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RECOMMENDATION:

That Council receive the Willoughby Arterial Road Completion Amenity Policy report for information.
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

Exploring options for alternate major road funding models has been identified as a priority of Council.
On July 22, 2019, Council directed staff to complete a public engagement process for the Willoughby
Arterial Road Completion Amenity Policy (WARCAP). On November 18, 2019, staff presented a
draft revised Policy to Council. On February 3, 2020 staff made a presentation to Council outlining
further revisions to the Policy, based on a December 2, 2019 Council direction. A draft revised Policy
is presented as Attachment A to this report following the direction received from Council at the
February 10, 2020 Regular Council Meeting.
As directed by Council the revised WARCAP includes the following key changes:
•
•
•
•

A policy statement to ensure that current practices for securing arterial roads through the
development application process will be maintained;
Provides direction for reimbursements, whereby developers would be reimbursed as funds
become available on a first-in, first-out basis;
Reverts to the road segments identified in the July 8, 2019 draft WARCAP; and
Adds the road segment 72 Avenue from 202A to 208 Street.

Council also requested staff review the potential to apply the Policy to in-stream applications. Having
considered the implications of such an approach, and based on recommendation from legal counsel,
the revised draft Policy has been structured for applicability, subject to Council direction, on all
development applications that have not yet had a public hearing.
The revised WARCAP, based on the changes noted above and subject to Council’s consideration,
would include approximately 17.40 acres of land with an estimated acquisition cost of approximately
$55.68 million, corresponding to a target contribution rate of $65,112 per developable acre.
As noted in previous reports, it is recommended that the WARCAP program, should it be adopted by
Council, be revisited from time to time, and particularly upon completion of all acquisitions, to verify
total actual costs, as compared to the estimated costs, based on assumptions on variables made at
time of preparation of the Policy.
PURPOSE:

This report is provided in response to Council direction and provides updated information regarding a
draft Willoughby Arterial Road Completion Amenity Policy (WARCAP).
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BACKGROUND/HISTORY:

Exploring financing options for major roads is one of Council’s top strategic priorities. On
April 8, 2019, Council considered a proposed new approach to facilitate completion of key sections
of the arterial road network in Willoughby. This was presented as having the potential for replication as a
similar model for completing the arterial road network in other parts of the Township, such as
Brookswood-Fernridge.
At its Regular Evening Meeting on April 15, 2019, Council directed staff to complete an analysis,
including implications of adopting a new Willoughby Arterial Road Completion Amenity Policy
(WARCAP). On July 8, 2019, staff provided a report on the subject providing analytical information,
including legal, community and financial implications, relating to the proposal for a new amenity
policy intended to facilitate completion of key arterial roads in Willoughby, with potential replication
elsewhere (WARCAP1).
On July 22, 2019, Council directed staff to bring forward a revised policy with a reduced amenity
target contribution amount by removing specific sections of arterial roads from the draft policy, and
engage the development industry and the community at-large for input. On September 5, 2019,
Council received a memorandum with a revised draft policy (WARCAP 2).
In September and October 2019, public engagement included three (3) open houses, an online
survey and a meeting with representatives of the development industry and the Urban Development
Institute. On November 18, 2019, Council received a report (19-181) which provided results of
engagement and presented a revised draft policy based on the feedback (WARCAP 3).
On December 2, 2019, Council received a report that considered further amendments to the revised
draft policy to maintain current practice of acquiring road dedications for arterial road widening as
part of development process, with gross densities maintained; reimburse development proponents,
as program allows, subject to actual costs with no net cost to the Township; and re-introduce
sections of road previously included in July, but subsequently removed, and add to the program 72
Avenue from 202 A to 208 Street (WARCAP 4).
On January 13, 2020, Council requested a presentation, as part of the 2020 budget process, for staff
to explain and review WARCAP 4. Accordingly, at its Special Meeting for Budget Purposes on
February 3, 2020 staff, in response to Council direction, provided a presentation on WARCAP 4.
Subsequently, at its Regular Evening Meeting on February 10, 2020, Council directed staff to:
A. Prepare a revised draft of WARCAP, based on the November 18, 2019, Report to Council 19181, for Council consideration and adoption, incorporating the following amendments:
1. Ensure that arterial roads continue to be dedicated through the current development
application process;
2. Allow for reimbursements for all development proponents as the program allows;
3. Revert the Map of Priority Major Road Sections to the July 8, 2019, version as per Report
to Council 19-113; and
4. Add 72 Avenue between 202A and 208 Street, to the amenity policy.
B. Review and report back to Council on the potential to:
1. Add Willowbrook Connector and 208 Street from 64 Avenue to 68 Avenue; and
2. Apply the policy to all development applications currently in-stream and awaiting Council
consideration.

E.4 - Page 2

E.4

WILLOUGHBY ARTERIAL ROAD
COMPLETION AMENITY POLICY (WARCAP)
Page 3 . . .
DISCUSSION/ANALYSIS:

As directed by Council, staff have prepared a revised policy (WARCAP 5, Attachment A). Revisions
to the policy include the following additions, as requested by Council:
1. Ensures that arterial roads continue to be dedicated through the current development
application process;
2. Allows for reimbursement for all development proponents as the program allows, which would
be: on a first-in / first-out basis, as funds become available;
3. Reverts the Map of Priority Major Projects to the July 8, 2019 version as per Report to Council
19-113; that being WARCAP 1; and
4. Adds 72 Avenue between 202A and 208 Street to the amenity policy.
Current Arterial Road Dedication Practices
The Policy has been revised to ensure that current practices for securing arterial roads through the
development application process are maintained, with the intention to provide a mechanism to
expedite development for key segments of the Willoughby arterial road network, in advance of the
regular development process. The Policy does not replace the current practice of obtaining arterial
road dedications. Rather, the Policy provides an assist to compliment current practices.
The primary intent of the Policy is to generate funds to purchase land for development of the arterial
road network, while maintaining current arterial road dedication practices. Under normal
circumstances, the land would be dedicated to the Township at the developer’s expense. As part of
the WARCAP Policy, the Township could purchase land required for road widening through:
borrowing funds; contribution amounts collected as part of the Policy; or a combination of both.
Provided below are three scenarios which describe how the Township would recover costs through
the WARCAP program. These scenarios are based on the presentation to Council at the February 3,
2020 Special Meeting for Budget Purposes. However, in this example each of the properties are the
same size to allow for comparison (Table 1 below). The first two (2) scenarios are for properties
along arterial roads and have the same road widening requirements. In each of these scenarios, the
Township is seeking to acquire road segments identified in the Policy from properties where
development is expected to be years away. The land owner has the option to sell the land to the
Township, or to dedicate the land required for road in advance of a development application.
Scenario 1: The owner chooses to sell to the Township the portion of the property required for road.
Later when the property undergoes development, the developer would be required to reimburse the
Township for the land purchase cost plus interest; as well as providing the WARCAP target
contribution amount.
Scenario 2: The land owner chooses to dedicate the land required for road to the Township. At the
time of development the developer would be expected to provide the WARCAP target contribution
amount, while subtracting out the road value from the target contribution.
Scenario 3: This scenario applies to properties that are not fronting on an identified arterial road and
therefore road dedication will not be required. For these properties the WARCAP target contribution
amounts will be received at the time of a development application.
Parcel

Area
(acres)

Target
Contribution

Now (dedicate) or
Future (sell)

Acquisition
Cost

Road
Value

Net
WARCAP

Scenario 1

6.2

$500,000

Future (sell to TOL)

$400,000

$400,000

$900,000

Scenario 2

6.2

$500,000

Now (dedicate as road)

-

$400,000

$100,000

Scenario 3

6.2

$500,000

(no arterial road frontage)

-

-

$500,000
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Reimbursements
As roadway is acquired and compensated through development, reimbursements can be made to
developers that have made amenity contributions. These reimbursements will be made on a first-in,
first-out basis as funds become available. The distribution of reimbursements to developers would be
subject to sufficient funds being available to optimize WARCAP program effectiveness.
Road Segments and Cost
The Policy includes the road segments as proposed in the initial July 8, 2019 draft of the
Policy (WARCAP 1) and inclusion of 72 Avenue from 202A to 208 Street as outlined in the
February 10, 2020 direction from Council. To complete these arterial road segments, approximately
17.40 acres of land is required at a cost of $55.68 million. A land value of $3.2 million per acre was
used to determine the total land cost. Attachment B provides a summary of community amenity
contributions proposed in previous drafts of the WARCAP program, as presented to Council.
Road

Segment

Approximate
area (acres)

72 Avenue

202A Street to 208 Street

1.10

$3,520,000

80 Avenue

200 Street to 208 Street

1.80

$5,800,000

80 Avenue

212 Street to 216 Street

0.50

$1,600,000

86 Avenue

201 Street to 202 Street

0.25

$800,000

200 Street

66 Avenue to 68 Avenue

1.20

$3,900,000

200 Street

72 Avenue to 80 Avenue

2.55

$8,200,000

202A Street

72 Avenue to 80 Avenue

1.80

$5,800,000

208 Street

68 Avenue to 76 Avenue

5.30

$17,000,000

212 Connector

208 Street to 80 Avenue

2.90

$9,300,000

17.40

$55,680,000

Total

Approximate
land cost ($)

Amenity Cost = $55,680,000 / 3,460,725 square metres = $16 per square metre
Or $160,891 per hectare
Or $65,112 per acre
Willowbrook Connector / 208 Street 64 to 68 Avenue
In addition to the above, as part of the most recent direction, Council directed staff to explore the
potential to include Willowbrook Connector and 208 Street from 64 to 68 Avenue to the program.
The cost implications of adding these road segments has been discussed and presented to Council
as part of a Memorandum to Council distributed on March 5, 2020 (see Attachment C).
Applying the Policy to in-stream development applications
Council has the discretion to apply the Policy to in-stream applications. However, to ensure
sustainability from a legal perspective, and to ensure procedural fairness based on legal advice, the
Policy, as drafted, is not intended to be applied to development applications having completed the
public hearing stage. Common practice across other jurisdictions within the region, is to introduce
amenity policies with a grace period of one year for all in-stream applications, as financing is typically
arranged relatively early in the life of a land development project. Further, a review of best practices
in other jurisdictions indicates an exemption for applications having received third reading.
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Implementation Considerations:

As previously discussed, WARCAP is intended to assist with land acquisition costs. Borrowing may
be necessary, should Council wish to proceed with partial, or complete, construction of the identified
road sections, relating to actual construction costs, currently included in the DCC program, prior to
the WARCAP Policy having received sufficient contributions to be able to facilitate the works. The
approximate land acquisition cost of $55.68 million related to the identified road sections are outlined
on Schedule C of the proposed Willoughby Arterial Road Completion Amenity Policy.
Implementation of WACAP, subject to Council adoption, would require a number of years to accrue
sufficient funds to facilitate the necessary land acquisitions. In consideration of an implementation
strategy there are three (3) alternative approaches that could be undertaken:
1. Now: Proceed with the acquisition now, concurrent with, or soon after adoption of, the Policy
that would facilitate collection of the required funds, which would require borrowing as sufficient
funds would not be in place;
2. Later: Wait until such time that the contribution amounts collected are sufficient to begin
acquiring amenities for the identified road sections; or
3. Hybrid: Strategically acquire some road sections through a combination of borrowing and/or
collected funds, based on the premise that not all road sections need be completed at the
same time.
If the Township were to proceed with the acquisitions prior to the anticipated funds to be collected
through the WARCAP program becoming available, the potential cost of borrowing would need to be
revisited. Borrowing costs would vary based on the implementation approaches noted above. As a
means of offsetting borrowing costs, staff propose that in cases where the Township purchases land
for the arterial road network, the developer reimburses the Township for the original purchase cost
including interest. Determining borrowing costs would be subject to the specific road segment being
considered, the amount of land required to be purchased, and the timing of the borrowing. This
analysis could be completed upon receipt of further direction from Council as to acquisition timing.
Typically, most CAC programs throughout the region apply specifically to residential development
due to the need to be a demonstrated relationship and balance between the amenities being
supplied by the program and the user of those amenities (i.e. residents of new households using
recreation facilities funded by CACs). This is based on direction from the Province in its guide to
CAC implementation, which calls for nexus and proportionality in the application of CACs (see
Attachment D: Provincial Guide to CAC Best Practices). The WARCAP program would acquire
amenities that would benefit the majority of the community and would therefore apply to all properties
including those designated commercial, institutional and residential.
Respectfully submitted,

Ramin Seifi
General Manager, Engineering and Community Development
for
ENGINEERING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMET DIVISION
ATTACHMENT A

Current Proposed WARCAP Policy

ATTACHMENT B

Summary of WARCAP Community Amenity Contributions

ATTACHMENT C

Memorandum to Council regarding 208 Street, dated March 5, 2020

ATTACHMENT D

Provincial Guide to CAC Best Practices (Community Amenity Contributions: Balancing
Community Planning, Public Benefits and Housing Affordability)
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COUNCIL POLICY

Subject: Willoughby Arterial Road Completion
Amenity Program

1.

