the revenues and remitting them to TransLink. They supported the new DCC because they saw the value in
new regional transportation investment, they generally agreed with finding a new revenue source (rather than
increasing property taxes), and they recognized that the new DCC was relatively small compared to existing
charges. Any new property tax or move to share CAC revenues will have to garner the same kind of support
and would also require municipalities to administer collections/remittance.
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Increased land acquisition/disposition or involvement in development projects by TransLink will not impact
other levels of government because there would be no reduction in their ability to collect revenue. Increased
activity by TransLink in strategic land acquisition/disposition or involvement in development projects may
create interest in collaboration from other public sector agencies who hold relevant properties or rights.
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7.0

Stakeholder Perspectives

7.1

Summary of Stakeholder Perspectives

In December 2019, TransLink and the consultants convened an initial set of workshops with representatives
of the Provincial government, Metro Vancouver, local governments in Metro Vancouver, the regional
development industry, and other interested groups. These initial workshops were intended to describe the
scope of work for this project, summarize some of the analysis, and provide a preliminary indication of the
possible revenue approaches that seemed to have the best potential for TransLink in the near term.
In January 2020, representatives of the same stakeholder groups were given a copy of a preliminary draft
version of this report and invited to a second workshop to discuss the draft report. TransLink also gave
stakeholders time to further review the draft report and provide written comments after the workshop.
Key messages from the stakeholders are summarized below.
Sharing Revenues from CACs and Density Bonusing
•

There is broad local government opposition to sharing CAC or density bonus revenues with TransLink.
Local governments tend to see this approach as competition for shares of an existing revenue source
and they prefer that TransLink try to find new revenues. Local governments noted that municipalities have
few revenue tools available to them so they rely on CACs and density bonusing to fund the community
amenities, services, and infrastructure needed to support growth such as community centres, cultural
facilities, libraries, fire halls, and affordable housing. Many municipalities also noted that, in keeping with
Provincial guidelines, they invest CAC revenues into the immediate community from which they are
collected. Some noted that they control zoning, which they see as the primary instrument of creating new
land value. They also noted that municipalities in this region have very different rates of growth so
municipalities with the most development (via rezonings which is when CACs can be charged) would
contribute the most towards transit investment in a CAC revenue-sharing model.

•

Some municipalities noted that CAC revenues could be smaller in the future as municipalities explore
ways to increase affordable housing in new projects (which reduces the ability to pay a CAC).

•

One municipality also noted that TransLink participation in the CAC process may increase the complexity,
uncertainty, and processing time for new developments.

•

Only one municipality expressed being open to the idea of CAC revenue-sharing on the condition that
revenues only be used for new rapid transit construction.

•

Developers are of the view that the CAC process is generally too complex, time-consuming, and
uncertain, so they are reluctant to have TransLink do anything that adds to these concerns. However,
UDI expressed support for TransLink receiving a share of CAC revenues from local governments
recognizing that transit infrastructure contributes to creating land value in this region. UDI suggested the
idea of a formula-based fee to be paid by developers to TransLink around transit stations in exchange for
additional density as opposed to a new negotiated CAC. UDI noted that rental housing and commercial
developments are unlikely to be able to contribute any significant CAC revenues to TransLink, in contrast
to strata residential development projects.

Benefitting Area Tax
•

Some stakeholders are supportive of a benefitting area tax, subject to the details about where it is levied
and the amount of the tax. Some stakeholders noted that implementation of a benefitting area tax would
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be facilitated by the existing property value assessment system which makes it easy to quantify the value
of properties closer to transit. Some stakeholders noted there is a rationale for such a tax (because
properties near transit benefit from accessibility), and it may encourage under-developed sites near
transit stations to be redeveloped with higher density uses which support transit ridership.
•

Some stakeholders expressed concern about “double” taxing properties (because higher assessed
values means properties near transit already pay more basic TransLink property tax than similar
properties not near transit).

•

Some stakeholders expressed concern that a benefitting area tax could result in resident opposition to
new rapid transit projects and concern that a benefitting area tax around transit stations could discourage
development in those locations.

•

Many local governments expressed concern that a benefitting area tax may have the unintended
consequence of displacing small businesses as well as organizations in the arts, culture, and non-profit
sectors because property tax increases would be passed on to tenants through their leases. These
stakeholders noted that analysis would be needed to estimate potential impacts (and presumably find
ways to mitigate those).

•

UDI suggested that TransLink could consider phasing in a very small benefitting area tax at new and
existing transit stations as the rapid transit system is expanded, because all property owners near transit
stations are likely to see property value increases as the rapid transit system is enhanced and expanded.

Strategic Land Acquisition/Disposition and Participation in Urban Development
•

There was broad support for TransLink becoming more creative and active in the strategic acquisition
and disposition of property, recognizing that market conditions fluctuate and this could require careful
planning/analysis and a long term view. One local government suggested that TransLink coordinate land
acquisition/disposition activities with local governments to ensure alignment of land use objectives and
that TransLink could consider creating an arms length development corporation.

•

There was broad support for TransLink participating in development projects, with appropriate measures
to mitigate risk, which could include building up a portfolio of income-producing properties (e.g.
commercial space, rental housing).

Property Transfer Tax
•

There was general support for TransLink participating with Metro Vancouver and local governments in
lobbying the Province for a share of Property Transfer Tax.

Affordable Housing
•

There were differing opinions among stakeholders about whether or how TransLink should help develop
or fund affordable housing. Some stakeholders support the idea of TransLink helping to develop or fund
affordable housing including making surplus development sites available or participating in development
projects. On the other hand, some see the provision of affordable housing as the responsibility of the
Province, Metro Vancouver, and municipalities so TransLink should focus on just complying with
affordable housing policy requirements in any developments that it participates in or sites it makes
available for development.

•

Some see opportunities for intergovernmental collaboration in the development of lands near transit to
advance affordable housing objectives.
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Other
•

The development community noted that development fees, costs, and taxes can only be accounted for
by developers in valuing development sites if the land is purchased after the announcement of the
fee/cost/tax, so it is essential to provide very early notice before new charges are implemented.

•

Some stakeholders noted that TransLink recently adjusted its property tax structure and introduced the
new regional DCC for transit, so time may be needed to evaluate the impacts of those costs before
introducing new ones.

•

Some stakeholders commented that Project Partnership Agreements provide an opportunity for
TransLink and municipalities to agree upon how land along new rapid transit corridors will be treated
(including how affordable housing will be supported and how CAC collection will be handled).

•

Some stakeholders commented that TransLink should continue to seek ways to diversify its funding
sources beyond land value capture, including a regional mobility pricing system.

•

Some stakeholders commented that TransLink will likely need to combine one-time charges, recurring
charges, and development-related activities, rather than adopt a single approach.

•

The development industry cautioned against exploring capital gains tax, as this is a complex political and
financial topic that TransLink should not get drawn into.

7.2

Response to Stakeholder Input

The input from stakeholders was clear, comprehensive, and constructive, but also challenging in some
respects.
There is broad support for three of the potential revenue sources: a greater involvement in land
acquisition/disposition, greater involvement in urban development, and seeking an arrangement with the
Province for sharing Property Transfer Tax revenues.
There is significant concern on the part of local governments about sharing CAC and density bonus benefits.
This is understandable, as local governments currently do not have to share these benefits and they rely on
them as a major source of capital funding for amenities, affordable housing, and some kinds of infrastructure.
However, it is clear that transit investment supports densification and is responsible for a significant share of
the land value gains that result from investment in transit. For this reason, transit should be considered an
appropriate candidate for a share of the benefits that flow from rezoning and densification in areas served by
transit investment. One of the underlying premises of land value capture is that some of the value should be
available to help pay for the infrastructure that creates the value in the first place. Of course a large share of
the benefits from rezoning must be allocated to meeting the needs of growth, but TransLink should take the
view that it is reasonable for it to receive a share of the benefits. In exploring this option further, TransLink
should take a collaborative approach and should recognize the concerns of, and potential impacts on, local
government.
There is also significant concern about the possible impacts of a benefitting area tax, particularly on small
business and non-profits. This is a legitimate concern because of some consequences of the structure of the
property tax system. However, some points need to be made in response. First, several local governments
in the region have been increasing property taxes at more than the rate of inflation (and local government is
responsible for around half of the total property tax bill on most properties). A new TransLink benefitting area
tax is likely to be small in comparison to municipal increases and may mean that local government has to be
more careful in its own tax-setting decisions. Second, a benefitting area tax is one of the most direct available
means to capture some of the land value growth that is associated with enhanced transit investment. Third,
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the Province is considering ways to mitigate the impact of the tax system on small business. Fourth, areas
around rapid transit stations are expected to undergo redevelopment, so the problem of small businesses or
non-profits absorbing the whole tax burden for under-developed properties should diminish. Certainly
TransLink should be sensitive to potential impacts but a benefitting area tax, which is already contemplated
in legislation, should be explored further in our view.
Stakeholder contact also indicates that there is a range of perspectives about the appropriate role for
TransLink in the provision of affordable housing. Some stakeholders argue for a substantial role, while others
note that affordable housing is the responsibility of other agencies. TransLink is in a unique position to
facilitate the provision of transit-oriented affordable rental housing but it will have to make careful, deliberate
decisions about the extent to which it should allocate resources to housing.
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8.0

Possible Directions for TransLink

Based on all of the foregoing analysis, there is a wide range of approaches that TransLink could explore to
generate more revenue and further its objectives regarding affordable housing and increased support for
walking, cycling, and transit ridership.
The next step is to narrow the range, to identify the approaches that TransLink should consider in much more
detail. The goal is not to narrow the approaches down to select one preferred approach, but to identify the
approaches that are worth considering in greater detail. TransLink may explore and eventually seek to
implement a combination of approaches.
We use four steps to winnow the list:
•

First, we review the possible approaches to see how they align with TransLink’s goals. This allows us to
flag any approaches that are particularly suited or unsuited to what TransLink wants to achieve.

•

Second, we review each possible approach to see if there is any compelling reason to drop any from
further consideration at this time.

•

Third, for the candidates that warrant more consideration, we evaluate them using criteria including
revenue potential, sustainability, and ease of implementation.

•

Finally, based on the evaluation, we identify those that have the greatest potential for generating revenue
and achieving TransLink’s goals.

8.1

Aligning Approaches and Objectives

Exhibit 10 lists the main alternative approaches that have been identified and indicates whether they align
with TransLink’s objectives of generating revenue (for capital projects or for operating costs), supporting
transit-oriented affordable rental housing, and supporting walking, cycling, and transit ridership. Supporting
transit-oriented affordable rental housing and walking, cycling, and transit ridership could include using
revenues to support these goals or could mean providing physical opportunities to facilitate/build affordable
housing and walking, cycling, and transit supportive infrastructure. Exhibit 10 makes this distinction.
As indicated in the exhibit, all of the approaches can generate revenue for transit. DCCs and CACs are only
applicable to capital investment, but all of the other approaches generate revenue that could be applied to
capital or operating costs.
All of the approaches except DCCs generate revenue that could be applied to transit-oriented affordable
rental housing if TransLink elects to allocate resources to this objective. The TransLink DCC is structured so
that the revenue can only be applied to transportation capital investment. CACs and taxes create revenue
that TransLink could allocate to affordable housing. Land disposition and development could generate
revenue or could involve foregoing land value or profit revenues in order to invest directly in the creation of
affordable housing.
Only land disposition and participation in development would give TransLink the direct ability to physically
shape the form and character of development to promote walking, cycling, and transit use and the direct
ability to physically provide sites for (or develop projects that include) affordable rental housing. In selling or
leasing surplus lands, TransLink could require that developers use project design, the mix of uses, and inproject facilities (e.g. support for cycling) to support non-auto transportation. By developing projects,
TransLink can control these directly and can allocate funds to go beyond what a private sector developer
might do.
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Exhibit 10: Alignment with TransLink’s Objectives
Revenue for
Investment

Revenue for
Operations

Increase Walking, Cycling,
Transit Use
Revenue

Physical
Opportunity

Transit-Oriented Affordable
Rental Housing
Revenue

Physical
Opportunity

Capital Gains Tax at
Sale
Taxes at Purchase
Development Cost
Charge
Density Bonus and
CAC at rezoning
Property Tax (General,
Surcharge, Benefitting
Area)
Land Value Tax
Strategic Land
Acquisition/Disposition
Development
Based on this review, all of the possible approaches align with the objective of increasing revenue for
transportation investment, although tax approaches have the advantage of generating funds for capital and
operating costs as well as revenue that could be applied to affordable housing. Density bonus, CACs, and
DCCs have more narrow revenue applicability, as they are confined to capital investment and probably only
for transit.
Strategic land acquisition/disposition and participation in development are the only approaches that would
allow TransLink to have a direct role in the provision of transit-oriented rental housing and in shaping the form
of development to support transit ridership, walking, and cycling.

8.2

Evaluating the Options and Identifying Those to Consider
Further in the Near Term

8.2.1

Capital Gains Tax

Only the Federal and Provincial governments have the power to levy income tax. This authority has not been
devolved to any lower order of government, so it seems highly unlikely that one regional agency (i.e.
TransLink) could be granted this taxation tool.
There is increasing discourse in Canada regarding changes to capital gains tax as part of an approach to
dealing with income inequality. There are strong voices on both sides of this conversation, particularly
regarding the pros and cons of encouraging capital investment via tax policy and regarding the exemption
that applies to principal residences. This is an important public policy debate that is likely to play out over
years to come, involving all levels of government. The question for TransLink is whether it should enter this
arena at this time. We do not see any value to TransLink of investing time and resources in pursuing this tax
ability, and it could become a divisive distraction.
Potential: Do not explore further.
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8.2.2

Foreign Purchaser Tax

This kind of tax has been introduced by the Province as part of a strategy to reduce non-local demand for
residential real estate. In the recent Federal election, some political parties floated the idea of a Federal tax
with a similar objective. It seems highly unlikely that a regional agency would be given a special ability to
directly influence international investment in real estate in Canada.
Potential: Do not explore further.

8.2.3

Property Transfer Tax

To date, only the Province has this taxing authority, which it has used to generate revenue and to try to reduce
non-local demand for residential property. In 2017, Metro Vancouver estimated that this region generated
over 75% of the Provincial revenue from this tax (which generates on the order of $2 billion per year), and so
on behalf of local governments and regional agencies has been lobbying the Province to share these
revenues to apply them directly to regional needs. 15 There is regional interest in applying some of this money
to affordable housing. There is also a compelling argument that affordable transportation helps reduce the
impact of housing costs, so some of the revenue could be applied to transit investment.
The Province has not made any commitment to share these revenues.
If the Province considers revenue-sharing, there would be several complex policy considerations:
•

How much of the tax should be distributed out to local and regional agencies and how much should be
retained by the Province?

•

If any is distributed, should it be proportional to the amount paid? This might seem a fair approach, but it
is worth noting that for a very long time the Province’s share of property tax revenue (which is mainly
intended to fund the public K to 12 education system) has been collected based on property value and
distributed in the form of per student grants to fund school operations.

•

If any is distributed, should it flow to regional agencies (e.g. Metro Vancouver, TransLink), local
governments, or a combination?

•

What should the funds be used for? Given the intent of raising the tax rate to help address housing
affordability, it might be argued that the funds should be directed to the construction of affordable housing.

This matter will not be easily resolved and it is not likely to be seen as a TransLink issue per se. TransLink
has an interest in the idea of distributing property transfer tax revenues, but is not in a strong position to lead
this initiative.
Potential: Participate with Metro Vancouver and local governments in efforts to influence the Province, but
do not make this a centerpiece in TransLink’s near future work on funding options.

8.2.4

Revisions to TransLink DCC Framework

The legislation that enables the TransLink DCC already allows for the possibility of increasing rates.
Collections began in January 2020 and the first increase in rates has already been locked in for 2021 (based
on a consultation process with the development industry that resulted in phasing in the charge).
The legislation also allows the possibility of differential DCC rates across the region, but in the work leading
to the creation of the new DCC there was a strong preference for uniform rates based on the premise that

15

Metro Vancouver, “Provincial Property-based Taxes in the Metro Vancouver Region.” 4 April 2017.
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the benefits of transit investment are distributed widely and not necessarily proportional to where the
investment happens.
In the future, there may be more willingness in the region, among industry and local government, to explore
the idea of a tiered DCC structure (with higher rates in areas with the most intense service), but as the ink is
barely dry on the current framework there would likely be little support for making changes in the early years
of this new charge.
Potential: Plan ahead for inflationary adjustments to DCC rates, but do not change the DCC framework at
this time. Monitor collections and watch carefully to see if there is any evidence of negative market impacts.
In the longer term, revisit the question of whether the regional DCC should have different rates in different
areas.

8.2.5

CAC and Density Bonus Revenue Sharing

Transit investment clearly supports the ability of local governments to plan for higher density residential and
commercial development. Transit investment also contributes to increased land value because of the market
premium for prices and rents at rapid transit locations.
Transit, therefore, has a major role in creating the urban economics circumstances that enable density
bonusing and rezoning to provide public benefits, which means a compelling case can be made for TransLink
to have access to some of this revenue potential.
Local governments will reasonably take the view that public benefits from density bonusing and rezoning are
needed to provide the amenities and infrastructure needed to support larger, higher density communities.
However, local governments must go through a priority-setting exercise to allocate the public benefits from
rezoning to local amenities such as daycare or community centre space, emergency facilities such as fire
halls, library space, affordable housing or other needs. Rather than viewing the allocation of benefits as a
competition between TransLink and municipalities, there is a case for having a collaborative conversation
about how transit helps support densification and contributes to land value growth and about how transit
should fit into the prioritization of investments that should be funded out of the revenues from CACs and
density bonusing.
Potential: Explore further. Engage in a dialogue with regional municipalities about possible approaches to
allocating a portion of the benefits from CACs and density bonusing to transit investment.

8.2.6

Across-the-Board Increase in Property Taxes

The Mayors’ Council has expressed a clear preference for finding revenues other than by further loading up
the existing sources. There is probably very little political or public support for a widespread property tax
increase at this time, although it of course exists as an option if required for a new TransLink investment plan.
Potential: Unless it becomes necessary to raise sufficient revenue for TransLink investment plans, do not
select this as a preferred option for additional revenue in the short term.

8.2.7

Land Value Tax

Current BC legislation does not allow general property tax on land only, or different tax rates for land and
improvements. The only tax tool that is somewhat like a land value tax is a parcel tax, as allowed under
Section 200 of the Community Charter, to recover the cost of a specific service that benefits specific
properties. If the parcel tax is allocated based on site area or site frontage, then the tax is applied without
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reference to the value of improvements so it can be considered a kind of land value tax. There are some
shortcomings with parcel taxes:
•

They are either applied to the whole community or to the specific set of properties that benefit from a
service.

•

They are structured as a cost recovery mechanism, so the amount of the tax is not based on the value
of the property.

A true land value tax based on land value is not possible in BC under current legislation, although such a tax
would have these advantages:
•

It taxes the portion of property value that is directly affected by infrastructure investment.

•

Land value taxes can encourage more intensive use of property, as owners have an incentive to maximize
the area of improvements over which to spread the land tax.

While there are strong proponents of land value tax as a means of redistributing income and shaping housing
demand, there are also opponents who are concerned about the impact on home owners, business owners,
and tenants because there is no direct connection between the tax and the ability to pay.
It seems unlikely that TransLink alone would be given the ability in BC to tax land at a different rate than
improvements, so there is not much incentive for TransLink to try to push this agenda for its purposes.
Potential: Monitor the positions of the Provincial Government, Metro Vancouver, and local governments in
the region for any signals that a broader approach to land value taxation is gaining support and then be part
of the conversation as an important property tax stakeholder.

8.2.8

Benefitting Area Tax

TransLink already has the legislative power to implement a benefitting area tax. 16 While still a form of property
tax, it is a new approach that links tax directly to the value and accessibility created by transit investment
which could attract less opposition (and potentially more support) than a region-wide increase in property tax.
Like property tax, this revenue could be applied to capital investment or operations and is ongoing.
One concern is that a benefitting area tax could be portrayed as making some properties “pay twice”. If transit
access confers extra property value, then all properties in a benefitting area are already paying more property
tax because of their higher value. A benefitting area tax would add a surcharge to these properties. However,
such properties enjoy several benefits, including higher property value, higher accessibility to transit, and
higher marketability for attracting tenants or purchasers. The rationale for adding the benefitting area tax is
essentially that it makes the tax progressive, with properties with very high transit access paying a larger
share of value than properties with less access.
UDI noted that one approach would be to consider phasing in (with early advanced notice) a very small
benefitting area tax at new and existing transit stations as the rapid transit system is expanded.
Potential: Consider further, including examining different approaches to defining benefitting areas and
confirming whether legislative amendments or regulation would be needed to implement a new benefitting
area tax.

16

TransLink advised that it may need legislative amendments or regulation as part of implementing a benefiting area tax. This would
need to be explored if TransLink decides to examine this approach in more detail in subsequent work.
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8.2.9

Strategic Land Acquisition and Disposition

TransLink already engages in land disposition and acquisition, so this is not a new revenue tool. TransLink
will presumably continue to market properties that (in whole or in part) become surplus to transportation needs
and will continue to acquire land for transit construction. However, TransLink can become more creative and
aggressive in the land market, in several ways:
•

Exploring the potential to market portions of TransLink owned sites that are not entirely needed or to
market air rights above existing transportation facilities that will remain.

•

Exploring partnerships in locations where TransLink and other owners could cooperate to create
development opportunities. For example, there are locations along the Expo line right of way (which is
owned by BC Hydro) where there are opportunities for TransLink and BC Hydro to combine their interests
in land to make new development sites.

•

Acquiring additional properties when buying land for transportation investment, when there are
opportunities for assembly that will result in strong development opportunities after transportation
construction is complete.

Because TransLink is engaged in long term planning for new transit investment, it is in an excellent position
to acquire good quality development properties well in advance of new transit construction. TransLink can
take advantage of general increases in market value, the new value created by transit investment, and new
value that is associated with increased density.
Involvement in the land market will also give TransLink more ability to shape development and integrate land
use and transportation. When disposing of property, via lease or sale, TransLink can exert some control over
the mix of uses (to require affordable housing, for example) and the form and character of development, to
be supportive of walking, cycling, and transit ridership.
Potential: Consider becoming more creative and active in the acquisition and disposition of land, as a means
of generating revenue and shaping urban development at transit-oriented locations. Develop a strategic plan
for greater involvement in the acquisition and disposition of development sites, with guidelines for examining
TransLink’s existing portfolio of properties and to guide acquisitions of new properties. 17

8.2.10

Participation in Urban Development Projects

Direct participation in development projects could be a new source of revenue for TransLink, as well as the
most direct possible means to shape development and integrate land use and transportation.
There are several ways that TransLink can benefit from direct involvement in urban development:
•

TransLink can earn revenue (profit) from being involved in building and selling market-oriented
development projects, For example, rather than selling or leasing property it can take on the role of
developer (i.e. finance and build the project, market the space, earn the profit). This could be done alone
or in partnership with other developers.

•

TransLink could participate in joint ventures with other agencies that provide affordable housing.
TransLink could for example provide some of its development parcels to non-profits or public sector
housing providers for the construction of affordable rental housing. However, it is important to understand

17

TransLink’s current guidelines set the objectives of adhering to applicable laws, bylaws, and municipal approval requirements
and having a positive financial business case for acquisition/disposition decisions. A strategic plan would provide more detailed
guidance and parameters.
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that this would reduce the revenue from the disposition of such sites by allocating benefits to affordable
housing rather than transit investment.
•

TransLink can build a portfolio of income-producing property, such as retail space, office space, and
rental housing at transit-oriented locations to generate an ongoing source of income.

•

TransLink can design and create projects that include affordable housing and that support walking,
cycling, and transit ridership. In these cases, TransLink would be allocating revenue to housing or support
for alternative modes of travel rather than retaining the revenue for investment in new transit
infrastructure.

It is important to note that these sorts of projects are very different from simply selling or leasing development
parcels or air rights to developers. Selling or leasing parcels will generate revenue but does not involve
exposure to development risk. Direct involvement in a project (e.g. investing equity and taking responsibility
for development decisions) involves risks. For this reason, transit agencies in North America tend to be
involved in strategic land acquisition and disposition but not directly involved in residential or commercial
development. However, there are ways to manage and mitigate these risks.
Potential: Consider being involved in development projects that can achieve TransLink’s objectives for
revenue, affordable housing, and supporting walking, cycling, and transit ridership. Develop a strategic plan
for greater involvement in development projects, with guidelines for examining TransLink’s existing portfolio
of properties and to guide development of new properties.18

8.3

Examining the Approaches with Potential in More Detail

Based on the work so far, five approaches stand out as warranting more examination:
1. Creating a benefitting area tax, as already allowed under the SCBCTA Act.
2. Exploring the potential to enter into CAC or density bonusing revenue sharing arrangements with local
government.
3. Participating with Metro Vancouver local governments in efforts to lobby the Province to share property
transfer tax revenues.
4. Becoming more creative and active in the strategic acquisition and disposition of land.
5. Participating in urban development projects.
Each of these approaches is evaluated using these criteria:
•

Alignment with TransLink objectives: Each approach is evaluated in terms of its ability to generate
revenue, support affordable housing, and support walking, cycling, and transit ridership.

•

Potential revenues: TransLink uses a revenue benchmark of about $25 million to $50 million per year for
analyzing the feasibility and impacts of different funding sources and when evaluating new funding
streams.

•

Sustainability of the revenue stream.

•

Potential impacts.

•

Ease of implementation.

18

TransLink’s current guidelines set the objectives of adhering to applicable laws, bylaws, and municipal approval requirements
and having a positive financial business case for development decisions. A strategic plan would provide more detailed guidance
and parameters.
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8.3.1

Benefitting Area Tax

Alignment with TransLink Objectives
A benefitting area tax would generate new revenue for TransLink. TransLink could apply Benefitting Area Tax
revenues to new transportation capital investment, infrastructure that supports walking, cycling, and transit
use, and to transit operations. TransLink could also apply these revenues to other objectives (e.g. affordable
housing) or a combination, but TransLink advised that it is unlikely to apply benefitting area tax revenues to
affordable housing as it does not do so with its existing property tax revenues.
As a tax, it would not directly provide housing or shape the form of urban development.

Potential Revenue
The revenue potential depends on several variables:
•

The definition of benefitting areas.

•

The tax rate(s) applied within these areas.

•

Whether or not the general property tax rate is adjusted downward to partially offset the increase.

So, the approach we take is to illustrate how the tax might be structured in order to achieve the revenue
threshold of $25 million per year.
As shown in Exhibit 11, TransLink’s total property tax revenue was around $373 million in 2018 (including the
Replacement Tax), equal to about 20% of total revenue. During 2014 to 2016, property tax revenue grew by
3% or less per year (consistent with the former maximum of 3%) but since then has grown by over 4% per
year because of the change to apply the 3% cap to previous tax revenue and then add the growth from new
assessed value due to new development. Exhibit 12 shows the effect of this policy change, indicating the
new property tax revenue in 2017 and 2018.
Exhibit 11: TransLink Property Tax Revenues 2014-2018 ($millions)
Property Tax Revenue

a

Replacement Tax Revenue b

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

$306.6

$314.7

$324.5

$339.1

$355.8

$17.9

$17.8

$18.0

$17.8

$17.9

Subtotal - Property Tax + Replacement Tax Revenue
$324.5
$332.5
$342.5
$357.0
$373.7
Total Revenue from All Sources
$1,453.8 $1,627.7 $2,152.3 $1,688.4 $1,849.2
Annual Increase in Property Tax + Replacement Tax Revenue
2.7%
2.5%
3.0%
4.2%
4.7%
Property Tax + Replacement Tax Share of Total Revenue
22%
20%
16%
21%
20%
Source: TransLink, Annual Statutory Reports.
Note a: Levied on Property Classes (1) Residential, (2) Utilities, (4) Major Industry, (5) Light Industry, (6) Business/Other, (8)
Recreation/Non-Profit, and (9) Farm class.
Note b: Levied on Property Classes (1) Residential, (2) Utilities, (4) Major Industry, (5) Light Industry, (6) Business/Other and cannot
exceed $18 million per year.
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Exhibit 12: TransLink Property Tax Revenue Before and After 2017 Policy Change ($millions)
2014
2015
2016
Actual Property Tax Revenue
$306.6
$314.7
$324.5
Property Tax Revenue if total
$306.6
$314.7
$324.5
could only increase by up to 3% per year
Additional Property Tax Revenue
n/a
n/a
n/a
associated with 2017 adjustment

2017
$339.1
$334.2

2018
$355.8
$344.3

$4.9

$11.6

To raise $25 million to $50 million in new revenue, total TransLink regional property taxes would have to rise
by about 7% to 14%.
A benefitting area tax would have to be a larger percentage increase because it would be applied on only a
portion of the assessment base.
If, for illustrative purposes, it is assumed that a new benefitting area tax would be applied to properties within
400 metres of an existing rapid transit station (on the Expo, Millennium, Canada, and Evergreen Lines as at
2019), as shown in Exhibit 13 there would be a total assessment base of about $167.5 billion, which is about
13% of the entire regional assessment base.
Exhibit 13: Assessed Value for Properties within 400m of Rapid Transit Station, 2019 ($millions)
Total Assessed
Total Assessed
Improvements
Land Value
Value
Properties within 400m of an Existing Rapid Transit Station:
Class 1: Residential within 400m
$57,944.7
$20,686.2
Class 6: Business/Other
$56,071.4
$23,321.4
Rest of Classes Combined
Total
Total All Properties in Metro Vancouver:
Class 1: Residential
Class 6: Business/Other
Rest of Classes Combined
Total
Source: Landcor Data Corporation.

Total
Assessed Value
$78,631.0
$79,392.7

$7,505.8
$121,521.9

$2,010.9
$46,018.5

$9,516.7
$167,540.4

$792,242.2
$158,445.0
$107,554.3

$199,359.4
$43,646.8
$23,756.7

$991,601.5
$202,091.7
$131,311.0

$1,058,241.4

$266,762.9

$1,325,004.3

Exhibit 14 shows the implications for property taxation on residential and business properties in this sample
benefitting area.
Exhibit 14: Testing Benefitting Area Tax Revenue Potential ($millions)

Property Type
Residential
Business/Other
Other Classes
Total

Total 2019
Assessed
Value Within
400 m of all
existing rapid
transit stations
$78,631.0
$79,392.7
$9,516.7
$167,540.4

2019 TransLink
mill rates
(per thousand
dollars of
assessed
value)
$0.2193
$0.7617
n/a
n/a

2019
Property
Taxes
$17.2
$60.5
n/a
$77.7

Extra property tax
to achieve $25
million increase
assuming same
mix of residential
and business
taxes
$5.5
$19.5
n/a
$25

Percent
increase in
TransLink
property tax in
benefitting area
32%
32%
n/a
32%

Increase in
total
property tax
if TransLink
averages
7% of total
2.2%
2.2%
n/a
2.2%

Achieving the revenue threshold requires a 32% increase in TransLink property taxes inside the defined
benefitting area. TransLink estimates that on average TransLink accounts for 7% of a homeowner’s total

PAGE 59

Regional Planning Committee

EVALUATION OF LAND VALUE CAPTURE AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT AS SOURCES OF REVENUE FOR TRANSLINK
property tax bill19, so a 32% increase in the TransLink portion means an increase of a little over 2% in total
taxes (in addition to any increase applied to all properties) inside the benefitting area.20
This percentage increase could be reduced by:
•

Including the rapid transit station areas on the new extensions in Surrey and Vancouver in the definition
of benefitting areas.

•

Including properties in Frequent Transit Development Areas served by buses in the definition of
benefitting areas.

Sustainability of the Revenue Stream
This is a sustainable revenue stream that could increase over time because an increasing share of total
regional development is occurring in transit-served locations. This revenue stream would be affected by
changes in land value if the tax is set at a flat rate. The revenue stream would be resilient to changes in land
value if the tax rate is determined by a budget that defines the target revenue from this source.

Potential Impacts
This new tax would possibly constrain the ability of local governments to increase their property taxes,
assuming there is a financially and politically acceptable maximum total property tax that property owners will
absorb.
There would be impacts on these groups:
•

Commercial tenants on fixed term leases will have to absorb the increased operating cost.

•

Residential tenants paying less than full market rent may absorb increased costs if the Residential
Tenancy Act rent controls allow higher rent increases to cover the higher operating costs.

•

Home owners will absorb an increased cost.

•

Landlords who cannot pass the tax forward to tenants will have reduced net operating income.

•

Businesses that own their own property will absorb increased operating cost.

These groups also benefit from the transit, so the property tax is recouping some of that benefit.

Ease of Implementation
The authority to create a benefitting area tax already exists in the SCBCTA Act.

8.3.2

CAC and Density Bonus Revenue Sharing

Alignment with TransLink Objectives
While there is no legislation governing the use of CAC revenues, the common practice is to apply them to
capital investment needed to meet the needs of growth. Legislation requires that benefits from density
bonusing be used for amenities or affordable housing, but there is considerable flexibility in the allocation of
benefits to capital projects. TransLink could apply CAC or density bonus shared revenues to new transit
capital investment and infrastructure that supports walking, cycling, and transit use, but TransLink has
indicated that it would be unlikely to apply these revenues to affordable housing because local governments
19
20

TransLink website at https://www.translink.ca/About-Us/Media/2018/March/Phase-Two-Regional-Funding.aspx
This assumes that on average TransLink also accounts for 7% of commercial total property tax bills.
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already collect CACs for this purpose and there is no precedent for TransLink to do so. TransLink would likely
encounter resistance to applying CAC revenue to pay down debt for past investments or to fund transit
operating cost.

Potential Revenue
This is very difficult to estimate because not all municipalities report their CAC receipts and because some
public benefits are received in kind, which require a conversion to estimate cash equivalence.
Using available reported data for Vancouver, Surrey, Coquitlam, Burnaby, Richmond, West Vancouver, and
the District of North Vancouver, total contributions from development (not including DCCs and DCLs) in 2017
and 2018 were in the range of $660 to $690 million (heavily concentrated in Vancouver, Burnaby, and Surrey).
The totals were much lower during 2014 to 2016, averaging about $350 million to $400 million. These
municipalities account for a large share of total residential development in Metro Vancouver21, but the rest of
the municipalities in Metro Vancouver also obtain developer contributions.
These revenues fluctuate considerably depending on the amount of rezoning activity, market conditions, and
municipal policy.
To illustrate TransLink’s revenue potential, the first step is to establish a conservative forecast of total CAC
and density bonus revenues in Metro Vancouver, at an average say $500 million per year. To achieve $25
million, TransLink’s share would be 5%. However, while most revenues come from increased density in
transit-oriented locations (where municipalities might be open to the argument that transit contributes to the
increased land value that enables benefits from rezoning), there are projects that contribute public benefits
but receive little direct value from transit.
If, for illustrative purposes, it is assumed that municipalities might share CAC and density bonus revenues in
defined “benefitting areas” served by rapid transit and if such areas account for say 60% of all benefits
(assuming benefits are mostly obtained from strata multi-family residential projects and that about 60% of
new strata residential development is within 800 metres of a rapid transit station as illustrated in Exhibit 5),
then to achieve $25 million per year TransLink would have to obtain about 8% of the eligible revenue. This is
not unreasonable given that transit service supports densification and appears to contribute significantly more
(based on the case study analysis in Section 5.3) than 8% of the land value gains because of the premium
paid for strata residential space in transit-served locations.
The above estimates assume that TransLink explores sharing existing density bonusing and CACs. An
alternative way to structure a system could involve a new CAC or density bonus for transit infrastructure
levied on approved new density in defined areas. There is no existing legislation to enable such a system,
but in theory a system could be designed in which TransLink receives an amount per square foot of new
approved density in defined areas. For example, if apartment development averages about 11,000 units per
year in the region22, if about 70% of these are strata projects23 (i.e. not market rental or affordable rental as it
is rare for these types of projects to pay a CAC), and if about 60% of these are located in defined benefitting
areas near rapid transit stations, this works out to an average of about 4,620 new strata apartment units per
year. At an average apartment unit size of 850 square feet, this is about 3,927,000 square feet of strata
apartment development. If it is assumed that 50% of this development uses new density approved by

21

For example, Vancouver, Surrey, Coquitlam, Burnaby, Richmond, West Vancouver, and the District of North Vancouver accounted
for 77% of total apartment starts in the region in 2017 and 2018 combined based on CMHC housing starts data.
22 Coriolis Consulting Corp., “Regional DCC for Transit Infrastructure: Structure, Rates, and Revenue Forecasts.” 1 August 2018.
23 In the June 2016 “Regional Housing Affordability Strategy” by Metro Vancouver, it forecast that about 70% of anticipated housing
demand in the region between 2016 and 2026 would be market condo units versus market rental/affordable rental units.
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rezoning, then to achieve $25 million a new CAC for transit infrastructure would need to be on the order of
$13 per square foot. This figure is a small share of CACs charged in high land value communities, but a large
figure compared to the CACs achievable in low land value communities in Metro Vancouver.
Note that the above estimates of revenue are illustrative of how TransLink might achieve a revenue target of
$25 million per year. These estimates understate the share of land value gains that are due to transit
investment compared to the gains that are due to rezoning.

