CITY OF

VICTORIA

AMENDED AGENDA
PLANNING AND LAND USE COMMITTEE
MEETING OF JULY 9, 2015, AT 9:00 A.M.

COUNCIL CHAMBERS
CITY HALL, 1 CENTENNIAL SQUARE

Page
CALL TO ORDER
APPROVAL OF AGENDA
CONSENT AGENDA
ADOPTION OF MINUTES
Minutes from the Meeting held on June 25, 2015. 5-12

POLICY REPORT
Density Bonus Policy Study 13-171
--J. Tinney, Director - Sustainable Planning and Community Development

A report regarding the City's Density Bonus Policy for sites outside of the
Downtown Core Area.

Staff Recommendation: That Council consider the proposed
recommendations.

DECISION REQUEST
Late Item: Dr. Sun Yat-Sen Statue Donation and Site Approval 173 - 186
--J. Jenkyns, Deputy City Manager

A report to seek direction regarding the installation of a statue of Dr. Sun Yat-
Sen in Capital Regional Square.

Staff Recommendation: That Council consider approving the Dr. Sun Yat-Sen
statue donation and site location.
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[Addenda]

DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION REPORTS

4. Development Permit Application No. 000427 for 1284 - 1298 Gladstone 187 - 211
Avenue
--J. Tinney, Director - Sustainable Planning and Community Development

An application to authorize the design of a rear yard garbage and recycling
enclosure in the Fernwood Neighbourhood.

Staff Recommendation: That Council consider authorizing the permit.

5. Development Variance Permit Application No. 00149 for 1362 Dallas 213 - 241
Road
--J. Tinney, Director - Sustainable Planning and Community Development

An application to authorize the conversion of the existing house into four
apartments in the Fairfield Gonzales Neighbourhood. A hearing is required
prior to Council making a final decision on the application.

Staff Recommendation: That Council consider authorizing the permit.

6. Development Permit with Variances Application No. 000425 for 755 243 - 337
Caledonia Avenue
--J. Tinney, Director - Sustainable Planning and Community Development

An application to authorize the conversion of ground floor commercial space
into apartments in the Downtown Neighbourhood. A hearing is required prior to
Council making a final decision on the application.

Staff Recommendation: That Council consider authorizing the permit.

STRATA CONVERSION APPLICATION

7. Strata Conversion Application for 1237-1239 Oscar Street 339 - 359
--B. Dellebuur, Acting Director - Transportation and Parking Services

An application to authorize a contribution to the Victoria Housing Reserve
Fund as a condition of the application.

Staff Recommendation: That Council consider authorizing the contribution.
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POLICY REPORT

Review of Licensee Retail Rezoning Policy 361 - 379
--J. Tinney, Director - Sustainable Planning and Community Development

A report to propose changes to the City's Land Use Policy that relates to liquor
stores.

Staff Recommendation: That Council consider the proposed amendments.

MOTION TO CLOSE THE JULY 9, 2015, PLANNING & LAND USE
STANDING COMMITTEE MEETING TO THE PUBLIC

That the Planning & Land Use Committee convene a closed meeting that excludes the
public under Section 12(6) of the Council Bylaw for the reason that the following
agenda items deal with matters specified in Sections 12(3) and/or (4) of the Council
Bylaw, namely:

* Section 12(3)(e) - The acquisition, disposition or expropriation of land or
improvements, if the Council considers that disclosure might reasonably be expected
to harm the interests of the City.

* Section 12(3)(i) - The receipt of advice that is subject to solicitor-client privilege,
including communications necessary for that purpose.

Minutes from the Closed meeting held on June 25, 2015.

Land / Disposition - Amendment to the Master Development Agreement
--J. Tinney, Director - Sustainable Planning and Community Development

ADJOURNMENT
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Planning and Land Use Committee - 09 Jul 2015

MINUTES OF THE
PLANNING & LAND USE COMMITTEE MEETING
HELD THURSDAY, JUNE 25, 2015, 9:00 A.M.

1. THE CHAIR CALLED THE MEETING TO ORDER AT 9:00 A.M.

Committee Members Present: Mayor Helps (Chair); Councillors Coleman,
Loveday, Lucas, Madoff and Thornton-Joe.

Absent: Councillors Alto, Isitt and Young.
Staff Present: J. Johnson — City Manager; J. Tinney — Director,
Sustainable Planning & Community

Development; T. Soulliere — Director, Parks &
Recreation; S. Thompson — Director, Finance; K.

Hamilton — Director, Citizen Engagement &
Strategic Planning; B. Dellebuur - Acting
Assistant Director, Transportation & Parking
Services; A. Hudson - Assistant Director,
Community Planning; A. Meyer — Assistant
Director, Development Services; S. Hutchinson —
Transportation Planner; M. Wilson — Senior
Planner; H. Cain — Senior Planner; M. Miller —
Heritage Planner; L. Taylor — Planner; R.

Woodland - Director, Legislative & Regulatory
Services; T. Zworski — City Solicitor; C. Mycroft —
Executive Assistant to the City Manager; A.
Ferguson - Recording Secretary.

Mayor Helps introduced Jonathon Tinney, the new Director of the Sustainable
Planning & Community Development Department.

2. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA

Action: It was moved by Councillor Madoff, seconded by Councillor Lucas, that
the Agenda of the June 11, 2015, Planning & Land Use Committee meeting
be approved.

Amendment: It was moved by Councillor Lucas, seconded by Councillor Coleman, that
the Agenda of the June 11, 2015, Planning & Land Use Committee meeting
be amended to include the following agenda items on the consent agenda:

Planning & Land Use Committee Minutes Page 1
June 25, 2015
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Planning and Land Use Committee - 09 Jul 2015

ltem #1 Minutes from the meeting held June 11, 2015.

Item #4 Development Permit with Variances Application No. 000388
for 80 Saghalie Road.

Item #5 Heritage Alteration Permit Application Nos. 00198, 00199
and 00200 for 521, 539, and 545 Superior Street.

Item #6 Heritage Alteration Permit Application No. 00196 for

1202/1208 Wharf Street.
On the amendment:
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 15/PLUC/137

On the main motion as amended:
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 15/PLUC/138

3. CONSENT AGENDA

It was moved by Councillor Lucas, seconded by Councillor Coleman, that the
following items be approved without further debate:

3.1 Minutes from the meeting held June 11, 2015

Action: It was moved by Councillor Lucas, seconded by Councillor Coleman, that
the Minutes from the Planning & Land Use Committee meeting held June
11, 2015, be adopted.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 15/PLUC/139

3.2 Development Permit with Variances Application No. 000388 for 80
Saghalie Road

Committee received a report dated June 11, 2015 regarding a Development Permit
with Variances Application for the property located at 80 Saghalie Road. The
proposal is to permit an existing office building on-site and to subdivide the lands.

Action: It was moved by Councillor Lucas, seconded by Councillor Coleman, that
Committee recommends that after giving notice and allowing an opportunity
for public comment, that Council consider the following motion:

"That Council authorize the issuance of Development Permit with Variances

Application No. 000388 for 80 Saghalie Road in accordance with:

Plans date stamped March 13, 2015.

Development meeting all Zoning Regulation Bylaw requirements, except

for the following variances:

a. Part 10.42.27 - Increase the allowable maximum floor area for
Commercial use from 190.00m?2 to 938.40m?;

b. Part 10.42.31 - Reduce the minimum required open site space from
50% to 45%;

c. Part 10.42.32 - Allow commercial uses on all floors rather than only the
ground floor;

d. Part 10.42.34 (a) - Allow required parking to be located on-site rather
than being enclosed;

N
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Planning and Land Use Committee - 09 Jul 2015

e. Schedule C, Section C(5) - Reduce the required number of parking
stalls from 14 to 8.

3. Register a legal agreement on title to limit the commercial use of the
buildings and guarantee the future removal of the trailers within 15 to 20
years to the satisfaction of staff.

4. Final plans in to be accordance with the plans identified above the
satisfaction of the staff.”

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 15/PLUC/140

3.3 Heritage Alteration Permit Application Nos. 00198, 00199 and 00200
for 521, 539, and 545 Superior Street

Committee received a report dated June 2, 2015, regarding three Heritage
Alteration Permit Applications for the Heritage-Registered houses (presently
located at 521, 539 and 545 Superior Street) to be relocated to 580, 588 and 584
Michigan Street, respectively.

Action: It was moved by Councillor Lucas, seconded by Councillor Coleman, that
Committee recommends that Council consider the following motion:

"That Council authorize the issuance of Heritage Alteration Permit
Applications Nos. 00198, 00199 and 00200 for 521, 539 and 545 Superior
Street, respectively, in accordance with:

Plans date stamped February 18, 2015.

Development meeting all Zoning Regulation Bylaw requirements.

Final plans to be generally in accordance with plans identified above as
amended to the satisfaction of the Assistant Director, Community Planning,
prior to the issuance of a Building Permit."

whN ke

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 15/PLUC/141

3.4 Heritage Alteration Permit Application No. 00196 for 1202/1208 Wharf
Street

Committee received a report dated June 5, 2015, from Community Planning, that
presented Council with information, analysis and recommendations for a Heritage
Alteration Permit Application for the property located at 1202 / 1208 Wharf Street.
The proposal is to extend a lower level arbour from the existing deck to provide
seasonal coverage to the patio.

Action: It was moved by Councillor Lucas, seconded by Councillor Coleman, that
Committee recommends that Council authorize the issuance of Heritage
Alteration Permit Application No. 00196 for 1202 / 1208 Wharf Street, in
accordance with:

Revised Plans date stamped June 4, 2015.

Development meeting all Zoning Regulation Bylaw requirements.

Final plans to be generally in accordance with the plans identified above to
the satisfaction of the Assistant Director, Community Planning.

wN e

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 15/PLUC/142
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Planning and Land Use Committee - 09 Jul 2015

4. DEVELOPMENT APPLICATIONS

4.1 Rezoning Application No. 00476 for 1040 Moss Street (Art Gallery of
Greater Victoria

The Chair advised the Committee of two additional late items received for
consideration as part of the application.

Committee received a report dated June 11, 2015 regarding a Rezoning
Application for the property located at 1040 Moss Street. The proposal is to
remove a Land Use Contract and to rezone the property from the PB Zone (Public
Building District) to a new zone to increase density and to permit the expansion
and exterior alteration of a cultural facility (the Art Gallery of Greater Victoria
(AGGV) through a new three-storey addition to a Heritage-Registered property.

Committee discussed:

e The importance of monitoring the construction of the heritage building
alterations.

o The possibility of securing legal agreements for soft parking measures.
The desire to see the Spencer Mansion heritage designated.

Action: It was moved by Councillor Madoff, seconded by Councillor Coleman, that
Committee recommends that Council instruct staff to prepare the
necessary Zoning Regulation Bylaw Amendment that would authorize the
proposed development outlined in Rezoning Application No. 00476 for
1040 Moss Street, that first and second reading of the Zoning Regulation
Bylaw Amendment be considered by Council and a Public Hearing date be
set once the following conditions are met:

1. Applicant to further consider if refinements to the form and massing of the
addition could improve visibility of the upper storey of Spencer Mansion,
from Moss Street, while enabling the upper floor of the expanded gallery to
function as exhibition space.

2. Further revisions to the proposed Statement of Significance for Spencer
Mansion, to the satisfaction of staff.

3. Referral of Rezoning Application No. 00476 to the Advisory Design Panel
and the Heritage Advisory Panel.

4. Removal of the existing Land Use Contract that is registered on the
property title.

5. Registration of a Section 219 Covenant to secure the details for design and
heritage alterations to the satisfaction of staff.

6. Applicant to explore the feasibility of securing access to surplus parking
spaces on nearby properties and through legal agreements.

Committee discussed:

e The lack of clarity on the proposed mesh screen material proposed on the front
entrance and the possibility of having the applicant present a sample at the
public hearing.

¢ Having the applicant explore ways of mitigating the parking issues.

e The possibility of securing ancillary parking agreements with nearby parking
areas.

e Appreciation for the artistic articulation of this building; however, further design
refinement with consideration of the neighbouring heritage building would be
encouraged.
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CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 15/PLUC/143
4.2 Rezoning Application No. 00381 and Development Permit Application
No. 0003851 for 1002, 1008-1012 Pandora Avenue (St. Andrew’s
School)

Committee received a report dated June 12, 2015 regarding new information that
has been presented since Council's motion of September 11, 2014, which
cancelled the Public Hearing at the applicant’s request for Rezoning Application
No0.0038. for 1002, 1008-1012 Pandora Avenue.

Committee discussed:

o The reduced impact of shadowing on the Mason Street Farm with the buildings’
lower height on Mason Street.

e Concerns that the only access to the building being off of Mason Street and the
traffic volume it will create. As per the Highway Access Bylaw, Mason Street is
the only option for access.

e Strong preference for the access to be off of Pandora Street as it currently is;
however, as per the Highway Access Bylaw this is not permitted.

e Reducing the size of the traffic calming “bump outs” for more parking on Mason
Street.

e Ensuring the proposed Community Room is included as this is a great amenity
space.

e Accessibility of the units, in terms of disabled assess and affordability.

Action: It was moved by Councillor Lucas, seconded by Councillor Coleman, that
Committee recommends that Council:

1. Rescind third reading of Housing Agreement (1002-1008, 1012 Pandora
Avenue) Bylaw No. 14-69.

2. Amend the Housing Agreement (1002-1008, 1012 Pandora Avenue) Bylaw
No. 14-069 by replacing the amended Schedule A that secures 11 non-
market rental units.

3. Give third reading of Housing Agreement (1002-1008, 1012 Pandora
Avenue) Bylaw No. 14-069 with an amended Schedule A that secures 11
non-market rental units.

4. Refer the Rezoning Application No. 00381 for consideration at a Public
Hearing.

5. Following consideration of Rezoning Application No. 00381, that Council
approve a Development Permit for 1002, 1008-1012 Pandora Avenue, in
accordance with:

a. Plans for Rezoning Application No. 00381 and Development Permit
Application No. 000351, stamped June 8, 2015;

b. Development meeting all Zoning Regulation Bylaw requirements;

c. The Development Permit lapsing two years from the date of this
resolution.

6. Authorize staff to execute an Encroachment Agreement for a fee of $750
plus $25 per m2 of exposed shored face during construction, in a form
satisfactory to staff. This is to accommodate shoring for construction of the
underground parking structure at the property line.

Planning & Land Use Committee Minutes Page 5
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Committee discussed:

o Appreciation for the applicant’s initiative in addressing the public’s concerns.

e The supportability of the height reduction on Mason Street as well as the
inclusion of 5% of the total units as affordable housing units offered in
perpetuity.

e Giving the public opportunity to decide if the refinements to the proposal are
adequate for approval.

e Directing traffic to the smaller street seems counter intuitive; preference to
preclude access off Mason Street and have access off of Pandora.

e The extraordinary potential of the site and how the current proposal may be

better suited in a different location.

The proposal’s strong street interfaces.

Concerns of including a large retail space in this location.

Regulating the left turn from Cook Street north bound onto Mason Street.

The ten-year rental agreement and what will happen to the renters once the

building is no longer required to provide rental units.

e Designing the intersection at Vancouver Street and Mason Street to fit with the
landscape of the proposal and discourage the use of Mason Street as access
from Cook Street.

CARRIED 15/PLUC/144

For: Mayor Helps; Councillors Coleman, Loveday, Lucas, and Thornton-Joe
Against: Councillor Madoff

Committee recessed at 10:29 a.m.
Councillor Coleman excused himself from the meeting at 10:29 a.m.

Committee reconvened at 10:34 a.m.

6. POLICY REPORT
6.1 Zoning Regulation Bylaw Improvement Project — Phase 2

Committee received a report dated June 11, 2015 from Development Services that
updated Council on the results of the community consultation that took place
regarding the Zoning Regulation Bylaw as it pertains to alteration of topography in
low-density residential zones and to advance the proposed Zoning Regulation
Bylaw amendments for consideration at a Public Hearing.

Committee discussed:

o Examples of grade issues from previous proposals.

e That blasting has become more common instead of working with the
topography of the site.

e Concerns that some people are more concerned with maximizing the density
on the site without consideration for the impact on neighbours.

e The City's authority to regulate retaining walls, and exploring ways to regulate
the height of retaining walls.
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Action: It was moved by Councillor Madoff, seconded by Councillor Thornton-Joe,
that Committee recommends that Council instruct staff to prepare the
necessary Zoning Regulation Bylaw Amendment, that first and second
reading of the Zoning Regulation Bylaw Amendment be considered by
Council and a Public Hearing date be set in order to:

Add definitions of “finished grade” and “natural grade”.

2. Amend the definitions of “site coverage” and “setbacks” and the applicable
low density residential zones to include a requirement that raised-building
features greater than 0.6m in height are subject to site coverage and
setback regulations.

=

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 15/PLUC/145

Action: It was moved by Councillor Madoff, seconded by Councillor Loveday, that
the Planning & Land Use Committee convene a Closed meeting that
excludes the public under Section 12(6) of the Council Bylaw for the reason
that the following agenda items deal with matters specified in Sections
12(3) and/or (4) of the Council Bylaw, namely:

e Section 12(3)(g) Litigation or potential litigation affecting the City
e Section 12(3)()) The receipt of advice that is subject to solicitor-client
privilege including communications necessary for that purpose.

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 15/PLUC/146

Committee recessed at 11:00 a.m. for a Special Governance and Priorities Committee
Meeting.

Committee reconvened at 11:34 a.m.

7. CLOSED MEETING AT 11:34 A.M.

7.1  Approval of the Agenda

Action: It was moved by Councillor Coleman, seconded by Councillor Lucas, that
the Agenda of the Closed Planning & Land Use Committee meeting be
approved.

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 15/PLUC/147

7.2 Adoption of minutes from the Closed Meeting held June 11, 2015

Action: It was moved by Councillor Lucas, seconded by Councillor Thornton-Joe,
that the Minutes from the Closed Planning & Land Use Committee meeting
held June 11, 2015, be adopted.

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 15/PLUC/148
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7.2 Legal Advice

Committee received information from the City Solicitor regarding an agreement to
transfer lands with the Province.

The discussion and motion was recorded and kept confidential.

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 15/PLUC/149

8. ADJOURNMENT

Action: It was moved by Councillor Thornton-Joe, seconded by Councillor Lucas,
that Committee adjourn the Planning & Land Use Committee meeting of

June 25, 2015, at 11:57 a.m.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 15/PLUC/150

Mayor Helps, Chair
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Planning and Land Use Committee - 09 Jul 2015

CITY OF

VICTORIA

Planning & Land Use Committee Report
For the Meeting of July 9, 2015

To: Planning and Land Use Committee Date: July 9, 2015
From: Marc Cittone, Senior Planner, Community Planning Division

Subject: Density Bonus Outside of the Downtown Core Area

RECOMMENDATIONS
Staff recommend that Committee:

1. Receive the City of Victoria Density Bonus Policy Study, March 2015 for information;
2. Direct staff to consider the appropriate community amenity contribution approach based on
the following:
a. The amount of development growth envisioned within the Official Community Plan;
b. The findings of the Density Bonus Policy Study respecting the limited contributions
predicted to be available;
c. Housing affordability objectives within the Strategic Plan, 2015-2018; and
d. Actions arising out of the Mayor's Housing Affordability Task Force related to
developer contributions to affordable housing (e.g. inclusionary zoning or similar
mechanism); and
3. That staff report back to Council in the fall of 2015 with a proposed approach to community
amenity contributions including proposed public engagement.

LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY

Under the Local Government Act (section 903), Council may divide the City into zones and may
regulate within each zone the use of land, buildings and other structures, the density of the use of
land, buildings and other structures, the siting, size and dimensions of buildings or uses, as well
as the location of uses on the land or within buildings. Council has done so through the Zoning
Regulation Bylaw.

In addition to the general zoning power under section 903, the Local Government Act (section
904) grants Council the power to establish special zones with different density regulations, one
generally applicable and the other or others to apply only if certain conditions are met. Council
can establish conditions related to conservation or provision of amenities, or provision of
affordable or special needs housing that have to be met before the higher, “bonus” density
applies.

When exercising zoning power, whether as part of regular rezoning under section 903 or the
bonus density zoning under section 904, Council is granted broad discretion. Council must
consider whether or not a rezoning is in the public interest, including potential positive and
negative impacts on the community and which may include consideration of the provision of

Planning & Land Use Committee Report July 9, 2015
Density Bonus Outside of the Downtown Core Area Page 10f 8
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amenities which offset the impacts of additional density. The rezoning must be consistent with the
Official Community Plan (the “OCP”) but there is no obligation to amend existing zoning to match
the OCP land use designations.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

On September 26, 2013, Council approved a motion to use density bonus to facilitate the
provision of community amenities outside of the Downtown Core Area, and directed staff to
analyse the feasibility of setting a fixed-rate amenity contribution target to enhance or accelerate
amenity development.

Coriolis Consulting completed a report on the feasibility of, and recommended approach for, a
fixed-rate amenity contribution policy outside of the Downtown Core Area. The consultant’s report
finds that a fixed-rate amenity contribution system is feasible for standard rezonings outside of the
Downtown Core Area, and that a fixed-rate target of $5 per square foot ($53.82 per square metre)
of bonus density is appropriate in these cases. The consultant’s report estimates that the total
amount of amenity contribution that could be expected outside of the Downtown Core Area would
be modest ($150,000 - $200,000 annually), and as such will need to be supplemented by other
funding sources for improvements in the areas receiving the additional density.

When this study was first commissioned, the scope of work was limited to analyzing the feasibility
of a fixed-rate density bonus system without consideration for additional affordable housing
contributions. Since then, the Mayor's Task Force on Housing Affordability was struck. Draft
recommendations from this Task Force are currently being finalized for Council’s consideration,
including exploring inclusionary zoning or other measures to encourage developer contributions to
affordable housing stock. If these types of requirements for affordable housing are applied, it is
likely that development outside of the Downtown Core Area will not yield many, if any, amenity
contributions at the densities anticipated in the OCP.

In light of the findings of the Density Bonus Policy Study regarding the limited contributions
predicted to be available, the housing affordability objectives within the Strategic Plan and the
actions emerging out of the Mayor's Housing Affordability Task Force, staff recommend that
broader consideration be given to what the appropriate mechanism is for a community amenity
contribution approach. Further economic analysis will likely be necessary, following which staff
will report back with options, a recommended approach and proposed public engagement. While
further consideration of this would delay implementation of a fixed-rate density bonus system
outside of the Downtown Core Area, it would afford Council the opportunity to consider all of the
City's goals respecting housing, density, and neighbourhood amenities in a more holistic manner.

BACKGROUND
On September 26, 2013, Council approved the following motion:

“That Council use Bonus Density outside of the downtown as a way of
enhancing/accelerating community amenity development.”

Following this direction, City staff engaged Coriolis Consulting to determine the feasibility of a
fixed-rate amenity contribution system outside of the Downtown Core Area and, if such a system
were feasible, to recommend an approach and methodology.

The City’s Strategic Plan identifies density bonus as a 2015 Action:

Planning & Land Use Committee Report July 9, 2015
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Objective 3: Strive for Excellence in Planning and Land Use
2015 Action: Establish predictable flat fee per square metre fee for bonus
density.

With respect to more specific timing of this action, the 2015 Operational Plan identified a
workshop with Council in June 2015 and stakeholder engagement in September 2015.

Consideration of this Report also follows the creation of a bonus density policy within the
Downtown Core Area Plan (DCAP) and past practice, in which Council had regularly requested
community amenity contributions as a condition of rezoning. When the DCAP was under
development, an analysis was completed in 2010 by Coriolis Consulting and indicated that parts
of the Downtown Core Area (currently included in the Downtown Core Area Plan’s Density Bonus
System) could support a flat-rate amenity contribution with certain conditions and suggested a
target contribution rate of $11.25 per square foot of bonus density for office space and $22.50 per
square foot of bonus density for residential space. Consultation with the development community
at that time indicated a preference that site-by-site calculations be used as a basis for negotiation
of amenity contributions. This report is attached for information.

The Official Community Plan anticipates bonus density to be considered in four specific Urban
Place Designations that have a range of appropriate densities. OCP Figure 8: Urban Place
Guidelines presents two densities: a typical density, and a higher density that may be appropriate:

Urban Place Designation | Base Density Maximum Density Considered

Town Centre Up to approx. 2:1 FSR Up to approx. 3:1 FSR

Large Urban Village Up to approx. 1.5:1 FSR | Up to approx. 2.5:1 FSR

Small Urban Village Up to approx. 1.5 FSR Up to approx. 2:1 FSR along arterial and
secondary arterial roads

Urban Residential Up to approx. 1.2:1 FSR | Up to approx. 2:1 FSR in strategic locations.

Strategic locations are defined as within
200m of the Downtown Core Area, a town
centre, large urban village, or along an
arterial or secondary arterial road

ANALYSIS

Coriolis Consulting completed their analysis of the feasibility of a flat rate amenity contribution.
The analysis included:

e a review of the experience of communities in BC applying a fixed-rate target amenity
contribution approach;
consultation with City staff in various departments related to the development process;

e selection and analysis of 26 case-study sites representative of the breadth of potentially
viable development opportunities in Victoria outside of the Downtown Core Area, in those
Urban Place Designations where added density is considered by the OCP (above);

o two workshops, as well as telephone conversations with key stakeholders within the
development industry.

Findings of the Analysis
Coriolis Consulting found that in current market conditions:

1. At the densities anticipated by the OCP, some sites within the Town Centres, Large Urban

Planning & Land Use Committee Report July 9, 2015
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Villages and Urban Residential Place Designations are currently redevelopment
candidates while other sites are not.

2. Of those sites which are currently redevelopment candidates (economically viable for
redevelopment), the land lift resulting from added density (up to the OCP maximum)
varies.

3. A modest amenity contribution will not impact the viability of redevelopment within the city
nor the city’s ability to meet its OCP growth targets.

4. Certain types of redevelopment are more likely to create additional land value from the
added density contemplated in the OCP. Generally, redevelopment as strata residential or
mixed-use with strata residential is most likely to result in added land value, whereas,
redevelopment as rental residential or commercial use is less likely to result in a land lift.
Requirements to replace lost rental units may also impact the change in land value
resulting from added density.

5. A modest amenity contribution would allow the City to offset the impacts of adding density.

6. The amount of amenity contribution that can be expected in the city outside of the
Downtown Core Area, assuming densities anticipated by the OCP, is estimated to be no
more than $200,000 annually and will need to be combined with other funding sources to
have an impact.

7. A fixed-rate amenity contribution system for typical rezonings will provide more certainty
and is preferred by the development industry.

8. Non-standard rezonings (e.g. rezonings above the maximum density within the OCP,
those that are required to provide significant on-site amenities, those that are larger sites
requiring land dedication for circulation, or those that are rezonings from industrial or
institutional uses to residential or mixed-use) do not lend themselves easily to the
application of a fixed-rate target for amenity contributions.

Recommendations of the Report

Coriolis has recommended a fixed-rate density bonus and amenity contribution approach for
typical rezonings from outside of the Downtown Core Area while continuing to negotiate major
rezonings on a site-by-site basis. The details of these recommendations are on pages 30-31 of
the attached report.

For typical rezonings outside of the Downtown Core Area that are consistent with the Town
Centre, Large Urban Village and Urban Residential place designations, the report recommends:

1. Atarget fixed-rate amenity contribution of $5.00 per square foot ($53.82 per square metre)
could be requested for additional floor space that is permitted over the greater of the OCP
base Floor Space Ratio or existing zoning FSR (whichever is higher).

2. Projects which contain multiple floors of commercial space should be exempt from this
amenity contribution request.

3. Projects where the City requires new rental apartment units or the replacement of existing
rental apartment units should be exempt from this amenity contribution request.

4. Applicants should have the option of using a land lift analysis approach (at the applicant’s
expense) if they do not believe the fixed-rate target is appropriate.

5. The City should ensure all stakeholders are aware of the Community Amenity Contribution
policy.

6. The City should identify neighbourhood-specific amenities in the area in which the
development takes place.

7. The target amount should be adjusted annually according to a publicly available indicator
of construction cost inflation and re-examined periodically (every three years).

8. Amenity contributions related to major rezonings should continue to be based on a land lift
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analysis. Major rezonings include rezonings above a certain size threshold, those that are
required to provide significant on-site amenities, those that are rezonings from industrial or
institutional uses to residential or mixed-use and those that exceed the maximum density
in the OCP.

Affordable Housing Considerations

The Mayor's Task Force on Housing Affordability draft recommendations include consideration of
inclusionary zoning or other developer contributions to the provision of affordable housing. If
inclusionary zoning requirements for affordable housing are applied, it is likely that development
outside of the Downtown Core Area will yield little or no amenity contributions at the densities
anticipated in the OCP. While further analysis is required, Coriolis’ report found that outside of the
Downtown Core Area, a requirement for replacement of market rental units is likely to eliminate
the potential for amenity contribution at the anticipated OCP densities. Coriolis’ report considered
existing City policy and did not consider the implications of inclusionary zoning (or other developer
contributions to affordable housing), which emerged recently out of the Strategic Plan and the
Mayor’'s Task Force following completion of this study.

If Council directs staff to proceed with analysis of inclusionary zoning or other options for
developer contribution to affordable housing stock, then subsequent economic analysis is
recommended (and would need to be budgeted) to evaluate inclusionary zoning and related
options and how they would affect a fixed-rate amenity contribution system should Council adopt
this system.

Use of Amenity Contributions

Amenity contributions are intended to help offset the impacts of added density and growth. The
OCP envisions that growth outside of the Downtown Core Area will occur primarily in and near
large urban villages, as well as along major corridors. The OCP also envisions a City with
complete urban villages providing access to goods, services and gathering places within walking
distance of surrounding residents. As directed by the Strategic Plan, the City will be undertaking
local area planning focused on urban villages and corridors as a priority. Pursuant to OCP policy
20.5.3, each local area plan should include “a list of the number, kind and extent of amenities that
are desired in the local area to guide and inform decisions about proposed development”.

The estimated amount of amenity contribution available for the city outside of the Downtown Core
Area is modest (no more than $200,000 annually) and will need to supplement other funds in
order to achieve results. Targeting the funds to improvements in urban villages would help to
offset the impacts of added residential density within and near these villages, support the OCP’s
focus on developing urban villages and support the goals of local area planning. Should Council
wish to proceed with establishing a policy for a fixed-rate amenity contribution system, staff
propose that consultation with neighbourhoods be undertaken to identify the types of amenities
desired, as part of urban village planning. This use of amenity contributions would follow Coriolis’
recommendation.

Council may choose to direct part or all of the contributions associated with bonus density to
affordable and/or special needs housing, or to other amenities than those to be identified in local

area plans.
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OPTIONS AND IMPACTS

Option 1 — Undertake Broader Consideration of Community Amenity Contributions
(Recommended)

This option is recommended for a variety of reasons. First, the Density Bonus Policy Study
projects limited contributions based on the growth anticipated by the OCP. Further, recent
housing affordability objectives within the Strategic Plan and the emerging recommendations of
the Mayor’'s Housing Affordability Task Force with respect to inclusionary zoning would need to be
considered as part of a density bonus system and would be an additional requirement that may
affect the viability of development. Therefore, staff recommend that broader consideration be
given to what the appropriate mechanism is for a community amenity contribution approach.

With this option, further economic analysis will be necessary (potentially costing $40,000-$50,000
+/-), following which staff will report back with policy options in September, undertake further
public engagement in October/November and report back to Council with a recommended
approach in December 2015.

Impact: Option 1 delays consideration of a Fixed-Rate Bonus Density System outside of the
Downtown Core Area to the end of 2015, however, this proposed timeline would meet the
Strategic Plan objectives for 2015. It also affords Council the opportunity to consider all of the
City’s goals respecting housing, density, and neighbourhood amenities in a more holistic manner.

Option 2 — Proceed with a Fixed-Rate Policy for Bonus Density Outside of the Downtown
Core Area

This option is provided should Council wish to proceed with establishing such a policy. As part of
this option, staff propose in-person consultation with the development industry, landowners and
Community Association Land Use Committees (CALUC). This consultation follows two
workshops held by Coriolis with the Urban Development Institute and selected developers, held
on June 16, 2014 and December 16, 2014, and telephone conversations with stakeholders who
could not attend these meetings.

An alternate motion is provided as follows:

1. Receive the City of Victoria Density Bonus Policy Study for consideration;

2. Direct staff to initiate in-person engagement with developers, landowners and CALUCs on the
creation of a fixed-rate amenity contribution policy for areas outside of the Downtown Core
Area which:

a. sets a fixed-rate target for amenity contribution to be requested when considering bonus
density as part of standard rezonings outside of the Downtown Core Area and within Town
Centre, Large Urban Village and Urban Residential place designations;

b. sets the amount of the fixed-rate target as $5.00 per square foot ($53.82 per square
metre) of additional floor space that is permitted over the base density;

c. identifies the base density as the greater of the OCP base FSR or the existing zoning FSR
(whichever is higher) within Town Centres, Large Urban Villages and Urban Residential
place designations;

d. specifies that amenity contribution requests would not apply to purely commercial or
industrial development, or to development of purpose built rental housing secured in
perpetuity by a rental housing agreement;

Planning & Land Use Committee Report July 9, 2015
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e. provides guidance that bonus density contributions be directed to funding amenities within
neighbourhoods or urban villages near the development generating the contribution, with
amenity priorities to be identified by Local Area Plans.

f. provides for an applicant to conduct their own land lift analysis if the applicant does not
find the fixed-rate target appropriate for a standard rezoning;

g. provides that a land lift analysis be used as a basis of negotiation for amenity contribution
when bonus density is requested as part of major rezonings (including rezonings above
the maximum density within the OCP, that are required to provide significant on-site
amenities, that are generally larger than a single city block, or that are rezonings from
industrial or institutional uses to residential or mixed-use); and,

h. would be revisited if inclusionary zoning is implemented.

3. Direct staff to return to Council with a policy based on the above;

4. Direct staff to assess this policy in relation to other potential developer contributions related to
affordable housing;

5. Direct staff to establish a fund for improvements within neighbourhoods and urban villages, to
which amenity contributions can be directed;

With this option, further consultation is recommended to inform the public of the mechanics of the
system, receive further input and refine aspects of the policy related to when and how amenity
contributions are collected. Staff would return to Council with a summary of consultation and a
proposed policy for density bonus outside of the Downtown Core Area in October 2015.

Impact: Option 2 would fulfill the Strategic Plan directions earlier than Option 1, although the
policy would likely need to be revisited should Council wish to pursue affordable housing tools as
they relate to density bonus.

Should Option 2 be selected, Council would also need to provide direction on the use of amenity
contributions. A new fund for public improvements outside the Downtown Core Area could be
created. While funds are accruing, the desired amenities could be determined through local area
planning. Alternatively, Council could direct amenity contributions to city-wide amenities or the
existing Housing Reserve Fund. In any option, Council retains the authority to direct contributions,
on a case-by-case basis, to any appropriate amenities, or to affordable housing.

OCP Consistency Statement

The use of Density Bonus outside of the Downtown Core Area is guided by OCP policies of
Section 19, Plan Administration, in particular 19.7, 19.8, and 19.9 that concern the use of the
statutory authority for density bonus provision and the consideration of the creation of a density
bonus system as a component of local area plans.

Respectfully submitted,

_Adrc ik Ak i

FD(Marc Cittone Andrea Hudson
Senior Planner Assistant Director, Community Planning
Community Planning Division Sustainable Planning and Community Development
@n TinAgy”
Director

Sustainable Planning and Community Development
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Summary

The City of Victoria is examining the potential to introduce a new density bonus policy for locations outside of
the Downtown Core Area in order to achieve higher redevelopment densities while also obtaining amenity
contributions from rezonings.

The City already has a Community Amenity Contribution (CAC) policy in the Downtown Core Area, in which
rezonings and amenity contributions are negotiated on a site-by-site basis.

The City's current practice for rezonings outside of the Downtown Core Area also involves negotiating CACs
on a site-by-site basis. The City wants to explore the feasibility of using target fixed rates to calculate CACs
outside of the Downtown Core Area for these reasons:

1. The large number of sites outside of the Core Area that are designated for potential additional density
and the opportunity for greater efficiency in using fixed rates over individual site-by-site negotiations.

2. The recent guideline document published by the Provincial Government indicating that the use of fixed
rates may offer greater transparency and predictability to the development process.

3. Potential for greater clarity/certainty for all stakeholders if the CAC amount can be calculated up-front.
4. Preference expressed by some stakeholders for fixed rates over site-by-site analysis.

Therefore, the City retained Coriolis Consulting Corp. and Landeca to evaluate the feasibility of implementing
a fixed rate CAC system.

Recommendations

1. The City should divide rezonings into two different categories:
a) Major rezonings, including:

e Rezonings of large sites (e.g., over one City block) that will require the dedication of part of the
site for new roads and services.

e Rezonings of sites that have been identified as a location for a large on-site amenity or public
facility as part of the rezoning process (e.g., park space, community centre).

e Sites that are being rezoned from industrial or institutional uses to residential or mixed-use.

¢ Rezonings that exceed the density identified in the OCP.

b) Smaller, typical rezonings, where the rezoning involves a small site and the rezoning is from
residential or commercial to apartment or mixed-use residential and commercial.

2. CACs should continue to be negotiated for major rezonings as it is not possible to determine the
appropriate CAC from these types of rezonings in advance of a detailed development application that
outlines the mix of uses, heights, density and on-site servicing and infrastructure requirements.
Therefore, these are not good candidates for a fixed-rate target CAC.