Policy No:
Approved by Council:
Revised by Council:

07-###
2020-00-00

Purpose
This policy provides a means of providing transportation amenities in the Willoughby area
pursuant to an amenity zoning bylaw.

2.

Background
The Willoughby area requires amenities in the form of land for public transportation. Amenity
zoning provisions of the Local Government Act may be used to acquire the land for public
transportation amenities.

3.

Related Policies
Willoughby Community Plan and Willowbrook Community Plan.

4.

Policy
4.1

The Willoughby area requires the provision of land for public transportation
amenities ("Amenities") as shown in Schedule A.

4.2

All developing properties in that portion of the Willoughby area shown on the
attached schedule, excluding those properties being developed for public school
("Development Area" as shown in Schedule B), will benefit from the Amenities.

4.3

The Township has determined that an equitable sharing of the land acquisition cost
(and excludes construction and maintenance costs) of the Amenities in the
Development Area will be $16.09 per square metre of Developable Land plus
applicable sales or similar taxes ("Amenity Cost"), calculated as shown in Schedule
C. For the purposes of this Policy "Developable Land" means the gross area of a
parcel excluding streamside protection areas and the area below the top of bank.
Detention Pond lands are included within the definition of “Developable Land”.

4.4

The Amenity Cost can be provided by means of land without improvements
constructed thereon ("Unimproved Land"), cash plus unimproved land or cash
alone.

4.5

Where the Township is procuring land for the provision of Amenities the Township
may receive the land by purchasing at market value, road dedication, or other
means, as may be required.
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4.6

Section 482 of the Local Government Act provides for the establishment of different
density regulations for a zone, one generally applicable for the zone and the other
applicable if conditions, including those relating to the conservation or provision of
amenities, and the number, kind, and extent of amenities are met.

4.7

Where Council proposes to rezone a property within the Development Area
pursuant to Section 482 it may choose to include the Amenity Cost as an amenity
for the purposes of that bylaw.

4.8

Where the Amenity Cost is determined to be an amenity for the purposes of a bylaw
adopted pursuant to Section 482 and the developer wishes to take advantage of the
higher density set out in the bylaw referred to in Section 4.6, if adopted by Council,
by providing the amenities, including the Amenity Cost, the Amenity Cost will be
referenced in rezoning bylaws and may be provided as follows:
a) where the property being developed contains Amenities, the developer shall
provide the Amenity Cost by way of Unimproved Land plus cash;
b) where the property being developed does not contain Amenities, the developer
shall provide the Amenity Cost by way of cash only;
c) where the property being developed contains Amenities whereby the Township
has purchased the land as per Section 4.5 above, the developer will reimburse
the Township for the purchase cost of the land acquired for Amenities, and
provide the Amenity Cost by way of cash.

4.9

Where the Amenity Cost includes Unimproved Land the value of the Unimproved
Land shall be deemed to be $3,200,000 per acre (2020 deemed cost).

4.10

Amenity costs collected will be placed in an interest-bearing statutory capital
Reserve Fund.

4.11

Nothing in this policy will fetter the discretion of the municipal Council of the
Township of Langley to exercise its legislative powers and functions.

4.12

Rebates shall be made available where the Amenity Cost has been provided by
way of Unimproved Land plus cash, as per Section 4.8 a) above. In such cases,
the flow of calculated amount of rebate shall be based on availability of sufficient
funds in the Reserve Fund; and shall be processed on a on a first-in / first-out basis.
For clarity, rebates will be paid out at the same rate as contributions are collected
without the Reserve Fund accepting any risks or liabilities.

4.13

In-stream applications, where the required public hearing has, at time of adoption of
this Policy, been concluded, shall not be subject to the provisions of this Policy.
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Schedule C
Willoughby Area Transportation Amenity Cost Calculation
Approximate
Approximate
area (acres)
land cost ($)
72 Avenue
202A Street to 208 Street
1.10
$3,520,000
80 Avenue
200 Street to 208 Street
1.80
$5,800,000
80 Avenue
212 Street to 216 Street
0.50
$1,600,000
86 Avenue
201 Street to 202 Street
0.25
$800,000
200 Street
66 Avenue to 68 Avenue
1.20
$3,900,000
200 Street
72 Avenue to 80 Avenue
2.55
$8,200,000
202A Street
72 Avenue to 80 Avenue
1.80
$5,800,000
208 Street
68 Avenue to 76 Avenue
5.30
$17,000,000
212 Connector
208 Street to 80 Avenue
2.90
$9,300,000
Total
17.40
$55,680,000
Amenity Cost = $55,680,000 / 3,460,725 square metres = $16 per square metre
Or $160,891 per hectare
Or $65,112 per acre
Road

Segment

E.4 - Page 10

E.4
ATTACHMENT B
Willoughby Arterial Road Completion Amenities Contributions
Summary of Proposed Target Contribution Amounts
WARCAP 1

WARCAP 2

WARCAP 3

WARCAP 4

WARCAP 5

Approx.
Road Area
(acre)

16

11

10

23

17

Est.
Acquisition
Cost ($)

57M

35M

30M

74M

56M

Approx. Est.
Target
Contribution
Amount
($/ac.)

63K

38K

35K

82K

65k
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‘TOWNSHP OF LANGLEY

ITEM 12

TownshLp of

Langley

MAR

52020

DISTRIBUTED

MEMORANDUM
fist. 1873

TO:

MAYOR AND COUNCIL

DATE:

MARCH 5, 2020

FROM:

ENGINEERING DIVISION

FILE NO:

5400-20-18

SUBJECT:

208 STREET CORRIDOR UPDATE

The purpose of this memorandum is to provide Mayor and Council with an update on the status of
the 208 Street Corridor widening, as requested at the February 12, 2020 Council meeting.
A copy of a previous Council Report, dated June 25, 2018, regarding the 208 Street Corridor is
provided as Attachment B to this memorandum for reference. In general, following are some of the
highlights from the information provided in the June 25, 2018 report:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Changes to the corridor from 2015 to 2018
Anticipated changes in the short term (one to three years), mid-term (three to five years) and
longer term (five+ years)
A summary of estimated construction and land acquisition costs
A description of the current practice for construction in development areas
A listing of transportation priority projects
A description of potential improvement options
Recommendations and financial implications

Construction and Anticipated Changes to the Corridor
Following highlights key changes that have occurred since the last report in 2018:
•
•
•

The 208 Street Overpass of Highway 1 has been widened and opened to traffic
The entire west side of 208 Street from 76 Avenue to the 208 Street Overpass has either
been completed or is currently under construction
The entire east side of 208 Street from 76 Avenue to the 208 Street Overpass: with the
exception of a 350 metre section from the 8100 block to just north of 83 Avenue, has been
completed or currently under construction.
o The portion north of 83 Avenue fronts the Willoughby Community Hall and has sufficient
road right of way dedicated for the Township to undertake construction.
o A section of the portion south of 83 Avenue is currently under development application.

Following is an outline of anticipated improvements, based on the current practice of substantial
completion of roads as part of the development approval process, with only those sections of roads
with little or no development potential being completed as part of a capital construction process.
(Refer to Attachment A for an area map complete with an outline of related projected timelines).

15
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•

•

•

One to Three Years:
o It is anticipated that the east side of 208 Street, between 76 Avenue and Highway 1 may
be completed, subject to Council approval of funding to construct the portion north of
83 Avenue fronting Willoughby Community Hall and the development of the land between
the 8100 block and 83 Avenue.
o The east side of 208 Street from 64 to 68 Avenue is currently under design. Construction
could commence in 2020 and be completed in 2021, subject to Council approval of
funding. The $10.7M funding required for construction of this section, which isto be
refined as part of a detailed design process, has been included, and shown as funded
from DCCs, for consideration as part of the 2021 budget. Please note that this section of
208 Street (VVillowbrook Connector) has no development potential and must be
constructed at some point by the Township. There are currently significant delays and
queues during the afternoon peak period in the northbound direction south of 64 Avenue
as there is only one lane northbound north of 64 Avenue.
o There is an application for a small portion of the west side of 208 Street between 74B and
76 Avenue that may construct their frontage (approximately 100 metres)
Three to Five Years:
o The east side of 208 Street from 68 to 72 Avenue is substantially constructed. It is
anticipated that the west side of 208 Street between 68 and 72 Avenue may undergo
development within the next five years and complete this section of roadway.
Five+ Years:
o There is limited development and associated road construction anticipated on both the
east and west sides of 208 Street between 72 and 76 Avenue in the short term with the
exception of the small portion (100 metres, west side) noted previously.

Cost Estimates:
The cost estimates provided in the 2018 report were based upon land acquisition costs and
construction costs at that time. Since 2018, construction costs have risen approximately 7 to 8% per
year, based on tenders received since that time, resulting in an overall increase of approximately
15%. The 2018 report estimated $3.5 million per acre for the cost of land in designated urban areas
and $300,000 per acre in the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR). In discussions with staff in the
Property Services Department, current land costs vary between approximately $3.5 to $4 million per
acre in urban areas and approximately $350,000 per acre for land in the ALR. Following is an update
on the anticipated land and construction costs, based on 2020 numbers:
Location
64 Ave to 68 Ave
68 Aveto 72 Ave
72 Ave to 76 Ave
80 Ave to 83 Ave
83 Ave to 84 Ave
Storm Water Management
Total (2020)
Total (2018)
• Total (2015)
,

Construction Cost
$9,640,000
$8,543,000
$16,010,000
$5,185,000
$2,462,000
$968,000
$42,808,000
$37,225,000
$29,747,000

Land Cost
$2,703,000
$5,565,000
$30030000
$2,680,000
$0
$5,600,000
$46,578,000
$45,890,000
$16,724,000

Total Cost
$12,343,000
$14,108,000
$46,040,000
$7,865,000
$2,462,000
$6,568,000
$89,386,000
$83,115,000
$46,471,000

16
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As noted in the 2018 report, the provision of transportation improvements requires significant funding
for both construction and land acquisition. The Township Development Cost Charge Program (DCC)
is the primary source of revenue for construction. Major portions of 208 Street have been
constructed through the development process, thereby reducing costs to the Township.
Construction prior to development has several additional considerations related to sewer and water
utilities, mitigating and compensating for environmental impacts to watercourses such as yellow or
red coded ditches, provision of drainage and storm water management infrastructure, relocation or
undergrounding of third party utilities, and greenway or pedestrian/cycling infrastructure impacts.
Construction prior to development may involve acquisition of entire parcels due to property impacts,
reconstructing temporary driveways to access properties, and will likely impact new infrastructure
when future development occurs. The costs outlined in the table above do not include funding for
some of those works, such as sewer and water utilities and environmental compensation.
Transportation Priority Proiects
The 2018 report also identified several other transportation priority projects. The following provides
an update on the status of those projects:
Project

Status!Description
Under Construction. Completion summer/fall
of 2020
Under Construction, Completion summer/fall
of 2020
Cost share with MoTI for intersection
improvements. Construction in 2020
Widening to 4 lanes, design underway,
construction 2020 subject to budget approval

216 St. Interchange
216 St. Interchange,
Association Works
216 St. / Glover Road
216 St., Telegraph Trail to
88 Ave.
Future 216 St. interchange
related works
Fraser Highway/270 St.,
30 Ave., 270A St.
80 Ave. Extension 216
St. to Slover (University
Drive)
72 Ave. /240 St. Rail
Crossing

Improvements, north of 88 Ave1 widening of
96 Aye, widening south of 80 Ave

Cost (Millions)
$14.3
5.5
1.3
6.6
27.0

Completed

6.5

Completed

12.0

Completed

3.0

-

I CN Rail, CP Rail, Southern Rail Crossing
improvement required to be completed by
2021

6.5

64 Ave. / 232 St.
Roundabout

Under Construction, completion spring of
2020

2.3

72 Ave. Salmon River
Bridge

Completed

3.0

212 Street Connector

From 212/77A Ave to 208 St/74B

9.0 ÷ land

Fraser Highway

235 St to 264 St

Rail Crossing
Improvements

50.0

f:\data\eng2004\5400 streets & roads\20 individual road files\018 -208 st corridor\council memos\2020 0305 208 sI corridor
upd ate. docx
-
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Project
16 Ave. Short Term
Improvements —3 traffic
signal and RCMP pull outs
16 A ye. / 272 St
.

StatuslDescription

Cost (Millions)

Completed

3.4

Left turn bays and traffic signal under design,
construction fall/winter of 2020/2021

1 5

16 Ave. long term
improvements

Widening

232 Street Interchange

Under Design, construction of Interchange
and Highway widening by 2025. Township
cost share for 232 St Interchange

27.0

Future 264 St.
Interchange

Cost share with MoTI

1 5-20

Future Rail Overpasses

As per GTCF Study

15-20

TOTAL

200.0

$400+

Potential Improvement Options for 208 Street
The 2018 report noted the following potential improvements for the 208 Street Corridor:
•

64 to 68 Avenue (Willowbrook Connector) widening to four lanes at an estimated $10.7 million
to address delays and queuing in the north direction south of 64 Ave. The Township must
construct this section at some point due to no development potential on ALR properties to the
east. The project is currently in the design phase with construction subject to funding
approval.