Sustainability of the Revenue Stream
CAC and density bonus revenue is a function of the pace of development, the value of new density, and
municipal policy about development contributions so changes in any of these will impact the revenue stream.
While CAC revenues across Metro Vancouver will fluctuate from year to year, over the long-term
redevelopment and densification will continue to create the potential for developer contributions from density
bonusing and rezonings. The Province may explore changes to CAC and density bonus structures, in
response to input from the development industry and local government, but some system of obtaining
development contributions in exchange for new density is likely to continue.

Potential Impacts
CACs and density bonusing can have these impacts:
•

If these systems extract 100% of the land lift from rezoning, there is a risk that there is insufficient
incentive for land owners to sell property into the redevelopment market. This is why most systems aim
to obtain a portion of the value of new density.

•

These systems mean that land owners or developers do not receive all of the upside from rezoning. This
could be regarded as an impact, but as long as there is sufficient movement of land into redevelopment,
and sufficient developer interest in additional density, then there are not negative impacts on the housing
market. In fact, if public benefits help make redevelopment more acceptable in the community and if some
of the benefits take the form of affordable housing then CACs help make the housing situation better.

•

In some cases, the implementation of CACs creates delay, costs, and uncertainty.

TransLink involvement in CACs and density bonusing could have these effects:
•

Any revenue received by TransLink could otherwise have gone to local government. For this reason,
local governments may not agree that revenue sharing is in their interests.

•

If TransLink involvement is perceived as making the system more complicated or time-consuming, it will
be resisted by the development industry.

•

If TransLink involvement significantly increases total expectations for CACs, then it could reduce the
incentives for land owners and developers to be involved in the rezoning process, leading to reduced
pace of development and rising house prices.

TransLink would have to proceed cautiously to avoid resistance and negative consequences.

Ease of Implementation
There are several different ways in which CAC and density bonus revenue sharing could be implemented:
•

Individual negotiations with municipalities, leading to agreement on sharing the proceeds from CACs and
density bonusing. There are precedents in the region for this approach, such as the CAC that the City of
Richmond implemented to raise funds for the Capstan Way station on the Canada Line. There are two
different ways that such agreements could be structured: local governments could commit to allocate a
share of their CACs to transit projects (i.e. the funds would not flow to TransLink but would be invested
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in agreed-on transit projects), or local governments could remit to TransLink an agreed-on share of
revenues.
•

A flat rate applied to new density across the region (which could be applied in density bonus bylaws, fixed
rate CAC districts, or site-by-site negotiations). This would require either new provincial legislation or a
multi-party agreement between TransLink and the local governments in Metro Vancouver.

•

Negotiation with individual municipalities that are receiving new capital investment in transit. These
negotiations could be part of the Project Partnership Agreements.

In the absence of Provincial legislation to create a region-wide approach, negotiations will have to proceed
individually with all municipalities, as every municipality has its own CAC and/or density bonus system and
its own market conditions. Municipalities that are not receiving significant transit investment may not see any
reason to even consider the idea.
It may be that the best approach is to include CAC or density bonus revenue sharing as a business term in each
local government with which TransLink negotiates Project Partnership Agreements24 related to a large transit
capital project.
In further exploration of this source of funding, TransLink will have to proceed carefully and work closely with
local governments given their stated concerns about the impacts of losing a share of their existing revenue
streams.

8.3.3

Property Transfer Tax

Alignment with TransLink Objectives
Obtaining a share of property transfer taxes would generate new revenue for TransLink that could be applied
to new transportation capital investment, infrastructure that supports walking, cycling, and transit use, and to
transit operations. TransLink could also apply these revenues to other objectives (e.g. affordable housing) or
a combination, but TransLink advised that it is unlikely to apply property transfer tax revenues to affordable
housing as it does not do so with its existing tax revenues.
As a tax, it would not directly provide housing or shape the form of urban development.

Potential Revenue
The potential revenue associated with any property transfer tax that is shared by the Province with the region
of which TransLink may receive a portion depends on (a) negotiations with the Province and (b) the split between
TransLink, Metro Vancouver, and municipalities.
As an illustrative example, in 2017 Metro Vancouver estimated that this region generated over 75% of the
Provincial revenue from this tax (which generates on the order of $2 billion per year).25 To yield $25 million
per year, TransLink would need a 1.7% share of property transfer tax revenues generated in the region (i.e.
$2 billion x 75% = $1.5 billion; $25 million ÷ $1.5 billion = 1.6%).

Sustainability of the Revenue Stream
The revenue stream would be sustainable if negotiations with the Province were successful, although the
amount of revenue will be affected by the volume of sales transactions and changes in property values.

24
25

Project Partnership Agreements include two separate agreements: a non-binding Supportive Policy Agreement and a binding
Financial Contribution Agreement.
Metro Vancouver, “Provincial Property-based Taxes in the Metro Vancouver Region.” 4 April 2017.
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Potential Impacts
It is possible that if the Province agreed to give the region (including TransLink) a share of property transfer
taxes generated in Metro Vancouver that it might reduce other funding it provides directly to TransLink.

Ease of Implementation
This source of revenue will be entirely dependent on negotiation. It depends on if the Province is willing to
share this revenue stream and, if the Province does give a share to the region (including TransLink), the
portion that would be received by TransLink.

8.3.4

Strategic Acquisition and Disposition of Land

Alignment with TransLink Objectives
Participation in the land market can generate revenue for transit capital investment, transit operations, and
financial contributions to other objectives including affordable housing and infrastructure and programs that
promote walking, cycling, and transit ridership.
Revenue would come from the sale or lease of development parcels or air rights. Objectives for affordable
housing or promoting walking, cycling, and transit ridership could be achieved by means such as:
•

Being in control of rezoning applications before taking sites to the market. The approved rezonings could
include obligations for affordable housing or design elements that support walking, cycling, and transit
ridership.

•

Including requirements in purchase and sale agreements or leases for development sites or air rights
parcels.

Disposition of development property creates opportunities to make land available on terms that call for
including affordable housing and for design that is supportive of transportation objectives.

Potential Revenue
The revenue potential depends on the value of surplus property that TransLink can make available for
disposition including current surplus property and lands that are acquired for strategic purposes and then
subsequently marketed after taking advantage of market growth, transit access, and upzoning.
The inflow of revenue will probably not be regular, as a single sale of a large property (such as the former
Oakridge Transit Centre site), produces a large spike in revenue. This revenue should likely be thought of in
10-year cycles rather than regular annual amounts.
It is possible to illustrate the scale of activity needed to produce an average of $25 million per year, by making
some assumptions:
•

Assume an overall average current land value for high density residential and commercial development
property in the region of $150 per square foot buildable. 26

•

Assume that on average TransLink’s added value (after original purchase price, market growth, transit
access, and retained share of land lift from rezoning, after CAC) works out to about one third of the
disposition value or $50 per square foot buildable.

26

Based on Coriolis Consulting’s experience and internal databases, current land values range from about $50 per square foot
buildable to $400+ per square foot buildable throughout the region.
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•

To achieve a gain of $25 million per year, TransLink would have to put 500,000 square feet of new
residential and office development capacity into the market every year. At an overall average density of
say 4.0 FSR, this means 125,000 square feet of land (just under 3 acres).

TransLink is not likely to be able to produce a steady flow of 3 acres every year to the development market,
but looked at as a 20 year target this means about 60 acres. Considering the lands (and possible air rights
over transit stations) TransLink already owns that could be declared surplus and the long-term outlook for
future transit construction this does not seem beyond reach.
Note that the above estimate is based only on potential acquisition and disposition of property and does not
assume any direct participation by TransLink as a partner in development projects. This land
acquisition/disposition revenue stream is generated by marketing surplus lands (after adding value through
rezoning) and by early strategic acquisition of property (for example, when buying land for transit construction)
that can be rezoned and marketed to developers after transit work is completed.
It is also important to note that decisions to incorporate affordable housing or to incorporate physical elements
that support walking, cycling, and transit ridership may result in TransLink receiving less revenue (for transit
investment) from the disposition of development properties.

Sustainability of the Revenue Stream
This revenue is not sustainable if TransLink only takes to the market land it already owns that is surplus. This
will be a dwindling supply that will eventually be depleted.
For this to be a sustainable source of revenue, TransLink will have to be active in acquiring new land in
strategic locations in order to create the future inventory of value-added development sites that can be leased
or sold. The amount of revenue will depend on the amount and location of property acquisition and changes
in land values in these areas.

Potential Impacts
There are no significant negative impacts from the strategic acquisition and disposition of land.

Ease of Implementation
TransLink already has the authority to acquire and dispose of land. To take a more active approach, TransLink
will need a mandate to acquire more land, a pool of capital to enable it to buy property, and the financial and
technical resources to make sound acquisitions and navigate approvals and dispositions.

8.3.5

Participation in Urban Development Projects

Alignment with TransLink Objectives
Participation in development projects can generate revenue for transit capital investment, transit operations,
and financial contributions to other objectives including affordable housing and infrastructure and programs
that promote walking, cycling, and transit ridership.
Direct involvement in development also creates opportunities to include affordable housing and control the
form and character of development so that it is supportive of walking, cycling, and transit ridership.
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Potential Revenue
The revenue potential obviously depends on how active TransLink becomes in development, in terms of the
number and type of projects and its role. To illustrate the scale of potential revenue, some assumptions are
needed:
•

Assume that TransLink wants to be a partner in development projects and wants to limit its financial
involvement to injecting land only (i.e. no cash or borrowing).

•

Assume that on average the value of new market development product (strata residential, market rental,
office, retail) across Metro Vancouver is around $800 per square foot.

•

Assume an average profit margin of 12% of project value, or $96 per square foot.

•

Assume that TransLink only invests land value as its share of equity and this works out on average to a
25% interest in projects, or $24 per square foot of profit to TransLink.

•

To make $25 million per year, TransLink would have to partner in a little over 1 million square feet of
product per year (equivalent to say 800 housing units plus a couple of large office buildings).

Note that this revenue is different from (and in addition to) the revenue from land acquisition/disposition that
was estimated in the previous section. This new revenue calculation is an estimate of the share of profit that
TransLink would make from being a partner in development projects, based on the stated assumptions.
One million square feet per year is a large amount of development activity, which may not be achievable if
TransLink concentrates only on projects at transit stations.
Because this is a large amount of development activity, it could make sense to think in terms of a revenue
target of $25 million per year as a sum of the revenue to be generated by a combination of strategic land
acquisition/disposition and direct participation in urban development projects.
An alternative way to generate revenue from development is to create income-producing property that yields
ongoing income from rents.
Investments in income-producing property in Metro Vancouver tend to generate returns (using Internal Rate
of Return as the metric) of around 6% before financing. Somewhat simplistically, if TransLink borrows 75%
of project cost at 3%, then it should be able to make around 15% on equity (which might be in the form of
land). The total capital investment to yield $25 million per year at a return of 15% on equity (assuming 75%
is financed) is about $670 million. If the all-in cost to create such investments (including land and all
construction costs) averages around $700 per square foot, this represents a total portfolio of about 960,000
square feet of space. This is not a large portfolio; it could be achieved with a mix of say 50,000 square feet
of retail, an office building of 150,000 square feet, and 800 units of market rental housing. If developed over
10 years or so, the average annual rate of development is modest.

Sustainability of the Revenue Stream
This revenue stream can continue as long as TransLink finds sufficient good development opportunities with
acceptable risk.

Potential Impacts
There are no negative impacts on other parties. The development industry would probably welcome
TransLink as a partner, particularly if it is bringing forward a regular stream of potential development sites.
Because of the risks involved in development, it is possible that projects lose money. Consequently, the
greatest potential impact is on TransLink itself if development activity causes losses that must be covered
using revenue that had been earmarked for transit capital investment or operations.
PAGE 66

Regional Planning Committee

EVALUATION OF LAND VALUE CAPTURE AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT AS SOURCES OF REVENUE FOR TRANSLINK

Ease of Implementation
TransLink already has the legal authority to acquire, hold, develop, and sell/lease land. To earn revenue from
development, TransLink needs the financial and professional resources to find opportunities, negotiate with
partners, structure deals, and implement projects.

8.4

Potential Uses of New Revenue

Some of the potential new sources of revenue would allow TransLink considerable flexibility in applying the
funds to different purposes, except for CAC sharing which would likely be confined to new investment in
transit capital (in part because local governments are unlikely to be willing to share revenue unless there is a
commitment to use it for transit expansion).
Exhibit 15 indicates possible uses of each of the sources that are suggested for further consideration. The
most flexibility is with revenue from the strategic acquisition/disposition of land and revenue from participating
in development projects.
Exhibit 15: Possible Use of Revenue from Each Approach
CAC or Density Bonus
Benefitting
Revenue Sharing
Area Tax
Agreements with Local
Governments
Capital investment in new
Yes
Yes
transit (including upgrades)
Repayment of existing debt Yes
No
from previous projects
Transit operations
Yes
No
Property acquisition
Yes
No
Equity for development
Yes
No
projects
Affordable housing (direct
Not likely;
No; local
investment or contribution)
affordable
governments are
housing is not likely only willing to
TransLink’s
considering CAC or
primary
density bonus
mandate, so
revenue sharing if
there would
funds are used for
likely be
transit investment
resistance to
(that supports the
a transit
densification and
agency
land value gains
increasing
that create the
taxes to pay
potential for CACs)
for affordable
housing

Infrastructure to support
walking, cycling, or transit
ridership

Yes

Yes, if directly
linked to transit
capital investment

Property Transfer
Tax

Revenue from
Strategic Acquisition &
Disposition of Land

Revenue from
Development
Projects

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes

Not likely;
TransLink advised
that it is unlikely to
apply property
transfer tax
revenues to
affordable housing
as it does not do
so with its existing
property tax
revenues

Yes. Possible
approaches include:
• Requiring lands sold
or leased to include
affordable housing,
which will reduce
the land value and
is therefore a form
of allocating
revenue to
affordable housing
• Investing the
proceeds from sales
and leasing into
affordable housing,
either directly or by
working with others
on initiatives such
as the TOAH fund
proposed by Metro
Vancouver
Yes

Yes. Possible
approaches include:
• Direct
incorporation of
affordable housing
in any projects
developed by
TransLink
• Investing some of
the profit from
development into
affordable
housing, either
directly or by
working with
others on
initiatives such as
the TOAH fund
proposed by
Metro Vancouver

Yes

Yes
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8.5

Policy Questions to be Addressed

There are two over-arching policy questions that TransLink must address if it wants to increase its use of land
value capture:
•

Which approaches to explore further? The consulting team has recommended five approaches for further
consideration, but there are clear differences of opinion among the stakeholders regarding some of these
approaches.

•

How to allocate the revenues? TransLink’s main mandate is the creation and operation of the regional
transit system, so presumably most new revenue will be allocated to this purpose. However, there is
strong support from some stakeholders for TransLink to become more involved in supporting the creation
of affordable transit-oriented rental housing, so TransLink will have to decide on the allocation of revenue
to transit construction, transit operation, support for affordable housing, and support for initiatives that
encourage walking, cycling, and transit ridership.

In addition to these fundamental questions, each of the five approaches recommended for further exploration
also raise significant policy questions that should be addressed, as listed in the following sections.

8.5.1

Benefitting Area Tax

1. Should benefitting areas include areas around existing transportation infrastructure or only around new
investments?
2. Should benefitting areas be established for all transportation investments by TransLink or only some (e.g.
all transit investment or only rapid transit investment)?
3. Should benefitting areas all pay the same tax surcharge or should the charge vary by area?
4. Should the tax inside benefitting areas be the same for land and improvements?27
5. Should the definition of benefitting areas allow for gradations (e.g. one rate within 400 metres of a station
and another rate for 400 metres to 800 metres), to avoid sharp differences that might cause development
to avoid taxation areas?
6. What is the appropriate surcharge in benefitting areas?
7. Should there be any exemptions from a benefitting area tax?

8.5.2

CAC and Density Bonus Revenue Sharing

1. Should this idea be explored with all Metro Vancouver local governments or only those where a significant
new transit capital investment is being made?
2. Is a region-wide approach workable or will this be a series of individual arrangements with individual local
governments? In either situation, what types of areas would be subject to a CAC or density bonus for
transit infrastructure?

27

In Part 3, Section 25(7), the SCBCTAA states that TransLink may “(a) establish zones in the transportation service region, and (b)
adopt different tax rates for land and improvements in different zones based on the benefit that the authority considers accrues to
the land and improvements in a zone as a result of proximity to a transportation station, or to another major transportation facility,
that has been constructed or funded by the authority.” This might mean that tax rates can vary by area or that rates can vary
between land and improvements in benefitting areas; this would need to be explored further to confirm the legal interpretation.
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3. Should a CAC or density bonus for transit infrastructure be based on a percentage of municipal CACs or
a target flat rate?

8.5.3

Property Transfer Tax

1. What is the appropriate role for TransLink in pursuing the idea of sharing property transfer tax revenues?

8.5.4

Strategic Acquisition and Disposition of Land

1. How broad should the mandate for property acquisition be? Should activity be focused at transit
locations? How should policy decisions be made to enable timely or expedited transactions?
2. When is the optimal time to make new property investments, relative to the timing of planning future
transit investments? Once TransLink signals the location and timing of new projects, some of the
advantage of early land acquisition is lost. On the other hand, buying land well ahead of project definition
may risk criticism that TransLink has not been transparent in its transit planning process and risks buying
land in “wrong” locations.
3. When taking surplus land to the market, how much emphasis should be on revenue generation versus
contributing to transit-oriented affordable rental housing?
4. Given that many transit stations are on land owned by others (e.g. BC Hydro, Province of BC), should
TransLink partner with these owners to create development opportunities?

8.5.5

Participation in Urban Development Projects

1. What kinds of projects and locations offer the appropriate mix of revenue potential and tolerable risk?
2. Should TransLink be involved in strata residential for profit, or focus on transit-oriented rental residential?
3. Should TransLink take on projects on its own, or only in partnership with experienced developers? In
partnerships, what percentage interest should TransLink take (e.g. the percentage interest equal to land
value, or contribute land and equity to have a 50% interest)?
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9.0

Recommendations

1. Explore several of the potential tools in more detail, rather than select a single preferred approach at this
time. A combination of approaches has greater revenue potential and will allow progress on all of
TransLink’s stated objectives. Also, because there is stakeholder concern about some of the potential
approaches so they may not be implementable in the near term, TransLink should keep exploring several
options.
2. Explore in greater detail the creation of a transit benefitting area tax, as allowed under Part 3, Section
25(7) of the SCBCTA Act. This work should include determining whether any legislative amendments or
regulations would be needed to implement this tax. In the analysis of alternative ways to structure this
tax, TransLink should consider scenarios that only include areas around new rapid transit stations,
scenarios that include areas around existing and proposed rapid transit stations, and scenarios that
include Frequent Transit Development Area geographies and corridors. Scenarios should also include
different definitions of benefitting area (e.g. within 400 metres and 800 metres of a rapid transit station).
This analysis should include careful evaluation of potential negative impacts and ways to mitigate them.
3. Explore the idea of sharing CAC and density bonus revenues in locations that are transit-served and are
designated for significant increases in density based on transit investment. CAC and density bonus
sharing is the approach with the most direct link between transit investment and the creation of new land
value. While there was broad municipal opposition to the idea of CAC revenue sharing, TransLink should
emphasize the point that transit investment creates the potential for densification and generates a
significant share of the increase in land value associated with rezoning to higher density, so it should be
considered as a potential source of revenue for transit. There are several scenarios that could be
considered including:
a. Individual negotiations with all local governments in Metro Vancouver that have existing or proposed
major investments in transit, regarding sharing CAC and density bonus revenues.
b. Negotiations only with local governments that will receive major new transit investments, as one of
the terms in Project Partnership Agreements, particularly any Financial Contribution Agreements.
c.

Discussion with the Province about a TransLink-specific flat rate CAC or density bonus rate to be
applied to rezonings around major transit investments.

Because many municipalities have already expressed opposition to CAC revenue sharing, if TransLink
elects to explore this approach in more detail it should adopt a highly collaborative approach and first
focus mainly on (b) and (c) above.
4. Develop a strategic plan for greater involvement in the acquisition and disposition of development sites.
This strategic plan should include:
a. Detailed evaluation of the existing inventory of TransLink-owned property to identify sites or portions
of sites that are surplus and could be available for urban development.
b. Detailed examination of all rapid transit stations to identify potential for air rights development. As
many stations are on lands owned by parties other than TransLink (e.g. BC Hydro, Province of BC),
this would require partnering with the owners.
c.

Advance acquisition of land in strategic locations when acquiring land for new stations, particularly in
areas likely to be designated for increased density and where assembly creates the potential for
creating attractive development sites.
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5. Develop a strategic plan for participating in urban development projects as a new source of revenue,
including profit from projects developed for sale and net operating income from creating a portfolio of
income-producing rental residential, retail, and office properties.
6. Because of the ridership benefits from rental housing at transit stations, and because of the pressing
need for transit-oriented rental housing in the region, TransLink should consider using land
acquisition/disposition and participation in development as means to achieve revenues that can be
applied to a mix of transit capital investment, transit operations, and affordable housing. Land
acquisition/disposition and participation in urban development also provide the physical opportunity to
support walking, cycling, and transit infrastructure and affordable housing. Because there are varied
expectations within the region about the extent that TransLink should be involved in the creation of
affordable rental housing, TransLink should establish and communicate clear objectives regarding its role
(if any) in supporting, funding, or creating affordable rental housing. If TransLink decides to have a
significant role, it should develop a business case for its potential involvement in this area.
7. Participate with Metro Vancouver and local governments in efforts to influence the Province regarding
property transfer tax revenue sharing, but do not rely on this as a near term source of revenue for transit
investment.
8. Monitor the positions of the Provincial Government, Metro Vancouver, and municipalities in the region
regarding a broader approach to land value tax and then be part of the conversation as a stakeholder
when appropriate.
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Appendix 1: Case Studies
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Case Studies
A.1

Approach

The comparison of land value created through rezoning with the land value created by transit investment (i.e.
improved transit access) is analyzed using case studies.
For each case study, financial models were constructed for the following scenarios:
•

“Base case” financial performance of a development site assuming no rezoning and no transit influence.
This either reflects value under existing zoning or under existing use, depending on the case study.

•

“Rezoning only”, which shows the financial performance of rezoning the development site to a density
typical for the sub-market, in the absence of a price premium for rapid transit proximity.

•

“Rezoning with transit”, which shows the financial performance of rezoning the development to a density
typical for the sub-market and incorporating a premium (in sales prices or rent rates) for improved transit
access. Based on the analysis summarized earlier in this report, the case studies use a premium of 5%
for multi-family unit sales prices near enhanced rapid transit and a premium of 10% for office lease rates
near rapid transit.28

Municipal Community Amenity Contributions (CAC) policies are not included29 so the case studies illustrate
the total land lift, the portion of the total attributable to the rezoning (increased density), and the portion
attributable to the transit premium prior to CACs.

A.2

Identification of Case Studies

A.2.1

Multi-Family Residential Case Studies

For the multi-family residential case studies, locations in different sub-markets in the region where rapid transit
expansions are planned or have recently been completed were selected including:
•

The Broadway Corridor, where the new Broadway Subway Project will extend rapid transit from VCCClark to Arbutus.

•

Burquitlam, where the Evergreen Extension went into service in December 2016.

•

Fleetwood, located on the planned extension to Langley.

•

Lynn Creek, which will be served by the Marine Drive RapidBus that will connect West Vancouver with
Phibbs Exchange.

The case studies assume strata multi-family residential development to show the maximum extent to which
improved transit access generates land value relative to upzoning (because strata residential land values are
much higher than rental residential land values), except for one market rental scenario in the Broadway

28

Note that these premiums are based on analysis of sales prices and lease rates near vs not near rapid transit stations. One of the
case studies is for multi-family residential redevelopment near new rapid bus service, so we use a lower premium (1%) on multifamily unit sales prices near a new rapid bus stop vs near a new rapid transit station.
29 Including the City of Vancouver’s Developer Contribution Expectation (DCE) in the Broadway Corridor.
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Corridor (where market rents are high enough to support a significant land value) to illustrate the economics
of redevelopment under both strata and rental residential.

A.2.2

Commercial Case Studies

For the commercial case studies, the analysis uses a higher land value and a lower land value location to
show the range in contribution of upzoning and improved transit access to land value increases in different
sub-markets with rapid transit access (or planned rapid transit access) in the region:
•

The Broadway Corridor, where the new Broadway Subway Project will extend rapid transit from VCCClark to Arbutus.

•

Surrey City Centre, where the City of Surrey’s recently adopted new City Centre Plan envisions transitoriented redevelopment of low density properties near rapid transit stations including around King George
Station on the existing Expo Line.

Based on the analysis summarized in Section 5.2 of this report, the case studies use a transit premium of
10% for commercial lease rates near enhanced light rail rapid transit.

A.2.3

Summary List of Case Studies

Based on the foregoing, there are a total of 7 case studies:
1. Strata multi-family residential case study in the Broadway Corridor.
2. Market rental multi-family residential case study in the Broadway Corridor.
3. Strata multi-family residential case study in Burquitlam.
4. Strata multi-family residential case study in Fleetwood.
5. Strata multi-family residential case study in Lynn Creek.
6. Commercial case study in the Broadway Corridor.
7. Commercial case study in Surrey City Centre.
Detailed descriptions of each case study are provided in the following section.

A.3

Data Sources

Coriolis Consulting Corp. built the financial models used in the case study analysis and populated the models
with all assumptions. The major assumptions and inputs are based on the following data sources and
professional judgement:30
•

Assumed densities are based on applicable municipal zoning bylaws and planning documents (OCPs).

•

Residential sales prices are based sales data obtained from the Real Estate Board of Greater
Vancouver’s online subscription database (MLSLink) and residential sales from Urban Analytics’ online
subscription database (NHSLive).

30

Coriolis Consulting Corp. is a land economics, urban development, and land use planning consulting firm in Vancouver, BC. We
have been in business for 37 years and have extensive experience analyzing the financial performance of development projects
throughout the region.
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•

Hard construction costs are based on published industry cost guides (e.g. Altus Group cost guide) and
our internal databases.

•

Commercial rents are based on market evidence gathered from www.spacelist.ca, the websites of major
brokerage firms, and commercial market reports by major brokerage firms.

•

Vacancy allowances and cap rates are based on our internal databases and commercial market reports
from major brokerage firms.

A.4

Detailed Descriptions of Case Studies

Case Study #1: Strata Multi-family Residential Redevelopment in the
Broadway Corridor
The Broadway Subway Project is planned to extend rapid transit from VCC-Clark to Arbutus. Construction on
this line is anticipated to commence in 2020 and be complete with the line in service by 2025. In March 2019,
the City of Vancouver launched the Broadway Plan process, which is intended to develop a 30-year plan to
guide redevelopment in the area in a way that integrates opportunities for new housing, jobs, and amenities
around new rapid transit stations on this line. Planning policy (e.g. height, density) for the Broadway Plan
Area is not yet known, but we looked at examples from other recent rezonings in the Broadway Corridor and
at new transit stations outside Downtown to select an assumed density for redevelopment.
Key assumptions in the financial analysis are as follows:
1. Site size of 18,750 square feet.
2. Income-producing value of the existing building of $7.8 million (see Attachment 1a) based on an
assumed existing older quality, single storey retail building 8,173 square feet (0.44 FSR), retail rents of
$40 per square foot net, a vacancy/non-recoverables allowance of 5%, and a cap rate of 4%.
3. A residual land value under the existing C-3A zoning of $22.8 million based on residual pro forma analysis
(see Attachment 1b), which estimates the sales proceeds from building and selling strata residential
space over retail space, less all costs to create the project (holding aside land), less a developer’s profit
of 15% on costs. The pro forma analysis assumes:
a) Maximum density of 3.0 FSR (plus up to a 10% bonus with heritage transfer density) under the
existing C-3A zoning.
b) Concrete strata residential unit sales prices of $1,450 per square foot.
c) A capitalized value of $1,190 per square foot for the retail space (based on net retail rents of $50 per
square foot, a 5% vacancy/non-recoverables allowance, and a 4% cap rate).
d) Hard construction costs of $443 per square foot (including $380 per square foot for concrete strata
residential, $260 per square foot for concrete retail, and $65,000 per underground parking stall), plus
allowances for all other typical creation costs (e.g. soft costs, contingency, municipal and regional
levies, development management fee, interim financing) for a total all-in creation cost of $619 per
square foot.
4. A residual land value of $45.4 million based on rezoning and redevelopment without enhanced transit
access (see Attachment 1c) to an assumed density of 6.0 FSR with strata residential above retail in a
high-rise concrete building. As noted above, planning policy is not yet in place to guide redevelopment in
this area. However, other rezonings in the Broadway Corridor and at new transit stations outside
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Downtown have achieved densities typically in the range of 5.0 to 7.0 FSR so a density of 6.0 FSR was
used for the financial analysis. The pro forma analysis assumes:
a) An allowance for rezoning costs of $500,000.
b) Concrete strata residential unit sales prices of $1,475 per square foot (slightly higher than in the
redevelopment scenario under the existing zoning because the building is taller so the average sales
price is higher to reflect more view units).
c) A capitalized value of $1,190 per square foot for the retail space (based on net retail rents of $50 per
square foot, a 5% vacancy/non-recoverables allowance, and a 4% cap rate).
d) Hard construction costs of $443 per square foot (including $380 per square foot for concrete strata
residential, $260 per square foot for concrete retail, and $65,000 per underground parking stall), plus
allowances for all other typical creation costs (e.g. soft costs, contingency, municipal and regional
levies, development management fee, interim financing) for a total all-in creation cost of $615 per
square foot.
e) No CAC payment (i.e. the City’s Developer Contribution Expectation or DCE in the Broadway
Corridor) because we hold this aside to calculate the total land lift before amenity contributions and
the relative portion of lift attributable to increased density versus enhanced transit accessibility.
5. A residual land value of $50.3 million based on rezoning and redevelopment with enhanced transit access
(see Attachment 1d) to an assumed density of 6.0 FSR with strata residential above retail in a high-rise
concrete building. The pro forma analysis includes all of the same assumptions as in point 4 above (and
as in Attachment 1c), except that concrete strata residential unit sales prices are assumed to be 5%
higher to reflect a premium associated with enhanced transit access (i.e. $1,549 per square foot instead
of $1,475 per square foot).
The results of the analysis for Case Study #1 are shown in the following tables. As shown, the potential
increase in sales prices of 5% for being close to a rapid transit station works out to about $4.9 million of the
total $27.5 million in land lift (holding aside the DCE that would be payable to the City of Vancouver)
associated with the rezoning and redevelopment project (i.e. about 18% of the total land lift).
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Summary of Financial Analysis for Case Study #1 (Multi-Family Residential Redevelopment - Strata, Broadway Corridor)
Type
Assumed
Strata Residential
Transit Premium
Land Value Under
of
density in
Sales Prices ($ psf)
Rezoning Without Transit
Transit
the
$ psf
%a
Sales price
Case Study
rezoning
Without
With
premium as a %
$ psfb
transit
transit
of value of extra
density
Case Study #1:
Rapid
6.0 FSR
$1,475
$1,549
$74
5%
$398
19%
C-3A Site in the
transit
(5%
($74 ÷ $398)
Broadway Corridor
higher)
(Strata Residential
Redevelopment)
Case Study
Case Study #1

Existing Value
$22.8 million31

Land Value After Rezoning,
without Transit Premium
$45.4 million

Land lift from rezoning
$22.6 million
(82%)

Land Value After Rezoning, with
Transit
$50.3 million

Land lift from transit
$4.9 million
(18%)

Case Study #2: Market Rental Multi-family Residential Redevelopment in the
Broadway Corridor
This case study uses the same site as in Case Study #1 but illustrates the economics of a market rental multifamily project instead of a strata project. The key assumptions about site size, the income-producing value of
the existing building, and residual land value under the existing C-3A zoning are the same. The key
assumptions in the rezoning and redevelopment scenarios are as follows:
1. A residual land value of $13.3 million based on rezoning and redevelopment without enhanced transit
access (see Attachment 2a) to an assumed density of 6.0 FSR with market rental residential above retail
in a high-rise concrete building. The pro forma analysis assumes:
a) An allowance for rezoning costs of $500,000.
b) A capitalized value of about $890 per square foot for the market rental residential space (based on a
mix of studio, 1-bedroom, 2-bedroom, and 3-bedroom units and an overall average rent of $3.73 per
square foot, parking revenues of $100 per month per stall, storage rental revenues of $50 per month,
a 2% vacancy/non-recoverables allowance, and a 4% cap rate).
c) A capitalized value of about $1,190 per square foot for the retail space (based on net retail rents of
$50 per square foot, a 5% vacancy/non-recoverables allowance, and a 4% cap rate).
d) Hard construction costs of $400 per square foot (including $350 per square foot for concrete market
rental residential, $260 per square foot for concrete retail, and $65,000 per underground parking
stall), plus allowances for all other typical creation costs (e.g. soft costs, contingency, municipal and
regional levies, development management fee, interim financing) for a total all-in creation cost of
$560 per square foot.

31

The existing value is based on the residual land value assuming redevelopment under the existing C-3A zoning, which generates
a higher value than the income-producing approach based on the existing building.
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e) No CAC payment (i.e. the City’s Developer Contribution Expectation or DCE in the Broadway
Corridor) because we hold this aside to calculate the total land lift before amenity contributions and
the relative portion of lift attributable to increased density versus enhanced transit accessibility.
2. A residual land value of $15.2 million based on rezoning and redevelopment with enhanced transit access
(see Attachment 2b) to an assumed density of 6.0 FSR with market rental residential above retail in a
high-rise concrete building. The pro forma analysis includes all of the same assumptions as in point 4
above (and as in Attachment 2a), except that market rental rates by unit type are assumed to be 5%
higher to reflect a premium associated with enhanced transit access. This works out to an overall average
rent of $3.92 per square foot instead of $3.73 per square foot (i.e. 5% higher).
The results of the analysis for Case Study #2 are shown in the following tables. As shown, market rental
residential redevelopment is not financially viable in this case (i.e. the residual land value after rezoning
without a transit premium is lower than the residual land value under the existing zoning). While the assumed
transit premium on market rental rates helps improve the financial performance of redevelopment, it is still
not enough to make market rental residential financially viable. While not tested, the financial performance
of below-market rental residential redevelopment would generate even lower residual land value.
Summary of Financial Analysis for Case Study #2 (Multi-Family Residential Redevelopment - Market Rental, Broadway Corridor)
Type
Assumed
Average Market Rent
Transit Premium
Land Value Under
of
density in
Rates ($ psf)
Rezoning Without Transit
Transit
the
$ psf
%a
Sales price
Case Study
rezoning
Without
With
premium as a %
$ psfb
transit
transit
of value of extra
density
Case Study #2:
Rapid
6.0 FSR
$3.73
$3.92
$74
5%
$398
n/a (market
C-3A Site in the
transit
(5%
rental not strata)
Broadway Corridor
higher)
(Market Rental
Redevelopment)
Case Study
Case Study #2

32

Existing Value

Land Value After Rezoning,
Land Value After Rezoning,
without Transit Premium
with Transit
$22.8 million32
$13.3 million
$15.2 million
Land lift from rezoning
Land lift from transit
no lift – redevelopment to market
is not enough to make
rental is not financially viable
redevelopment financially viable

The existing value is based on the residual land value assuming redevelopment under the existing C-3A zoning, which generates
a higher value than the income-producing approach based on the existing building.
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Case Study #3: Strata Multi-family Residential Redevelopment in Burquitlam
The Evergreen Extension went into service in December 2016 and the City of Coquitlam adopted a new
Burquitlam-Lougheed Neighbourhood Plan in June 2017 to shape and focus transit-oriented development
around the new SkyTrain stations in an integrated way with existing neighbourhoods, so planning policy
guides redevelopment in this transit-oriented node.
Key assumptions in the financial analysis are as follows:
1. Site size of 46,650 square feet.
2. Income-producing value of the existing building of $9.8 million (see Attachment 3a) based on an
assumed existing older quality, single storey retail building 16,295 square feet (0.35 FSR), retail rents of
$30 per square foot net, a vacancy allowance of 5%, and a cap rate of 4.75%.
3. A residual land value under the existing C2 zoning of $3.9 million based on residual pro forma analysis
(see Attachment 3b), which estimates the sales proceeds from building and selling a mix of strata
residential, retail, and office space, less all costs to create the project (holding aside land), less a
developer’s profit of 15% on costs. The pro forma analysis assumes:
a) Maximum density of 1.05 FSR.
b) Wood-frame strata residential unit sales prices of $722 per square foot.
c) A capitalized value of $700 per square foot for the retail space (based on net retail rents of $35 per
square foot, a 5% vacancy/non-recoverables allowance, and a 4.75% cap rate).
d) A capitalized value of $600 per square foot for the office space (based on net office rents of $30 per
square foot, a 5% vacancy/non-recoverables allowance, and a 4.75% cap rate).
e) Hard construction costs of $327 per square foot (including $220 per square foot for wood-frame strata
residential, $250 per square foot for concrete retail, $250 per square foot for concrete office, and
$65,000 per underground parking stall), plus allowances for all other typical creation costs (e.g. soft
costs, contingency, municipal and regional levies, development management fee, interim financing)
for a total all-in creation cost of $442 per square foot.
4. A residual land value of $16.3 million based on rezoning and redevelopment without enhanced transit
access (see Attachment 3c) to an assumed density of 4.5 FSR (based on the City’s C-7 Transit Village
zoning district) with strata residential above retail in a high-rise concrete building. The pro forma analysis
assumes:
a) An allowance for rezoning costs of $350,000.
b) Concrete strata residential unit sales prices of $855 per square foot.
c) A capitalized value of $700 per square foot for the retail space (based on net retail rents of $35 per
square foot, a 5% vacancy/non-recoverables allowance, and a 4.75% cap rate).
d) Hard construction costs of $384 per square foot (including $310 per square foot for concrete strata
residential, $250 per square foot for concrete retail, and $65,000 per underground parking stall), plus
allowances for all other typical creation costs (e.g. soft costs, contingency, municipal and regional
levies, development management fee, interim financing) for a total all-in creation cost of $522 per
square foot.
5. A residual land value of $21.7 million based on rezoning and redevelopment with enhanced transit access
(see Attachment 3d) to an assumed density of 4.5 FSR (based on the City’s C-7 Transit Village zoning
district) with strata residential above retail in a high-rise concrete building. The pro forma analysis includes
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all of the same assumptions as in point 4 above (and as in Attachment 3c), except that concrete strata
residential unit sales prices are assumed to be 5% higher to reflect a premium associated with enhanced
transit access (i.e. $900 per square foot instead of $855 per square foot).
The results of the analysis for Case Study #3 are shown in the following tables. As shown, the potential
increase in sales prices of 5% for being close to a rapid transit station works out to about $5.4 million of the
total $11.9 million in land lift associated with the rezoning and redevelopment project (i.e. about 46% of the
total land lift).
Summary of Financial Analysis for Case Study #3 (Multi-Family Residential Redevelopment, Burquitlam)
Type
Assumed
Strata Residential
Transit Premium
Land Value Under
of
density in
Sales Prices ($ psf)
Rezoning Without Transit
Transit
the
$ psf
%a
Sales price
Case Study
rezoning
Without
With
premium as a %
$ psfb
transit
transit
of value of extra
density
Case Study #3:
Rapid
4.5 FSR
$855
$900
$45
5%
$78
58%
C2 Site in Burquitlam
transit
(5%
($45 ÷ $78)
(Strata Residential
higher)
Redevelopment)
Case Study

Existing Value

Case Study #3

$9.8 million33

Land Value After Rezoning,
without Transit Premium
$16.3 million

Land lift from rezoning
$6.5 million
(54%)

Land Value After Rezoning,
with Transit
$21.7 million

Land lift from transit
$5.4 million
(46%)

Case Study #4: Strata Multi-family Residential Redevelopment in Fleetwood
The Surrey Langley Line is planned to extend rapid transit from King George SkyTrain Station to Langley City
Centre. Planning and business case analysis for this line is currently underway, with funding in place for a
first phase to Fleetwood that is anticipated to be built during 2022 to 2025. The City of Surrey is currently
working on a Fleetwood Plan which will guide redevelopment in the area to encourage transit-oriented
development. While densities and height for transit-oriented redevelopment are not yet defined, we assumed
a density of 4.0 FAR in the rezoning and redevelopment scenarios to match the density that the City was
considering in areas such as Newton and Guildford that were previously planned to have LRT extensions.34
Key assumptions in the financial analysis are as follows:
1. Site size of 37,034 square feet.
2. Income-producing value of the existing building of $3.1 million (see Attachment 4a) based on assumed
existing older quality, single storey retail buildings with 7,200 square feet (0.19 FSR), retail rents of $22.50
per square foot net, a vacancy allowance of 5%, and a cap rate of 5%.