3. The total value of a negotiated CAC for a major rezoning should take into account the estimated cost of
creating the amenities that the City wants at the site or in the neighbourhood, but the CAC should not
exceed 75% of the increase in property value created by the rezoning over the higher of:

a) The site’s value under existing use and zoning.

e e PAGE
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b) The site’s land value under the base density permitted in the OCP.
Otherwise, the rezoning will not be financially viable for developers.
4. A fixed rate CAC target should be applied to smaller, typical rezonings. We recommend that:

a) The fixed rate be set at $5 per square foot of additional floorspace?! permitted over the greater of the
OCP base FSR or existing zoning FSR (the existing zoning for some sites allows greater density than
the base OCP density).

b) Projects that include at least one floor of upper floor office space should be exempt from CACs as
the inclusion of a significant office component will impact the ability of the project to provide any CAC.

c) Projects where the City requires new rental apartment units or the replacement of existing rental
apartment units (either on-site or at an alternate site) should be exempt from CACs as the rental
housing component will impact the ability of the project to provide any CAC. The extent of the impact
will depend on the details associated with the rental housing component (i.e., number, size, parking,
rent rates).

d) Rezonings of sites in the Small Urban Village designation should be exempt from CACs (unless the
density exceeds the 2.0 FSR identified in the OCP) as rezonings of these sites to 2.0 FSR will not
increase the value of the property.

There may be smaller rezoning applications where the developer determines that the fixed rate CAC
target is inappropriate and in those cases, the developer should have the option of requesting a
negotiated CAC (at the applicant's expense).

5. If the City implements a fixed rate target CAC for sites outside the Downtown Core Area, we have the
following suggestions to consider as part of the implementation:

a) The City should ensure that all stakeholders (community/neighbourhood associations, property
owners, real estate industry professionals, developers, etc.) are aware of the CAC policy and how it
relates to the OCP and planned amenities in the City.

b) The City should identify neighbourhood-specific amenities to fund with amenity contributions. CAC
funds should be clearly earmarked to specific public amenities within the neighbourhood in which the
development takes place. Pooling funds into a City-wide fund does not allow the neighbourhood
receiving new development to gain from the amenity contribution. The Local Area Planning process
should identify and the specific amenities needed within each neighbourhood.

¢) Inorderto achieve the density identified in the OCP, some projects may need to include an additional
level of underground parking. The cost of an additional level of underground parking can impact the
financial viability of a rezoning. The City should examine the opportunity to reduce off-street parking
requirements. If parking requirements can be reduced, it will improve the economics of rezoning and
redevelopment for some projects.

6. The City should monitor the CAC program:

1 The $5 per square foot CAC on the additional permitted floorspace is equivalent to a maximum of
about $1 to $2 per square foot of overall gross project floorspace depending on the OCP designation
and the existing zoning.
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a) Target fixed rates should be adjusted annually based on a publicly available indicator of construction
cost inflation in the Victoria market, such as the Statistics Canada non-residential construction cost
index.

b) Periodically (say every three years), the fixed rates should be reviewed to account for changes in the
market value of developments sites and the market value of bonus density.

c) Any increase in City fees and levies could affect the ability of rezonings to make an amenity
contribution. Therefore, if the City increases fees and levies, it should consider the impact on CACs.

d) The costs of the administering the CAC program should be monitored and compared with the revenue
generated from the program to ensure it is cost effective.
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1.0 Introduction

1.1 Background

The City of Victoria is examining the potential to introduce a new density bonus policy for the areas outside
of the Downtown Core Area, in order to achieve higher redevelopment densities while also obtaining amenity
contributions from rezonings that will address the impacts of growth and provide benefits to the
neighbourhoods that are absorbing extra commercial or residential development.

The City already has a Community Amenity Contribution (CAC) policy in the Downtown Core Area, in which
rezonings and amenity contributions are negotiated on a site-by-site basis.

The City's current practice for rezonings outside of the Downtown Core Area also involves negotiating CACs
on a site-by-site basis. The City wants to explore the feasibility of using target fixed rates to calculate CACs
outside of the Downtown Core Area.

The main reasons that City is interested in the possibility of using a target fixed rate approach include:

1. The large number of sites outside of the Core Area designated for potential additional density and the
opportunity for greater efficiency in using fixed rates over individual site-by-site negotiations.

2. The recent guideline document published by the Provincial Government indicating that the use of fixed
rates may offer greater transparency and predictability to the development process.

3. Potential for greater clarity/certainty for all stakeholders if the CAC amount can be calculated up-front.
4. Preference expressed by some stakeholders for fixed rates over site-by-site analysis.

Therefore, the City retained Coriolis Consulting Corp. and Landeca to evaluate the feasibility of implementing
a fixed rate CAC system.

1.2 Approach

To evaluate the feasibility of implementing a fixed rate approach and to identify a preferred approach, we:
1. Reviewed CAC and density bonus approaches in other municipalities.
2. Reviewed the recently released provincial guide for density bonusing and amenity contributions.

3. Interviewed representatives of UDI and the Victoria development industry to help understand their
perspective on CACs in general and on a fixed-rate approach specifically.

4. Completed detailed financial analysis for a cross section of different properties located in the four different
designations to help determine if rezoning and redevelopment is financially viable and if so, whether there
is additional property value created by the rezoning.
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1.3 Report Organization

This report is organized as follows:

e Section 2.0 identifies the study area for the density bonus policy analysis.

e Section 3.0 provides an overview of density bonusing and amenity contributions, including existing
legislation, different approaches that are used, the recently published Provincial guide, the urban land
economics rationale, and examples of fixed rate CACs in other municipalities.

e Section 4.0 summarizes comments that were received from local Victoria developers and UDI as input to
our analysis.

e Section 5.0 summarizes the case study financial analysis completed for the study.

e Section 6.0 identifies and evaluates the policy options that could be considered by the City.

e Section 7.0 provides our recommended approach for CACs outside of the Downtown Core Area.

e Section 8.0 identifies other issues identified during the course of our analysis that should be considered
by the City.

e The Attachments include the detailed case study financial analysis.

1.4 Professional Disclaimer

This document may contain estimates and forecasts of future growth and urban development prospects,
estimates of the financial performance of possible future urban development projects, opinions regarding the
likelihood of approval of development projects, and recommendations regarding development strategy or
municipal policy. All such estimates, forecasts, opinions, and recommendations are based in part on forecasts
and assumptions regarding population change, economic growth, policy, market conditions, development
costs and other variables. The assumptions, estimates, forecasts, opinions, and recommendations are based
on interpreting past trends, gauging current conditions, and making judgments about the future. As with all
judgments concerning future trends and events, however, there is uncertainty and risk that conditions change
or unanticipated circumstances occur such that actual events turn out differently than as anticipated in this
document, which is intended to be used as a reasonable indicator of potential outcomes rather than as a
precise prediction of future events.

Nothing contained in this report, express or implied, shall confer rights or remedies upon, or create any
contractual relationship with, or cause of action in favor of, any third party relying upon this document.

In no event shall Coriolis Consulting Corp. be liable to the City of Victoria or any third party for any indirect,
incidental, special, or consequential damages whatsoever, including lost revenues or profits.
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CITY OF VICTORIA DENSITY BONUS POLICY STUDY

2.0 Study Area

In specific areas outside the Downtown Core Area (shown in the map below), the OCP includes base
densities and potential discretionary additional density to be considered for some sites in four specific land
use categories.

1. Town Centres, with base densities of up to 2.0 FSR and increased density up to approximately 3.0 FSR.

2. Large Urban Villages, with base densities of up to 1.5 FSR and increased density up to approximately
2.5 FSR.

3. Small Urban Villages, with base densities of up to 1.5 FSR and increased density up to approximately
2.0 FSR.

4. Urban Residential, with base densities of up to 1.2 FSR and increased density up to approximately 2.0
FSR.

The study area for our analysis is comprised of the properties in these four OCP designations (Exhibit 1).

Exhibit 1: Study Area for Analysis

A

Selected Urban Place
Designations

FOR INTERNAL USE ONLY

- Town Centre
- Large Urban Village
[ small Urban Village

Urban Residential

Note: The Urban Residential Urban Place
Designation only depicts areas as specified in the
Official Community Plan section 6.23 (page 49).

Metres ™~ 4

0 250 500 1,000 S /
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3.0 Overview of Density Bonusing and Amenity
Contributions

3.1 Legislation

In BC, municipal authority to zone land (i.e. to regulate land use and urban development) flows from the Local
Government Act. Municipalities can use their zoning authority to achieve amenities in two different ways:

1. Zoning for amenities and affordable housing pursuant to Section 904 of the Local Government Act. The
use of Section 904 is often called density bonus zoning or density bonusing.

2. Negotiating the provision of amenities as part of a rezoning approval. Many municipalities refer to this
as obtaining Community Amenity Contributions (CACs) via rezonings.

3.1.1 Density Bonus Zoning

Section 904 of the Local Government Act states that a zoning bylaw may establish different density
regulations for a zone, with one density that is generally applicable in the zone and another that is available
if certain conditions are met. These conditions can be related to the provision of amenities and the provision
of affordable housing.?

Excerpt from Section 904 of the Local Government Act

“(1) A zoning bylaw may:
(a) establish different density regulations for a zone, one generally applicable for the zone and the other or
others to apply if the applicable conditions under paragraph (b) are met, and
(b) establish conditions in accordance with subsection (2) that will entitle an owner to a higher density under
paragraph (a).
(2) The following are conditions that may be included under subsection (1)(b):
(a) conditions relating to the conservation or provision of amenities, including the number, kind and extent of
amenities;

(b) conditions relating to the provision of affordable and special needs housing, as such housing is defined in
the bylaw, including the number, kind and extent of the housing;

(c) a condition that the owner enter into a housing agreement under section 905 before a building permit is
issued in relation to property to which the condition applies.

(3) A zoning bylaw may designate an area within a zone for affordable or special needs housing, as such housing
is defined in the bylaw, if the owners of the property covered by the designation consent to the designation.”

Based on the language in the Local Government Act, a zoning district with density bonus provisions typically
defines:

e A base density that can be developed without providing any amenities or affordable housing.

2 The practice of using density bonus zoning for project design related features (e.g. a base density and a bonus density that
is achievable if a project includes say underground parking) has been used by some municipalities for a long time. Over the
past decade or so, there has been an increasing trend towards using density bonus zoning for obtaining amenities and other
public benefits from new development.
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e Additional density, up to a defined maximum, that can be obtained by providing amenities (or cash-in-
lieu) or affordable housing as prescribed by the zoning bylaw.

The following conditions must be true for density bonusing to be effective and supported in a given community
or development site:

e The identification of sites eligible for the extra density should be based on sound community and urban
development planning. Presumably, density bonusing helps to implement a community planning and
urban design process that identifies appropriate locations for additional density and determines
appropriate increases in density or height.

e The extra density must be able to be physically and appropriately accommodated on the site.

o Developers must perceive that the extra density is marketable and financially attractive. They must have
confidence that the additional units (or commercial space) can be marketed in a reasonable time, they
must have the wherewithal to take on a larger project, and the extra units or space must be profitable.
There are cases in which developers are not interested in the extra density, such as a case in which the
extra density requires a shift from wood frame to concrete construction in a market that does not support
the extra cost of concrete, a case in which the extra space will take too long to sell or lease, or a case in
which the extra density triggers extraordinary costs (e.g. having to construct an entire new level of
underground parking to accommodate a small increment in the number of units).

e The cost of any amenities or public benefits provided by the developer must be equal to or less than the
value of the bonus density, or the developer will not view the density bonus as financially attractive.

e Typically, the use of the bonus density is at the discretion of the developer. The developer can choose to
develop under the base density (without providing amenities) or develop at the higher density by providing
the appropriate amenity.

e The process of determining the new density and the appropriate package of public benefits should be
reasonably clear and predictable, so developers can decide if they are interested and so the community
can decide if the trade-off between absorbing additional density and achieving certain benefits is
reasonable.

¢ Redevelopment sites must trade in the market place at prices supported by the base density, so that
developers can afford to pay for the amenities to be provided in exchange for the additional density. If
developers build the value of the anticipated bonus density into their land acquisition cost, they will in
effect be paying twice for the bonus density (once to the land seller and once to the municipality in the
form of the benefits that must be provided). This is one of the key reasons that clarity and predictability
are advantageous, so that the developers know what they can pay for sites.

In the absence of these conditions, developers will not be interested in rezoning into a density bonus zoning
district and/or will not be interested in using the density bonus provisions within an existing density bonus
district.

3.1.2 Amenities Negotiated as Part of Rezonings

Other than Section 904, there is no explicit authority in the Local Government Act providing municipalities
with the ability to obtain amenities from the rezoning process. However, the nature of the rezoning process
in BC creates the opportunity for municipalities to obtain amenities as part of the approvals process as follows:
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e Municipal Councils have the discretionary authority to rezone or not to rezone property. While Councils
are not empowered to act contrary to their Official Community Plans (OCPs), there is not a positive
obligation to implement policies in the OCP. In particular, there is no obligation to amend zoning to match
OCP designations. Consequently, in their OCPs municipalities can designate areas for redevelopment
and densification without immediately changing the zoning to match. Councils should determine whether
rezonings are in the community interest, which can include considering whether the proposed rezoning
generates community benefits that (in the broadest sense) offset any potential negative impacts of the
development, help meet the needs of the new population growth, or avoid burdening existing tax payers.

e Rezoning can result in an increase in property value which provides the economic ability for a project to
provide public benefits as part of the rezoning.

For this approach to be successful, the following conditions must be true:

o A developer must want the change in land use and/or density. The developer must see an opportunity to
make a profitable project under the new (proposed) use and density.

e The cost of any amenity contribution the developer makes must be less than the increase in the property
value associated with the rezoning, sometimes significantly less in order to create the financial room to
provide an incentive to the land owner to sell their property to the developer.

o Developers must be able to buy development sites based on the value under the existing use and zoning.
If developers pay for land based on its value after rezoning, then (from their perspective) the rezoning
does not create any increase in property value and there is no financial “room” to make a voluntary
amenity contribution.

3.2 Different Approaches to Obtaining Amenity Contributions

There are two different general approaches to obtaining amenity contributions from new development
projects:

1. Zoning for amenities and affordable housing pursuant to Section 904 of the Local Government Act (i.e.,
density bonus zoning).

2. Negotiating the provision of amenities as part of a rezoning approval. This can be implemented through
site-by-site negotiations or through the use of a target fixed rate CAC.

Like density bonus zoning, fixed rate CAC targets have the advantages of being predictable and easy to
communicate so that developers can anticipate the likely costs of the amenity contribution and factor this into
their bid price for land. However, this approach is not suitable for some kinds of rezonings (e.qg. sites that are
changing use as well as increasing density, sites that have an unusual ability to deliver on-site amenities not
easily captured in a standard bylaw such as waterfront or heritage properties, and very large sites that can
physically accommodate an array of amenities on-site).

The negotiated system of identifying the value of bonus density is more flexible, because the amenity package
can include more site-specific consideration of the impacts and amenity needs of the development project
and the project’s ability to afford the amenity contribution. The drawback to this approach is that it requires
detailed analysis and negotiation, so it requires an investment of staff (or consultant) time and possibly a
lengthy process. This is a good approach for large or complex sites that are not amenable to the formulaic
approach used in a density bonus system or a fixed rate CAC target system.

Different municipalities use different approaches:
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1. Some municipalities set a target fixed rate CAC for use in amenity contribution negotiations during
rezonings. This approach is often applied to rezonings that meet certain conditions, such as:

e Rezonings of small sites,

¢ Rezonings in defined geographic areas that have been identified for upzoning with specific guidelines
for use, height and density.

e Rezonings for certain land use changes.

2. Some municipalities negotiate CACs on a site-by-site basis. This approach is often used for more
complex or unusual rezonings, such as:

e Sites that are changing use as well as increasing density, such as the transition from industrial to
residential.

e Sites that have an unusual ability to deliver on-site amenities not easily captured in a standard bylaw
(e.g. waterfront or heritage properties).

e Very large sites that can accommodate an array of on-site amenities.

3. Some municipalities use a mix of the two different approaches.

3.3 Provincial Guide to CACs

In March 2014, the Provincial government published a guide “Community Amenity Contributions: Balancing
Community Planning, Public Benefits, and Housing Affordability”. The guide's objective is to help “local
governments understand the risks, challenges, and recommended practices related to obtaining community
amenity contributions (CACs).”

The guide encourages municipalities to think carefully about the approach to CACs to ensure that CACs do
not reduce the supply of land available for redevelopment and, thereby, negatively affect housing prices.

The guide encourages the use of density bonus zoning and fixed rate target CACs when possible, but
discourages negotiated CACs that focus solely on capturing all of the land lift created by a rezoning. It
emphasizes that CAC rates should be moderate to help avoid impacts on development and specifies that
there should be a nexus between the CAC and the needs of the community.

The guide focuses on CACs, but notes that density bonus zoning is another way for local governments to
obtain community amenities from development and that most of the “recommended principles and practices
apply equally to CAC and density bonus approaches.”

The guide makes the following key points and recommendations:

1. Use CACs for capital costs only, not operating costs. The guide notes that “it is reasonable to expect
new development to contribute to the capital costs of infrastructure and amenities necessary to support

3 Ministry of Community, Sport, and Cultural Development, “Community Amenity Contributions: Balancing Community
Planning, Public Benefits, and Housing Affordability.” March 2014, page 1.
4 Ministry of Community, Sport, and Cultural Development, “Community Amenity Contributions: Balancing Community

Planning, Public Benefits, and Housing Affordability.” March 2014, page 1.
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that growth” but “once the new residents and businesses move into that development, they will contribute

to the operating costs...through user fees, utility charges, and property taxes.”®

2. Plan ahead. Local governments should identify amenities that are needed to address future growth in
their Official Community Plans or neighbourhood plans, and ideally prioritize needed amenities in each
neighbourhood.

3. Remember that CACs are negotiated as part of a discretionary approval of rezoning. Local
governments cannot, strictly speaking, require CACs as a condition of rezoning. “Any contributions must
be either at the initiative of the applicant/developer or emerge from rezoning negotiations between the
applicant/developer and the local government.”® Zoning should not be perceived as being “for sale”.

4. Rezoning should be viewed as a means to implement policy for redevelopment and densification,
and CACs should be viewed as a means to deal with the impacts and amenity needs of new
development. Do not use rezoning as an arbitrary means of generating municipal revenues.

5. Make sure that the amount of CAC being sought will not have a negative impact on the price of
housing. The guide notes that the impact of CACs can be different in different areas or circumstances
and that it is important for local governments to consider who ultimately pays for the CACs. The guide
acknowledges that, based on urban land economics theory, the cost of amenity contributions cannot
simply be added to the price of new housing because market prices are set by supply and demand and
can'’t arbitrarily be increased because of a new cost. The primary impact of CACs is to put downward
pressure on land values (i.e. developer’s will offer lower prices for development sites) where there is a
“good supply” of land available for development. The guide notes that there can be negative impacts on
house prices (overall house prices not just prices for new units) if a CAC is material enough to decrease
the supply of land available on the market (i.e. if too many land owners decide not to sell at the lower bid
price), which can lead to a reduced supply of new units and (in the context of supply being less than
demand), upward pressure on overall house prices. The guide suggests that amenity contributions should
be “modest” to minimize the risk of impact, but does not define modest.

6. Apply the DCC principles of nexus and proportion to CACs. The guide suggests that there should
be a direct link between CACs and the impacts of new development or a direct link between CACs and
the amenity needs of new residents or businesses in the redeveloping area. The guide suggests that
CACs from individual applicants/developers should be “proportional to the impact that their development
generates and consistent with the CACs made by other applicants/developers”, but does not define what
“proportional” means.

7. In priority order, consider these strategies to obtaining amenities:

a. First, consider using zoning measures themselves to increase affordable housing. Local
governments should incorporate measures into their zoning bylaws/districts to allow design features
that can reduce the cost of producing housing units and/or encourage additional units, to help
increase the supply of affordable housing (e.g. reduce or eliminate setbacks and parking
requirements, allow secondary units such as suites and laneway houses).

5 Ministry of Community, Sport, and Cultural Development, “Community Amenity Contributions: Balancing Community
Planning, Public Benefits, and Housing Affordability.” March 2014, page 12.

6 Ministry of Community, Sport, and Cultural Development, “Community Amenity Contributions: Balancing Community
Planning, Public Benefits, and Housing Affordability.” March 2014, page 6.

7 Ministry of Community, Sport, and Cultural Development, “Community Amenity Contributions: Balancing Community

Planning, Public Benefits, and Housing Affordability.” March 2014, page 10.
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b. Second, use density bonus zoning because it is predictable, transparent, and easy to
implement.

c. If “pre-zoning” land is not practical, set targets for CACs and be open to negotiation at the
time of rezoning. The guide encourages local governments to consult “the development community
and/or engage people with expertise in real estate market and financial analysis” to assist in
determining appropriate targets.2

8. Negotiating CACs solely on the basis of capturing all of the “land lift” is inconsistent with the
principles of planning ahead, having a link between the amenity contributions and the impacts or
needs of the development, and being proportional. There is clearly a place for land lift analysis in the
overall process (as the guide supports the use of financial analysis to make sure that CACs are
reasonable and affordable for individual projects, and do not have an impact on the housing market), but
the guide discourages having a policy that simply seeks to capture 100% of the lift without considering
impacts/needs, the nexus between the amenity contribution and those impacts/needs, and
proportionality.

9. Be transparent about CACs. Local governments should maintain public records of all types of CACs

(e.g. financial, physical amenities, land).

3.4 Urban Land Economics Rationale

The reason that development projects are able, in financial terms, to provide amenities in exchange for
additional development rights is that the additional development rights have value. Otherwise, a developer
could not absorb the cost of an amenity contribution.

When a developer acquires a development site, the developer is buying land of course, but in land economics
terms the developer is buying the development entitlements that go along with the land (in the form of zoning).
The amount a developer is able to pay for a property is in large part a function of the type and amount of
development likely to be approved and the anticipated financial performance of that development.

Exhibit 2 shows in very simple terms the financial performance of a hypothetical development project (in this
case a multifamily residential development) in three different scenarios:

e The first scenario assumes the site is zoned for 20 apartment units.

e The second scenario assumes the site is upzoned to allow 30 apartment units with no amenity
contribution.

e The third scenario assumes the site is upzoned to allow 30 apartment units with an amenity contribution
of $5,000 per additional unit.

The site is assumed to be improved with an existing commercial building that is generating enough rent to
support a market value of about $1,100,000 under its existing use (i.e. the value if an investor would pay to
hold the property as an income-producing asset). In all three scenarios, the site size, the assumed average
selling price of individual units (measured in dollars per square foot), and the assumed construction cost
(measured in dollars per square foot) are the same.

8 Ministry of Community, Sport, and Cultural Development, “Community Amenity Contributions: Balancing Community
Planning, Public Benefits, and Housing Affordability.” March 2014, page 18.
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Exhibit 2: Redevelopment Economics for Hypothetical Apartment Project

Scenario 2 SEEEITD 9
Scenario 1 Site up-zoned to 30 Site up-zoned to 30
Site zoned for 20 unitz o amenit units with $5,000 per
unit MF project ,contributioz additional unit
amenity contribution
Revenue ($360,000/unit) $7,200,000 $10,800,000 $10,800,000
Costs
. _ 0
Marketing/commissions (5% of 360,000 540,000 540,000
revenue)
Hard & Soft Costs (240,000 per unit) 4,800,000 7,200,000 7,200,000
DCCs ($3,500 per unit) 70,000 105,000 105,000
Profit Allowance (15% of rev) 1,080,000 1,620,000 1,620,000
Cost of rezoning 0 100,000 100,000
Amenity Contribution 0 0 $50,000
Land Value Supported by $890,000 $1,235,000 $1,185,000
Development
Value Under Existing Use $1,100,000 $1,100,000 $1,100,000
Increase Over Existing Value negative $135,000 $85,000
Viable for Redevelopment no yes yes

Scenario 1 is the base case and shows how this project performs, in financial terms, under existing zoning.
The developer in this case earns a typical profit (calculated as a margin of 15% of revenue), if the developer
pays a maximum of $890,000 for the site. However, the existing use supports a value of about $1,100,000 (if
sold to an investor or possibly more if it is an owner-occupier who needs an incentive to relocate) so the site
is not attractive for redevelopment at the required profit margin. It is important to note that this is not always
the case as some sites are financially attractive for redevelopment under existing zoning. However, this result
is typical of the situation in Victoria outside of the Downtown Core Area so it is a good example for this study.

Scenario 2 shows how the project would perform if the site is rezoned to allow a higher density without
providing an amenity contribution. The project is bigger so the total revenue from unit sales, total cost, total
profit, and total supportable land value are of course higher. However, it is important to note that the profit
margin is the same (15% of revenue). The developer’s ability to pay for the property increases to $1,235,000
(or $135,000 more than the existing value of $1,100,000) because it allows a larger project (more density).
This is higher than the site's value under existing use as an income producing commercial property and also
provides an incentive for the land owner to sell, so the site is now financially attractive for redevelopment.

In this case, the rezoning creates additional density and value which makes a site viable for redevelopment
that was not viable for development under existing zoning (Scenario 1). The question is now whether the
project can also support an amenity contribution.

Scenario 3 shows how the project would work if the site is rezoned with a $5,000 per additional unit ($50,000
in total) amenity contribution. The project is now the same size as in Scenario 2, so the sales revenues,
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development, costs, and profit are the same as in Scenario 2. However, in Scenario 3 the developer must
provide an amenity contribution as part of the rezoning. In this scenario the developer can now afford to pay
$1,185,000 to acquire the site. This illustrates that:

1. The project is still financially viable to the developer.

2. The municipality receives a $50,000 amenity contribution as part of the rezoning.

3. The developer can afford to pay $1,185,000, which is higher than the $1,100,000 existing property value
that an investor would pay for the property. This creates the opportunity for the developer to offer an
incentive to the existing property owner if they make the property available for redevelopment.

It is important to note that if the municipality attempted to obtain a significantly higher CAC in Scenario 3 (say
$15,000 per additional unit), then the rezoning would not be financially attractive for the developer.

These scenarios illustrate key points about rezonings and amenity contributions:

1. The provision of the amenities does not change the price of housing (the units in Scenario 3 sell for the
same price as in the other Scenarios).

2. With the amenity contribution, the rezoning is still attractive to the developer, who earns the same profit
margin in Scenarios 2 and 3. The difference is that the developer cannot pay the same amount to the
land owner in Scenario 3.

3. Land owners often require an incentive to sell their property (particularly if the site is not vacant). The
cost of the CAC should be less than the additional value created by the rezoning to create an incentive
for the property owner to sell to the developer.

4. The additional value created by a rezoning:
¢ Can make redevelopment of a site financially viable when it is not viable under existing zoning.

e Creates the potential for an amenity contribution.
e Creates an incentive to the existing owner to sell for the property for redevelopment, if the cost of the
amenity contribution is set appropriately.

3.5 Target Fixed Rate CACs in Other Municipalities

The City wants to explore the feasibility of using target fixed rates to calculate CACs for areas outside of the
Downtown Core Area, an approach currently used by a number of different municipalities in BC. This section
provides some examples of municipalities the Capital Region District and Metro Vancouver that use a target
fixed rate approach. Some of these municipalities also use density bonus zoning and site-by-site CAC
negotiations. The municipalities included in this section were selected to provide illustrations of the different
approaches used by different municipalities. This is not intended to be a comprehensive list of all
municipalities that use fixed rate CAC targets or density bonus zoning.

3.5.1 Langford

The City of Langford seeks contributions from rezonings for affordable housing and amenities. The City uses
a target fixed rate to determine the appropriate contribution. The target varies by subarea within the
municipality and by project type.

1. Fortownhouse and apartment rezonings the target ranges from a low of $2,135 per unit to a high of about
$4,270 per unit.
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2. For duplex and small lot single family rezonings the target ranges from a low of $2,310 per unit to a high
of about $4,620 per unit (single family subdivisions with 15 lots or more have the option of meeting part
of this contribution through the provision of affordable housing units).

3. The rate for commercial, business park and industrial rezonings ranges from zero to $1.00 per square
foot of floorspace, depending on the location.

35.2 Colwood

The City of Colwood seeks contributions from multifamily rezonings for affordable housing and amenities.
The City uses a target fixed rate to determine the appropriate contribution. The target varies by project type.

1. For apartment rezonings the target is $1,500 per additional unit permitted by rezoning.
2. For detached, duplex and townhouse rezonings the target is $3,000 per additional unit permitted by
rezoning.

353 North Saanich

The District of North Saanich seeks contributions from residential rezonings for affordable housing and a
variety of amenities. The District uses a target fixed rate to determine the appropriate contribution. The target
varies by project type.

1. For apartment rezonings the target is $8,000 per unit permitted by rezoning.
2. For townhouse rezonings the target is $9,500 per unit permitted by rezoning.
3. For single family rezonings the target is $16,000 per additional lot permitted by rezoning.

354 Saanich

The District of Saanich does not have an official amenity contribution policy. However, planning staff indicated
that it the District's practice to request an amenity contribution in the range of $1,000 to $1,500 per housing
unit for rezonings. This is consistent with the contributions provided by recent rezonings in Saanich that we
examined. The expected contribution ranges depending on the project's characteristics.

3.5.5 Vancouver

The City of Vancouver obtains amenity contributions from new projects that involve rezoning via site-by-site
negotiations (for “non-standard” rezonings) and fixed rate target CACs (for “standard” rezonings and
rezonings in some specific areas in the City). It also recently implemented density bonus zoning in the
Marpole Community Plan area and in the West End Community Plan area.

There are two types of CAC policy areas in Vancouver (see Exhibit 3):

1. The City-wide CAC area, which applies to most of the City. Vancouver sometimes seeks a fixed rate
target City-wide CAC and sometimes negotiates the City-wide CAC, depending on the nature and location
of the project.

2. Area-specific CAC areas, which have their own area-specific CAC and/or public benefit policies and are
not subject to the City-wide CAC. In most cases, these areas have a fixed rate target CAC (although
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some have a fixed rate target CAC that applies to certain types of rezonings and CACs are negotiated
for other types of rezonings).

Exhibit 3: CAC Policy Areas in the City of Vancouver

See Map 1a
e Negotiated City-wide CAC Area 4

- Areas Excluded from City-wide CAC Area N e / 2

Area-specific CAC Policy Areas -

1. Burrard Slopes

2. Arbutus Neighbourhood

3. Dundas/\Wall Street

4. Oakridge/Langara

5. Cedar Cottage MC-1/
Welwyn Area DCL 7\

6. Collingwood Village \

7. Fraser Lands CD-1s

8. Arbutus Neighbourhood CD-1s )

9. Southeast False Creek ODP ™
Area M-2 Sites N

10. Cambie Corridor Plan g

11. Little Mountain - Adjacent Area

12. Norquay Village Neighbourhood Centre

13. Marpole Plan

Source: City of Vancouver website, http://vancouver.ca/home-property-development/community-amenity-contributions.aspx, July 2014.

1. Fixed Rate Target Amenity Contributions. Vancouver seeks a fixed rate target City-wide CAC of $3.00
per square foot of the net increase in floorspace permitted by the rezoning for “standard” rezonings, which
include rezonings involving small projects outside of Downtown that do not involve a transition from
industrial to residential use. However, City staff are currently reviewing the $3.00 per square foot fixed
rate CAC as it has been in place since 1999 and is not reflective of the current market in Vancouver. In

addition, this rate is rarely used as most rezonings are in locations that are excluded from the City-wide
rate.

Specific areas of the City are excluded from the City-wide CAC and are subject to an Area-specific CAC.
Vancouver is increasingly using Area-specific target CAC rates. In most cases, the Area-specific CAC
includes a fixed rate target CAC (although this sometimes only applies to certain types of rezonings and
amenity contributions are negotiated in other types of rezonings). As examples:

e An area-specific target CAC of $11.50 per square foot is sought from private M-2 (industrial) sites
undergoing a rezoning in Southeast False Creek.

e An area-specific target CAC of $15 per square foot is sought from apartment rezonings in the
Norquay Village Centre Transition Area.

e An area-specific target CAC of $23.00 per square foot is sought from all rezoning proposals for low
to mid-rise apartments in the Little Mountain Adjacent Area.
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e An area-specific target CAC of $55.00 per square foot is sought from all 4 to 6 storey multi-family
rezoning proposals in the Cambie Corridor Plan Phase 2 Area. Amenity contributions from other
rezoning applications in the Cambie Corridor Phase 2 Area will be negotiated on a site-by-site basis.

e An area-specific target CAC of $55.00 per square foot is sought from all multi-family rezoning
proposals for projects up to 6 storeys in the Marpole Community Plan Area. We understand that this
target CAC was set at about 75% of the estimated land lift. Amenity contributions from other rezoning
applications in the Marpole Community Plan Area will be negotiated on a site-by-site basis.

2. Negotiated Amenity Contributions. Vancouver seeks a negotiated CAC for “non-standard” rezonings
which involve:

e Large sites (i.e. sites with a lot area greater than 2 acres in most cases, but greater than 1 acre if the
site is in a Community Vision designated Neighbourhood Centre or Shopping Area).

e A change in use from industrial to residential.

e Asite in Downtown.

As noted above, there are also some cases where a site is in an Area-specific CAC area, but the policy
notes that the City will negotiate the CAC. For example, in the Marpole Community Plan Area the City
has a fixed rate target CAC for some types of rezonings (i.e. rezonings to allow 6 storey multi-family
residential projects) and negotiates the CAC for all other types of rezonings in this area.

Vancouver uses the land lift approach when negotiating CACs and typically seeks a CAC in the range of
75% to 80% of the increase in property value.

3. Density Bonus Zoning. Vancouver has used density bonus zoning for a long time for project design-
related items (e.g. underground parking), but until recently it has not used density bonus zoning for
amenities. However, during 2014, the City implemented density bonus zoning in the Marpole Community
Plan area (to obtain affordable housing, heritage retention, and amenities) and in the West End
Community Plan area (to obtain social housing and market rental housing). For example, in Marpole:

e The Marpole Community Plan (which was adopted in 2 April 2014) identified some areas that are
suitable for 4 storey apartment and townhouse/row-house development and noted that the City would
initiate rezoning bylaws for these areas that include a density bonus provision where projects will
contribute a per square foot value on the approved net increase in density towards community
amenities.

o After the adoption of the Marpole Community Plan, the City drafted amendments to the Zoning Bylaw
including four new zones (RM-8, RM-8N, RM-9, and RM-9N) and changes to the general regulations
to support density bonusing in certain areas of Marpole.

e In May 2014, Vancouver City Council approved the proposed zoning amendments and they are now
in effect. As envisioned in the Marpole Community Plan, the City pre-zoned sites into the new zoning
districts.

e The new zones include a base density (0.75 FSR), a range of bonus density that can be obtained for
providing an amenity (which varies depending on site size and frontage but the maximum density is
up to 2.0 FSR), and details about the amenity contribution that must be provided in exchange for the
bonus density. The amenity contribution is either secured market rental housing or social housing,
heritage retention, and/or a defined contribution per square foot of the net increase in density towards
amenities or affordable housing ($10 per square foot of additional floorspace up to 1.2 FSR and $55
per square foot of additional floorspace beyond 1.2 FSR).
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356 New Westminster

New Westminster uses a variety of approaches to obtain amenities from new development:

1. Density Bonus Zoning. New Westminster has existing density bonus zoning districts with defined base

densities, defined bonus density, and a schedule of rates (dollars psf of bonus density) that apply to
townhouse and low-rise multiple unit residential zoning districts. The bonus density rates currently range
from $22.50 to $80.00 per square foot of bonus density depending on the type of project.
New Westminster is in the process of creating additional new bonus zoning districts with defined base
densities, defined bonus densities, and a schedule of rates (dollars psf of bonus density) that developers
can rezone sites in Downtown into (excluding heritage sites) for high density residential and mixed use
projects. New Westminster is not planning to pre-zone properties into these new bonus zoning districts
(as it did with the townhouse and low-rise zoning districts), so this approach means that (in theory) any
given development project in Downtown will have three options:

e Proceed under the site’s existing zoning.

e Apply to rezone the site into one of the new density bonus zoning districts. In this case, developers
may or may not attempt to negotiate some aspects of the zoning districts. In other words, there may
still be some elements of negotiation regarding the bonus.

e Apply to rezone the site to a CD zone and negotiate amenity contributions on a site-specific basis.

2. Fixed rate Target Voluntary Amenity Contributions (VACs). For small scale rezonings from single family
to low-rise apartment use (with a maximum density of 1.8 FSR and less than 80 units), the City often
uses a fixed rate target VAC (dollars per unit) as the basis for negotiations with the applicant. The fixed
rate target varies between the Mainland ($1,250 per unit) and Queensborough ($1,000 per unit).

3. Negotiated Amenity Contributions. For other rezonings (not including sites that will rezone into the new
Downtown density bonus zoning districts), the City negotiates the VAC based on the estimated increase
in property value associated with the rezoning approval (proforma approach).

3.5.7 District of North Vancouver

The District of North Vancouver obtains amenities from new development in two ways:

1. The District negotiates a fixed rate target CAC from most residential projects that involve rezoning and
that are not located in a Town or Village Centre. However, its policy notes that there may be rezoning
applications where the District or developer finds that the fixed rate target CAC is not appropriate and
therefore the CAC can be negotiated instead.

For sites within an area contemplated for increased density in the OCP but outside a Centre, the District’s
policy notes that “CACs should be required and should be calculated as follows:

e $5.00 per square foot of increased residential gross floor area for townhouse, duplex, triplex, or
similar development.

e $15.00 per square foot of increased residential gross floor area for apartment development.

The increase in residential gross floor area is calculated as the proposed gross floor area in the
development project less a deemed base density for the site depending on its current zoning and building
form, which is outlined in the District's Amenity Contributions Policy. The deemed base density closely
matches existing zoning.
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2. The District negotiates CACs on a case-by-case basis for residential rezonings in its four Centres (i.e.
Lower Lynn, Lynn Valley, Lower Capilano, and Maplewood).