•

83 to 84 Avenue widening (fronting Willoughby Community Hall) along with construction of
center median and greenway at an estimated cost of $2.1 million, subject to funding approval.

•

68 to 76 Avenue widening to the ultimate four to six lanes at an estimated cost of $57 million.
Alternatively: widening the east side to provide an interim four lanes at an estimated cost of
$23 million for design, land acquisition and construction.

Please note the above estimates are from 2018 and do not reflect all potential projects costs such as
utilities, storm water management and environmental mitigation.
Staff Recommendations and Council Direction
The 2018 Report recommended the following, which were endorsed by Council:
That Council endorse the following project sequencing for 208 Street to be included in
future budgets for their consideration:
•

•
•

$1.0 million in the 2019 budget to undertake detailed design and determine
construction estimates for the east side of 208 Street from 68 Avenue to
76 Avenue.
$2.1 million in the 2019 budget for 208 Street from 64 Avenue to 68 Avenue
$10.7 million in the 2020 budget for 208 Street from 64 Avenue to 68 Avenue

f:\data\eng2004\5400 streets & roads\20 individual road files\01 8 -208 st corridor\council rnemos\2D20 0305 208 st corridor
updale.docx
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•

$23.0 million, to be refined during the design phase, in the 2021 budget for the
construction of interim improvements for 208 Street from 68 Avenue to
76 Avenue.

That staff provide an update to Council, following the construction of the section of
208 Street between 64 Avenue and 68 Avenue, between 83 Avenue and 84 Avenue, and
after construction estimates have been determined for the section of 208 Street between
68 and 76 Avenues.
2019 and Future Budgets
As directed by Council, the above sequencing and funding strategy for 208 Street was included in the
2019 budget for Council’s consideration. However, during budget deliberations, Council deferred the
208 Street projects in order to explore other funding opportunities or mechanisms to fund the land
acquisition required for widening the corridor prior to development occurring.
As the widening of 208 Street has been identified by Council as a priority, and previous direction was
to include widening projects in future budgets, staff have included the following in the 2020 and future
budgets for Councils consideration using previous estimates, which have not yet been updated:
•

•
•

$3.1 million (2020) for the 208 Street Corridor: for design and construction of the portion
between 83 and 84 Avenue at $2.1 M; and SlUM for the detailed design and estimating for
the east side of 208 Street from 68 to 76 Avenue;
$10.7 million (2021) for the widening of the Willowbrook Connector from 64 to 68 Avenue; and
$23 million (2024) for the east side of 208 Street from 68 to 76 Avenue.

Attachment A

Development and Construction Timelines Map

Attachment B

Council Report dated June 25, 2018

f:\data\eng2004\5400 streets & roads\20 individual road files\0l 8 -208 sI corridor\council memos\2020 03 05 208 st corridor
update.docx
-
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Township of

Langley

REPORT TO
MAYOR AND COUNCIL
FAt 1873

PRESENTED:
FROM:
SUBJECT:

JUNE 25, 2018- REGULAR AFTERNOON MEETING
ENGINEERING DIVISION
208 STREET CORRIDOR UPDATE

REPORT:
FILE:

18-86
5400-20-18

RECOMMENDATIONS:
That Council endorse the following project sequencing for 208 Street to be included in future
budgets for their consideration:
•
•
•
•

$1.0 million in the 2019 budget to undertake detailed design and determine construction
estimates for the east side of 208 Street from 68 Avenue to 76 Avenue;
$2.1 million in the 2019 Budget for 208 Street from 83 Avenue to 84 Avenue;
$10.7 million in the 2020 Budget for 208 Street from 64 Avenue to 68 Avenue;
$23.0 million, to be refined during the design phase, in the 2021 budget for the
construction of interim improvements for 208 Street from 68 Avenue to 76 Avenue; and
further

That Staff provide an update to Council, following the construction of the section of 208 Street
between 64 Avenue and 68 Avenue, between 83 Avenue and 84 Avenue, and after construction
estimates has been determined for the section of 208 Street between 68 Avenue and 76 Avenue.
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
At its Regular Evening Meeting of February 19, 2018 Council passed a resolution directing staff
to provide an update to the September 14, 2015 208 Street Corridor Report, including updated
cost estimates and funding options. At its Regular Evening Meeting of April 9, 2018 Council
passed a resolution requesting further details on funding options including borrowing from the
Municipal Finance Authority (MFA), Development Cost Charge (DCC) program, general
revenue, or other sources as necessary to allow for a phased approach for the corridor.
Subsequent to the 2015 report, there have been changes to the corridor (and traffic patterns)
due to continued construction through development and Township capital projects. The most
significant change has been the completion of the widening of the 208 Street Overpass of
Highway 1. Attachment A illustrates where development is expected to continue on 208 Street
within the next one to three years, three to five years, longer than five years, and where staff
anticipate minimal or no development to occur.
The cost estimate in 2015 was $47 million, with $30 million in construction costs and $17 million
in land acquisition costs. The updated cost estimate for 2018 is $83 million, with $37 million in
construction costs and $46 million in anticipated land acquisition costs. This is despite having
several sections completed since 2015, with the increase being primarily attributable to rising
unit construction rates and significant rising real estate market conditions.
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Township practice has been to acquire as much infrastructure as possible through the
development process, which can be significantly less costly, as land, which is not an eligible
cost item in the DCC program, is dedicated to the Township at no cost as a condition of
development. Exceptions to the practice of development constructing works are the Township
undertaking nodal improvements at intersections, bridges and culverts, or in areas where no
development is expected to occur.
The Township has numerous high priority transportation projects identified in its Master
Transportation Plan (MTP) including the 216 Street Interchange and associated works, the
80 Avenue extension, 212 Street Connector, Fraser Highway widening, railway crossing
improvements, 16 Avenue improvements and widening, future Highway 1 Interchanges1 future
Rail Overpass projects, and other road and bridge improvements anticipated to cost over
$400 million. As such, the Township attempts to minimize its costs by pursuing works to be
undertaken by others, as well as seeking funding opportunities from other levels of government.
Given that sections of 208 Street between 64 Avenue to 68 Avenue and between 83 Avenue
and 84 Avenue are unlikely to be constructed through future development in the near future,
staff recommend those sections be included in future budgets for the consideration of Council.
Due to concerns with congestion for the portion between 68 Avenue and 76 Avenue, staff have
developed an interim improvement option for widening the east side of 208 Street! as illustrated
in Attachment C, to be considered by Council as part of future Budgets.
Infrastructure improvements are typically funded through DCC’s, general tax revenue, Gas Tax
Funding, TransLink funding, cost sharing and grants from other agencies and levels of
government, and borrowing. DCC’s can only be used for projects in the DCC Program and
does not typically include land acquisition. The Township 2018-2022 capital plan includes
$81.2 million of projects eligible for DCC funding, and does not include the $36.8 million for the
208 Street corridor as outlined in the recommendations of this report. In addition, the Township
has a debt repayment commitment for DCC’s of $2.45 million per year for projects such as the
Mufford Overpass, 216 Street Interchange, and 80 Avenue Extension which is 35% of the
average annual DCC’s receipts for the five years 2013 to 2017.
In 2018, $2.05 million of general revenue funding has been allocated to transportation capital
projects compared to $8 million identified by staff as an appropriate amount. During the budget
process, an additional $500,000 each year has been requested until such as time the target of
$8 million can be achieved. The Township also receives $350,000 to $370,000 per year in
Gas Tax Funding as part of a Community Works Funding (CWF) agreement with the Province.
Due to the smaller amount, the CWF is typically used for smaller scale projects. The Township
has also pursued cost sharing agreements with other agencies and levels of government such
as the Roberts Bank Rail Corridor (RBRC) partnership, Transport Canada Rail Safety
Improvement Program (RSIP), the Provincial Building Canada Fund, and other agreements with
the Provincial Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure (MoTI).
Roads that are part of the TransLink Major Road Network (MRN) are eligible for Operations,
Maintenance and Rehabilitation (OMR) funding and up to 50% of the costs of capital works to a
limit of $1.5 million per year. Historically, the Township has used MRN funding for projects on
road such as 16 Avenue and Fraser Highway and it is anticipated future projects on those
corridors will continue to use MRN capital funding, limiting its availability for other corridors. The
Township has requested that 208 Street be included in the MRN, due to the benefits of OMR
funding and potential capital funding. This request is currently being considered by TransLink
as part of their MRN review.
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Widening all of 208 Street would be $37 million for construction and $46 million for land
(not DCC eligible) for a total of $83 million. The debt repayment for current DCC borrowing is
35% of the average annual receipts leaving approximately $4.5 million annually to fund other
DCC projects. The 2018-2022 capital plan, which does not include all of 208 Street, averages
$16.2 Million each year from DCC’s which indicates the program is over-subscribed. Projects
may need to be deferred to future years, or funded from other sources, and/or accomplished
through additional borrowing.
An alternative for the consideration of Council, is for staff to enter into discussions with the
properties owners and development community to determine if the land required for the interim
improvement option on the east side of 208 Street from 68 Avenue to 76 Avenue can be
secured as a right of way as opposed to road dedication as a reduced cost. There would be
some benefit to property owners and developers by having infrastructure constructed prior to
development, offsetting their future costs.
PURPOSE:
To respond to Councils request for information with an update of the 208 Street Corridor Report
submitted to Council in 2015.
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BACKGROUND/HISTORY:
At its September 14. 2015 Regular Afternoon meeting, Council received Report
15-94208 Street Corridor’ for Information. The report provided information on the estimated
cost and strategy for the widening 208 Street from 64 Avenue to 88 Avenue, including the
208 Street Overpass. Council endorsed the strategy identified at that time for the acquisition of
major road infrastructure, including 208 Street and the 208 Street Overpass utilizing the
Development cost Charge (DCC) Program. The strategy was to proceed with the design work
for the 208 Street Overpass using funds approved in 2014 and 2015 Budgets and to include
funding for construction in the 2016 and 2017 Budgets.
At its Regular Evening Meeting of February 19, 2018 Council passed the following Resolution:
Whereas the Willoughby area is experiencing exponential growth. which growth is
anticipated to continue for the next 25 to 30 years;
Whereas the 208th Street corridor is already a very congested north/south
connector at only approximately 30% buildout;
Whereas higher density new development continues to create further challenges
with respect to piecemeal roadway on 208th Street;
Whereas numerous roadway networks and linkages such as the 2 16th
interchange, 212 connector, 80th Avenue /Labonte connector will all be expanding
the volume of vehicles on this critical corridor over the short and medium term time
horizon, thereby adding to the congestion; and
Whereas historical policies have relied upon the incremental expansion of the
roadway based on DCC funding, thereby allowing external market forces to dictate
when the adjacent roadways along 208th will be widened, resulting in undesirable
constraints upon the ultimate completion of the corridor relative to the exponential
increase in traffic volumes and congestion;
Therefore be it resolved that Council direct staff to provide an update to the 2015
staff report outlining associated costs with widening the 208th Street corridor, as
well as providing further options including the opportunity for municipal borrowing
and other best management practices relative to DCC’s, in order to facilitate
completion of the 208th Street corridor in a timely fashion.
Subsequent to the previous resolution, at its Regular Evening Meeting of April 9, 2018 Council
passed the following resolution:
Whereas Township of Langley staff are currently reviewing and updating the costs related
to the 2015 report to Council regarding the widening of the 208 street corridor; and
Whereas Council’s initial request for information generally referred to ‘potential
funding options” associated with the widening but did not add specific language
around the opportunities,
Therefore be it resolved that Council direct staff to include in their upcoming staff
report specific information regarding the parameters for low-cost borrowing,
through the Municipal Finance Authority, to allow phased-approach funding to
consider the first phase of widening from 72 Avenue to 84 Avenue, with a cost
recovery component as part of the Development Cost Charge program for the
eligible construction and from other sources, including general revenue, as
necessary.
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DISCUSSION/ANALYSIS:
Changes to 208 Street Since 2015
Subsequent to the completion of the 208 Street Corridor Report to Council in 2015, substantial
changes have occurred due to ongoing development projects and Township capital projects.
The Smith Neighbourhood Plan was adopted by Council in June of 2017 resulting in some
refinements to the ultimate corridor plan. In addition, the provision of Transit Service on
208 Street and recent development activity has resulted in changes in the traffic characteristics
of the corridor. Some of the changes to the corridor include:
Location
7100
block to 7200 block
East side,
East side, 76 Ave to 77A Avenue
East side, 77A Avenue to 80 Ave
Widening of 208 Street overpass
84 Avenue to 88 Avenue
Traffic Signal at 77A Ave
595 Transit Route
72 Avenue to 76 Avenue
Traffic volume north of 72 Avenue