33
34

The existing value is based on the income-producing value of the existing building, which is higher than the residual land value
assuming redevelopment under the existing C2 zoning.
We also ran scenarios at 2.5 FAR to match the density envisioned in the existing OCP for this case study site, but redevelopment
at 2.5 FAR (or less) does not support sufficient residual land value to make the site a redevelopment candidate (i.e. the incomeproducing value of the existing use is higher than the residual land value under redevelopment to 2.5 FAR).
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3. A residual land value under the existing CH1 zoning of $1.7 million based on residual pro forma analysis
(see Attachment 4b), which estimates the sales proceeds from building and selling a mixed retail/office
project, less all costs to create the project (holding aside land), less a developer’s profit of 15% on costs.
The pro forma analysis assumes:
a) Maximum density of 1.0 FSR.
b) An overall value of $525 per square foot buildable based on net retail rents of $30 per square foot,
net office rents of $27.50 per square foot, net parking revenues of $75 per stall per month, operating
costs of $15 per square foot for retail space, operating costs of $10 per square foot for office space,
a 2% vacancy/non-recoverables allowance, a 5% cap rate, and a sales commission of 2%.
c) Hard construction costs of $262 per square foot (including $250 per square foot for concrete retail,
$250 per square foot for concrete office, and $7,500 per at grade parking stall), plus allowances for
all other typical creation costs (e.g. soft costs, contingency, municipal and regional levies, interim
financing) for a total all-in creation cost of $408 per square foot.
4. A residual land value of $0.9 million based on rezoning and redevelopment without enhanced transit
access (see Attachment 4c) to an assumed density of 4.0 FSR (based on densities that the City of
Surrey was considering in areas such as Newton and Guildford that were previously being planned for
LRT extensions) with strata residential above retail in a high-rise concrete building. The pro forma
analysis assumes:
a) An allowance for rezoning costs of $350,000.
b) Concrete strata residential unit sales prices of $760 per square foot.
c) A capitalized value of $686 per square foot for the retail space (based on net retail rents of $35 per
square foot, a 5% vacancy/non-recoverables allowance, and a 5% cap rate).
d) Hard construction costs of $380 per square foot (including $310 per square foot for concrete strata
residential, $250 per square foot for concrete retail, and $45,000 per underground parking stall), plus
allowances for all other typical creation costs (e.g. soft costs, contingency, municipal and regional
levies, development management fee, interim financing) for a total all-in creation cost of $486 per
square foot.
5. A residual land value of $3.8 million based on rezoning and redevelopment with enhanced transit access
(see Attachment 4d) to an assumed density of 4.0 FSR (based on densities that the City of Surrey was
considering in areas such as Newton and Guildford that were previously being planned for LRT
extensions) with strata residential above retail in a high-rise concrete building. The pro forma analysis
includes all of the same assumptions as in point 4 above (and as in Attachment 4c), except that concrete
strata residential unit sales prices are assumed to be 5% higher to reflect a premium associated with
enhanced transit access (i.e. $800 per square foot instead of $760 per square foot).
The results of the analysis for Case Study #4 are shown in the following tables. As shown, redevelopment is
not viable based on current market conditions and an assumed density of 4.0 FAR in the absence of rapid
transit expansion. In this case, the potential increase in sales prices of 5% for being close to a rapid transit
station means that the rezoning and redevelopment is viable (so all of the lift could be attributable to improved
transit access).
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Summary of Financial Analysis for Case Study #4 (Multi-Family Residential Redevelopment, Fleetwood)
Type
Assumed
Strata Residential
Transit Premium
Land Value Under
of
density in
Sales Prices ($ psf)
Rezoning Without Transit
Transit
the
$ psf
%a
Sales price
Case Study
rezoning
Without
With
premium as a %
$ psfb
transit
transit
of value of extra
density
Case Study #4:
Rapid
4.0 FSR
$760
$800
$40
5%
$6
over 100%
CHI Site in Fleetwood
transit
(5%
($40 ÷ $6)
(Strata Residential
higher)
Redevelopment)
Existing Value

Land Value After Rezoning,
without Transit Premium

Land Value After Rezoning, with
Transit

$3.1 million35

$0.9 million

$3.8 million

Case Study
Case Study #4

Land lift from rezoning
no lift – redevelopment is not
financially viable without transit

Land lift from transit
makes redevelopment viable

Case Study #5: Strata Multi-family Residential Redevelopment in Lynn Creek
Lynn Creek Town Centre is one of the neighbourhoods that will experience improved rapid bus transit from
the Marine Drive RapidBus which will connect West Vancouver with Phibbs Exchange. Construction of this
route is underway and expected to be complete in March 2020. The District of North Vancouver’s Lower Lynn
Town Centre planning policies encourage transit-oriented development around frequent transit bus service
in this neighbourhood. This case study assumes an assembly of 4 single family lots in the Lynn Creek Town
Centre. The analysis assumes a density of redevelopment of 2.5 FSR based on municipal policies for the
area.
Key assumptions in the financial analysis are as follows:
1. Site size of 31,140 square feet.
2. Combined existing value of the four existing single family lots of $6.5 million (see Attachment 5a) based
on single family lot values and an assumed assembly premium of 20%.
3. A residual land value of $10.8 million based on rezoning and redevelopment without enhanced transit
access (see Attachment 5b) to an assumed density of 2.5 FSR based on densities for the Lynn Creek
Town Centre, with strata residential in a wood-frame building. The pro forma analysis assumes:
a) An allowance for rezoning costs of $200,000.
b) Wood-frame strata residential unit sales prices of $800 per square foot.
c) Hard construction costs of $301 per square foot (including $230 per square foot for wood-frame strata
residential and $55,000 per underground parking stall), plus allowances for all other typical creation
costs (e.g. soft costs, contingency, municipal and regional levies, development management fee,
interim financing) for a total all-in creation cost of $418 per square foot.

35

The existing value is based on the income-producing value of the existing buildings, which is higher than the residual land value
assuming redevelopment under the existing CH1 zoning.
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4. A residual land value of $11.2 million based on rezoning and redevelopment with enhanced transit access
(see Attachment 5c) to an assumed density of 2.5 FSR based on densities for the Lynn Creek Town
Centre, with strata residential in a wood-frame building. The pro forma analysis includes all of the same
assumptions as in point 4 above (and as in Attachment 5b), except that wood-frame strata residential
unit sales prices are assumed to be 1% higher to reflect a premium associated with enhanced bus rapid
transit access (i.e. $808 per square foot instead of $800 per square foot). We used a lower premium (1%
compared to 5%) for bus rapid transit compared to light rail rapid transit.
The results of the analysis for Case Study #5 are shown in the following tables. As shown, the potential
increase in sales prices of 1% for being close to a bus rapid transit station works out to about $0.4 million of
the total $4.7 million in land lift associated with the rezoning and redevelopment project (i.e. about 8% of the
total land lift).
Summary of Financial Analysis for Case Study #5 (Multi-Family Residential Redevelopment, Lynn Creek)
Type
Assumed
Strata Residential
Transit Premium
Land Value Under
of
density in
Sales Prices ($ psf)
Rezoning Without Transit
Transit
the
$ psf
%a
Sales price
Case Study
rezoning
Without
With
premium as a %
$ psfb
transit
transit
of value of extra
density
Case Study #5:
Bus rapid 2.5 FSR
$800
$800
$8
1%
$138
6%
Single Family Site in
transit
(1%
($8 ÷ $138)
Lynn Creek (Strata
higher)
Residential
Redevelopment)
Existing Value

Land Value After Rezoning,
without Transit Premium

Land Value After Rezoning, with
Transit

$6.5 million

$10.8 million

$11.2 million

Case Study
Case Study #5

Land lift from rezoning
$4.3 million
(92%)

Land lift from transit
$0.4 million
(8%)

Case Study #6: Commercial Redevelopment in the Broadway Corridor
The Broadway Subway Project is planned to extend rapid transit from VCC-Clark to Arbutus. Construction on
this line is anticipated to commence in 2020 and be complete with the line in service by 2025. In March 2019,
the City of Vancouver launched the Broadway Plan process, which is intended to develop a 30-year plan to
guide redevelopment in the area in a way that integrates opportunities for new housing, jobs, and amenities
around new rapid transit stations on this line. We selected a case study site in the Uptown Office Precinct
(which applies to properties along Broadway between Cambie and Oak) and assumed a rezoning to 6.0 FSR
based on precedents in the Broadway Corridor and at other transit station locations in Vancouver outside of
Downtown.
Key assumptions in the financial analysis are as follows:
1. Site size of 17,550 square feet.
2. Income-producing value of the existing building of $15.3 million (see Attachment 6a) based on an
assumed existing older quality, mixed use building with 9,310 square feet of retail space, 5,997 square
feet of office space, and 6 rental residential units; retail rents of $40 per square foot net, office rents of
$25 per square foot net, a vacancy/non-recoverables allowance of 5%, a cap rate of 4% for the retail
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space, a cap rate of 4.5% for the office space, a value of $550,000 per rental residential unit, and an
assumed acquisition premium of 10%.
3. A residual land value under the existing C-3A zoning of $6.8 million based on residual pro forma analysis
(see Attachment 6b), which estimates the sales proceeds from building and selling a mixed retail/office
project (assumes no residential as the site is in the Uptown Office Precinct), less all costs to create the
project (holding aside land), less a developer’s profit of 15% on costs. The pro forma analysis assumes:
a) Maximum density of 3.0 FSR (plus up to a 10% bonus with heritage transfer density) under the
existing C-3A zoning.
b) An overall value of $873 per square foot buildable based on net retail rents of $50 per square foot,
net office rents of $37 per square foot, net parking revenues of $150 per stall per month, operating
costs of $18 per square foot for retail and office space, a 5% vacancy/non-recoverables allowance,
a 4.25% cap rate, and a sales commission of 2%.
c) Hard construction costs of $402 per square foot (including $300 per square foot for concrete retail
and office space and $55,000 per underground parking stall), plus allowances for all other typical
creation costs (e.g. soft costs, contingency, municipal and regional levies, interim financing) for a
total all-in creation cost of $626 per square foot.
4. A residual land value of $11.1 million based on rezoning and redevelopment without enhanced transit
access (see Attachment 6c) to an assumed density of 6.0 FSR with office above retail based on
precedents in the Broadway Corridor and at other transit station locations in Vancouver outside of
Downtown. The pro forma analysis assumes:
a) An allowance for rezoning costs of $250,000.
b) An overall value of $861 per square foot buildable based on net retail rents of $50 per square foot,
net office rents of $37 per square foot, net parking revenues of $150 per stall per month, operating
costs of $18 per square foot for retail and office space, a 5% vacancy/non-recoverables allowance,
a 4.25% cap rate, and a sales commission of 2%.
c) Hard construction costs of $411 per square foot (including $300 per square foot for concrete retail
and office space and $60,000 per underground parking stall which is slightly higher than in
Attachment 6b because the parking includes additional underground levels which is more expensive),
plus allowances for all other typical creation costs (e.g. soft costs, contingency, municipal and
regional levies, interim financing) for a total all-in creation cost of $628 per square foot.
5. A residual land value of $16.9 million based on rezoning and redevelopment with enhanced transit access
(see Attachment 6d) to an assumed density of 6.0 FSR with office above retail based on precedents in
the Broadway Corridor and at other transit station locations in Vancouver outside of Downtown. The pro
forma analysis includes all of the same assumptions as in point 4 above (and as in Attachment 6c), except
that office lease rates are assumed to be 10% higher to reflect a premium associated with enhanced
rapid transit access (i.e. $40.70 per square foot net instead of $37 per square foot).
The results of the analysis for Case Study #6 are shown in the following table. As shown, redevelopment with
office above retail is not viable based on current market conditions and an assumed density of 6.0 FAR in the
absence of rapid transit expansion. In this case, the potential increase in office lease rates of 10% for being
close to a rapid transit station means that the rezoning and redevelopment is viable (so all of the lift could be
attributable to improved transit access).
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Summary of Financial Analysis for Case Study #6 (Commercial Redevelopment, Broadway Corridor)
Type
Assumed
Office Lease
Existing Value
Land Value After
Land Value After
of
density in
Rates ($ psf net)
Rezoning, without
Rezoning, with
Case Study
Transit
the
Transit Premium
Transit
Without
With
rezoning
transit
transit
Case Study #6:
Rapid
6.0 FSR
$37.00 $40.70
$15.3 million36
$11.2 million
$16.9 million
C-3A Site,
transit
(10%
Broadway Corridor
higher)
(Commercial
Redevelopment)
Land lift from rezoning
Land lift from transit
n/a (redevelopment
makes redevelopment
is not financially viable)
financially viable

Case Study #7: Commercial Redevelopment in Surrey City Centre
The City of Surrey’s City Centre Plan envisions redevelopment of low density properties near rapid transit
stations with higher density redevelopment. We selected a site occupied by low density, older retail space at
grade that is currently zoned C-8 but designated for 3.5 FAR in the Surrey City Centre Plan (which was
adopted January 2017 in part to help encourage transit-oriented development). The 3.5 FAR could be used
for strata residential or office redevelopment, so we show the relative value of strata residential development
at this density for comparison.
Key assumptions in the financial analysis are as follows:
1. Site size of 86,986 square feet.
2. Income-producing value of the existing buildings of $10.7 million (see Attachment 7a) based on assumed
existing older quality, retail buildings with a total of 15,731 square feet of retail space, retail rents of $32.50
per square foot net, a vacancy/non-recoverables allowance of 5%, a cap rate of 5%, and an assumed
acquisition premium of 10%.
3. A residual land value of $12.3 million (see Attachment 7b) based on strata multi-family residential
development above retail at an assumed density of 3.5 FSR. The pro forma analysis assumes:
a) An allowance for rezoning costs of $250,000.
b) Concrete strata residential sales prices of $798 per square foot.
c) A capitalized value of $855 per square foot for the retail space (based on net retail rents of $45 per
square foot, a 5% vacancy/non-recoverables allowance, and a 5% cap rate).
d) Hard construction costs of $377 per square foot (including $310 per square foot for concrete strata
residential, $250 per square foot for concrete retail, and $60,000 per underground parking stall), plus
allowances for all other typical creation costs (e.g. soft costs, contingency, municipal and regional
levies, interim financing) for a total all-in creation cost of $476 per square foot.

36

The existing value is based on the income-producing value of the existing building, which is higher than the residual land value
assuming commercial-only redevelopment under the existing C-3A zoning.
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4. A residual land value of -$5.0 million (i.e. not viable) based on rezoning and redevelopment with office
above retail without transit access (see Attachment 7c) to an assumed density of 3.5 FSR. The pro
forma analysis assumes:
a) An allowance for rezoning costs of $250,000.
b) An overall value of $598 per square foot buildable based on net retail rents of $45 per square foot,
net office rents of $28 per square foot, net parking revenues of $150 per stall per month, operating
costs of $18 per square foot for retail and office space, a 5% vacancy/non-recoverables allowance,
a 4.75% cap rate, and a sales commission of 2%.
c) Hard construction costs of $352 per square foot (including $280 per square foot for concrete retail
and office space and $55,000 per underground parking stall), plus allowances for all other typical
creation costs (e.g. soft costs, contingency, municipal and regional levies, interim financing) for a
total all-in creation cost of $537 per square foot.
5. A residual land value of $6.6 million based on rezoning and redevelopment with transit access (see
Attachment 7d) to an assumed density of 3.5 FSR with office above retail. The pro forma analysis
includes all of the same assumptions as in point 4 above (and as in Attachment 7c), except that office
lease rates are assumed to be 10% higher to reflect a premium associated with enhanced rapid transit
access (i.e. $31 per square foot net instead of $28 per square foot).
The results of the analysis for Case Study #7 are shown in the following table. As shown, redevelopment with
office above retail is not viable based on current market conditions and an assumed density of 3.5 FAR. The
site is more valuable in its existing use or as a strata multi-family residential development site.
Summary of Financial Analysis for Case Study #7 (Commercial Redevelopment, Surrey City Centre)
Type
Assumed
Office Lease
Existing Value
Land Value After
Land Value After
of
density in
Rates ($ psf net)
Rezoning, without
Rezoning, with
Case Study
Transit
the
Transit Premium
Transit
Without
With
rezoning
transit
transit
Case Study #7:
Rapid
3.5 FSR
$28
$31
$10.7 million
-$5.0 million
$6.6 million
Office Project in
transit
(10%
based on existing
Surrey City Centre
higher) use; $12.3 million
as strata
residential
redevelopment
site
Land lift from rezoning
Land lift from transit
n/a (office redevelopment n/a (office redevelopment
is not financially viable) is still not financially viable)

PAGE 86

Regional Planning Committee

EVALUATION OF LAND VALUE CAPTURE AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT AS SOURCES OF REVENUE FOR TRANSLINK

A.4

Summary of Case Studies and Implications for TransLink

The results of the case study analysis are summarized in the following table. The case studies suggest the
following main points:
•

Rapid transit investment is responsible for a significant share of the gains in strata multi-family residential
land value in transit-oriented areas. The dollar value gain in land value varies considerably around the
region, but it appears that rapid transit investment can create 20% (or more) of the gain in land value
from a combination of upzoning and transit investment. The share of land value gain created by transit
investment is higher in areas with lower land values, reaching over 40% in some cases. This lends
support for engaging with municipalities about the possibility of CAC revenue sharing from strata multifamily residential rezonings near rapid transit stations.

•

Without the premium associated with rapid transit, office development is not financially viable in many
suburban locations in the region.

•

With rapid transit, high density office development is financially viable in some locations, but the lift in
land value from rezoning and transit is marginal so the ability to charge a CAC is negligible (and
municipalities typically do not charge CACs on office development).

Roll Up Summary of Financial Analysis for Case Studies
Type
Existing value
of
Case Study
Transit
#1: Strata multifamily project,
Broadway Corridor
#2: Market rental
residential project,
Broadway Corridor
#3: Strata multifamily project,
Burquitlam
#4: Strata multifamily project,
Fleetwood

Rapid
transit

$22.8 million

Land Value
After
Rezoning,
without Transit
Premium
$45.4 million

Land Value
After
Rezoning,
with Transit

From
rezoning

Land Lift
From
transit

$50.3 million

$22.6 million
(82%)

$4.9 million
(18%)

Rapid
transit

$22.8 million

$13.3 million

$15.2 million

not financially not financially not financially
viable
viable
viable

Rapid
transit

$9.8 million

$16.3 million

$21.7 million

$6.5 million
(54%)

$5.4 million
(46%)

$11.9 million

Rapid
transit

$3.1 million

$0.9 million

$3.8 million

not
financially
viable

$0.7 million

#5: Strata multifamily project, Lynn
Creek
#6: Office project,
Broadway Corridor

Bus
Rapid
transit
Rapid
transit

$6.5 million

$10.8 million

$11.2 million

$4.3 million
(92%)

transit
premium
makes project
financially
viable
$0.4 million
(8%)

$15.3 million

$11.2 million

$16.9 million

not financially
viable

#7: Office project,
Surrey City Centre

Rapid $10.7 million based on
transit
existing use;
$12.3 million as a strata
residential
redevelopment site

-$5.0 million

$6.6 million

Total

$27.5 million

$4.7 million

transit
$1.6 million
premium
makes project
financially
viable
not financially not financially not financially
viable
viable
viable
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A.5

Attachments (Pro Formas)

PAGE 88

Regional Planning Committee

EVALUATION OF LAND VALUE CAPTURE AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT AS SOURCES OF REVENUE FOR TRANSLINK

Attachment 1a
Attachment 1a
Case Study #1: Site on West Broadway
Estimated Existing Value based on Income Potential
Major Assumptions

Site and Building Size
Site Size
Assumed Existing Density
Total Commercial Space
Office
Retail

Revenue and Value
Average Lease Rate for Office Space
Average Lease Rate for Retail Space
Vacancy and Non Recoverables
Capitalization Rate
Value of Office Space
Value of Retail and Service Space
Estimated Overall Value
Capitalized Value of Office Space
Capitalized Value of Retail/Service Space
Total Value of Commercial

18,750
0.44
8,173
0
8,173

sq.ft. or
FSR
sq.ft.
sq.ft. with
sq.ft.

95% rentable
100% rentable

$20.00 per sq.ft. net, base building with no TI
$40.00 per sq.ft. net, base building
5.0%
4.00%
$500.00
$1,000 per sq.ft. of leasable area

$0
$7,764,350
$7,764,350
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Attachment 1b
Attachment 1b
Case Study #1: Site on West Broadway
Estimated Residual Land Value based on Existing C-3A Zoning (strata) (3.3 FSR)
Major Assumptions (shading indicates figures that are inputs; unshaded cells are formulas)
Site Size
Existing Base Density
Increased Density 1
Increased Density 2
Density with Bonuses
Assumed Commercial Density
Residential Density Before Exclusions
Enclosed Balconies
Storage
Effective Residential Density After Bonuses and Exclusions
Total Effective Gross Density After Bonuses and Exclusions
Total Gross Floorspace

18,750
150
3.00
0.30
0.00
3.30
0.50
2.80
0.00

Gross SF
52,500
0
0
0
9,375
0
61,875

Revenue/Value
Strata Residential
Market Rental
Below Market Rental
Social Housing
Retail*
Office

$1,450
$0
$0
$0
$1,188
$0

Construction Costs
Hard Construction Costs
Market Strata Residential Area
Market Rental Residential Area
Below Market Residential Area
Social Housing Residential Area
Retail Area (shell space - no TI)
Office Area (shell space - no TI)
Cost Per Garage/Underground Parking Stall
Overall Costs Per Square Foot
Sustainability Premium
Total Estimated Cost per Square Foot
Hard Cost Used in Analysis
Site Landscaping
Public Art Contribution
Soft costs and Professional Fees
Development management
Fees, legal and survey for rental portion
Contingency on hard and soft costs

0% of residential
39.8 sf per unit

2.80 FSR
3.30 FSR
61,875 sf

Concept
Strata Residential
Market Rental
Below Market Rental
Social Housing
Retail
Office
Total

Pre Construction Costs
Upfront Compensation to Existing Tenants
Tenant Relocation
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
Allowance for Remediation
Site Preparation/Fill
On and Off-Site Servicing
Density Bonus Contribution
Rezoning Costs

0.43 acres

sq.ft. which equals
feet of frontage
FSR
FSR
FSR
FSR
FSR
FSR

Efficiency
85%
85%
85%
85%
100%
95%

per
per
per
per
per
per

net
net
net
net
net
net

square foot
square foot
square foot
square foot
square foot
square foot

Net Saleable
or Rentable Avg Unit
44,625
0
0
0
9,375
0
54,000

Size
783
616
664
706
n/a
n/a

Number of
Units
57
0
0
0
n/a
n/a
57

Parking Stalls
per Unit or
1000 sf
1.1
0.6
0.6
0.5

Parking
Stalls
63
0
0
0
14
0
77

(see separate calculations)
(see separate calculations)
(see separate calculations)
including parking revenue (see separate calculations)
including parking revenue (see separate calculations)

$0
$0
$163,460 or
$0
$0
$160,061
$86 psf of bonus density
$0

$380
$350
$350
$350
$260
$260
$65,000
$443
0%
$443
$443
$0
$0.00
8.0%
3.0%
$0
5.0%

per
per
per
per
per
per
per
per

Government Levies
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Strata Apartment
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Rental Residential
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Commercial
TransLink - Strata Apartment Residential
TransLink - Rental Residential
TransLink - Commercial
Market Strata Apartment DCLs
Market Rental DCLs
Below Market Rental DCLs
Social Housing DCLs
Retail DCLs

$1,072
$1,072
$0.93
$1,200
$1,200
$1.25
$28.26
$28.26
$0.00
$0.00
$20.64

per
per
per
per
per
per
per
per
per
per
per

Office DCLs
School Site Acquisition Charge

$20.64 per sq.ft. of floorspace
$0 per unit

$20 per sq. ft. of existing building

$3,500 per lineal metre of frontage

gross sq.ft. of residential area
gross sq.ft. of rental residential area
gross sq.ft. of rental residential area
gross sq.ft. of rental residential area
gross sq.ft. of retail area
gross sq.ft. of commercial area
underground/structured parking stall
gross sq.ft.

or
$0 psf of site area on 50% of site
per sq. ft.
of hard costs, landscaping and site prep/servicing costs
of hard costs, landscaping and site prep/servicing costs and soft costs
of hard, soft and management costs

apartment unit
unit
sq.ft. of commercial space
market unit
unit
sq.ft. of commercial space
sq.ft. of floorspace
sq.ft. of floorspace
sq.ft. of floorspace
sq.ft. of floorspace
sq.ft. of floorspace

(continues on following page)
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Attachment 1b – continued
Financing
Interim financing
Financing charged on
Financing fees

5.0% assuming a
50% of land and
1.25%

Commissions and Marketing
Commissions on Strata Residential
Marketing on Strata Residential
Commissions on Sale of Commercial
Commission on Sale of Rental Units

3.0%
2.0%
2.0%
2.0%

Initial Lease Up Costs on Market Rental Units
Initial Lease Up Costs on Below Market Rental Units
Initial Lease Up Costs on Social Housing Units
Leasing Commissions on Commercial Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Retail Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Office Space

$3,500
$0
$0
$5.00
$0.00
$0.00

of
of
of
of

2.00 year construction period
75% of construction costs

gross strata market residential revenue
gross strata market residential revenue
gross commercial value
value

per
per
per
per
per
per

unit
unit
unit
sq.ft.
sq.ft.
sq.ft.

Other Costs and Allowances
Net GST on Market Rental Units
Net GST on Below Market Rental Units
Net GST on Social Housing Units
Property Taxes
Assumed current assessment (Year 1 of analysis)
Assumed assessment after 1 year of construction (Year 2 of analysis)
Developer's Profit

5.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.247%
$31,545,900
$37,919,531
15.0%

School Tax Surcharge During Development*
Tax Rate
Residential Portion of current assessment (Year 1 of analysis)
Assumed residential portion of assessment after 1 year of construction

0.2% between $3.0-$4.0 million, and
0.4% over $4.0 million
$31,545,900
$32,353,125 (50% of completed residential project value)

of
of
of
of

capitalized value of rental units
capitalized value of rental units
development cost of new units (assumes rebate)
assessed value

(50% of completed project value)
of total costs or

13.0% of gross market revenue/value

*Assumes BC Owner

*Retail Value Assumptions
Lease Rate NNN
Monthly Parking Revenue (net of costs)
Vacancy and Non Recoverable Allowance
Capitalization Rate
Capitalized Value per 1000 SF Gross
Rental Rev
Parking
Total
Vacancy
NOI
Capitalized Value
Value psf of net leasable space

(continues on following page)

$50.00 psf per year
$0 per month
5.00%
4.00%
$468,750
$0
$468,750
$23,438
$445,313
$11,132,813
$1,187.50 psf

PAGE 91

Regional Planning Committee

EVALUATION OF LAND VALUE CAPTURE AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT AS SOURCES OF REVENUE FOR TRANSLINK

Attachment 1b – continued
Analysis
Revenue
Strata Sales Revenue
Market Rental Revenue
Below Market Rental Revenue
Social Housing Units Revenue
Gross Retail Value
Gross Office Value
Total Gross Value
Less Commissions on Strata
Less Commissions on Rental
Less Commissions on Commercial
Net Sales Revenue/Value

$64,706,250
$0
$0
$0
$11,132,813
$0
$75,839,063
$1,941,188
$0
$222,656
$73,675,219

Project Costs
Upfront Compensation to Existing Tenants
Tenant Relocation
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
Allowance for Remediation
Site Preparation/Fill
On and Off-Site Servicing
Density Bonus Contribution
Rezoning Costs
Hard Construction Costs
Site Landscaping
Public Art Contribution
Soft costs and Professional Fees
Development management
Fees, legal and survey for rental portion
Contingency on hard and soft costs
Marketing on Strata Units
Initial Lease Up Costs on Market Rental Units
Initial Lease Up Costs on Below Market Rental Units
Initial Lease Up Costs on Social Rental Units
Leasing Commissions on Commercial Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Retail Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Office Space
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Strata Apartment
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Rental Residential
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Commercial
TransLink - Strata Apartment Residential
TransLink - Rental Residential
TransLink - Commercial
Market Strata Apartment DCLs
Market Rental DCLs
Below Market Rental DCLs
Social Housing DCLs
Retail DCLs
Office DCLs
School Site Acquisition Charge
Less property tax allowance during approvals/development
Less School Tax Surcharge During Development
Interim financing on construction costs
Financing fees/costs
Less Net GST (assuming builder holds units)
Total Project Costs Before Land

$0
$0
$163,460
$0
$0
$160,061
$483,386
$0
$27,392,500
$0
$0
$2,255,953
$913,661
$0
$1,568,451
$1,294,125
$0
$0
$0
$46,875
$0
$0
$61,104
$0
$8,719
$68,400
$0
$11,719
$1,483,650
$0
$0
$0
$193,500
$0
$0
$210,390
$283,688
$1,361,848
$355,889
$0
$38,317,378

Developer's Profit
Residual to Land and Land Carry
Less financing on land during construction and approvals
Less financing fee on land loan
Less property closing costs
Residual Land Value
Residual Value per sq.ft. of site
Residual Value per sq.ft. of FSR
Residual Value per sq.ft. of gross buildable floorspace

which works out to

$619

psf of gross floor area

$9,889,414
$25,468,427
$1,416,681
$135,291
$1,061,532
$22,854,923
$1,219
$406
$369
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Attachment 1c
Attachment 1c
Case Study #1: Site on West Broadway
Estimated Residual Land Value based on Rezoning to Mixed-Use Concrete at 6.0 FSR (strata) (rezoning only; no rapid transit premium)
Major Assumptions (shading indicates figures that are inputs; unshaded cells are formulas)
Site Size
Existing Base Density
Increased Density 1
Increased Density 2
Density with Bonuses
Assumed Commercial Density
Residential Density Before Exclusions
Enclosed Balconies
Storage
Effective Residential Density After Bonuses and Exclusions
Total Effective Gross Density After Bonuses and Exclusions
Total Gross Floorspace

18,750
150
3.00
0.00
3.00
6.00
0.50
5.50
0.00
0.22
5.72
6.22
116,682

Concept
Strata Residential
Market Rental
Below Market Rental
Social Housing
Retail
Office
Total

Gross SF
107,307
0
0
0
9,375
0
116,682

Revenue/Value
Strata Residential
Market Rental
Below Market Rental
Social Housing
Retail*
Office

$1,475
$0
$0
$0
$1,188
$0

Pre Construction Costs
Upfront Compensation to Existing Tenants
Tenant Relocation
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
Allowance for Remediation
Site Preparation/Fill
On and Off-Site Servicing
Density Bonus Contribution
Rezoning Costs
Construction Costs
Hard Construction Costs
Market Strata Residential Area
Market Rental Residential Area
Below Market Residential Area
Social Housing Residential Area
Retail Area (shell space - no TI)
Office Area (shell space - no TI)
Cost Per Garage/Underground Parking Stall
Overall Costs Per Square Foot
Sustainability Premium
Total Estimated Cost per Square Foot
Hard Cost Used in Analysis
Site Landscaping
Public Art Contribution
Soft costs and Professional Fees
Development management
Fees, legal and survey for rental portion
Contingency on hard and soft costs
Government Levies
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Strata Apartment
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Rental Residential
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Commercial
TransLink - Strata Apartment Residential
TransLink - Rental Residential
TransLink - Commercial
Market Strata Apartment DCLs
Market Rental DCLs
Below Market Rental DCLs
Social Housing DCLs
Retail DCLs
Office DCLs
School Site Acquisition Charge

0.43 acres

sq.ft. which equals
feet of frontage
FSR
FSR
FSR
FSR
FSR
FSR

0% of residential
39.8 sf per unit

FSR
FSR
sf

Efficiency
85%
85%
85%
85%
100%
95%

per
per
per
per
per
per

net
net
net
net
net
net

square foot
square foot
square foot
square foot
square foot
square foot

$1,072
$1,072
$0.93
$1,200
$1,200
$1.25
$28.26
$28.26
$0.00
$0.00
$20.64
$20.64
$0

per
per
per
per
per
per
per
per

Size
869
616
664
706
n/a
n/a

Number of
Units
105
0
0
0
n/a
n/a
105

Parking Stalls
per Unit or
1000 sf
1.1
0.6
0.6
0.5

Parking
Stalls
116
0
0
0
14
0
130

(see separate calculations)
(see separate calculations)
(see separate calculations)
including parking revenue (see separate calculations)
including parking revenue (see separate calculations)

$0
$0
$163,460 or
$0
$0
$160,061
$0 psf of bonus density
$500,000

$380
$350
$350
$350
$260
$260
$65,000
$443
0%
$443
$443
$0
$1.98
8.0%
3.0%
$0
5.0%

Net Saleable
or Rentable Avg Unit
91,211
0
0
0
9,375
0
100,586

$20 per sq. ft. of existing building

$3,500 per lineal metre of frontage

gross sq.ft. of residential area
gross sq.ft. of rental residential area
gross sq.ft. of rental residential area
gross sq.ft. of rental residential area
gross sq.ft. of retail area
gross sq.ft. of commercial area
underground/structured parking stall
gross sq.ft.

or
$0 psf of site area on 50% of site
per sq. ft.
of hard costs, landscaping and site prep/servicing costs
of hard costs, landscaping and site prep/servicing costs and soft costs
of hard, soft and management costs

per
per
per
per
per
per
per
per
per
per
per
per
per

apartment unit
unit
sq.ft. of commercial space
market unit
unit
sq.ft. of commercial space
sq.ft. of floorspace
sq.ft. of floorspace
sq.ft. of floorspace
sq.ft. of floorspace
sq.ft. of floorspace
sq.ft. of floorspace
unit

(continues on following page)
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Attachment 1c – continued
Financing
Interim financing
Financing charged on
Financing fees

5.0% assuming a
50% of land and
1.25%

Commissions and Marketing
Commissions on Strata Residential
Marketing on Strata Residential
Commissions on Sale of Commercial
Commission on Sale of Rental Units

3.0%
2.0%
2.0%
2.0%

Initial Lease Up Costs on Market Rental Units
Initial Lease Up Costs on Below Market Rental Units
Initial Lease Up Costs on Social Housing Units
Leasing Commissions on Commercial Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Retail Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Office Space

$3,500
$0
$0
$5.00
$0.00
$0.00

of
of
of
of

2.00 year construction period
75% of construction costs

gross strata market residential revenue
gross strata market residential revenue
gross commercial value
value

per
per
per
per
per
per

unit
unit
unit
sq.ft.
sq.ft.
sq.ft.