For sites within a Centre (i.e. Lower Lynn, Lynn Valley, Lower Capilano, Maplewood) where a developer
is seeking an increase in density or change in land use and for sites outside of Centres for which the
District or developer finds the fixed rate target CAC to be inappropriate, CACs are negotiated on a case-
by-case basis. The District typically retains a consulting firm to help estimate the increase in the market
value of the land attributable to the proposed density increase and then seeks to negotiate about 75% of
the land lift for sites in Centres and about 50% to 75% of the land lift for sites outside of Centres.

The District is currently reviewing its approach to obtaining amenities from new development with the
objectives of updating the fixed rate target CAC figures it currently seeks outside of Centres and looking for
more opportunities to use fixed rate target CACs.

3.5.8 Richmond

Richmond has formulaic density bonus zoning in most of its residential zones (including single detached, infill
residential, townhouse, and apartment zones), its mixed use zones in the City Centre, and some of its
industrial zones.

Individual zoning districts include a base density as well as bonus density (or tiers of bonus density) that can
be achieved by meeting certain conditions. Some of the bonus density can be achieved by meeting criteria
that are unrelated to the provision of community amenities (e.g. extra density that can be used to provide
amenity space within the project that serves residents of the project). Some of the bonus density, though, is
directly tied to the provision of community amenities (i.e. affordable housing; child care; community amenity
spaces such as recreation, library/exhibit, and museum uses; the Capstan Way Canada Line Station, and
the provision of commercial space). Richmond’s Zoning Bylaw defines the amount of amenity to be provided
for projects depending on the zone. The charges range from:

1. $1.00 to $4.00 per square foot buildable for contributions to the affordable housing reserve.
2. $0.80 to $4.00 per square foot buildable for contributions to the child care reserve.

3. $0.75 to $4.00 per square foot buildable for contributions towards community amenities (e.g. community
recreation, library and exhibit space, heritage).

4. $7,800 per dwelling unit for contributions to the Capstan station reserve (as of September 2011, with the
rate to be adjusted annually based on the BC CPI).

In most cases, in order to use the bonus density the site must be rezoned (i.e. Richmond created zones with
density bonus provisions but they did not automatically apply to any sites) and there are requirements to enter
into other kinds of agreements (e.g. housing agreement).

For example, Richmond’s “Residential/Limited Commercial” zone accommodates mixed use projects with
mid to high-rise apartments and a limited amount of commercial space in Richmond’s City Centre. The zone
has five sub-zones which vary in terms of the base density, amount of bonus density, and the amenity that
must be provided in order to achieve the bonus density. Some of the tiers of bonus density can be achieved
for providing amenity space for the project itself, but some of the tiers of bonus density can be achieved for
providing amenities that help the City achieve its goals related to affordable housing, child care (e.g. there is
a 1.0 FAR commercial bonus if 5% of the bonus is used for child care space or community facilities), vitality
of the City Centre, and the Capstan Way Canada Line Station.
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The Zoning Bylaw and City Centre Area Plan set out the amount of bonus density that is available for
developers at their discretion and the amenity that must be provided in return.

3.5.9 West Vancouver

West Vancouver obtains amenity contributions from new development via formulaic density bonus zoning in
Ambleside and via negotiated amenity contributions at rezoning elsewhere in the municipality.

West Vancouver’s OCP outlines the broad objective of securing amenities from new development and it has
a separate policy document (“Public Amenity Contribution Policy”) that outlines the framework for obtaining
amenity contributions from new development.

1. Density Bonus Zoning. West Vancouver has formulaic density bonus zoning in two of its zoning districts
in the Ambleside Town Centre: Ambleside Centre Zone 1 (AC1) and Ambleside Centre Zone 2 (AC2).

The maximum permitted density for both the AC1 and AC2 zones is 1.0 FAR. If a community amenity
contribution is provided in accordance with the formula outlined in the Zoning Bylaw, the density can be
increased up to a maximum of 1.75 FAR. The formula can be summarized as follows:

e For mixed use commercial/residential buildings, the developer must provide $15.00 per square foot
of bonus density between 1.0 and 1.4 FAR, and $50.00 per square foot of bonus density between
1.4 and 1.75 FAR.

e For primarily residential buildings where commercial floorspace is less than 20% of the building area,
the developer must provide $50.00 per square foot of bonus density between 1.0 and 1.75 FAR.

e The above-noted rates were as of 2008. The CAC rate is adjusted on July 15t of each year based on
the Statistics Canada Consumer Price Index for All Iltems in Greater Vancouver (2008=100).

2. Negotiated Amenity Contributions. West Vancouver also negotiates amenity contributions from projects
undergoing rezoning outside of Ambleside. The District’s policy notes that it will consider the size of the
project, its impacts on the community, how well the project responds to the OCP and other policy
objectives, and project viability in determining the appropriate amenity contribution. While not specifically
expressed in the policy, staff reports regarding negotiated amenity contributions from individual projects
note that it is the District’s practice to seek amenity contributions or cash-in-lieu equivalent to 75% of the
land lift.

3.5.10 Summary

1. Fixed rate CAC targets (and density bonus zoning with fixed rates for bonus density) are used by many
municipalities in BC, including municipalities in the Capital Region.

2. The use of fixed rate CAC targets is increasingly common in BC.
3. Target CAC rates and density bonus rates range widely depending on:

e The location because the value of rezonings differs across locations due to differences in market
conditions and land values.

e The type of rezoning project because different rezonings have different impacts on property value.

e The definition of the base density to which the rate is applied. Some CAC rates are applied to all
units in the project and some just to the additional units (or floorspace) permitted by the rezoning.
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e Local municipal practice.

4. Many municipalities use a mix of approaches to obtain CACs.

3.6 Implications

There are different tools that municipal governments can use to obtain amenity contributions from new
development projects, including rezoning sites into density bonus zoning districts or negotiating amenity
contributions as part of a rezoning process (either site-by-site or using a fixed rate CAC target).

In order for either approach to be effective, some key conditions must be true:
1. There must be market demand for the additional floorspace opportunity created by the new zoning.
2. Development under the proposed new zoning district must be financially attractive.

3. The cost of any amenity contribution the developer makes must be less than the increase in property
value associated with the additional development rights created by the new zoning. If the cost is too high,
it could reduce the supply of development sites in the municipality.

4. The cost of the amenity contribution should be less than the additional value created by the rezoning so
the developer can provide an incentive to the property owner to sell.

5. Fixed rate CAC targets (and density bonus zoning with fixed rates for bonus density) are used in
numerous municipalities in BC, including municipalities in the Capital Region.

6. The use of fixed rate CAC targets is increasingly common in BC as they are supported by the Provincial
guide and have a nhumber of advantages over site-by-site negotiated CACs, such as:

e Increased certainty for developers, land owners, the City and the community.
e Reduced time during the rezoning process to determine the appropriate CAC value.
e Less cost during the rezoning process to determine the appropriate CAC value.
e Reduced load on City staff.
7. Target CAC rates and density bonus rates range widely depending on:

e The municipality because the value of rezonings differs across municipalities due to differences in
market conditions and land values.

e The type of rezoning project because different rezonings have different impacts on property value.

e The definition of the base density to which the rate is applied. Some CAC rates are applied to all
units in the project and some just to the additional units (or floorspace) permitted by the rezoning.

8. Many municipalities use a mix of different approaches to CACs, including fixed rate CAC targets, site-by-
site negotiated CACs, and density bonus zoning.
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4.0 Comments from Victoria Developers

As input to our analysis, we contacted developers who are active in the multifamily and mixed use market in
Victoria, with a focus on developers who are active outside of the Downtown Core Area.

1. We held a workshop with local developers at the start of the study. The intent of the workshop and
interviews was to discuss the City's current approach to CACs, the advantages and disadvantages of a
fixed rate approach, and market conditions in Victoria as input to our analysis.

2. Because some developers were not available for the workshop, we held telephone interviews with the
UDI and individual developers who could not attend the workshop.

3. After we had completed our analysis, we presented our findings to local developers and UDI
representatives to obtain feedback on our findings and recommendations.

Developer participants expressed some concerns about the current use of a negotiated CAC approach for
the development sites outside of the Downtown Core Area, and indicated general support for the idea of a
fixed rate approach provided the rate is set low enough to allow redevelopment to occur.

Developers that participated in our workshop and telephone interviews raised these points about CACs:

1. CACs in Principle. Most developers were not supportive of CACs in principle, but acknowledged that
amenity contributions are part of the approvals process in many municipalities and expected by local
community groups as part of an upzoning. There is concern that a density bonus policy might act as a
disincentive to achieving the type of vibrant, mixed-used development and additional density that the
City’s OCP calls for; there is concern that the policy would be perceived as an additional fee on
development. There is also a concern that a fixed rate approach may not allow for the optimal
development of ‘the right building in the right place’ and result in development/density directed by a
calculation rather than good urban planning and urban design principles.

2. Fixed Rate Preferred over Negotiated Approach. A fixed rate approach offers more clarity/certainty.
Developers expressed concern that the small lot sizes/project sizes in the areas outside of the Downtown
Core Area would not support the costs of individual site analysis and negotiation.

3. Need to Streamline Rezoning Process Time and Costs. There is concern that the current
development approval process is too cumbersome, time-consuming (12 to 18 months or more) and
uncertain, resulting in some applicants not electing to seek full development potential in an effort to save
time/costs and to lower risk. It would seem that some sites are being developed under existing zoning,
through Development Permit processes only to avoid the lengthy and uncertain rezoning and CAC
process.

4. Approvals Uncertainty. Developers indicated that it is often challenging to achieve the maximum density
identified in the OCP due to community opposition toward building height. If the OCP density cannot be
achieved, then there it has a negative impact on the ability of a rezoning to help fund amenities.

5. Loss of Development to Other Communities. Other communities have had greater success in
attracting development by streamlining the approval process. There is concern that some development
may migrate to adjacent municipalities (i.e., to Saanich) if the CAC process or cost is onerous.

6. Unique Market. The local Victoria market is unique and very different from Vancouver and the Lower
Mainland communities, where land values, densities and market demand (pre-sales) support high CACs.
Additional costs such as amenity contribution costs may act as a deterrent to redevelopment in Victoria.
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7. Market Timing. Demand for new apartment units and commercial space in Victoria is currently soft. The
introduction of any new CAC policies should be timed to coincide with improved market conditions to
minimize any impact on new projects. However, it should be noted that the City already negotiates CACs
from rezonings.

8. Impact of other City Fees and Levies. The City charges a variety of fees and levies on new
development, such as application fees and DCCs. Any increase in City fees and levies will reduce the
ability of rezonings to make an amenity contribution. Therefore, if the City increases fees and levies, it
should consider the impact on CACs.

9. City Gains from Property Tax Increase. The City gains from increased property tax revenue as a result
of rezoning and redevelopment, which should help support community amenity costs. If the cost of
density bonus policy acts as a disincentive to pursuing the additional density, then the City loses both the
one-time density bonus contribution, and the long-term property tax increase of the unrealized density.

However, it should be noted that any increased property tax revenue from new residential development
is often required to fund the additional municipal operating costs associated with the increased population
so there may not be net additional revenue to help fund amenities. Commercial development has greater
potential to generate net additional property tax revenue as commercial tax rates are higher than
residential rates and commercial development typically has less financial impact on municipal operating
costs.

10. Land Acquisition Costs. Most sites have existing improvements that make a significant contribution to
existing property value. Rezoning is often required to make redevelopment of these properties financially
viable, creating little or no financial room for an amenity contributions. In addition, for vacant or under-
utilized sites, property owners are currently seeking full rezoned site values, not base density values.
Until market forces drive values down to more realistic levels, some sites will remain
undeveloped/underutilized.

11. Form of Development. Cost to provide underground parking often makes projects non-viable. In some
cases, development under existing zoning, 3-stories with surface parking, is the preferred model. In
addition, concrete construction is very costly so most of the sites outside of the Downtown Core Area will
be wood-frame, low to mid-rise development.

12. Office development. The financial viability of office development is more challenging than residential
development. CAC policy should take into account the impact of office space on the financial viability of
a new project.

13. Amenities. The developers and the community need clarity as to where CAC funds are being spent.
There needs to be a clear link between the contribution and the amenity realized in the community,
particularly where funds are being received by the City rather than on-site, tangible amenities.

14. Rental Apartment Units. The City requires that any rental units be replaced when an older rental
building is redeveloped. This policy often makes redevelopment of these sites not viable.

In summary, the developers that we contacted are not in favour of CACs in Victoria, but acknowledged that
it is part of the approval process. If the City is going to implement a new policy outside of the Downtown Core
Area, the preferred approach is a fixed rate target CAC rather than site-by-site negotiations.

In general, the developers expressed support for a fixed rate approach over a negotiated approach because
a fixed rate approach will provide greater clarity and help streamline the approvals process. This was
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perceived to be particularly important for the smaller-scale rezonings that are likely to occur outside the
Downtown Core Area.

It was recognized that establishing a fixed rate will not work for all development sites, but that on average,
there will be a net positive result provided the rate is set low enough to not act as a deterrent to development.
It was emphasized that some types of rezonings, such as rezonings involving the creation of new rental
apartment units or office projects typically cannot afford to make amenity contributions.
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5.0 Case Study Financial Analysis

To estimate the CAC that is likely supportable for rezonings outside the Downtown Core Area, we analyzed
the financial viability of rezoning and redevelopment of a variety of different case study sites in the four
different land use designations that are the focus of this study.

We used the financial analysis to model the likely performance of rezoning and redeveloping each site under
the maximum density identified in the OCP on the assumption that the developer purchases the site at its
current market value under existing use and zoning (i.e., the developer does not pay the rezoned value of
the site).

The analysis allows us to determine whether rezoning and redevelopment of each case study is financially
viable and, if so, whether the rezoning supports a CAC.

Based on the analysis, sites can be divided into two categories:

1. Sites that are not financially viable for rezoning (at the OCP maximum density) and redevelopment.
These sites cannot provide a CAC. However, they would not be viable development candidates even if
the CAC was zero.

2. Sites that are financially viable for rezoning and redevelopment. For each of these sites we calculated
the supportable CAC per square foot® of additional floorspace beyond the achievable floorspace under
the base density in the OCP. For these sites, the ability to sustain a CAC varies widely, depending on the
existing use, existing built density, quality of existing improvements, location, and OCP designation.

Our analysis was completed in four main steps:

1. We identified case study sites for the financial analysis. Sites were either vacant or improved with older,
low quality improvements, similar to the types of properties that have been the focus of development
outside of Downtown Victoria. We analyzed 26 different case study sites (or assemblies of sites). The
sites were selected to represent a cross-section of the different locations, zoning districts and existing
uses outside of the Downtown Core Area. Sites were selected from each of the four different OCP land
use designations that are the focus of this study.

2. We estimated the existing value of each case study in the absence of any bonus density. For this
estimate, we considered three different values:

e Value supported by existing use (income stream or house value). This included and assembly cost
allowance for case study sites that were improved with existing houses.

e The land value under existing zoning.

e The land value under base OCP density.

The highest of these three indicators used for analysis

3. We estimated the land value supported if the site was rezoned to the maximum identified in the OCP,
with the bonus density but without any amenity contribution. If the estimated supportable land value with

9 For each site, the CAC was calculated assuming that 75% of any increased property value (beyond
the value supported by the higher of the base OCP density, existing use or existing zoning) was
allocated to an amenity contribution.
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the bonus density is higher than site’s existing value, then site is viable for redevelopment. Otherwise, it
is not yet financially viable for rezoning and redevelopment.

4. For the financially viable case study sites, we estimated:

e The increase in property value due to the bonus density (estimated value in step 3 less estimated
value in step 2.

e The potential CAC amount at 75% of the increased value (the current City practice).

e The equivalent fixed rate CAC in terms of dollars per square foot of floorspace over the base OCP
density

This section identifies the key findings from our analysis.

The detailed financial analysis for each site is contained in the Attachments.

5.1 Urban Residential

The Urban Residential designation has a base density 1.2 FSR with the opportunity for increased density up
to a maximum of approximately 2.0 FSR. About 76% of the properties in the four designations that are the
focus of this study?? are in the Urban Residential designation.

We analyzed sixteen different case study sites (or assemblies) that are designated Urban Residential. Our
findings can be summarized as follows:

1. Six of the sixteen sites we analyzed are currently financially attractive for rezoning and redevelopment at
the maximum permitted density of 2.0 FSR. The remainder are more valuable under existing use and
zoning than as redevelopment properties.

2. Thereis no CAC opportunity at sites that are not yet financially attractive for rezoning and redevelopment.

3. The sites that are financially viable for rezoning and redevelopment tend to be larger lots, vacant, or
improved with lower density, older buildings.

4. The sites that are financially viable for rezoning and redevelopment are geographically dispersed.

5. The estimated maximum supportable CAC at most of the sites that are financially viable for
redevelopment ranges from $3 to $14 psf of additional floorspace over the base 1.2 FSR permitted in the
OCP sites.

6. For some unique sites (vacant or industrial) the estimated potential CAC is up to $36 psf over the base
1.2 FSR permitted in the OCP.

5.2 Small Urban Village

The Small Urban Village designation has a base density 1.5 FSR with the opportunity for increased density
up to a maximum of approximately 2.0 FSR. About 5% of the properties in the four designations that are the
focus of this study are in the Small Urban Village designation.

10 This excludes sites that are already improved with strata residential projects as these properties are
not likely to be redevelopment candidates for the foreseeable future.
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We analyzed one property that is designated Small Urban Village. However, we also supplemented this with
our analysis of the Large Urban Village sites (assuming these sites were rezoned to 2.0 FSR as permitted in
the Small Urban Village designation. Our findings can be summarized as follows:

1. There is no opportunity for the rezoning and redevelopment of sites designated Small Urban Village at
the maximum permitted density of 2.0 FSR.

2. Ahigher permitted density is required in order to make sites in this designation attractive for rezoning and
redevelopment.

3. Thereis no opportunity for a CAC at these sites under current market conditions and the current maximum
permitted density.

5.3 Large Urban Village

The Large Urban Village designation has a base density 1.5 FSR with the opportunity for increased density
up to a maximum of approximately 2.5 FSR. About 17% of the properties in the four designations that are
the focus of this study are in the Large Urban Village designation.

We analyzed six different case study sites (or assemblies) that are designated Large Urban Village. Our
findings can be summarized as follows:

1. Three of the six Large Urban Village properties that we analyzed are viable for rezoning and
redevelopment at the maximum permitted density of 2.5 FSR.

2. Thereis no CAC opportunity at the sites that are not yet financially viable for rezoning and redevelopment.

3. The financially viable sites that we analyzed are concentrated in higher value southern portions of the
City (such as Fairfield, James Bay, and the Pandora corridor).

4. The estimated supportable CAC at two of the three sites that are financially viable for redevelopment, is
$5 psf of additional floorspace over the base 1.5 FSR.

5. The third site supports a much higher CAC of $49 psf of additional floorspace over the base 1.5 FSR.
However, this site represents a unique situation (an older low density commercial building in the high
value Cook Street Village area).

5.4 Town Centre

The Town Centre designation has a base density 2.0 FSR with the opportunity for increased density up to a
maximum of approximately 3.0 FSR. About 2% of the properties in the four designations that are the focus
of this study are in the Town Centre designation. Most of the land in this designation consists of the property
at the two major shopping centres outside of the Downtown Core Area, the Hillside Centre and Mayfair
Shopping Centre.

We analyzed three different case study sites (or assemblies) that are designated Town Centre. Our findings
can be summarized as follows:

1. The Town Centre properties that we analyzed are not currently viable for rezoning and redevelopment at
the maximum permitted density of 3.0 FSR in concrete (or at the likely maximum achievable woodframe
density of about 2.5 FSR).
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2. Redevelopment in these locations is likely a longer term prospect.

3. Redevelopment in these locations will require a higher achievable concrete apartment unit sales prices
or higher permitted density.

4. At the large shopping centre sites, the potential CAC would be influenced by requirements for on-site
dedications, infrastructure costs and the mix of uses, which will not be known in advance of a
development application so it is not possible to estimate the potential supportable CAC at these sites in
advance.

5.5 Other Findings

As part of our analysis, we tested the implications of including office space or rental apartment units as part
of the redevelopment. Our findings can be summarized as follows:

1. There is no opportunity for a CAC from office projects in the Small Urban Village, Large Urban Village
and Town Centre locations.

2. Any requirement to include or replace rental units at new projects has a large impact on the potential
CAC from residential or mixed use rezonings.

5.6 Key Implications

The key implications from our financial analysis are as follows:

1. The overall study area has a limited number of sites that are financially attractive for redevelopment at
the maximum permitted OCP density. The sites that are attractive for redevelopment are focused in the
Urban Residential and Large Urban Village designations.

2. Other than vacant sites, no sites that we analyzed are attractive for rezoning and redevelopment at the
base OCP densities. Therefore, part of the value of the bonus density that is available needs to be
retained by the developer (and is not available for an amenity contribution) in order to make
redevelopment financially attractive.

3. Most sites that are financially viable for rezoning and redevelopment can support a CAC in the range of
$5 to $14 psf of floorspace over the base FSR identified in the OCP. This is significantly lower than the
market land value created by the additional bonus floorspace (typically $30 to $60 per square foot of
buildable floorspace depending on the site's location) because part of the additional value that is created
by the bonus needs to be retained by the developer to make rezoning and redevelopment financially
attractive.

4. A higher CAC will reduce the number of sites that are financially viable for redevelopment under current
market conditions.

5. Some unusual rezonings (e.g. industrial to residential) may support a very high CAC, depending on the
proposed uses and density.

6. The supportable CAC for large sites cannot be evaluated in advance of a detailed concept plan because
the potential CAC would be heavily influenced by requirements for on-site dedications, infrastructure
costs and the mix of uses, which will not be known in advance.
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7. Office projects do not support a CAC!1,
8. Including rental units within a rezoning has a significant impact on the opportunity for a CAC.

Overall, our findings indicate that if the City wants to use a fixed-rate CAC approach to cover all rezoning
candidates, the rate will need to be relatively low to be affordable by a large number of projects. For most
projects, a high rate will make rezoning and redevelopment financially unattractive.

1 Our financial analysis indicates that office projects cannot support an amenity contribution. There are
also other reasons why the City may not want to seek an amenity contribution from office rezonings:

e Office development increases the commercial tax base (which generates more property tax
revenue to the City than residential development).

o Office development accommodates employment within the City which helps meet the City's
employment objectives.

o Office workers create less need for new community amenities than residents.
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6.0 Policy Alternatives to Consider

To identify and evaluate CAC policy options to consider, we divided rezonings into two different categories.
These two different types of rezonings could be considered for different CAC approaches:

1. Major rezonings, where the rezoning involves a large site (such as the major Town Centre designated
shopping centre properties), or involves change from industrial or institutional to residential or mixed-use,
or requires significant new on-site infrastructure and services, or exceeds the maximum density identified
in the OCP.

2. Smaller, typical rezonings, where the rezoning involves a small site and the rezoning is from residential
or commercial to apartment or mixed-use residential and commercial.

6.1 Identification of Policy Alternatives

It is not possible to determine the potential CAC from major rezonings in advance of a detailed development
application that outlines the mix of uses, heights, density and on-site servicing and infrastructure
requirements. Therefore, these are not good candidates for a fixed-rate target CAC. However, we do not think
that the City should exempt the major rezonings from CACs as these site could create significant opportunities
to incorporate on-site amenities over the long term. Therefore, CACs should continue to be negotiated for
these major rezonings.

For the smaller rezonings, there are three different CAC options that could be considered:

1. Exempt the rezoning from CACs.
2. Continue to negotiate a CAC on a site-by-site basis.
3. Apply a fixed rate target CAC to the rezoning.

These three options are evaluated in the following section.
Under any policy option, the following additional provisions should be included:
1. Rezonings that include upper floor office space should be exempt from CACs.

2. Sites in the Small Urban Village designation should be exempt from CACs (unless achievable density is
increased beyond 2.0 FSR).

3. CACs for any rezonings that are required to include rental housing should be exempted as the rental
housing component will impact the ability of the project to provide any CAC. The extent of the impact will
depend on the details associated with the rental housing component (i.e., number, size, parking, rent
rates).

6.2 Evaluation of Alternatives

A summary of the advantages and disadvantages of each of the three policy options for the smaller rezonings
is outlined below.

1. Exempt small rezonings from CACs.

Advantages include:
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e Exempting rezonings from CACs will maximize the number of sites that will be attractive for rezoning
and redevelopment.

e This approach would be supported by the development industry and property owners.
Disadvantages include:

e No CAC revenue will be generated even though some rezonings could have supported an amenity
contribution.

e Rezonings will not help off-set any financial impacts of densification on the City and community.

e Exempting rezonings from CACs could create community opposition to some rezonings.

2. Continue to negotiate CACs on a site-by-site basis for smaller rezonings.
Advantages include:

¢ Individual negotiations ensure that the CAC does not exceed the amount that can be supported by
each rezoning.

e Contributions from rezonings will help off-set any financial impacts of densification on the City and
community.

e CACs from rezonings will likely be supported by the community.

Disadvantages include:

e This approach is not likely to be supported by the development industry and property owners.

e The cost and timing of negotiations is an impediment to rezoning and redevelopment.

e Based on our analysis, a negotiated approach will likely result in little or no CAC at many rezonings.

e The negotiated approach creates uncertainty for developers, land owners, the City, and the
community.

e The negotiated approach is not consistent with the new Provincial guide for CACs.

e Under this approach overall CAC revenue will likely be modest, but administration of the system could
be expensive.

3. Apply afixed rate CAC target to small rezonings.
Advantages include:

e The fixed rate approach creates certainty for developers, land owners, the City and the community.

o If the fixed rate target is low, it will not affect the financial viability of many (if any) redevelopment
sites so it should not slow the pace of redevelopment. For sites that are currently attractive for
redevelopment, a low CAC will be affordable (say $5 per square foot of additional floorspace over
the base FSR in the OCP). Sites that are not currently viable for redevelopment will continue to be
unattractive for rezoning and redevelopment (with or without a CAC).

e Contributions from rezonings will help off-set any financial impacts of densification on the City and
community.

e Even though total revenue will be modest with a low target fixed rate CAC, initiating a system with a
low fixed rate CAC target will provide the opportunity to refine and improve the system over time,
particularly if market conditions and land values change. In addition, CAC revenue can be used to
supplement funds available from other sources to help deliver community amenities sooner.

e CACs from rezonings will likely be supported by the community.
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Disadvantages include:

e |If the CAC rate is set too high, it will reduce the number of sites that are financially attractive for
rezoning and redevelopment which will make it difficult for the City to meet its growth objectives
outside of the Downtown Core Area. Under this approach the fixed rate target will need to be set
toward the lower end of the estimated potential CAC range indicated in our financial analysis to
ensure there is a supply of sites that are financially viable for redevelopment.

e Some rezonings would have been able to support a CAC that is higher than the fixed rate.

e The total annual CAC revenue generated will likely be modest. For illustrative purposes, if 100
apartment units per year are built outside of the Core Area each year (about 25% of the City's typical
annual apartment market), a $5 psf fixed rate CAC would generate a maximum of about $200,000
per year if all projects rezoned up to the OCP maximum?2, At densities less than the OCP maximum,
CAC revenue would be lower.

12 100 units per year at 1,000 square feet per unit results in 100,000 square feet of new floorspace per
year. Assuming 40% of the new space is due to the bonus (i.e., from 1.2 FSR to 2.0 FSR) and 100%
of the projects achieve the maximum FSR, then the CAC revenue would be 100,000 square feet x
40% x $5 per square foot = $200,000 per year.
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7.0 Recommendations

Based on our analysis and on input from City staff, our recommended approach is to continue to negotiate
major rezonings on a site-by-site basis and apply a fixed rate CAC target to smaller site rezonings.

71 Major Rezonings

It is not possible to determine the potential CAC from major rezonings in advance of a detailed development
application that outlines the mix of uses, heights, density and on-site servicing and infrastructure
requirements. Therefore, these are not good candidates for a fixed-rate target CAC.

CACs should continue to be negotiated for these major rezonings. This should include:

1. Rezonings of large sites (e.g., over one City block) that will require the dedication of part of the site for
new roads and services.

2. Rezonings involving sites that have been identified as a location for a large on-site amenity or public
facility as part of the rezoning process (e.g., park space, community centre).

3. Sites that are being rezoned from industrial or institutional uses to residential or mixed-use.
4. Rezonings that exceed the density identified in the OCP.

The total value of a negotiated CAC should take into account the estimated cost of creating the amenities
that the City wants in the neighbourhood, but the CAC should not exceed 75% of the increase in property
value created by the rezoning over the higher of (a) the value under existing use and zoning or (b) the land
value under the base density permitted in the OCP. Otherwise, the rezoning will not be financially viable for
developers.

7.2 Smaller Rezonings

A fixed rate CAC target should apply where the rezoning involves a small site and the rezoning is from
residential or commercial to apartment or mixed-use residential and commercial. We recommend that:

1. The fixed rate be set at $5 per square foot of additional floorspace?? that is permitted over the greater of
the OCP base FSR or existing zoning FSR (the existing zoning for some sites allows greater density than
the base OCP density).

2. Projects that include at least one floor of upper floor office space should be exempt from CACs.

3. Projects where the City requires new rental apartment units or the replacement of existing rental
apartment units (either on-site or at an alternate site) should be exempt from CACs.

4. Rezonings of sites in the Small Urban Village designation should be exempt from CACs (unless the
density exceeds the 2.0 FSR identified in the OCP).

13 The $5 per square foot CAC on the additional permitted floorspace is equivalent to a maximum of
about $1 to $2 per square foot of overall gross project floorspace depending on the OCP designation
and the existing zoning.
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There may be rezoning applications where the developer determines that the fixed rate CAC target is
inappropriate and in those cases, the developer should have the option of requesting a negotiated CAC (at
the applicant's expense). Where the CACs are negotiated outside the above formula, the total value the
negotiated CAC should take into account the estimated cost of creating the amenities that the City wants in
the neighbourhood, but the CAC should not exceed 75% of the increase in property value created by the
rezoning over the higher of (a) the value under existing use and zoning or (b) the land value under the base
density permitted in the OCP. Otherwise, the rezoning will not be financially viable for developers.

7.3 Implementation

If the City implements a fixed rate target CAC for sites outside the Downtown Core Area, we have the following
suggestions to consider as part of the implementation:

1. The City should ensure that all stakeholders (community/neighbourhood associations, property owners,
real estate industry professionals, developers, etc.) are aware of the CAC policy and how it relates to the
OCP and planned amenities in the City.

2. The City should identify neighbourhood-specific amenities to fund with amenity contributions. CAC funds
should be clearly earmarked to specific public amenities within the neighbourhood in which the
development takes place. Pooling funds into a City-wide fund does not allow the neighbourhood receiving
new development to gain from the amenity contribution. The Local Area Planning process should identify
and the specific amenities needed within each neighbourhood.

3. In order to achieve the density identified in the OCP, some projects may need to include an additional
level of underground parking. The cost of an additional level of underground parking can impact the
financial viability of a rezoning. The City should examine the opportunity to reduce off-street parking
requirements. If parking requirements can be reduced, it will improve the economics of rezoning and
redevelopment for some projects.

7.4 Monitoring

The City should monitor the CAC program:

1. Target fixed rates should be adjusted annually based on a publicly available indicator of construction cost
inflation in the Victoria market, such as the Statistics Canada non-residential construction cost index.

2. Periodically (say every three years), the fixed rates should be reviewed to account for changes in the
market value of developments sites and the market value of bonus density.

3. Anyincrease in City fees and levies could affect the ability of rezonings to make an amenity contribution.
Therefore, if the City increases fees and levies, it should consider the impact on CACs.

4. The costs of the administering the CAC program should be monitored and compared with the revenue
generated from the program to ensure it is cost effective.
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8.0 Other Issues

Our case study financial analysis illustrates that, outside of the Downtown Core Area, few sites in Victoria are
financially attractive for rezoning and redevelopment under the densities identified in the OCP. Our
understanding is that the City is starting a process to complete more detailed local area plans for different
neighbourhoods outside the Downtown Core Area.

As part of each local area planning process, we recommend that the City consider the financial viability of
redevelopment and (if appropriate) revisit the OCP densities to help increase the number of sites that are
financially viable for redevelopment. This could increase opportunities to obtain amenity contributions from
rezonings that will help address the impacts of growth and provide benefits to the neighbourhoods that are
absorbing the development.
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9.0 Attachments - Financial Analysis

9.1 Approach

To estimate the CAC that is likely supportable for rezonings outside the Downtown Core Area, we analyzed
the financial viability of rezoning and redevelopment of a variety of different case study sites in the four
different land use designations that are the focus of this study.

We used the financial analysis to model the likely performance of rezoning and redeveloping each site under
the maximum density identified in the OCP on the assumption that the developer purchases the site at its
current market value under existing use and zoning (i.e., the developer does not pay the rezoned value of
the site).

The analysis allows us to determine whether rezoning and redevelopment of each case study is financially
viable and, if so, whether the rezoning supports a CAC.

Based on the analysis, sites can be divided into two categories:

1. Sites that are not financially viable for rezoning (at the OCP maximum density) and redevelopment.
These sites cannot provide a CAC. However, they would not be viable development candidates even if
the CAC was zero.

2. Sites that are financially viable for rezoning and redevelopment. For each of these sites we calculated
the supportable CAC per square foot!* of additional floorspace beyond the achievable floorspace under
the base density in the OCP. For these sites, the ability to sustain a CAC varies widely, depending on the
existing use, existing built density, quality of existing improvements, location, and OCP designation.

Our analysis was completed in four main steps:

1. We identified case study sites for the financial analysis. Sites were either vacant or improved with older,
low quality improvements, similar to the types of properties that have been the focus of development
outside of Downtown Victoria. We analyzed 26 different case study sites (or assemblies of sites). The
sites were selected to represent a cross-section of the different locations, zoning districts and existing
uses outside of the Downtown Core Area. Sites were selected from each of the four different OCP land
use designations that are the focus of this study.

2. We estimated the existing value of each case study in the absence of any bonus density. For this
estimate, we considered three different values:

e Value supported by existing use (income stream or house value). This included and assembly cost
allowance for case study sites that were improved with existing houses.

e The land value under existing zoning.

e The land value under base OCP density.

The highest of these three indicators used for analysis

14 For each site, the CAC was calculated assuming that 75% of any increased property value (beyond
the value supported by the higher of the base OCP density, existing use or existing zoning) was
allocated to an amenity contribution.
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3. We estimated the land value supported if the site was rezoned to the maximum identified in the OCP,
with the bonus density but without any amenity contribution. If the estimated supportable land value with
the bonus density is higher than site’s existing value, then site is viable for redevelopment. Otherwise, it
is not yet financially viable for rezoning and redevelopment.

4. For the financially viable case study sites, we estimated:

e The increase in property value due to the bonus density (estimated value in step 3 less estimated
value in step 2.

e The potential CAC amount at 75% of the increased value (the current City practice).

e The equivalent fixed rate CAC in terms of dollars per square foot of floorspace over the base OCP
density
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9.2

Case Study Site Descriptions

We analyzed 26 different case study sites (or assemblies). A description of each case study site is provided
in the following exhibit.

Exhibit 4: Description of Case Study Sites Analyzed

coriolis.
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Number of| Existing
Case FSR Permitted Total Existing|Commercial
Study Site | Existing | Under Existing Assembled Rental| Floorspace
Number Zoning Zoning OCP Designation  |[Neighbourhood Existing Use Site Size (sf) Units (Sq. Ft.)
1 C-1 14 Town Centre Oaklands Neighbourhood Retail building 29,696 0 18,675
2 C1-S 1.4 Large Urban Village |James Bay Neighbourhood Retail building 12,947 0 10,807
3 C1-N 14 Town Centre Burnside Neighbourhood Retail pad 29,503 0 6,146
4 C1-QV 14 Large Urban Village |Hillside-Quadra Neighbourhood 1-storey retail building 13,400 0 5,038
Fairfield Neighbourhood (Cook
5 CR-3M 1.0 Large Urban Village [Street Village) 1-storey retail building 34,872 0 17,438
Jubilee Neighbourhood - adjacent
6 CR-3 1.0 Small Urban Village |to Gonzales 1-storey retail building 13,334 0 5,608
Fernwood Neighbourhood
7 CR-4 1.6 Large Urban Village |(adjacentto North Park) 1-storey retail building 8,891 0 3,466
8 M-2 3.0 Urban Residential |North Park Neighbourhood 2 storey warehouse bldg 24,120 0 22,238
9 R1-B N/A Urban Residential |Oaklands Neighbourhood 3 SFHomes 16,862 0 0
10 R1-B N/A Urban Residential |Fairfield (near Cook Street Village) |2 Single-family Homes 12,120 0 0
2 Single-Family Homes +
11 R1-B N/A Urban Residential |Burnside Neighbourhood vacant lot 22,800 0 0
12 R-2 0.5t01.0 Urban Residential |Hillside-Quadra Neighbourhood 1-storey retail building 9,842 0 4,200
13 R-J N/A Urban Residential _|Fairfield Vacant Site 16,379 0 0
Fernwood Neighbourhood (just 3 Single-family Homes and
14 R3-1 1.2t01.6 Urban Residential _|east of Harris Green) surface parking lot 16,690 0 0
15 R3-1 1.2t01.6 Urban Residential |North Park Neighbourhood 1 Rental Apartment Building 11,855 12 0
16 R3-2 1.2t01.6 Urban Residential _|Hillside Quadra Neighbourhood 1 Rental Apartment Building 9,388 6 0
17 R3-2 12t01.6 Large Urban Village |Jubilee Neighbourhood 1 Rental Apartment Building 28,800 42 0
18 R3-2 12t01.6 Urban Residential |James Bay Neighbourhood 2 Single-family homes 9,636 0 0
19 R3-2 12t01.6 Urban Residential _[Burnside Neighbourhood 4 Single-family homes 29,314 0 0
20 R3-2 1.2t01.6 Urban Residential _|Vic West Neighbourhood 1 Rental Apartment Building 34,408 54 0
21 R3-Al 1.0t0 1.2 Urban Residential |Fairfield Neighbourhood 2 Single-family Homes 12,540 0 0
22 R3-Al 1.0t0 1.2 Urban Residential |Fairfield Neighbourhood 1 Rental Apartment Building 12,476 14 0
Jubilee Neighbourhood (adjacent to
23 R3-A2 1.0t0 1.2 Urban Residential |Rockland) Vacant Site 11,742 0 0
2 Rental Apartment
24 R3-A2 1.0to 1.2 Large Urban Village |Fairfield Neighbourhood Buildings 19,050 24 0
62 motel
25 T-1 1.2 Town Centre Burnside Neighbourhood Motel 36,720 rooms 0
55 motel
26 T-1 1.2 Urban Residential _|Burnside Neighbourhood Motel 47,480 rooms 0
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9.3 Key Assumptions for Financial Analysis

9.3.1 Assumptions for Rezoning Scenarios

The detailed assumptions for all of our analysis are included in each of the proformas contained in the
attachments. Some assumptions vary on a property by property basis (to reflect building form, and specific
neighbourhood market conditions).