Change
200 metres under construction
270 metres under construction
510 metres under construction
Substantially completed, June of 2018
Widened as part of the 208 Street Overpass project
Completed
Stops near 64 Avenue, 70 Avenue1 76 Avenue,
Willoughby Town Center Drive, 80 Avenue, 82
Avenue and 84 Avenue
Smith Neighbourhood Plan adopted
18,612 vpd (2014) vs. 22,384 vpd (2018)

A significant portion of the east side of 208 Street has been widened or is currently under
construction, including the street greenways, as part of the servicing requirements for adjacent
development projects on the corridor. These projects have also constructed the required
drainage, sanitary sewer and water infrastructure to support their developments and have met
the school and park requirements necessary for development to proceed.
Anticipated Changes to the 208 Street Corridor
Staff undertook an assessment to determine which portions of lands adjacent to 208 Street
would likely undergo development in the 1-3 year time frame, 3-5 year time frame, longer than
five year time frame, or areas without development potential where the Township would have to
undertake road widening. The anticipated development time frame for the corridor is illustrated
in Attachment A, with the following details:
1-3 years:
• An active development application on the west side of 208 Street from 76 Avenue to the
7600 block that is anticipated to widen approximately 400 metres of its frontage.
• An active development application on the west side of 208 Street from the 8100 block to
82 Avenue that is anticipated to widen approximately 200 metres of its frontage.
3-5 years:
• West side, 68 Avenue to 72 Avenue, approximately 800 metres
• East side, 8100 block to 83 Avenue, approximately 270 metres
5+ Years:
• West and east sides, 72 Avenue to 76 Avenue, approximately 800 metre
5+ Years with Limited or no development Potential:
• West and east sides, 64 Avenue to 68 Avenue, approximately 400 metres
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Cost Estimate
The conceptual plan for 208 Street has been updated to reflect changes made through
Neighbourhood Planning process and to reflect works already completed or under construction
(see Attachment B). For the purpose of the cost estimate, it was assumed that the sections
currently with active development applications anticipated to be completed in a 1-3 year time
frame would undertake the widening of their frontage on 208 Street. As such, these sections
were not included in the updated cost estimate, summarized in the following Table.
Summary of 208 Street Construction Cost Estimate (2018 and 2015)
Location

Construction Cost

Land Cost

Total Cost

64 Ave to 68 Ave
68 Ave to 72 Ave
72 Ave to 76 Ave
80 Ave to 83 Ave
83Aveto84Ave
Storm Water Management
TOTAL (2018)
TOTAL (2015)

$8382000
$7,429,000
$13,922,000
$4,509,000
$2,141,000
$842,000
$37,225,000
$29,747,000

$2,350,000
$5,565,000
$30,030,000
$2,345,000
$0
$5,600,000
$45,890,000
$16,724,000

$10,732,000
$12,994,000
$43,952,000
$6,854,000
$2,141,000
$6,442,000
$83,115,000
$46,471,000

The cost estimates are based upon conceptual plans for the corridor and as such are subject to
change with detailed design. There may be additional works required for development servicing
for sewer, water and drainage depending on the details that would become available when
develop applications are processed and servicing agreements are executed. The construction
cost estimates are also based upon the unit rates and prices from recent road construction
projects and recent land sales. Despite several sections of 208 Street being constructed
through development and Township capital projects, the overall construction cost has increased
due to increased unit rates and prices since 2015. The land estimate has increased
substantially due to market conditions since 2015.
Current Practice for Construction in Development Areas
As seen in the updated cost estimate for 208 Street, the provision of transportation
improvements requires significant funds for both construction and land acquisition. The
Township Development Cost Charge (DCC) Program is the primary source of funding used for
the construction/acquisition of infrastructure to support growth. The DCC program relies on
contributions made at the time of development for the design and construction of major
infrastructure, but typically does not include land acquisition costs as the program anticipates
dedication of the required property as part of the development approval process.
Sections of 208 Street were constructed through the development approval process, thereby
reducing costs to the Township. A further consideration is that if the road widening and
greenway fronting the property were constructed prior to development, the newly constructed
road and greenway would likely be damaged by construction activities and in particular, the
newly constructed road and greenway may have to be excavated and reconstructed for the
installation of municipal services such as sanitary sewer, drainage, water and third party utilities
such as Hydro and telecommunications services. In addition, past practice has been to allow
temporary parking related to construction activities on 208 Street fronting development projects
in order to minimize the potential parking impact on neighbourhood streets.
Exceptions to the typical practice of development constructing infrastructure are nodal
improvements where there are no specific adjacent properties that might benefit from the new
infrastructure at significant costs, such as culvert crossings, bridges, traffic signals and overpass
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structures. There are also areas where there is no development potential directly fronting portions
of a corridor such as the recently constructed 208 Street overpass of Highway 1 and the portion of
208 Street from 64 Avenue to 68 Avenue.
Transportation Priority Projects
The Township has a number of high priority projects identified in the Master Transportation Plan
with significant resource requirements. Similar to 208 Street, some of these works will be
undertaken through development while others would be undertaken by the Township. The
following Table summarizes some of the major transportation priorities, the status of those
under construction, and the anticipated high level cost estimates.
Project
Interchange
216
216 Interchange, associated
works
Future works related to 216
Street

Widening of 208 Street
Overpass
Aldergrove Transportation
Improvements
80 Avenue Extension
212 Street Connector
Fraser Highway
72 Avenue/24000 Block Rail
Crossing
Rail Crossing Improvement
72 Avenue Salmon River
Bridge
64 Avenue/232 Street
Intersection Improvements
16 Avenue short term
improvements
16 Avenue long term
improvements
Future 232 Street
Interchange at Highway 1
Future 264 Street
Interchange_at_Highway_1
Future Rail overpasses
TOTAL
—

-

Status/Description
Under construction 2019 completion
Under construction 2019 completion

Cost
$14.3 million
$5.5 million

Widening 216 St north of Telegraph Trail,
Intersection Improvement at Glover
Road/216 Street, Improvements north of
88 Avenue, widening of 96 Avenue
Substantially completed June of 2018

$27 million

—

—

—

Fraser Highway/ 270 Street, 270 Street,
30 Avenue, 270A Street nearing
completion
216 Street to Glover Road, nearing
completion
From 212 StreetJ77A Avenue to 208
StreetI74B Avenue
235 Street to 264 Street
Construction summer/fall of 2018

$6.4 million
$6.5 million
$12 million
$9 million plus
land
$50 million
$3 million

To be completed as per Transport Canada
Regulations
Summer/Fall 2018 subject to
environmental approval
Roundabout, summer/fall of 2018 Subject
to funding and environmental approvals
Traffic signals and RCMP pull outs,
summer/fall of 2018 or 2019
Widening

$6.5 million

Cost share with MoTI

$1 5-20 million

Cost share with MoTI

$15-20 million

As per GTCF study

$1 5-20 million
$400+ million

$3 million
$2.3 million
$3.4 million
$200 million
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Cumulatively, the transportation priority projects identified would potentially cost over
$400 million to implement over the next 20 years. The Township must consider minimizing the
financial burden to residents by maximizing the opportunities to have the works undertaken by
others, such as development or other levels of government and pursuing other funding
opportunities.
Potential Improvement Options for 208 Street
As seen in Attachment A, several sections of 208 Street are anticipated to be completed in the
one to three year and three to five year time horizons. However there are sections that are
anticipated to develop beyond a five year time frame or have little to no development potential.
The Township could consider improvements to those sections as a priority.
64 Avenue to 68 Avenue
As part of its 2018 budget, Council approved funding for the design of the section of 208 Street
from 64 Avenue to 68 Avenue. As this section of 208 Street abuts already developed lands
between 64 Avenue and 66A Avenue on the west side, and primarily the Agricultural Land
Reserve on the east side, the majority of the works will not be undertaken through development
and would have to be constructed by the Township. While 208 Street is currently widened to 4
lanes south of 64 Avenue, there is significant congestion in the northbound direction, particularly
during the afternoon peak period, due to only one northbound lane continuing through the
intersection. The widening would allow for improvements to the intersection of 64 Avenue and
also at the intersection of 68 Avenue. The cost of completing this section of 208 Street is
estimated at $10.7 million and is eligible for DCC funding.
83 Avenue to 84 Avenue
The section of 208 Street on the east side between 83 Avenue and 84 Avenue was not
constructed as part of the adjacent development. However, the necessary road right of way for
the ultimate widening was dedicated providing an opportunity for the Township to complete this
section of road at $2.1 million and is eligible for DCC funding.
68 Avenue to 76 Avenue
The section of 208 Street from 72 Avenue to 76 Avenue is not anticipated to be developed
within a 5 year time frame. This section, particularly at the intersection of 72 Avenue
experiences traffic congestion and delays. The ultimate width of 208 Street from 70 Avenue to
76 Avenue is to be six lanes wide in order to facilitate a future intersection of the 212 Street
Connector near 74B Avenue and additional capacity at the intersection of 72 Avenue. Due to
the substantial cost of widening this section to its ultimate width ($44 million) an interim option
was developed (see Attachment C).
Assuming that 208 Street was widened south of 68 Avenue, the widening of 208 Street to the
ultimate curb on the east side between 72 Ave and 76 Avenue would allow for an interim lane
configuration on 208 Street between 68 Avenue and 76 Avenue, illustrated in Attachment C.
The interim improvement option would allow for additional through travel lanes and intersection
improvements that would mitigate the concerns with traffic delays and congestion. The widening
on the east side would also accommodate the future 212 Street connector at 74B Avenue. The
estimated cost of constructing this interim improvement would be $9 million plus land at
estimated $15 million for a total of $24 million. The road construction would be eligible for DCC
funding, however, the land component is not included in the DCC program as it is assumed that
future land required for roads and greenways is dedicated to the Township as a condition of
development. Staff recommend that $1.0 million in funding is approved in 2019 to commence
the detailed design and construction estimate.
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Recommendations:
Due to the substantial costs involved, limited resources available, and competing demands for
funding for other transportation priority projects, staff recommends that the current approach for
widening the 208 Street corridor through development continues, where possible. Potential
improvement options for 208 Street in areas where development will not occur or where interim
improvements could be implemented to address traffic congestion and delays for the
consideration of Council are estimated to cost $36.8 million and include:
•

•
•
•

$1.0 million to commence detailed design and determine construction estimates for
improvements along the east side of 208 Street from 68 Avenue to 76 Avenue in the
2019 budget.
$2.1 million for the construction of the section of 208 Street, east side between
83 Avenue and 84 Avenue in the 2019 Budget.
$10.7 million for the construction of the section of 208 Street from 64 Avenue to
68 Avenue in the 2020 Budget.
$23.0 million, subject to change during the detailed design phase, for the 2021 budget
for the construction of the interim improvements along the east side of 208 Street from
68 Avenue to 76 Avenue.