Other Costs and Allowances
Net GST on Market Rental Units
Net GST on Below Market Rental Units
Net GST on Social Housing Units
Property Taxes
Assumed current assessment (Year 1 of analysis)
Assumed assessment after 1 year of construction (Year 2 of analysis)
Developer's Profit

5.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.247%
$31,545,900
$72,834,429
15.0%

School Tax Surcharge During Development*
Tax Rate
Residential Portion of current assessment (Year 1 of analysis)
Assumed residential portion of assessment after 1 year of construction

0.2% between $3.0-$4.0 million, and 0.4% over $4.0 million
$31,545,900
$67,268,023 (50% of completed residential project value)

of
of
of
of

capitalized value of rental units
capitalized value of rental units
development cost of new units (assumes rebate)
assessed value

(50% of completed project value)
of total costs or
13.0% of gross market revenue/value

*Assumes BC Owner

*Retail Value Assumptions
Lease Rate NNN
Monthly Parking Revenue (net of costs)
Vacancy and Non Recoverable Allowance
Capitalization Rate
Capitalized Value per 1000 SF Gross
Rental Rev
Parking
Total
Vacancy
NOI
Capitalized Value
Value psf of net leasable space

$50.00 psf per year
$0 per month
5.00%
4.00%
$468,750
$0
$468,750
$23,438
$445,313
$11,132,813
$1,187.50 psf

(continues on following page)
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Attachment 1c – continued
Analysis
Revenue
Strata Sales Revenue
Market Rental Revenue
Below Market Rental Revenue
Social Housing Units Revenue
Gross Retail Value
Gross Office Value
Total Gross Value
Less Commissions on Strata
Less Commissions on Rental
Less Commissions on Commercial
Net Sales Revenue/Value

$134,536,046
$0
$0
$0
$11,132,813
$0
$145,668,858
$4,036,081
$0
$222,656
$141,410,121

Project Costs
Upfront Compensation to Existing Tenants
Tenant Relocation
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
Allowance for Remediation
Site Preparation/Fill
On and Off-Site Servicing
Density Bonus Contribution
Rezoning Costs
Hard Construction Costs
Site Landscaping
Public Art Contribution
Soft costs and Professional Fees
Development management
Fees, legal and survey for rental portion
Contingency on hard and soft costs
Marketing on Strata Units
Initial Lease Up Costs on Market Rental Units
Initial Lease Up Costs on Below Market Rental Units
Initial Lease Up Costs on Social Rental Units
Leasing Commissions on Commercial Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Retail Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Office Space
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Strata Apartment
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Rental Residential
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Commercial
TransLink - Strata Apartment Residential
TransLink - Rental Residential
TransLink - Commercial
Market Strata Apartment DCLs
Market Rental DCLs
Below Market Rental DCLs
Social Housing DCLs
Retail DCLs
Office DCLs
School Site Acquisition Charge
Less property tax allowance during approvals/development
Less School Tax Surcharge During Development
Interim financing on construction costs
Financing fees/costs
Less Net GST (assuming builder holds units)
Total Project Costs Before Land

$0
$0
$163,460
$0
$0
$160,061
$0
$500,000
$51,664,128
$0
$231,030
$4,217,494
$1,708,085
$0
$2,932,213
$2,690,721
$0
$0
$0
$46,875
$0
$0
$112,560
$0
$8,719
$126,000
$0
$11,719
$3,032,493
$0
$0
$0
$193,500
$0
$0
$296,570
$423,347
$2,553,586
$666,305
$0
$71,738,867 which works out to

Developer's Profit

$18,995,219

Residual to Land and Land Carry
Less financing on land during construction and approvals
Less financing fee on land loan
Less property closing costs
Residual Land Value

$50,676,035
$2,818,854
$269,197
$2,185,929
$45,402,054

Residual Value per sq.ft. of site
Residual Value per sq.ft. of FSR
Residual Value per sq.ft. of gross buildable floorspace

$615

psf of gross floor area

$2,421
$404
$389
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Attachment 1d
Attachment 1d
Case Study #1: Site on West Broadway
Estimated Residual Land Value based on Rezoning to Mixed-Use Concrete at 6.0 FSR (strata) (rezoning only; with rapid transit premium)
Major Assumptions (shading indicates figures that are inputs; unshaded cells are formulas)
Site Size
Existing Base Density
Increased Density 1
Increased Density 2
Density with Bonuses
Assumed Commercial Density
Residential Density Before Exclusions
Enclosed Balconies
Storage
Effective Residential Density After Bonuses and Exclusions
Total Effective Gross Density After Bonuses and Exclusions
Total Gross Floorspace

18,750
150
3.00
0.00
3.00
6.00
0.50
5.50
0.00
0.22
5.72
6.22
116,682

Concept
Strata Residential
Market Rental
Below Market Rental
Social Housing
Retail
Office
Total

Gross SF
107,307
0
0
0
9,375
0
116,682

Revenue/Value
Strata Residential
Market Rental
Below Market Rental
Social Housing
Retail*
Office

$1,549
$0
$0
$0
$1,188
$0

Pre Construction Costs
Upfront Compensation to Existing Tenants
Tenant Relocation
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
Allowance for Remediation
Site Preparation/Fill
On and Off-Site Servicing
Density Bonus Contribution
Rezoning Costs
Construction Costs
Hard Construction Costs
Market Strata Residential Area
Market Rental Residential Area
Below Market Residential Area
Social Housing Residential Area
Retail Area (shell space - no TI)
Office Area (shell space - no TI)
Cost Per Garage/Underground Parking Stall
Overall Costs Per Square Foot
Sustainability Premium
Total Estimated Cost per Square Foot
Hard Cost Used in Analysis
Site Landscaping
Public Art Contribution
Soft costs and Professional Fees
Development management
Fees, legal and survey for rental portion
Contingency on hard and soft costs
Government Levies
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Strata Apartment
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Rental Residential
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Commercial
TransLink - Strata Apartment Residential
TransLink - Rental Residential
TransLink - Commercial
Market Strata Apartment DCLs
Market Rental DCLs
Below Market Rental DCLs
Social Housing DCLs
Retail DCLs
Office DCLs
School Site Acquisition Charge

(continues on following page)

0.43 acres

sq.ft. which equals
feet of frontage
FSR
FSR
FSR
FSR
FSR
FSR

0% of residential
39.8 sf per unit

FSR
FSR
sf

Net Saleable
or Rentable Avg Unit
91,211
0
0
0
9,375
0
100,586

Efficiency
85%
85%
85%
85%
100%
95%

per
per
per
per
per
per

net
net
net
net
net
net

square foot
square foot
square foot
square foot
square foot
square foot

$1,072
$1,072
$0.93
$1,200
$1,200
$1.25
$28.26
$28.26
$0.00
$0.00
$20.64
$20.64
$0

per
per
per
per
per
per
per
per

Parking Stalls
per Unit or
1000 sf
1.1
0.6
0.6
0.5

Parking
Stalls
116
0
0
0
14
0
130

(see separate calculations)
(see separate calculations)
(see separate calculations)
including parking revenue (see separate calculations)
including parking revenue (see separate calculations)

$0
$0
$163,460 or
$0
$0
$160,061
$0 psf of bonus density
$500,000

$380
$350
$350
$350
$260
$260
$65,000
$443
0%
$443
$443
$0
$1.98
8.0%
3.0%
$0
5.0%

Size
869
616
664
706
n/a
n/a

Number of
Units
105
0
0
0
n/a
n/a
105

$20 per sq. ft. of existing building

$3,500 per lineal metre of frontage

gross sq.ft. of residential area
gross sq.ft. of rental residential area
gross sq.ft. of rental residential area
gross sq.ft. of rental residential area
gross sq.ft. of retail area
gross sq.ft. of commercial area
underground/structured parking stall
gross sq.ft.

or
$0 psf of site area on 50% of site
per sq. ft.
of hard costs, landscaping and site prep/servicing costs
of hard costs, landscaping and site prep/servicing costs and soft costs
of hard, soft and management costs

per
per
per
per
per
per
per
per
per
per
per
per
per

apartment unit
unit
sq.ft. of commercial space
market unit
unit
sq.ft. of commercial space
sq.ft. of floorspace
sq.ft. of floorspace
sq.ft. of floorspace
sq.ft. of floorspace
sq.ft. of floorspace
sq.ft. of floorspace
unit
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Attachment 1d – continued
Financing
Interim financing
Financing charged on
Financing fees

5.0% assuming a
50% of land and
1.25%

Commissions and Marketing
Commissions on Strata Residential
Marketing on Strata Residential
Commissions on Sale of Commercial
Commission on Sale of Rental Units

3.0%
2.0%
2.0%
2.0%

Initial Lease Up Costs on Market Rental Units
Initial Lease Up Costs on Below Market Rental Units
Initial Lease Up Costs on Social Housing Units
Leasing Commissions on Commercial Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Retail Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Office Space

$3,500
$0
$0
$5.00
$0.00
$0.00

of
of
of
of

2.00 year construction period
75% of construction costs

gross strata market residential revenue
gross strata market residential revenue
gross commercial value
value

per
per
per
per
per
per

unit
unit
unit
sq.ft.
sq.ft.
sq.ft.

Other Costs and Allowances
Net GST on Market Rental Units
Net GST on Below Market Rental Units
Net GST on Social Housing Units
Property Taxes
Assumed current assessment (Year 1 of analysis)
Assumed assessment after 1 year of construction (Year 2 of analysis)
Developer's Profit

5.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.247%
$31,545,900
$76,197,830
15.0%

School Tax Surcharge During Development*
Tax Rate
Residential Portion of current assessment (Year 1 of analysis)
Assumed residential portion of assessment after 1 year of construction

0.2% between $3.0-$4.0 million, and0.4% over $4.0 million
$31,545,900
$70,631,424 (50% of completed residential project value)

of
of
of
of

capitalized value of rental units
capitalized value of rental units
development cost of new units (assumes rebate)
assessed value

(50% of completed project value)
of total costs or
13.0% of gross market revenue/value

*Assumes BC Owner

*Retail Value Assumptions
Lease Rate NNN
Monthly Parking Revenue (net of costs)
Vacancy and Non Recoverable Allowance
Capitalization Rate
Capitalized Value per 1000 SF Gross
Rental Rev
Parking
Total
Vacancy
NOI
Capitalized Value
Value psf of net leasable space

$50.00 psf per year
$0 per month
5.00%
4.00%
$468,750
$0
$468,750
$23,438
$445,313
$11,132,813
$1,187.50 psf

(continues on following page)
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Attachment 1d – continued
Analysis
Revenue
Strata Sales Revenue
Market Rental Revenue
Below Market Rental Revenue
Social Housing Units Revenue
Gross Retail Value
Gross Office Value
Total Gross Value
Less Commissions on Strata
Less Commissions on Rental
Less Commissions on Commercial
Net Sales Revenue/Value

$141,262,848
$0
$0
$0
$11,132,813
$0
$152,395,661
$4,237,885
$0
$222,656
$147,935,119

Project Costs
Upfront Compensation to Existing Tenants
Tenant Relocation
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
Allowance for Remediation
Site Preparation/Fill
On and Off-Site Servicing
Density Bonus Contribution
Rezoning Costs
Hard Construction Costs
Site Landscaping
Public Art Contribution
Soft costs and Professional Fees
Development management
Fees, legal and survey for rental portion
Contingency on hard and soft costs
Marketing on Strata Units
Initial Lease Up Costs on Market Rental Units
Initial Lease Up Costs on Below Market Rental Units
Initial Lease Up Costs on Social Rental Units
Leasing Commissions on Commercial Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Retail Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Office Space
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Strata Apartment
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Rental Residential
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Commercial
TransLink - Strata Apartment Residential
TransLink - Rental Residential
TransLink - Commercial
Market Strata Apartment DCLs
Market Rental DCLs
Below Market Rental DCLs
Social Housing DCLs
Retail DCLs
Office DCLs
School Site Acquisition Charge
Less property tax allowance during approvals/development
Less School Tax Surcharge During Development
Interim financing on construction costs
Financing fees/costs
Less Net GST (assuming builder holds units)
Total Project Costs Before Land

$0
$0
$163,460
$0
$0
$160,061
$0
$500,000
$51,664,128
$0
$231,030
$4,217,494
$1,708,085
$0
$2,932,213
$2,825,257
$0
$0
$0
$46,875
$0
$0
$112,560
$0
$8,719
$126,000
$0
$11,719
$3,032,493
$0
$0
$0
$193,500
$0
$0
$304,871
$436,801
$2,558,942
$667,821
$0
$71,902,030 which works out to

Developer's Profit

$19,872,394

Residual to Land and Land Carry
Less financing on land during construction and approvals
Less financing fee on land loan
Less property closing costs
Residual Land Value

$56,160,695
$3,123,939
$298,332
$2,430,575
$50,307,849

Residual Value per sq.ft. of site
Residual Value per sq.ft. of FSR
Residual Value per sq.ft. of gross buildable floorspace

$616

psf of gross floor area

$2,683
$447
$431
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Attachment 2a
Attachment 2a
Case Study #2: Site on West Broadway
Estimated Residual Land Value based on Rezoning to Mixed-Use Concrete at 6.0 FSR (market rental) (rezoning only; no rapid transit premium)
Major Assumptions (shading indicates figures that are inputs; unshaded cells are formulas)
Site Size
Existing Base Density
Increased Density 1
Increased Density 2
Density with Bonuses
Assumed Commercial Density
Residential Density Before Exclusions
Enclosed Balconies
Storage
Effective Residential Density After Bonuses and Exclusions
Total Effective Gross Density After Bonuses and Exclusions
Total Gross Floorspace

18,750
150
3.00
0.00
3.00
6.00
0.50
5.50
0.00
6%
5.80
6.30
118,172

Concept
Strata Residential
Market Rental
Below Market Rental
Social Housing
Retail
Office
Total

Gross SF
0
108,797
0
0
9,375
0
118,172

Revenue/Value
Strata Residential
Market Rental
Below Market Rental
Social Housing
Retail*
Office

$0
$889
$0
$0
$1,188
$0

Pre Construction Costs
Upfront Compensation to Existing Tenants
Tenant Relocation
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
Allowance for Remediation
Site Preparation/Fill
On and Off-Site Servicing
Density Bonus Contribution
Rezoning Costs
Construction Costs
Hard Construction Costs
Market Strata Residential Area
Market Rental Residential Area
Below Market Residential Area
Social Housing Residential Area
Retail Area (shell space - no TI)
Office Area (shell space - no TI)
Cost Per Garage/Underground Parking Stall
Overall Costs Per Square Foot
Sustainability Premium
Total Estimated Cost per Square Foot
Hard Cost Used in Analysis
Site Landscaping
Public Art Contribution
Soft costs and Professional Fees
Development management
Fees, legal and survey for rental portion
Contingency on hard and soft costs
Government Levies
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Strata Apartment
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Rental Residential
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Commercial
TransLink - Strata Apartment Residential
TransLink - Rental Residential
TransLink - Commercial
Market Strata Apartment DCLs
Market Rental DCLs
Below Market Rental DCLs
Social Housing DCLs
Retail DCLs
Office DCLs
School Site Acquisition Charge

sq.ft.
feet of frontage
FSR
FSR
FSR
FSR
FSR
FSR

0% of residential
39.9 sf per unit

of residential FSR
FSR
FSR
sf

Net Saleable
or Rentable Avg Unit Size
0
#DIV/0!
92,477
616
0
664
0
706
9,375
n/a
0
n/a
101,852

Efficiency
85%
85%
85%
85%
100%
95%

per
per
per
per
per
per

net
net
net
net
net
net

square foot
square foot
square foot
square foot
square foot
square foot

$1,072
$1,072
$0.93
$1,200
$1,200
$1.25
$28.26
$10.09
$0.00
$0.00
$20.64
$20.64
$0

per
per
per
per
per
per
per
per

Parking Stalls
per Unit or
1000 sf
1.1
0.6
0.6
0.5

Parking
Stalls
0
90
0
0
14
0
104

(see separate calculations)
(see separate calculations)
(see separate calculations)
including parking revenue (see separate calculations)
including parking revenue (see separate calculations)

$0
$0
$163,460 or
$0
$0
$160,061
$0 psf of bonus density
$500,000

$380
$350
$350
$350
$260
$260
$65,000
$400
0%
$400
$400
$0
$1.98
8.0%
3.0%
$0
5.0%

Number of
Units
0
150
0
0
n/a
n/a
150

$20 per sq. ft. of existing building

$3,500 per lineal metre of frontage

gross sq.ft. of residential area
gross sq.ft. of rental residential area
gross sq.ft. of rental residential area
gross sq.ft. of rental residential area
gross sq.ft. of retail area
gross sq.ft. of commercial area
underground/structured parking stall
gross sq.ft.

or
$0 psf of site area on 50% of site
per sq. ft.
of hard costs, landscaping and site prep/servicing costs
of hard costs, landscaping and site prep/servicing costs and soft costs
of hard, soft and management costs

per
per
per
per
per
per
per
per
per
per
per
per
per

apartment unit
unit
sq.ft. of commercial space
market unit
unit
sq.ft. of commercial space
sq.ft. of floorspace
sq.ft. of floorspace
sq.ft. of floorspace
sq.ft. of floorspace
sq.ft. of floorspace
sq.ft. of floorspace
unit

(continues on following page)
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Attachment 2a – continued
Financing
Interim financing
Financing charged on
Financing fees

5.0% assuming a
50% of land and
1.25%

Commissions and Marketing
Commissions on Strata Residential
Marketing on Strata Residential
Commissions on Sale of Commercial
Commission on Sale of Rental Units

3.0%
2.0%
2.0%
0.0%

Initial Lease Up Costs on Market Rental Units
Initial Lease Up Costs on Below Market Rental Units
Initial Lease Up Costs on Social Housing Units
Leasing Commissions on Commercial Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Retail Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Office Space

$3,500
$0
$0
$5.00
$0.00
$0.00

of
of
of
of

2.00 year construction period
75% of construction costs

gross strata market residential revenue
gross strata market residential revenue
gross commercial value
value

per
per
per
per
per
per

unit
unit
unit
sq.ft.
sq.ft.
sq.ft.

Other Costs and Allowances
Net GST on Market Rental Units
Net GST on Below Market Rental Units
Net GST on Social Housing Units
Property Taxes
Assumed current assessment (Year 1 of analysis)
Assumed assessment after 1 year of construction (Year 2 of analysis)
Developer's Profit

5.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.247%
$31,545,900
$46,680,548
15.0%

School Tax Surcharge During Development*
Tax Rate
Residential Portion of current assessment (Year 1 of analysis)
Assumed residential portion of assessment after 1 year of construction

0.2% between $3.0-$4.0 million, and0.4% over $4.0 million
$31,545,900
$41,114,142 (50% of completed residential project value)

of
of
of
of

capitalized value of rental units
capitalized value of rental units
development cost of new units (assumes rebate)
assessed value

(50% of completed project value)
of total costs or
13.0% of gross market revenue/value

*Assumes BC Owner

*Market Rental Capitalized Value Assumptions
Rent Assumptions
Unit Type
Studios
1-Bedroom
2-Bedroom
3-Bedroom
Total
Average
Revenue and Operating Cost Assumptions
Rental Rate Per Month
Monthly Parking Revenue
Storage Revenue
Vacancy and Non Recoverable Allowance
Operating costs for New Rental Units
Property Tax Allowance
Residential Assessment (upon completion of new building)
Residential Tax Rate
Residential Property Taxes
Capitalization Rate for Rental Apartment Space
Capitalized Value
Rental Rev
Parking
Storage
Total
Vacancy
Net
Op Costs
Taxes
NOI
Capitalized Value
psf of rentable space
**Retail Value Assumptions
Lease Rate NNN
Monthly Parking Revenue (net of costs)
Vacancy and Non Recoverable Allowance
Capitalization Rate
Capitalized Value per 1000 SF Gross
Rental Rev
Parking
Total
Vacancy
NOI
Capitalized Value
Value psf of net leasable space

# Units

25
40
25
10
100

25%
40%
25%
10%
100%

$3.73
$2,296
$100
$40
2.00%
$4,801

psf per month or
per unit per month
per month
per month on

Rent
rent/month
$
1,768
$
2,056
$
2,703
$
3,559

Size
435
545
775
950
616

$
$

2,296
3.73

75% of units

per unit per year

$80,917,676 (see capitalized value below)
0.247%
$199,726
4.00%
$4,132,890
$108,000
$54,000
$4,294,890
$85,898
$4,208,992
$720,135
$199,726
$3,289,131
$82,228,283
$889.17

$50.00 psf per year
$0 per month
5.00%
4.00%
$468,750
$0
$468,750
$23,438
$445,313
$11,132,813
$1,187.50 psf

(continues on following page)
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Attachment 2a – continued
Analysis
Revenue
Strata Sales Revenue
Market Rental Revenue
Below Market Rental Revenue
Social Housing Units Revenue
Gross Retail Value
Gross Office Value
Total Gross Value
Less Commissions on Strata
Less Commissions on Rental
Less Commissions on Commercial
Net Sales Revenue/Value

$0
$82,228,283
$0
$0
$11,132,813
$0
$93,361,096
$0
$0
$222,656
$93,138,440

Project Costs
Upfront Compensation to Existing Tenants
Tenant Relocation
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
Allowance for Remediation
Site Preparation/Fill
On and Off-Site Servicing
Density Bonus Contribution
Rezoning Costs
Hard Construction Costs
Site Landscaping
Public Art Contribution
Soft costs and Professional Fees
Development management
Fees, legal and survey for rental portion
Contingency on hard and soft costs
Marketing on Strata Units
Initial Lease Up Costs on Market Rental Units
Initial Lease Up Costs on Below Market Rental Units
Initial Lease Up Costs on Social Rental Units
Leasing Commissions on Commercial Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Retail Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Office Space
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Strata Apartment
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Rental Residential
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Commercial
TransLink - Strata Apartment Residential
TransLink - Rental Residential
TransLink - Commercial
Market Strata Apartment DCLs
Market Rental DCLs
Below Market Rental DCLs
Social Housing DCLs
Retail DCLs
Office DCLs
School Site Acquisition Charge
Less property tax allowance during approvals/development
Less School Tax Surcharge During Development
Interim financing on construction costs
Financing fees/costs
Less Net GST (assuming builder holds units)
Total Project Costs Before Land

$0
$0
$163,460
$0
$0
$160,061
$0
$500,000
$47,276,406
$0
$233,980
$3,866,713
$1,566,019
$0
$2,688,332
$0
$525,000
$0
$0
$46,875
$0
$0
$0
$160,800
$8,719
$0
$180,000
$11,719
$0
$1,097,760
$0
$0
$193,500
$0
$0
$232,015
$318,732
$2,209,176
$575,993
$4,111,414
$66,126,674 which works out to

Developer's Profit

$12,174,287

Residual to Land and Land Carry
Less financing on land during construction and approvals
Less financing fee on land loan
Less property closing costs
Residual Land Value

$14,837,479
$825,335
$78,818
$587,333
$13,345,993

Residual Value per sq.ft. of site
Residual Value per sq.ft. of FSR
Residual Value per sq.ft. of gross buildable floorspace

$560

psf of gross floor area

$712
$119
$113
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Attachment 2b
Attachment 2b
Case Study #2: Site on West Broadway
Estimated Residual Land Value based on Rezoning to Mixed-Use Concrete at 6.0 FSR (market rental) (rezoning only; with rapid transit premium)
Major Assumptions (shading indicates figures that are inputs; unshaded cells are formulas)
Site Size
Existing Base Density
Increased Density 1
Increased Density 2
Density with Bonuses
Assumed Commercial Density
Residential Density Before Exclusions
Enclosed Balconies
Storage
Effective Residential Density After Bonuses and Exclusions
Total Effective Gross Density After Bonuses and Exclusions
Total Gross Floorspace

18,750
150
3.00
0.00
3.00
6.00
0.50
5.50
0.00
6%
5.80
6.30
118,172

Concept
Strata Residential
Market Rental
Below Market Rental
Social Housing
Retail
Office
Total

Gross SF
0
108,797
0
0
9,375
0
118,172

Revenue/Value
Strata Residential
Market Rental
Below Market Rental
Social Housing
Retail*
Office

$0
$944
$0
$0
$1,188
$0

Pre Construction Costs
Upfront Compensation to Existing Tenants
Tenant Relocation
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
Allowance for Remediation
Site Preparation/Fill
On and Off-Site Servicing
Density Bonus Contribution
Rezoning Costs
Construction Costs
Hard Construction Costs
Market Strata Residential Area
Market Rental Residential Area
Below Market Residential Area
Social Housing Residential Area
Retail Area (shell space - no TI)
Office Area (shell space - no TI)
Cost Per Garage/Underground Parking Stall
Overall Costs Per Square Foot
Sustainability Premium
Total Estimated Cost per Square Foot
Hard Cost Used in Analysis
Site Landscaping
Public Art Contribution
Soft costs and Professional Fees
Development management
Fees, legal and survey for rental portion
Contingency on hard and soft costs
Government Levies
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Strata Apartment
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Rental Residential
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Commercial
TransLink - Strata Apartment Residential
TransLink - Rental Residential
TransLink - Commercial
Market Strata Apartment DCLs
Market Rental DCLs
Below Market Rental DCLs
Social Housing DCLs
Retail DCLs
Office DCLs
School Site Acquisition Charge

sq.ft.
feet of frontage
FSR
FSR
FSR
FSR
FSR
FSR

0% of residential
39.9 sf per unit

of residential FSR
FSR
FSR
sf

Net Saleable
or Rentable Avg Unit Size
0
#DIV/0!
92,477
616
0
664
0
706
9,375
n/a
0
n/a
101,852

Efficiency
85%
85%
85%
85%
100%
95%

per
per
per
per
per
per

net
net
net
net
net
net

square foot
square foot
square foot
square foot
square foot
square foot

$1,072
$1,072
$0.93
$1,200
$1,200
$1.25
$28.26
$28.26
$0.00
$0.00
$20.64
$20.64
$0

per
per
per
per
per
per
per
per

Parking Stalls
per Unit or
1000 sf Parking Stalls
1.1
0
0.6
90
0.6
0
0.5
0
14
0
104

(see separate calculations)
(see separate calculations)
(see separate calculations)
including parking revenue (see separate calculations)
including parking revenue (see separate calculations)

$0
$0
$163,460 or
$0
$0
$160,061
$0 psf of bonus density
$500,000

$380
$350
$350
$350
$260
$260
$65,000
$400
0%
$400
$400
$0
$1.98
8.0%
3.0%
$0
5.0%

Number of
Units
0
150
0
0
n/a
n/a
150

$20 per sq. ft. of existing building

$3,500 per lineal metre of frontage

gross sq.ft. of residential area
gross sq.ft. of rental residential area
gross sq.ft. of rental residential area
gross sq.ft. of rental residential area
gross sq.ft. of retail area
gross sq.ft. of commercial area
underground/structured parking stall
gross sq.ft.

or
$0 psf of site area on 50% of site
per sq. ft.
of hard costs, landscaping and site prep/servicing costs
of hard costs, landscaping and site prep/servicing costs and soft costs
of hard, soft and management costs

per
per
per
per
per
per
per
per
per
per
per
per
per

apartment unit
unit
sq.ft. of commercial space
market unit
unit
sq.ft. of commercial space
sq.ft. of floorspace
sq.ft. of floorspace
sq.ft. of floorspace
sq.ft. of floorspace
sq.ft. of floorspace
sq.ft. of floorspace
unit

(continues on following page)
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Attachment 2b – continued
Financing
Interim financing
Financing charged on
Financing fees

5.0% assuming a
50% of land and
1.25%

Commissions and Marketing
Commissions on Strata Residential
Marketing on Strata Residential
Commissions on Sale of Commercial
Commission on Sale of Rental Units

3.0%
2.0%
2.0%
0.0%

Initial Lease Up Costs on Market Rental Units
Initial Lease Up Costs on Below Market Rental Units
Initial Lease Up Costs on Social Housing Units
Leasing Commissions on Commercial Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Retail Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Office Space

$3,500
$0
$0
$5.00
$0.00
$0.00

of
of
of
of

2.00 year construction period
75% of construction costs

gross strata market residential revenue
gross strata market residential revenue
gross commercial value
value

per
per
per
per
per
per

unit
unit
unit
sq.ft.
sq.ft.
sq.ft.

Other Costs and Allowances
Net GST on Market Rental Units
Net GST on Below Market Rental Units
Net GST on Social Housing Units
Property Taxes
Assumed current assessment (Year 1 of analysis)
Assumed assessment after 1 year of construction (Year 2 of analysis)
Developer's Profit

5.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.247%
$31,545,900
$49,211,943
15.0%

School Tax Surcharge During Development*
Tax Rate
Residential Portion of current assessment (Year 1 of analysis)
Assumed residential portion of assessment after 1 year of construction

0.2% between $3.0-$4.0 million, and0.4% over $4.0 million
$31,545,900
$43,645,537 (50% of completed residential project value)

of
of
of
of

capitalized value of rental units
capitalized value of rental units
development cost of new units (assumes rebate)
assessed value

(50% of completed project value)
of total costs or
13.0% of gross market revenue/value

*Assumes BC Owner

*Market Rental Capitalized Value Assumptions
Rent Assumptions
Unit Type
Studios
1-Bedroom
2-Bedroom
3-Bedroom
Total
Average
Revenue and Operating Cost Assumptions
Rental Rate Per Month
Monthly Parking Revenue
Storage Revenue
Vacancy and Non Recoverable Allowance
Operating costs for New Rental Units
Property Tax Allowance
Residential Assessment (upon completion of new building)
Residential Tax Rate
Residential Property Taxes
Capitalization Rate for Rental Apartment Space
Capitalized Value
Rental Rev
Parking
Storage
Total
Vacancy
Net
Op Costs
Taxes
NOI
Capitalized Value
psf of rentable space
**Retail Value Assumptions
Lease Rate NNN
Monthly Parking Revenue (net of costs)
Vacancy and Non Recoverable Allowance
Capitalization Rate
Capitalized Value per 1000 SF Gross
Rental Rev
Parking
Total
Vacancy
NOI
Capitalized Value
Value psf of net leasable space

# Units

25
40
25
10
100

25%
40%
25%
10%
100%

$3.92
$2,411
$100
$40
2.00%
$4,801

psf per month or
per unit per month
per month
per month on

Rent
rent/month
$
1,856
$
2,159
$
2,838
$
3,737

Size
435
545
775
950
616

$
$

2,411
3.92

75% of units

per unit per year

$80,917,676 (see capitalized value below)
0.247%
$199,726
4.00%
$4,339,535
$108,000
$54,000
$4,501,535
$90,031
$4,411,504
$720,135
$199,726
$3,491,643
$87,291,074
$943.92

$50.00 psf per year
$0 per month
5.00%
4.00%
$468,750
$0
$468,750
$23,438
$445,313
$11,132,813
$1,187.50 psf

(continues on following page)
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Attachment 2b – continued
Analysis
Revenue
Strata Sales Revenue
Market Rental Revenue
Below Market Rental Revenue
Social Housing Units Revenue
Gross Retail Value
Gross Office Value
Total Gross Value
Less Commissions on Strata
Less Commissions on Rental
Less Commissions on Commercial
Net Sales Revenue/Value

$0
$87,291,074
$0
$0
$11,132,813
$0
$98,423,886
$0
$0
$222,656
$98,201,230

Project Costs
Upfront Compensation to Existing Tenants
Tenant Relocation
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
Allowance for Remediation
Site Preparation/Fill
On and Off-Site Servicing
Density Bonus Contribution
Rezoning Costs
Hard Construction Costs
Site Landscaping
Public Art Contribution
Soft costs and Professional Fees
Development management
Fees, legal and survey for rental portion
Contingency on hard and soft costs
Marketing on Strata Units
Initial Lease Up Costs on Market Rental Units
Initial Lease Up Costs on Below Market Rental Units
Initial Lease Up Costs on Social Rental Units
Leasing Commissions on Commercial Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Retail Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Office Space
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Strata Apartment
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Rental Residential
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Commercial
TransLink - Strata Apartment Residential
TransLink - Rental Residential
TransLink - Commercial
Market Strata Apartment DCLs
Market Rental DCLs
Below Market Rental DCLs
Social Housing DCLs
Retail DCLs
Office DCLs
School Site Acquisition Charge
Less property tax allowance during approvals/development
Less School Tax Surcharge During Development
Interim financing on construction costs
Financing fees/costs
Less Net GST (assuming builder holds units)
Total Project Costs Before Land

$0
$0
$163,460
$0
$0
$160,061
$0
$500,000
$47,276,406
$0
$233,980
$3,866,713
$1,566,019
$0
$2,688,332
$0
$525,000
$0
$0
$46,875
$0
$0
$0
$160,800
$8,719
$0
$180,000
$11,719
$0
$3,074,600
$0
$0
$193,500
$0
$0
$238,263
$328,858
$2,283,542
$595,377
$4,364,554
$68,466,776 which works out to

Developer's Profit

$12,834,475

Residual to Land and Land Carry
Less financing on land during construction and approvals
Less financing fee on land loan
Less property closing costs
Residual Land Value

$16,899,980
$940,061
$89,775
$679,332
$15,190,812

Residual Value per sq.ft. of site
Residual Value per sq.ft. of FSR
Residual Value per sq.ft. of gross buildable floorspace

$579

psf of gross floor area

$810
$135
$129
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Attachment 3a
Case Study #3: Site in Burquitlam
Estimated Existing Value based on Income Potential
Major Assumptions

Site and Building Size
Site Size
Assumed Density
Total Commercial Space
Office
Retail

46,650
0.35
16,295
0
16,295

Revenue and Value
Average Lease Rate for Office Space
Average Lease Rate for Retail Space
Vacancy and Non Recoverables
Capitalization Rate
Value of Office Space
Value of Retail and Service Space

$0.00 per sq.ft. net, base building with no TI
$30.00 per sq.ft. net, base building
5.0%
4.75%
$0.00
$632 per sq.ft. of leasable area

Estimated Overall Value
Capitalized Value of Office Space
Capitalized Value of Retail/Service Space
Total Estimated Value

sq.ft. or
FSR
sq.ft.
sq.ft. with
sq.ft.

95% rentable
100% rentable

$0
$9,777,000
$9,777,000

PAGE 105

Regional Planning Committee

EVALUATION OF LAND VALUE CAPTURE AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT AS SOURCES OF REVENUE FOR TRANSLINK

Attachment 3b
Attachment 3b
Case Study #3: Site in Burquitlam
Estimated Residual Land Value based on Existing C-2 Zoning at 1.05 FSR (strata mixed use, wood-frame)
Major Assumptions (shading indicates figures that are inputs; unshaded cells are formulas)
Site Size
Existing Base Density
Increased Density 1
Increased Density 2
Density with Bonuses
Assumed Commercial Density
Residential Density Before Exclusions
Enclosed Balconies
Storage
Effective Residential Density After Bonuses and Exclusions
Total Effective Gross Density After Bonuses and Exclusions
Total Gross Floorspace

Concept
Strata Residential
Retail
Office
Total
Revenue/Value
Strata Residential
Retail*
Office**

46,650
200
1.05
0.00
0.00
1.05
0.53
0.53
0.00
0.00
0.53
1.05
48,983

sq.ft.
feet of frontage
FSR
FSR
FSR
FSR
FSR
FSR

FSR
FSR
sf

Gross SF
24,491
12,246
12,246
48,983

Efficiency
85%
100%
95%

Net Saleable
or Rentable Avg Unit
20,818
12,246
11,633
44,697

Size
801
n/a
n/a

Number of
Units
26
n/a
n/a
26

Parking Stalls
per Unit or
1000 sf
1.1

Parking
Stalls
29
20
20
69

$722 per net square foot
$700 per net square foot including parking revenue (see separate calculations)
$600 per net square foot including parking revenue (see separate calculations)

Pre Construction Costs
Upfront Compensation to Existing Tenants
Tenant Relocation
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
Allowance for Remediation
Site Preparation/Fill
On and Off-Site Servicing
Density Bonus Contribution 1
Density Bonus Contribution 2
Rezoning Costs

$0
$0
$325,900
$0
$0
$213,415
$3
$60
$0

Construction Costs
Hard Construction Costs
Market Strata Residential Area
Retail Area (shell space - no TI)
Office Area (shell space - no TI)
Cost Per Garage/Underground Parking Stall
Overall Costs Per Square Foot
Sustainability Premium
Total Estimated Cost per Square Foot
Hard Cost Used in Analysis
Site Landscaping
Public Art Contribution
Soft costs and Professional Fees
Development management
Fees, legal and survey for rental portion
Contingency on hard and soft costs

$220
$250
$250
$65,000
$327
0%
$327
$327
$0
$0.00
8.0%
3.0%
$0
5.0%

per
per
per
per
per

$3,530
$2.67
$1,200
$1.25
$17.00
$7.15
$7.15
$0

per
per
per
per
per
per
per
per

Government Levies
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Strata Apartment
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Commercial
TransLink - Strata Apartment Residential
TransLink - Commercial
Market Strata Apartment DCCs
Retail DCCs
Office DCCs
School Site Acquisition Charge

0% of residential
0.0 sf per unit

or

$20 per sq. ft. of existing building

psf of bonus density
psf of bonus density
excluded from analysis

$3,500 per lineal metre of frontage

gross sq.ft. of residential area
gross sq.ft. of retail area
gross sq.ft. of commercial area
underground/structured parking stall
gross sq.ft.

or
$0 psf of site area on 50% of site
per sq. ft.
of hard costs, landscaping and site prep/servicing costs
of hard costs, landscaping and site prep/servicing costs and soft costs
of hard, soft and management costs

apartment unit
sq.ft. of commercial space
market unit
sq.ft. of commercial space
sq.ft. of floorspace
sq.ft. of floorspace
sq.ft. of floorspace
unit

(continues on following page)
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Attachment 3b – continued
Financing
Interim financing
Financing charged on
Financing fees

5.0% assuming a
50% of land and
1.25%

Commissions and Marketing
Commissions on Strata Residential
Marketing on Strata Residential
Commissions on Sale of Commercial
Commission on Sale of Rental Units
Leasing Commissions on Commercial Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Retail Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Office Space

3.0%
2.0%
2.0%
2.0%
$5.00
$0.00
$0.00

1.25 year construction period
75% of construction costs

of gross strata market residential revenue
of gross strata market residential revenue
of gross commercial value
of value
per sq.ft.
per sq.ft.
per sq.ft.