The major assumptions for our strata titled development financial analysis are as follows:

1. Average sales price assumptions vary by location and form of construction:

e Woodframe strata apartment projects are assumed to achieve average sales prices ranging from
$360 per square foot to $490 per square foot depending on the location. Some new projects currently
marketing in Victoria are achieving higher average prices, but these projects are located in unique,
high amenity locations (such as adjacent to Beacon Hill Park).

e Concrete strata apartment projects (at the Town Centre sites) are assumed to achieve average sales
prices ranging from $515 to $525 per square foot depending on location.

2. Average lease rates for new retail space in Urban Village and Town Centre locations are assumed to be
$25 per square foot net, except for sites in Cook Street Village where lease rates are assumed to average
$35 per square foot net. Net operating income from retail space is capitalized at 6.5% to estimate total
market value.

Residential commissions are assumed to be 3% of sales revenue.

Marketing is assumed to total 2% of sales revenue.

Leasing commissions on the commercial space are set at 17% of Year 1 lease income.

Rezoning costs (application fees, architects, consultants, management, disbursements) are assumed to
total $100,000. This assumes that rezoning is consistent with the OCP plan so costs are minimized,
otherwise the cost would likely be higher.

7. Construction cost assumptions are as follows:

e Hard construction costs (excluding parking) for woodframe apartment buildings are assumed to range
from about $120 per square foot to $150 per square foot depending on location and quality of
finishings.

o gk w

e Hard costs for concrete apartment buildings (excluding parking) are $195 per square foot.

e Costs for grade level commercial space in mixed-use buildings is assumed to be $175 per square
foot.

e Parking costs are assumed to average $35,000 per stall (assuming one level of underground parking)
to $40,000 per stall (assuming two levels of underground parking) and $7,500 per surface parking
stall.

In total, hard costs including parking range from about $165 to $195 per square foot for woodframe
buildings (depending on quality and location), $185 to $205 per square foot for mixed use lowrise
buildings and $245 for concrete buildings.

The construction costs are based on information published by BDC Development Consultants, Altus
Group, BTY Group and on discussions we had with developers who are active in the Victoria multifamily
residential market.

8. As separate landscaping cost allowance of $10 per square foot of site area is included.
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9. Demolition costs are estimated separately for each site depending on the existing improvements.

10. An allowance of $2,500 per lineal metre of site frontage is included for upgrades to the adjacent
sidewalks, boulevard, street trees, lighting, and road to centre line.

11. Connection fees are assumed to total about $50,000 per site.

12. Soft costs and professional fees (permits, engineering, design, legal, survey, appraisal, accounting, new
home warranties, insurance, deficiencies and other professional fees) and development management
total 12% of hard costs. This excludes the soft costs and professional fees associated with the rezoning
process.

13. Post construction costs are included for six months following project completion.

14. A contingency allowance of 5% of hard and soft costs is included.

15. Interim financing is charged on all costs (including land) at 6% per year. In addition, a financing fee
equivalent to 1% of total projects costs is included.

16. Residential and commercial DCCs are included at current rates.

17. Property taxes are based on 2014 mill rates and our own estimate of the assessed value during
development.

18. Developer’s profit margin is set at 15%, which is the typical minimum profit margin target for new
multifamily development in Victoria.

9.3.2  Property Assembly Assumptions

For some types of properties, it is possible that developers who are assembling sites could have to pay a
premium over the market value of the property under its existing use and zoning. For example, in a single
family area designated for higher densities, some home owners will be interested in selling their property at
the same time that a developer is interested in purchasing, but adjacent owners may not be interested in
selling and may require a premium over market value to be enticed to sell. If the required premium is too
high, then it is reasonable to assume that assembly is premature and the site is not yet a redevelopment site.
However, for some properties some reasonable premium should be factored in.

To determine a realistic assumption about potential assembly costs, we divided properties in the study area
into two different categories:

1. Income-producing commercial properties which are owned by investors. The market value of an income-
producing property is based on the capitalized value of its income stream or on its land value under
existing zoning, whichever is higher. When a property’s land value exceeds its value as an income
producing property, it is a redevelopment candidate.

Some of the investment properties in the study area are smaller, so assembly (likely a maximum of one
extra lot) may be required to achieve the densities that are envisioned in the case study analysis. We
assume these properties are acquired and assembled by developers when the current owner/investor is
interested in selling. Any developer interested in assembling adjacent properties could acquire an initial
property and then hold it as an income producing property until the adjacent owner is interested in selling.
Because there is an income stream, the developer is earning a return on investment and can be patient
while waiting for a small adjacent property to come available. Therefore, our analysis assumes that
developers of income producing properties do not pay a significant premium to assemble these sites.

2. Single family homes. In most cases a minimum of two or three lots will be required to create an attractive
development site so assembly will be required. Our analysis assumes that developers will need to pay a
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premium to some owners to entice them to sell their home, allowing the developer to complete an
assembly.

For home owners that are not planning on selling, moving will involve out-of-pocket costs, time, and risks
that they would not otherwise have incurred. To entice these owners to sell, we assume that the developer
would need to pay a premium to the seller to cover the costs of purchasing a replacement house (of
similar quality in a similar priced neighbourhood).

To estimate a reasonable assembly cost allowance, we assume an average cost of about $650,000 per
home (a typical value for an older home in a higher value neighbourhood that could be a redevelopment
candidate). We assume the premium would need to cover the following out of pocket expenses:

e Property transfer tax on the replacement house for the seller. Assuming a $650,000 ion replacement
house, this would be about $13,000.

e Any realty commissions incurred by the seller as part of the transaction (alternatively, the developer
could cover these costs which has the same impact on the developer’s acquisition costs). A full
realty commission would be roughly $21,000 (assuming a value of $650,000) if the house is listed on
the MLS. However, we assume a reduced realty fee of $10,000 as the house would not need to be
listed on the MLS and may only involve one agent (representing the seller in the transaction).

e Any legal fees incurred by the seller. We assume legal costs would be about $2,000.

e Moving costs for the seller. We assume a maximum of about $5,000.

e A budget for the seller to redecorate and make repairs at the new replacement house to make it
comparable to the existing house. We allow about $25,000 to ensure that the seller has an
appropriate budget to make any repairs at the replacement house and redecorate (additional funds
would be needed for any renovations).

These items total about $55,000 or about 8% of the assumed value of the home. This suggests a premium
of roughly 8% is ample to cover out of pocket expenses. This expense premium could be lower if the new
home does not require repairs or if the commission or the sale of the existing home can be reduced.

In addition to recovering these costs, a home owner who was not planning on selling would likely require
a financial incentive to be interested in selling and moving. The magnitude of the incentive required would
likely vary from owner to owner.

Allowing an additional $75,000 (equivalent to about 12% for a $650,000 existing home) would likely be
ample incentive for many home owners to sell to a developer (particularly given that no capital gains tax
would be paid if the owner lived in the house). The seller could use this to acquire a better property (i.e.,
larger, newer, high priced location) or for other purposes.

The total estimated assembly premium (to cover costs and provide an incentive) is roughly 20% of
existing market value. This suggests it is reasonable to assume that a developer would need to pay a
premium of about 20% of market value to assemble existing single family homes in the area. The
assembly premium could be even higher if a specific lot needs to be purchased by the developer to
proceed with a project. However, it could also be lower if the developer can acquire the initial lot in the
assembly at market value (on the basis that the initial lot owner is interested in selling).

Therefore, for this analysis, we assume that:

1. A developer building a mixed use project at existing commercial properties would not need to pay a
premium for lot assembly.
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2. A developer assembling a series of single family lots would need to pay an average of a 20% premium
to the existing home owners to cover the costs of purchasing a replacement house (of similar quality in a
similar priced neighbourhood) and provide additional funds as an incentive to sell (to upgrade the
replacement house or for alternative purposes).

It should be noted that assembly costs would likely vary significantly from property to property, depending
on the current property owner’s interest in selling and relocating, and on the alternatives that the
developer has to acquire a different site. Our analysis examines a scenario that we think is reasonable.
If home owners are not willing to sell at a 20% premium over market value, then it could be argued that
the site is not yet a candidate for assembly and redevelopment.
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9.4

Summary of Results

The following exhibits summarize the results of our analysis for each case study site. The exhibits divide the
sites into four different categories based on the OCP designation.

Exhibit 5: Urban Residential Sites (OCP Density = 2.0 FSR)

CAC per square
FSR Estimated foot of additional
Permitted Rezoned Value Financially| floorspace over
Case Under Total at Maximum Estimated Attractive for Base OCP
Study Existing Existing Land-Use / Assembled|OCP Density (2.0 Existing| Redevelopment| Density at 75% of
Site Zoning Zoning Neighbourhood Improvements Site Size (sf) FSR) Value*| (with no CAC)| Increased Value
Hillside Quadra
16 R3-2 1.2t01.6 |Neighbourhood 1 Rental Apartment Building 9,388 $591,034 $1,100,000 no zero
James Bay
18 R3-2 1.2t01.6 |Neighbourhood 2 Single-family homes 9,636 $1,211,234 $1,586,640 no zero
22 R3-Al 1.0t0 1.2 [Fairfield Neighbourhood |1 Rental Apartment Building 12,476 $1,663,084 $1,960,000 no zero
13 R-J N/A Fairfield Vacant Site 16,379 $2,306,683 $2,810,400 no zero
Oaklands
9 R1-B N/A Neighbourhood 3 SFHomes 16,862 $996,563 $1,384,440 no zero
Fernwood
Neighbourhood (just 3 Single-family Homes and
14 R3-1 1.2t01.6 [eastof Harris Green) surface parking lot 16,690 $1,554,743 $1,892,880 no zero
20 R3-2 1.2t01.6 |Vic West Neighbourhood |1 Rental Apartment Building 34,408 $3,857,071 $4,136,000 no zero
Hillside-Quadra
12 R-2 0.5t0 1.0 [Neighbourhood 1-storeyretail building 9,842 $625,455 $727,000 no zero
North Park
15 R3-1 1.2t01.6 |Neighbourhood 1 Rental Apartment Building 11,855 $1,160,465[  $1,209,000 no zero
Fairfield (near Cook
10 R1-B N/A Street Village) 2 Single-family Homes 12,120 $1,624,435 $1,641,600 marginal zero
26 T-1 1.2 Burnside Neighbourhood |Motel 47,480 $2,889,356 $2,750,000 yes $3
19 R3-2 1.2t01.6 |Burnside Neighbourhood |4 Single-family homes 29,314 $2,110,953 $1,861,200 yes $8
2 Single-Family Homes +
11 R1-B N/A Burnside Neighbourhood |vacant lot 22,800 $1,273,401 $983,160 yes $12
21 R3-Al 1.0to 1.2 [Fairfield Neighbourhood |2 Single-family Homes 12,540 $1,676,981 $1,486,920 yes $14
North Park
8 M-2 3.0 Neighbourhood 2 storey warehouse bldg 24,120 $2,653,508 $1,740,000 yes $36
Jubilee Neighbourhood
23 R3-A2 1.0to 1.2 |(adjacentto Rockland) Vacant Site 11,742 $1,601,120 $1,150,000 yes $36
Exhibit 6: Small Urban Village Sites (OCP Density = 2.0 FSR)
CAC per square
FSR Estimated foot of additional
Permitted Rezoned Value Financially| floorspace over
Case Under Total at Maximum Estimated Attractive for Base OCP
Study Existing Existing Land-Use / Assembled|OCP Density (2.0 Existing| Redevelopment| Density at 75% of
Site Zoning Zoning Neighbourhood Improvements Site Size (sf) FSR) Value*| (with no CAC)| Increased Value
Jubilee Neighbourhood -
6 CR-3 1.0 adjacent to Gonzales 1-storey retail building 13,334 $1,385,969 $1,555,000 no zero
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Exhibit 7: Large Urban Village Sites (OCP Density = 2.5 FSR)

CAC per square

FSR Estimated foot of additional
Permitted Rezoned Value Financially| floorspace over
Case Under Total at Maximum Estimated Attractive for Base OCP
Study Existing Existing Land-Use / Assembled|OCP Density (2.0 Existing| Redevelopment| Density at 75% of|
Site Zoning Zoning Neighbourhood Improvements Site Size (sf) FSR) Value*| (with no CAC)| Increased Value
17 R3-2 1.2t0 1.6 |Jubilee Neighbourhood [1 Rental Apartment Building 28,800 $3,802,083 $4,745,000 no zero
Hillside-Quadra
4 C1-QV 14 Neighbourhood 1-storey retail building 13,400 $1,004,351 $1,368,000 no zero
24 R3-A2 1.0to 1.2 |[Fairfield Neighbourhood |Buildings 19,050 $3,432,662 $3,509,000 no zero
Fernwood
Neighbourhood (adjacent
7 CR-4 1.6 to North Park) 1-storeyretail building 8,891 $899,805 $839,600 yes $5
James Bay
2 C1-S 14 Neighbourhood Retail building 12,947 $1,848,813 $1,757,900 yes $5
Fairfield Neighbourhood
5 CR-3M 1.0 (Cook Street Village) 1-storey retail building 34,872 $6,605,737|  $4,311,300 yes $49

Exhibit 8: Town Centre Sites (OCP Density = 3.0 FSR)

CAC per square

FSR Estimated foot of additional

Permitted Rezoned Value Financially| floorspace over

Case Under Total at Maximum Estimated Attractive for Base OCP

Study Existing Existing Land-Use / Assembled|OCP Density (2.0 Existing| Redevelopment| Density at 75% of

Site Zoning Zoning Neighbourhood Improvements Site Size (sf) FSR) Value*|  (with no CAC)[ Increased Value
Oaklands

1 C-1 14 Neighbourhood Retail building 29,696 $2,825,681 $4,798,000 no zero

3 C1-N 1.4 Burnside Neighbourhood |Retail pad 29,503 $2,286,673 $3,017,000 no zero

25 T-1 12 Burnside Neighbourhood |Motel 36,720 $2,960,900 $3,100,000 no zero
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9.5 Financial Analysis

This section contains the detailed financial analysis that we completed for the case study sites. We included
the analysis for the nine sites that were determined to be financially attractive for rezoning and redevelopment
as these sites are able to support a CAC. The sites are listed in numeric order.

We have not included the sites that are not yet financially viable for rezoning and redevelopment and do not
yet support a CAC.

Site 2

Site 2 is located in the James Bay neighbourhood. It is a 12,947 square foot site improved with an older
10,000 square foot single storey commercial building. The site is zoned C1-S allowing commercial or mixed-
use development at a maximum density of 1.4 FSR. It is designated Large Urban Village allowing commercial
or mixed-use development at a maximum density of 2.5 FSR, with a base density of 1.5 FSR.

Existing Value

To estimate the existing value, we considered four different indicators:

1. The existing assessed value is $1,757,900.

2. Based on our estimate of the potential rent that can be generated by the existing building, we estimate
that the value of the property as an income-producing investment property is about $1,700,000 (similar
to the assessment).

3. Based on our land residual analysis (proforma analysis), the property has a market value of about
$700,000 to $800,000 as a development site under existing zoning at 1.4 FSR, which is less than the
income-producing value, indicating the site is not attractive for redevelopment under existing zoning.

4. Based on our land residual analysis (proforma analysis), the property would have a market value of about
$800,000 if rezoned to the base OCP density of 1.5 FSR.

The existing value for our analysis is the highest of these indicators, or $1,757,900.

Estimated Land Value at Maximum OCP Density of 2.5 FSR

The following proforma shows our estimate of the site's value if rezoned and redeveloped at the maximum
permitted OCP density of 2.5 FSR. As shown in the proforma, the estimated land value at the maximum OCP
density is about $1,850,000.
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Site 2 - Estimated Supportable Land Value at 2.5 FSR

Major Assumptions (shading indicates figures that are inputs; unshaded cells are formulas)

Site and Building Size
Site Size

Total Assumed Density
Total Gross floorspace
Commercial floorspace
Market Strata Residential floorspace
Net saleable space
Average Gross unit size
Average Net unit size
Number of units
Total Market Strata Unit Parking Stalls (including \isitors)
Total Commercial Parking Stalls
Total Parking Stalls
Underground/structured parking stalls provided
Surface parking stalls

Strata Revenue and Value
Average Sales Price Per Sg. Ft.

Commercial Revenue and Value
Average Retail Lease Rate for Retail Space
Capitalization Rate for Retail Space
Value of Retail Space on Lease Up

Pre-Construction Costs
Allowance for Rezoning Costs

Construction Costs
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
Other Costs 1
Other Costs 2
On-Site Senicing (Upgrade of adjacent roads/sidewalks/etc)
Connection fees
Hard Construction Costs
Market Strata Residential Area
Commercial Area
Cost Per Underground Parking Stall
Cost Per Surface Parking Stall
Ovwerall Costs Per Square Foot
Hard Cost Used in Analysis
Landscaping
Soft costs/professional fees (excluding management)
Project Management
Car Share Costs
Post Construction Holding Costs
Contingency on hard and soft costs

Local Government Levies
Regional Lewy - Apartment
Regional Lewy - Commercial
Residential DCCs
Commercial DCCs

Financing Assumptions
Financing rate on construction costs

Financing fees
Financing on Land Acquisition

Marketing and Commissions
Commissions/sales costs on residential
Commissions on commercial sale
Marketing on residential

Leasing commissions on commercial
Marketing on commercial

Property Taxes

Tax Rate (res)

Tax Rate (comm)

Current assessment (Year 1 of analysis)

Assumed assessment after 1 year of construction (Year 2 of analysis)

Allowance for Developer's Profit

12,947 sq.ft.
108 feet of frontage
2.50 FAR
32,368 sq.ft.
4,531
27,836 gross square feet
23,661 sq.ft. or
994 sq.ft. gross
845 sq.ft.
28 units or
34 stalls or
11 stalls or 1 per
45 stalls
45 stalls
0 stalls

85% of gross area

1.2 per unit
37.5 square metres

17,100 square feet

$490 per sq.ft. of net saleable residential space

$25.00 per sq. ft. net for shell space, no TI's

6.50%

$365 per sq. ft. of leasable area, with

$100,000

$30,000
$0
$0

$82,235 or

$50,000

$150 per gross sq.ft. of residential area

$175

5.00% allowance for vacancy

$2,500 per metre of frontage

$35,000 per underground/structured parking stall

$7,500 per at grade stall
$202 per gross sq.ft.
$202

$64,735 or

10.0% of above

2.0% of above
$0

$350 per unit on average of
5.0% of hard and soft costs

$0.00 per market unit

$0.00 per sq.ft. of floorspace
$3.33 per sq.ft. of floorspace
$2.15 per sq.ft. of floorspace

6.0% on 50% of costs, assuming a
and a total loan of
1.00% of financed costruction costs
6.0% during construction on

$10 per sq.ft. on 50% of site

25% of units

1.50 year construction period
100% on costs

100% of land cost

3.0% of gross strata market residential revenue

2.0% of commercial value

2.0% of gross strata market residential revenue

17.0% of Year 1 income
$0

0.719% of assessed value
2.254% of assessed value
$1,757,900

$6,624,718 (50% of completed project value)

13.0% of gross revenue, or

15.0% of total costs

6 months
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Site 2 - Estimated Supportable Land Value at 2.5 FSR (continued)

Analysis

Revenue

Gross Market Residential Sales Revenue $11,593,715
Less commissions and sales costs $347,811
Net residential sales revenue $11,245,903
Commercial Value $1,655,722
Commission on Commercial Sale $33,114
Net commercial value $1,622,608
Total Value Net of Commissions $12,868,511
Project Costs

Allowance for Rezoning Costs $100,000
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings $30,000
Other Costs 1 $0
Other Costs 2 $0
On-Site Senicing (Upgrade of Adjacent Roads/Sidewalks/Etc) $82,235
Connection fees $50,000
Hard construction costs $6,543,411
Landscaping $64,735
Soft costs $677,038
Project Management $150,948
Residential Marketing $231,874
Commercial Marketing $0
Leasing commissions on commercial space $19,259
Post Construction Holding Costs $14,700
Car Share $0
Contingency on hard and soft costs $398,210
Regional Lewy - Apartment $0
Regional Lew - Commercial $0
DCCs - residential $92,707
DCCs - commercial $9,758
Less property tax allowance during development $26,449
Construction financing $382,110
Financing fees/costs $88,734
Total Project Costs Before Land Related $8,962,168
Allowance for Developer's Profit $1,727,727
Residual to Land and Land Carry $2,178,617
Less financing on land during construction and approvals $294,113
Less property purchase tax $35,690
Residual Land Value $1,848,813
Residual Value per sg.ft. buildable $57.12
Residual Value per sq.ft. of site $142.80
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Fixed Rate CAC Calculation Site 2

As shown in the following exhibit, this case study site supports an estimated CAC of about $5 per square foot
of additional permitted floorspace over the base OCP density of 1.5 FSR.

CAC Analysis

Estimated Rezoned Value $1,848,813
Estimated Base Value $1,757,900
Estimated Increase in Value for CAC Analysis $90,913
CAC at 75% of Increased Value $68,185
Floorspace at Base OCP Density 19,421
Assumed Floorspace Approved 32,368
Increase in Floorspace over Base Density 12,947
CAC per square foot of additional floorspace over base $5.27

Site 5

Site 5 is located in the Fairfield neighbourhood (in Cook Street Village). Itis a 34,872 square foot site improved
with an older 17,000 commercial building. The site is zoned CR-3M allowing commercial or mixed-use
development at a maximum density of 1.0 FSR. It is designated Large Urban Village allowing commercial or
mixed-use development at a maximum density of 2.5 FSR, with a base density of 1.5 FSR.

Existing Value

To estimate the existing value, we considered four different indicators:

1. The existing assessed value is $4,311,300.

2. Based on our estimate of the potential rent that can be generated by the existing building, we estimate
that the value of the property as an income-producing investment property is about $4,300,000, similar
to the existing assessment.

3. Based on our land residual analysis (proforma analysis), the property has a market value of about $2.2
million as a development site under existing zoning at 1.0 FSR which is less than the value under existing
use so the site is not attractive for redevelopment under existing zoning.

4. Based on our land residual analysis (proforma analysis), the property would have a market value of about
$3.7 million if rezoned to the base OCP density of 1.5 FSR.

The existing value for our analysis is the highest of these indicators, or $4,311,300.

Estimated Land Value at Maximum OCP Density of 2.5 FSR

The following proforma shows our estimate of the site's value if rezoned and redeveloped at the maximum
permitted OCP density of 2.5 FSR. As shown in the proforma, the estimated land value at the maximum OCP
density is about $6,600,000.
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Site 5 - Estimated Supportable Land Value at 2.5 FSR

Site and Building Size
Site Size

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

Strata Revenue and Value
Awverage Sales Price Per Sg. Ft.

Commercial Revenue and Value
Average Retail Lease Rate for Retail Space
Capitalization Rate for Retail Space
Value of Retail Space on Lease Up

Pre-Construction Costs
Allowance for Rezoning Costs

Construction Costs
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
Other Costs 1
Other Costs 2
On-Site Senicing (Upgrade of adjacent roads/sidewalks/etc)
Connection fees
Hard Construction Costs
Market Strata Residential Area
Commercial Area
Cost Per Underground Parking Stall
Cost Per Surface Parking Stall
Ovwerall Costs Per Square Foot
Hard Cost Used in Analysis
Landscaping
Soft costs/professional fees (excluding management)
Project Management
Car Share Costs
Post Construction Holding Costs
Contingency on hard and soft costs

Local Government Levies
Regional Lewy - Apartment
Regional Lew - Commercial
Residential DCCs
Commercial DCCs

Financing Assumptions
Financing rate on construction costs

Financing fees
Financing on Land Acquisition

Marketing and Commissions
Commissions/sales costs on residential
Commissions on commercial sale
Marketing on residential

Leasing commissions on commercial
Marketing on commercial

Property Taxes

Tax Rate (res)

Tax Rate (comm)

Current assessment (Year 1 of analysis)

Assumed assessment after 1 year of construction (Year 2 of analysis)

Allowance for Developer's Profit

Major Assumptions (shading indicates figures that are inputs; unshaded cells are formulas)

34,872 sq.ft.
291 feet of frontage
2.50 FAR
87,180 sq.ft.
12,205
74,975 gross square feet
63,729 sq.ft. or
1,000 sq.ft. gross
850 sq.ft.
75 units or
90 stalls or
30 stalls or 1 per
120 stalls
120 stalls
0 stalls

85% of gross area

1.2 per unit
37.5 square metres

45,600 square feet

$490 per sq.ft. of net saleable residential space

$35.00 per sq. ft. net for shell space, no TI's
6.50%

$512 per sq. ft. of leasable area, with 5.00% allowance for vacancy

$100,000

$15,000

$0

$0
$221,494 or

$50,000

$2,500 per metre of frontage

$150 per gross sq.ft. of residential area
$175
$35,000 per underground/structured parking stall

$7,500 per at grade stall
$202 per gross sq.ft.
$202

$174,360 or

10.0% of above

2.0% of above
$0

$350 per unit on average of
5.0% of hard and soft costs

$10 per sq.ft. on 50% of site

25% of units 6 months

$0.00 per market unit

$0.00 per sq.ft. of floorspace
$3.33 per sq.ft. of floorspace
$2.15 per sq.ft. of floorspace

6.0% on 50% of costs, assuming a
and a total loan of
1.00% of financed costruction costs
6.0% during construction on

1.50 year construction period
100% on costs

100% of land cost

3.0% of gross strata market residential revenue
2.0% of commercial value
2.0% of gross strata market residential revenue
17.0% of Year 1 income
$0

0.719% of assessed value
2.254% of assessed value
$4,311,300
$18,735,217 (50% of completed project value)

13.0% of gross revenue, or 15.0% of total costs
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Site 5 - Estimated Supportable Land Value at 2.5 FSR (continued)

Analysis

Revenue

Gross Market Residential Sales Revenue $31,227,004
Less commissions and sales costs $936,810
Net residential sales revenue $30,290,194
Commercial Value $6,243,429
Commission on Commercial Sale $124,869
Net commercial value $6,118,561
Total Value Net of Commissions $36,408,755
Project Costs

Allowance for Rezoning Costs $100,000
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings $15,000
Other Costs 1 $0
Other Costs 2 $0
On-Site Senicing (Upgrade of Adjacent Roads/Sidewalks/Etc) $221,494
Connection fees $50,000
Hard construction costs $17,582,130
Landscaping $174,360
Soft costs $1,804,298
Project Management $398,946
Residential Marketing $624,540
Commercial Marketing $0
Leasing commissions on commercial space $72,621
Post Construction Holding Costs $39,375
Car Share $0
Contingency on hard and soft costs $1,054,138
Regional Lewy - Apartment $0
Regional Lew - Commercial $0
DCCs - residential $249,701
DCCs - commercial $26,283
Less property tax allowance during development $72,716
Construction financing $1,011,852
Financing fees/costs $234,975
Total Project Costs Before Land Related $23,732,429
Allowance for Developer's Profit $4,886,145
Residual to Land and Land Carry $7,790,182
Less financing on land during construction and approvals $1,051,675
Less property purchase tax $132,770
Residual Land Value $6,605,737
Residual Value per sq.ft. buildable $75.77
Residual Value per sq.ft. of site $189.43
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Fixed Rate CAC Calculation Site 5

As shown in the following exhibit, this case study site supports an estimated CAC of about $49 per square
foot of additional permitted floorspace over the base OCP density of 1.5 FSR.

CAC Analysis

Estimated Rezoned Value $6,605,737
Estimated Base Value $4,311,300
Estimated Increase in Value for CAC Analysis $2,294,437
CAC at 75% of Increased Value $1,720,828
Floorspace at Base OCP Density 52,308
Assumed Floorspace Approved 87,180
Increase in Floorspace over Base Density 34,872
CAC per square foot of additional floorspace over base $49.35

Site 7

Site 7 is located in the Fernwood neighbourhood. It is an 8,891 square foot site improved with an older 3,000
square foot single storey retail building. The site is zoned CR-4 allowing commercial or mixed-use
development at a maximum density of 1.6 FSR. It is designated Large Urban Village allowing commercial or
mixed-use development at a maximum density of 2.5 FSR, with a base density of 1.5 FSR.

Existing Value

To estimate the existing value, we considered four different indicators:

1. The existing assessed value is $839,600.

2. Based on our estimate of the potential rent that can be generated by the existing building, we estimate
that the value of the property as an income-producing investment property is $836,000, similar to the
existing assessment.

3. Based on our land residual analysis (proforma analysis), the property has a market value of about
$500,000 as a development site under existing zoning at 1.6 FSR, which is less than the value under
existing use so this site is not attractive for redevelopment under existing zoning.

4. Based on our land residual analysis (proforma analysis), the property would have a market value of about
$300,000 if rezoned to the base OCP density of 1.5 FSR.

The existing value for our analysis is the highest of these indicators, or $839,600.

Estimated Land Value at Maximum OCP Density of 2.5 FSR

The following proforma shows our estimate of the site's value if rezoned and redeveloped at the maximum
permitted OCP density of 2.5 FSR. As shown in the proforma, the estimated land value at the maximum OCP
density is about $900,000.
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Site 7 - Estimated Supportable Land Value at 2.5 FSR

Site and Building Size
Site Size

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

Strata Revenue and Value
Average Sales Price Per Sq. Ft.

Commercial Revenue and Value
Average Retail Lease Rate for Retail Space
Capitalization Rate for Retail Space
Value of Retail Space on Lease Up

Pre-Construction Costs
Allowance for Rezoning Costs

Construction Costs
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
Other Costs 1
Other Costs 2
On-Site Senicing (Upgrade of adjacent roads/sidewalks/etc)
Connection fees
Hard Construction Costs
Market Strata Residential Area
Commercial Area
Cost Per Underground Parking Stall
Cost Per Surface Parking Stall
Ovwerall Costs Per Square Foot
Hard Cost Used in Analysis
Landscaping
Soft costs/professional fees (excluding management)
Project Management
Car Share Costs
Post Construction Holding Costs
Contingency on hard and soft costs

Local Government Levies
Regional Lewy - Apartment
Regional Lewy - Commercial
Residential DCCs
Commercial DCCs

Financing Assumptions
Financing rate on construction costs

Financing fees
Financing on Land Acquisition

Marketing and Commissions
Commissions/sales costs on residential
Commissions on commercial sale
Marketing on residential

Leasing commissions on commercial
Marketing on commercial

Property Taxes

Tax Rate (res)

Tax Rate (comm)

Current assessment (Year 1 of analysis)

Allowance for Developer's Profit

Assumed assessment after 1 year of construction (Year 2 of analysis)

Major Assumptions (shading indicates figures that are inputs; unshaded cells are formulas)

8,891 sq.ft.

74 feet of frontage

2.50 FAR
22,228 sq.ft.
3,112

19,116 gross square feet

16,248 sq.ft. or
1,006 sq.ft. gross
855 sq.ft.
19 units or
23 stalls or

8 stalls or 1 per

31 stalls
31 stalls
0 stalls

$425 per sq.ft. of net saleable residential space

$25.00 per sq. ft. net for shell space, no TI's

6.50%

$365 per sq. ft. of leasable area, with

$100,000

$15,000
$0
$0

$56,472 or

$50,000

$130 per gross sq.ft. of residential area

$175

$35,000 per underground/structured parking stall
$7,500 per at grade stall
$185 per gross sq.ft.

$185
$44,455 or
10.0% of above
2.0% of above
$0

$350 per unit on average of
5.0% of hard and soft costs

$0.00 per market unit

$0.00 per sq.ft. of floorspace
$3.33 per sq.ft. of floorspace
$2.15 per sq.ft. of floorspace

6.0% on 50% of costs, assuming a
and a total loan of
1.00% of financed costruction costs
6.0% during construction on

3.0% of gross strata market residential revenue

2.0% of commercial value

2.0% of gross strata market residential revenue
17.0% of Year 1 income

$0

0.719% of assessed value
2.254% of assessed value

$839,600

$4,021,275 (50% of completed project value)

13.0% of gross revenue, or

85% of gross area

1.2 per unit
37.5 square metres

11,780 square feet

5.00% allowance for vacancy

$2,500 per metre of frontage

$10 per sq.ft. on 50% of site

25% of units 6 months

1.50 year construction period
100% on costs

100% of land cost

15.0% of total costs
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Site 7 - Estimated Supportable Land Value at 2.5 FSR (continued)

Analysis

Revenue

Gross Market Residential Sales Revenue $6,905,529
Less commissions and sales costs $207,166
Net residential sales revenue $6,698,363
Commercial Value $1,137,022
Commission on Commercial Sale $22,740
Net commercial value $1,114,282
Total Value Net of Commissions $7,812,644
Project Costs

Allowance for Rezoning Costs $100,000
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings $15,000
Other Costs 1 $0
Other Costs 2 $0
On-Site Senicing (Upgrade of Adjacent Roads/Sidewalks/Etc) $56,472
Connection fees $50,000
Hard construction costs $4,114,608
Landscaping $44,455
Soft costs $428,054
Project Management $96,172
Residential Marketing $138,111
Commercial Marketing $0
Leasing commissions on commercial space $13,225
Post Construction Holding Costs $9,975
Car Share $0
Contingency on hard and soft costs $253,304
Regional Lewy - Apartment $0
Regional Lew - Commercial $0
DCCs - residential $63,664
DCCs - commercial $6,701
Less property tax allowance during development $15,337
Construction financing $243,228
Financing fees/costs $56,483
Total Project Costs Before Land Related $5,704,789
Allowance for Developer's Profit $1,048,749
Residual to Land and Land Carry $1,059,107
Less financing on land during construction and approvals $142,979
Less property purchase tax $16,323
Residual Land Value $899,805
Residual Value per sg.ft. buildable $40.48
Residual Value per sq.ft. of site $101.20
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Fixed Rate CAC Calculation - Site 7

As shown in the following exhibit, this case study site supports an estimated CAC of about $5 per square foot
of additional permitted floorspace over the base OCP density of 1.5 FSR.

CAC Analysis

Estimated Rezoned Value $899,805
Estimated Base Value $839,600
Estimated Increase in Value for CAC Analysis $60,205
CAC at 75% of Increased Value $45,154
Floorspace at Base OCP Density 13,337
Assumed Floorspace Approved 22,228
Increase in Floorspace over Base Density 8,891
CAC per square foot of additional floorspace over base $5.08

Site 8

Site 8 is located in the North Park neighbourhood. It is 24,120 square foot lot that is improved with an older
industrial building. The site is zoned M-2 (industrial) and is designated Urban Residential allowing apartment
development at a maximum density of 2.0 FSR.

Existing Value
To estimate the existing value, we considered two different indicators:

1. The existing assessed value is $1,740,000. Based on sales of similar industrial properties, the
assessment is a good reflection of existing value.

2. Based on our land residual analysis (proforma analysis), the property would have a market value of about
$1,400,000 as a development site at the base OCP density of 1.2 FSR.

The existing value is the highest of these three indicators, or $1,740,000.

Estimated Land Value at Maximum OCP Density of 2.0 FSR

The following proforma shows our estimate of the site's value if rezoned and redeveloped at the maximum
permitted OCP density of 2.0 FSR. As shown in the proforma, the estimated land value at the maximum OCP
density is about $2,653,000.
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Site 8 - Estimated Supportable Land Value at 2.0 FSR

Site and Building Size
Site Size

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

Strata Revenue and Value
Average Sales Price Per Sq. Ft.

Commercial Revenue and Value
Average Retail Lease Rate for Retail Space
Capitalization Rate for Retail Space
Value of Retail Space on Lease Up

Pre-Construction Costs
Allowance for Rezoning Costs

Construction Costs
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
Other Costs 1
Other Costs 2
On-Site Senicing (Upgrade of adjacent roads/sidewalks/etc)
Connection fees
Hard Construction Costs
Market Strata Residential Area
Commercial Area
Cost Per Underground Parking Stall
Cost Per Surface Parking Stall
Ovwerall Costs Per Square Foot
Hard Cost Used in Analysis
Landscaping
Soft costs/professional fees (excluding management)
Project Management
Car Share Costs
Post Construction Holding Costs
Contingency on hard and soft costs

Local Government Levies
Regional Lewy - Apartment
Regional Lewy - Commercial
Residential DCCs
Commercial DCCs

Financing Assumptions
Financing rate on construction costs

Financing fees
Financing on Land Acquisition

Marketing and Commissions
Commissions/sales costs on residential
Commissions on commercial sale
Marketing on residential

Leasing commissions on commercial
Marketing on commercial

Property Taxes

Tax Rate (res)

Current assessment (Year 1 of analysis)

Assumed assessment after 1 year of construction (Year 2 of analysis)

Allowance for Developer's Profit

Major Assumptions (shading indicates figures that are inputs; unshaded cells are formulas)

24,120 sq.ft.