Subject to Council direction, staff intend to provide an update on this report, following the
completion of the above noted projects and subsequent development on the corridor.
Financial Implications:
The implementation of transportation improvements are typically undertaken using funding from
the following sources:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Development Cost Charge (DCC) funding
General tax revenue funding
Gas Tax Funding
Cost sharing and grants from other agencies and levels of government
TransLink Major Road Network and Bicycle (MRNB) Funding
Borrowing

DC C’s
DCC funding can only be used for projects specifically identified in the DCC Program, last
updated in 2012. While the program included the anticipated construction cost of the 208 Street
Corridor, it did not include land acquisition as it was assumed that the required road right of way
would be dedicated as part of future development.
As noted previously, there are a significant number of projects where the Township utilizes
DCC funding, creating significant demands for the funds (2018-2022 Capital Plan includes
$81.2 million) not including the DCC eligible portion of the $36.8 million outlined above for the
208 Street corridor. In addition, the Township has borrowed externally through the Municipal
Finance Authority (MFA) for projects such as the Mufford Overpass, 208 Street Overpass and
216 Street Interchange. Internal borrowing for the 80 Avenue Extension project will be repaid
from DCC funds. For these projects, approximately $2.45 million in debt repayment
commitments from future DCC’s will further reduce DCC fund availability.
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For the period 2013 to and including 2017, DCC receipts ranged from $5 to $9 million annually
($25 to $45 million total). At an annual average of $7 million, existing annual debt repayment
commitments from Dcc’s, $2.45 million, will consume 35%.
General Property Tax Revenue (Transportation Utility)
The Transportation Utility portion of general tax revenue primarily funds ongoing operations,
maintenance and rehabilitation of existing transportation infrastructure. There is a limited
amount of funding provided each year for hew capital projects. For example, in 2018 through
2022, there is $205 million of general revenue funding allocated annually to transportation
capital projects. Engineering has identified $8 million as an appropriate annual operating
contribution to capital. During the budget process, an increase of $500,000 has been requested
since 2013 and will continue until the target of S8 million annually is achieved. At this rate, it will
take approximately twelve more years assuming Council approval for each increase.
Gas Tax Funding
In 2014. the Union of BC Municipalities (UBCM). Canada and the Province of British Columbia
announced the signing of the Administrative Agreement on the Federal Gas Tax Fund in British
Columbia (Gas Tax Agreement). The gas tax agreement sees the transfer of funding to local
BC governments for investment in capital and capacity building projects. The Township has
been receiving Community Works Funding (CWF) as part of the Gas Tax Fund beginning in
2014 with annual allocations of $350,000 to $370,000. The CWF has specific project eligibility
criteria for roads, bridges and highways. Due to the smaller amount of funding available, the
Township has typically utilized CWF funding for smaller scale capital projects such as
intersection improvements at 56 Avenue/248 Street, 40 Avenue/208 Street and the upcoming
project at 64 Avenue/232 Street.
Cost Sharing and Grants for Other Agencies and Levels of Government
Due to the high cost of constructing transportation infrastructure, the Township has historically
pursued partnerships, cost sharing and grants from other agencies and levels of government.
Examples of past partnerships included the 196 Street Overpass, Mufford Overpass, 232 Street
Overpass and Rail Crossing Information System (RCIS) projects undertaken as a multi-party
partnership with other municipalities. TransLink, MoTl, Transport Canada, Port of Vancouver,
and the Railways. The Township has also entered into partnerships with senior levels of
government such as M0TI for the 216 Street Interchange. The Township has also been
successful in securing grants from other agencies and levels of government such as the
Provincial Bike BC program for cycling infrastructure, the Transport Canada Rail Safety
Improvement Program for the 72 Avenue at 24000 Block rail crossing improvement and the
Building Canada Fund administered by the Provincial Government for the 200 Street at
68 Avenue Pedestrian Overpass. Staff previously considered applying for a Federal/Provincial
Grant for the widening of the 208 Street overpass, but the project did not meet the eligibility
criteria due to 208 Street not being designated a truck route.
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TransLink Funding
TransLink Major Road Network and Bike (MRNB) Minor Capital Funding can only be used for
roads that are part of the MRN. The Township currently receives approximately $1.5 million per
year from TransLink for projects on the MRN that meet program eligibility criteria, subject to an
application to and approval from TransLink. The Township has historically used the funding for
projects on 16 Avenue and on Fraser Highway. Aldergrove Transportation Improvement
projects on Fraser Highway as well as the intersection traffic signals and pull out bays on
16 Avenue are currently using MRN Minor Capital Funding for 2017, 2018 and 2019. The
Township has also submitted an application to TransLink to use MRN Minor Capital Funding for
the widening on Fraser Highway (246 Street to 250 Street) as part of a multi-year application for
2019-2021. The Township has requested that TransLink consider adding 208 Street to the
MRN network, which would make it eligible for both Operations, Maintenance and Rehabilitation
(OMR) funding as well as Minor Capital Funding for upto 50% of the project cost up to
maximum of $1.5 million per year. However, the MRN request submitted by the Township is
currently under review by TransLink, and even if approved, the future demands for
improvements on other MRN roads such as 200 Street, 16 Avenue and Fraser Highway may
limit availability of funds for 208 Street.
Borrowing
Widening of the entire 208 Street corridor would cost approximately $37 million for construction
and a further $46 million for land. The construction component is eligible for Roads DCC funding
to the degree that DCC funds are available. The land component is not eligible for DCC funding
and would have to come from other sources.
The current status of Roads DCC borrowing in the Township as summarized above is that debt
servicing from DCC’s consumes approximately 35% of average annual DCC receipts
(Approximately $7 million annually for the five-year period 2013 to 2017). This leaves
approximately $4.5 million annually to fund additional DCC eligible projects.
For the period 2018 to 2022, DCC eligible projects identified in the five year capital plan total
$81.2 million ($16.2 million annual average) which means the Township is currently
over-subscribed and will have to defer projects to a future year, or fund through other sources
andfor additional borrowing.
Above DCC references are in the context of the current 2012 DCC Program. Staff are currently
updating the overall DCC Program which will change some of the estimates of available funding
referenced herein such as annual Roads DCC Receipts. As additional projects are added to the
plan, DCC rates will be recalculated to achieve the necessary funding.
Optional RecommendationslAlternatives:
In order to reduce the potential cost of the recommended 208 Street improvement projects, in
particular the section between 72 Avenue and 76 Avenue, staff can enter into discussions with
adjacent property owners to determine if the land required for widening can be obtained through
a right of way at a reduced cost versus road dedication. Property owners would have the
benefit of having road infrastructure constructed prior to development occurring, offsetting their
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future costs for development. With the above optional recommendation/alternatives, comments
above as outlined in each of the potential funding sources will still apply but will be reduced by
the scale of the reductions of this option.
Respectfully submitted,

Paul Cordeiro
MANAGER, TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERING
for
ENGINEERING DIVISION
This report has been prepared in consultation with the following listed departments.
CON CU RRENC ES
Division I Department
FINANCE DIVISION

Name
K. Sinclair

ATTACHMENT A

208 Street Development Potential Map

ATTACHMENT B

208 Street Conceptual Design (64 Avenue to 80 Avenue)

ATTACHMENT C

208 Street Interim Improvements (68 Avenue to 76 Avenue)
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Guide Purpose and Summary
The purpose of this guide is to help local governments understand the
risks, challenges and recommended practices related to obtaining
community amenity contributions (CACs). The guide also describes the
relationship between CACs and housing affordability, and encourages
practices that do not inadvertently cause housing prices to increase.
Density bonus zoning, authorized under Local Government Act (LGA)
s. 904, is another approach used by local governments to obtain
community amenities.
While CACs are the focus of this guide, most recommended principles and practices apply equally
to CAC and density bonus approaches1. Therefore, throughout the document and where helpful to
the reader, the guide highlights key differences and commonalities between the two approaches.
The guide also emphasizes the importance of density bonus zoning as a preferred approach for
obtaining community amenities.2
The guide is intended primarily for local governments.3 The content of the guide may also benefit
others involved in the land use planning and development process including developers, builders,
real estate professionals and planning consultants.
The guide contains the following sections:
 Part 1: Background on CACs and the Rezoning Process
 Part 2: Staying on a Solid Legal Footing – helps local governments to understand the limits
of their legal authority to impose fees and charges and obtain CACs.
 Part 3: Recommended Practices for CACs – outlines the challenges associated with
obtaining CACs and recommends practices that align with good planning principles.
 Part 4: CACs and Housing Affordability – encourages local governments to consider who
ultimately pays for amenity contributions and encourages approaches that are most
supportive of housing affordability.
 Part 5: Choosing an Approach to Obtaining Amenities – addresses advantages and risks
associated with typical approaches currently used, and provides advice on choosing a
strategy.
 Appendix: Illustration of Policies for a Target Approach to CACs – provides an example of
the “target approach” to CACs including provisions that could be customized for inclusion
in official community plans (OCPs) or adopted as policies to guide negotiation of CACs.
A short version of this guide is available here:
http://www.cscd.gov.bc.ca/lgd/intergov_relations/library/CAC_Guide_Short.pdf

1

Where a site specific rezoning includes a density bonus on condition of providing amenities, it is essentially a
rezoning with CACs.
2
Developers make contributions in various circumstances, such as housing agreements, phased development
agreements, or heritage revitalization agreements. This guide only addresses contributions to the extent that they
are related to zoning.
3
While the City of Vancouver is unique, in that it operates under the Vancouver Charter, the issues and guidance in
this document are nevertheless applicable to the City.
Community Amenity Contributions:
1
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Summary of Recommended Practices for CACs
Avoid Legal Risk – Negotiate, do not impose; avoid perception that zoning is for sale.
Plan Ahead – Identify potential amenities, ideally by neighbourhood.
Seek Modest Contributions – Avoid impacts on housing affordability.
Apply Development Cost Charge (DCC) Principles – e.g. link contributions to impacts of new
development; try to ensure each developer pays a comparable, fair share.
Engage the Development Community – Be aware of how CACs could impact projects and their
viability

Community Amenity Contributions:
Balancing Community Planning, Public
Benefits and Housing Affordability
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Part 1: Background on CACs and the Rezoning Process
Local governments face many challenges in managing growth. They need to ensure that new
development is acceptable to the community, respects the community plan and that infrastructure,
amenities and services are in place to keep pace with growth. Provincial legislation allows local
governments to ensure that developers install services as part of their development, both on the
site itself and immediately adjacent.
Legislation also allows local governments to impose development cost charges (DCCs) for certain
off-site services, namely, water, sewer, drainage and roads and park land.4 Increasingly, local
governments are relying on the rezoning process to secure affordable housing, and contributions
towards recreation facilities and other community amenities that cannot be funded through DCCs.
LGA section 904 allows zoning bylaws to include the option of additional (bonus) density subject to
specific conditions, which can include providing amenities. This provision in the LGA has been in
place since 1995.
As an additional approach, local governments sometimes negotiate CACs from those seeking a
change in zoning. A change in use or an increase in density generally boosts the value of land, and
provides the possibility of a financial benefit to the land owner, developer or local government.
Increasingly, local governments and residents see this as a reasonable opportunity to help fund
community amenities.
In considering CACs, it is important that local governments understand the limits of their legislative
authority, follow good planning principles, be fair, clear and consistent, and understand the
financial and market impacts.
Housing affordability is a particular challenge for many B.C. communities. This guide describes how
CACs, if not handled carefully, can potentially decrease the supply of new housing and lead to
increases in housing prices. It is important that local governments recognize the relationship
between CACs and housing affordability and make efforts to balance the opportunity to obtain
public benefits, such as community amenities, with the goal of helping families to secure affordable
housing.

Definitions
“Affordable housing” is housing that does not exceed 30% of household income. This is the
general guideline for social and subsidized housing in B.C. and is commonly the percentage lenders
use to determine what a family can afford to borrow when purchasing a home.
“Affordable market housing” is privately-owned housing that is owned or rented at prices set by
the market and affordable to low-middle income earners.
“Community Amenities” contribute to the attractiveness of a project or a neighbourhood, and
typically include aesthetic features, public spaces, and facilities to meet a range of social, cultural,
recreational, and infrastructure needs of the community.

4

The City of Vancouver has comparable authority, under the Vancouver Charter, for “development cost levies”.
Community Amenity Contributions:
3
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“Community Amenity Contributions (CACs)” are amenity contributions agreed to by the
applicant/developer and local government as part of a rezoning process initiated by the
applicant/developer. CACs can take several forms including community amenities, affordable
housing and financial contributions towards infrastructure that cannot be obtained through DCCs,
such as recreation facilities or a fire hall. The agreed-to contribution would be obtained by the local
government if, and when, the local government decides to adopt the rezoning bylaw.
“Density Bonus Zoning”, as authorized under LGA s. 904, is intended to provide options for the
developer to build either to the “base” density or to a higher level of density, if they provide certain
amenities or affordable housing, or meet other specified conditions. The developer, by right,
always has the option of developing at the base level of density, but usually has an incentive to
consider higher densities.

Legislative Context
Provincial legislation enables local government to require services, collect fees and/or obtain land
from new development to address certain impacts of new growth. The following sections of the
LGA enable local governments to require new development to provide:
 DCCs for off-site services (s. 933);
 money towards acquiring school sites (s.937.3);
 on-site services related to subdivision (s.938);
 excess capacity or extended services (s.939);
 up to 5% of land being subdivided for park land, or cash-in-lieu (s.941); and,
 land for roadways (s.945).
Not all impacts of development are covered by these legislative provisions. Increasingly, local
governments are taking the position that new development should not be a burden on local
taxpayers and are supplementing the above requirements with CACs. For example, local
governments commonly impose DCCs to pay for allowable items such as water and sewer mains
then seek contributions towards facilities not covered by DCCs, such as expansion of a fire hall,
recreation centre or library.
Whether new development is on “green field” sites or accommodated by the redevelopment of
existing areas, it often brings resistance. Existing residents are often concerned about negative
impacts of new development, such as the increased number of cars parked on streets or
obstructed views. Community amenity contributions used, for example, to help fund upgraded
parks, street art and community centres, have helped existing residents see tangible benefits from
new development.
Local governments also report a trend in the demand for amenities that relate to a change in urban
form. For example, where a single family neighbourhood transitions towards higher density,
backyards are reduced in size or eliminated and residents’ expectations for quality outdoor public
spaces and other amenities increases. In response, local governments may turn to CACs to help
pay for these community amenities.
With some of the most expensive housing in North America occurring in British Columbia, local
governments are also using CACs and density bonus zoning to help meet housing needs that the
housing market is failing to deliver on its own.
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Examples of affordable and special needs housing types that have been provided include pricecontrolled, limited equity market housing units; housing for people with special needs; and
guaranteed or time-limited rental units with rent controlled mechanism5.