Other Costs and Allowances
Property Taxes
Assumed current assessment (Year 1 of analysis)
Assumed assessment after 1 year of construction (Year 2 of analysis)
Developer's Profit

0.339% of assessed value
$26,638,200
$16,675,480 (50% of completed project value)
15.0% of total costs or
13.0% of gross market revenue/value

School Tax Surcharge During Development*
Tax Rate
Residential Portion of current assessment (Year 1 of analysis)
Assumed residential portion of assessment after 1 year of construction

0.2% between $3.0-$4.0 million, and0.4% over $4.0 million
$26,638,200
$8,899,508 (50% of completed residential project value)

*Assumes BC Owner

*Retail Value Assumptions
Lease Rate NNN
Vacancy and Non Recoverable Allowance
Capitalization Rate
Capitalized Value per 1000 SF Gross
Rental Rev
Vacancy
NOI
Capitalized Value
Value psf of net leasable space
**Office Value Assumptions
Lease Rate NNN
Vacancy and Non Recoverable Allowance
Capitalization Rate
Capitalized Value per 1000 SF Gross
Rental Rev
Vacancy
NOI
Capitalized Value
Value psf of net leasable space

$35.00 psf per year
5.00%
4.75%
$428,597
$21,430
$407,167
$8,571,938
$700.00 psf

$30.00 psf per year
5.00%
4.75%
$349,000
$17,450
$331,550
$6,980,006
$600.00 psf

(continues on following page)
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Analysis
Revenue
Strata Sales Revenue
Gross Retail Value
Gross Office Value
Total Gross Value
Less Commissions on Strata
Less Commissions on Commercial
Net Sales Revenue/Value

$15,030,280
$8,571,938
$6,980,006
$30,582,224
$450,908
$311,039
$29,820,277

Project Costs
Upfront Compensation to Existing Tenants
Tenant Relocation
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
Allowance for Remediation
Site Preparation/Fill
On and Off-Site Servicing
Density Bonus Contribution
Rezoning Costs
Hard Construction Costs
Site Landscaping
Public Art Contribution
Soft costs and Professional Fees
Development management
Fees, legal and survey for rental portion
Contingency on hard and soft costs
Marketing on Strata Units
Leasing Commissions on Commercial Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Retail Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Office Space
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Strata Apartment
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Commercial
TransLink - Strata Apartment Residential
TransLink - Commercial
Market Strata Apartment DCCs
Retail DCCs
Office DCCs
School Site Acquisition Charge
Less property tax allowance during approvals/development
Less School Tax Surcharge During Development
Interim financing on construction costs
Financing fees/costs
Less Net GST (assuming builder holds units)
Total Project Costs Before Land

$0
$0
$325,900
$0
$0
$213,415
$73,474
$0
$15,995,888
$0
$0
$1,328,694
$538,121
$0
$923,775
$300,606
$119,395
$0
$0
$91,780
$65,392
$31,200
$30,614
$416,382
$87,599
$87,599
$0
$148,541
$142,844
$486,993
$200,702
$0
$21,608,913 which works out to

Developer's Profit

$3,987,922

Residual to Land and Land Carry
Less financing on land during construction and approvals
Less financing fee on land loan
Less property closing costs
Residual Land Value

$4,223,441
$164,450
$22,832
$117,218
$3,918,942

Residual Value per sq.ft. of site
Residual Value per sq.ft. of FSR
Residual Value per sq.ft. of gross buildable floorspace

$441

psf of gross floor area

$84
$80
$80
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Case Study #3: Site in Burquitlam
Estimated Residual Land Value based on Rezoning to C-7 Transit Village at 4.5 FSR (strata) (rezoning only; no rapid transit premium)
Major Assumptions (shading indicates figures that are inputs; unshaded cells are formulas)
Site Size
Existing Base Density
Increased Density 1
Increased Density 2
Density with Bonuses
Assumed Commercial Density
Residential Density Before Exclusions
Enclosed Balconies
Storage
Effective Residential Density After Bonuses and Exclusions
Total Effective Gross Density After Bonuses and Exclusions
Total Gross Floorspace

Concept
Strata Residential
Retail
Office
Total
Revenue/Value
Strata Residential
Retail*
Office
Pre Construction Costs
Upfront Compensation to Existing Tenants
Tenant Relocation
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
Allowance for Remediation
Site Preparation/Fill
On and Off-Site Servicing
Density Bonus Contribution 1
Density Bonus Contribution 2
Rezoning Costs
Construction Costs
Hard Construction Costs
Market Strata Residential Area
Retail Area (shell space - no TI)
Office Area (shell space - no TI)
Cost Per Garage/Underground Parking Stall
Overall Costs Per Square Foot
Sustainability Premium
Total Estimated Cost per Square Foot
Hard Cost Used in Analysis
Site Landscaping
Public Art Contribution
Soft costs and Professional Fees
Development management
Fees, legal and survey for rental portion
Contingency on hard and soft costs
Government Levies
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Strata Apartment
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Commercial
TransLink - Strata Apartment Residential
TransLink - Commercial
Market Strata Apartment DCCs
Retail DCCs
Office DCCs
School Site Acquisition Charge

46,650
200
1.05
1.45
2.00
4.50
0.25
4.25
0.00
0.00
4.25
4.50
209,925

sq.ft.
feet of frontage
FSR
FSR
FSR
FSR
FSR
FSR

0% of residential
0.0 sf per unit

FSR
FSR
sf

Gross SF
198,263
11,663
0
209,925

Efficiency
85%
100%
95%

Net Saleable
or Rentable Avg Unit
168,523
11,663
0
180,186

Size
802
n/a
n/a

Number of
Units
210
n/a
n/a
210

Parking Stalls
per Unit or
1000 sf
1.1

Parking
Stalls
231
19
0
250

$855 per net square foot
$700 per net square foot including parking revenue (see separate calculations)
$0 per net square foot including parking revenue (see separate calculations)

$0
$0
$325,900 or
$0
$0
$213,415
$0 psf of bonus density
$0 psf of bonus density
$350,000

$310
$250
$250
$65,000
$384
0%
$384
$384
$0
$0.00
8.0%
3.0%
$0
5.0%

$3,530
$2.67
$1,200
$1.25
$17.00

per
per
per
per
per

$20 per sq. ft. of existing building

$3,500 per lineal metre of frontage

gross sq.ft. of residential area
gross sq.ft. of retail area
gross sq.ft. of commercial area
underground/structured parking stall
gross sq.ft.

or
$0 psf of site area on 50% of site
per sq. ft.
of hard costs, landscaping and site prep/servicing costs
of hard costs, landscaping and site prep/servicing costs and soft costs
of hard, soft and management costs

per
per
per
per
per

apartment unit
sq.ft. of commercial space
market unit
sq.ft. of commercial space
sq.ft. of floorspace

$7.15 per sq.ft. of floorspace
$7.15 per sq.ft. of floorspace
$0 per unit

(continues on following page)
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Attachment 3c – continued
Financing
Interim financing
Financing charged on
Financing fees

5.0% assuming a
50% of land and
1.25%

Commissions and Marketing
Commissions on Strata Residential
Marketing on Strata Residential
Commissions on Sale of Commercial
Leasing Commissions on Commercial Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Retail Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Office Space

3.0%
2.0%
2.0%
$5.00
$0.00
$0.00

2.50 year construction period
75% of construction costs

of gross strata market residential revenue
of gross strata market residential revenue
of gross commercial value
per sq.ft.
per sq.ft.
per sq.ft.

Other Costs and Allowances
Property Taxes
Assumed current assessment (Year 1 of analysis)
Assumed assessment after 1 year of construction (Year 2 of analysis)
Developer's Profit

0.339% of assessed value
$26,638,200
$76,125,511 (50% of completed project value)
15.0% of total costs or
13.0% of gross market revenue/value

School Tax Surcharge During Development*
Tax Rate
Residential Portion of current assessment (Year 1 of analysis)
Assumed residential portion of assessment after 1 year of construction

0.2% between $3.0-$4.0 million, and0.4% over $4.0 million
$26,638,200
$72,043,636 (50% of completed residential project value)

*Assumes BC Owner

*Retail Value Assumptions
Lease Rate NNN
Vacancy and Non Recoverable Allowance
Capitalization Rate
Capitalized Value per 1000 SF Gross
Rental Rev
Vacancy
NOI
Capitalized Value
Value psf of net leasable space

$35.00 psf per year
5.00%
4.75%
$408,188
$20,409
$387,778
$8,163,750
$700.00 psf

(continues on following page)
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Analysis
Revenue
Strata Sales Revenue
Gross Retail Value
Gross Office Value
Total Gross Value
Less Commissions on Strata
Less Commissions on Commercial
Net Sales Revenue/Value

$144,087,272
$8,163,750
$0
$152,251,022
$4,322,618
$163,275
$147,765,129

Project Costs
Upfront Compensation to Existing Tenants
Tenant Relocation
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
Allowance for Remediation
Site Preparation/Fill
On and Off-Site Servicing
Density Bonus Contribution
Rezoning Costs
Hard Construction Costs
Site Landscaping
Public Art Contribution
Soft costs and Professional Fees
Development management
Fees, legal and survey for rental portion
Contingency on hard and soft costs
Marketing on Strata Units
Leasing Commissions on Commercial Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Retail Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Office Space
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Strata Apartment
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Commercial
TransLink - Strata Apartment Residential
TransLink - Rental Residential
TransLink - Commercial
Market Strata Apartment DCCs
Retail DCCs
Office DCCs
School Site Acquisition Charge
Less property tax allowance during approvals/development
Less School Tax Surcharge During Development
Interim financing on construction costs
Financing fees/costs
Less Net GST (assuming builder holds units)
Total Project Costs Before Land

$0
$0
$325,900
$0
$0
$213,415
$0
$350,000
$80,627,000
$0
$0
$6,521,305
$2,641,129
$0
$4,533,937
$2,881,745
$58,313
$0
$0
$741,300
$31,139
$252,000
$0
$14,578
$3,370,710
$83,428
$0
$0
$523,000
$550,091
$4,836,042
$1,017,703
$0
$109,572,736 which works out to

Developer's Profit

$19,853,533

Residual to Land and Land Carry
Less financing on land during construction and approvals
Less financing fee on land loan
Less property closing costs
Residual Land Value

$18,338,859
$1,224,119
$96,270
$733,877
$16,284,593

Residual Value per sq.ft. of site
Residual Value per sq.ft. of FSR
Residual Value per sq.ft. of gross buildable floorspace

$522

psf of gross floor area

$349
$78
$78
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Attachment 3d
Case Study #3: Site in Burquitlam
Estimated Residual Land Value based on Rezoning to C-7 Transit Village at 4.5 FSR (strata) (rezoning only; with rapid transit premium)
Major Assumptions (shading indicates figures that are inputs; unshaded cells are formulas)
Site Size
Existing Base Density
Increased Density 1
Increased Density 2
Density with Bonuses
Assumed Commercial Density
Residential Density Before Exclusions
Enclosed Balconies
Storage
Effective Residential Density After Bonuses and Exclusions
Total Effective Gross Density After Bonuses and Exclusions
Total Gross Floorspace

Concept
Strata Residential
Retail
Office
Total
Revenue/Value
Strata Residential
Retail*
Office
Pre Construction Costs
Upfront Compensation to Existing Tenants
Tenant Relocation
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
Allowance for Remediation
Site Preparation/Fill
On and Off-Site Servicing
Density Bonus Contribution 1
Density Bonus Contribution 2
Rezoning Costs
Construction Costs
Hard Construction Costs
Market Strata Residential Area
Retail Area (shell space - no TI)
Office Area (shell space - no TI)
Cost Per Garage/Underground Parking Stall
Overall Costs Per Square Foot
Sustainability Premium
Total Estimated Cost per Square Foot
Hard Cost Used in Analysis
Site Landscaping
Public Art Contribution
Soft costs and Professional Fees
Development management
Fees, legal and survey for rental portion
Contingency on hard and soft costs
Government Levies
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Strata Apartment
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Commercial
TransLink - Strata Apartment Residential
TransLink - Commercial
Market Strata Apartment DCCs
Retail DCCs
Office DCCs
School Site Acquisition Charge

46,650
200
1.05
1.45
2.00
4.50
0.25
4.25
0.00
0.00
4.25
4.50
209,925

sq.ft.
feet of frontage
FSR
FSR
FSR
FSR
FSR
FSR

0% of residential
0.0 sf per unit

FSR
FSR
sf

Gross SF
198,263
11,663
0
209,925

Efficiency
85%
100%
95%

Net Saleable
or Rentable Avg Unit
168,523
11,663
0
180,186

Size
802
n/a
n/a

Number of
Units
210
n/a
n/a
210

Parking Stalls
per Unit or
1000 sf
1.1

Parking
Stalls
231
19
0
250

$900 per net square foot
$700 per net square foot including parking revenue (see separate calculations)
$0 per net square foot including parking revenue (see separate calculations)

$0
$0
$325,900 or
$0
$0
$213,415
$0 psf of bonus density
$0 psf of bonus density
$350,000

$310
$250
$250
$65,000
$384
0%
$384
$384
$0
$0.00
8.0%
3.0%
$0
5.0%

per
per
per
per
per

$3,530
$2.67
$1,200
$1.25
$17.00

per
per
per
per
per

$20 per sq. ft. of existing building

$3,500 per lineal metre of frontage

gross sq.ft. of residential area
gross sq.ft. of retail area
gross sq.ft. of commercial area
underground/structured parking stall
gross sq.ft.

or
$0 psf of site area on 50% of site
per sq. ft.
of hard costs, landscaping and site prep/servicing costs
of hard costs, landscaping and site prep/servicing costs and soft costs
of hard, soft and management costs

apartment unit
sq.ft. of commercial space
market unit
sq.ft. of commercial space
sq.ft. of floorspace

$7.15 per sq.ft. of floorspace
$7.15 per sq.ft. of floorspace
$0 per unit

(continues on following page)
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Attachment 3d – continued
Financing
Interim financing
Financing charged on
Financing fees

5.0% assuming a
50% of land and
1.25%

Commissions and Marketing
Commissions on Strata Residential
Marketing on Strata Residential
Commissions on Sale of Commercial
Leasing Commissions on Commercial Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Retail Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Office Space

3.0%
2.0%
2.0%
$5.00
$0.00
$0.00

2.50 year construction period
75% of construction costs

of gross strata market residential revenue
of gross strata market residential revenue
of gross commercial value
per sq.ft.
per sq.ft.
per sq.ft.

Other Costs and Allowances
Property Taxes
Assumed current assessment (Year 1 of analysis)
Assumed assessment after 1 year of construction (Year 2 of analysis)
Developer's Profit

0.339% of assessed value
$26,638,200
$79,917,281 (50% of completed project value)
13.0% of gross market revenue/value
15.0% of total costs or

School Tax Surcharge During Development*
Tax Rate
Residential Portion of current assessment (Year 1 of analysis)
Assumed residential portion of assessment after 1 year of construction

0.2% between $3.0-$4.0 million, and0.4% over $4.0 million
$26,638,200
$75,835,406 (50% of completed residential project value)

*Assumes BC Owner

*Retail Value Assumptions
Lease Rate NNN
Vacancy and Non Recoverable Allowance
Capitalization Rate
Capitalized Value per 1000 SF Gross
Rental Rev
Vacancy
NOI
Capitalized Value
Value psf of net leasable space

$35.00 psf per year
5.00%
4.75%
$408,188
$20,409
$387,778
$8,163,750
$700.00 psf

(continues on following page)
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Analysis
Revenue
Strata Sales Revenue
Gross Retail Value
Gross Office Value
Total Gross Value
Less Commissions on Strata
Less Commissions on Commercial
Net Sales Revenue/Value

$151,670,813
$8,163,750
$0
$159,834,563
$4,550,124
$163,275
$155,121,163

Project Costs
Upfront Compensation to Existing Tenants
Tenant Relocation
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
Allowance for Remediation
Site Preparation/Fill
On and Off-Site Servicing
Density Bonus Contribution
Rezoning Costs
Hard Construction Costs
Site Landscaping
Public Art Contribution
Soft costs and Professional Fees
Development management
Fees, legal and survey for rental portion
Contingency on hard and soft costs
Marketing on Strata Units
Leasing Commissions on Commercial Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Retail Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Office Space
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Strata Apartment
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Commercial
TransLink - Strata Apartment Residential
TransLink - Rental Residential
TransLink - Commercial
Market Strata Apartment DCCs
Retail DCCs
Office DCCs
School Site Acquisition Charge
Less property tax allowance during approvals/development
Less School Tax Surcharge During Development
Interim financing on construction costs
Financing fees/costs
Less Net GST (assuming builder holds units)
Total Project Costs Before Land

$0
$0
$325,900
$0
$0
$213,415
$0
$350,000
$80,627,000
$0
$0
$6,521,305
$2,641,129
$0
$4,533,937
$3,033,416
$58,313
$0
$0
$741,300
$31,139
$252,000
$0
$14,578
$3,370,710
$83,428
$0
$0
$542,298
$572,842
$4,844,056
$1,019,595
$0
$109,776,361 which works out to

Developer's Profit

$20,842,427

Residual to Land and Land Carry
Less financing on land during construction and approvals
Less financing fee on land loan
Less property closing costs
Residual Land Value

$24,502,376
$1,635,534
$128,626
$1,005,565
$21,732,651

Residual Value per sq.ft. of site
Residual Value per sq.ft. of FSR
Residual Value per sq.ft. of gross buildable floorspace

$523

psf of gross floor area

$466
$104
$104
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Attachment 4a
Case Study #4: Site in Fleetwood
Estimated Existing Value based on Income Potential
Major Assumptions
Site and Building Size
Site Size

37,034 sq.ft. or

Assumed Density

0.194 FAR

Total Commercial Space

7,200 sq.ft.

521

by

Office

0 sq.ft. with

90% rentable

Retail

7,200 sq.ft. with

100% rentable

71

Revenue and Value
Average Lease Rate for Office Space

$0.00 per sq.ft. net, base building with no TI

Average Lease Rate for Retail Space

$22.50 per sq.ft. net, base building

Capitalization Rate

5.00%

Value of Office Space Upon Lease-up
Value of Retail and Service Space Upon Lease-up
Vacancy and non recoverables

$0.00
$450 per sq.ft. of leasable area
5.00%

Estimated Overall Value
Capitalized Value of Office Space

$0

Capitalized Value of Retail/Service Space

$3,078,000

Total Value of Commercial

$3,078,000
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Attachment 4b
Case Study #4: Site in Fleetwood
Estimated Residual Land Value based on Existing CHI Zoning at 1.0 FSR (retail plus limited office uses)
Assumptions
Site and Building Size Assumptions:
Assumed Site Size
FAR
Project Size
Retail Area
Office Area
Rentable Area (Retail)
Rentable Area (Office)
Common Area (Shared)
Parking (Retail)
Parking (Office)
Total Stalls
Underground/structured Parking Stalls
Surface Parking Stalls

37,034
1.00
37,034
11,110
25,924
11,110
23,331
7,407
3
1.4
61
0
61

or

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

$30.00
$27.50
$15.00
$10.00
2.0%
0.0%
0.0%
$75

per
per
per
per

Capitalization Rate
Profit Allowance

5.00%
13.0% of value or

Cost Assumptions:
Demolition Allowance
Site Servicing (sidewalks, landscaping, etc)
Allowance for piling, stabilization
Building Construction Costs (to base building retail)
Building Construction Costs (to base building office)
Parking Construction Costs
Parking Construction Costs
Base Building Hard Construction Costs
Allowance to Finish Common Areas
Fit-up Allowance Retail
Fit-up Allowance Office
Soft Costs (including project management)
Contingency
City-Wide DCC
City-Centre DCC
Metro Vancouver DCC
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

$72,000
$555,415
$0
$250
$250
$0
$7,500
$262
$50
$25
$50
12%
5.0%
$10.92
$0.00
$2.67
5.0%
75.0%
75.0%
1.02%

0.85 acre

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

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

100%
90%
20%
100
100

of
of
of
of

of gross area
of gross area
of gross area
square metres of gross area
square metres of gross area

rentable area
rentable area
rentable area
rentable area

of lease revenue (included in operating costs)
of lease revenue
per stall per month
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. floorspace
per sq. ft. floorspace
per sq. ft. of floorspace
on 50% of all costs assuming a

1.00 year construction period

applied to land value in Year 1
$4,119,200
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
$42.50 per sq.ft. (i.e. lease revenue+operating costs) on
2%

$9,926,276

25% of space during lease-up

(continues on following page)
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Analysis
Revenue
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

$955,422
$417,373
$19,800
$1,392,595
$399,967
$0
$0
$992,628
$19,852,553
$397,051
$19,455,502
$525

Costs
Demolition Allowance
Site Servicing
Allowance for piling, stabilization
Hard Construction (including parking)
Allowance to Finish Common Areas
Fit-up Allowance Retail
Fit-up Allowance Office
Upfront Leasing Commissions
Marketing
Upfront Vacancy Cost during Lease-up
Soft Costs (including project management)
Contingency
City-Wide DCC
City-Centre DCC
Metro Vancouver DCC
Property Taxes during Development
Interim Financing
Total Costs Before Land and Profit

$72,000
$555,415
$0
$9,702,908
$370,340
$277,755
$1,166,571
$162,422
$50,000
$196,743
$1,164,349
$543,363
$404,411
$0
$98,881
$63,097
$278,030
$15,106,284 which works out to

Developer's Profit

$2,588,773

Residual to Land and Land Carry
Land Residual Before Holding Costs
Less interim financing on land
Less property transfer tax
Residual Land Value

$1,760,445
$89,123
$1,566
$1,669,756

Residual Value per sq.ft. of site
Residual Value per sq.ft. of FSR
Residual Value per sq.ft. of gross buildable floorspace

or

$408 per sq.ft. buildable

$1,963,994 per acre

$45
$45
$45
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Case Study #4: Site in Fleetwood
Estimated Residual Land Value based on Rezoning to 4.0 FSR (strata) (rezoning only; no rapid transit premium)
Major Assumptions (shading indicates figures that are inputs; unshaded cells are formulas)
Site and Building Size
Gross Parcel Size
Dedications
Site Size
Site Frontage
Base Density
Bonus Density
Exclusions
Total Density
Total Gross floorspace
Gross residential floorspace
Gross commercial floorspace

37,034
0
37,034
521
2.5
1.5
0.0
4.0
148,136
137,026
11,110

Concept
Strata Residential
Rental
Retail
Office
Total

Gross SF
125,916
0
11,110
0
137,026

Revenue/Value
Strata Residential
Rental
Retail*
Office

$760
$0
$686
$0

Pre Construction Costs
Upfront Compensation to Existing Tenants
Tenant Relocation
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
Allowance for Remediation
Site Preparation/Fill
Standard Site Servicing
Amenity Contributions on Base Density
Community Amenity Contribution Residential
Affordable Housing Contribution
Public Art Contribution (Allowance)
Undergrounding Utilities
Community Amenity Contribution Non-Residential
Amenity Contributions on Bonus Density
Community Amenity Contribution Residential
Affordable Housing Contribution
Public Art Contribution (Allowance)
Undergrounding Utilities
Community Amenity Contribution Non-Residential
Rezoning Costs
Construction Costs
Hard Construction Costs
Market Strata Residential Area
Rental Residential Area
Retail Area (shell space - no TI)
Office Area (shell space - no TI)
Cost Per Garage/Underground Parking Stall
Overall Costs Per Square Foot
Sustainability Premium
Total Estimated Cost per Square Foot
Hard Cost Used in Analysis
Site Landscaping
Electrical Charging Station
Other
Soft costs and Professional Fees
Development management
Fees, legal and survey for rental portion
Contingency on hard and soft costs

sq.ft.
sq.ft.
sq.ft. or
ft
FAR
FAR
FAR
FAR
sq.ft.
sq.ft.
sq.ft.

Efficiency
83.0%
85%
100%
95%

per
per
per
per

net
net
net
net

0.85 acre

Net Saleable
or Rentable Avg Unit
104,510
0
11,110
0
115,620

Size
800
565
n/a
n/a

Number of
Units
131
0
n/a
n/a
131

Parking Stalls
per Unit or
1075 sf
1.5
1.5
3.00
0.0

Parking
Stalls
197
0
31
0
228

square foot
square foot (see separate calculations)
square foot including parking revenue (see separate calculations)
square foot including parking revenue (see separate calculations)

$0
$0
$72,000
$0
$0
$555,415

$3,500 per lineal metre of frontage

$1,458
$1,000
$1.95
$0.00
$0.00

per unit on average
per strata unit
psf of gross building
psf of gross building
psf of site area

$0
$0
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$350,000

per unit on average
per strata unit
psf of gross building
psf of gross building
psf of site area

$310
$0
$250
$0
$45,000
$380.01
0%
$380
$380
$185,170
$0
$0
8.0%
3.0%
$0
5.0%

per
per
per
per
per
per

gross sq.ft. of residential area
gross sq.ft. of rental residential area
gross sq.ft. of retail area
gross sq.ft. of commercial area
underground/structured parking stall
gross sq.ft.

or

$10 psf of site area on 50% of site
stations
$0 per station

of hard costs, landscaping and site prep/servicing costs
of hard costs, landscaping and site prep/servicing costs and soft costs
of hard, soft and management costs

(continues on following page)

PAGE 118

Regional Planning Committee

EVALUATION OF LAND VALUE CAPTURE AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT AS SOURCES OF REVENUE FOR TRANSLINK

Attachment 4c – continued
Government Levies
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Strata Apartment
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Townhouse
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Rental Residential
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Commercial
TransLink - Strata Apartment Residential
TransLink - Townhouse
TransLink - Rental Residential
TransLink - Commercial
Market Strata Apartment DCCs
Market Townhouse DCCs
Rental Residential DCCs
Retail DCCs
Office DCCs
School Site Acquisition Charge

$3,530
$0
$3,530
$2.67
$1,200
$0
$1,200
$1.25
$21.38
$0.00
$21.38
$10.92
$0.00
$600

per
per
per
per
per
per
per
per
per
per
per
per
per
per

apartment unit
townhouse unit
unit
sq.ft. of commercial space
market unit
market unit
unit
sq.ft. of commercial space
sq.ft. of floorspace
sq.ft. of floorspace
sq.ft. of floorspace
sq.ft. of floorspace
sq.ft. of floorspace
unit

Financing
Interim financing
Financing charged on
Financing fees

5.0% assuming a
75% of land and
1.25%

Commissions and Marketing
Commissions on Strata Residential
Marketing on Strata Residential
Commissions on Sale of Commercial
Commission on Sale of Rental Units
Initial Lease Up Costs on Rental Units
Leasing Commissions on Commercial Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Retail Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Office Space

3.0%
2.0%
2.0%
2.0%
$2,000
$5.00
$25.00
$50.00

2.25 year construction period
75% of construction costs

of gross strata market residential revenue
of gross strata market residential revenue
of gross commercial value
of value
per unit
per sq.ft.
per sq.ft.
per sq.ft.

Other Costs and Allowances
Net GST on Rental Units
Property Taxes
Assumed current assessment (Year 1 of analysis)
Assumed assessment after 1 year of construction (Year 2 of analysis)
Developer's Profit

3.20%
0.326%
$4,119,200
$43,407,922
15.0%

School Tax Surcharge During Development*
Tax Rate
Residential Portion of current assessment (Year 1 of analysis)
Assumed residential portion of assessment after 1 year of construction

0.2% between $3.0-$4.0 million, and
0.4% over $4.0 million
$4,119,200
$39,713,780 (50% of completed residential project value)

of capitalized value of rental units
of assessed value
(50% of completed project value)
of total costs or
13.0% of gross market revenue/value

*Assumes BC Owner

*Retail Value Assumptions
Lease Rate NNN
Vacancy and Non Recoverable Allowance
Capitalization Rate
Capitalized Value per 1000 SF Gross
Rental Rev
Vacancy
NOI
Capitalized Value
Value psf of net leasable space

$35.00 psf per year
5.00%
5.00%
$35,000
$1,750
$33,250
$665,000
$665 psf

(continues on following page)
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Analysis
Revenue
Strata Sales Revenue
Rental Value
Gross Retail Value
Gross Office Value
Total Gross Value
Less Commissions on Strata
Less Commissions on Rental
Less Commissions on Commercial
Net Sales Revenue/Value

$79,427,560
$0
$7,388,283
$0
$86,815,843
$2,382,827
$0
$147,766
$84,285,251

Project Costs
Upfront Compensation to Existing Tenants
Tenant Relocation
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
Allowance for Remediation
Site Preparation/Fill
Standard Site Servicing
Electrical Charging Station
Amenity Contributions on Base Density
Community Amenity Contribution Residential
Affordable Housing Contribution
Public Art Contribution (Allowance)
Undergrounding Utilities
Community Amenity Contribution Non-Residential
Amenity Contributions on Bonus Density
Community Amenity Contribution Residential
Affordable Housing Contribution
Public Art Contribution (Allowance)
Undergrounding Utilities
Community Amenity Contribution Non-Residential
Rezoning Costs
Hard Construction Costs
Site Landscaping
Electrical Charging Station
Other
Soft costs and Professional Fees
Development management
Fees, legal and survey for rental portion
Contingency on hard and soft costs
Marketing on Strata Units
Initial Lease Up Costs on Rental Units
Leasing Commissions on Commercial Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Retail Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Office Space
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Strata Apartment
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Townhouse
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Rental Residential
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Commercial
TransLink - Strata Apartment Residential
TransLink - Townhouse
TransLink - Rental Residential
TransLink - Commercial
Market Strata Apartment DCCs
Market Townhouse DCCs
Rental Residential DCCs
Retail DCCs
Office DCCs
School Site Acquisition Charge
Less property tax allowance during approvals/development
Less School Tax Surcharge During Development
Interim financing on construction costs
Financing fees/costs
Less Net GST (assuming builder holds units)
Total Project Costs Before Land

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$350,000
$52,071,386
$185,170
$0
$0
$4,283,501
$1,734,818
$0
$2,962,615
$1,588,551
$0
$55,551
$277,755
$0
$462,430
$0
$0
$29,664
$157,200
$0
$0
$13,888
$2,692,076
$0
$0
$121,323
$0
$78,600
$197,261
$184,784
$2,887,978
$668,848
$0
$72,012,606 which works out to

Developer's Profit

$11,320,786

Residual to Land and Land Carry
Less financing on land during construction and approvals
Less financing fee on land loan
Less property closing costs
Residual Land Value
Residual Value per sq.ft. of site
Residual Value per sq.ft. of FSR
Residual Value per sq.ft. of gross buildable floorspace

$0
$0
$72,000
$0
$0
$555,415
$0
$119,371
$81,875
$180,546
$0
$0

$486

per sq.ft.

$951,859
$87,363
$7,294
-$33,783
$890,985
$24
$6
$6
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Attachment 4d
Case Study #4: Site in Fleetwood
Estimated Residual Land Value based on Rezoning to 4.0 FSR (strata) (rezoning only; with rapid transit premium)
Major Assumptions (shading indicates figures that are inputs; unshaded cells are formulas)
Site and Building Size
Gross Parcel Size
Dedications
Site Size
Site Frontage
Base Density
Bonus Density
Exclusions
Total Density
Total Gross floorspace
Gross residential floorspace
Gross commercial floorspace

37,034
0
37,034
521
2.5
1.5
0.0
4.0
148,136
137,026
11,110

Concept
Strata Residential
Rental
Retail
Office
Total

Gross SF
125,916
0
11,110
0
137,026

Revenue/Value
Strata Residential
Rental
Retail
Office

$800
$0
$686
$0

Pre Construction Costs
Upfront Compensation to Existing Tenants
Tenant Relocation
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
Allowance for Remediation
Site Preparation/Fill
Standard Site Servicing
Amenity Contributions on Base Density
Community Amenity Contribution Residential
Affordable Housing Contribution
Public Art Contribution (Allowance)
Undergrounding Utilities
Community Amenity Contribution Non-Residential
Amenity Contributions on Bonus Density
Community Amenity Contribution Residential
Affordable Housing Contribution
Public Art Contribution (Allowance)
Undergrounding Utilities
Community Amenity Contribution Non-Residential
Rezoning Costs
Construction Costs
Hard Construction Costs
Market Strata Residential Area
Rental Residential Area
Retail Area (shell space - no TI)
Office Area (shell space - no TI)
Cost Per Garage/Underground Parking Stall
Overall Costs Per Square Foot
Sustainability Premium
Total Estimated Cost per Square Foot
Hard Cost Used in Analysis
Site Landscaping
Electrical Charging Station
Other
Soft costs and Professional Fees
Development management
Fees, legal and survey for rental portion
Contingency on hard and soft costs

sq.ft.
sq.ft.
sq.ft. or
ft
FAR
FAR
FAR
FAR
sq.ft.
sq.ft.
sq.ft.

Efficiency
83.0%
85%
100%
95%

per
per
per
per

net
net
net
net

0.85 acre

Net Saleable
or Rentable Avg Unit
104,510
0
11,110
0
115,620

Size
800
565
n/a
n/a

Number of
Units
131
0
n/a
n/a
131

Parking Stalls
per Unit or
1075 sf
1.5
1.5
3.00
0.0

Parking
Stalls
197
0
31
0
228

square foot
square foot (see separate calculations)
square foot including parking revenue (see separate calculations)
square foot including parking revenue (see separate calculations)

$0
$0
$72,000
$0
$0
$555,415

$3,500 per lineal metre of frontage

$1,458
$1,000
$1.95
$0.00
$0.00

per unit on average
per strata unit
psf of gross building
psf of gross building
psf of site area

$0
$0
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$350,000

per unit on average
per strata unit
psf of gross building
psf of gross building
psf of site area

$310
$0
$250
$0
$45,000
$380.01
0%
$380
$380
$185,170
$0
$0
8.0%
3.0%
$0
5.0%

per
per
per
per
per
per

gross sq.ft. of residential area
gross sq.ft. of rental residential area
gross sq.ft. of retail area
gross sq.ft. of commercial area
underground/structured parking stall
gross sq.ft.

or

$10 psf of site area on 50% of site
stations
$0 per station

of hard costs, landscaping and site prep/servicing costs
of hard costs, landscaping and site prep/servicing costs and soft costs
of hard, soft and management costs

(continues on following page)
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Attachment 4d – continued
Financing
Interim financing
Financing charged on
Financing fees

5.0% assuming a
75% of land and
1.25%

Commissions and Marketing
Commissions on Strata Residential
Marketing on Strata Residential
Commissions on Sale of Commercial
Commission on Sale of Rental Units
Initial Lease Up Costs on Rental Units
Leasing Commissions on Commercial Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Retail Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Office Space

3.0%
2.0%
2.0%
2.0%
$2,000
$5.00
$25.00
$50.00

2.25 year construction period
75% of construction costs

of gross strata market residential revenue
of gross strata market residential revenue
of gross commercial value
of value
per unit
per sq.ft.
per sq.ft.
per sq.ft.