201.00 feet of frontage

2.00 FAR
48,240 sq.ft.
0

48,240 gross square feet

41,004 sq.ft. or

1,005 sq.ft. gross

854 sq.ft.
48 units or
58 stalls or

0 stalls or 1 per

58 stalls
58 stalls
0 stalls

$425 per sq.ft. of net saleable residential space

$25.00 per sq. ft. net for shell space, no TI's

6.00%

$396 per sq. ft. of leasable area, with

$100,000

$30,000

$0

$0
$153,201 or

$50,000

$130 per gross sq.ft. of residential area

$175

$35,000 per underground/structured parking stall
$7,500 per at grade stall
$172 per gross sq.ft.

$172
$120,600 or

10.0% of above
2.0% of above

$0

$350 per unit on average of
5.0% of hard and soft costs

$0.00 per market unit

$0.00 per sq.ft. of floorspace
$3.33 per sq.ft. of floorspace
$2.15 per sq.ft. of floorspace

6.0% on 50% of costs, assuming a
and a total loan of
1.00% of financed costruction costs
6.0% during construction on

3.0% of gross strata market residential revenue

2.0% of commercial value

2.0% of gross strata market residential revenue
17.0% of Year 1 income

$0

0.719% of assessed value

$1,740,000

$8,713,350 (50% of completed project value)

13.0% of gross revenue, or

85% of gross area

1.2 per unit
37.5 square metres

22,040 square feet

5.00% allowance for vacancy

$2,500 per metre of frontage

$10 per sq.ft. on 50% of site

25% of units 6 months

1.50 year construction period
100% on costs

100% of land cost

15.0% of total costs
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Site 8 - Estimated Supportable Land Value at 2.0 FSR (continued)

Analysis

Revenue

Gross Market Residential Sales Revenue $17,426,700
Less commissions and sales costs $522,801
Net residential sales revenue $16,903,899
Commercial Value $0
Commission on Commercial Sale $0
Net commercial value $0
Total Value Net of Commissions $16,903,899
Project Costs

Allowance for Rezoning Costs $100,000
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings $30,000
Other Costs 1 $0
Other Costs 2 $0
On-Site Senicing (Upgrade of Adjacent Roads/Sidewalks/Etc) $153,201
Connection fees $50,000
Hard construction costs $8,301,200
Landscaping $120,600
Soft costs $865,500
Project Management $192,410
Residential Marketing $348,534
Commercial Marketing $0
Leasing commissions on commercial space $0
Car Share $0
Post Construction Holding Costs $25,200
Contingency on hard and soft costs $508,072
Regional Lewy - Apartment $0
Regional Lew - Commercial $0
DCCs - residential $160,662
DCCs - commercial $0
Less property tax allowance during development $43,831
Construction financing $490,464
Financing fees/costs $113,897
Total Project Costs Before Land Related $11,503,572
Allowance for Developer's Profit $2,272,442
Residual to Land and Land Carry $3,127,885
Less financing on land during construction and approvals $422,265
Less property purchase tax $52,112
Residual Land Value $2,653,508
Residual Value per sq.ft. buildable $55.01
Residual Value per sq.ft. of site $110.01
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Fixed Rate CAC Calculation - Site 8

As shown in the following exhibit, this case study site supports an estimated CAC of about $36 per square
foot of additional permitted floorspace over the base OCP density of 1.2 FSR.

CAC Analysis

Estimated Rezoned Value $2,653,508
Estimated Base Value $1,740,000
Estimated Increase in Value for CAC Analysis $913,508
CAC at 75% of Increased Value $685,131
Floorspace at Base OCP Density 28,944
Assumed Floorspace Approved 48,240
Increase in Floorspace over Base Density 19,296
CAC per square foot of additional floorspace over base $35.51

Site 11

Site 11 is located in the Burnside neighbourhood. It is an assembly of two single family homes and a vacant
lot totaling 22,800 square feet. The site is zoned R1-B allowing single family use and is designated Urban
Residential allowing apartment development at a maximum density of 2.0 FSR.

Existing Value
To estimate the existing value, we considered two different indicators:

1. The existing assessed value is $819,300. Based on sales of similar older houses in the neighbourhood,
the assessment is a good reflection of existing value.

2. Based on our land residual analysis (proforma analysis), the property would have a market value of about
$600,000 as a development site at the base OCP density of 1.2 FSR.

The existing value is the highest of these three indicators, or $819,300. Because these are single family
homes, we include a 20% assembly cost allowance bringing the total existing value to $983,160.

Estimated Land Value at Maximum OCP Density of 2.0 FSR

The following proforma shows our estimate of the site's value if rezoned and redeveloped at the maximum
permitted OCP density of 2.0 FSR. As shown in the proforma, the estimated land value at the maximum OCP
density is about $1,273,000.
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Site 11 - Estimated Supportable Land Value at 2.0 FSR

Site and Building Size
Site Size

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

Strata Revenue and Value
Average Sales Price Per Sq. Ft.

Commercial Revenue and Value
Awerage Retail Lease Rate for Retail Space
Capitalization Rate for Retail Space
Value of Retail Space on Lease Up

Pre-Construction Costs
Allowance for Rezoning Costs

Construction Costs
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
Other Costs 1
Other Costs 2
On-Site Senicing (Upgrade of adjacent roads/sidewalks/etc)
Connection fees
Hard Construction Costs
Market Strata Residential Area
Commercial Area
Cost Per Underground Parking Stall
Cost Per Surface Parking Stall
Ovwerall Costs Per Square Foot
Hard Cost Used in Analysis
Landscaping
Soft costs/professional fees (excluding management)
Project Management
Car Share Costs
Post Construction Holding Costs
Contingency on hard and soft costs

Local Government Levies
Regional Lewy - Apartment
Regional Lewy - Commercial
Residential DCCs
Commercial DCCs

Financing Assumptions
Financing rate on construction costs

Financing fees
Financing on Land Acquisition

Marketing and Commissions
Commissions/sales costs on residential
Commissions on commercial sale
Marketing on residential

Leasing commissions on commercial
Marketing on commercial

Property Taxes

Tax Rate (res)

Current assessment (Year 1 of analysis)

Assumed assessment after 1 year of construction (Year 2 of analysis)

Allowance for Developer's Profit

Major Assumptions (shading indicates figures that are inputs; unshaded cells are formulas)

22,800 sq.ft.
190 feet of frontage
2.00 FAR
45,600 sq.ft.
0
45,600 gross square feet
38,760 sq.ft. or
1,013 sq.ft. gross
861 sq.ft.
45 units or
54 stalls or
0 stalls or 1 per
54 stalls
54 stalls
0 stalls

$360 per sq.ft. of net saleable residential space

$25.00 per sq. ft. net for shell space, no TlI's
6.00%
$396 per sq. ft. of leasable area, with

$100,000

$30,000

$0

$0
$144,817 or

$50,000

$120 per gross sq.ft. of residential area
$175

$35,000 per underground/structured parking stall

$7,500 per at grade stall
$161 per gross sq.ft.
$161

$114,000 or

10.0% of above

2.0% of above
$0

$350 per unit on average of
5.0% of hard and soft costs

$0.00 per market unit

$0.00 per sq.ft. of floorspace
$3.33 per sq.ft. of floorspace
$2.15 per sq.ft. of floorspace

6.0% on 50% of costs, assuming a
and a total loan of
1.00% of financed costruction costs
6.0% during construction on

3.0% of gross strata market residential revenue

2.0% of commercial value

2.0% of gross strata market residential revenue

17.0% of Year 1 income
$0

0.719% of assessed value
$819,300
$6,976,800 (50% of completed project value)

13.0% of gross revenue, or

85% of gross area

1.2 per unit
37.5 square metres

20,520 square feet

5.00% allowance for vacancy

$2,500 per metre of frontage

$10 per sq.ft. on 50% of site

25% of units 6 months

1.50 year construction period
100% on costs

100% of land cost

15.0% of total costs
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Site 11 - Estimated Supportable Land Value at 2.0 FSR (continued)

Analysis

Revenue

Gross Market Residential Sales Revenue $13,953,600
Less commissions and sales costs $418,608
Net residential sales revenue $13,534,992
Commercial Value $0
Commission on Commercial Sale $0
Net commercial value $0
Total Value Net of Commissions $13,534,992
Project Costs

Allowance for Rezoning Costs $100,000
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings $30,000
Other Costs 1 $0
Other Costs 2 $0
On-Site Senicing (Upgrade of Adjacent Roads/Sidewalks/Etc) $144,817
Connection fees $50,000
Hard construction costs $7,362,000
Landscaping $114,000
Soft costs $770,082
Project Management $171,418
Residential Marketing $279,072
Commercial Marketing $0
Leasing commissions on commercial space $0
Car Share $0
Post Construction Holding Costs $23,625
Contingency on hard and soft costs $451,069
Regional Lewy - Apartment $0
Regional Lew - Commercial $0
DCCs - residential $151,869
DCCs - commercial $0
Less property tax allowance during development $30,970
Construction financing $435,551
Financing fees/costs $101,145
Total Project Costs Before Land Related $10,215,618
Allowance for Developer's Profit $1,819,549
Residual to Land and Land Carry $1,499,824
Less financing on land during construction and approvals $202,476
Less property purchase tax $23,947
Residual Land Value $1,273,401
Residual Value per sg.ft. buildable $27.93
Residual Value per sq.ft. of site $55.85
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Fixed Rate CAC Calculation - Site 11

As shown in the following exhibit, this case study site supports an estimated CAC of about $12 per square
foot of additional permitted floorspace over the base OCP density of 1.2 FSR.

CAC Analysis

Estimated Rezoned Value $1,273,401
Estimated Base Value $983,160
Estimated Increase in Value for CAC Analysis $290,241
CAC at 75% of Increased Value $217,681
Floorspace at Base OCP Density 27,360
Assumed Floorspace Approved 45,600
Increase in Floorspace over Base Density 18,240
CAC per square foot of additional floorspace over base $11.93

Site 19

Site 19 is located in the Burnside neighbourhood. It is an assembly of four single family lots totaling 29,314
square feet. The site is zoned R3-2 allowing apartment development at a maximum density of 1.6 FSR and
is designated Urban Residential allowing apartment development at a maximum density of 2.0 FSR.

Existing Value

To estimate the existing value, we considered three different indicators:

1. The existing assessed value is $1,551,000. Based on sales of similar older houses in the neighbourhood,
the assessment is a good reflection of existing value.

2. Based on our land residual analysis (proforma analysis), the property would have a market value of about
$1,000,000 as a development site at the base OCP density of 1.2 FSR.

3. Based on our land residual analysis (proforma analysis), the property would have a market value of about
$1,400,000 as a development site under existing zoning at 1.6 FSR, which is slightly lower than its value
under existing use so this site is not yet attractive for redevelopment under existing zoning.

The existing value is the highest of these three indicators, or $1,551,000. Because these are single family
homes, we include a 20% assembly cost allowance bringing the total existing value to $1,861,200.

Estimated Land Value at Maximum OCP Density of 2.0 FSR

The following proforma shows our estimate of the site's value if rezoned and redeveloped at the maximum
permitted OCP density of 2.0 FSR. As shown in the proforma, the estimated land value at the maximum OCP
density is about $2,110,000.
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Site 19 - Estimated Supportable Land Value at 2.0 FSR

Site and Building Size
Site Size

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

Strata Revenue and Value
Average Sales Price Per Sq. Ft.

Commercial Revenue and Value
Awerage Retail Lease Rate for Retail Space
Capitalization Rate for Retail Space
Value of Retail Space on Lease Up

Pre-Construction Costs
Allowance for Rezoning Costs

Construction Costs
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
Other Costs 1
Other Costs 2
On-Site Senicing (Upgrade of adjacent roads/sidewalks/etc)
Connection fees
Hard Construction Costs
Market Strata Residential Area
Commercial Area
Cost Per Underground Parking Stall
Cost Per Surface Parking Stall
Ovwerall Costs Per Square Foot
Hard Cost Used in Analysis
Landscaping
Soft costs/professional fees (excluding management)
Project Management
Car Share Costs
Post Construction Holding Costs
Contingency on hard and soft costs

Local Government Levies
Regional Lewy - Apartment
Regional Lewy - Commercial
Residential DCCs
Commercial DCCs

Financing Assumptions
Financing rate on construction costs

Financing fees
Financing on Land Acquisition

Marketing and Commissions
Commissions/sales costs on residential
Commissions on commercial sale
Marketing on residential

Leasing commissions on commercial
Marketing on commercial

Property Taxes

Tax Rate (res)

Current assessment (Year 1 of analysis)

Assumed assessment after 1 year of construction (Year 2 of analysis)

Allowance for Developer's Profit

Major Assumptions (shading indicates figures that are inputs; unshaded cells are formulas)

29,314 sq.ft.
245.00 feet of frontage
2.00 FAR
58,628 sq.ft.
0
58,628 gross square feet
49,834 sq.ft. or
994 sq.ft. gross
845 sq.ft.
59 units or
71 stalls or
0 stalls or 1 per
71 stalls
71 stalls
0 stalls

85% of gross area

1.2 per unit
37.5 square metres

26,980 square feet

$375 per sq.ft. of net saleable residential space

$0.00 per sg. ft. net for shell space, no Tl's
6.50%
$0 per sq. ft. of leasable area, with

$100,000

$60,000

$0

$0
$186,738 or

$50,000

$120 per gross sq.ft. of residential area
$175
$35,000 per underground/structured parking stall

$7,500 per at grade stall
$162 per gross sq.ft.
$162

$146,570 or

10.0% of above

2.0% of above
$0

$350 per unit on average of
5.0% of hard and soft costs

25% of units

$0.00 per market unit

$0.00 per sq.ft. of floorspace
$3.33 per sq.ft. of floorspace
$2.15 per sq.ft. of floorspace

6.0% on 50% of costs, assuming a
and a total loan of
1.00% of financed costruction costs
6.0% during construction on

100% on costs

3.0% of gross strata market residential revenue
2.0% of commercial value
2.0% of gross strata market residential revenue
17.0% of Year 1 income
$0

0.719% of assessed value
$1,551,000
$9,343,838 (50% of completed project value)

13.0% of gross revenue, or 15.0% of total costs

5.00% allowance for vacancy

$2,500 per metre of frontage

$10 per sq.ft. on 50% of site

1.50 year construction period

100% of land cost

6 months
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Site 19 - Estimated Supportable Land Value at 2.0 FSR (continued)

Analysis

Revenue

Gross Market Residential Sales Revenue $18,687,675
Less commissions and sales costs $560,630
Net residential sales revenue $18,127,045
Commercial Value $0
Commission on Commercial Sale $0
Net commercial value $0
Total Value Net of Commissions $18,127,045
Project Costs

Allowance for Rezoning Costs $100,000
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings $60,000
Other Costs 1 $0
Other Costs 2 $0
On-Site Senicing (Upgrade of Adjacent Roads/Sidewalks/Etc) $186,738
Connection fees $50,000
Hard construction costs $9,520,360
Landscaping $146,570
Soft costs $996,367
Project Management $221,201
Residential Marketing $373,754
Commercial Marketing $0
Leasing commissions on commercial space $0
Car Share $0
Post Construction Holding Costs $30,975
Contingency on hard and soft costs $582,749
Regional Lewy - Apartment $0
Regional Lew - Commercial $0
DCCs - residential $195,259
DCCs - commercial $0
Less property tax allowance during development $44,739
Construction financing $562,892
Financing fees/costs $130,716
Total Project Costs Before Land Related $13,202,319
Allowance for Developer's Profit $2,436,873
Residual to Land and Land Carry $2,487,853
Less financing on land during construction and approvals $335,860
Less property purchase tax $41,040
Residual Land Value $2,110,953
Residual Value per sg.ft. buildable $36.01
Residual Value per sq.ft. of site $72.01
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Fixed Rate CAC Calculation - Site 19

As shown in the following exhibit, this case study site supports an estimated CAC of about $8 per square foot
of additional permitted floorspace over the base OCP density of 1.2 FSR.

CAC Analysis

Estimated Rezoned Value $2,110,953
Estimated Base Value $1,861,200
Estimated Increase in Value for CAC Analysis $249,753
CAC at 75% of Increased Value $187,315
Floorspace at Base OCP Density 35,177
Assumed Floorspace Approved 58,628
Increase in Floorspace over Base Density 23,451
CAC per square foot of additional floorspace over base $7.99

Site 21

Site 21 is located in the Fairfield neighbourhood. It is an assembly of two single family lots totaling 12,540
square feet. The site is zoned R3-A1l allowing apartment development at a maximum density of 1.2 FSR and
is designated Urban Residential allowing apartment development at a maximum density of 2.0 FSR.

Existing Value

To estimate the existing value, we considered three different indicators:

1. The existing assessed value is $1,239,100. Based on sales of similar older houses in the neighbourhood,
the assessment is a good reflection of existing value.

2. Based on our land residual analysis (proforma analysis), the property would have a market value of about
$900,000 as a development site at the base OCP density of 1.2 FSR.

3. Based on our land residual analysis (proforma analysis), the property would have a market value of about
$900,000 as a development site under existing zoning at 1.2 FSR which is less than its value under
existing use, so this site is not yet financially attractive for redevelopment under existing zoning.

The existing value is the highest of these three indicators, or $1,239,100. Because these are single family
homes, we include a 20% assembly cost allowance bringing the total existing value to $1,486,920.

Estimated Land Value at Maximum OCP Density of 2.0 FSR

The following proforma shows our estimate of the site's value if rezoned and redeveloped at the maximum
permitted OCP density of 2.0 FSR. As shown in the proforma, the estimated land value at the maximum OCP
density is about $1,676,000.
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Site 21 - Estimated Supportable Land Value at 2.0 FSR

Site and Building Size
Site Size

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

Strata Revenue and Value
Awerage Sales Price Per Sq. Ft.

Commercial Revenue and Value
Average Retail Lease Rate for Retail Space
Capitalization Rate for Retail Space
Value of Retail Space on Lease Up

Pre-Construction Costs
Allowance for Rezoning Costs

Construction Costs
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
Other Costs 1
Other Costs 2
On-Site Senicing (Upgrade of adjacent roads/sidewalks/etc)
Connection fees
Hard Construction Costs
Market Strata Residential Area
Commercial Area
Cost Per Underground Parking Stall
Cost Per Surface Parking Stall
Overall Costs Per Square Foot
Hard Cost Used in Analysis
Landscaping
Soft costs/professional fees (excluding management)
Project Management
Car Share Costs
Post Construction Holding Costs
Contingency on hard and soft costs

Local Government Levies
Regional Lewy - Apartment
Regional Lewy - Commercial
Residential DCCs
Commercial DCCs

Financing Assumptions
Financing rate on construction costs

Financing fees
Financing on Land Acquisition

Marketing and Commissions
Commissions/sales costs on residential
Commissions on commercial sale
Marketing on residential

Leasing commissions on commercial
Marketing on commercial

Property Taxes

Tax Rate (res)

Current assessment (Year 1 of analysis)

Assumed assessment after 1 year of construction (Year 2 of analysis)

Allowance for Developer's Profit

Major Assumptions (shading indicates figures that are inputs; unshaded cells are formulas)

12,540 sq.ft.

120 feet of frontage

2.00 FAR
25,080 sq.ft.
0

25,080 gross square feet

21,318 sq.ft. or
965 sq.ft. gross
820 sq.ft.

26 units or
31 stalls or

0 stalls or 1 per

31 stalls
31 stalls
0 stalls

$490 per sq.ft. of net saleable residential space

$25.00 per sq. ft. net for shell space, no TI's

6.00%

$396 per sq. ft. of leasable area, with

$100,000

$30,000
$0
$0

$91,463 or

$50,000

$150 per gross sq.ft. of residential area

$175

$35,000 per underground/structured parking stall
$7,500 per at grade stall
$193 per gross sq.ft.

$193
$62,700 or
10.0% of above
2.0% of above
$0

$350 per unit on average of
5.0% of hard and soft costs

$0.00 per market unit

$0.00 per sq.ft. of floorspace
$3.33 per sq.ft. of floorspace
$2.15 per sq.ft. of floorspace

6.0% on 50% of costs, assuming a
and a total loan of
1.00% of financed costruction costs
6.0% during construction on

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

2.0% of gross strata market residential revenue
17.0% of Year 1 income

$0

0.719% of assessed value

$1,239,100

$5,222,910 (50% of completed project value)

13.0% of gross revenue, or

85% of gross area

1.2 per unit
37.5 square metres

11,780 square feet

5.00% allowance for vacancy

$2,500 per metre of frontage

$10 per sq.ft. on 50% of site

25% of units 6 months

1.50 year construction period
100% on costs

100% of land cost

15.0% of total costs
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Site 21 - Estimated Supportable Land Value at 2.0 FSR (continued)

Analysis

Revenue

Gross Market Residential Sales Revenue $10,445,820
Less commissions and sales costs $313,375
Net residential sales revenue $10,132,445
Commercial Value $0
Commission on Commercial Sale $0
Net commercial value $0
Total Value Net of Commissions $10,132,445
Project Costs

Allowance for Rezoning Costs $100,000
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings $30,000
Other Costs 1 $0
Other Costs 2 $0
On-Site Senicing (Upgrade of Adjacent Roads/Sidewalks/Etc) $91,463
Connection fees $50,000
Hard construction costs $4,847,000
Landscaping $62,700
Soft costs $508,116
Project Management $113,786
Residential Marketing $208,916
Commercial Marketing $0
Leasing commissions on commercial space $0
Car Share $0
Post Construction Holding Costs $13,650
Contingency on hard and soft costs $300,599
Regional Lewy - Apartment $0
Regional Lew - Commercial $0
DCCs - residential $83,528
DCCs - commercial $0
Less property tax allowance during development $27,683
Construction financing $289,685
Financing fees/costs $67,271
Total Project Costs Before Land Related $6,794,398
Allowance for Developer's Profit $1,362,135
Residual to Land and Land Carry $1,975,912
Less financing on land during construction and approvals $266,748
Less property purchase tax $32,183
Residual Land Value $1,676,981
Residual Value per sq.ft. buildable $66.87
Residual Value per sq.ft. of site $133.73
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Fixed Rate CAC Calculation - Site 21

As shown in the following exhibit, this case study site supports an estimated CAC of about $14 per square
foot of additional permitted floorspace over the base OCP density of 1.2 FSR.

CAC Analysis

Estimated Rezoned Value $1,676,981
Estimated Base Value $1,486,920
Estimated Increase in Value for CAC Analysis $190,061
CAC at 75% of Increased Value $142,546
Floorspace at Base OCP Density 15,048
Assumed Floorspace Approved 25,080
Increase in Floorspace over Base Density 10,032
CAC per square foot of additional floorspace over base $14.21

Site 23

Site 23 is located in the Jubilee neighbourhood. It is an 11,742 square foot vacant site. The site is zoned R3-
A2 allowing apartment development at a maximum density of 1.2 FSR and is designated Urban Residential
allowing apartment development at a maximum density of 2.0 FSR.

Existing Value

To estimate the existing value, we considered four different indicators:

1. The existing assessed value is $868,000.

2. The site recently sold for $1,150,000.

3. Based on our land residual analysis (proforma analysis), the property has a market value of about
$1,000,000 as a development site under existing zoning at 1.2 FSR. This site is attractive for
redevelopment under existing zoning.

4. Based on our land residual analysis (proforma analysis), the property would have a market value of about
$900,000 if rezoned to the base OCP density of 1.2 FSR.

The existing value for our analysis is the highest of these indicators, or $1,150,000.

Estimated Land Value at Maximum OCP Density of 2.0 FSR

The following proforma shows our estimate of the site's value if rezoned and redeveloped at the maximum
permitted OCP density of 2.0 FSR. As shown in the proforma, the estimated land value at the maximum OCP
density is about $1,600,000.
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Site 23 - Estimated Supportable Land Value at 2.0 FSR

Site and Building Size
Site Size

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

Strata Revenue and Value
Awerage Sales Price Per Sq. Ft.

Commercial Revenue and Value
Awverage Retail Lease Rate for Retail Space
Capitalization Rate for Retail Space
Value of Retail Space on Lease Up

Pre-Construction Costs
Allowance for Rezoning Costs

Construction Costs
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
Other Costs 1
Other Costs 2
On-Site Senicing (Upgrade of adjacent roads/sidewalks/etc)
Connection fees
Hard Construction Costs
Market Strata Residential Area
Commercial Area
Cost Per Underground Parking Stall
Cost Per Surface Parking Stall
Ovwerall Costs Per Square Foot
Hard Cost Used in Analysis
Landscaping
Soft costs/professional fees (excluding management)
Project Management
Car Share Costs
Post Construction Holding Costs
Contingency on hard and soft costs

Local Government Levies
Regional Lewy - Apartment
Regional Lewy - Commercial
Residential DCCs
Commercial DCCs

Financing Assumptions
Financing rate on construction costs

Financing fees
Financing on Land Acquisition

Marketing and Commissions
Commissions/sales costs on residential
Commissions on commercial sale
Marketing on residential

Leasing commissions on commercial
Marketing on commercial

Property Taxes

Tax Rate (res)

Current assessment (Year 1 of analysis)

Assumed assessment after 1 year of construction (Year 2 of analysis)

Allowance for Developer's Profit

Major Assumptions (shading indicates figures that are inputs; unshaded cells are formulas)

11,742 sq.ft.

103.00 feet of frontage

2.00 FAR
23,484 sq.ft.
0

23,484 gross square feet

19,961 sq.ft. or
979 sq.ft. gross
832 sq.ft.

24 units or
29 stalls or

0 stalls or 1 per

29 stalls
29 stalls
0 stalls

$490 per sq.ft. of net saleable residential space

$25.00 per sq. ft. net for shell space, no TI's

6.00%

$396 per sq. ft. of leasable area, with

$100,000

$0

$0

$0
$78,506 or
$50,000

$150 per gross sq.ft. of residential area

$175

$35,000 per underground/structured parking stall
$7,500 per at grade stall
$193 per gross sq.ft.

$193
$58,710 or
10.0% of above
2.0% of above
$0

$350 per unit on average of
5.0% of hard and soft costs

$0.00 per market unit

$0.00 per sq.ft. of floorspace
$3.33 per sq.ft. of floorspace
$2.15 per sq.ft. of floorspace

6.0% on 50% of costs, assuming a
and a total loan of
1.00% of financed costruction costs
6.0% during construction on

3.0% of gross strata market residential revenue

2.0% of commercial value

2.0% of gross strata market residential revenue
17.0% of Year 1 income

$0

0.719% of assessed value

$868,000

$4,890,543 (50% of completed project value)

13.0% of gross revenue, or

85% of gross area

1.2 per unit
37.5 square metres

11,020 square feet

5.00% allowance for vacancy

$2,500 per metre of frontage

$10 per sq.ft. on 50% of site

25% of units 6 months

1.50 year construction period
100% on costs

100% of land cost

15.0% of total costs
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Site 23 - Estimated Supportable Land Value at 2.0 FSR (continued)

Analysis

Revenue

Gross Market Residential Sales Revenue $9,781,086
Less commissions and sales costs $293,433
Net residential sales revenue $9,487,653
Commercial Value $0
Commission on Commercial Sale $0
Net commercial value $0
Total Value Net of Commissions $9,487,653
Project Costs

Allowance for Rezoning Costs $100,000
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings $0
Other Costs 1 $0
Other Costs 2 $0
On-Site Senicing (Upgrade of Adjacent Roads/Sidewalks/Etc) $78,506
Connection fees $50,000
Hard construction costs $4,537,600
Landscaping $58,710
Soft costs $472,482
Project Management $105,946
Residential Marketing $195,622
Commercial Marketing $0
Leasing commissions on commercial space $0
Car Share $0
Post Construction Holding Costs $12,600
Contingency on hard and soft costs $279,943
Regional Lewy - Apartment $0
Regional Lewy - Commercial $0
DCCs - residential $78,213
DCCs - commercial $0
Less property tax allowance during development $23,820
Construction financing $269,705
Financing fees/costs $62,631
Total Project Costs Before Land Related $6,325,778
Allowance for Developer's Profit $1,275,454
Residual to Land and Land Carry $1,886,422
Less financing on land during construction and approvals $254,667
Less property purchase tax $30,635
Residual Land Value $1,601,120
Residual Value per sq.ft. buildable $68.18
Residual Value per sq.ft. of site $136.36
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Fixed Rate CAC Calculation - Site 23

As shown in the following exhibit, this case study site supports an estimated CAC of about $36 per square
foot of additional permitted floorspace over the base OCP density of 1.2 FSR.

CAC Analysis

Estimated Rezoned Value $1,601,120
Estimated Base Value $1,150,000
Estimated Increase in Value for CAC Analysis $451,120
CAC at 75% of Increased Value $338,340
Floorspace at Base OCP Density 14,090
Assumed Floorspace Approved 23,484
Increase in Floorspace over Base Density 9,394
CAC per square foot of additional floorspace over base $36.02

Site 26

Site 26 is 47,480 square foot property located in the Burnside neighbourhood that is improved with an older
55 room motel. The site is zoned T-1 and is desighated Urban Residential allowing apartment development
at a maximum density of 2.0 FSR.

Existing Value
To estimate the existing value, we considered three different indicators:

1. The existing assessed value is $1,950,400.

2. Based on recent sales of older motel properties in Victoria, the value of the property as an operating
motel is about $50,000 per room, or $2,750,000.

3. Based on our land residual analysis (proforma analysis), the property would have a market value of about
$1,486,000 as a development site at the base OCP density of 1.2 FSR.

The existing value is the highest of these three indicators, or $2,750,000.

Estimated Land Value at Maximum OCP Density of 2.0 FSR

The following proforma shows our estimate of the site's value if rezoned and redeveloped at the maximum
permitted OCP density of 2.0 FSR. As shown in the proforma, the estimated land value at the maximum OCP
density is about $2,889,000.

e e PAGE 66
_ coriolis o |
Density Bopus Bolieystudy --J. Tinney, Director - Sustainab... DRA#e§ 92 of 379



Planning and Land Use Committee - 09 Jul 2015

Site 26 - Estimated Supportable Land Value at 2.0 FSR

Site and Building Size
Site Size

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

Strata Revenue and Value
Average Sales Price Per Sq. Ft.

Commercial Revenue and Value
Average Retail Lease Rate for Retail Space
Capitalization Rate for Retail Space
Value of Retail Space on Lease Up

Pre-Construction Costs
Allowance for Rezoning Costs

Construction Costs
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
Other Costs 1
Other Costs 2
On-Site Senvicing (Upgrade of adjacent roads/sidewalks/etc)
Connection fees
Hard Construction Costs
Market Strata Residential Area
Commercial Area
Cost Per Underground Parking Stall
Cost Per Surface Parking Stall
Ovwerall Costs Per Square Foot
Hard Cost Used in Analysis
Landscaping
Soft costs/professional fees (excluding management)
Project Management
Car Share Costs
Post Construction Holding Costs
Contingency on hard and soft costs

Local Government Levies
Regional Lewy - Apartment
Regional Lewy - Commercial
Residential DCCs
Commercial DCCs

Financing Assumptions
Financing rate on construction costs

Financing fees
Financing on Land Acquisition

Marketing and Commissions
Commissions/sales costs on residential
Commissions on commercial sale
Marketing on residential

Leasing commissions on commercial
Marketing on commercial

Property Taxes

Tax Rate (res)

Current assessment (Year 1 of analysis)

Assumed assessment after 1 year of construction (Year 2 of analysis)

Allowance for Developer's Profit

Major Assumptions (shading indicates figures that are inputs; unshaded cells are formulas)

47,480 sq.ft.
240.00 feet of frontage
2.00 FAR
94,960 sq.ft.
0
94,960 gross square feet
80,716 sq.ft. or
1,000 sq.ft. gross
850 sq.ft.
95 units or
114 stalls or
0 stalls or 1 per
114 stalls
114 stalls
0 stalls

85% of gross area

1.2 per unit
37.5 square metres

43,320 square feet

$360 per sq.ft. of net saleable residential space

$0.00 per sq. ft. net for shell space, no TI's
6.00%
$0 per sq. ft. of leasable area, with

$100,000

$50,000

$0

$0
$182,927 or

$50,000

$120 per gross sq.ft. of residential area
$175
$35,000 per underground/structured parking stall

$7,500 per at grade stall
$162 per gross sq.ft.
$162

$237,400 or

10.0% of above

2.0% of above
$0

$350 per unit on average of
5.0% of hard and soft costs

25% of units

$0.00 per market unit

$0.00 per sq.ft. of floorspace
$3.33 per sq.ft. of floorspace
$2.15 per sq.ft. of floorspace

6.0% on 50% of costs, assuming a
and a total loan of
1.00% of financed costruction costs
6.0% during construction on

100% on costs

3.0% of gross strata market residential revenue
2.0% of commercial value
2.0% of gross strata market residential revenue
17.0% of Year 1 income
$0

0.719% of assessed value
$1,950,400
$14,528,880 (50% of completed project value)

13.0% of gross revenue, or 15.0% of total costs

0.00% allowance for vacancy

$2,500 per metre of frontage

$10 per sq.ft. on 50% of site

1.50 year construction period

100% of land cost

6 months
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Site 26 - Estimated Supportable Land Value at 2.0 FSR (continued)

Analysis

Revenue

Gross Market Residential Sales Revenue $29,057,760
Less commissions and sales costs $871,733
Net residential sales revenue $28,186,027
Commercial Value $0
Commission on Commercial Sale $0
Net commercial value $0
Total Value Net of Commissions $28,186,027
Project Costs

Allowance for Rezoning Costs $100,000
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings $50,000
Other Costs 1 $0
Other Costs 2 $0
On-Site Senicing (Upgrade of Adjacent Roads/Sidewalks/Etc) $182,927
Connection fees $50,000
Hard construction costs $15,385,200
Landscaping $237,400
Soft costs $1,590,553
Project Management $351,922
Residential Marketing $581,155
Commercial Marketing $0
Leasing commissions on commercial space $0
Car Share $0
Post Construction Holding Costs $49,875
Contingency on hard and soft costs $926,458
Regional Lewy - Apartment $0
Regional Lew - Commercial $0
DCCs - residential $316,261
DCCs - commercial $0
Less property tax allowance during development $66,249
Construction financing $894,960
Financing fees/costs $207,830
Total Project Costs Before Land Related $20,990,789
Allowance for Developer's Profit $3,789,132
Residual to Land and Land Carry $3,406,106
Less financing on land during construction and approvals $459,824
Less property purchase tax $56,926
Residual Land Value $2,889,356
Residual Value per sg.ft. buildable $30.43
Residual Value per sq.ft. of site $60.85
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Fixed Rate CAC Calculation - Site 26

As shown in the following exhibit, this case study site supports an estimated CAC of about $3 per square foot
of additional permitted floorspace over the base OCP density of 1.2 FSR.

CAC Analysis
Estimated Rezoned Value $2,889,356
Estimated Base Value ($50,000 per room) $2,750,000
Estimated Increase in Value for CAC Analysis $139,356
CAC at 75% of Increased Value $104,517
Floorspace at Base OCP Density 56,976
Assumed Floorspace Approved 94,960
Increase in Floorspace over Base Density 37,984
CAC per square foot of additional floorspace over base density $2.75
L] L
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DENSITY BONUS SYSTEM FOR THE VICTORIA DOWNTOWN CORE AREA PLAN
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Summary

Introduction

The City of Victoria is preparing a new Downtown Core Area Plan to guide land use, urban
development, and public realm improvements in the centre of the City.

The planning process has identified locations in which there is potential to increase the density of
new office and residential development. The approval of new density is an opportunity to make
better use of density bonusing, a mechanism that can generate contributions toward the creation
of new amenities and can assist the rehabilitation of heritage buildings.

The City developed a preliminary proposal for a new density bonusing framework for the Core
Area and then engaged Coriolis Consulting Corp. to suggest refinements to the proposed system.

Density Bonusing

Zoning regulations define allowable uses, density, building height and other development
parameters. In density bonusing, zoning defines a base or outright density that can be achieved
without making an amenity contribution, but also defines additional density that can be achieved,
at the developer’s option, by providing a prescribed amenity contribution. This bonus density is
normally developed on the site that provides the amenity contribution. In the case of heritage
building rehabilitation, in which bonus density is provided to make the project financially viable,
the density bonus is usually transferrable (i.e. sold to another development site) because it cannot
be accommodated on the property that is occupied by the heritage building.

The economic rationale for density bonusing is that developers will be interested in obtaining
additional density by making an amenity contribution because it gives them the opportunity to
earn additional profit by developing a larger project.

Density bonusing can be looked at from the perspectives of all stakeholders in the urban
development process:

e Consumers (e.g. people buying homes or renting space) benefit from increased supply.

e The community absorbs some impacts from densification, but also benefits from the creation
of new amenities.

o Developers have an incentive to use bonus density, as they can acquire additional
development entitlements by providing amenities, thereby increasing the total profit from a
project.

e The City makes progress toward its goals of densification and neighbourhood improvement.
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e Land sellers receive market value based on their existing zoning, but do not enjoy land value
gains from the new density, because this land value gain is the basis for the amenity
contribution.

For density bonusing to be effective, the following conditions must be true:
e The additional density should be sound in terms of planning, urban design, and engineering.

o Developers must perceive that the additional density is marketable, physically feasible, and
financially attractive.

e The City, the community, and the developer must perceive that there is a reasonable balance
between the extra density that is approved and the amenity contribution that is obtained.

o The City must be clear regarding the amenities it wants to achieve and the density it is willing
to provide.

o Redevelopment sites must trade in the market based on their existing or base density, so that
developers can afford to acquire sites and make an amenity contribution. If developers pay for
land based on the increased density, they will have difficulty also making an appropriate
amenity contribution.

e The system should be reasonably predictable, consistent, and easy to implement.