Part 1 - Summary






5

Local governments face many challenges in managing growth.
Legislation allows local governments to impose DCCs for certain off-site services,
namely, water, sewer, drainage and roads and park land.
LGA s. 904 allows zoning bylaws to include the option of additional (bonus) density
subject to specific conditions, which can include providing amenities.
As an additional approach local governments are increasingly negotiating CACs
from applicants/developers seeking a change in zoning.
It is important that local governments recognize the relationship between CACs
and housing affordability and make efforts to balance the opportunity to obtain
community amenities with the goal of helping families to secure affordable
housing.

http://wcel.org/density-bonus
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Part 2: Staying on a Solid Legal Footing
A common misperception is that local governments have authority to require CACs as a condition
of rezoning. In fact, there is no authority to impose such conditions on a rezoning applicant; any
contributions must either be at the initiative of the applicant/developer or emerge from rezoning
negotiations between the applicant/developer and the local government.
Legal authority, generally speaking, for local governments is derived from statutes, such as the LGA
or the Community Charter. The statutes also include conditions and limits on these powers. Court
rulings over time have provided interpretations of this legal authority and direction on how it can
be used.
In some cases the law is mandatory, i.e. requires local government to do something. In other
cases, it is discretionary, i.e. it gives local government latitude to do something or not. The courts
have acknowledged that zoning is a discretionary power, so councils/regional boards can choose
whether or not to approve a rezoning.
The courts have also recognized that councils/regional boards can examine a wide range of
considerations before exercising their discretion on whether to approve a rezoning request and
adopt the proposed zoning bylaw. Most considerations fall into two categories.
Planning and servicing considerations: The council/regional board may consider how the proposal
would fit with the policies contained in community and regional plans; what impact the proposed
development would have on local utilities such as water, drainage and sewage infrastructure; and
whether the capacity of roads, recreation and other facilities or services could accommodate the
increased demand.
Public interest considerations: The council/regional board may consider whether the proposed
development would have a positive or negative impact on the immediate neighbours and the
broader community. This would include considering how the development would fit in
aesthetically, whether the development would add or subtract from, for example, the supply of
affordable housing or industrial land.
It is important for local governments to appreciate that in the case of zoning decisions, the
council/regional board “discretion” is limited to either approving or not approving the zoning
bylaw. Having discretion to approve or not approve a zoning bylaw does not give authority to
unilaterally impose conditions.
If the council/regional board wishes applicants/developers to contribute amenities or provide
affordable housing, it should either amend its zoning bylaw to include density bonus options, with
specified contributions as a condition of higher density, or be prepared to negotiate such
contributions when rezoning applications are put forward. It is critical that any discussions with
rezoning applicants be negotiations, not the council/regional board imposing charges for rezoning.
While some people may view the difference between requiring a contribution and negotiating one
as semantics, it is nevertheless critical from a legal perspective. The courts can be expected to see
this difference as important in determining whether a zoning bylaw was done legally or illegally.
The Appendix illustrates an example of how to establish guidelines for CACs while remaining open
to negotiation.
Community Amenity Contributions:
Balancing Community Planning, Public
Benefits and Housing Affordability

6

Ministry of Community, Sport
and Cultural Development

E.4 - Page 49

E.4

Legal Risks
There are three specific legal risks that local governments should avoid when dealing with CACs:
imposing unauthorized fees, charges and taxes; not keeping an open mind; and using building and
subdivision approvals to obtain amenities.
Imposing Unauthorized Fees, Charges and Taxes
The LGA s. 931 includes a number of restrictions on fees, charges and taxes that can be imposed on
development applications. One provision of particular importance to rezoning applications is
subsection (6).
(6) “A local government, the City of Vancouver or an approving officer must not
(a) impose a fee, charge or tax, or
(b) require a work or service be provided
(c) unless authorized by this Act, by another Act or by a bylaw made under the authority
of this Act or another Act.”
When dealing with rezonings, local governments can put themselves at legal risk by creating fees,
charges or taxes that are not expressly provided for in legislation.
Practices to avoid include:
 Imposing any charge, including CACs, for which there is no legal authority;
 Presenting an applicant/developer with a list of “required” contributions that will be
expected if the rezoning is to proceed; and/or,
 Adopting a general policy or a policy in a community or neighbourhood plan that could be
construed as imposing charges for rezoning and implying that these are not negotiable.
Not Keeping an Open Mind
When exercising their legislative discretion to adopt zoning bylaws, council/regional board
members must keep an open mind and cannot bind themselves, or pre-determine how they will
vote on the proposed rezoning bylaw. Elected officials are free to consider a range of factors but
they need to be open to rejecting the rezoning bylaw if, for example, they are swayed by
arguments put forward at the public hearing. Guaranteeing that a rezoning bylaw will pass before
it is voted on means that the council/regional board is no longer open-minded, and this should
never be done. In practical terms, this means that the council/regional board should not use
bylaws, internal policies or other means that could be construed to indicate that it is not open to
persuasion regarding whether a rezoning bylaw should pass.
It is worth differentiating between the above-mentioned commitment to pass a rezoning bylaw
and entering into an agreement with an applicant/developer that deals with the timing of the
transfer of affordable housing or amenity contributions. While committing to pass a bylaw prior to
voting is problematic, an agreement that sets out how and when specified amenities would
transfer to the local government afterwards, if a rezoning is passed, is allowed because it does not
interfere with the council/regional board discretion to pass the rezoning bylaw.
To stay clear of legal difficulties, any such agreements should be written so that any contributions
being offered by the developer would transfer only if and when the council/regional board adopts
the zoning amendment, but not in any way suggest that the council/regional board is committed to
adopting the rezoning bylaw. To be transparent, the council/regional board should also ensure
that the public is aware that certain amenities or housing are being offered by the
applicant/developer.
Community Amenity Contributions:
Balancing Community Planning, Public
Benefits and Housing Affordability
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Practices to avoid include:
 Adopting a policy that could be seen as committing the council/regional board to rejecting
rezoning proposals unless the applicant/developer provides contributions; and/or,
 Guaranteeing an applicant/developer, either verbally or in writing, that a zoning
amendment will pass if they make certain contributions.
Subjecting Building and Subdivision Approvals to CACs
In some cases, the legislation gives certain development approval decisions to an unelected official.
Examples include the building inspector and the subdivision approving officer. The legislation does
not allow these “technical” decisions to be made or influenced by elected officials, so it would be
inappropriate for a council/regional board to try and use these approval processes to extract
contributions from the applicant/developer.
Practices to avoid include:
 Requesting or directing the building inspector or subdivision approving officer to levy
charges or require contributions that the council/regional board has no authority itself to
impose.
It should be noted that it may be practical for agreed upon CACs to transfer at the time of
subdivision approval or issuance of a building permit, and this is permitted. In such cases, the
contributions are not being imposed by the building inspector or subdivision approving officer as
they were already agreed to by the applicant/developer and the council/regional board, and the
technical approval is simply a convenient time for the transfer to be made.
Local governments should consult their lawyer for any legal advice on these or other legal issues.

Part 2 – Summary
Practices to Avoid:








Imposing any charge, including CACs, for which there is no legal authority.
Presenting an applicant/developer with a list of “required” contributions for
rezoning to proceed.
Adopting policies that could be:
o construed as imposing charges for rezoning and implying these are not
negotiable; or,
o seen as committing the council/regional board to rejecting rezoning proposals
unless the applicant/developer provides contributions.
Guaranteeing an applicant/developer, either verbally or in writing, that a requested
zoning amendment will pass if they make certain contributions.
Requesting or directing the building inspector or subdivision approving officer to levy
charges or require contributions that the council/regional board has no authority
itself to impose.
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Part 3: Recommended Practices for CACs
Local governments currently using or considering obtaining CACs should consider the challenges
that CACs bring.

Official Community Plans and Zoning Bylaws
Zoning bylaws were invented a century ago, as a means to regulate land uses and structures,
particularly those that posed a threat to public health and safety. With the development of official
community plans (OCPs), zoning became the primary tool for implementing the plan.
As OCPs are long term visions, they are usually general in nature. They typically do not detail uses
or specific densities. This flexibility is acceptable because legally a plan is a policy document that
guides decisions of the council/regional board. Zoning, on the other hand, specifies what people
can/cannot do on their property, and therefore needs to be clear and specific. These differences
set the stage for a certain amount of negotiation when rezonings are proposed, and the
council/regional board needs to consider how the general, long term vision expressed in their
community plan should be translated into specific allowable uses, densities, siting, sizes and
dimensions in the zoning bylaw.
Councils/regional boards can expect careful scrutiny from the public when considering proposed
rezonings. The public is looking for confidence that the community plan they were consulted on is
being followed, both in law and in spirit. Understandably, public confidence in the council/regional
board and the OCP would be eroded if they believed that the plan would be amended whenever an
opportunity arose to increase local government revenue. While site-specific OCP amendments to
accommodate unanticipated developments are legally permissible, it is recommended that local
governments anticipate land use changes with periodic comprehensive reviews of the plan rather
than undertake frequent OCP amendments.
To maintain public confidence in the planning process, it is critical that councils/regional boards see
zoning as a regulatory tool, and a means to implement the OCP. It is vital that councils/regional
boards NOT focus on rezoning as a revenue source and lose sight of long term planning.
Councils/regional boards must avoid the perception that they are no longer planning but simply
“selling zoning”.

Planning for CACs
Detailed information on the capacity of infrastructure such as roads, water systems, fire services or
recreation facilities to accommodate additional development enables a local government to assess
the impact of future development. This information enables local governments to establish DCC,
subdivision servicing and other servicing-related bylaws to address infrastructure requirements as
provided for in legislation. This “planning ahead” approach offers a good model for considering
potential CACs. Planning ahead can help ensure that potential contributions are earmarked for the
highest priorities. Such an approach comprises:
 understanding future growth projections, how the OCP vision and policies accommodate
growth, and how new development will impact the community;
 working with the community and stakeholders, including developers, to identify the
amenities that will help address the impacts of growth; and,
 estimating and allocating the costs required to pay for the amenities; and could also
include, establishing preferred target amounts for CACs.
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In most cases, this planning is best undertaken at the neighbourhood level. Some local
governments include neighbourhood “service deficiencies” or other “community needs” lists in an
OCP. It is recommended that local governments incorporate into the OCP a discussion of
amenities, including reasons for acquiring the amenities and how the costs should be shared
between new development and the existing population.
Community amenity contributions should not be used to fund annual operating, long term repair
and/or future replacement costs. Any planning for potential CACs should take into account the full
life cycle costs – including the annual operational costs and long-term repair and replacement costs
– of amenities that result from the contributions. Local governments should be prepared to assume
these costs and only acquire those amenities that they can afford to operate and maintain within
their annual budgets6.
Where the impacts of new development have been clearly identified, applicants/developers are
more likely to consider the contributions that address these impacts as reasonable. Certainty and
transparency in relation to potential CACs are important. Uncertain and arbitrary CAC amounts
make it difficult for applicants/developers to assess the financial risk associated with a project,
which makes it difficult for them to demonstrate to potential financial backers that a project is
viable and worth risking their funds.
The principles and practices described in this section – such as planning ahead, planning at a
neighbourhood scale and clearly identifying the impacts of new development – apply equally to the
development of a density bonus zoning bylaw and the amenities identified in it.

Applying the Principles of Nexus and Proportionality
Applying the principles of “nexus” and “proportionality” will help ensure that
applicants/developers see CACs as fair and reasonable and also help community members to
accept new development.
Amenities adhere to the principle of “nexus” when there is a direct, demonstrable link between
CACs and the impacts of the new development. For example, where neighbourhood recreation
services are already overcrowded, both the applicant/developer and existing residents are far more
likely to support CACs targeted for the expansion of those recreation facilities, rather than for an
undetermined project or in another neighbourhood.
The principle of “proportionality” is adhered to when a CAC from an applicant/developer is
proportional to the impact that their development generates and consistent with the CACs made
by other applicants/developers. Asking an applicant/developer to contribute the lion’s share of the
costs of a community centre, when the residents of their project would generate minimal usage or
where other applicants/developers have not contributed, goes against this principle.
It should be noted that nexus and proportionality are intended to apply in general, and it is
acknowledged that there is also a need to consider the unique circumstances of particular
neighbourhoods and particular developments.
New development also provides an opportunity to address needs beyond the immediate
neighbourhood, including affordable housing, heritage conservation and other public facilities
located elsewhere and serving the whole community.
6

www.assetmanagementbc.ca
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When it comes to considering CACs for amenities that are not located near the site being
developed, it is particularly important to apply the principle of proportionality and demonstrate the
link with the new development. For example, a contribution to a recreation facility located across
town may be legitimate, but it should be based on a reasonable estimate of the usage by the
residents of the new development. This ensures that the public and the applicant/developer can
appreciate that the CAC is proportional to the impact of the new development.
The principles of nexus and proportionality are also important to consider when developing density
bonus provisions in a zoning bylaw.