Other Costs and Allowances
Net GST on Rental Units
Property Taxes
Assumed current assessment (Year 1 of analysis)
Assumed assessment after 1 year of construction (Year 2 of analysis)
Developer's Profit

3.20%
0.326%
$4,119,200
$45,498,121
15.0%

School Tax Surcharge During Development*
Tax Rate
Residential Portion of current assessment (Year 1 of analysis)
Assumed residential portion of assessment after 1 year of construction

0.4% over $4.0 million
0.2% between $3.0-$4.0 million, and
$4,119,200
$41,803,979 (50% of completed residential project value)

of capitalized value of rental units
of assessed value
(50% of completed project value)
13.0% of gross market revenue/value
of total costs or

*Assumes BC Owner

*Retail Value Assumptions
Lease Rate NNN
Vacancy and Non Recoverable Allowance
Capitalization Rate
Capitalized Value per 1000 SF Gross
Rental Rev
Vacancy
NOI
Capitalized Value
Value psf of net leasable space

$35.00 psf per year
5.00%
5.00%
$35,000
$1,750
$33,250
$665,000
$665 psf

(continues on following page)
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Analysis
Revenue
Strata Sales Revenue
Rental Value
Gross Retail Value
Gross Office Value
Total Gross Value
Less Commissions on Strata
Less Commissions on Rental
Less Commissions on Commercial
Net Sales Revenue/Value

$83,607,958
$0
$7,388,283
$0
$90,996,241
$2,508,239
$0
$147,766
$88,340,237

Project Costs
Upfront Compensation to Existing Tenants
Tenant Relocation
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
Allowance for Remediation
Site Preparation/Fill
Standard Site Servicing
Electrical Charging Station
Amenity Contributions on Base Density
Community Amenity Contribution Residential
Affordable Housing Contribution
Public Art Contribution (Allowance)
Undergrounding Utilities
Community Amenity Contribution Non-Residential
Amenity Contributions on Bonus Density
Community Amenity Contribution Residential
Affordable Housing Contribution
Public Art Contribution (Allowance)
Undergrounding Utilities
Community Amenity Contribution Non-Residential
Rezoning Costs
Hard Construction Costs
Site Landscaping
Electrical Charging Station
Other
Soft costs and Professional Fees
Development management
Fees, legal and survey for rental portion
Contingency on hard and soft costs
Marketing on Strata Units
Initial Lease Up Costs on Rental Units
Leasing Commissions on Commercial Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Retail Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Office Space
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Strata Apartment
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Townhouse
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Rental Residential
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Commercial
TransLink - Strata Apartment Residential
TransLink - Townhouse
TransLink - Rental Residential
TransLink - Commercial
Market Strata Apartment DCCs
Market Townhouse DCCs
Rental Residential DCCs
Retail DCCs
Office DCCs
School Site Acquisition Charge
Less property tax allowance during approvals/development
Less School Tax Surcharge During Development
Interim financing on construction costs
Financing fees/costs
Less Net GST (assuming builder holds units)
Total Project Costs Before Land

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$350,000
$52,071,386
$185,170
$0
$0
$4,283,501
$1,734,818
$0
$2,962,615
$1,672,159
$0
$55,551
$277,755
$0
$462,430
$0
$0
$29,664
$157,200
$0
$0
$13,888
$2,692,076
$0
$0
$121,323
$0
$78,600
$205,789
$195,235
$2,892,306
$669,850
$0
$72,120,523 which works out to

Developer's Profit

$11,865,910

Residual to Land and Land Carry
Less financing on land during construction and approvals
Less financing fee on land loan
Less property closing costs
Residual Land Value
Residual Value per sq.ft. of site
Residual Value per sq.ft. of FSR
Residual Value per sq.ft. of gross buildable floorspace

$0
$0
$72,000
$0
$0
$555,415
$0
$119,371
$81,875
$180,546
$0
$0

$487

per sq.ft.

$4,353,804
$399,598
$33,364
$111,740
$3,809,103
$103
$26
$26
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Attachment 5a
Case Study #5: Site in Lynn Creek
Estimated Existing Value based on Existing Single Family Lot Values
Existing Use

Existing
Zoning

SFD
SFD
SFD
SFD

RS4
RS4
RS4
RS4

Estimated
Total Size Value Per Sq.
Ft.
12,400 $
140
7,480 $
180
7,060 $
180
4,200 $
260
31,140

Total Estimated Value
$
$
$
$
$

1,740,000
1,350,000
1,270,000
1,090,000
5,450,000

Assembly
Total Value
Premium
20%
20%
20%
20%

$ 2,088,000
$ 1,620,000
$ 1,524,000
$ 1,308,000
$ 6,540,000
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Attachment 5b
Case Study #5: Site in Lynn Creek Town Centre
Estimated Residual Land Value based on Rezoning to 2.5 FSR OCP Density (strata) (rezoning only; no rapid transit premium)
Major Assumptions (shading indicates figures that are inputs; unshaded cells are formulas)
Site and Building Size
Site size
Base Density - Existing Zoning
Bonus Density to OCP
FSR Exclusions
Total Density
Total Gross floorspace
Gross residential floorspace
Gross commercial floorspace
Concept
Strata Residential
Retail
Office
Total
Revenue/Value
Strata Residential (woodframe)
Retail
Office

31,146
0.45
2.05
0.00
2.50
77,865
77,865
0

sq.ft. or
0.72 acre
FSR (Deemed Density)
FSR
FSR (lock off units, amenity space, etc)
FSR
sq.ft.
sq.ft.
sq.ft.

Gross SF
77,865
0
0
77,865

Efficiency
85%
100%
95%

Net Saleable
or Rentable Avg Unit Size
66,185
800
0
n/a
0
n/a
66,185
2,683

Number of
Units
83
n/a
n/a
83

Parking
Stalls
100
0
0
100

$800 per net square foot
$0 per net square foot including parking revenue (see separate calculations)
$0 per net square foot including parking revenue (see separate calculations)

Pre Construction Costs
Upfront Compensation to Existing Tenants
Tenant Relocation
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
Allowance for Remediation
Site Preparation/Fill
Site Servicing
Density Bonus Contribution
Rezoning Costs

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$289,291 or
$2,500 per lineal metre of frontage
$0.00 psf of bonus density from base to OCP
$200,000 excluded from analysis

Construction Costs
Hard Construction Costs
Market Strata Residential Area
Retail Area (shell space - no TI)
Office Area (shell space - no TI)
Cost Per Underground Parking Stall
Overall Costs Per Square Foot
Sustainability Premium
Total Estimated Cost per Square Foot
Hard Cost Used in Analysis
Landscaping
Other
Soft costs and Professional Fees
Development management
Fees, legal and survey for rental portion
Contingency on hard and soft costs

$230
$250
$250
$55,000
$301
0%
$301
$301
$311,460
$0
8.0%
3.0%
$0
5.0%

Government Levies
GVRD Sewer Levy - Strata Residential
GVRD Sewer Levy - Commercial
TransLink - Strata Residential
TransLink - Commercial
Market Strata Residential DCCs
Retail DCCs
Office DCCs
School Site Acquisition Charge

Parking Stalls
per Unit or
1000 sf
1.20
1.9
1.9

$1,416
$1.20
$1,200
$1.25
$14.38
$11.32
$11.32
$0.00

per
per
per
per
per

gross sq.ft. of residential area
gross sq.ft. of retail area
gross sq.ft. of commercial area
underground/structured parking stall
gross sq.ft.

or

$20 psf of site area on 50% of site

of hard costs, landscaping and site prep/servicing costs
of hard costs, landscaping and site prep/servicing costs and soft costs
of hard, soft and management costs

per
per
per
per
per
per
per
per

market unit
sq.ft. of commercial space
market unit
sq.ft. of commercial space
sq.ft. of floorspace
sq.ft. of floorspace
sq.ft. of floorspace
unit

(continues on following page)
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Financing
Interim financing
Financing charged on
Financing fees

5.0% assuming a
50% of land and
1.0%

Commissions and Marketing
Commissions on Strata Residential
Marketing on Strata Residential
Commissions on Sale of Commercial
Leasing Commissions on Commercial Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Retail Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Office Space

3.0%
2.0%
2.0%
$5.00
$25.00
$50.00

Other Costs and Allowances
Property Taxes
Additional School Tax
Assumed current assessment (Year 1 of analysis)
Assumed assessment after 1 year of construction (Year 2 of analysis)
Developer's Profit

2.9269%
0.4000%
$0
$26,474,100
15.0%

1.75 year construction period
75% of construction costs

of gross strata market residential revenue
of gross strata market residential revenue
of gross commercial value
per sq.ft.
per sq.ft.
per sq.ft.

of assessed value
of assessed value over $4 million + 0.2% between $3 and $4 million
(50% of completed project value)
of total costs or
13.0% of gross market revenue/value

(continues on following page)
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Analysis
Revenue
Strata Sales Revenue
Gross Retail Value
Gross Office Value
Total Gross Value
Less Commissions on Strata
Less Commissions on Commercial
Net Sales Revenue/Value

$52,948,200
$0
$0
$52,948,200
$1,588,446
$0
$51,359,754

Project Costs
Upfront Compensation to Existing Tenants
Tenant Relocation
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
Allowance for Remediation
Site Preparation/Fill
Site Servicing
Density Bonus Contribution
Rezoning Costs
Hard Construction Costs
Landscaping
Other
Soft costs and Professional Fees
Development management
Fees, legal and survey for rental portion
Contingency on hard and soft costs
Marketing on Strata Units
Leasing Commissions on Commercial Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Retail Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Office Space
GVRD Sewer Levy - Strata Residential
GVRD Sewer Levy - Commercial
TransLink - Strata Residential
TransLink - Commercial
Market Strata Residential DCCs
Retail DCCs
Office DCCs
School Site Acquisition Charge
Less property tax allowance during approvals/development
Less school tax allowance during approvals/development
Interim financing on construction costs
Financing fees/costs
Less Net GST (assuming builder holds units)
Total Project Costs Before Land

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$289,291
$0
$200,000
$23,408,950
$311,460
$0
$1,936,776
$784,394
$0
$1,346,544
$1,058,964
$0
$0
$0
$117,528
$0
$99,600
$0
$1,119,445
$0
$0
$0
$581,153
$47,922
$1,027,098
$242,468
$0
$32,571,593

Developer's Profit
Residual to Land and Land Carry
Less financing on land during construction and approvals
Less financing fee on land loan
Less property purchase tax
Residual Land Value
Residual Value per sq.ft. of site
Residual Value per sq.ft. of FSR
Residual Value per sq.ft. of gross buildable floorspace

$6,904,445
$11,883,715
$594,929
$50,800
$459,304
$10,778,683
$346
$138
$138
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Case Study #5: Site in Lynn Creek Town Centre
Estimated Residual Land Value based on Rezoning to 2.5 FSR OCP Density (strata) (rezoning only; with Bus Rapid Transit premium)
Major Assumptions (shading indicates figures that are inputs; unshaded cells are formulas)
Site and Building Size
Site size
Base Density - Existing Zoning
Bonus Density to OCP
FSR Exclusions
Total Density
Total Gross floorspace
Gross residential floorspace
Gross commercial floorspace
Concept
Strata Residential
Retail
Office
Total
Revenue/Value
Strata Residential (woodframe)
Retail
Office

31,146
0.45
2.05
0.00
2.50
77,865
77,865
0

sq.ft. or
0.72 acre
FSR (Deemed Density)
FSR
FSR (lock off units, amenity space, etc)
FSR
sq.ft.
sq.ft.
sq.ft.

Gross SF
77,865
0
0
77,865

Efficiency
85%
100%
95%

Net Saleable
or Rentable Avg Unit Size
66,185
800
0
n/a
0
n/a
66,185
2,683

Number of
Units
83
n/a
n/a
83

Parking
Stalls
100
0
0
100

$808 per net square foot
$0 per net square foot including parking revenue (see separate calculations)
$0 per net square foot including parking revenue (see separate calculations)

Pre Construction Costs
Upfront Compensation to Existing Tenants
Tenant Relocation
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
Allowance for Remediation
Site Preparation/Fill
Site Servicing
Density Bonus Contribution
Rezoning Costs

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$289,291 or
$2,500 per lineal metre of frontage
$0.00 psf of bonus density from base to OCP
$200,000 excluded from analysis

Construction Costs
Hard Construction Costs
Market Strata Residential Area
Retail Area (shell space - no TI)
Office Area (shell space - no TI)
Cost Per Underground Parking Stall
Overall Costs Per Square Foot
Sustainability Premium
Total Estimated Cost per Square Foot
Hard Cost Used in Analysis
Landscaping
Other
Soft costs and Professional Fees
Development management
Fees, legal and survey for rental portion
Contingency on hard and soft costs

$230
$250
$250
$55,000
$301
0%
$301
$301
$311,460
$0
8.0%
3.0%
$0
5.0%

Government Levies
GVRD Sewer Levy - Strata Residential
GVRD Sewer Levy - Commercial
TransLink - Strata Residential
TransLink - Commercial
Market Strata Residential DCCs
Retail DCCs
Office DCCs
School Site Acquisition Charge

Parking Stalls
per Unit or
1000 sf
1.20
1.9
1.9

$1,416
$1.20
$1,200
$1.25
$14.38
$11.32
$11.32
$0.00

per
per
per
per
per

gross sq.ft. of residential area
gross sq.ft. of retail area
gross sq.ft. of commercial area
underground/structured parking stall
gross sq.ft.

or

$20 psf of site area on 50% of site

of hard costs, landscaping and site prep/servicing costs
of hard costs, landscaping and site prep/servicing costs and soft costs
of hard, soft and management costs

per
per
per
per
per
per
per
per

market unit
sq.ft. of commercial space
market unit
sq.ft. of commercial space
sq.ft. of floorspace
sq.ft. of floorspace
sq.ft. of floorspace
unit

(continues on following page)
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Financing
Interim financing
Financing charged on
Financing fees

5.0% assuming a
50% of land and
1.0%

Commissions and Marketing
Commissions on Strata Residential
Marketing on Strata Residential
Commissions on Sale of Commercial
Leasing Commissions on Commercial Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Retail Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Office Space

3.0%
2.0%
2.0%
$5.00
$25.00
$50.00

Other Costs and Allowances
Property Taxes
Additional School Tax
Assumed current assessment (Year 1 of analysis)
Assumed assessment after 1 year of construction (Year 2 of analysis)
Developer's Profit

2.9269%
0.4000%
$0
$26,738,841
15.0%

1.75 year construction period
75% of construction costs

of gross strata market residential revenue
of gross strata market residential revenue
of gross commercial value
per sq.ft.
per sq.ft.
per sq.ft.

of assessed value
of assessed value over $4 million + 0.2% between $3 and $4 million
(50% of completed project value)
of total costs or
13.0% of gross market revenue/value

(continues on following page)
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Analysis
Revenue
Strata Sales Revenue
Gross Retail Value
Gross Office Value
Total Gross Value
Less Commissions on Strata
Less Commissions on Commercial
Net Sales Revenue/Value

$53,477,682
$0
$0
$53,477,682
$1,604,330
$0
$51,873,352

Project Costs
Upfront Compensation to Existing Tenants
Tenant Relocation
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
Allowance for Remediation
Site Preparation/Fill
Site Servicing
Density Bonus Contribution
Rezoning Costs
Hard Construction Costs
Landscaping
Other
Soft costs and Professional Fees
Development management
Fees, legal and survey for rental portion
Contingency on hard and soft costs
Marketing on Strata Units
Leasing Commissions on Commercial Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Retail Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Office Space
GVRD Sewer Levy - Strata Residential
GVRD Sewer Levy - Commercial
TransLink - Strata Residential
TransLink - Commercial
Market Strata Residential DCCs
Retail DCCs
Office DCCs
School Site Acquisition Charge
Less property tax allowance during approvals/development
Less school tax allowance during approvals/development
Interim financing on construction costs
Financing fees/costs
Less Net GST (assuming builder holds units)
Total Project Costs Before Land

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$289,291
$0
$200,000
$23,408,950
$311,460
$0
$1,936,776
$784,394
$0
$1,346,544
$1,069,554
$0
$0
$0
$117,528
$0
$99,600
$0
$1,119,445
$0
$0
$0
$586,964
$48,717
$1,027,662
$242,602
$0
$32,589,486

Developer's Profit
Residual to Land and Land Carry
Less financing on land during construction and approvals
Less financing fee on land loan
Less property purchase tax
Residual Land Value
Residual Value per sq.ft. of site
Residual Value per sq.ft. of FSR
Residual Value per sq.ft. of gross buildable floorspace

$6,973,490
$12,310,376
$616,288
$52,623
$478,470
$11,162,995
$358
$143
$143
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Case Study #6: Site in Broadway Corridor
Estimated Existing Value based on Income Potential
Major Assumptions
Site and Building Size
Site Size
Assumed Density
Total Commercial Space
Office
Retail

17,550
0.00
15,307
9,310
5,997

Revenue and Value
Average Lease Rate for Office Space
Average Lease Rate for Retail Space
Capitalization Rate for Office
Capitalization Rate for Retail
Value of Office Space Upon Lease-up
Value of Retail and Service Space Upon Lease-up
Vacancy and non recoverables

$25.00 per sq.ft. net, base building with no TI
$40.00 per sq.ft. net, base building
4.50%
4.00%
$556
$1,000 per sq.ft. of leasable area
5%

Estimated Overall Value
Capitalized Value of Office Space
Capitalized Value of Retail/Service Space
Total Value of Commercial
Plus Rental Units
Estimated Value
Acquisition Premium
Total Estimated Value

sq.ft. or
FSR
sq.ft.
sq.ft. with
sq.ft.

150

by

117

100% rentable
100% rentable

$4,913,611
$5,697,150
$10,610,761
$3,300,000

$550,000 per unit and

6 units

$13,910,761
10%
$15,301,837
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Case Study #6: Site in Broadway Corridor Uptown Office Precinct
Estimated Residual Land Value based on Existing C-3A Zoning (commercial) (3.3 FSR)
Assumes developer builds, leases, and then sells and expects a 15% profit margin on total costs

Assumptions
Site and Building Size Assumptions:
Assumed Site Size
FSR
Heritage Density Transfer
Density with Bonuses
Project Size
Gross Office Area
Gross Retail
Parking
Total Stalls
Underground/structured Parking Stalls
Surface Parking Stalls
Strata Office Share
Leasehold Office Share
Saleable Strata Office
Leasable Leasehold Office
Rentable Area (Retail)
Revenue and Value Assumptions:
Average Strata Sales Price (Office)
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

17,550
3.00
0.30
3.30
57,915
51,773
6,143
108

or
FSR
FSR
FSR
sq. ft.
sq. ft.
sq. ft.

0.4 acre

2.95 FSR
0.35 FSR
1 per 50m2

108
108
0
0% of gross site area
100% of gross site area
0 sq. ft. or
49,184 sq. ft. or
5,835 sq. ft. or
$1,100
$37.00
$50.00
$18.00
$18.00
5.0%
0.0%
0.0%
$150.00

per
per
per
per
per

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

95% of gross area
95% of gross area
95% of gross area
of
of
of
of
of

4.25%

Profit Allowance

13.0% of value or

Pre-Construction Costs
Heritage Density

$85.00 psf

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

$335,900
$274,390
$0
$300
$300
$55,000
$5,000
$402
$50
$0
$50
$25
15%
3.5%
$20.64
$0.00
$0.930
5.0%
75.0%
50.0%
1.5%
0.9021%

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

0
104
4
108
43,044
2.5

parking stalls
parking stalls
parking stalls
total parking stalls
square feet
storeys

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

Cap Rate

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 Strata
Fit-up Allowance Office Leasehold
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
Financing Fee
Property Taxes During Development

and
and

15.0% of costs

$20 per square foot of existing building area
$3,000 per metre of frontage

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 saleable square foot
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

1.75 year construction period

applied to land value in Year 1
$26,914,600
applied to 50% of gross value of building in Year 2, which is:
35% of Year 1 revenue
$173,745
6 months, or
0.50
years
$55.00 per sq.ft. (i.e. lease revenue+operating costs) on
2.0%

$25,795,373
$3.00 per square foot
50% of space during lease-up

(continues on following page)
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Analysis

Strata Revenue
Lease Revenue
Recovered Operating Costs
Parking Income
Total Gross Revenue
Less Operating Costs
Net Operating Income
Capitalized Value of Leasehold Space
Value of Strata Space
Total Value
Less Commission
Net Proceeds
Total Value per sq.ft. buildable

$0
$2,005,994
$990,347
$186,613
$3,182,953
$990,347
$2,192,607
$51,590,746
$0
$51,590,746
$1,031,815
$50,558,931
$873

Heritage Density
Demolition Allowance
Site Servicing
Allowance for piling, stabilization
Hard Construction (including parking)
Allowance to finish common areas
Fit-Up of Strata Space
Fit-Up of Leasehold Space
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
Financing fees/costs
Total Costs Before Land and Profit
Total Costs per sq.ft. buildable

$447,525
$335,900
$274,390
$0
$23,281,830
$144,788
$0
$2,605,078
$702,098
$173,745
$676,278
$3,492,275
$937,094
$1,195,366
$0
$53,861
$417,317
$1,139,826
$403,620
$36,280,990
$626

Profit:

$6,727,433

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

$7,550,508
$382,244
$121,397
$260,631
$6,786,235

Residual Value per sq.ft. of site
Residual Value per sq.ft. of FSR
Residual Value per sq.ft. of gross buildable floorspace

$387
$117
$117
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Attachment 6c
Case Study #6: Site in Broadway Corridor Uptown Office Precinct
Estimated Residual Land Value based on Rezoning to 6.0 FSR (commercial) (no transit premium)
Assumes developer builds, leases, and then sells and expects a 15% profit margin on total costs

Assumptions
Site and Building Size Assumptions:
Assumed Site Size
Base Density
Additional Density
Total Density
Project Size
Gross Office Area
Gross Retail
Parking
Total Stalls
Underground/structured Parking Stalls
Surface Parking Stalls
Strata Office Share
Leasehold Office Share
Saleable Strata Office
Leasable Leasehold Office
Rentable Area (Retail)
Revenue and Value Assumptions:
Average Strata Sales Price (Office)
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

17,550
3.00
3.00
6.00
105,300
99,158
6,143
196

or
FSR
FSR
FSR
sq. ft.
sq. ft.
sq. ft.

0.4 acre

5.65 FSR
0.35 FSR
1 per 50m2

196
196
0
0% of gross site area
100% of gross site area
0 sq. ft. or
94,200 sq. ft. or
5,835 sq. ft. or
$1,100
$37.00
$50.00
$18.00
$18.00
5.0%
0.0%
0.0%
$150.00

per
per
per
per
per

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

95% of gross area
95% of gross area
95% of gross area
of
of
of
of
of

4.25%

Profit Allowance

13.0% of value or
$200,000
$47,300

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 Strata
Fit-up Allowance Office Leasehold
Fit-up Allowance Retail
Soft Costs (including project management)
Contingency
City of Vancouver DCL
Layered DCL
Metro Vancouver DCL
Commercial Linkage Fee
Interim Financing
Share of Construction Costs Financed
Share of Land Costs Financed
Financing Fee
Property Taxes During Development

$335,900
$274,390
$0
$300
$300
$60,000
$5,000
$411
$50
$0
$50
$25
15%
3.5%
$20.64
$0.00
$0.930
$0.00
5.0%
75.0%
50.0%
1.5%
0.9021%

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

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

0
192
4
196
78,261
4

parking stalls
parking stalls
parking stalls
total parking stalls
square feet
storeys

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

Cap Rate

Pre-Construction Costs
Rezoning Allowance
Rezoning Fee

and
and

15.0% of costs

$20 per square foot of existing building area
$3,000 per metre of frontage
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 saleable square foot
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
per sq. ft. of additional density
on 50% of all costs assuming a
2.00 year construction period

applied to land value in Year 1
$26,914,600
applied to 50% of gross value of building in Year 2, which is:
35% of Year 1 revenue
$315,900
6 months, or
0.50
years
$55.00 per sq.ft. (i.e. lease revenue+operating costs) on
2.0%

$46,275,174
$3.00 per square foot
50% of space during lease-up

(continues on following page)
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Analysis

Strata Revenue
Lease Revenue
Recovered Operating Costs
Parking Income
Total Gross Revenue
Less Operating Costs
Net Operating Income
Capitalized Value of Leasehold Space
Value of Strata Space
Total Value
Less Commission
Net Proceeds

$0
$3,588,297
$1,800,630
$345,093
$5,734,020
$1,800,630
$3,933,390
$92,550,348
$0
$92,550,348
$1,851,007
$90,699,341

Heritage Density
Demolition Allowance
Site Servicing
Allowance for piling, stabilization
Hard Construction (including parking)
Allowance to finish common areas
Fit-Up of Strata Space
Fit-Up of Leasehold Space
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
Commercial Linkage Fee
Property Taxes during Development
Interim Financing
Financing fees/costs
Total Costs Before Land and Profit
Total Costs per sq.ft. buildable

$0
$335,900
$274,390
$0
$43,278,300
$263,250
$0
$4,855,866
$1,255,904
$315,900
$1,295,245
$6,491,745
$1,741,952
$2,173,392
$0
$97,929
$0
$660,238
$2,364,000
$735,795
$66,139,805 which works out to

Profit:

$12,068,565

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

$12,490,971
$702,617
$121,397
$480,547
$11,186,409

$628 per sq.ft. buildable
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Attachment 6d
Case Study #6: Site in Broadway Corridor Uptown Office Precinct
Estimated Residual Land Value based on Rezoning to 6.0 FSR (commercial) (with transit premium)
Assumes developer builds, leases, and then sells and expects a 15% profit margin on total costs

Assumptions
Site and Building Size Assumptions:
Assumed Site Size
Base Density
Additional Density
Total Density
Project Size
Gross Office Area
Gross Retail
Parking
Total Stalls
Underground/structured Parking Stalls
Surface Parking Stalls
Strata Office Share
Leasehold Office Share
Saleable Strata Office
Leasable Leasehold Office
Rentable Area (Retail)
Revenue and Value Assumptions:
Average Strata Sales Price (Office)
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

17,550
3.00
3.00
6.00
105,300
99,158
6,143
196

or
FSR
FSR
FSR
sq. ft.
sq. ft.
sq. ft.

0.4 acre

5.65 FSR
0.35 FSR
1 per 50m2

196
196
0
0% of gross site area
100% of gross site area
0 sq. ft. or
94,200 sq. ft. or
5,835 sq. ft. or
$1,100
$40.70
$50.00
$18.00
$18.00
5.0%
0.0%
0.0%
$150.00

per
per
per
per
per

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

95% of gross area
95% of gross area
95% of gross area
of
of
of
of
of

4.25%

Profit Allowance

13.0% of value or
$200,000
$47,300

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 Strata
Fit-up Allowance Office Leasehold
Fit-up Allowance Retail
Soft Costs (including project management)
Contingency
City of Vancouver DCL
Layered DCL
Metro Vancouver DCL
Commercial Linkage Fee
Interim Financing
Share of Construction Costs Financed
Share of Land Costs Financed
Financing Fee
Property Taxes During Development

$335,900
$274,390
$0
$300
$300
$60,000
$5,000
$411
$50
$0
$50
$25
15%
3.5%
$20.64
$0.00
$0.930
$0.00
5.0%
75.0%
50.0%
1.5%
0.9021%

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

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

0
192
4
196
78,261
4

parking stalls
parking stalls
parking stalls
total parking stalls
square feet
storeys

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

Cap Rate

Pre-Construction Costs
Rezoning Allowance
Rezoning Fee

and
and

15.0% of costs

$20 per square foot of existing building area
$3,000 per metre of frontage
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 saleable square foot
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
per sq. ft. of additional density
on 50% of all costs assuming a
2.00 year construction period

applied to land value in Year 1
$26,914,600
applied to 50% of gross value of building in Year 2, which is:
35% of Year 1 revenue
$315,900
6 months, or
0.50
years
$58.70 per sq.ft. (i.e. lease revenue+operating costs) on
2.0%

$50,170,606
$3.00 per square foot
50% of space during lease-up

(continues on following page)
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Analysis

Strata Revenue
Lease Revenue
Recovered Operating Costs
Parking Income
Total Gross Revenue
Less Operating Costs
Net Operating Income
Capitalized Value of Leasehold Space
Value of Strata Space
Total Value
Less Commission
Net Proceeds

$0
$3,919,409
$1,800,630
$345,093
$6,065,131
$1,800,630
$4,264,501
$100,341,212
$0
$100,341,212
$2,006,824
$98,334,387

Heritage Density
Demolition Allowance
Site Servicing
Allowance for piling, stabilization
Hard Construction (including parking)
Allowance to finish common areas
Fit-Up of Strata Space
Fit-Up of Leasehold Space
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
Commercial Linkage Fee
Property Taxes during Development
Interim Financing
Financing fees/costs
Total Costs Before Land and Profit

$0
$335,900
$274,390
$0
$43,278,300
$263,250
$0
$4,855,866
$1,371,793
$315,900
$1,382,379
$6,491,745
$1,741,952
$2,173,392
$0
$97,929
$0
$695,378
$2,372,932
$738,575
$66,389,680 which works out to

Profit:

$13,084,494

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

$18,860,213
$1,060,887
$121,397
$766,669
$16,911,260

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

$630 per sq.ft. buildable

$964
$161
$161
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Attachment 7a
Case Study #7: Site in Surrey City Centre
Estimated Existing Value based on Income Potential
Major Assumptions
Site and Building Size
Site Size
Assumed Density
Total Commercial Space
Office
Retail

86,986
0.18
15,731
0
15,731

Revenue and Value
Average Lease Rate for Office Space
Average Lease Rate for Retail Space
Capitalization Rate for Office
Capitalization Rate for Retail
Value of Office Space Upon Lease-up
Value of Retail and Service Space Upon Lease-up
Vacancy and non recoverables

$0.00 per sq.ft. net, base building with no TI
$32.50 per sq.ft. net, base building
5.00%
5.00%
$0
$650 per sq.ft. of leasable area
5%

Estimated Overall Value
Capitalized Value of Office Space
Capitalized Value of Retail/Service Space
Total Value of Commercial
Acquisition Premium
Total Estimated Value

sq.ft. or
FAR
sq.ft.
sq.ft. with
sq.ft.

290

by

n/a

100% rentable
100% rentable

$0
$9,713,893
$9,713,893
10%
$10,685,282
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Attachment 7b
Case Study #7: Site in Surrey City Centre
Estimated Residual Land Value based on Rezoning to 3.5 FSR (mixed use strata above retail) (no transit premium)
Major Assumptions (shading indicates figures that are inputs; unshaded cells are formulas)
Site and Building Size
Gross Parcel Size
Dedications
Site Size
Site Frontage
Base Density
Bonus Density
Exclusions
Total Density
Total Gross floorspace
Gross residential floorspace
Gross commercial floorspace

86,986
0
86,986
290
3.5
0.0
0.0
3.5
304,451
278,355
26,096

Concept
Strata Residential
Rental
Retail
Office
Total

Gross SF
252,259
0
26,096
0
278,355

Revenue/Value
Strata Residential
Rental
Retail*
Office

$798
$0
$855
$0

Pre Construction Costs
Upfront Compensation to Existing Tenants
Tenant Relocation
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
Allowance for Remediation
Site Preparation/Fill
Standard Site Servicing
Amenity Contributions on Base Density
Community Amenity Contribution Residential
Affordable Housing Contribution
Public Art Contribution (Allowance)
Undergrounding Utilities
Community Amenity Contribution Non-Residential
Amenity Contributions on Bonus Density
Community Amenity Contribution Residential
Affordable Housing Contribution
Public Art Contribution (Allowance)
Undergrounding Utilities
Community Amenity Contribution Non-Residential
Rezoning Costs
Construction Costs
Hard Construction Costs
Market Strata Residential Area
Rental Residential Area
Retail Area (shell space - no TI)
Office Area (shell space - no TI)
Cost Per Garage/Underground Parking Stall
Overall Costs Per Square Foot
Sustainability Premium
Total Estimated Cost per Square Foot
Hard Cost Used in Analysis
Site Landscaping
Electrical Charging Station
Other
Soft costs and Professional Fees
Development management
Fees, legal and survey for rental portion
Contingency on hard and soft costs

sq.ft.
sq.ft.
sq.ft. or
ft
FAR
FAR
FAR
FAR
sq.ft.
sq.ft.
sq.ft.

2.00 acre

Efficiency
83.0%
85%
100%
95%

per
per
per
per

net
net
net
net

Net Saleable
or Rentable Avg Unit
209,375
0
26,096
0
235,471

Size
800
565
n/a
n/a

Number of
Units
262
0
n/a
n/a
262

Parking Stalls
per Unit or
1075 sf
1.0
1.0
3.00
0.0

Parking
Stalls
262
0
73
0
335

square foot
square foot (see separate calculations)
square foot including parking revenue (see separate calculations)
square foot including parking revenue (see separate calculations)

$0
$0
$314,620
$0
$0
$309,451

$3,500 per lineal metre of frontage

$1,717
$1,000
$1.93
$1.79
$0.03

per unit on average
per strata unit
psf of gross building
psf of gross building
psf of site area

$0
$0
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$250,000

per unit on average
per strata unit
psf of gross building
psf of gross building
psf of site area

$310
$0
$250
$0
$60,000
$377
0%
$377
$377
$434,930
$0
$0
8.0%
3.0%
$0
5.0%

per
per
per
per
per
per

gross sq.ft. of residential area
gross sq.ft. of rental residential area
gross sq.ft. of retail area
gross sq.ft. of commercial area
underground/structured parking stall
gross sq.ft.

or

$10 psf of site area on 50% of site
stations
$0 per station

of hard costs, landscaping and site prep/servicing costs
of hard costs, landscaping and site prep/servicing costs and soft costs
of hard, soft and management costs

(continues on following page)
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Attachment 7b – continued
Government Levies
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Strata Apartment
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Townhouse
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Rental Residential
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Commercial
TransLink - Strata Apartment Residential
TransLink - Townhouse
TransLink - Rental Residential
TransLink - Commercial
Market Strata Apartment DCCs
Market Townhouse DCCs
Rental Residential DCCs
Retail DCCs
Office DCCs
School Site Acquisition Charge

$3,530
$0
$3,530
$2.67
$1,200
$0
$1,200
$1.25
$15.88
$0.00
$15.88
$12.47
$0.00
$600

Financing
Interim financing
Financing charged on
Financing fees

5.0% assuming a
75% of land and
1.25%

Commissions and Marketing
Commissions on Strata Residential
Marketing on Strata Residential
Commissions on Sale of Commercial
Commission on Sale of Rental Units
Initial Lease Up Costs on Rental Units
Leasing Commissions on Commercial Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Retail Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Office Space

3.0%
2.0%
2.0%
2.0%
$2,000
$5.00
$25.00
$50.00

per
per
per
per
per
per
per
per
per
per
per
per
per
per

apartment unit
townhouse unit
unit
sq.ft. of commercial space
market unit
market unit
unit
sq.ft. of commercial space
sq.ft. of floorspace
sq.ft. of floorspace
sq.ft. of floorspace
sq.ft. of floorspace
sq.ft. of floorspace
unit

2.50 year construction period
75% of construction costs

of gross strata market residential revenue
of gross strata market residential revenue
of gross commercial value
of value
per unit
per sq.ft.
per sq.ft.
per sq.ft.

Other Costs and Allowances
Net GST on Rental Units
Property Taxes
Assumed current assessment (Year 1 of analysis)
Assumed assessment after 1 year of construction (Year 2 of analysis)
Developer's Profit

3.20%
0.326%
$18,977,600
$94,696,700
15.0%

School Tax Surcharge During Development*
Tax Rate
Residential Portion of current assessment (Year 1 of analysis)
Assumed residential portion of assessment after 1 year of construction

0.2% between $3.0-$4.0 million, and0.4% over $4.0 million
$18,977,600
$83,540,745 (50% of completed residential project value)

of capitalized value of rental units
of assessed value
(50% of completed project value)
of total costs or
13.0% of gross market revenue/value

*Assumes BC Owner

*Retail Value Assumptions
Lease Rate NNN
Vacancy and Non Recoverable Allowance
Capitalization Rate
Capitalized Value per 1000 SF Gross
Rental Rev
Vacancy
NOI
Capitalized Value
Value psf of net leasable space

$45.00 psf per year
5.00%
5.00%
$45,000
$2,250
$42,750
$855,000
$855 psf

(continues on following page)
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Analysis
Revenue
Strata Sales Revenue
Rental Value
Gross Retail Value
Gross Office Value
Total Gross Value
Less Commissions on Strata
Less Commissions on Rental
Less Commissions on Commercial
Net Sales Revenue/Value
Project Costs
Upfront Compensation to Existing Tenants
Tenant Relocation
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
Allowance for Remediation
Site Preparation/Fill
Standard Site Servicing
Electrical Charging Station
Amenity Contributions on Base Density
Community Amenity Contribution Residential
Affordable Housing Contribution
Public Art Contribution (Allowance)
Undergrounding Utilities
Community Amenity Contribution Non-Residential
Amenity Contributions on Bonus Density
Community Amenity Contribution Residential
Affordable Housing Contribution
Public Art Contribution (Allowance)
Undergrounding Utilities
Community Amenity Contribution Non-Residential
Rezoning Costs
Hard Construction Costs
Site Landscaping
Electrical Charging Station
Other
Soft costs and Professional Fees
Development management
Fees, legal and survey for rental portion
Contingency on hard and soft costs
Marketing on Strata Units
Initial Lease Up Costs on Rental Units
Leasing Commissions on Commercial Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Retail Space
Tenant Improvement Allowance on Office Space
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Strata Apartment
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Townhouse
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Rental Residential
GVS & DD Sewer Levy - Commercial
TransLink - Strata Apartment Residential
TransLink - Townhouse
TransLink - Rental Residential
TransLink - Commercial
Market Strata Apartment DCCs
Market Townhouse DCCs
Rental Residential DCCs
Retail DCCs
Office DCCs
School Site Acquisition Charge
Less property tax allowance during approvals/development
Less School Tax Surcharge During Development
Interim financing on construction costs
Financing fees/costs
Less Net GST (assuming builder holds units)
Total Project Costs Before Land

$167,081,491
$0
$22,311,909
$0
$189,393,400
$5,012,445
$0
$446,238
$183,934,717

$0
$0
$314,620
$0
$0
$309,451
$0
$449,800
$262,000
$588,481
$544,967
$2,954
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$250,000
$104,824,364
$434,930
$0
$0
$8,613,356
$3,488,409
$0
$5,911,757
$3,341,630
$0
$130,479
$652,395
$0
$924,860
$0
$0
$69,676
$314,400
$0
$0
$32,620
$4,005,879
$0
$0
$325,415
$0
$157,200
$556,519
$573,110
$6,425,591
$1,345,358
$0
$144,850,220 which works out to

Developer's Profit

$24,696,899

Residual to Land and Land Carry
Less financing on land during construction and approvals
Less financing fee on land loan
Less property closing costs
Residual Land Value

$14,387,598
$1,440,558
$109,241
$535,295
$12,302,504

Residual Value per sq.ft. of site
Residual Value per sq.ft. of FAR
Residual Value per sq.ft. of gross buildable floorspace

$476

per square foot

$141
$40
$40
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Attachment 7c
Case Study #7: Site in Surrey City Centre
Estimated Residual Land Value based on Rezoning to 3.5 FSR (commercial) (no transit premium)
Assumes developer builds, leases, and then sells and expects a 15% profit margin on total costs

Assumptions
Site and Building Size Assumptions:
Assumed Site Size
FAR
Density Bonus
Density with Bonuses
Project Size
Gross Office Area
Gross Retail
Parking
Total Stalls
Underground/structured Parking Stalls
Surface Parking Stalls
Strata Office Share
Leasehold Office Share

86,986
3.50
0.00
3.50
304,451
274,006
30,445
398

or
FAR
FAR
FAR
sq. ft.
sq. ft.
sq. ft.