Heritage density bonusing works somewhat differently. In this case, the City grants additional
density to help make heritage building rehabilitation financially viable. This additional density
must be transferrable (i.e. able to be sold to the owner of a different development site), meaning
that the City must approve the creation of the new density and approve the receiver sites that are
eligible to accommodate the additional density.

Current Approach to Density Bonusing

The City currently uses an approach to density bonusing that was adopted in 1990 as part of the
Downtown Victoria Plan.  Based on experience with the existing system, there are some
shortcomings:

e There is not a clearly defined amount of additional density that can be achieved. Density is
approved on a case-by-case basis.

e There is not a clear relationship between the amenity that must be provided and the density
that can be achieved. Each project is evaluated individually, so there has been a wide variety
of amenity contributions and approved density increases.

e Many possible amenities are eligible for density bonusing, with no defined priorities.

The system could be improved by making it more predictable, more efficient, more consistently
applied, and driven by a clear set of priorities for new amenities in the core.
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DENSITY BONUS SYSTEM FOR THE VICTORIA DOWNTOWN CORE AREA PLAN

Proposed Amenity Priorities

As part of the core area planning process, the City has proposed these priorities for new
amenities: pedestrian network improvements, street beautification and public realm upgrading,
public open space improvements, transit corridor improvements, completion of the harbour
pathway, and heritage building rehabilitation. These are very good candidates for the use of a
density bonus system.

Proposed Density Areas

The City has identified specific areas in which additional density can be obtained. These are
shown in the drawing below.

Density Bonus Areas
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The City has also identified areas in which it will be possible to absorb transferrable density
created to assist heritage building rehabilitation. These are shown in the drawing below.
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DENSITY BONUS SYSTEM FOR THE VICTORIA DOWNTOWN CORE AREA PLAN

Density Transfer Source Area
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There is some overlap between the areas in which density bonuses can be earned and the areas
eligible for receiving transferrable heritage density.

Because of this overlap, there will be a need to carefully manage the interaction between density
bonuses and transferrable heritage density.

We have reviewed the proposed locations for additional density and the proposed size of the
achievable density increases and they are generally reasonable.

Potential for Amenity Contributions

We estimate that the City’s proposed density bonus framework could generate on the order of $2
million per year in amenity contributions and transferrable density bonuses. The allocation of this
revenue between new amenities and heritage rehabilitation will depend on how the City designs
the two components of the system.

Recommendations

Waterfront Sites

Waterfront sites are excluded from the City’s designated density bonus areas. We agree with this
decision because the rezoning and redevelopment of waterfront lands will require site-specific
approaches to:
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e Achieve on-site amenities such as public access along the harbour and public walkways.
o Deal with design so as to protect water views and waterfront access.
¢ Produce developments that live up to the outstanding potential of these lands.

Waterfront properties should provide amenity contributions, but these should be determined on a
site-by-site basis.

Source Sites in Old Town for Transferrable Density Bonus

Heritage sites seeking transferrable heritage density bonus will have to be negotiated on a site-
by-site basis, for these reasons:

e The size of the bonus cannot be determined in advance because the amount depends heavily
on individual project economics.

e The bonus must be associated with a commitment (and an acceptable concept plan) for
heritage restoration.

Therefore, each case will be individually negotiated.

This is not a problem, as the City already individually negotiates the provisions for property tax
abatement, which requires the same kind of financial analysis that will be needed to calculate the
appropriate heritage density bonus.

We suggest these refinements:

e The City should revisit its proposed cap of 3 FSR for transferrable density. Some buildings
may require more bonus to be viable. If there is a cap for individual projects, it might be better
to have a cap on total bonus square footage from any project rather than a cap on FSR.

e The policy should make it clear that a financial analysis must be provided in support of the
application for transferrable bonus.

e The policy should make it clear that transferrable density can be used for any uses allowable
at the receiver site but that in calculating the initial bonus amount the City will assume the use
and value are based on the higher of residential or office land values at the time.

e The policy should require that density bonus is only available if the project has also obtained
property tax abatement, to minimize the amount of the required bonus.

To implement this transferrable system, the City must:
o Clearly identify eligible receiver areas.

e Putin place a system to monitor and manage the creation and take-up of transferrable density
and watch for any signs of over-supply (which would lead to a deflation in the value of
transferable density).
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e Create an education plan targeted at heritage property owners, property owners in the
receiver areas, and developers.

e Maintain an easily-accessed record of who has transferrable density for sale.

e Establish the legal tools to create the transferrable density at a source site and then shift it to
receiver sites.

Receiver Sites Outside of Areas A, B, and C

Receiver sites outside of Areas A, B, and C should be pre-zoned to allow them to “import” extra
density.

These receiver sites need a base and maximum density defined in bylaws. Receiver sites should
not be rezoned site-by-site because the marketability of the transferrable density would be
impaired by rezoning risk.

The City may want to consider expanding this area, because the total amount of land outside A,
B, and C is small. One way to expand the receiver areas without dramatic impact on receiver
neighbourhoods is to change zoning in a larger area to allow a small increment in FSR (say 10%)
without rezoning if the increment is for a heritage transfer.

Areas A, B, and C

We see three alternative zoning approaches to these areas:

1. Site-by-site. The City could rezone these properties individually on application. This means
individual negotiations and continued rezoning risk, but the approach is still dramatically better
than the current approach, because the base and bonus density (and height and use) will be
established in the Plan, as will the amenity priorities and the emphasis on cash-in-lieu. If
Council consistently approves rezoning based on OCP policy, this will work. The new
approach will not be ad hoc. Because of the heritage transfer system, the City will need the
capability (internal or consultants) to do the financial analysis anyway. As well, it is important
to note that the total number of projects will not be large (likely 2 or 3 per year based on recent
experience), so the total administrative load is not large.

2. Pre-zone. Areas A, B, and C could be prezoned to allow the base and bonus density. The pre-
zoning approach will require that the bylaw defines the amenity contributions, which should be
initially set at $15 per square foot of office and $30 per square foot of residential, less 25%."

The 25% is intended to make some of the land lift available for assembly, transaction costs, and
incentive.
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These values are at the low end of the range of current market value to maximize take-up. To
implement this system, the City will need a mechanism to periodically update the dollar rates
in the bylaw (at least annually) based on market conditions.

This approach eliminates political risk and eases administration. The downside is the loss of
the ability to tailor site-specific amenity contributions.

3. Pre-zone, but with a developer option to apply to rezone. To maintain some flexibility for some
sites, say those with some unique amenity opportunity, the City could adopt a hybrid approach
along these lines:

e Pre-zone Areas A, B, and C to allow the base densities and bonus densities as proposed
above.

o Identify areas where additional density (FSR 1?) could be available via rezoning under
special circumstances on application by the developer (which may come about at the
suggestion of the City). In these cases, a site-specific rezoning would determine the
density and the amenity contributions.

Note that in this approach the developer has the certainty of the pre-zoned approach as a fall-
back plus the opportunity to obtain more density.

In our view, any of these three approaches would be better than the existing approach and any
could be implemented successfully. We lean toward option 3 because of its combination of
reduced zoning risk while maintaining some flexibility.

In any approach, the City must address the issue of the mix between heritage and amenity bonus.

In order to ensure a market for heritage density but also to ensure that some amenity contribution
is obtained, we suggest that the bonus zone include a cap on the share that can be transferrable
heritage density. There should not be a minimum because there may not be heritage density for
sale all the time.

We suggest an initial cap of 25% for heritage, but this should be monitored and if necessary
adjusted depending on how much heritage density is being created and how much unsold
heritage density there is.

Transition Policy

In new density bonus areas not in the current Plan, there is no need for a transition policy (other
than a plan to communicate the new system) because the market should not have been pricing in
premiums based on upzoning. However, there may be a need for a transition policy in the existing
(1990 Plan) density bonus area where it appears that some land sales in recent years have
included a premium based on anticipated upzoning. This is a predictable result of the existing
density bonus system.
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Introducing a new density bonus system in the existing density bonus area means that it is
possible that some land owners will have expectations of values being higher than supported by
existing zoning and some developers may have “overpaid” for redevelopment sites. To ease the
introduction of the new system, the City could consider these transitional options:

¢ While we suggest pricing density bonus at 75% of market value in new areas, the City could
(for an interim period of say 2 years) price bonus density at a lower rate (say 50%) in the
existing density bonus area. This provides an extra cushion for developers who recently
bought sites under the old regime.

e The City could adopt a two-tiered bonus in the existing amenity area based on the fact that
few sites have achieved density over about 5.5 FSR. Bonus density to reach 5.5 could be
priced at 50% and density above 5.5 could be priced at 75%, for an interim period.
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1.0 Introduction

The City of Victoria is preparing a new Downtown Core Area Plan to guide land use,
development, and public realm improvements in Downtown and adjacent core area
neighbourhoods.

As part of the Core Area planning process, the City has identified parts of the central city that are
appropriate candidates for allowing increased density of development. The City sees additional
density as having several planning advantages:

o Higher density will use land more intensively in the core area of the City that is well served
with transit, already has a strong pedestrian orientation, and already has civic infrastructure.

¢ Higher density will make the core area even more transit supportive, presumably facilitating
future investments in rapid transit and the bus system.

¢ Higher residential density will increase the potential for supporting local commercial uses that
can make core area neighbourhoods more attractive and liveable.

e Higher office density will help Downtown to maintain its role as the dominant business and
government centre in the region.

Increased density of development adds more residents and employees in an area, which has
advantages but also can have some negative impacts including increased requirements for new
community amenities and increased loads on existing amenities and infrastructure. Therefore, as
part of the Core Area planning process, the City wants to ensure that there is a strategy for the
funding and creation of community amenities and infrastructure that will meet the needs of new
residents and employees and that will help existing residents see benefits from densification in
their neighbourhood. Development Cost Charges can be used to fund some basic community
infrastructure (such as roads, water, sewer, and park acquisition) but many key components of an
attractive and liveable downtown (such as heritage building preservation, streetscape
improvements, and community space) cannot be funded with DCCs.

Therefore, as part of the strategy for funding amenities, the City wants to include in the Downtown
Core Area Plan a density bonus system that will create incentives for densification while also
providing a means to obtain new amenities that will enhance downtown.

The core includes a large and significant heritage district (Old Town) that makes an important
contribution to the character and economic strength of Victoria. The history, ambience, and
architectural character of Old Town are an important part of Victoria’s image and personality. Old
Town provides an environment that has been successful as a specialty retail, food/beverage, and
entertainment district for residents and tourists. However, the economic viability of heritage
building rehabilitation is challenging, partly because of the high cost of seismic upgrading and the
relatively low density of many existing historic buildings. The City has an incentive program for
heritage rehabilitation that includes small capital grants for facade improvements and multiyear
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reductions in property taxes. These two incentives are not sufficient to make some heritage
rehabilitation projects viable, though, so the City also wants to use density bonusing as a means
of providing additional financial incentives.

Therefore, the City wants to design a density bonus system for the Downtown Core Area that
achieves two objectives:

e Provide a mechanism for encouraging densification in new residential and commercial
developments while obtaining amenity contributions that enhance the core area and the
neighbourhoods expected to absorb new developments.

e Provide a mechanism for incentives for heritage building rehabilitation in Old Town.

The City retained Coriolis Consulting Corp. to help design a density bonus system that would
achieve these objectives.
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2.0 Basic Elements in the Design of a Density Bonus
System

As the starting point in the design of a density bonus system, this section provides an overview of
the legislative basis for density bonusing in BC, the urban land economics rationale for density
bonusing, and guidelines for a successful system based on actual experience in municipal
settings.

2.1 Basics

Zoning regulations typically define the allowable uses, density, height, parking requirements, and
other parameters for urban development. Density bonusing adds a new dimension to zoning
regulations. Rather than simply define an allowable maximum density, a density bonus zoning
regulation defines a base or outright density that can be achieved without providing any amenity
contribution and also defines additional density that can be achieved, at the developer’s option, by
providing a prescribed amenity contribution.

As a simple example, a typical zoning regulation might allow a density of FSR 3.0 on a site
designated for high density residential development. In a density bonus system, the zoning would
allow a base density of FSR 3.0 but also allow an increase in density, say a gain of FSR 2.0 up to
a maximum of FSR 5.0, if a prescribed amenity contribution is provided by the developer.

The urban planning rationale for density bonusing can be summarized as follows:

e A community determines that there are sound planning reasons for encouraging higher
densities in a particular neighbourhood than are allowed under existing zoning. The reasons
for densification might include increased transit ridership, more potential for a pedestrian-
oriented mixed use environment, more intensive use of land and infrastructure, or more
support for local commercial uses that make the neighbourhood more attractive.

e Extra density will cause a requirement for additional community amenities to serve new
residents or employees. There may also be a need to provide amenities so that existing
residents will see benefits from densification, rather than seeing extra development as only
causing negative impacts such as more traffic or increased loads on existing amenities.

o The approval of additional density on a development site should (assuming there is a market
for the extra space) increase the value of the site.

¢ Rather than giving this additional land value “for free” (i.e. creating a windfall gain in value for
the land owner or the developer) some portion of this additional land value can be converted
by the municipality into community benefits.
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o Implemented properly, density bonusing can result in higher density development, generate
community benefits including amenities, and create incentives for developers by enabling
them to build larger projects and earn commensurately larger developer profit.

Note that the implicit assumption in a typical density bonus system is that the approved additional
density will take the form of additional development on the site that is generating the amenity.
This of course results in additional site coverage, additional height, or both. In the case of
providing bonus density for a heritage rehabilitation project, however, it is often not possible to
preserve an existing heritage building and also allow the on-site development of additional
density, because the heritage building occupies too much of the site to enable the development of
new space. In these cases, a heritage-related density bonus requires that the heritage site
developer have the ability to transfer the density bonus (i.e. transfer the development
entitlements) to another site that is presumably zoned so as to allow the “importation” of extra
density. The density could be transferred to another site that the developer owns or sold to a
different developer of another site (zoned accordingly) that wants additional density.

2.2 Urban Land Economics Rationale for Density Bonuses

Property values in an urban area are determined by a wide range of factors, but two of the main
determinants are the existing use (including the existing improvements) of the site and the
redevelopment potential of the land based on zoning or planning policy.

Generally a site is only a candidate for redevelopment if the land value supported by
redevelopment potential exceeds the value supported by the existing use. For example, a site
occupied with older low density commercial space has one value supported by the rental income
the owner would receive from continuing to lease out the commercial space and a different value
supported by redevelopment (demolition of the existing improvements and development of a new
project).

The value as a redevelopment site is heavily influenced by the development potential (uses,
density, height) allowed under zoning or planning policy. In general terms, the more density that
is allowed the more valuable the property, assuming that redevelopment is financially attractive
and assuming that the extra density is financially viable to develop.

When developers buy development sites, they go through an exercise (called a residual land
analysis) to determine how much they can afford to pay for the site based on the expected
financial performance of the development project. In this exercise, developers make an
assumption about how much development can be accommodated on the property. This
assumption would be based on existing zoning or on the perceived likelihood of obtaining a
rezoning to allow a change in use and/or a change in density.

If rezoning for more density can be obtained relatively easily and at little cost, the market
recognizes this and tends to push up the value of development sites to the level supported by the
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anticipated rezoning. If rezoning is perceived as risky, time-consuming, and expensive the
market tends to base the value of development sites on existing zoning.

Density bonusing creates a mechanism for additional density, but also creates a mechanism
whereby some of the value created by this extra density is captured in the form of community
amenities rather than all of it taking the form of higher land values.

Exhibit 1 below contains some simple examples to illustrate this important point.

Exhibit 1: Density Bonus Calculations

. . Scenario 3
Scenario 1 Scenario 2 FSR 3 + bonus 2 FSR =
FSR 5
Revente $25,500,000 $42,500,000 $42,500,000
(60 units @ $425,000) (100 units @ $425,000) (100 units @ $425,000)
Less Costs:
Marketing @ 5% of $1,275,000 $2,125,000 $2,125,000
Revenue
Hard and soft costs $18,000,000 $30,000,000 $30,000,000
including DCCs (60 units @ $300,000) (100 units @ $300,000) (100 units @ $300,000)
;ess Profit @ 15% of $3,825,000 $6,375,000 $6.375,000
evenue
Less Amenity contribution $0 $0 $1,600,000
Equals Supportable Land $2,400,000 $4,000,000 $2,400,000

Value

The numbers used in Exhibit 1 are broadly consistent with market conditions in central Victoria,
but should not be assumed to be a precise reflection of current development economics. The
point of the exhibit is to demonstrate a principle.

The exhibit shows a simplified financial analysis for the development of a hypothetical multifamily
residential project under various zoning scenarios. There are some important assumptions
common to all scenarios: the site is assumed to have an area of 20,000 square feet; the site is
assumed to be more valuable as a redevelopment site than in its existing use; redevelopment is
assumed to be marketable and financially viable; and developers are assumed to be interested in
density increases in this location (i.e. the opportunity to make the project larger is appealing).

Scenario 1 assumes the site is zoned to allow an outright density of FSR 3 which can be achieved
with no amenity contribution. The market assumes there are no prospects for rezoning to higher
density (presumably because the existing zoning is consistent with the Official Community Plan
and there have been no approved rezonings in this area to higher density). At FSR 3 the site can
be developed with 60,000 square feet of space, which is assumed to work out to 60 units.

The numbers are organized to show that the developer sells the units, deducts all the costs of
creating the units including any Development Cost Charges, sets a target for profit (based on a
typical industry percentage of revenues), and then calculates the amount the developer can afford
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to pay for the site. In this case, the maximum the developer can pay for the land is $2.4 million
which works out to about $40,000 per residential unit or about $40 for every square foot of
developable area allowed under existing zoning.

Scenario 2 shows what would happen if the site had already been rezoned to allow a higher
density (in this case FSR 5) or if the prospect of rezoning to FAR 5 is regarded by the market as
highly likely (i.e. not risky) and relatively inexpensive, with no requirement for an amenity
contribution. In this case, the additional development potential means the developer is willing to
pay more for the land ($4.0 million rather than $2.4 million), although note that the new higher
land price is still $40,000 per residential unit or $40 for each square foot of allowable development
potential. Note also that the developer earns a larger profit (although it is still budgeted in the
same way, as a target percentage of projected revenues). The larger profit is warranted by the
additional risk of developing a larger and more expensive project that will take longer to build and
sell.

In this second scenario there is no amenity contribution. The community has achieved the goal of
densification (the site accommodates 100 units instead of 60), but no new amenities are funded
out of the development. Any need for amenities would have to be funded by other sources such
as property taxes. In a sense, the higher density has resulted in an opportunity for more
developer profit and has created a higher selling price for the person who sold the land to the
developer, but has not created any benefit for the community beyond the general benefit of more
housing.

Scenario 3 shows how the numbers could work in a density bonus system. In this scenario, the
site is assumed to be zoned to allow an FSR of 3 (as in Scenario 1), but in a zoning bylaw that
also allows for a density bonus in exchange for a community amenity contribution. In this
scenario, it is assumed that the available bonus density is 2 FSR, so maximum project density is
FSR 5, the same as in Scenario 2. The developer in this case is assumed to use the maximum
available bonus and, in this hypothetical density bonus zone, the developer is assumed to make
an amenity contribution equal to the full market value of the density bonus (i.e. the full market
value of the land value increase that results from the additional density). The actual amenity
contribution could be a physical amenity incorporated in the project, in which case the cost to the
developer is the cost of construction, or it could be cash-in-lieu paid to the municipality. The cost
to the developer is assumed to be equal in either case.

Scenario 3 illustrates some important points about density bonusing and the impact on urban land
markets and housing:

¢ Note that the developer in Scenario 3 has a total “land” acquisition cost of $4,000,000, or
$40,000 per unit. This is made up of $2,400,000 to buy the development site (based on its
value as a site with density of FSR 3) plus $1,600,000 in amenity contribution to achieve the
additional FSR 2. This is the same total cost to acquire development entitlements as in
Scenario 2, but in Scenario 2 all of the cost is paid to the person selling the land zoned with
FSR 5.
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¢ Note also that the analysis assumes no change in the sales price of the new housing units.
There are not any extra costs that the developer would try to pass on to purchasers (even if
the developer could, which is not likely in a competitive market in which prices are set by
demand not by cost). In effect, each unit's price includes the cost of the market value of
multifamily land, but not any additional cost, so there is no upward pressure on housing
prices. In fact, the larger project means more units are developed which could help moderate
price growth in the market.

e Importantly, the developer attains the same profit in Scenario 3 as in Scenario 2. There is no
erosion of profit from having provided an amenity contribution.

Here is how Scenario 3 looks from the perspectives of all stakeholders:
¢ Housing buyers benefit from the development of more units.

e The community will absorb some impacts from densification, but the community also benefits
from the amenity contribution assuming the amenity is something that enhances the
neighbourhood.

o The developer has an incentive to make use of the density bonus, because of the opportunity
for a larger project and additional profit (commensurate with the additional risk, but larger
nonetheless).

e The municipality makes progress toward its goals for densification and neighbourhood
improvement.

e The land owner sells the site based on its value under existing zoning (i.e. the zoning in place
before the amendment to allow bonus density). The land owner enjoys whatever growth in
value for sites zoned with FSR 3 has occurred since the initial acquisition, but does not get the
additional land value from the density bonus.

Scenario 3 assumes that the municipality aims to capture 100% of the land value associated with
the bonus density. In practice, it is usually necessary to aim for a lower share (somewhere
between 50% and 75% depending on circumstances) for reasons including these:

o If land assembly is required to achieve practical development sites, the developer may need
some additional purchasing power to buy all the properties on a timely basis. If the amenity
share is less than 100%, there is some money “left in” the project enabling the developer to
pay a premium price to assemble sites.

¢ Leaving some of the extra land value in the project adds the potential for some additional
incentive for the developer. True, the developer already has the incentive of a larger
developer profit, but dealing with the process of obtaining the amenity bonus adds to the
developer’s administrative load and increases some costs (e.g. design fees to determine the
optimum additional density to seek). Leaving some of the land value gain in the project helps
cover these costs.
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e Sometimes land owners are not content to sell at market value. If a landowner would have to
purchase a replacement property at market value, there may not be any incentive to go
through the process of selling, buying, and (if a business) relocating. Developers find that they
have to pay a premium price to persuade such owners to sell.

The numbers would be structured quite differently for a transferrable heritage density bonus. The
reason for the bonus is to compensate a developer for the extra costs (or reduced profitability) of
rehabilitating a heritage building. As well, retaining a heritage building may mean under-using the
density already approved on the site (for example, a site may be zoned to allow FSR 3 but the
existing heritage building only uses FSR 2. The extra 1 FSR cannot be accommodated on site).
The typical approach is to analyze the financial performance of the heritage project and see if a
developer can afford to buy the property (at existing market value), complete the rehabilitation
project, and earn an appropriate developer profit. If not, the project is not viable. To make it
viable, the developer can be granted sufficient transferable density (that can be sold to other
developers) to make the project viable. Therefore, such bonuses must be calculated on a site-by-
site basis, based on individual project economics.

2.3 Legal Basis for Density Bonusing

The legislative basis for density bonusing in British Columbia is Section 904 of the Local
Government Act, which states that a zoning bylaw may establish different density regulations for a
zone, with one density generally applicable in the zone and a different (higher) density applicable
to sites that meet defined conditions. The allowable conditions include “the conservation or
provision of amenities including the number, kind and extent of amenities” or “the provision of
affordable and special needs housing”.

Because the legislation states that a density bonus zone should specify the number, kind, and
extent of amenity that is to be provided, the legislation could be read to imply that the amenity
should be in the form of an actual physical amenity on the development site (such as public open
space, day care, social housing, or public art). However, not all development sites are good
locations for physical amenities and many development sites are not large enough to physically
provide an amenity that is large enough to be useful. For example, rather than have several
development sites each providing very small (possibly non-viable) day care spaces, it might be
more effective to pool the contributions from various projects to make one day care centre.
Similarly if the desired amenity is a larger public facility (say a library) the only viable way to
achieve this from density bonusing is to pool contributions from many projects. Therefore, a cash-
in-lieu system is obviously useful and the legislation has been interpreted to allow this.

The Provincial government has issued clarifying guidelines regarding the use of density bonusing,
particularly when cash-in-lieu is contemplated. These guidelines are summarized below, along
with our observations based on experience:
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e The amenity should benefit the area in which the new density is located. In our view, this
does not literally mean that the amenity must only benefit the local area, because there are
cases in which one new amenity (e.g. a community centre) serves a large area and benefits
more than just the location absorbing the new density. However, we think the general principle
that the amenity must provide some benefit to the area absorbing the density makes sound
planning and political sense that lends credence to plans for densification. Neither developers
nor existing residents will be too enthused about a system that puts density in one area and
exports all of the amenity contributions to another.

e Density bonuses should not be used to fund infrastructure that could readily be funded by
other means. For example, density bonuses should not be used to fund the basic community
infrastructure than can be funded via Development Cost Charges. We agree with this
principle. Municipalities have good tools for funding basic roads and services (e.g. DCCs);
they have much more limited ability to fund other important elements of community-building
such as libraries, fire halls, public art, social housing, or day care.

e Cash-in-lieu should be used in cases in which there is a strong rationale for creating local
amenities that can only practicably be created if contributions from various projects are
pooled. This will be true where most development projects are relatively small and/or where
the most important community amenities are too large or expensive to be carried by a single
project. The Province, wisely, wants to ensure that municipalities do not simply treat amenity
contributions as an arbitrary tax on new development.

Density bonusing has been used in BC long enough for there to be some legal interpretations, in
the form of judicial decisions and various legal opinions. We don’t purport to provide legal advice,
but we do have an understanding of the key implications of the jurisprudence for the design of a
successful density bonusing system.

There appear to be three tests that a density bonusing system should pass in order to be resistant
to legal challenge?:

e The amount of additional density to be provided must be clearly defined in the density bonus
bylaw at the time of bylaw consideration, particularly at public hearing.

e The amenity that is being provided in exchange for the additional density must be clearly
defined at the time of bylaw consideration. This means either defining the nature of the
physical amenity to be provided or, if cash-in-lieu, defining the amount of the payment and the
proposed general uses of the money. Essentially, an informed citizen should be able to weigh

Given the voluntary nature of using bonus density and the advantages to a developer of tapping the
opportunity for more density, it is unlikely that a developer would challenge a density bonus bylaw or
the application of the bylaw to the developer’'s own site. A more likely scenario is that a third party,
concerned about the impact of the additional density, might be interested in finding ways to thwart the
development of additional density by challenging the zoning bylaw.
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the specific pros and cons of the added density and the associated amenity contribution in
deciding what stance to take regarding the rezoning.

o There should be a clear link between the creation of additional density and the nature of the
amenity (i.e. the amenity should be part of the strategy for creating a higher density area that
will need certain amenities to support the increased population or address the impacts on the
existing community).

Based on experience, there appear to be two different approaches to the design of a density
bonus system that should be legally robust. These two approaches can be summarized as
follows:

o Rezone on a site-by-site basis. In this case, the municipality would have policies (ideally
adopted in the Official Community Plan) that identify areas in which sites will be considered for
rezoning to a density bonus zone. The planning policy would define the base density
(presumably consistent with existing zoning), the maximum additional density that can be
obtained by density bonus, the kinds of amenities that the municipality aims to achieve via
density bonusing, and the suggested mechanism for determining the specific amenity
contribution to be obtained from future rezoning proposals. When a developer comes forward
with an application for rezoning in the density bonus area, the developer and the municipality
would negotiate the terms of the rezoning including the amount of additional density (up to the
OCP maximum) the developer wants to obtain, the form and character of the project, and the
precise amenity contribution (either an actual amenity, cash-in-lieu, or some combination) to
be provided. The entire rezoning proposal (including the density to be granted and the
amenity contribution to be made) would be the subject of a public hearing, staff review, and
decision by Council. Any interested citizen would have full information about the proposal and
would be in an informed position to decide whether to express support, opposition, or
suggestions for revision at the public hearing, based on that citizen’s perception of the
advantages and disadvantages of the proposed development. The City of Victoria currently
uses this site-by-site for density bonusing in downtown, although the approach is somewhat
ad hoc because there has not been an adopted policy regarding maximum density or priorities
for amenities.

o Rezone sites in advance with a clear and formulaic approach to amenity contribution. In this
case, the municipality would rezone sites or an entire area into a new density bonus district.
The new zoning regulation would define the base density (presumably similar to the pre-
existing zoning) and define the maximum additional density that could be achieved. The new
regulation would also define the specific amenity contribution to be provided, for example by
specifying a menu of specific on-site amenities to be included in projects or by specifying a
cash-in-lieu payment (usually expressed in dollars per additional square foot of permitted
density).

The two approaches have different advantages and disadvantages.
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The site-by-site approach has these characteristics:

e The developer, the community, and the municipality can be sure that the relationship between
the amenity contribution and the density provided are thought out in detail for the specific site.
The development of a tailored package for each site makes it very easy to design a specific
bundle of public benefits and weigh the pros and cons of the larger project, from all
perspectives.

o To the extent that the value of the amenity contribution is intended to be commensurate with
the value of the extra density, the site-by-site approach allows for an analysis of the specific
project at the time of development. This specific analysis allows the developer and the
municipality to be accurate about the appropriate amenity contribution that is financially
supportable by the proposed rezoning.

e There is still rezoning risk in the project. The site-by-site approach means that each amenity
density project is the subject of a specific rezoning application. While such an application
would presumably be in the context of clear OCP policy regarding densification and amenity
contributions, rezoning nonetheless requires public consultation, public hearing, and dealing
with specific concerns such as traffic, view blockage, shadows, privacy impacts, architectural
character and other issues that are raised when development proposals involve increased
height and density. The site-by-site approach does not guarantee that all rezonings will be
approved, creating risk for developers and also creating uncertainty about whether the overall
goals for densification and amenities can be achieved.

e The site-by-site design work and negotiations between the developer and the City take time
and cost money.

The pre-zoning approach has the “reverse” set of advantages and disadvantages:

e The pre-zoning approach requires defining in advance the amenity contribution and the extra
potential density for a wide range of sites. While these can be adapted over time, there still is
to some extent a one-size-fits-all approach that may mean a more generic contribution to
amenity.

e The value of the amenity contribution will only be approximately commensurate with the value
of the density. Land values vary from site-to-site and change over time, but in the pre-zoning
approach it is necessary to set a general value for amenity contributions that must apply to all
sites in the zoning district. If this number is too low, then this will maximize the number of
projects that want to take advantage of density bonusing but may not maximize the total
potential value of amenity contributions. If the number is too high, some projects will not use
the system. Because of variations in land value from site to site, it is almost inevitable that the
number will have to be on the low side to ensure that most eligible sites take advantage of the
density opportunity. This approach requires that the amenity contribution is recalibrated
periodically to reflect changing land values, if the aim is to ensure that the amenity contribution
is consistent with the value of the bonus density.
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e The rezoning risk is taken out of the developments. This is a major advantage for developers
and possibly for the City (in terms of planning for the full implementation of densification and
amenity strategy). To the extent that densification meets with resistance from some
stakeholders, the debate is held once for the rezoning bylaw for a whole district. If after
weighing the advantages and disadvantages (in planning, technical, and political terms)
Council approves the rezoning, then the densification potential for all of the sites in the area is
confirmed. In the site-by-site approach, there is a risk that individual density proposals are not
approved even if they are consistent with an adopted densification policy, due to localized
opposition.

e This approach takes less time and is less expensive to implement, because there is no need
for site-by-site analysis or negotiations.

2.4 Factors to Consider in the Development of a Density Bonus
System

Based on our experience with designing and implementing density bonus systems, there are
some important factors to be considered in the design of the optimum system for a community.
These factors can be divided into four categories:

e General conditions that should exist in order for the density bonus system to be effective.
e Municipal objectives that are a good “fit” with density bonusing.
e Elements that will help build acceptance in the development community.

o Ways to ensure that the amenities remain in perpetuity.

2.4.1 General Conditions

4. The extra density must be able to be accommodated on sites in the area selected for
densification without unacceptable impacts on urban design, neighbourhood character, traffic,
or other factors. In other words, it is necessary to start with a robust community planning and
urban design process that identifies appropriate locations for additional density and sets
appropriate maximum densities and heights. Bonus density should be a means to provide
amenities to support density that is appropriate in planning terms, not an arbitrary basis for
adding density just to get amenities.

5. Developers must perceive that the available additional density is marketable, physically
feasible, and financially attractive. In weak markets, developers may be reluctant to take on
the additional risk associated with a larger project. In strong markets that support
development, developers will usually be interested in the chance to increase project size, but
there can be circumstances in which extra density does not pencil out. For example, if extra
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density requires going one level deeper for underground parking or requires a shift from wood
frame to concrete construction, then project economics can be impaired by the extra density.

6. The City, the community, and the developer should perceive that there is a reasonable
balance between the extra density that is granted and the amenity contribution that is
obtained. There is a qualitative dimension to this assessment, in that the perceived
enhancement of the community should offset any reduction in neighbourhood quality due to
the added development and population. There can also be a quantitative dimension, if the
aim is to make the actual cost or value of the amenity contribution commensurate with the
value of the extra density. There are two main reasons for achieving a reasonable balance
between amenity cost and density value:

e |If the municipality attempts to obtain too much, developers will not be interested. A
developer cannot afford to contribute more than the extra density is worth.

o If the municipality significantly under-values bonus density, this does not necessarily
translate into an additional incentive for developers. The land market is very efficient and
fast at capturing the additional value of extra density if it is not captured in the form of
amenity contributions. Granting extra density at bargain prices will lead to escalation in
land value for development sites. Some of this land value gain may be the premium
necessary to facilitate or accelerate land assembly, but in some cases it will simply put
inflationary pressure on the value of development sites. The “ideal” circumstance is one
which developers pay most of the value of bonus density in the form of amenity
contributions and retain some of the value as incentive and/or available premium to
facilitate land assembly. In practice, this means setting the value of bonus density
somewhere in the range of 50% to 75% of actual market value of the density, depending
on local circumstances.

7. The City must be very clear regarding the amenities it wants to achieve via density bonusing.
This clarity is needed so that developers know what to include in projects, the community
knows what amenities will be achieved to support densification, and the system (and its
administration) can be designed as efficiently as possible to achieve the desired amenities.
City objectives regarding amenities should be based on an explicit evaluation of:

e The kinds of amenities that are most needed to enhance a residential or commercial area
being densified, meet the needs of new and existing residents in densifying
neighbourhoods, or to mitigate the costs and other impacts of growth.

e The appropriate mix between amenities that serve the whole community versus amenities
that mainly enhance the local neighbourhood undergoing densification.

e The extent to which amenities will be physically accommodated within individual
development projects versus created by pooling cash-in-lieu contributions from many
projects in order to produce larger amenities in good locations.
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8. The combination of allowable base density and available bonus density must result in an
acceptable number of sites being financially viable redevelopment candidates. In an already-
urbanized area (such as Downtown Victoria) the existing older commercial space can, due to
high retail rents, support relatively high land values. For redevelopment to occur, the
allowable base density must support enough land value to enable a developer to buy and
redevelop the property. If the combination of the value of the base density and any bonus
density value not captured by an amenity contribution is still less than the value of the site in
its current use, then redevelopment will not occur and the goal of densification will not be
achieved. This means either being patient (i.e. waiting until redevelopment values climb due
to market growth), increasing the allowable density, or accepting smaller amenity
contributions.

9. Redevelopment sites must trade in the market at the value supported by the base density, so
that developers can afford to obtain the bonus density by providing an amenity contribution. If
developers are not aware of how the density bonus system works, they may overpay for sites
(based on the potential maximum total density rather than the base density) and then
complain about having to make an amenity contribution. If there has been a history of no
amenity contributions at rezoning, or amenity contributions worth significantly less than the
value of the density bonus, then the “un-captured” land value gain will be capitalized into site
values. In this circumstance, changing the amenity contributions means that some developers
will have paid too much for sites and that some landowners will be reluctant to accept the new
market reality that sale price should be based on the base density, not the potential for
upzoning. Also, if rezonings are readily approved outside the scope of the density bonus
system, and if such rezonings do not require an amenity contribution, developers will not use
the system. For the system to work, Council must be consistent in its application, developers
must understand the system, and land owners must realize that their property value is based
on the “old” zoning or base density, not the new maximum density in the new zoning.

2.4.2  Municipal Objectives and the “Fit” with Density Bonuses
Density bonusing is more suited to some community development aspirations than others:

o Densification. Density bonusing is well-suited to the broad goal of densification because it
allows higher density, creates incentives for developers to use land more intensively, and
creates a mechanism for funding or providing amenities that enhance the community.

e Revenue for area-wide amenities, such as public realm improvements or neighbourhood
facilities. Density bonusing can generate revenue that can be used for area-wide community
amenities if the system includes provision for cash-in-lieu instead of on-site amenities.

¢ On-site amenities. Density bonusing can be well-suited to the provision of on-site amenities,
depending on the kinds of amenities the City wants to achieve, the typical size of development
projects, and the value of additional density. If a site is only 10,000 square feet, the density
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bonus allows up to 2 additional FSR, and land value is $25 per square foot of extra density,
the maximum contribution is $500,000. If all-in construction cost for an amenity space (e.g.
day care or community meeting space) is say $250 per square foot, the amenity contribution
only yields 2,000 square feet of space. This may not be large enough to meet the amenity
objective, so it may be necessary to shift to a cash-in-lieu approach to pool contributions to
achieve a large community space. On the other hand, small open spaces and public art are
ideal candidates for on-site amenity.

e Specific project characteristics. Some communities provide bonus density in exchange for
meeting design or sustainability criteria. For example, a bonus could be earned by meeting a
certain LEED standard (or equivalent) or by providing certain architectural elements (e.g.
weather protection along sidewalks). There is debate as to the extent these are really
community amenities; it is also possible to achieve these kinds of objectives using other tools
such as Development Permits or building bylaws. Municipalities must decide whether
amenities or building features are the higher priority use of potential contributions.