Being Transparent About CACs
Some local governments use reserve funds to assure residents and applicants/developers that
CACs from new development will be used in specific neighbourhoods and/or for specific projects.
Accepting cash that is not tied to a specific project or capital plan for a group of projects is a poor
practice, and can suggest that the council/regional board is not in touch with neighbourhood or
community needs. This type of practice is also more likely to be seen by the applicant/developer as
unnecessary, arbitrary and simply a tax on development.
Maintaining public records of all types of CACs (e.g. financial, physical structures, and land) can also
help applicants/developers to anticipate financial impacts and incorporate these costs into their
assessment of whether a project is viable. This information can also speed up the rezoning
process, because it gives applicants/developers a starting point for considering what amenities
they should include in their rezoning proposal. This practice can also help to ensure that residents
are aware of the tangible benefits received as a result of accepting new development in their
neighbourhood.
Being transparent about CACs not only helps the public to have a more complete picture of what
the council/regional board is considering when it deals with rezoning requests, it also helps reduce
concerns that secretive discussions are being held to secure council/regional board support.

Determining CAC Amounts
Local governments are encouraged to borrow the principles and practices that apply to DCCs and
use them to develop (tables of/schedules of) estimated CAC amounts. These well-established DCC
practices will help citizens and applicants/developers appreciate the rationale for CACs, and see
them as fair and the process transparent.
The Ministry’s Development Cost Charge Best Practices Guide provides numerous examples of how
to determine the appropriate cost sharing for many types of infrastructure. These best practices
have been endorsed by the Ministry, UBCM, and the development industry. The guide is available
online at:
http://www.cscd.gov.bc.ca/lgd/intergov_relations/library/DCC_Best_Practice_Guide_2005.pdf
Some impacts of development are indirect, or difficult to measure, but are nevertheless real
concerns for the people affected. For example, densification of a neighbourhood through the
construction of higher buildings may result in more cars parked on the street, increased shade or
the loss of previously unobstructed views.
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Providing amenities to offset these impacts increases the chance that new development will be
seen as improving the quality of life in a neighbourhood, not detracting from it. Installing street
art, changing bus stops to bus shelters, or replacing a seasonal outdoor pool with a larger indoor
facility, are examples. In some cases, these “quality of life” amenities also improve the
marketability of the new development. The policies in the Appendix illustrate one option for
capturing and funding such enhancements, e.g. a “neighbourhood enhancement project”.
Determining the appropriate level of CACs for “quality of life” amenities is more challenging than
for infrastructure covered by DCCs, where benefits and usage can be relatively easily measured. In
some cases, there will be no formulas or best practices to assist in this determination. Local
governments will be required to make informed judgements (i.e. using the principles in this guide)
about which amenities are desirable, which are reasonable given the economics of the new
development, and how the costs should be shared between applicants/developers and the local
government.

Affordable Housing
Zoning bylaws can be effective tools for securing more affordable housing. However, before
seeking financial contributions from applicants/developers towards affordable housing, local
governments are strongly encouraged to adopt zoning measures that, in and of themselves, will
increase affordable housing.
As a first step, local governments should adopt an “affordability by design” approach to writing
their zoning bylaws. This means creating zones that allow for design features that can reduce the
costs of producing housing units and/or encourage additional units. Simple measures include
reducing or eliminating setbacks and parking requirements to allow land to be used more
efficiently. Other measures include defining density to exclude exterior walls, or utility areas and
other shared spaces. Adopting zoning provisions that allow more secondary units to be built, e.g.
suites and laneway houses, is also consistent with this approach.
Density bonus zoning can also be effective in promoting affordable housing. The zoning bylaw can
specify design features or affordability outcomes that would be required to allow the additional
units. For example, it could allow additional units if a certain percentage of the housing being built
would be smaller than a certain size.
Part 4 explains how strategies that increase the supply of housing, or provide incentives such as
fast-tracking development approvals, have a positive effect on affordability, while strategies that
rely on developers making financial contributions have more risk and may reduce supply and
contribute to higher housing prices.

Using CACs for Capital Costs Only
It is important to consider capital versus operating costs. It is reasonable to expect new
development to contribute to the capital costs of infrastructure and amenities necessary to
support that growth. Once the new residents and businesses move into that development, they
will contribute to the operating costs of the infrastructure and facilities, through user fees, utility
charges and property taxes. If CACs also go towards operating costs, then these new residents
may end up paying twice; indirectly, where market prices have increased due to CACs, and then
again with other residents and users. Therefore, operating costs of services and facilities are more
appropriately recovered through user fees and property taxes.
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Some local governments have gone as far as to adopt policies indicating that CACs for facilities are
only to be sought where the local government has identified room in the budget for the anticipated
annual operational costs plus any projected repair and replacement costs.
As noted earlier, it is recommended that local governments consider the principles and practices
identified in this section in the development and implementation of density bonus provisions in
their zoning bylaws.

Part 3 - Summary
Certainty, fairness and transparency in relation to CACs are important, therefore it is
recommended that:











An analysis of what amenities are needed to address future growth and how those
could be provided should be incorporated into the OCP or other appropriate plans.
Councils/regional boards NOT focus on rezoning as a revenue source.
Local governments apply the following principles to CACs:
o nexus;
o proportionality; and,
o other DCC principles and practices to develop targets for CAC contributions.
Local governments should adopt zoning measures that, in and of themselves, will
increase affordable housing.
Community amenity contributions should be:
o limited to capital costs;
o earmarked for specific projects; and,
o kept in reserve funds and used only for the intended projects.
Local governments should consider and apply, where relevant, the same principles
and practices to the development and implementation of density bonus provisions in
a zoning bylaw.
Public records of all developer contributions be maintained.
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Part 4: CACs and Housing Affordability
Local government plans, regulations and policies can have a significant impact on housing prices
because they affect the supply of developable land, as well as, the cost of developing that land.
Understanding potential impacts allows local governments to make informed choices, including
how and when to try and secure CACs.

Progress on Housing Affordability Requires a Focus on Supply
Fundamentally, actions that expand the supply of housing units will help keep housing costs down,
while actions that restrict supply will contribute to higher prices. In other words, if there is a lot of
housing available then buyers are in a relatively strong position and prices go down, but where the
demand is greater than the supply, there is more competition and prices go up.
Local governments make a major contribution to ensuring a diverse and ample housing supply by
adopting regional and community plans that identify housing needs and designate adequate
locations to accommodate anticipated demands. As outlined earlier, a variety of zoning measures
can also help increase supply, as can incentives such as fast-tracking development approvals.
Local government processes and requirements also affect the actual cost of producing housing.
Since CACs increase the cost of a project, it is important to consider who ultimately pays for these
additional costs, and how they may affect housing supply and, ultimately, housing prices. This
issue is of particular concern in areas where land is in short supply.

Who Ultimately Pays for CACs?
It is commonly assumed that when a developer agrees to provide CACs, the cost is borne by the
developer or they deduct the amount from what they would have paid for the land. In other
words, CACs reduce the developer’s return on their investment or the land owner’s profit, but do
not affect the cost of housing. This assumption is worth a closer look.

Are CACs Likely to Reduce Developer Profit?
A common assumption is that, if a local government obtains CACs from a developer, it simply
reduces the return on investment made by the developer. Real estate market economists and
historical evidence indicate that this is unlikely. The cost of development has increased
significantly over time, with increases in the cost of land, materials, labour, DCCs, etc. There is no
evidence to show that such cost increases have reduced developer profits. In fact, developer profit
margins have remained remarkably stable over time.
To the extent that developer profits vary, they are primarily affected by the business cycle.
Developers make more money when markets are vibrant, mainly because they sell more units in a
good market. They make less money when markets are slow, but again, this is mainly because they
sell fewer units in those conditions. The reality is that developers and their financial backers only
pursue projects if they feel that they can achieve their expected return on investment, which for a
typical project is around 15 percent.
It is more logical to assume that if CACs reduce a developer’s expected return by a significant
amount, they would either decide not to undertake a project, or would not be able to find
investors for the project. The concern with this outcome is that fewer projects/new housing will be
built in the community, which in turn will put upwards pressure on housing prices.
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Are CACs Likely to Reduce Land Owner Profit?
Developers know that they cannot simply raise their asking prices when faced with additional
costs; that the selling price is set by the market. They also know that the costs of labour, materials,
DCCs, return on investment, etc. are also fixed. Therefore a developer faced with increased costs,
such as CACs, will try and find savings in the cost of land, offering less than they would have
otherwise (see Exhibit 1).

Market price =

construction costs

+

return on investment

+

costs of land

+ CACs

Exhibit 1: Impact of CACs on the price developers can pay for the land
Where there is a healthy supply of land available for development, it is more likely that the
developer will find an owner willing to accept the lower price. However, where the supply of
developable land is limited, as in B.C.’s growing urban areas, land owners are in a strong bargaining
position and are less likely to accept a significantly lower price. Faced with significantly lower bids,
the more likely result is that fewer land owners will be willing to sell. As with the above, the
concern is that fewer projects will proceed, new housing units will not satisfy demands and this will
put upwards pressure on housing prices (see Exhibit 2).

Exhibit 2: A simplified comparison - impact of CACs on housing prices
Initial market
Without CACs: price for land

Developer
bids for land

Developer buys
and builds

Housing supply
meets demand

Market prices
remain stable

Initial market
price for land

Developer
LOWERS bid
for land

Reduces land
owner incentive/
willingness to sell

Housing supply
does NOT meet
demand

Market prices
INCREASE

With
substantial
CACs:

+
CACs

Fewer units built

The above diagrams show that while CACs cannot directly increase the price of housing for a
particular development, if they are widely used, CACs can push up prices in the overall market.
The amount of the CAC requested is paramount. If the value of CACs adds a relatively small
amount to the cost of a project, the CACs may push the price of land down slightly and/or the
developer might take slightly less profit, but the CAC amount is unlikely to prevent the project from
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proceeding. Alternatively, when the value of CACs is significant, it is more likely that the project
would not proceed, and that the result will be upwards pressure on housing prices.

Land Owner Incentive to Sell is an Important Consideration
Developers often do not own the land they want to develop. They often have to purchase the
property, and in many cases have to assemble a number of independently-owned parcels. Their
ability to proceed with projects depends on whether land owners see it in their best interests to
sell their property, and this will vary from person to person.
Consider two contrasting scenarios:
A. A vacant, low density commercial site, where the owners are known to be motivated to
sell or redevelop. CACs may not present an obstacle to the owner redeveloping the site
themselves or selling the land to a developer.
B. An established residential area, with homeowners who are reluctant to sell and relocate
their families, but where the community plan calls for higher density. A developer trying
to assemble land in these circumstances would likely have to pay a premium to convince
owners to sell. The developer would be less able to provide CACs, without jeopardizing
the viability of the proposed development.
This suggests that an “across the board” approach to CACs is more likely to be problematic, at least
in some parts of the community, and local governments should be flexible in their approach and in
any policies they establish related to contributions.
Some local governments have developed information on CACs for land owners and developers to
increase awareness that CACs are likely to affect land values and to help them understand the
rationale behind their CAC policies.

Part 4 – Summary






Strategies that facilitate an increase in the supply of housing have a positive effect on
affordability.
Since CACs increase the cost of a project, it is important to consider who ultimately pays for
these additional costs, and how they may affect housing supply and, ultimately, housing prices.
This issue is of particular concern in areas where land is in short supply.
The potential impact of CACs on housing affordability is higher where CACs are a significant
portion of the cost of the development.
The impact of CACs is variable, suggesting a flexible approach is needed.
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Part 5: Choosing an Approach to Obtaining Amenities
There are currently three typical strategies used to seek amenities. These are:
1. Including density bonus provisions in a zoning bylaw (using the authority in LGA, s.904);
2. Setting preferred CAC amounts for properties being rezoned, typically on a per unit or an
area basis; and,
3. Seeking CACs based on the expected increase (“lift”) in the value of the land that would
result from the rezoning, typically as a percentage of the lift.
Each strategy has some advantages but also some risks, particularly related to housing
affordability.

Density Bonus Zoning
Density bonus zoning is intended to provide options for the developer, to build either to the “base”
density or to a higher level of density, if the developer provides certain amenities or affordable
housing, or meets other specified conditions. The developer, by right, always has the option of
developing at the base level of density, but usually has an incentive to consider higher densities. A
density bonus is intended to be an option for the developer. It should be a “win/win” for both the
developer, whose profit should increase with the sale of additional units, and the local
government, who may obtain more affordable housing or amenities plus higher property tax
revenues for the additional units or floor area built.
Density bonus zoning has the advantage over CACs of being highly predictable, as both developers
and neighbours will know what range of density can be expected. Density bonus zoning works best
when the density bonus is a modest increase, so that it does not change the character of a
neighbourhood. “Pre-zoning” land with a density bonus saves time for the local government and
the developer, as it eliminates the need for rezoning and any negotiations over contributions.
Offering large bonus densities would likely undermine public confidence in the OCP and the
stability that the public expects from such plans. Local governments should also avoid setting an
unreasonably low base density, as this offers no practical option but to build the “bonus”. Taking
away the choice effectively makes the contribution a requirement, and is not what the legislation
intended.
Local governments can sometimes find it challenging to gauge whether developers are likely to
take advantage of the density bonus and provide the amenity contribution conditions in a density
bonus bylaw. Some local governments consult with the development community and/or engage
people with expertise in real estate market and financial analysis to help shape proposed density
bonus zoning bylaws and monitor changes in local market conditions that may suggest adjustments
are needed to their bylaws.