2.0 acre

3.15 FAR
0.35 FAR
1 per 71m2

398
398
0
0% of gross site area
100% of gross site area

Saleable Strata Office
Leasable Leasehold Office
Rentable Area (Retail)

0 sq. ft. or
260,306 sq. ft. or
28,923 sq. ft. or

Revenue and Value Assumptions:
Average Strata Sales Price (Office)
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

$0
$27.90
$45.00
$18.00
$18.00
5.0%
0.0%
0.0%
$150.00

per
per
per
per
per

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

95% of gross area
95% of gross area
95% of gross area
of
of
of
of
of

4.75%

Profit Allowance

13.0% of value or

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

$250,000
$314,620
$530,488
$0
$280
$280
$55,000
$5,000
$352
$50
$0
$50
$25
15%
3.5%
$13.71
$9.11
$2.67
5.0%
75.0%
50.0%
1.5%
1.0212%

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

0
379
20
398
159,349
1.8

parking stalls
parking stalls
parking stalls
total parking stalls
square feet
storeys

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

Cap Rate

Cost Assumptions:
Rezoning Allowance
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 Strata
Fit-up Allowance Office Leasehold
Fit-up Allowance Retail
Soft Costs (including project management)
Contingency
City of Surrey DCC Ground Floor (includes CC additional rates)
City of Surrey Upper Floor (includes CC additional rates)
Metro Vancouver DCC
Interim Financing
Share of Construction Costs Financed
Share of Land Costs Financed
Financing Fee
Property Taxes During Development

and
and

15.0% of costs

$20 per square foot of existing building area
$3,000 per metre of frontage

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 saleable square foot
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

2.25 year construction period

applied to land value in Year 1
$18,977,600
applied to 50% of gross value of building in Year 2, which is:
35% of Year 1 revenue
$913,353
6 months, or
0.50
years
$45.90 per sq.ft. (i.e. lease revenue+operating costs) on
2.0%

$92,819,048
$3.00 per square foot
50% of space during lease-up

(continues on following page)
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Attachment 7c – continued
Analysis

Strata Revenue
Lease Revenue
Recovered Operating Costs
Parking Income
Total Gross Revenue
Less Operating Costs
Net Operating Income
Capitalized Value of Leasehold Space
Value of Strata Space
Total Value
Less Commission
Net Proceeds
Total Value per sq.ft. buildable

$0
$8,135,852
$5,206,112
$681,958
$14,023,922
$5,206,112
$8,817,810
$185,638,096
$0
$185,638,096
$3,712,762
$181,925,335
$598

Rezoning Allowance
$250,000
Demolition Allowance
$314,620
Site Servicing
$530,488
Allowance for piling, stabilization
$0
Hard Construction (including parking)
$107,166,752
Allowance to finish common areas
$761,128
Fit-Up of Strata Space
$0
Fit-Up of Leasehold Space
$13,738,351
Upfront Leasing Commissions
$2,847,548
Marketing
$913,353
Upfront Vacancy Cost during Lease-up
$2,987,007
Soft Costs (including project management)
$16,075,013
Contingency
$4,313,462
City of Surrey DCC Ground Floor (includes CC additional rates)
$417,402
City of Surrey Upper Floor (includes CC additional rates)
$2,496,194
Metro Vancouver DCC
$812,884
Property Taxes during Development
$1,378,607
Interim Financing
$6,539,181
Financing fees/costs
$1,817,347
Total Costs Before Land and Profit
$163,359,337 which works out to
Profit:

$24,207,208

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

-$5,641,210
-$349,050
$96,898
-$331,319
-$5,057,739

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

$537 per sq.ft. buildable

-$17
-$58
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Attachment 7d
Case Study #7: Site in Surrey City Centre
Estimated Residual Land Value based on Rezoning to 3.5 FSR (commercial) (with transit premium)
Assumes developer builds, leases, and then sells and expects a 15% profit margin on total costs

Assumptions
Site and Building Size Assumptions:
Assumed Site Size
FAR
Density Bonus
Density with Bonuses
Project Size
Gross Office Area
Gross Retail
Parking
Total Stalls
Underground/structured Parking Stalls
Surface Parking Stalls
Strata Office Share
Leasehold Office Share

86,986
3.50
0.00
3.50
304,451
274,006
30,445
398

or
FAR
FAR
FAR
sq. ft.
sq. ft.
sq. ft.

2.0 acre

3.15 FAR
0.35 FAR
1 per 71m2

398
398
0
0% of gross site area
100% of gross site area

Saleable Strata Office
Leasable Leasehold Office
Rentable Area (Retail)

0 sq. ft. or
260,306 sq. ft. or
28,923 sq. ft. or

Revenue and Value Assumptions:
Average Strata Sales Price (Office)
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

$0
$31.00
$45.00
$18.00
$18.00
5.0%
0.0%
0.0%
$150.00

per
per
per
per
per

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

95% of gross area
95% of gross area
95% of gross area
of
of
of
of
of

4.75%

Profit Allowance

13.0% of value or

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

$250,000
$314,620
$530,488
$0
$280
$280
$55,000
$5,000
$352
$50
$0
$50
$25
15%
3.5%
$13.71
$9.11
$2.67
5.0%
75.0%
50.0%
1.5%
1.0212%

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

0
379
20
398
159,349
1.8

parking stalls
parking stalls
parking stalls
total parking stalls
square feet
storeys

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

Cap Rate

Cost Assumptions:
Rezoning Allowance
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 Strata
Fit-up Allowance Office Leasehold
Fit-up Allowance Retail
Soft Costs (including project management)
Contingency
City of Surrey DCC Ground Floor (includes CC additional rates)
City of Surrey Upper Floor (includes CC additional rates)
Metro Vancouver DCC
Interim Financing
Share of Construction Costs Financed
Share of Land Costs Financed
Financing Fee
Property Taxes During Development

and
and

15.0% of costs

$20 per square foot of existing building area
$3,000 per metre of frontage

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 saleable square foot
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

2.25 year construction period

applied to land value in Year 1
$18,977,600
applied to 50% of gross value of building in Year 2, which is:
35% of Year 1 revenue
$913,353
6 months, or
0.50
years
$49.00 per sq.ft. (i.e. lease revenue+operating costs) on
2.0%

$100,888,522
$3.00 per square foot
50% of space during lease-up

(continues on following page)
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EVALUATION OF LAND VALUE CAPTURE AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT AS SOURCES OF REVENUE FOR TRANSLINK

Attachment 7d – continued
Analysis

Strata Revenue
Lease Revenue
Recovered Operating Costs
Parking Income
Total Gross Revenue
Less Operating Costs
Net Operating Income
Capitalized Value of Leasehold Space
Value of Strata Space
Total Value
Less Commission
Net Proceeds
Total Value per sq.ft. buildable

$0
$8,902,452
$5,206,112
$681,958
$14,790,522
$5,206,112
$9,584,410
$201,777,044
$0
$201,777,044
$4,035,541
$197,741,503
$650

Rezoning Allowance
$250,000
Demolition Allowance
$314,620
Site Servicing
$530,488
Allowance for piling, stabilization
$0
Hard Construction (including parking)
$107,166,752
Allowance to finish common areas
$761,128
Fit-Up of Strata Space
$0
Fit-Up of Leasehold Space
$13,738,351
Upfront Leasing Commissions
$3,115,858
Marketing
$913,353
Upfront Vacancy Cost during Lease-up
$3,188,744
Soft Costs (including project management)
$16,075,013
Contingency
$4,313,462
City of Surrey DCC Ground Floor (includes CC additional rates)
$417,402
City of Surrey Upper Floor (includes CC additional rates)
$2,496,194
Metro Vancouver DCC
$812,884
Property Taxes during Development
$1,481,612
Interim Financing
$6,563,357
Financing fees/costs
$1,824,066
Total Costs Before Land and Profit
$163,963,283 which works out to
Profit:
Land Residual:
Land Residual Before Holding Costs
Less interim financing on land
Less property taxes during approvals
Less property closing costs
Residual Land Value
Value per sq.ft. buildable
Value per sq.ft. of site area

$539 per sq.ft. buildable

$26,311,727
$7,466,493
$461,989
$96,898
$254,002
$6,653,604
$22
$76
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ATTACHMENT 2
TO:

Mayors’ Council on Regional Transportation

FROM:

Geoff Cross, Vice President, Transportation Planning and Policy

DATE:

May 28, 2020

SUBJECT:

Land Value Capture Policy Study

RECOMMENDATION:
That the Mayors’ Council receive this report.
PURPOSE:
This report provides information about a study of potential land value capture approaches for TransLink
that was requested by the Board and Mayors’ Council. This work was part of broader research into a
Funding Strategy for TransLink. The materials were brought forward to the Mayors and Board
throughout Fall 2019 and Spring 2020, prior to the Covid-19 pandemic. In collaboration with Metro
Vancouver, the plan is to release the report online in June.
BACKGROUND:
In March 2019, the Joint Finance Committee and Mayors’ Council received information about the
rationale for land value capture and the broad range of approaches that are considered land value
capture, including ones that TransLink has already implemented.
This study (Appendix A) responds to the questions raised by the Committee by 1) quantifying the
amount of land value uplift that can be created by transit infrastructure in this region and 2) identifying
the challenges and opportunities for TransLink to use land value to generate new revenue for transit
investments, increase walking, cycling, and transit ridership, and support transit-oriented affordable
rental housing creation. The scope of the study was established in collaboration with Metro Vancouver
staff. TransLink retained Coriolis Consulting to perform the study based on their expertise on land
economics and urban planning.
DISCUSSION:
Highlights of the study conducted by Coriolis are discussed below. It is important to note that this study
was developed in late 2019 and early 2020, prior to the onset of the COVID-19 Pandemic. The potential
for any of the Land Value Capture mechanisms to be implemented as a part of TransLink’s funding
framework will require additional discussion based on the economic conditions of the region during the
re-building phase following the pandemic.
1. Rapid transit investment can significantly increase land values compared to rezoning alone and can
be estimated
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A large and increasing share of development in this region is happening at rapid transit stations.
Through a detailed analysis of real estate sales and lease data, Coriolis found a sales price premium of
up to 5% for strata residential units and a lease price premium of 10% for commercial spaces that are
near rapid transit, in comparison with developments of a similar age and quality that are not near rapid
transit.
Price premium and land value uplift findings
Price premium for being near rapid
transit
Finding
Analysis type
Residential
Sales premium of
Sales data analysis
development up to 5% for strata Literature review
multi-family
residential units
Commercial
Lease premium of
development up to 10% for
commercial spaces

Lease data and BC
Assessment data
analysis
Real estate broker
interviews
Literature review

Land value uplift for being near rapid
transit
Finding
Analysis type
Land value uplift of Pro forma case
20 to 40% for
study
strata multi-family
residential
developments
Commercial
Pro forma case
developments not
study
financially viable
without rapid
transit access

Using these findings on price premiums, Coriolis prepared several pro forma case studies to estimate the
increase in land value that could be supported if a development were both near rapid transit and
rezoned, as opposed to only being rezoned. The case studies focused on areas where new rapid transit
was recently built or is planned and are based on actual developments in those areas.
Land value uplift case studies
Case study
1. Strata multi-family,
Broadway Corridor
2. Market rental multifamily, Broadway Corridor
3. Strata multi-family,
Burquitlam
4. Strata multi-family,
Fleetwood
5. Strata multi-family, Lynn
Creek 1

Supportable land value
After
After
rezoning
Existing
rezoning plus rapid
transit
$22.8 M

$45.4 M

$50.3 M

$22.8 M

$13.3 M

$15.2 M

$9.8 M

$16.3 M

$21.7 M

$3.1 M

$0.9 M

$3.8 M

$6.5 M

$10.8 M

$11.2 M

Land value uplift
From
rezoning
$22.6 M
(82%)
not
viable
$6.5 M
(54%)
not
viable
$4.3M
(92%)

From
rapid
transit

Total

$4.9 M
(18%)

$27.5 M

not viable

none

$5.4 M
(46%)
now
viable
$0.4 M
(8%)

$11.9 M
$0.7 M
$4.7 M

Note this case study is for bus rapid transit, not rail rapid transit as in other case studies, and assumes a lower
sales price premium (1% instead of 5%).
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6. Office, Broadway
Corridor
7. Office, Surrey City
Centre

$15.3 M

$11.2 M

$16.9 M

$10.7 M

-$5.0 M

$6.6 M

not
viable
not
viable

now
viable

$1.6 M

not viable

none

For strata residential developments, being near rapid transit accounted for between 20 to 40% of the
land value uplift, with the remainder being due to rezoning; for commercial developments, being near
rapid transit was necessary to make the project even financially viable, as the rezoning alone would not
create enough value. While the findings varied depending on the rapid transit type, location, and
development type that was modelled, the percentage of land value uplift from being near rapid transit
was greatest for lower density areas.
More detail on the case studies can be found in the full report, attached in Appendix A.
2. There are many potential approaches for TransLink to capture land value from rapid transit
investment for public benefit
Given that investment in TransLink’s rapid transit system can create such a significant share of land
value uplift for developments in this region, it is reasonable for TransLink to capture more of this value
to help fund regional objectives. Coriolis reviewed land value capture approaches that have been
implemented around the world and identified ones to consider further based on revenue sustainability,
ease of implementation, and negative impacts on stakeholders.
Potential land value capture approaches for TransLink
Approaches not to consider further
• Development cost charge: a fee on new
•
development for the capital cost of public
infrastructure (in addition to current
TransLink DCC)
• Across-the-board property tax: a tax on the
•
combined value of land and improvements
• Land value tax: a tax on the value of land
only, separate from the value of
improvements
•
• Capital gains tax: a tax on profit from the
sale of a property
•
• Foreign purchaser tax: a tax on the purchase
of a property, if the buyer is a non-resident
•

Approaches to consider further
Strategic acquisition and disposition of land:
buying and selling or leasing land, with the
potential to increase land value through
assembly, rezoning, and strategic timing
Participation in urban development:
contributing land or equity to a development,
with the potential to gain business profit in
addition to land value 2
Benefitting area tax: a tax on properties that
are near transit infrastructure or facilities
Density bonusing/community amenity
contribution at rezoning: revenues collected
from developments in exchange for
entitlements (usually increased density)
Property transfer tax: a tax on the purchase
of a property

Note that this goes beyond strict capture of land value, as it is a business activity with significant additional risks
compared to strategic acquisition and disposition of land.
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More detail on the opportunities and challenges presented by each approach can be found in the full
report, attached in Appendix A.
3. Government partners and development stakeholders supported some land value capture
approaches, opposed others
TransLink invited government partners, including every member of the Metro Vancouver Regional
Planning Advisory Committee, and development stakeholders to provide input on the study
methodology, findings, and draft report through a series of engagement calls and workshops.
Representatives from the following participated in at least one of the engagement events:
• Government partners and agencies: BC Housing, Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation,
City of Burnaby, City of Coquitlam, City of Port Moody, City of Richmond, City of Surrey, City of
Vancouver, District of North Vancouver, Metro Vancouver, Ministry of Municipal Affairs and
Housing, UBC
• Development stakeholders: Affordable BC, Homebuilders Association Vancouver, Urban
Development Institute
There was broad support from local government partners and development stakeholders for TransLink
to undertake strategic land acquisition and disposition, participate in development, and seek a share of
property transfer tax revenues from the provincial government. These were perceived as innovative
ways to increase regional revenues and capture land value created by rapid transit without negatively
affecting any groups.
Government partner and development stakeholder response
Approaches to consider further
Summary of partner and stakeholder response
Strategic land acquisition and disposition
Broad support
Participation in development
Broad support
Property transfer tax
Support
Benefitting area tax
Some local government opposition
Density bonusing/CACs at rezoning
Broad local government opposition
However, some local government partners were opposed to a benefitting area tax. They expressed
concern that the benefitting area tax would reduce affordability for commercial tenants who pay net
leases, especially small businesses and arts, culture, or non-profit organizations. They also felt that a
benefitting area tax would be contrary to the principle that transit investments provide region-wide
benefits.
Local government partners were also broadly opposed to density bonusing/CACs for TransLink. They
emphasized that local governments rely heavily on revenues from density bonusing/CACs in order to
provide community services, amenities, and infrastructure. As they begin to prioritize affordable housing
over strata residential development at the direction of their councils, many local governments anticipate
a reduction in the value of density bonusing/CACs over the coming years. Some also felt that using
density bonusing/CACs to fund TransLink would put an unfair burden on areas with higher property
values or the most development growth; others were willing to consider implementing density
bonusing/CACs for specific major transit investments. In contrast, some development stakeholders were
open to density bonusing/CACs for TransLink, so long as the fees were transparent and set by formula
instead of negotiated on a project-by-project basis.
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4. Specific policy questions need to be addressed before proceeding with implementation
In conclusion, there are several approaches to land value capture that TransLink should consider further,
but there are additional policy questions that TransLink must address in consultation with government
partners and development stakeholders. These are summarized below.
Approaches to consider further
Strategic land acquisition and
disposition
Participation in development

Property transfer tax

Benefitting area tax

Density bonusing/CACs at
rezoning

Policy question
Where and when are the
opportunities? How to balance
objectives? What is acceptable
risk?
Where and when are the
opportunities? How to balance
objectives? What is acceptable
risk?
What is the appropriate role for
TransLink in a multi-party
negotiation?
What are ways that boundaries
could be defined? How can
boundary issues be avoided?
What are appropriate tax rates?
How would affordability issues
be mitigated?
How to deal with the diversity
of density bonusing/CAC
approaches across the region?
How to deal with the wide
range in land values? Approach
through Project Partnership
Agreements, or on a regional
basis?

Potential next steps
Develop a strategic plan to
identify opportunities, align
objectives, and manage risk
Develop a strategic plan to
identify opportunities, align
objectives, and manage risk
Participate with Metro
Vancouver and local
governments in further
discussions with the provincial
government
Explore options that will
minimize negative impacts in
consultation with local
governments and development
stakeholders
Explore options that will
minimize negative impacts in
consultation with local
governments and development
stakeholders

Land Value Capture and Housing Policies
If TransLink were to adopt any of the additional tax and/or fee-based approaches above, it could use
them to fund further transit, walking, and cycling infrastructure. This is consistent with its general
approach of collecting taxes and fees and allocating them across the regional transportation system.
In contrast, if TransLink were to adopt the land- and development-based approaches above, it could
become involved in decisions not only about transit, walking, and cycling infrastructure but also about
the creation of transit-oriented affordable rental housing. However, there is not a policy justification for
TransLink, as a regional transportation authority, to use the tax- and fee-based approaches above to
support the creation of transit-oriented affordable rental housing, as that is already the mandate of
other levels of government. The Board and Mayors’ Council have previously provided direction that the
primary objective of Land Value Capture activities would be to recapture a portion of the costs of the
transit investments that produced the uplift in question.
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NEXT STEPS:


June 2020: TransLink will finalize the land value capture study and release it to government
partners, development stakeholders, and the general public in June 2020.



In light of the COVID-19 pandemic which arose after this report was finalized, the next steps on
this report will be contingent on our region having greater clarity on what financial support
TransLink can expect from senior government as well as a window into how the economy might
fare 2020 and 2021. This will be part of a broader Funding Strategy discussion with Mayors’
Council in late-2020 and early 2021 during the re-building phase of the pandemic.

ATTACHMENT
• Land Value Capture Report by Coriolis
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5.5
To:

Regional Planning Committee

From:

Erin Rennie, Senior Planner, Regional Planning and Housing Services

Date:

May 20, 2020

Subject:

Metro 2050 Q2 2020 Status Update

Meeting Date: June 12, 2020

RECOMMENDATION
That the Regional Planning Committee receive for information the report dated May 20, 2020, titled,
“Metro 2050 Q2 2020 Status Update.”

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Staff committed to providing quarterly updates to the Regional Planning Committee on the progress
of Metro 2050. At the May 1st 2020 Regional Planning Committee meeting, Committee members
requested additional detail on what was meant by the “technical work” being done as part of the
Policy Reviews. As a result, this second quarter progress includes: a summary of the engagement
activity to date; a summary of each audience group’s capacity to engage; and a summary of the
technical work underway. Staff will continue to provide monthly and quarterly updates to the
Regional Planning Committee to help determine whether it is appropriate to engage with particular
audiences at this time on interim Policy Review work and will continue to postpone engagement on
any policy review recommendations until the Committee provides direction.
PURPOSE
To provide an update on the policy review technical and engagement work that has taken place
during the second quarter of 2020 and provide a summary of the technical and analysis work that will
continue during the pandemic response period.
BACKGROUND
On April 26, 2019, the MVRD Board passed a resolution to initiate a comprehensive update to Metro
Vancouver 2040: Shaping our Future (Metro 2040), the regional growth strategy (Reference 1). The
process to develop Metro 2050 includes a series of “Metro 2040 Policy Reviews” which are technical
policy analysis projects organized by topic area, designed to review the existing policies of the
regional growth strategy and identify opportunities to enhance them. On October 4, 2019 the MVRD
Board approved the updated Metro 2050 Engagement Plan (Reference 2) which outlined four key
audience groups and described engagement activities that had been specially designed for each. Staff
have committed to providing quarterly updates on the progress of Metro 2050. The last report on Q1
2020 was presented to the Committee on March 6, 2020 (Reference 3).
On May 1, 2020 the Regional Planning Committee received a report outlining an approach to adapting
the Metro 2050 project to the realities of the COVID-19 pandemic response (Reference 4). This
approach included continuing the technical aspects of the Metro 2040 Policy Reviews and some
engagement, as appropriate, but postponing engagement with decision-makers until they indicate
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that they are ready to re-engage. At the May 1st meeting, Committee members requested additional
detail on what was meant by the “technical work” being done as part of the Policy Reviews.
METRO 2040 POLICY REVIEW PROCESS AND STATUS
The content for Metro 2050 is being developed through 11 different, themed Policy Reviews. Policy
Reviews are sub-projects that evaluate the existing policies of Metro 2040 and make
recommendations for Metro 2050. Stakeholder engagement, as set out in the Engagement Plan, is
another key component that takes place at appropriate points throughout the process. Figure 1
shows a conceptual overview of the Metro 2040 Policy Review process.
Figure 1

Metro 2040 Policy Review Technical Analysis – Planning Techniques
Technical analysis is a key component of the Metro 2040 Policy Reviews and can involve a number of
different planning techniques. The Policy Reviews are using a variety of different technical analysis
techniques depending on the scope and topic. Some of the techniques used are listed below; each
Policy Review has generally only selected 2-3 of the following optional techniques.










Peer Jurisdiction Review: reviewing how other jurisdictions have address the topic in regional
planning.
Spatial analysis: using mapping techniques to assess current and planned geographic values.
Interviews with experts: interviewing subject matter experts and seeking input.
Performance analysis: quantitative analysis of progress towards Metro 2040 goals using
Metro 2040 performance indicators.
Regional Context Statement Review: review of municipal Regional Context Statements to
determine how Metro 2040 policies are being used by members.
Environmental scan: review of emerging trends, threats, and opportunities.
Modelling: using a computer model to test the outcomes of different policy options.
Scenario testing: testing different policy options against possible scenarios.
Multi-Criteria Analysis: evaluating different policy options against a list of defined criteria.

Often the results of a technical analysis are presented in the form of a Background Paper or Discussion
Paper and used as an engagement tool to refine new policy directions.
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Policy Review Q2 2020 Status Update
Table 1 below provides a status update on each Policy Review.
Table 1 Metro 2040 Policy Review Status
TASK
STATUS
Housing Demand Estimates

Q2 PROGRESS NOTES

In progress

A “Panel of Experts” has been convened to
support methodology update.
Urban Centre and Frequent Recommendations Presented to MVRD Board in March of 2020 and
Transit Development Area Ready for
referred back to staff. Technical analysis to
Policy Review
Consideration
support Urban Centre growth targets continues
in partnership with TransLink.
Projections for Population, In progress
Staff will begin a round of member staff
Housing, and Job Growth
engagement on the 2050 projections beginning
to the year 2050
in the summer of 2020.
Agriculture Policy Review
Recommendations This review is completed and Policy
Ready for
Recommendations are now ready for the
Consideration
Committee’s review.
Environment Policy Review Recommendations This review is completed and Policy
Ready for
Recommendations will be ready for the
Consideration
Committee’s review as of July 2020.
Transport Policy Review
Technical Analysis A review of the current policies, including an
Environmental Scan and Performance Analysis is
completed and ready for the Committee’s
review as of July 2020.
Climate Change and
Technical Analysis A consultant will conduct an Environmental Scan
Natural Hazards Policy
and Peer Jurisdiction Review over the summer of
Review
2020.
Housing Policy Review
Technical Analysis A Discussion Paper was presented to the
Committee in May 2020.
Rural Lands Policy Review
Scoped
The Scope of Work was presented to the
Committee in May 2020.
Industrial and Mixed
Technical Analysis Preliminary policy directions presented to RPAC
Employment Policy Review and Engagement
in May, and a workshop on the policy directions
is proposed for July 2020.
Complete Communities
Technical Analysis The scope of this review will be presented to the
Policy Review
Committee in June 2020. This review will include
an Environmental Scan and RCS Review and will
be supported by policy analysis being done
through the Hey Neighbour Collective Study.
Implementation Policy
Technical Analysis The scope was presented to the Committee in
Review
May 2020. Staff are working with MVRD’s Legal
staff on this Policy Review.
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Additional Policy Work to Support Metro 2050
Extension of Sewerage
Services Policy Review
Performance Monitoring

Complete

This work was completed in 2017.

Complete

Equity in Regional Growth
Management Study –
Phase 2

Technical Analysis

Long Range Growth and
Transportation Scenarios

Under Review

A review was completed in 2017. Additional
changes may be considered within each policy
review.
The scope was presented to the Committed in
May. A consultant will be hired to conduct
Spatial and Quantitative Analysis and
Stakeholder Engagement in the summer of 2020.
The scenarios will be leveraged in light of COVID19 and used to qualitatively evaluate the
resilience of Metro 2040 policies.

Metro 2050 Engagement Status Update
In light of the pandemic response, some forms of engagement activity will continue where
appropriate and possible given physical distancing measures and audience capacity. Other forms of
engagement are on hold until notification is received that the audience group is able to re-engage.
Table 2 provides an update of recent and upcoming engagement activity.
Table 2 Metro 2040 Policy Review Engagement Summary
Audience
Activity
Detail
Signatories
RPAC and
Policy Review
Continued technical updates from
RPL
Updates
Policy Reviews
RPAC
Engagement
Engagement on
Policy Recommendations
RPL and
Engagement
MVRD Board
FVRD &
Ongoing
SLRD
communication with
adjacent regional
districts
TransLink
Ongoing meetings
with TransLink staff

Non-Signatory Stakeholders
Regional
Engagement
Stakeholders

Engagement on Policy
Recommendations
Telephone meetings with staff at
Fraser-Valley and Squamish-Lillooet
Regional Districts.

Status
Ongoing, monthly
Ongoing depending
on audience
capacity
On hold
Ongoing as possible

Development of a new long range
planning working group to develop
a future transit and growth network
concept and coordinate on other
tasks.

Ongoing
Spring – Summer
2020

Postponed until notification
received that agencies are available
to engage.

On hold (some
engagement
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Provincial
Government

First Nations
Matsqui
First Nation
Kwantlen
First Nation
First Nations
General

depending on
audience)
Planned for July
2020; ongoing

Policy Review
Updates

Ongoing telephone communication.
Planning for a series of online
meetings on Policy Review topic
areas. Engagement on integration
of M2050, T2050 and C2050
ongoing through T2050 process

In-Person meeting

Metro 2050 overview, policy
content, Indigenous visibility.
Metro 2050 overview, policy
content, Indigenous visibility.
Available on request. One First
Nation has requested a meeting
scheduled for February.

Completed February
28, 2020
Completed May 1,
2020
On request

Available online for residents to
submit comments on Metro 2050.
Direct email to project team is also
available.
Provides information about Metro
2050 process, background, and
engagement opportunities.
Provides an overview of M2040 and
the scope of Metro 2050.

Ongoing

Online meeting
Meetings On
Request

General Public
All
Metro 2050 Online
Comment Form

All

Website

All

Webinar

Ongoing

Planned for June 17,
2020

Availability of Audiences to Re-Engage on Metro 2050
Staff have committed to checking monthly with audience groups to assess their ability to engage on
Metro 2050. To date, engagement on technical aspects of the policy review continues and member
jurisdiction, TransLink and provincial staff have communicated there continues to be capacity to
engage, however, there is a request to check in regularly and be sensitive to the potential need to
prioritize other issues in the short term. Some non-signatory regional stakeholders and some member
staff do not have capacity to engage at this time.
ALTERNATIVES
This is an information report. No alternatives are presented.
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS
There are no financial implications to this report; it was undertaken as part of Regional Planning’s
regular work program and Board-approved 2020 Regional Planning budget.
CONCLUSION
The content of Metro 2050 is being developed through 11 Policy Reviews, which are sub-projects that
combine technical analysis and engagement activity by theme. The outcome of the Policy Reviews
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will be Policy Recommendations which will be presented to the Regional Planning Committee and
MVRD Board for endorsement prior to staff beginning the second phase of the Metro 2050 process
which is to draft amended text for Metro 2050. In light of the COVID-19 pandemic response staff are
postponing some forms of planned engagement until audiences are available to meaningfully reengage. Staff are making progress on the technical aspects of the Policy Reviews and some
engagement work has continued. Based on the stated capacity of audiences to engage, staff will
continue to engage with provincial Staff, TransLink staff, the general public, and First Nations staff
(on request), but may postpone some engagement with member jurisdiction staff, elected officials,
and regional stakeholder staff until they are ready to re-engage. Staff will continue to provide Policy
Review updates to these groups and regularly monitor their respective capacity to re-engage.
References
1. Report titled “Towards Metro 2050: Updating Metro Vancouver 2040: Shaping our Future”,
dated, March 28, 2019
2. Report titled “Metro 2050 Engagement Plan”, dated, August 15, 2019
3. Report titled “Metro 2050 Q1 2020 Status Update”, dated, February 20, 2020
4. Report titled “Updating the Regional Growth Strategy: A Proposed Response in Light of
COVID-19,” dated, April 23, 2020
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To:

Regional Planning Committee

From:

Erin Rennie, Senior Planner, Mark Seinen, Senior Planner, and Sinisa Vukicevic,
Planning Analytics Program Manager, Regional Planning and Housing Services

Date:

May 27, 2020

Subject:

Developing a Shared Resiliency Framework for Metro 2050 and Transport 2050

Meeting Date: June 12, 2020

RECOMMENDATION
That the Regional Planning Committee receive for information the report dated May 27, 2020, titled
“Developing a Shared Resiliency Framework for Metro 2050 and Transport 2050.”

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
As a result of direction from the Regional Planning Committee and in light of the COVID-19 pandemic,
Regional Planning staff are working closely with TransLink staff to develop a shared COVID-informed
resiliency framework for Metro 2050 and Transport 2050. These two long-range regional plans were
in mid-development when the global pandemic began. To date, staff have taken three actions to
further the objective of develop a resiliency lens:
1. Assess COVID Impact on Metro 2040 Policies: Undertook an assessment of the likely impacts
of the COVID-19 pandemic on regional planning principles embedded in Metro 2040 and
concluded that while some impacts on the region are likely, the fundamental planning
principles in the regional growth strategy remain sound;
2. COVID Impact on Regional Population Projections: Completed a scenario development
exercise considering the potential impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic on the region’s longterm population projections which highlighted that although the pandemic is likely to
dampen population growth in the short term, the impact looking out to 2050 is within the
range contemplated by the current projections; and
3. Working Group to Develop Resiliency Framework: Struck a long range planning coordination
working group comprising staff working on Transport 2050, Climate 2050, and Metro 2050
tasked with developing a shared Resiliency Framework to be applied to new policies under
consideration in each of the respective strategies.
PURPOSE
To update the Regional Planning Committee on the progress towards the development of a shared
resiliency lens for Metro 2050 and Transport 2050, and provide details about how further
coordination with the Transport 2050 and Climate 2050 plans can be accomplished.
BACKGROUND
In April 2019, the MVRD Board initiated a process to update Metro Vancouver 2040: Shaping our
Future (Metro 2040), the regional growth strategy. The updated strategy will be referred to as “Metro
2050” (Reference 1). In September 2019, the MVRD Board approved the Metro 2050 Engagement
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Plan which outlined a process to engage different audiences and work towards adopting Metro 2050
in the summer of 2022 (Reference 2).
In response to the pandemic, in May of 2020 the Regional Planning Committee recommended that
the Board endorse a process to update the Metro 2050 work plan as outlined in the staff report titled
“Updating the Regional Growth Strategy: A Proposed Response in Light of COVID-19” (Reference 3).
This approach includes:
 Continuing technical work on Metro 2050, primarily advancing the 11 Policy Reviews, but
delay seeking decisions on Policy Recommendations from the Regional Planning Committee
and Board, as well as any collaborative forms of engagement until member jurisdictions and
stakeholders are ready / able to re-engage;
 Leveraging the 2019 work on Long-Range Growth and Transportation Scenarios to develop a
COVID-informed resiliency lens for Metro 2050 projections, targets, and policies;
 Continuing work to further integrate Metro 2050 with TransLink’s Transport 2050 project as
well as Climate 2050; and
 Redeploying Regional Planning resources to better support immediate data and research
needs as part of pandemic response and recovery efforts.
This report updates the Committee on the progress towards the development of a shared resiliency
lens for Metro 2050 and Transport 2050 and provides details about how further coordination with
the Transport 2050 and Climate 2050 plans can be accomplished. The 100 Resilient Cities initiative
describes urban resilience as an approach to meeting the growing range of challenges cities face in
the 21st Century, and notes the following:
From the effects of climate change to growing migrant populations to inadequate
infrastructure to pandemics to cyber-attacks, resilience is what helps cities adapt and
transform in the face of these challenges, helping them to prepare for both the expected
and the unexpected.

ACTIONS TO DEVELOP A COVID-INFORMED RESILIENCY FRAMEWORK FOR METRO 2050
To date, staff have taken three actions to further the objective of develop a resiliency lens:
1. Assess COVID Impact on Metro 2040 Policies: Undertook an assessment of the likely impacts
of the COVID-19 pandemic on regional planning principles embedded in Metro 2040 and
concluded that while some impacts on the region are likely, the fundamental planning
principles in the regional growth strategy remain sound;
2. COVID Impact on Regional Population Projections: Completed a scenario development
exercise considering the potential impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic on the region’s longterm population projections which highlighted that although the pandemic is likely to
dampen population growth in the short term, the impact looking out to 2050 is within the
range contemplated by the current projections; and
3. Working Group to Develop Resiliency Framework: Struck a long range planning coordination
working group comprising staff working on Transport 2050, Climate 2050, and Metro 2050
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tasked with developing a shared Resiliency Framework to be applied to new policies under
consideration in each of the respective strategies.
Each of these actions will be further explored below.
COVID IMPACT ASSESSMENT ON REGIONAL PLANNING PRINCIPLES AND POLICIES
During April and May of 2020, Regional Planning staff assessed the short, medium and long-term
impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic and the associated potential disruptions on the topic areas set
out in Metro 2040. These topic areas include: residential and employment development patterns;
employment rates; demand for industrial lands; demand for agricultural lands; food security;
environmental health; demand and access to community social services; and transportation demand
and mode share.
Staff used this process to predict the quality, magnitude, and process of these impacts. While most
anticipated impacts are predicted to be significant in the acute phase (i.e. within the next 2 years),
they are expected to return to the status quo in the recovery and post-recovery periods in the
relatively short term. This includes the impacts to transit use, air quality, and to some extent,
employment. Some impacts on the other hand were determined to likely to be minimal in the acute
phase, but to ramp up over time and be at their highest 3-5 years from now (such as pressure on the
Urban Containment Boundary).
The results of this analysis are being used to assess the continued relevance of the Metro 2040
principles and policy directions. Staff conclude that established planning principles and most of the
regional policies in Metro 2040 are sound and, in fact, are now and during the post-pandemic period,
will be more important than ever. These principles include:







coordinating land use and transportation planning (to avoid cutting off transit access during
service reduction scenarios);
managing sprawl (to avoid the costly and inefficient expansion of regional services into areas
that are inappropriate for growth and not sustainable);
protecting and enhancing conservation and recreation lands (given the heightened
importance of park and green space access during the pandemic);
protecting and enhancing agricultural lands (because of the importance of food security and
local food flow);
protecting and enhancing industrial and employment lands (to support a prosperous trade
and regional economy); and
building compact, complete, and resilient communities (to support healthy, walkable
communities where people can meet most of their daily needs without leaving their
neighbourhoods).