2.4.3 Elements That Will Help Build Acceptance in the Development
Industry

The use of density bonusing is voluntary, so for the system to work developers have to want to
use it. Based on our experience, developers are interested in these attributes:

e Predictability. Developers prefer a system that is simple, predictable, minimizes risk, and is
administered efficiently. They lean toward the “pre-zoning” approach because this takes the
rezoning risk out of the density bonus system. If the pre-zoning approach defines a specific
formula for calculating amenity contribution, developers can build this amount into their
financial analysis for development projects without having to wait for the outcome of a
negotiation. Developers also like a system that provides density bonus without site-by-site
rezoning risk.

o Consistency. Developers prefer a system in which all developers and projects are treated
consistently, both because this is fair and because it contributes to predictability. This does
not mean that every project pays the same dollar amount, but it means that the approach to
determining amenity contribution is equitable, defendable, and consistently applied.

o No downzoning. Developers and land owners will react with great hostility to any density
bonus system that starts by down-zoning property and then enables recovery of the density by
making an amenity contribution. This type of down-zoning is very disruptive in the marketplace
and can be argued to be fundamentally unfair to those who have made acquisitions in good
faith based on existing zoning. The density bonus system should use existing density as the
base or outright density and then add potential new density on top of that.
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2.4.4  Ensuring Amenities Remain in Perpetuity

Once incorporated into a development, the bonus density exists “in perpetuity” or until the building
is demolished. It is important, therefore, to ensure that the amenity obtained in exchange for the
extra density is comparably long-lived. This means that municipalities should anticipate these
issues:

o If the amenity is a capital item (e.g. an open space, a day care), it will require some form of
tenure to ensure ongoing public access, such as a strata title lot in the name of the City, or
long term lease, or statutory right of way. As well, a capital item also requires an operating
budget, so the City must anticipate how the amenity will be maintained.

¢ If the amenity is on private property (e.g. a piece of public art), the City must have a means of
ensuring that the amenity remains on site, is accessible, and is insured for replacement in the
event of damage or theft.

¢ If the amenity is in the form of some kind of project characteristic (e.g. sustainability features),
the City must have a means of ensuring the continued existence of these features. This can
be a challenge if the sustainability features are in private units (e.g. low flush toilets) or if the
features are difficult to monitor.
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3.0 Key Inputs to a System for Victoria’s Core Area

This section contains information and analysis regarding the Core Area that is necessary for the
design of a density bonus system. This section includes:

o Areview of the City’s current system for granting bonus density in Downtown.
o A description of the City’s objectives for community amenities.

e A description of the City’s current aims for densification (i.e. the location and amount of
additional density that is contemplated).

e A forecast of the total amount of development likely to occur in the Core Area and an estimate
of how much of this development might involve density bonusing.

e An estimate of current Core Area land values and the implications for the potential for the
amount of amenity contributions that might be obtained.

¢ An analysis of the economics of heritage building rehabilitation and the implications for the
amount of bonus density that might have to be provided to facilitate projects.

¢ Overall implications for the design of a density bonus system for the Core Area.

3.1 Current System

Victoria has an existing density bonus policy for Downtown, which was adopted as part of the
1990 Downtown Victoria Plan.

The existing (1990) policy allowed for the approval of additional density, via individual site
rezoning, to achieve a wide array of objectives including:

e Rehabilitation of heritage buildings.
e Development of new residential units.
e Provision of excess customer parking.

e Public realm improvements such as public open space or squares, mid-block walkways, or
arcades.

o Exceptional design.
e Provision of housing or services for handicapped people.
¢ Community facilities such as day care.

The 1990 policy proposed a “standard entitlement” or base density of FSR 3, but various sites
were assigned lower base densities for sites considered “sensitive”. For example, the density of
new office buildings in Old Town was limited to FSR 1 in order to encourage retention of the
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existing buildings. Bonus density could be achieved above these base densities by providing
amenities.

Exhibit 2A shows the 1990 Downtown Plan’s designation of areas eligible for density bonusing (as
well as the currently proposed expansion of the bonus area).

Exhibit 2A: Existing and Proposed Density Bonus Areas
- 1990 Downtown Plan Bonusable Area

Downtown Core Area Plan Density Bonus Areas

Downtown Core Area Plan

The 1990 policy outlines some basic density bonus principles, particularly the idea that extra
density may be earned by the provision of certain amenities, but it does not provide much detail to
guide decisions about individual applications. For example:

e There is not a defined upper limit on the amount of additional density that can be achieved.

e There is not a prescribed basis for determining how much additional density is warranted by
providing an amenity, or how much of an amenity must be provided.

e The eligible amenities cover a very broad range without any indication of priority.

e Some of the amenities are quite vague, such as “demonstrable benefit” or “exceptional
design”.

Because the existing policy does not provide much detail, individual projects approved under this
policy show a wide variation in the amenity provided and the density achieved.
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Attachment A (at the end of this document) summarizes 12 projects approved during 2004 to
2009 under the existing policy.

Based on these 12 projects and on general comments from staff about the current process, the
following observations can be made about the current approach:

o Density increases have varied widely, from under 1 FSR to almost 5 FSR.

e Amenity contributions have been quite diverse and in most cases consist of a package of
various benefits. Some have included cash contributions for specific purposes (for example,
public art, affordable housing fund contribution, art gallery contribution), open space
accessible to the public, extra underground parking, mid-block walkways, some housing units
with adaptable design, some housing units being rental, streetscaping, or heritage building
preservation. Note that some of these amenities are specifically listed in the existing policy but
some are interpretations of the vague policy language (e.g. public art, rental housing, art
gallery contribution).

e The approach to defining the amenity contribution has tended to be ad hoc, based in part on
the interests of the developer, the interests or priorities of the City at the time, and the specific
characteristics of the site. There has not been an overall amenity strategy for Downtown. In
some cases, the “amenities” are simply desirable project characteristics that do not
necessarily enhance the attractiveness of the Core Area for new residential or commercial
development.

e The approach to determining the appropriate amount of amenity contribution has been ad
hoc. Staff have not been using a prescribed approach to setting a target total value of
contribution and the staff reports do not typically include an estimate of either the total value of
the contribution or the value of the additional approved density. This is partly because some of
the amenities would be difficult to monetize. This is not necessarily a problem; it simply
represents a challenge in terms of deciding whether the City achieved a reasonable
contribution or determining whether developers and projects have been treated consistently.

e The “take-up” has not been large in terms of number of projects, averaging about 2 proposals
per year over 6 years. One of these did not proceed and one is still in the approvals process,
so the pace of approvals over the past 6 years is say 1.7 projects per year. The total amount
of approved density bonus floorspace is significant. The total additional floor space is not
reported in all cases, but it appears that up to about 600,000 square feet of additional space
was generated by density bonus, or an average of about 100,000 square feet per year. As
shown in Section 3.4, we anticipate that the overall pace of Downtown development over the
next couple of decades will be about 400,000 square feet per year (say 340,000 square feet
of residential, or about 340 units, plus 60,000 square feet of office), suggesting that up to
about 25% of new Core Area development has been density bonus floor space that makes an
amenity contribution.
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The existing system has produced densification in Downtown and it has generated significant
amenity contributions for the City, so it has been successful. The City’s aim in revamping the
system is to improve it by making it more predictable (for the City, developers, and the
community), more efficient, more coordinated with the planning objectives for the Core Area, and
potentially more productive in terms of the total creation of amenities.

3.2 City Objectives for Community Amenities

3.2.1 Public Realm Improvements

As part of the central area planning process, the City has developed a list of priorities for public
realm amenities in the Core Area.

The City’s objectives include:

e Pedestrian network improvements in the public realm, including sidewalk widening,
undergrounding power lines, public signage, enhanced sidewalk treatments,
trees/landscaping, and pedestrian scale lighting. It will not be possible to produce area-wide
upgrading by relying on individual redevelopments to make improvements along their street
frontages. These improvements require a cash-in-lieu component for density bonusing, to
enable the City to accumulate funds from various projects and then spend the money
strategically.

e Beautification including street furniture and illumination of public buildings and structures.
These require a cash-in-lieu system. These improvements may help make the Core Area a
more attractive location for visitors, businesses, and possibly residents, but (arguably) it would
be hard to characterize these as helping the Core Area deal with the impacts of increased
density.

e Public open space improvements such as improvements to parks, plazas, water features,
performance spaces, public art. These do enhance liveability and using density bonus for this
purpose makes up for a major shortcoming of DCCs, which can be used to acquire park land
in urbanizing areas but not to allow more intensive use of existing parkland in urbanized areas
where it is difficult to buy more land for park. This requires a cash-in-lieu system.

e Transit corridor improvements such as enhanced transit stations, shelters, seating, and
lighting. This requires a cash-in-lieu system.

e Acquisition of additional park land in parts of the Core Area such as Rock Bay and the
proposed residential mixed use district, to meet the needs of expected growth. This park land
acquisition is an allowable use of DCC funds, which could be used instead of (or in addition
to) amenity contributions from density bonusing. This requires a cash-in-lieu system to pool
funds as well as negotiations with individual land owners to obtain the land.

CORIOLIS CONSULTING CORP. PAGE 28
Density Bonus Policy Study --J. Tinney, Director - Sustainab... Page 127 of 379



Planning and Land Use Committee - 09 Jul 2015

e Completion of the harbour pathway. This requires a cash-in-lieu system, except in
circumstances where a waterfront site is being redeveloped, in which case the project could
be required as part of rezoning to upgrade the adjacent portion of the walkway (and in which
case the City may also need to negotiate for the right to create a walkway across private
land).

In general, this is a public amenities and community benefits strategy that is well-suited to density
bonuses, particularly with a cash-in-lieu approach. There are a couple of items on the list that, in
our view, might be refined but generally these amenities are good candidates for a density bonus
system that includes a cash-in-lieu component.

3.2.2  Heritage Building Rehabilitation

The City also wants to use density incentives to facilitate heritage building rehabilitation in Old
Town.

In this case, bonus density is granted to the owner/developer of a heritage property to assist in
the refurbishment and seismic upgrade of an important heritage building. This is not a cash-in-lieu
system; the developer must upgrade the building and receives transferrable density bonus to help
make the numbers work. The system requires that heritage developers are entitled to sell the
transferrable density to other development sites (in designated “receiver”’ areas), which must be
appropriately zoned or rezoned to allow the additional density to be “imported”. It is very
important to understand that this means there will be some Core Area sites that could potentially
achieve higher density in two very different ways: obtaining bonus density by providing an
amenity contribution, or acquiring transferrable heritage density. There will be an interaction in
the marketplace between these two kinds of available density, so the City must design a system
that manages this interaction, because of these issues:

o The City will define a target value for density provided in exchange for amenity contributions.
Whether the City uses a site-by-site rezoning approach or a pre-zoning approach, there will
still be a need to define a value for density and this is likely to be some percentage of current
actual market value.

o Developers who hold transferrable density (granted to them to facilitate heritage rehabilitation)
will want to sell this density (because the revenue from the density is a key ingredient to
making the heritage project viable). The City will not be directly involved in setting the price
for such transferrable density, although the City will have an indirect influence based on the
pace and deemed value at which the City “creates” such density. This pace is of course
determined by the number of heritage projects (with transferrable density) the City approves
and the amount of density that is necessary to make any given project work financially. There
will be a resulting market price for transferrable density, with this price determined by the total
amount of transferrable density available for sale at any given time, the number/size of
development projects looking for extra density, and the price of the density obtainable directly
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from the City in exchange for amenities. The market price for transferable density will not
necessarily be the prevailing market value for development sites, so there could be a
difference between the value of bonus density for amenities and the value of transferable
heritage density.

o If the price of transferrable density is low (too many sellers, not enough buyers), developers
will prefer to buy this density rather than obtain density via amenity contributions. The City
may get “too much” heritage rehabilitation and “not enough” public realm improvements in
Downtown. If the price of heritage density is comparable to the value of density from amenity
contributions, the mix of heritage and amenity density will be somewhat arbitrary depending
on the participants in the market, unless the City regulates the mix.

There are ways to manage this challenge of overlapping bonus density opportunities.

In developing a solution, it is useful to consider the experience of the City of Vancouver, which
has been operating a transferrable heritage density system for many years. We have worked with
Vancouver in evaluating and refining its system. Based on this experience, we have these
observations:

e Itis important to monitor the pace of creating transferrable density and the pace of take-up, to
know how much density is available for sale at any time. The size of this pool relative to
demand has a large impact on price. The City has experienced times when the pool is very
large and prices have fallen, which means that the amount of density that must be granted to
make a project viable increases, further exacerbating the deflation problem.

e |tis very helpful to identify mechanisms for the sale of heritage density that do not overlap with
other means of acquiring density. For example, Vancouver defines receiver areas in which
projects can develop up to 10% more space than allowed under existing zoning, without
having to rezone, provided the extra density is acquired from the pool of transferrable heritage
density. The City is considering increasing this density gain to 15%.

e ltis helpful to have a public benefits strategy that allocates priority to various public goals, so
that there is not constant debate over what proportion of a project’'s amenity contribution
should take the form of heritage public realm improvements or some other amenity. In
Victoria’s case, this would mean that in “overlap” areas (where it is possible to acquire
heritage density or bonus density via amenity contributions), the City would define a limit on
the proportion of a project’s increased density that can come via the heritage route.

We recommend that Victoria’s system include these features:

e The City should monitor and manage the pace at which it creates transferrable heritage
density bonus space. If it creates too much, the price will fall, with two bad consequences.
First, developers will not want to obtain density via amenity contributions because it will be
cheaper to obtain density from heritage transfers. Second, the City will have to grant
increasing amounts of transferrable density to make heritage projects viable. So, it will be
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essential to match the creation of transferrable density with the market’s ability to take up the
extra space.

e The City should consider capping the amount of transferrable heritage density a development
can acquire in “overlap” areas, so that a project must obtain at least some of its density bonus
by providing an amenity contribution. There should not be a minimum heritage component,
because there may be times when no transferrable heritage density is available for sale.

o The City could consider allowing small density increases outside the formal density receiver
areas if the extra density is transferrable heritage density.

3.3 Densification Plans

As part of the Core Area planning process, the City has identified potential areas for densification.
The City has defined three areas (A, B, C) for additional density. The proposed system generally
provides for a base density of FSR 3 throughout the area and a maximum FSR of 4.5 to 6
depending on the area (i.e. bonus density of 1.5 FSR to 3 FSR). The areas provide the density
bonus as residential or office or mixed use. Exhibit 2B shows the density bonus areas.
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DENSITY BONUS SYSTEM FOR THE VICTORIA DOWNTOWN CORE AREA PLAN

Exhibit 2B: Density Bonus Areas
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The City also contemplates increasing building heights to accommodate the additional density.

Note that Areas A, B, and C are areas where additional density can be developed. The Plan will
also identify areas where transferrable density can be created as part of heritage rehabilitation
projects.

Generally the proposed densities (base and bonus) are reasonable based on these observations:

o Development at the base density (FSR 3) already requires concrete construction. Adding the
bonus density does not require a change in basic building type.

o The base density is equal to existing zoned density, so there is no down-zoning.

e The densities are broadly consistent with the actual densities achieved in rezonings involving
density bonuses over the last 6 years or so in Downtown, suggesting that the higher densities
are marketable and financially viable.
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e The densities do not require a scale of development that is disproportionate relative to the
scale of the market. As an illustration, a development on a 20,000 square foot site at FSR 3
(the proposed base density) yields a development of 60,000 square feet. If this is residential,
the project would have about 60 units. Increasing density to FSR 5 yields 100,000 square
feet or 100 units which is not out of keeping with the scale of recent new developments.

o By the standards of the core areas of larger cities (e.g. Vancouver, Calgary) the proposed
maximum densities are low. However, Victoria’'s Core Area has a well-defined character that
is lower scale than in larger cities and the marketplace is smaller as well. The proposed
densities are in keeping with Core Area character.

In addition to the areas identified for bonus density, the City has identified “receiver” areas that
are allowed to absorb transferrable bonus density that comes from heritage rehabilitation projects
in Old Town. A small subset of the receiver areas is outside the boundaries of Areas A, B, and C,
so in these areas the only way to achieve bonus density is to acquire transferrable heritage
density. However, density bonus Areas A, B, and C are also heritage receiver areas, so in these
locations development projects can obtain bonus density either by making an amenity contribution
or by acquiring transferrable heritage density, or some combination. This overlap must be
managed if the City wants both kinds of density opportunity to be used.

3.4 City of Victoria Downtown Demand Projections

To have some sense of the magnitude of the potential for amenity contributions, it is necessary to
estimate the likely total pace of urban development in the Core Area and to estimate the
proportion of new development that will be accommodated in bonus density that makes a
contribution. Not all projects will use the density bonus opportunity, for various reasons, and
those that do will not always use the maximum opportunity.

In early 2007, we completed detailed projections of potential demand for new residential units and
new office space in Downtown Victoria. For the purpose of the forecasts, Downtown was defined
to include the Downtown planning area plus the adjacent neighbourhoods of Vic West, Harris
Green, Fairfield and portions of James Bay.

As input to evaluating a new density bonus system for Downtown Victoria, we reviewed the 2007
demand projections to determine whether the projections are still reasonable.

3.4.1 Residential Projections

Exhibit 3 summarizes our 2007 residential demand projections for the Downtown and fringe area.
These figures exclude demand in locations near Downtown that are west of the Inner Harbour
(e.q., the Songhees and Dockside areas).
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Exhibit 3: Projected Multifamily Residential Unit Development in the Downtown and Fringe Area -
East of Inner Harbour (Rounded)

2006 to 2011 to 2016 to 2021 to Total

2011 2016 2021 2026 2006 to 2026
Lower Demand Scenario (units per year) 340 340 360 330 6,850
Higher Demand Scenario (units per year) 405 405 485 515 9,050

To evaluate whether the 2007 projection is still reasonable over the long term, we:

1. Examined the most recent long range population projections and housing growth projections
available for the CRD (by Urban Futures and BC Stats).

2. Analyzed recent residential development trends in the CRD by unit type (between 2007 and
2009).

3. Estimated the share of total regional apartment development that has gone to the Downtown
study area over the past 2 or 3 years.

4. Updated our 2007 projection to reflect any recent changes in total expected long range
regional housing demand and the share of demand that could go to Downtown.

Based on this review, we think that the 2007 “Lower Demand Scenario” is good reflection of
potential future residential demand in Downtown. The “Higher Demand Scenario” is likely
optimistic. Therefore, we anticipate development of about 340 apartment units per year over the
next 20 years or so. Assuming an average gross floor area of 1000 per unit, this means up to
about 340,000 square feet of space per year on average.

3.4.2  Office Projections

Exhibit 4 summarizes our 2007 projected office space growth in Downtown Victoria from 2006 to

2026.
Exhibit 4: Projected Downtown Victoria Office Floorspace Growth
Total
2006 2011 2016 2021 2026 Growth
Lower Demand Scenario 4,500,000 4,793,488 5,088,063 5,385,150 5,681,150 1,200,000
Higher Demand Scenario 4,500,000 5,125,038 5,547,313 5,968,025 6,367,025 1,900,000

All figures in square feet.
To evaluate whether the 2007 projection is still reasonable over the long term, we:

1. Analyzed changes in occupied office space in Downtown and in the region between 2006 and
20009.

2. Reviewed existing plans for significant office projects in Downtown and the region.
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Based on our review, the 2007 projections are still a reasonable range for the expected long term
office demand in Central Victoria. So, we anticipate about 60,000 square feet of new office
development per year on average in the Core Area.

3.4.3 Potential for Density Bonus Space

The total estimated pace of Core Area development, therefore, is about 400,000 square feet per
year. As the City’s proposed density bonus figures suggest increasing from FSR 3 to a maximum
of about FSR 6, for some projects the maximum share of space that is density bonus is about
half. However, some of the density districts only allow a maximum of about FSR 4, so the
maximum share that could be bonus space is 25%.

Based on actual approvals over the last 6 years, the City has granted about 100,000 square feet
of density bonus space per year, which is equivalent to about 25% of the projected pace of
development. A new system can be assumed to increase the rate of take-up of density bonus
space, because a much wider array of sites will be eligible and improvements will be incorporated
over the current system. However, given the proposed maximum FSRs achievable in some of the
bonus areas, the fact that not all projects will use the density bonus opportunity, and the fact that
some Core Area development will occur outside the designated bonus density areas, it seems
reasonable to assume that the pace of density bonus take-up would likely be a maximum of about
25% of all new development, or about 100,000 square feet of space per year.

3.5 Downtown Office and Residential Land Values

To estimate the potential value of future amenity contributions, it is necessary to estimate the
value of bonus density. The maximum value that can be achieved is the actual market value of
the density (i.e. the land value expressed as dollars per square foot of bonus development
potential), as developers will not generally pay more than the density is worth. In practice, the
achievable value is less than full market value as it is helpful to leave some of the value in the
project as an incentive or as money that can pay a premium for land to accelerate land purchase,
site assembly, and redevelopment.

As input to evaluating a new density bonus system for the Core Area, we estimated the land value
that is supportable by concrete highrise strata apartment development and high density office
development in Downtown.

Our estimates rely on available sales evidence over the last few years and on land residual
analysis that we completed for hypothetical high density residential and high density office
projects in Downtown under current market conditions.
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351 Estimated Residential Land Value

Our residential land value analysis is contained in Exhibits 5 and 6. The analysis in Exhibit 5 is
representative of a hypothetical mid-quality highrise project in Downtown. Exhibit 6 assumes the
project is higher quality so the revenue and construction costs are higher.

Our land residual analysis indicates that the current market value for zoned, serviced high density
residential development sites in Downtown Victoria is between $30 and $40 per sq.ft. of buildable
floor space. This is consistent with current listings for high density residential development sites in
(or near) Downtown.

Sites in high value locations (such as on the waterfront) would have higher land values.

352 Estimated Office Land Value

Our office land value analysis is contained in Exhibits 7 and 8. These exhibits provide two
different approaches to estimating the supportable land value of an office development site.

o Exhibit 7 assumes the building is constructed by a developer who sells the completed project
to an investor at a premium to the total construction costs (a developer’'s profit margin is
included the analysis).

o Exhibit 8 assumes that the developer holds the office building for the long term and requires a
premium above the annual return (capitalization rate) that could be realized from acquiring an
existing comparable office building, to account for the risks associated with the development
process.

Based on our land residual analysis, we estimate that the current market value for zoned,
serviced high density office development sites in Downtown Victoria is between $15 and $20 per
sq.ft. of buildable floor space.

3.5.3 Potential for Amenity Contribution

Using the estimated land values and the estimated pace of development, we can produce a rough
estimate of the potential value of future amenity contributions. Exhibit 9 below uses the low end of
the estimated range of land values.

Exhibit 9: Estimated Potential for Amenity Contributions

Type of Space

Estimated Rate of
Annual Growth

Share That Makes
an Amenity
Contribution

Value of Amenity
Contribution at 75%
of Land Value

Total Potential
Value per year

$30 x 75% = $22.50

Residential 340,000 sq. ft. 25% $1.9 million
per square foot
0p =
Office 60,000 sq. ft. 25% $15 x 75% = $11.25 $0.16 million
per square foot
Total 400,000 sq_.ft. Say $2 million
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The estimated total potential value of amenity contributions is in the range of $2 million. Note that
is the total including any portion that takes the form of acquiring transferrable heritage density. If
(for illustrative purposes) 10% of the potential is heritage related, the amenity value available to
the City for other amenities is 90% of the indicated total, or about $1.7 million per year.

Given the array of amenities that the City is interested in, this level of capital funding (assuming
that the City receives it all in the form of cash-in-lieu) will not go far, so it will be important to
prioritize spending in order to complete some objectives, rather than making small incremental
progress on all objectives at the same time.
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Exhibit 5

Downtown Victoria Apartment Land Residual
Hypothetical Concrete Apartment Development

Assumes a 15 Storey Mid-Quality Building

Major Assumptions (shading indicates figures that are inputs; unshaded cells are formulas)

Revenue and Value
Average Sales Price Per Sq. Ft.

Site and Building Size
Site size

Assumed density

Total floorspace

Net saleable space
Average Gross unit size
Average Net unit size
Number of units
Required Parking Stalls
Residential Stalls

Total Stalls

Construction Costs
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
On-Site Senicing (Upgrade of Adjacent Roads/Sidewalks/Etc)
Other Predevelopment Costs
Hard Construction Costs
Building Costs
Cost Per Parking Stall
Overall Costs Per Square Foot
Soft costs (1)
Contingency on hard and soft costs
Regional Levies
SSAC
DCCs
Interim financing on construction costs
Financing fees

Other Costs and Allowances

Rezoning Costs

Marketing and Commissions

Developer's Profit

Property Taxes

Assumed current assessment (Year 1 of analysis)

Assumed assessment after 1 year of construction (Year 2 of analysis)

Analysis

Revenue

Gross sales revenue

Less marketing and commissions
Net sales revenue

Construction Costs

Allowance for Rezoning Costs

Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings
On-Site Senicing (Upgrade of Adjacent Roads/Sidewalks/Etc)
Other Predevelopment Costs

Hard construction costs

Soft costs

Contingency on hard and soft costs

Regional Levies

SSAC

DCCs

Interim financing

Financing fees/costs

Total construction costs

Developer's Profit

Residual to Land and Land Carry

Less interim financing on land (approvals/presales/construction)
Less property purchase tax

Less property taxes

Residual Land Value

Residual Value per sq.ft. of site
Residual Value per square foot buildable

Notes:

$475.00 per sq.ft. of net saleable residential space

18,000 sq.ft. or 0.41 acre
5.0 FSR

90,000 sq.ft.

79,200 sq.ft. or
852
750 sq.ft.
106 units or
1.20 per unit
127 stalls
127 stalls

88.0% of gross area

256.52 UPA

$0
$5,000 per lineal meter of frontage
$0

$180.00 per gross sq.ft. of building area
$35,000 per parking stall
$229.39 per gross sq.ft. assuming underground parking
10.0% of hard costs and site prep/senicing costs
5.0% of hard and soft costs
$0.00 per apartment unit
$0.00 per apartment unit
$3.330 per sq.ft. of building area
7.0% on 50% of hard and soft costs, assuming a
0.5% of hard and soft costs

2 year construction period

$0
5.0% of gross revenue
15.0% of gross revenue, or
0.61859% of assessed value
$3,000,000
$18,810,000 (50% of completed project value)

17.6% of total costs

$37,620,000
$1,881,000
$35,739,000

$0

$0

$221,893

$0
$20,645,000
$2,064,500
$1,146,570
$0

$0

$299,742
$1,706,439
$121,889
$26,206,033

$5,643,000

$3,889,967
$633,092
$63,137
$144,193
$3,049,544

$169.42
$33.88

1) Soft Costs allow for design, engineering, legal, survey, project management, consultants, permits, warranties, deficiencies, misc.
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Exhibit 6

Downtown Victoria Apartment Land Residual
Hypothetical Concrete Apartment Development Assumes a 15 Storey High-Quality Building

Major Assumptions (shading indicates figures that are inputs; unshaded cells are formulas)

Revenue and Value
Awerage Sales Price Per Sq. Ft. $540.00 per sq.ft. of net saleable residential space

Site and Building Size

Site size 18,000 sq.ft. or 0.41 acre
Assumed density 5.0 FSR

Total floorspace 90,000 sq.ft.

Net saleable space 79,200 sq.ft. or 88.0% of gross area
Average Gross unit size 852

Average Net unit size 750 sq.ft.

Number of units 106 units or 256.52 UPA
Required Parking Stalls 1.50 per unit

Residential Stalls 159 stalls

Total Stalls 159 stalls

Construction Costs

Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings $0
On-Site Senvicing (Upgrade of Adjacent Roads/Sidewalks/Etc) $5,000 per lineal meter of frontage
Other Predevelopment Costs $0

Hard Construction Costs

Building Costs $200.00 per gross sq.ft. of building area
Cost Per Parking Stall $35,000 per parking stall
Ovwerall Costs Per Square Foot $261.83 per gross sq.ft. assuming underground parking
Soft costs (1) 10.0% of hard costs and site prep/senicing costs
Contingency on hard and soft costs 5.0% of hard and soft costs
Regional Levies $0.00 per apartment unit
SSAC $0.00 per apartment unit
DCCs $3.330 per sq.ft. of building area
Interim financing on construction costs 7.0% on 50% of hard and soft costs, assuming a 2 year construction period
Financing fees 0.5% of hard and soft costs

Other Costs and Allowances

Rezoning Costs $0

Marketing and Commissions 5.0% of gross revenue

Devweloper's Profit 15.0% of gross revenue, or 17.6% of total costs
Property Taxes 0.61859% of assessed value

Assumed current assessment (Year 1 of analysis) $3,000,000

Assumed assessment after 1 year of construction (Year 2 of analysis) $21,384,000 (50% of completed project value)
Analysis

Revenue

Gross sales revenue $42,768,000

Less marketing and commissions $2,138,400

Net sales revenue $40,629,600

Construction Costs

Allowance for Rezoning Costs $0
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings $0
On-Site Senvicing (Upgrade of Adjacent Roads/Sidewalks/Etc) $221,893
Other Predevelopment Costs $0
Hard construction costs $23,565,000
Soft costs $2,356,500
Contingency on hard and soft costs $1,307,170
Regional Levies $0
SSAC $0
DCCs $299,742
Interim financing $1,942,521
Financing fees/costs $138,752
Total construction costs $29,831,578
Developer's Profit $6,415,200
Residual to Land and Land Carry $4,382,822
Less interim financing on land (approvals/presales/construction) $713,304
Less property purchase tax $71,390
Less property taxes $160,116
Residual Land Value $3,438,012
Residual Value per sq.ft. of site $191.00
Residual Value per square foot buildable $38.20
Notes:

1) Soft Costs allow for design, engineering, legal, survey, project management, consultants, permits, warranties, deficiencies, misc.
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Exhibit 7

Residual Land Value Analysis

Hypothetical Office Building in Downtown Victoria
Assumes developer builds, leases, and then sells to an investor and expects a 15% profit margin on value

Assumptions

Site and Building Size Assumptions:
Assumed Site Size

FSR

Project Size

Rentable Area
Underground/structured Parking
Total Stalls

Revenue and Value Assumptions:
Awerage Net Lease Rate
Operating Costs

Annual Vacancy Allowance
Property Management

Structural Allowance

Assumed Net Parking Revenue

Capitalization Rate
Profit Allowance

Cost Assumptions:
Site Senicing (sidewalks, landscaping, etc)

Building Construction Costs (to base building - shell)

Parking Construction Costs

Base Building Hard Construction Costs
Fit-up Allowance

Soft Costs (including project management)
Contingency

Regional Levies

Municipal DCC

Other Contributions/Levies

Interim Financing

Property Taxes During Development

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

Analysis

Value:

Lease Revenue

Recovered Operating Costs
Parking Income

Total Gross Revenue

Less Operating Costs

Less Management

Less Structural

Net Operating Income
Capitalized Value

Total Value per sq.ft. buildable

Costs:

Site Senicing

Hard Construction (including parking)
Fit-Up

Upfront Leasing Commissions

Upfront Vacancy Cost during Lease-up
Soft Costs (including project management)
Contingency

Regional Levies

Municipal DCC

Other Levies

Property Taxes during Development
Interim Financing

Total Costs Before Land and Profit
Total Costs per sq.ft. buildable

Profit:

Land Residual:
Land Residual Before Holding Costs

Less interim financing on land for construction plus 6 r

Less property taxes during approvals
Less property closing costs
Residual Land Value

Value per sq.ft. buildable
Value per sq.ft. of land

Notes:

18,000 or 0.413 acre
5.0
90,000
95% of gross area
1 stall per
180

500' sq.ft. of gross building area

$32.50 per sq.ft. of rentable area assuming landlord provides fit up allowance
$15.00 per sq.ft. of rentable area
5.0%
0.0% of lease revenue (included in operating costs)
1.0% of lease revenue
$100.00 per stall per month

6.50%
15.0% of value

$5,000 per lineal metre of frontage
$180 per sq.ft. (Note 1)
$35,000 per stall (assuming structured parking)
$250 per sq.ft. buildable (including parking)
$35 per rentable square foot
15% of hard costs
5% of hard and soft costs
$0.000 per sq.ft. of building area
$2.153 per sq.ft. of building area
$0.00 per sq.ft. of building area
7.0% on 50% of all costs assuming a 2.0 year construction period
2.29316% applied to land value in Year 1 $1,000,000
applied to 50% of gross value of building in Year 2, which is:
17% of Year 1 revenue
3 months, or 0.25 years
$47.50 per sq.ft. (i.e. lease revenue+operating costs) on

$21,271,457

50% of space during lease-up

$2,639,813
$1,218,375
$216,000
$4,074,188
$1,282,500
$0

$26,398
$2,765,289
$42,542,913
$473

$228,659
$22,500,000
$2,992,500
$448,768
$507,656
$3,375,000
$1,293,750
$0

$193,808

$0

$510,720
$2,243,560
$34,294,421
$381

$6,381,437

$1,867,055
$277,724
$11,466
$15,779
$1,562,086

$17
$87

(1) Hard construction costs based on information from BDC Development Consultants, Altus Group, and discussions with office developers.
Note that hard construction costs do not include an allowance for piling or for dealing with unusual soils conditions.
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Exhibit 8

Residual Land Value Analysis

Hypothetical Office Building in Downtown Victoria
Assumes developer builds, leases and then holds and expects a return equivalent to 1.25 percentage point over cap rates

Assumptions

Site and Building Size Assumptions:
Assumed Site Size

FSR

Project Size

Rentable Area
Underground/structured Parking
Total Stalls

Revenue and Value Assumptions:
Average Net Lease Rate
Operating Costs

Annual Vacancy Allowance
Property Management

Structural Allowance

Assumed Net Parking Revenue

Capitalization Rate
Profit Allowance

Cost Assumptions:

Site Senvicing (sidewalks, landscaping, etc)
Building Construction Costs (to base building - shell)
Parking Construction Costs

Base Building Hard Construction Costs
Fit-up Allowance

Soft Costs (including project management)
Contingency

Regional Levies

Municipal DCC

Other Contributions/Levies

Interim Financing

Property Taxes During Development

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

Analysis

Value:

Lease Revenue

Recowered Operating Costs
Parking Income

Total Gross Revenue

Less Operating Costs

Less Management

Less Structural

Net Operating Income
Capitalized Value

Total Value per sq.ft. buildable

Costs:

Site Senvicing

Hard Construction (including parking)
Fit-Up

Upfront Leasing Commissions

Upfront Vacancy Cost during Lease-up
Soft Costs (including project management)
Contingency

Regional Levies

Municipal DCC

Other Levies

Property Taxes during Development
Interim Financing

Total Costs Before Land and Profit
Total Costs per sq.ft. buildable

Profit:

Land Residual:
Land Residual Before Holding Costs

Less interim financing on land for construction plus 6

Less property taxes during approvals
Less property closing costs
Residual Land Value

Value per sq.ft. buildable
Value per sq.ft. of land

Notes:

18,000 or 0.413 acre
5.0
90,000
95% of gross area
1 stall per
180

500'sq.ft. of gross building area

$32.50 per sq.ft. of rentable area assuming landlord provides fit up allowance
$15.00 per sq.ft. of rentable area
5.0%
0.0% of lease revenue (included in operating costs)
1.0% of lease revenue
$100.00 per stall per month

7.75%
0.0% accounted for by higher cap rate

$5,000 per lineal metre of frontage
$180 per sq.ft. (Note 1)
$35,000 per stall (assuming structured parking)
$250 per sq.ft. buildable (including parking)
$35 per rentable square foot
15% of hard costs
5% of hard and soft costs
$0.000 per sq.ft. of building area
$2.153 per sq.ft. of building area
$0.00 per sq.ft. of building area
7.0% on 50% of all costs assuming a 2.0
2.29316% applied to land value in Year 1 $1,000,000 year construction period
applied to 50% of gross value of building in Year 2, which is:
17% of Year 1 revenue
3 months, or 0.25 years
$47.50 per sq.ft. (i.e. lease revenue+operating costs) on

$114,329

50% of space during lease-up

$2,639,813
$1,218,375
$216,000
$4,074,188
$1,282,500
$0

$26,398
$2,765,289
$35,681,153
$396

$228,659
$22,500,000
$2,992,500
$448,768
$507,656
$3,375,000
$1,293,750
$0

$193,808
$0

$22,932
$2,209,415
$33,772,488
$375

$0

$1,908,666
$283,914
$11,466
$16,133
$1,597,153

$18
$89

(1) Hard construction costs based on information from BDC Development Consultants, Altus Group, and discussions with office developers.

Note that hard construction costs do not include an allowance for piling or for dealing with unusual soils conditions.
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3.6 Heritage Building Renovation in Downtown

One component of the proposed density bonus system is the creation of transferrable density
bonuses to provide incentives for the restoration and retention of important heritage resources.
The City has identified Old Town as an area in which transferrable density bonus could be
created. In OIld Town, many important buildings have already been rehabilitated, but many
important buildings remain unrestored and the long term success of Old Town as a historic
precinct depends on keeping enough buildings to create an overall image and character.

In early 2007, we completed a detailed analysis of the financial viability of rehabilitating existing
heritage buildings in Old Town. The purpose of the 2007 analysis was to evaluate whether the
City’s incentives for heritage revitalization were likely to make rehabilitation of heritage buildings
financially attractive for private developers for a significant share of the remaining heritage
buildings in Old Town. In that study, we found that increasing renovation costs and the fact that
many of the remaining buildings have inherent complexities that add to cost were creating a
situation in which property tax forgiveness alone was not enough to make some projects viable.
Some other form of incentive is also required and we suggested the City consider using
transferrable density bonus, which has been very successful in other communities such as
Vancouver. Therefore, Victoria is considering including a heritage density bonus component in the
Core Area density bonus scheme.