Setting Preferred CAC Targets for Properties Being Rezoned
Some local governments pre-determine target CACs that they intend to seek from
applicants/developers when land is rezoned. Such targets should be designed to apply to typical
developments and serve as a starting point for negotiations. As explained in Part 1, CACs cannot be
presented as fixed charges.
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Target contributions have the advantage of being relatively predictable, and yet still provide the
developer some room to negotiate if they consider that their development should receive
particular consideration. The target contributions also provide consistency and a sense of fairness,
offering a degree of assurance that all developers will be contributing comparable amounts.
The Appendix illustrates how pre-determined target contributions can be implemented, and
includes examples of policies.
Setting targets for contributions shares many of the same challenges as density bonus zoning, e.g.
in terms of determining a reasonable target contribution, so consulting the development
community and/or engaging people with expertise in real estate market and financial analysis is
recommended.

Negotiating CACs Based on Property Value “Lift”
Some local governments use the property value “lift” approach to securing CACs. This involves
estimating the land value prior to rezoning, estimating the value after rezoning, and using this
information as the basis for determining a financial target to negotiate as CACs.
Negotiating CACs based on a “lift” approach is inconsistent with the principles set out in this Guide,
and is the approach most likely to reduce the supply of developable land and housing, thereby
contributing to higher housing costs. The CAC principles set out in this Guide, including ‘planning
ahead’, nexus and proportionality, support an approach that clearly identifies community needs
and the impacts associated with new development, and links the CAC not to the “lift” in land value,
but rather to the cost of providing a package of amenities that makes sense given the development
being proposed.
Other issues to consider with the “lift” approach are that:
 the negotiations are often more complex and time-consuming, relative to the other
approaches; and,
 the value of the CAC is often highly unpredictable, compared with the other approaches.

Choosing a Strategy for Obtaining Amenities
Overall, it is recommended that local governments make density bonus zoning their starting point
when seeking amenities and affordable housing. Allowing modest levels of density bonus, tied to
modest contributions, strikes a good balance between ensuring new development contributes to a
community while minimizing the risk that these contributions hurt housing affordability.
Where “pre-zoning” land with a density bonus may not be practical, local governments are
encouraged to set targets for CACs, and be open to negotiation at time of rezoning. Again, the
target contributions should be modest to minimize the impact on housing affordability.
Negotiating CACs based on a “lift” approach is inconsistent with the principles set out in this Guide.
These principles support an approach that clearly identifies community needs and the impacts
associated with new development, and links the CAC not to the “lift” in land value, but rather to
the cost of providing a package of amenities that makes sense given the development being
proposed.
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Part 5 – Summary




Make density bonus zoning the starting point when seeking amenities.
If not density bonus zoning, then set targets for CACs and be open to negotiation at time of
rezoning.
Negotiating CACs based on a “lift” approach is inconsistent with the principles set out in this
Guide. The CAC principles set out in this Guide, including ‘planning ahead’, nexus and
proportionality, support an approach that clearly identifies community needs and the impacts
associated with new development, and links the CAC not to the “lift” in land value, but rather
to the cost of providing a package of amenities that makes sense given the development being
proposed.
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Summary
The purpose of this guide has been to help local governments understand the risks, challenges and
recommended practices related to obtaining CACs. The guide has also described the relationship
between CACs and housing affordability, and encourages practices that do not risk inadvertently
causing housing prices to increase. While the focus of this guide has been on CACs, most of the
recommended principles and practices apply equally to CAC and density bonus approaches.
The guide outlines the following recommended practices for local governments to consider in their
approach to CACs:
1. Avoid Legal Risk and Maintain Public Confidence
 Negotiate, do not impose CACs. A common misperception is that local governments have
authority to impose CACs as a condition of rezoning. In fact, the Local Government Act
[s. 931(6)] prohibits this. CACs must be negotiated.
 Avoid the perception that zoning is for sale. Elected officials must remain “open-minded”
during the rezoning process, and must not commit to approving a rezoning subject to
CACs. Zoning should not be considered a revenue stream. The perception of “selling
zoning” undermines public confidence in the local government and the community plan.
2. Plan Ahead
 Identify potential amenities that could be partly funded through CACs when preparing or
updating the community plan, ideally identifying the priorities at the neighbourhood level.
3. Seek Modest Contributions and Follow an Approach that Balances Community Amenities and
Housing Affordability
 The potential impact of CACs on housing affordability is higher where CACs are a significant
portion of the cost of the development.
 Since CACs increase the cost of a project, it is important to consider who ultimately pays
for these additional costs, and how they may affect housing supply and housing prices.
This issue is of particular concern in areas where land is in short supply.
 Strategies that facilitate an increase in the supply of housing have a positive effect on
affordability.
 The impact of CACs will be different in different areas or circumstances, so a flexible
approach is best.
4. Apply Development Cost Charge (DCC) Principles to CACs
 Ensure a direct, demonstrable link (‘nexus’) between CACs and the impacts of new
development.
 Ensure CACs are proportional to the impact of the development and consistent with the
CACs made by other applicants/developers.
 Be transparent about the amount of CACs and how they will be used.
 Borrow the principles and practices that apply to DCCs to develop (tables of/schedules of)
estimated CAC amounts.
 CACs should only be used for capital costs. Local governments should be sure that they
have the budget capacity to deal with operational and repair costs over time.
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5. Engage the Development Community
 Be aware of how CACs could impact projects and their viability, to avoid contributing to
higher housing prices.
6. Choosing an Approach to Obtaining Amenities - As a starting point to operationalize an
approach for obtaining community amenities, it is recommended that local governments consider
the following strategies (in order):
 Adopt an “affordability by design” approach to writing zoning bylaws – i.e. zones that
allow for design features that reduce the costs of producing housing units and/or
encourage additional units, e.g. reducing/eliminating setbacks and parking requirements.
 Use density bonus zoning – modest levels of density bonus, tied to modest contributions,
ensures new development contributes to needed infrastructure while minimizing impact
on housing affordability.
 Set targets for CACs – and be open to negotiation at time of rezoning. These targets
should be modest to minimize impact on housing affordability.
 Negotiating CACs based on a “lift” approach is inconsistent with the principles set out in
this Guide, and is the approach most likely to reduce the supply of developable land and
housing, thereby contributing to higher housing costs. The CAC principles set out in this
Guide, including ‘planning ahead’, nexus and proportionality, support an approach that
clearly identifies community needs and the impacts associated with new development,
and links the CAC not to the “lift” in land value, but rather to the cost of providing a
package of amenities that makes sense given the development being proposed.
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APPENDIX: Illustration of Policies for a Target Approach to CACs
The following policies illustrate how a local government can adopt an approach to CACs that is
consistent with the recommendations in this guide. The model is a hybrid of practices in place in a
number of B.C. local governments.
Local governments are encouraged to consider the following as a starting point, and customize the
policies to address local circumstances.
_______________________________________________________________________
A. General Policies on Target Contributions for Land Being Rezoned
1. Council supports the view that residents expect new development to pay its own way and
make a positive contribution to the community.
2. To the extent that infrastructure and amenities are required to meet the needs of new
residents and businesses, the capital costs of these improvements should be borne by the
new development, and not be a burden on existing taxpayers.
3. Council encourages applicants for rezoning to consider proposing CACs towards needed
infrastructure and amenities as a way of ensuring that their development is seen as making
a positive contribution to the neighbourhood and the community at large.
4. Council will only accept CACs where it considers that future budgets will be able to support
the estimated costs of maintaining and repairing the infrastructure and amenities.
5. Where new infrastructure and amenities benefit both existing and new residents and
businesses, an estimate has been made of the proportion of these costs that would be
attributable to new development. Where practical, Council used methods similar to those
used to determine cost sharing of infrastructure paid for by development cost charges
(DCCs).
6. In addition to requiring expansion of facilities such as fire halls and recreation centres, new
development can impact neighbourhoods in other ways, such as increasing traffic and
increasing on-street parking. To help offset these impacts, a “neighbourhood
enhancement project” is included for each neighbourhood. Neighbourhood consultations
were held to prioritize potential projects. Council intention is that new development pay
100% of the cost of these enhancements.
7. Applicants for rezoning are encouraged to consider contributions in line with those
indicated below, for neighbourhood and for city-wide infrastructure and amenities.
Council acknowledges that market conditions, site specific conditions, and other factors
will affect the ability of specific projects to contribute towards infrastructure and
amenities. For this reason, the policy contains “recommended targets” only.
8. Non-profit organizations serving the community will not normally be expected to make
CACs.
9. The project costs, cost sharing and target contribution figures below are estimates and are
provided for information only. They will be adjusted periodically to reflect inflation, actual
CACs collected, or other new information. The most current information can be obtained
from the Planning Department and on the municipal website.
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B. City-Wide and Neighbourhood Amenities
The following facilities were identified in the 2013 Facilities Study as requiring upgrading or
expansion due to new development.
1. City-wide
a) Transit Exchange Expansion Project
b) Old Market Heritage Preservation Project
c) Commuter Path Expansion Project
2. McKay Valley
a) Fire Hall #4 Expansion Project
b) Valley Recreation Centre Expansion
c) McKay Pathway Lighting Project
d) McKay Valley Neighbourhood Enhancement Project (traffic calming, landscaping and park
facilities upgrade)
3. Henderson
a) Fire hall #4 Expansion
b) Valley Recreation Centre Expansion Project
c) Henderson Community Hall Replacement
d) Henderson Neighbourhood Enhancement Project
4. Boundary
a) Fire Hall #1 Expansion Project
b) Mountain View Recreation Centre Expansion Project
c) Boundary Neighbourhood Enhancement Project
5. Northwest
a) Fire Hall #3 Expansion Project
b) Northwest Neighbourhood Enhancement Project
C. Targets for Cost Sharing of City-Wide Amenities
The following outlines the city-wide facilities that will require upgrading due to projected growth in
the community, and cost sharing expectations of Council. All applicants for rezoning should
consider CACs in line with the recommended targets. Council acknowledges that special
circumstances may exist with regard to certain development that warrant lesser CACs, and
encourages applicants to provide any information on such circumstances. Some special cases have
been identified, under “Exceptions”.
City-Wide
Amenity
Transit Exchange
Expansion
Old Market
Heritage
Preservation
Project
Commuter Bike
Path Expansion

Capital
Cost
$1.5 M

% of cost
attributable
to new dev’t
10%

Target from
rezonings
$150,000

$800,000

10%

$80,000

$680,000

10%

$68,000

Recommended contributions
from rezoning applicants
$X per housing unit
$X per sq ft commercial or use
$X per housing unit
$X per sq ft commercial or office
use
$X per housing unit
$X per sq ft commercial or office
use

Exceptions
 Purpose built rental housing may be exempted.
 Single family dwellings under 1200 sq ft and accessory dwelling units under 600 sq ft may be exempted from
up to 50% of recommended targets.
Community Amenity Contributions:
Balancing Community Planning, Public
Benefits and Housing Affordability
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D. Targets for Cost Sharing of McKay Valley Amenities
The following outlines the facilities that will require upgrading due to projected growth in the
McKay Valley neighbourhood, and cost sharing targets of Council. All applicants for rezoning
should consider making CACs in line with the recommended targets. Council acknowledges that
special circumstances may exist with regard to certain development that warrant lesser CACs, and
encourages applicants to provide any information on such circumstances. Some special cases have
been identified, under “Exceptions”.
McKay Valley
Amenity

Capital
Cost

Fire Hall #4
Expansion

$3.0 M

% of cost
attributable
to new dev’t
50%

Valley Rec Centre
Expansion

$5 M

40%

$2 M

McKay Pathway
Lighting
McKay Valley
Neighbourhood
Enhancement

$200,000

80%

$160,000

$1.2 M

100%

$1.2 M

Community Amenity Contributions:
Balancing Community Planning, Public
Benefits and Housing Affordability

Target from
rezonings
$1.5 M
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from rezoning applicants
$X per housing unit
$X per sq ft commercial or office
use
$X per housing unit
$X per sq ft commercial or office
use
$X per housing unit
$X per sq ft commercial or office
$X per housing unit
$X per sq ft commercial or office
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Community Amenity Contributions:
Balancing Community Planning, Public
Benefits and Housing Affordability
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