POTENTIAL COVID-19 IMPACTS ON REGIONAL GROWTH PROJECTIONS
Staff completed sensitivity testing of the possible effects of COVID-19 on current long range regional
population projections, from the present to 2050. Assumptions for scenario development were based
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on the Age-Cohort model components of growth: i.e. immigration, intra-provincial migration (within
BC), inter-provincial migration (between provinces), inter-municipal migration (in and out migration
from the region), and natural increase (births and deaths).
Staff tested two scenarios for the long term impact using certain assumptions: i.e. that COVID-19 is a
short-term, one-time event and that other longer term disruptors (e.g. shifting global trade, aging
population, increasing impacts of climate change, etc.) are excluded for the sake of this analysis. In
the first scenario, the pandemic impact on population growth was tested using two phases: an acute
phase of two years and a recovery period of 3 years. This scenario is aligned with TransLink’s recent
COVID-19 scenario work based on significant research regarding expectations for the length of the
acute and recovery phases and lands somewhere between TransLink’s Scenarios 3 and 4. The second
scenario was developed assuming a more prolonged short-term impact of COVID-19, where the acute
phase lasts 5 years with a 3-year recovery period.
In the scenarios developed, COVID-19 pandemic is assumed to have an impact on regional population
growth in the short term primarily due to lower global mobility (fewer non-permanent residents in
the region) and lower immigration (makes up about 80% of the region’s growth each year). In
Scenario 1, it is estimated that the growth in population to 2050 could be reduced by about 125,000
people. In Scenario 2, it is estimated that the growth in population to 2050 could be reduced by
approximately 185,000 people.
Metro Vancouver’s projections are scenario based, meaning that they have a built in range of +/–
15% in recognition that projections are based on a set of assumptions that are increasingly less
accurate as time goes on. Although we present one number for future population projections, for
example, we expect to grow by another million people by 2050, there is built in range of about +/160,000 for that number.
Figure 1: Scenario 1, Potential COVID-19 Impact on Long-range Regional Population Projections

Regional Planning Committee

Developing a Shared Resiliency Framework for Metro 2050 and Transport 2050
Regional Planning Committee Regular Meeting Date: June 12, 2020
Page 5 of 7

In Scenario 1 (Figure 1), the estimated COVID-19 impact on the regional long-term population
projections is within the built in range of +/-15% for Metro Vancouver’s (pre-COVID) long-range
projections. The estimated COVID-19 impact in scenario 2 (Figure 2) is slightly outside of the built in
range of +/- 15% range, which means that adding a million people to the region may take 2-3 years
longer than anticipated. In terms of long range planning, assuming immigration rates and global
mobility are note highly impacted in the long term, Metro Vancouver does not see a long term impact
on population growth to the region.
Figure 2: Scenario 2, Potential COVID-19 Impact on Long-range Regional Population Projections

DEVELOPMENT OF A RESILIENCY EVALUATION FRAMEWORK IN PARTNERSHIP WITH TRANSLINK
Part of Metro Vancouver’s approach to adapting the development of Metro 2050 in light of the
COVID-19 pandemic response is to further integrate with TransLink on Transport 2050 and to develop
a shared COVID-informed resiliency lens for both regional plans. Metro Vancouver and TransLink staff
are forming a long range planning coordination working group, together with staff from the Ministry
of Municipal Affairs and Housing, that will address these and other topics of long range planning
interest that require coordination.
Resiliency Framework
Leveraging the evaluation of external forces undertaken as part of the joint Long Range Growth and
Transportation Scenarios work completed in partnership with TransLink over 2018-19 (Reference 4),
staff will revisit future assumptions in the context of pandemic-related disruptions and develop a
shared resiliency testing framework with TransLink. Staff will apply resiliency tests to the Metro 2050
population, housing and employment growth projections and any new policy language, evaluating
their ability to withstand unexpected future disruptions. This will allow staff to determine if
adjustments to policy may be needed to ensure that the regional growth strategy can continue to be
effective and meaningful, despite changes to the assumptions about the future. The resiliency
framework will also be informed by the results of the Social Equity study and the Metro 2040 Climate
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and Natural Hazards Policy Review, both of which are currently underway, and will be used to assess
all of the final Metro 2050 recommendations.
The anticipated deliverables for the resiliency framework include: a shared definition of resiliency;
a joint list of strategies to improve resiliency; and a resiliency test (i.e. a method for evaluating the
resiliency of long range planning policies).
Other Components of the Partnership with TransLink
In addition to the resiliency work described above, the long range planning coordination working
group will also consider the following related matters:


Climate 2050 GHG Modelling: Air Quality and Climate Change staff are presently working
with a consultant to develop a greenhouse emissions model to test the effectiveness of
alternative growth patterns in achieving the Metro 2040 target of becoming a carbon neutral
region by the year 2050. This includes developing a ‘Business as Planned’ scenario and a
‘Carbon Neutral Scenario’ by adjusting growth and transportation related assumptions that
are inputs to the model.



Network Concept Development: Metro Vancouver and TransLink staff will work together to
develop a future transit and growth corridor network concept that will guide regional
planning decisions going forward. It will reflect and complement the recommendations of the
Metro 2040 Urban Centre and FTDA and Transport Policy Reviews as well as the technical and
engagement work being done as part of Transport 2050. In addition to agreement on priority
corridors for transit service investment and growth, this concept will include agreement on
Urban Centre and FTDA growth targets (as a proportion of overall growth) for the year 2050.



Overall Plan Alignment: Ensure close alignment between the objectives, assumptions that
are used, and policy directions of Metro 2050 (including the Metro 2040 Transport Policy
Review), Transport 2050 and Climate 2050.



Social Equity: TransLink and Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing staff have expressed
interest in coordinating on Metro Vancouver’s Social Equity Study to support a consistent
approach to considering and applying social equity to all long-range regional plans.

NEXT STEPS
Staff will continue working to develop the terms and the work plan of the long range planning
coordination working group. This working group will develop the shared resiliency framework,
leveraging the population projection scenario work described above as well as the 2019 Long Range
Growth and Transportation Scenarios. This work may require external consultant support, in which
case a scope of work will be prepared and presented to the Regional Planning Committee for
consideration. Staff will continue to provide data and projections to members via the COVID-19 Task
Force as part of the commitment to redeploy Regional Planning staff resources to aid in postpandemic recovery efforts as appropriate.
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ALTERNATIVES
This is an information report. No alternatives are presented.
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS
The partnership with TransLink to develop a resiliency framework by leveraging the 2019 Long Range
Growth and Transportation Scenarios project may require consultant support. This will either be
accommodated within the Board-approved 2020 Regional Planning budget or through a request for
the 2021 Budget.
CONCLUSION
Metro 2050 is an initiative to update Metro 2040, the region’s long-term collective vision for
managing future growth. The process to develop Metro 2050 began in April of 2019 and was originally
set to conclude in July of 2022. In light of the COVID-19 pandemic, staff have proposed to adapt the
Metro 2050 work plan by: developing a COVID-informed resiliency lens; more closely integrating
Metro 2050 with TransLink’s Transport 2050; continuing technical aspects of the policy reviews but
pausing some forms of engagement; and redeploying staff resources where useful and appropriate.
Staff have begun preliminary work on a COVID-informed resiliency framework, first by assessing the
likely short, medium, and long term impacts of the pandemic on topics of regional interest. Through
a scenario modelling exercise, the impacts were inputted into the region’s long range population
projections to test the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic. The results of the scenarios showed that,
while there may be some impacts to long-term regional growth projections, those differences are
well within the +-15% range that is implicit in long range population projections. Staff conclude that
although there are likely to be impacts to the region, the general planning principles in Metro 2040
continue to be sound and appropriate.
Finally, staff have initiated the formation of a long range planning coordination working group with
TransLink and provincial staff. This working group will develop a consistent “Resiliency Framework”
for Metro 2050 and Transport 2050. The Resiliency Framework will be used to evaluate new policies
and priorities proposed for the two plans to determine if they are resilient to multiple possible futures
and shocks. In addition, the working group will collaborate on a number of other shared objectives
including the development of a long term transit and growth corridor network concept for the year
2050, collaboration on GHG modelling work to identify policies that will help the region achieve
carbon neutrality by the year 2050, overall plan alignment, and coordination on social equity work.

References
1. Towards Metro 2050: Updating Metro Vancouver 2040: Shaping our Future
2. Metro 2050 Engagement Plan
3. Updating the Regional Growth Strategy: A Proposed Response in Light of COVID-19
4. Long-Range Growth and Transportation Scenarios
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To:

Regional Planning Committee

From:

Alex Taylor, Senior Planner, Regional Planning and Housing Services

Date:

May 20, 2020

Subject:

Metro 2040 Complete Communities Policy Review – Scope of Work

Meeting Date: June 12, 2020

RECOMMENDATION
That the Regional Planning Committee receive for information the report dated May 20, 2020 titled
“Metro 2040 Complete Communities Policy Review – Scope of Work”.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
To inform the update to Metro Vancouver 2040: Shaping our Future (Metro 2040), the regional
growth strategy, Metro Vancouver is undertaking a Complete Communities Policy Review. Between
now and late-2020, the Policy Review will engage member jurisdictions and other stakeholders on
the topics of services and amenities that are currently contained within Strategy 4.2 of Metro 2040,
and test and refine potential policy changes. It will consider new or emerging policy issues (such as
access to child care, green spaces, diverse and affordable housing), evaluate the Metro 2040 Local
Centres map, and consider removing any language that is no longer necessary, redundant, dated or
ineffective. This policy review has been scoped narrowly as it is a relatively small component of the
regional growth strategy and the majority of the policies are seen to be effective and not requiring
significant change.
PURPOSE
To provide the Regional Planning Committee an opportunity to consider and provide feedback on the
scope of work for the Metro 2040 Complete Communities Policy Review.
BACKGROUND
Since its adoption in 2011, Metro 2040, the regional growth strategy, has been a strong and effective
tool representing the regional federation’s collective vision for how to sustainably manage
anticipated growth to support the creation of complete, connected and resilient communities,
protect important lands and support the efficient provision of urban infrastructure like transit and
utilities. At its April 2019 meeting, the MVRD Board initiated a comprehensive update to Metro
Vancouver 2040: Shaping our Future. Metro Vancouver is undertaking 11 policy reviews for different
sections of the regional growth strategy as part of that update and the Complete Communities policy
review is one of them.
REVIEWING METRO 2040 AND COMPLETE COMMUNITIES POLICY
Strategy 4.2: Develop healthy and complete communities with access to a range of services and
amenities is a one-page strategy that includes important objectives and policies for developing
healthy and complete communities with access to a range of services and amenities. The purpose of
the Metro 2040 Complete Communities Policy Review is to determine if or to what extent the goals,
strategies, and policy actions in Metro 2040 should be adjusted to improve clarity or efficacy to better
support current practices, changes in the policy landscape, and regional aspirations related to
39232580
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complete communities. It will also identify opportunities to remove completed, dated or superfluous
policy content and propose new policy content as appropriate.
COMPLETE COMMUNITIES POLICY CONTEXT
Complete communities are considered to be walkable, mixed use, transit-oriented communities that
have a combination of land uses, transportation options and services and amenities so that people
can live, work, learn and play in their community at every stage of their life. Generally, complete
communities exhibit three foundational elements:
1. a diverse mix of housing types, tenures and affordability so people can find an appropriate
place to live at all stages of their lives (see Strategy 4.1 of Metro 2040, which is being reviewed
through the Metro 2040 Housing Policy review);
2. employment opportunities so people can choose to live in closer proximity to their work (see
Strategy 2.1 of Metro 2040, which is being reviewed through the Metro 2040 Industrial and
Mixed Employment Policy Review); and
3. a wide range of services and amenities so people can access the services they need, and enjoy
social, cultural, educational and recreational pursuits (see Strategy 4.2 of Metro 2040, which
is the focus of this policy review). Generally, these services and amenities can include
community, arts, cultural, recreational, institutional, medical / health, social and ecosystem
services, education facilities and a mix of housing affordability and tenure.
For Strategy 4.2, Metro Vancouver’s role is to support municipalities as they develop healthy and
complete communities through:





data and research;
regional strategies on affordable housing, culture, food, and parks and recreation;
technical advice and assistance on air quality aspects of land use and infrastructure
decisions; and
collaboration with health authorities to advance measures to promote healthy living through
land use policies.

Strategy 4.2 requests municipalities to include policies in OCPs that support the development of
complete communities. Strategy 4.2 also requests federal and provincial governments, agencies and
health authorities to locate community facilities (as listed above) in Urban Centres or areas with good
access to transit, and to prioritize these areas when providing funding to other organizations for
community facilities. Lastly, Strategy 4.2 requests that TransLink provide appropriate levels of transit
service to Local Centres and Special Employment Areas, consistent with TransLink’s strategic
transportation plans. Metro 2040 also includes a map of local centres, hospitals and post-secondary
institutions that were identified by municipalities when Metro 2040 was developed (see Map 11, page
48 – Reference).
COMPLETE COMMUNITIES POLICY REVIEW SCOPE
Some of the matters to be considered in this policy review include:


new or emerging policy issues that may not have been considered at the adoption of Metro
2040 (such as access to child care, green spaces, diverse and affordable housing, social equity
or the impacts of climate change on things like equity, physical and mental health);
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revisiting the Local Centres map in terms of relevance and consistency;
removal of language that is no longer necessary, redundant, dated, or ineffective; and
relocating the Complete Communities policies from Goal 4 to Goal 1 of the regional growth
strategy to closer align with Urban Centre and Frequent Transit Development Areas
objectives and policies.

This policy review has been scoped narrowly as it is a relatively small component of the regional
growth strategy and the majority of the policies are seen to be effective and not requiring significant
change. Metro 2040 policies related to housing (currently under Strategy 4.1) are out of scope as they
are being considered through the Metro 2040 Housing Policy Review.
Preliminary Policy Topics and Approaches
In preparation for the Metro 2040 Complete Communities Policy Review, staff worked with the RPAC
Social Issues Subcommittee (RPAC-SIS) to discuss scope and identify stakeholders to engage during
the process. At its February 20, 2020 meeting, staff held a workshop with RPAC-SIS to evaluate the
current policies of Strategy 4.2 to identify current municipal issues, challenges and concerns, and
brainstorm potential new policy topics to consider. This input will be reflected in the Complete
Communities Policy Review Discussion Paper. Policy sub-topics considered to-date:









Food
Seniors
Youth
Crime
Public Safety
Child Care
Recreation
Parks









Social Services
Arts and Culture
Multiculturalism
Social Equity
Poverty
Local Centres
Health and the Built
Environment








Inclusive Engagement
Special Employment Areas
Placemaking
Sociability /
Neighbourliness
Urban Design
Parks and Green space

PROCESS AND TIMELINE
This policy review will consist of four steps over the coming four to six months:
1. Discussion Paper – Where are we now? (Spring 2020)
 Summarize the work completed to date, including:
o Past policy work, identifying current issues and opportunities;
o Input / comments provided by members;
o Exploring emerging regional trends; and
o Evaluating Strategy 4.2 in terms of what is working, what is not working, policy gaps,
and proposed issue areas to explore.
 Review other relevant projects, including:
o Where Matters Study;
o Equity in Regional Growth Management;
o Hey Neighbour Collective;
o Relationship / connectivity with other Metro 2040 policy reviews; and
o Key indicators work.
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2. Stakeholder Engagement – Where do we want to go? (Spring 2020)
 Meet with staff from the Regional Parks and Air Quality and Climate Change divisions
regarding input and metrics;
 Present the Discussion Paper to RPAC-SIS and RPAC for input and feedback;
 Circulate the Discussion Paper to Vancouver Coastal and Fraser Health Authorities for
input and feedback; and
 Include relevant stakeholder feedback from Phase 2 of the Social Equity in Regional
Growth Management Study.
3. Policy Considerations – How do we get there? (Summer 2020)
 Confirm the potential solutions to explore what is not working and to address policy gaps;
 Draft recommended policy directions; and
 Present draft policy directions for information.
4. Policy Recommendations – Have we arrived? (TBD)
 Draft final recommended policy directions for complete communities;
 Present the results and final recommended policy directions to RPAC-SIS, RPAC, Regional
Planning Committee, and MVRD Board; and
 Begin drafting any new policy language based on the Board-endorsed recommendations
pertaining to complete communities for Metro 2050.
Deliverables
The Metro 2040 Complete Communities Policy Review will result in a report that documents issues
identified, assesses how well the existing policies meet regional growth strategy objectives, tests
possible policy options, and recommends policy changes to better support regional (existing or new)
goals for complete communities. Deliverables will include a Complete Communities Policy Review
Discussion Paper and associated executive summary document as well as policy recommendations
for complete communities (Strategy 4.2).
ALTERNATIVES
This is an information report. No alternatives are presented.
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS
There are no financial implications to this report. All work can be completed with staff time and as
part of the Board-approved 2020 Regional Planning budget.
CONCLUSION
Adopted in July 2011, Metro 2040 established policies to encourage the development of complete
communities in the region. The Metro 2040 Complete Communities Policy Review will evaluate
related goals, strategies, and policy actions, engage with member jurisdictions and key stakeholders
to identify preferred policy considerations, and recommend ways to integrate these policy
considerations through new or revised policy actions to be included in Metro 2050.
Reference
“Metro Vancouver 2040: Shaping Our Future (Metro 2040)”, dated July 29, 2011 (Updated to
July 28, 2017)
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To:

Regional Planning Committee

From:

Jason Emmert, Senior Planner, Air Quality and Climate Change, Parks and Environment

Date:

May 22, 2020

Subject:

Climate 2050 and Clean Air Plan Discussion Papers

Meeting Date: June 12, 2020

RECOMMENDATION
That the Regional Planning Committee receive for information the report dated May 22, 2020, titled
“Climate 2050 and Clean Air Plan Discussion Papers”.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
In October 2019, the MVRD Board directed staff to begin an integrated engagement process for the
Climate 2050 Roadmaps and the Clean Air Plan, using a series of issue area discussion papers. Staff
have completed five Discussion Papers for the issue areas of:






Buildings;
Industry;
Transportation;
Agriculture; and
Nature and Ecosystems.

Each Discussion Paper includes information on the greenhouse gas reduction, climate adaptation and
air quality issues related to that issue area. The Discussion Papers will support public, stakeholder
and government engagement for Climate 2050, the Clean Air Plan, Metro 2050 and other associated
management plans in 2020 and 2021. These Discussion Papers are being presented to the Regional
Planning Committee for information, and feedback provided by members will inform the
development of the Climate 2050 Roadmaps, the Clean Air Plan, and Metro 2050.
PURPOSE
To provide the Regional Planning Committee with the Climate 2050 and Clean Air Plan Discussion
Papers and an opportunity to provide feedback, which will support development of the Climate 2050
Roadmaps, Clean Air Plan, Metro 2050 and other associated management plans.
CONTEXT
Climate 2050 is an overarching long-term strategy that will guide our region's policies and collective
actions to transition to a carbon neutral and resilient region over the next 30 years. Metro Vancouver
is implementing Climate 2050 through ten issue area Roadmaps, which will describe long-term goals,
targets, strategies and actions to reduce regional greenhouse gases and ensure that this region is
resilient to climate change impacts. Implementation of the Roadmaps will be driven by Metro
Vancouver’s management plans and other policies, including Metro 2050 and the Clean Air Plan.
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The Clean Air Plan builds on the 2011 Integrated Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Management Plan,
and will identify opportunities for accelerated emissions reductions, including greenhouse gas
emission reduction actions. These actions will help protect human health and the environment and
avoid dangerous levels of climate change.
Metro 2050 is the comprehensive update to Metro Vancouver 2040: Shaping our Future (Metro 2040),
the regional growth strategy. Metro 2040 is the region’s collective vision for how growth will be
managed to support the creation of complete, connected and resilient communities, protect
important lands and support the efficient provision of urban infrastructure like transit and utilities.
Climate change considerations underpin many of Metro 2040’s goal areas, including Goal 3: Protect
the Environment and Respond to Climate Change Impacts.
The Climate Action Committee is overseeing development of Climate 2050 and the Clean Air Plan. On
October 4, 2019, the MVRD Board directed staff to begin an integrated engagement process for
Climate 2050 and the Clean Air Plan, using a series of issue area discussion papers. Discussion Papers
for the Buildings, Industry, Transportation, Agriculture, and Nature and Ecosystems issue areas were
presented to the Climate Action Committee and MVRD Board in 2019 and 2020. Additional discussion
papers are being developed to support the development of other Climate 2050 Roadmaps; these
include waste, land use and growth management, energy, human health and well-being, and
infrastructure.
This report presents the Buildings, Industry, Transportation, Agriculture, and Nature and Ecosystems
Discussion Papers (References 1-5), which is supporting engagement on greenhouse gas reductions,
climate adaptation and air quality issues related to these issue areas.
DISCUSSION PAPERS
The Climate 2050 and Clean Air Plan Discussion Papers include proposed long-term goals (i.e. with
expected achievement in 2050 and beyond) for air quality, greenhouse gas reductions, and climate
change adaptation specific to the issue area. Here are a few examples of the proposed goals:






All buildings are zero emissions from heating and cooling.
All industrial operations are carbon neutral.
All travel within the region is made by active transportation or using zero emission
technologies powered by clean, renewable energy.
Widespread adoption of climate resilient and regenerative farm practices that improves soil
health, strengthens agricultural viability and sustains local food production for future
generations.
Nature and ecosystems are resilient, protected, maintained, restored and connected, to
maximize ecosystem services across the region.

The Discussion Papers provide background and context on the major greenhouse gas sources and
sinks, air quality issues and the expected climate hazards for the specific issue areas. They also include
example targets/metrics and actions from other jurisdictions, and big ideas. The discussion papers
will support feedback and discussion to inform development of the Climate 2050 Roadmaps, Clean
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Air Plan, and Metro 2050. Any feedback provided by the Regional Planning Committee on the
attached discussion papers will inform the development of these policy documents.
Engagement Activities
Metro Vancouver has already undertaken a range of activities to engage the public, stakeholders and
governments, including First Nations, about each of issue areas. Additional engagement activities
include the following:




present to Metro Vancouver’s staff advisory committees (e.g. Regional Planning Advisory
Committee, Regional Engineers Advisory Committee) and their sub-committees;
public and stakeholder questionnaires and webinars; and
feedback opportunities promoted on social media.

Additional engagement activities will be considered where possible as Metro Vancouver continues to
adapt to the challenges associated with COVID-19.
Engagement is intended to provide sufficient opportunity to interested parties to learn about the
Climate 2050 Roadmaps, the Clean Air Plan, and the associated management plans (e.g. Metro 2050).
Details on engagement will be available on Metro Vancouver webpages (References 6, 7, and 8),
including any new or updated activities. A second phase of engagement will be conducted in late
2020 and 2021 on the draft Roadmaps and the draft Clean Air Plan.
ALTERNATIVES
This is an information report. No alternatives are presented.
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS
The overall resources required to develop and engage on Climate 2050 Roadmaps and the Clean Air
Plan have been approved in the respective departmental budgets. The 2020 Air Quality and Climate
Change program budget includes consulting amounts of $219,000 and staff time, to support the
engagement process and evaluation of the climate and air quality impacts of actions. Alignment of
engagement activities and deliverables for Climate 2050 Roadmaps with other associated
management planning process, including TransLink, is intended to make the best use of resources
available, as well as minimize time commitments for interested parties providing feedback.
CONCLUSION
Metro Vancouver is implementing Climate 2050, a long-term strategy to achieve a carbon neutral and
resilient region over the next 30 years. Metro Vancouver is also developing the Clean Air Plan to
identify actions to reduce emissions of air contaminants, including greenhouse gases, in our region
over the next 10 years. A series of issue area discussion papers are being developed, to support the
engagement processes for Climate 2050 and the Clean Air Plan.
The discussion papers presented identify goals, hazards and example targets and actions for climate
change mitigation and adaptation, and managing air quality. Feedback from the public, stakeholders
and other governments will support the development of the Climate 2050 Roadmaps, the Clean Air
Plan, and Metro 2050.
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References
1. Buildings Discussion Paper http://www.metrovancouver.org/services/airquality/AirQualityPublications/CAP-C2050discussionpaperBuildings.pdf
2. Industry Discussion Paper http://www.metrovancouver.org/services/airquality/AirQualityPublications/CAP-C2050discussionpaperIndustry.pdf
3. Transportation Discussion Paper http://www.metrovancouver.org/services/airquality/AirQualityPublications/CAP-C2050discussionpaperTransportation.pdf
4. Agriculture Discussion Paper http://www.metrovancouver.org/services/airquality/AirQualityPublications/CAP-C2050discussionpaperAgriculture.pdf
5. Nature and Ecosystems Discussion Paper http://www.metrovancouver.org/services/airquality/AirQualityPublications/CAP-C2050discussionpaperNatureEcosystems.pdf
6. Climate 2050 website www.metrovancouver.org/climate2050
7. Metro 2050 website www.metrovancouver.org/metro2050
8. Clean Air Plan website www.metrovancouver.org/services/air-quality/projects-initiatives/cleanair-plan/
39180304
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5.9
To:

Regional Planning Committee

From:

Heather, McNell, General Manager, Regional Planning and Housing Services

Date:

May 25, 2020

Subject:

Manager’s Report

Meeting Date: June 12, 2020

RECOMMENDATION
That the Regional Planning Committee receive for information the report dated May 25, 2020, titled
“Manager’s Report.

Regional Planning Committee 2020 Work Plan
The Regional Planning Committee’s Work Plan for 2020 is attached to this report (Attachment). The
status of work program elements is indicated as pending, in progress, ongoing or complete. The listing
is updated as needed to include new issues that arise, items requested by the Committee, and
changes to the schedule.
Metro 2050 Webinar June 17, 2020
Staff are hosting a free webinar on June 17, 2020 at 10:30 am - noon on the topic of Metro 2050, the
update to the regional growth strategy. The webinar will provide a broad overview of the Metro 2050
initiative including the scope of each Policy Review. Participation is free and open to members of the
public but registration is required. Following a presentation, participants will have an opportunity to
ask questions or provide feedback directly to staff.
Registration:
http://www.metrovancouver.org/services/regional-planning/metro-vancouver-2040/metro2050/engagement/Pages/Metro2050Webinar.aspx

Attachment
Regional Planning Committee 2020 Work Plan
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ATTACHMENT
Regional Planning Committee 2020 Work Plan
Report Date: May 25, 2020
Priorities
1st Quarter
Metro 2040 UC + FTDA Policy Review - Policy Recommendations
Metro 2040 Agriculture Policy Review - Update
Metro 2040 Environment Policy Review - Update
Metro 2040 Housing Policy Review – Discussion Paper
Metro 2040 Rural Policy Review – Scope of Work
Metro 2040 Transport Policy Review – Workshop Results
Metro 2040 Industrial and Mixed Employment Policy Review – Scope of Work
Metro 2040 Climate and Natural Hazards Policy Review – Scope of Work
Housing Data Book Refresh – Scope of Work
Metro 2040 Equity in Growth Management – Phase 2 Scope of Work
Metro 2050 – Progress Report
Scott Road Corridor Study – Project Initiation
Where Matters II – Project Initiation
Hey Neighbour – Project Initiation
Respond to Proposed Amendments to Metro 2040

Status
Referred
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
In Progress
Complete
Complete
Pending
In Progress
Complete
Complete

For information:
 What Works: Securing Affordable / Special Needs Housing Agreements
 Metro Vancouver Housing 10 Year Plan - Update
 Metro Vancouver Housing - Expression of Interest for Member Jurisdictions
 Climate 2050 Discussion Paper – Agriculture
 Climate 2050 Discussion Paper – Nature and Ecosystems

2nd Quarter
Metro 2040 Environment Policy Review – Policy Options
Metro 2040 Housing Policy Review - Forum Results and Policy Options
Metro 2040 Implementation Section Review – Policy Options
Metro 2040 Complete Communities Policy Review – Policy Options
Metro 2040 Climate and Natural Hazards Policy Review – Policy Options
Metro 2040 Transport Policy Review – Policy Options
Metro 2040 Industrial and Mixed Employment Policy Review – Policy Options
Land Value Capture Study – Findings and Recommendations
TOAH Fund – Recommendations for Fund Design
Metro 2050 – Progress Report
Regional Food Flow Study
Respond to Proposed Amendments to Metro 2040

Regional Planning Committee

In Progress
In Progress
In Progress
In Progress
In Progress
In Progress
In Progress

In Progress
In Progress
Pending
Pending
Ongoing

For information:
 Design and Development Guidelines: Temporary Accommodation for Tenants
 Displaced by Redevelopment – Final Report
 Metro Vancouver Housing - Redevelopment Plan – Update

3rd Quarter
Metro 2040 Projections – Consultation Report
Metro 2040 Environment Policy Review – Recommendations
Metro 2040 Transport Policy Review – Recommendations
Metro 2040 Climate and Natural Hazards Policy Review – Recommendations
Metro 2040 Rural Policy Review – Recommendations
Metro 2040 Implementation Section Review – Recommendations
Metro 2040 Housing Policy Review – Recommendations
Metro 2040 Industrial and Mixed Employment Policy Review – Recommendations
Housing Data Book Refresh – Update
Scott Road Corridor Study – Final Report
2020 Industrial Lands Inventory – Scope and Methodology
Metro 2050 – Progress Report
Respond to Proposed Amendments to Metro 2040

Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Ongoing

For information:
 Affordable Home Ownership / Entry Level Homeownership
 Invasive Species BMPs
4th Quarter
Metro 2040 Projections – Final Report
Housing Needs Reports – Regional Compendium
TOAH 3 - Update
Metro 2050 – Progress Report/Draft
2020 Industrial Lands Inventory – early findings
Where Matters II – Final Report
Corridor Study Monitoring Reports (Marine Main, Lougheed, Scott Road)
Metro 2040 Equity in Growth Management – Recommendations
Hey Neighbour – Final Report
For information:
 Ecological Health – Regional Ecosystem Connectivity
 Urban Forestry Best Practices
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Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending
Pending

6.1
To:

Regional Planning Committee

From:

Jessica Hayes, Planner, Regional Planning and Housing Services

Date:

May 12, 2020

Subject:

Semi-Annual Report on GVS&DD Development Cost Charges

Meeting Date: June 12, 2020

The attached report titled “Semi-Annual Report on GVS&DD Development Cost Charges” was
considered by the Performance and Audit Committee at its meeting of May 6, 2020 and by the
MVRD Board at its meeting of May 29, 2020 and is presented here to the Regional Planning
Committee for its information.
Of particular interest to Regional Planning Committee members, the report includes a summary of
the value of Greater Vancouver Sewerage and Drainage District (GVS&DD) Development Cost
Charge (DCC) waivers granted for eligible not-for-profit rental housing developments in the Metro
Vancouver region in 2019, as well as the number of benefiting dwelling units. In 2019, DCCs were
waived for a total of 946 rental units throughout the region. The total value of these waivers was
approximately $1.5 million. Relief from DCCs is one way that Metro Vancouver contributes to
reducing the cost of developing affordable rental housing.
Attachment
Report titled “Semi-Annual Report on GVS&DD Development Cost Charges”, dated, April 27, 2020
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ATTACHMENT
5.4
5.3
To:

Performance and Audit Committee

From:

Dean Rear, General Manager, Financial Services/Chief Financial Officer

Date:

April 27, 2020

Subject:

Semi-Annual Report on GVS&DD Development Cost Charges

Meeting date: May 6, 2020

RECOMMENDATION
That the Performance and Audit Committee receive for information the report dated April 27, 2020,
titled “Semi-Annual Report on GVS&DD Development Cost Charges”.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Total GVS&DD Development Cost Charges (DCC’s) collected in 2019 was $60.2 million, up from
$32.1 million in the prior year. This is due primarily to the rate increase which came fully into effect
in May of 2019.
Affordable housing development DCC waivers were approved in 2019 for a total of 946 units
representing $1.5 million in forgone revenue.
Total DCC’s held in reserve at December 31, 2019 was $227.5 million.
PURPOSE
To report on the 2019 GVS&DD Development Cost Charge (DCC) revenues and any implications on
their adequacy, as required by the Performance and Audit Committee Terms of Reference.
BACKGROUND
Regional GVS&DD Development Cost Charges (DCC’s) are collected on behalf of Metro Vancouver,
as set out in the Board approved DCC Bylaw, by member municipalities and remitted twice a year.
DCC’s are used to fund growth related capital expenditures. The Performance and Audit Committee
Terms of Reference requires that the DCC collections be reported to the Committee on a semiannual basis. This is the second and final report for 2019.
DCC COLLECTIONS
The collections received for 2019 were $32.1 million (214.2 %) higher than that for 2018. Though
there were only modest increases in two of the four sewer areas, the collections still reflect a fairly
consistent and, in two areas, an elevated level of development activity combined with the impact of
higher DCC rates that were implemented recently. DCC collections received by area are as follows:
DCC’s Collected
($ millions)
2019 TOTAL
2018 TOTAL

Fraser
$49.919
$19.808

Lulu
North Shore
$1.948
$1.373
$1.890
$1.460
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Vancouver
$6.999
$4.959

Total
$60.239
$28.117

Semi-Annual Report on GVS&DD Development Cost Charges
Performance and Audit Committee Regular Meeting Date: May 6, 2020
Page 2 of 3

The DCC collections are net of waivers for qualifying affordable housing developments under the
GVS&DD DCC Waiver for Affordable Housing Bylaw, No. 314, 2018, adopted in May 2018.
Previously, waivers were permitted under GVS&DD DCC Bylaw No. 254, 2010. For 2019, DCC
waivers were provided for 946 affordable housing units, located in the Fraser Sewerage Area (49%),
Vancouver Sewerage Area (37%) and North Shore Sewerage Area (14%). This equates to
approximately $1.5 million in forgone DCC collections. The amount forgone in 2019 (new rates) is
similar to that for 2018 (previous rates) but the number of waived units has declined by 46% (2018 1,761 units.)
Currently, DCC collections are in excess of the actual annual funding requirements for growth
related projects. However, as illustrated in the 2020 - 2024 Financial Plan endorsed by the Board
last fall, DCC utilization due to growth projects is expected to increase significantly in the short
term.
APPLICATION OF DCC FUNDING
The 2019 funding applications to be approved through Greater Vancouver Sewerage and Drainage
District Development Cost Charge Reserve Fund Expenditure Bylaw No. 339, 2020 are shown below:
DCC Funding Applied
($ millions)
2019 DCC’s Applied-Total
2019 DCC Applied-Debt
2019 DCC Applied-Capital
2018 DCC’s Applied

Fraser
$125.621
$25.621
$100.000
$8.107

Lulu
North Shore
$0.000
$1.262
$0.000
$1.262
$0.000
$0.000
$0.001
$0.733

Vancouver
$25.506
$3.506
$22.000
$1.919

Total
$152.389
$30.389
$122.000
$10.760

Each year, the sewerage growth capital projects that are undertaken are funded through long term
debt financing utilizing a 15-year amortization period, for which the DCC’s are used to pay for the
principal portion of the borrowing, or be applied directly for growth capital expenditures. Excess
DCC collections are maintained as deferred revenues for future application as required. The DCC
deferred revenue balances as at December 31, 2019 by Area were as follows:
Fraser Sewer Area
Lulu Island Sewer Area
North Shore Sewer Area
Vancouver Sewer Area

$147,639,413
24,462,851
10,860,923
44,588,063
$227,551,250

A review of the DCC program was completed late in 2017 which resulted in the implementation of
new DCC rates effective May 1, 2018 to generate additional future funding of regional growth
requirements. The next review of DCC rates is expected to occur in 2020/2021.
ALTERNATIVES
This is an information report. No alternatives are presented.
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FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS
The DCC program was established pursuant to the concept of “growth pays for growth”. Should the
collections be inadequate to fund the Sewerage growth related projects, the funding burden would
default to Sewer levies collected from the GVS&DD member municipalities.
SUMMARY / CONCLUSION
DCC collections for 2019 were $60.2 million. DCC’s received are used to pay for the principal portion
of the borrowing or directly for capital expenditures for growth related GVS&DD projects or for
both. As the requirement for capital projects related to growth is substantial and continues to grow,
a review of the DCC program rates was completed late in 2017 which resulted in rates increasing
effective May 1, 2018. The next review of DCC rates is expected to occur in 2020 / 2021.
37088462
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