As input to evaluating a new density bonus system, we completed an update of the 2007 analysis
to help gauge the amount of transferable bonus floorspace that may be required to make heritage
projects financially attractive.

We updated the detailed financial analysis for the two case study buildings that we analyzed in
2007:

e The Duck Block, located at 1314 to 1322 Broad Street.
o The Hamley Building, located at 602 Broughton Street.
To update the revenues and costs assumptions used in the 2007 financial analysis, we:

e Analyzed recent sales and listings for strata residential units in several heritage buildings that
have recently been renovated and are subject to the property tax abatement program.

o Reviewed commercial lease rates in heritage buildings that have been renovated and
compared this with heritage buildings that have not been renovated.

e Examined indicators of changes in construction costs between early 2007 and late 2009, such
as the Statistics Canada construction price indices and the BDC Development Consultants’
construction index for Victoria.

¢ Interviewed a developer who is currently active in heritage building conversions in Old Town
(with at least two projects currently underway) to discuss prevailing sales prices for strata
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units in converted heritage buildings, current costs of renovating and restoring heritage
buildings, and the current market risks associated with heritage building renovations.

The assumed renovation and conversion plans for each case study building are based on
concepts produced by Busby Perkins and Will Architects in 2007. Detailed cost estimates were
also produced for each building in 2007 (which we have adjusted downward by 10% to allow for
changes in costs between early 2007 and 2009).

3.6.1 Duck Block

The Duck Block is an existing 3 storey building with retail/service space at grade and a mix of
commercial and residential uses on the upper floors. The entire building includes about 19,899
sq.ft. of gross floorspace and the site size is 7,260 sq.ft.

Exhibits 10 and 11 contain our updated analysis for the Duck Block. The analysis assumes that a
developer would acquire the building based on its estimated existing market value as an income
producing property (Exhibit 10) and then renovate the building to create 16 strata residential units
on the upper floors and 5,500 sq.ft. of retail space at grade. Exhibit 11 includes all of the
estimated revenues, existing heritage financial incentives, and conversion costs for the project. It
also includes a developer’s profit margin of 15% on costs, which would be required to make the
project financially attractive and create the incentive needed for developer to proceed with the
renovation. The bottom line in the exhibit calculates the additional financial incentive required to
make the project financially attractive.

Exhibit 11 shows that the project is not financially attractive under current market conditions and
the current heritage incentive program. The financial shortfall is about $2.6 million, or about $360
per sq.ft. of site area.

We estimate that the value of multifamily residential floorspace in Downtown Victoria is between
$30 and $40 per sq.ft. buildable. Therefore, if transferable floorspace is the only additional
incentive available to the project, we estimate that a bonus of about 9 to 12 FSR would be
required ($360 per sq.ft. of site area / $30 to $40 per sq.ft. buildable) to make this heritage
rehabilitation project financially attractive.

A transferrable bonus of FSR 9 on this site (with an area of 7,260 square feet) results in
transferrable density of about 65,000 square feet. This is a large amount of space considering we
have estimated that the whole Core Area might only see about 100,000 to 140,000 square feet of
density bonus space taken up each year. Note that if we use the lower end of the land value
range the required bonus is FSR 12, which on this site yields almost 90,000 square feet of space.

This is probably an extreme case in terms of the heritage density bonus needed for project
viability. There are many factors that influence financial outcomes and it is possible that this
project’'s economic performance could be better if some assumptions are changed (e.g. higher
ground floor retail rent, smaller residential unit sizes yielding higher per square foot sales prices).

CORIOLIS CONSULTING CORP. PAGE 43
Density Bonus Policy Study --J. Tinney, Director - Sustainab... Page 142 of 379



Planning and Land Use Committee - 09 Jul 2015

The point of this case study is simply to illustrate that some sites may need a significant
transferrable density bonus to be viable.

3.6.2 Hamley Building

The Hamley Building is an existing 4 storey building with retail/service space at grade and storage
on the upper floors. The entire building includes about 9,960 sq.ft. of gross floorspace and the
site size is 2,878 sq.ft.

Exhibits 12, 13, and 14 contain our updated analysis for the Hamley Building. Exhibit 12
estimates the current market value of the existing building as an income producing building.

We examined two different renovation/conversion scenarios for the Hamley Building.

Exhibit 13 assumes that a developer would acquire the building based on its estimated existing
market value as an income producing property and then renovate the building to create 3 large
strata residential units on the upper floors and 2,275 sq.ft. of retail space at grade. Exhibit 13
shows that this residential conversion project is not financially attractive under current market
conditions and the current heritage incentive program. The financial shortfall is about $1.3 million,
or about $465 per sq.ft. of site area.

If transferable floorspace is the only additional incentive available to the project, we estimate that
a bonus of about 11.6 to 15.5 FSR would be required ($465 per sq.ft. of site area / $30 to $40 per
sq.ft. buildable) to make this heritage renovation project financially attractive.

Exhibit 14 assumes that a developer would acquire the building based on its estimated existing
market value as an income producing property and renovate the building to create 7,550 sq.ft. of
rentable office space on the upper floors and 2,275 sq.ft. of retail space at grade. Exhibit 14
shows that this office renovation project is not financially attractive under current market
conditions and the current heritage incentive program. The financial shortfall is about $0.3 million,
or about $100 per sq.ft. of site area.

If transferable residential floorspace is the only additional incentive available to the project, we
estimate that a bonus of about 2.5 to 3.3 FSR would be required ($100 per sq.ft. of site area / $30
to $40 per sq.ft. buildable) to make this heritage renovation project financially attractive.

A bonus of FSR 2.5 to 3.3 on this site (with an area of 2878 square feet) yields total transferrable
floor area of about 7,000 to 10,000 square feet, much smaller than the transferrable bonus
needed to make the Duck Block viable.

As with the Duck Block, changes in assumptions will affect project economics and, therefore,
change the size of the necessary density bonus.
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Exhibit 10

Estimated Value of the Duck Block as an Income Producing Property Prior to Renovation

Major Assumptions (shading indicates figures that are inputs; unshaded cells are formulas)

Site and Building Size

Site size 7260.0 sq.ft. or 0.167 acre

Assumed density 2.7 FSR

Total floorspace 19,899 sq.ft.

Grade Level Commercial Space 6,067 sq.ft. rentable

Upper Floor Space plus grade lewel vertical access/lobby 13,832

Net Rentable Upper Floor Space (excludes ertical penetrations) 12,412 sq.ft. or 90% of gross area upper floor area

Revenue and Value

Grade Level Commercial 2007 Analysis
Average Lease Rate on Grade Level Commercial $17.50 per sq.ft. of grade level space $17.50
Vacancy Allowance 5% of gross potential revenue 5%
Property Taxes on Grade Level Commercial $5.00 $6.00
Other Operating Costs on Grade Level Commercial $4.00 $4.00
Total Operating Costs $9.00 $10.00
Capitalization Rate on Commercial Income 7.0% 7.0%
Value of Grade Level Space $231.07 per sq.ft. $230.36
Upper Floor Space

Average Lease Rate on Upper Floor Space $10.00 per sq.ft. of upper floor space $8.00
Vacancy Allowance 5% of gross potential revenue 5%
Property Taxes Upper Floor Space $3.00 $2.50
Other Operating on Upper Floor Space $4.00 $4.00
Total Operating Costs $7.00 $6.50
Capitalization Rate on Upper Floor Income 7.0% 7.0%
Value of Upper Floor Space $130.71 per sq.ft. $103.93
Analysis

Net Annual Income

Grade Level Net Income Before Vacancy $106,173
Vacancy $5,309
Unrecowerable Operating Costs $2,730
Net Annual Income from Grade Level Commercial $98,134
Upper Floor Net Income Before Vacancy $124,120
Vacancy $6,206
Unrecowerable Operating Costs $4,344
Net Annual Income from Upper Floor Commercial $113,570
Total Net Annual Income from Property $211,704

per sq.ft. per sq.ft. of

Capitalized Net Annual Income at: of site building
7.0% $3,024,336.07 $416.58 $151.98

8.0% $2,646,294.06  $364.50 $132.99
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Exhibit 11

Financial Performance of the Renovation of the Duck Block as a Residential and Retail Building

With Tax Incentive Program

Major Assumptions (shading indicates figures that are inputs; unshaded cells are formulas)

Revenue and Value

Average Sales Price Per Sq. Ft.

Average Lease Rate on Grade Level Commercial
Vacancy Allowance

Property Taxes on Grade Level Commercial
Municipal and School Tax Portion

Other Operating Costs on Grade Level Commercial
Total Operating Costs

Capitalization Rate on Commercial Income

Value of Commercial Space Upon Lease-Up

PV of Tax Savings on Grade Level Commercial for 10 years

Site and Building Size

Site size

Assumed density

Total floorspace

Grade Level Commercial Space

Gross Residential Floorspace including lobby/circulation
Net Saleable Residential Space

Average gross unit size

Number of units

Construction Costs

Hard costs

Allowance for site preparation and senicing costs
Soft costs (1)

Contingency on hard and soft costs
Contributions to City

Residential DCC

Commercial DCC

Financing rate on land and construction

Financing fees

Other Costs and Allowances

Marketing and Commissions on Residential
Leasing and Sales Commission on Commercial
Property Acquisition

Property Taxes During Renovation
Analysis

Residential Revenue

Gross sales revenue

Less marketing and commissions

Net sales revenue

Commercial Value

Value of Commercial Space Upon Lease Up
Leasing and Sales Commissions

Net Commercial Value

Total Net Project Revenue

Property Costs

Acquisition

Property Transfer Tax
Financing Costs for 18 Months
Property Taxes for 18 Months
Total Property Costs

Construction Costs

Hard construction costs

Allowance for site preparation and senicing costs
Soft costs

Contingency on hard and soft costs
Contributions to City

DCC's

Interim financing

Financing fee

Total construction costs

Total construction costs per sq.ft.

Revenues Less Costs

Plus Present Value of Tax Savings on Commercial
Plus Building Improvement Program Funding
Less Target Developer's Profit (15% of costs)

Net Position

Notes:

$465.00 per sq.ft. of net saleable residential space with tax incentive
$25.00 per sq.ft. of grade level space after renovation
5% of gross potential revenue
$8.10
$7.05
$4.00
$12.10
6.5%
$356.08 per sq.ft.

$50.66 per sq.ft. at 6.5% discount rate

7,260 sq.ft. or 0.167 acre
2.747 FSR
19,940 sq.ft.
5,500 sq.ft.
14,440 sq.ft.

11,950 sq.ft. or
747 sq.ft.
16 units

83% of gross area

$216.00 per gross sq.ft. (includes allowance for appliances)
$0
10.0% of hard costs and site prep/senicing costs
5.0% of hard and soft costs
$0.00 per apartment unit
$0.00 per sq.ft. of building area (no additional space)
$0.00 per sq.ft. of building area (no additional space)
7.0% on 100% of land costs and 50% of hard and soft costs
(assuming an 18 month construction timeframe)
0.5% of hard and soft costs

5.0% of gross revenue
5.0% of value
$3,030,880 or $152.00 per sq.ft. of existing building
(see worksheet on estimated current value)

$66,000 per year

$5,556,750
$277,838
$5,278,913

$1,958,423
$97,921
$1,860,502

$7,139,414

$3,030,880
$58,618
$324,397
$99,000
$3,512,895

$4,307,040
$0
$430,704
$236,887
$0

$0
$261,168
$23,689
$5,259,488
$264

-$1,632,968

$278,628
$50,000
$1,315,857

-$2,620,198

1) Soft Costs allow for design, engineering, legal, survey, project management, warranties, misc.
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Exhibit 12

Estimated Value of the Hamley Building as an Income Producing Property Prior to Renovation

Major Assumptions (shading indicates figures that are inputs; unshaded cells are formulas)

Site and Building Size

Site size 2878.0 sq.ft. or 0.066 acre
Assumed density 3.5 FSR
Total floorspace 9,960 sq.ft.
Grade Level Commercial Space 2,339 sq.ft. rentable
Retail Space with Government Frontage 1,869 sq.ft. rentable
Retail Space with Courtney Frontage 470 sq.ft. rentable
Upper Floor Space plus grade level vertical access and Lobby 7,621
Net Rentable Upper Floor Space (excludes vertical penetrations) 6,885 sq.ft. or 90% of gross area upper floor area

Revenue and Value

Grade Level Commercial 2007 Analysis
Lease Rate for Government Frontage $65.00 per sq.ft. of grade level space $65.00
Lease Rate for Courtney Frontage $35.00 per sq.ft. of grade level space $35.00
Average Lease Rate on Grade Level Commercial $58.97 per sq.ft. of grade level space $58.97
Vacancy Allowance 5% of gross potential revenue 5%
Property Taxes on Grade Level Commercial $18.00 $15.00
Other Operating Costs on Grade Level Commercial $4.00 $4.00
Total Operating Costs $22.00 $19.00
Capitalization Rate on Commercial Income 7.0% 7.0%
Value of Grade Level Space $784.62 per sq.ft. $786.76
Upper Floor Space

Average Lease Rate on Upper Floor Space $1.00 per sq.ft. of upper floor space (storage rental rate) $1.00
Vacancy Allowance 5% of gross potential revenue 5%
Property Taxes Upper Floor Space $0.20 $0.50
Other Operating on Upper Floor Space $4.00 $4.00
Total Operating Costs $4.20 $4.50
Capitalization Rate on Upper Floor Income 7.0% 7.0%
Value of Upper Floor Space $10.57 per sq.ft. $10.36
Analysis

Net Annual Income

Grade Lewvel Net Income Before Vacancy $137,935
Vacancy $6,897
Unrecowerable Operating Costs $2,573
Net Annual Income from Grade Level Commercial $128,465
Upper Floor Net Income Before Vacancy $6,885
Vacancy $344
Unrecoverable Operating Costs $1,446
Net Annual Income from Upper Floor Commercial $5,095
Total Net Annual Income from Property $133,560

per sq.ft. per sq.ft. of

Capitalized Net Annual Income at: of site building
7.0% $1,908,003.57 $662.96 $191.57

8.0% $1,669,503.13  $580.09 $167.62

CORIOLIS CONSULTING CORP. PAGE 47
Density Bonus Policy Study --J. Tinney, Director - Sustainab... Page 146 of 379



Planning and Land Use Committee - 09 Jul 2015

Exhibit 13

Financial Performance of the Renovation of the Hamley Building as a Residential and Retail Building

With Tax Incentive Program

Major Assumptions (shading indicates figures that are inputs; unshaded cells are formulas)

Revenue and Value

Average Sales Price Per Sq. Ft.

Avwerage Lease Rate on Grade Level Commercial
Vacancy Allowance

Property Taxes on Grade Level Commercial
Municipal and School Tax Portion

Other Operating Costs on Grade Level Commercial
Total Operating Costs

Capitalization Rate on Commercial Income

Value of Commercial Space Upon Lease-Up

PV of Tax Savings on Grade Level Commercial for 10 years

Site and Building Size

Site size

Assumed density

Total floorspace

Grade Level Commercial Space

Gross Residential Floorspace including lobby/circulation
Net Saleable Residential Space

Average gross unit size

Number of units

Construction Costs

Hard costs

Allowance for site preparation and senicing costs
Soft costs (1)

Contingency on hard and soft costs
Contributions to City

Residential DCC

Commercial DCC

Financing rate on land and construction

Financing fees

Other Costs and Allowances

Marketing and Commissions on Residential
Leasing and Sales Commission on Commercial
Property Acquisition

Property Taxes During Renovation
Analysis

Residential Revenue

Gross sales revenue

Less marketing and commissions

Net sales revenue

Commercial Value

Value of Commercial Space Upon Lease Up
Leasing and Sales Commissions

Net Commercial Value

Total Net Project Revenue

Property Costs

Acquisition

Property Transfer Tax
Financing Costs for 18 Months
Property Taxes for 18 Months
Total Property Costs

Construction Costs

Hard construction costs

Allowance for site preparation and senicing costs
Soft costs

Contingency on hard and soft costs
Contributions to City

DCC's

Interim financing

Financing fee

Total construction costs

Total construction costs per sq.ft.

Revenues Less Costs

Plus Present Value of Tax Savings on Commercial
Plus Building Improvement Program Funding
Less Target Developer's Profit (15% of costs)

Net Position

Notes:

$465.00 per sq.ft. of net saleable residential space with tax incentive
$75.00 per sq.ft. of grade level space after renovation
5% of gross potential revenue
$25.00
$21.75
$4.00
$29.00
6.5%
$1,073.85 per sq.ft.

$156.36 per sq.ft. at ~ 6.5% discount rate

2,878 sq.ft. or 0.066 acre
3.69 FSR
10,622 sq.ft.
2,275 sq.ft. (including storage and washroom)
8,347 sq.ft.
6,050 sq.ft. or
2017 sq.ft.
3 units

72% of gross area

$269.10 per gross sq.ft. (includes allowance for appliances)
$0

10.0% of hard costs and site prep/senicing costs

5.0% of hard and soft costs

$0.00 per apartment unit

$0.00 per sq.ft. of building area (no additional space)

$0.00 per sq.ft. of building area (no additional space)

7.0% on 100% of land costs and 50% of hard and soft costs

(assuming an 18 month construction timeframe)
0.5% of hard and soft costs

5.0% of gross revenue
5.0% of value
$2,039,424 or $192.00 per sq.ft. of existing building
(see worksheet on estimated current value)

$50,000 per year

$2,813,250
$140,663
$2,672,588

$2,443,000
$122,150
$2,320,850

$4,993,438

$2,039,424
$38,788
$218,212
$75,000
$2,371,425

$2,858,380
$0
$285,838
$157,211
$0

$0
$173,325
$15,721
$3,490,475
$329

-$868,463
$355,712
$50,000
$879,285

-$1,342,035

1) Soft Costs allow for design, engineering, legal, survey, project management, warranties, misc.
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Exhibit 14

Financial Performance of Office and Retail Renovation of the Hamley Building

With Tax Incentive Program

Major Assumptions (shading indicates figures that are inputs; unshaded cells are formulas)

Revenue and Value

Grade Level Commercial

Average Lease Rate on Grade Level Commercial
Vacancy Allowance

Property Taxes on Grade Level Commercial
Municipal and School Tax Portion

Other Operating Costs on Grade Level Commercial
Total Operating Costs

Capitalization Rate on Commercial Income

Value of Commercial Space Upon Lease-Up

PV of Tax Savings on Grade Level Commercial for 10 years
Upper Floor Space

Average Lease Rate on Upper Floor Commercial
Vacancy Allowance

Property Taxes Upper Floor Commercial

Municipal and School Tax Portion

Other Operating on Upper Floor Commercial

Total Operating Costs

Capitalization Rate on Commercial Income

Value of Commercial Space Upon Lease-Up

PV of Tax Savings on Upper Floor Commercial for 10 years

Site and Building Size

Site size

Assumed density

Total floorspace

Grade Level Commercial Space (rentable)

Gross Upper Floor Commercial Space (including lobby)
Rentable Upper Floor Commercial Space

Construction Costs

Hard costs

Allowance for site preparation and senicing costs
Soft costs (1)

Contingency on hard and soft costs
Contributions to City

DCC

Financing rate on land and construction

Financing fees

Other Costs and Allowances
Leasing and Sales Commission on Commercial
Property Acquisition

Property Taxes During Renovation
Analysis

Net Annual Income

Grade Level Net Income Before Vacancy
Vacancy

Unrecoverable Operating Costs

Net Annual Income from Grade Level Commercial

Upper Floor Net Income Before Vacancy
Vacancy

Unrecoverable Operating Costs

Net Annual Income from Upper Floor Commercial

Total Net Annual Income from Property

Value of Commercial Space Upon Lease Up
Leasing and Sales Commissions
Net Commercial Value

Total Net Project Revenue

Property Costs

Acquisition

Property Transfer Tax
Financing Costs for 18 Months
Property Taxes for 18 Months
Total Property Costs

Construction Costs

Hard construction costs

Allowance for site preparation and senicing costs
Soft costs

Contingency on hard and soft costs

DCC's

Interim financing

Financing fee

Total construction costs

Total construction costs per sq.ft.

Revenues Less Costs

Plus Present Value of Tax Savings on Commercial
Plus Building Improvement Program Funding
Less Target Developer's Profit (15% of costs)

Net Position

Notes

$75.00 per sq.ft. of grade level space
5% of gross potential revenue
$25.00
$21.75
$4.00
$29.00
6.5%
$1,073.85 per sq.ft.
$156.36 per sq.ft. at 6.5% discount rate

$22.00 per sq.ft. of upper level space (no Tls)
5% of gross potential revenue
$7.00
$6.09
$4.00
$11.00
6.5%
$313.08 per sq.ft.
$43.78 persq.ft. at | 6.5% discount rate

2,878 sq.ft. or 0.066 acre
3.69 FSR
10,622 sq.ft.
2,275 sq.ft. (including storage and washroom)
8,347
7,550 sq.ft. or 90% of gross area (excludes stairs and elevator)

$205.20 per gross sq.ft.
$0

15.0% of hard costs and site prep/senicing costs
5.0% of hard and soft costs

$0.00 per apartment unit

$0.00 per sq.ft. of building area (no additional space)

7.0% on 100% of land costs and 50% of hard and soft costs

(assuming an 18 month construction timeframe)
0.5% of hard and soft costs

5.0% of value

$2,039,424 or $192.00 per sq.ft. of existing building
(see worksheet on estimated current value)

$50,000 per year

$170,625.00
$8,531.25
$3,298.75
$158,795.00

$166,100.00
$8,305.00
$4,152.50
$153,642.50

$312,437.50

$4,806,731
$240,337
$4,566,394

$4,566,394

$2,039,424
$38,788
$218,212
$75,000
$2,371,425

$2,179,634
$0
$326,945
$125,329
$0
$138,175
$12,533
$2,782,617
$262

-$587,647
$686,251

$50,000
$428,642

-$280,039

1) Soft Costs allow for design, engineering, legal, survey, project management, warranties, misc.
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3.6.3  Comparing the Financial Analysis with the City Proposal

The City’'s draft heritage density bonus scheme suggests that the maximum density bonus
available for a heritage restoration project will be 3 FSR. Our financial analysis indicates that this
will be sufficient for some heritage restoration projects but not all. The City may need to
reconsider this cap in some cases. In our view, the City should also consider site size in reviewing
the cap, because a bonus of 3 FSR on a large site produces more floor space than a larger FSR
on a smaller site. From a market impact perspective, the key issue is the total amount of
transferrable floor space created in a project not the FSR calculation.

3.7 Current Market Response to Existing Density Approach

One important consideration in the design of a new density bonus system is the land market and
development industry response to the existing system. Two items are of particular importance:

e Does the market show interest in accessing additional density?

o Do development properties trade at prices based on existing zoning or at prices based on
anticipated upzoning?

As reviewed in Section 3.1, the development industry has demonstrated willingness to seek
bonus density. While the number of projects is small, a significant amount of new floorspace has
been developed as bonus density. As the new system will apply to a larger area, will be more
predictable, will be more carefully designed, and will be more explicitly documented, the rate of
take-up should increase as long as bonus density is priced appropriately in terms of the value of
the required amenity contribution.

One key consideration in the bonus density pricing mechanism is how the land market is currently
pricing development sites with regard to prospects for additional density under the existing
system.

Hypothetically speaking, two different market regimes could exist in Downtown:

e Redevelopment sites could generally trade at values based on existing allowable density. In
this regime, developers would be of the view that there is rezoning risk (i.e. Council may not
approve the rezoning even if it offers an amenity contribution), that rezoning even if successful
will cost money and time, that the amount of achievable additional density is not certain, and
that the cost of any required amenity contribution will be equal to a significant portion of the
gain in land value due to increased density. Therefore, developers will pay for sites based on
existing zoning and will not pay values based on anticipated upzoning.

o Redevelopment sites could generally trade at values based on anticipated upzoning. In this
regime, developers (and land owners) would be of the view that rezoning risk is not large,
rezoning costs are not unreasonably high (or at least predictable), the amount of achievable
additional density is predictable, the amount of the amenity contribution is somewhat
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predictable and generally less than the value of the extra density and that, all of these factors
considered, developers can afford to pay somewhat more than the value based on existing
zoning. Sites may not trade at the full value based on future density, because there will be
costs of rezoning and some risk, but values would be higher than supported by existing
zoning.

If prevailing market conditions match the first scenario above, then there is no market impediment
to implementing a new density bonus system. If prevailing market conditions match the second
scenario above, some developers who recently acquired sites may have paid too much and land
sellers will regard (correctly) the new system as putting downward pressure on the value of their
sites. Some owners will be unwilling to sell at prices based only on the existing zoning because
they will have the mindset that their value should incorporate at least some of the lift from
upzoning.

In order to determine which of these scenarios best describes the current land market in Victoria,
we obtained from the City detailed information about a variety of development site transactions
that have occurred in Downtown over the last several years, including purchase price, zoning at
the time of the sale, and allowable density after rezoning.

Based on a review of these transactions it is our opinion that:

e The land values indicated by these transactions are broadly consistent with our land value
estimates (in dollars per square foot of developable area) in Section 3.5.

e Most of the transactions suggest that the sites traded based mainly on existing zoning, not
anticipated increased density.

e The few transactions that involved a premium over existing zoning could signal a willingness
to build in some of the value of anticipated higher density. The premium is at most about 25%
of the value of subsequently added density. There could also be other explanations for the
premium such as a premium to complete an assembly or prevailing super-heated market
conditions in 2006 to late 2008.

The new system, therefore, should be designed with consideration to the fact that some recent
development site purchases may have already incorporated some share of anticipated lift. The
concern is mitigated by these factors:

e This situation would only imply in the existing density bonus area, not the new proposed
areas.

e The premium has not been paid in many cases.

e Transactions that included a premium suggest a maximum of 25% or so.
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DENSITY BONUS SYSTEM FOR THE VICTORIA DOWNTOWN CORE AREA PLAN

3.8 Overall Implications for Density Bonus System
Based on our analysis, the density bonus system must address these issues:

e There is a need to manage the interaction between amenity bonus and transferrable heritage
bonus because there is a high degree of overlap between designated receiver areas and
designated bonus areas (see Exhibit 15).

e The limit of 3 FSR on heritage source sites will be too low for some properties.

e The City’'s amenity priorities are highly suited to density bonusing, but require that most or all
contributions are cash-in-lieu.

o The potential annual revenue generation is not large enough to implement all amenity
priorities at once. The City will have to prioritize and phase its capital investments, unless it
intends to borrow the capital and repay it with amenity contribution cash.

Exhibit 15

Density Transfer Source Area

I Density Transfer Reciever Area A
Density Transfer Reciever Area B

I Density Transfer Reciever Area C
Central Area

S0t mngnr g,
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4.0  Suggestions For Proposed Density Bonus System

4.1 Assumptions
Our suggestions are based on these assumptions:

e The City’'s policies regarding the locations of density bonus areas, base density, and
maximum density will be adopted in the Downtown Core Area Plan as an OCP bylaw.

e The City’s amenity priorities will be adopted as part of the new OCP bylaw.

o The City will establish systems for collecting and allocating cash-in-lieu contributions.

4.2 Waterfront Sites

Waterfront sites are excluded from the City’s designated density bonus areas. We agree with this
decision because the rezoning and redevelopment of waterfront lands will require site-specific
approaches to:

e Achieve on-site amenities such as public access along the harbour and public walkways.
e Deal with design so as to protect water views and waterfront access.
¢ Produce developments that live up to the outstanding potential of these lands.

Waterfront properties should provide amenity contributions, but these should be determined on a
site-by-site basis.

4.3 Source Sites in Old Town for Transferrable Density Bonus

Heritage sites seeking transferrable heritage density bonus will have to be negotiated on a site-
by-site basis, for these reasons:

e The size of the bonus cannot be determined in advance because the amount depends heavily
on individual project economics.

e The bonus must be associated with a commitment (and an acceptable concept plan) for
heritage restoration.

Therefore, each case will be individually negotiated.

This is not a problem, as the City already individually negotiates the provisions for property tax
abatement, which requires the same kind of financial analysis that will be needed to calculate the
appropriate heritage density bonus.

We suggest these refinements:
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The City should revisit the proposed cap of 3 FSR for transferrable density. Some buildings
may require more bonus to be viable. If there is a cap for individual projects, it might be better
to have a cap on total bonus square footage from any project rather than a cap on FSR.

The policy should make it clear that a financial analysis must be provided in support of the
application for transferrable bonus.

The policy should make it clear that transferrable density can be used for any uses allowable
at the receiver site but that in calculating the initial bonus amount the City will assume the use
and value are based on the higher of residential or office land values at the time.

The policy should require that density bonus is only available if the project has also obtained
property tax abatement, to minimize the amount of the required bonus.

To implement this transferrable system, the City must:

Clearly identify eligible receiver areas.

Put in place a system to monitor and manage the creation and take-up of transferrable density
and watch for any signs of over-supply (which would lead to a deflation in value). One
approach to managing the creation of new transferrable density is to set an annual cap. A cap
might avoid creating “too much” density, such that the market price falls, but there are some
problems with defining a cap. First, until the system has been operating for a while it would be
difficult to select an appropriate cap. The conservative approach would be to set the cap
arbitrarily low, but this might inhibit desirable projects that need more density. Second, the
existence of a cap could lead to a situation in which the City uses up the cap and then has no
ability to approve a highly desirable application that is received afterward. We suggest setting
an initial target, not to be exceeded unless there is a compelling reason, and a very careful
approach to monitoring. The amount of the initial annual target will depend on whether the
City’s approved system includes our suggestions for expanded receiver areas (see Section
4.4) and our suggestion for a limit on the maximum heritage share of density bonus in the
“overlapping” amenity areas (see last two paragraphs of Section 4.5).

Create an education plan targeted at heritage property owners, property owners in the
receiver areas, and developers.

Maintain an easily-accessed record of who has transferrable density for sale.

Establish the legal tools to create the transferrable density at a source site and then shift it to
receiver sites.

4.4 Receiver Sites QOutside of Areas A, B, and C

Receiver sites outside of Areas A, B, and C should be pre-zoned to allow them to “import” extra
density.
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These receiver sites need a base and maximum density defined in bylaws. Receiver sites should
not be rezoned site-by-site because the marketability of the transferrable density would be
impaired by rezoning risk.

The City may want to consider expanding this area, because the total amount of land outside A,
B, and C is small. One way to expand the receiver areas without dramatic impact on receiver
neighbourhoods is to change zoning in a larger area to allow a small increment in FSR (say 10%)
without rezoning if the increment is for a heritage transfer. Vancouver uses this approach and it
accounts for a meaningful share of the heritage density take-up. Vancouver is considering
increasing this density top-up to 15% of FSR, but we suggest Victoria start with 10% and monitor
the outcome (in terms of urban design, view impacts, architectural character) before considering a
larger increment.

4.5 Areas A, B, and C

We see three alternative approaches to these areas:

3. Site-by-site. The City could rezone these properties individually on application. This means
individual negotiations and continued rezoning risk, but the approach is still dramatically better
than the current approach, because the base and bonus density (and height and use) will be
established in the Plan, as will the amenity priorities and the emphasis on cash-in-lieu. If
Council consistently approves rezoning based on OCP policy, this will work. The new
approach will not be ad hoc. Because of the heritage transfer system, the City will need the
capability (internal or consultants) to do the financial analysis anyway. As well, it is important
to note that the total number of projects will not be large (likely 2 or 3 per year based on recent
experience), so the total administrative load is not large.

4. Pre-zone. Areas A, B, and C could be prezoned to allow the base and bonus density. The pre-
zoning approach will require that the bylaw defines the amenity contributions, which should be
initially set at $15 per square foot of office and $30 per square foot of residential, less 25%.°

These values are at the low end of the range of current market value to maximize take-up. To
implement this system, the City will need a mechanism to periodically update the dollar rates
in the bylaw (at least annually) based on market conditions.

This approach eliminates political risk and eases administration. The downside is the loss of
the ability to tailor site-specific amenity contributions.

5. Pre-zone, but with a developer option to apply to rezone. To maintain some flexibility for some
sites, say those with some unique amenity opportunity, the City could adopt a hybrid approach
along these lines:

The 25% is intended to make some of the land lift available for assembly, transaction costs, and
incentive.
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e Pre-zone Areas A, B, and C to allow the base densities and bonus densities as proposed
above.

o Identify areas where additional density (FSR 1?) could be available via rezoning under
special circumstances on application by the developer (which may come about at the
suggestion of the City). In these cases, a site-specific rezoning would determine the
density and the amenity contributions.

Note that in this approach the developer has the certainty of the pre-zoned approach as a fall-
back plus the opportunity to obtain more density.

In our view, any of these three approaches would be better than the existing approach and any
could be implemented successfully. We lean toward option 3 because of its combination of
reduced zoning risk while maintaining some flexibility.

In any approach, the City must address the issue of the mix between heritage and amenity bonus.

In order to ensure a market for heritage density but also to ensure that some amenity contribution
is obtained, we suggest that the bonus zone include a cap on the share that can be transferrable
heritage density. There should not be a minimum because there may not be heritage density for
sale all the time.

We suggest an initial cap of 25% for heritage, but this should be monitored and if necessary
adjusted depending on how much heritage density is being created and how much unsold
heritage density there is.

4.6 Transition Policy

In new density bonus areas not in the current Plan, there is no need for a transition policy (other
than a plan to communicate the new system) because the market should not have been pricing in
premiums based on upzoning. However, there may be a need for a transition policy in the existing
density bonus area where, as noted in Section 3.7, it appears that some (but not most) land sales
in recent years have included a premium based on anticipated upzoning. This is a predictable
result of the existing density bonus system.

Introducing a new density bonus system in the existing density bonus area means that it is
possible that some land owners will have expectations of values being higher than supported by
existing zoning and some developers may have “overpaid” for redevelopment sites. To ease the
introduction of the new system, the City could consider these transitional options:

o While we suggest pricing density bonus at 75% of market value in new areas, the City could
(for an interim period of say 2 years) price bonus density at a lower rate (say 50%) in the
existing density bonus area. This provides an extra cushion for developers who recently
bought sites under the old regime.
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e The City could adopt a two-tiered bonus in the existing amenity area based on the fact that
few sites have achieved density over about 5.5 FSR. Bonus density to reach 5.5 could be
priced at 50% and density above 5.5 could be priced at 75%, for an interim period.
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Attachment A

Rezonings Involving Density Bonus in Downtown Victoria (2004-2009)

Property Address/ Rezoning

Additional Floor

Date FSR Lift Area Achieved (m?) Amenity Provided
737 Humbolt Base 3.0 5,687 Proposed residential use rather
December 1, 2004 Bonus 1.1 HR Residential than office use yields 1.1:1 bonus.
Total 4.1 Provided roof-top garden on 6"
floor.
760 Johnson Base 3.0 4,095 Ground floor restaurant or retail,
November 4, 2005 Bonus 3.06 HR Residential with residential tower (min 3700 m?).
Total 6.06 ground floor Landscaped open space
commercial accessible to public.
u/g parking.
813 — 834 Douglas Base 3.0 4,510 Ground floor restaurant or retail,
January 20, 2006 Bonus 2.5 Commercial and residential tower (min 10,000 m?).
Total 5.5 Residential Landscaped open space
accessible to public.
$150,000 to City Housing Reserve
Trust Fund.
$150,000 public art contribution.
$150,000 Contribution to Victoria
Art Gallery (which will generate
matching grant from Fed or Prov.)
755 Caledonia Avenue Base 3.0 13,265 inclusion of residential generates
July 14, 2006 Bonus 1.85 Commercial Office bonus of 1.1:1.
Total 4.85 (17,000 m?), and 84 .75:1 bonus is attributed to: extra
residential DUs 355 u/g parking stalls; public open
space; mid-block walkway;
revitalization of north Downtown;
$1000/DU contribution to Victoria
Housing Trust Fund; $30,000
public art; 10% of DUs to be
adaptable/accessible housing.
734 — 736 Broughton Street Base 3.0 292 On-site storage for 17 bicycles.
March 5, 2007 Bonus 0.3 4" floor addition to Introduction of glazed storefront
Total 3.3 existing office for coffee shop use fronting on
existing mid-block walkway.
1701 Douglas Street
March, 2007
$100,000 contribution to Housing
Trust Fund.
$350,000 public art in the form of
Base 3.0 8,094.7 green living wall in LEED bldg.
1620 Blanshard (at Fisgard) Bonus 4 6 Office with ground Public open space and street-
April 5, 2007 Total 7 6 floor scaping at intersection.
’ restaurant/retail. Mid-block walkway system

expansion potential.
Revitalizing investment in north
Downtown.
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Property Address/ Rezoning

Additional Floor

Street
January 27, 2009

Total 3.6 over
consolidated

Office with ground
floor commercial/

Date FSR Lift Area Achieved (mz) Amenity Provided
$200,000 public art.
7,444 10% adaptable DUs (20)
819 Yates Street Base 3.0 HR 204 uni} 2 DUs managed as supported
May 25, 2007 Bonus 2.83 residential with housmg. .
' Total 5.83 ground floor public access to mid-block
commercial walkway during daylight business
hours.
Base* 2.5-3.0
Bonus 3.26-2.76 m? not provided. 50% of units to be adaptable/
834 Johnson Street Total 5.76 93 Res DUs with accessible.
September 6, 2007 * Base FSR live/work TH at 100% of units to be capable of
depends on site ground level. being rented.
coverage.
175 ulg parking stalls.
Street-scaping along streets and
7870 intersection.
800 Yates & 1321 Blanshard B‘zﬁzi 286 Office with ground ggnﬁg@;g investment in north
December 4, 2007 . floor commercial/ ’ . .
Total 4.96 retail LEED green features including
' green roof and storm water
bioswales.
Partial u/g power on Yates.
Base 3.0
Bonus
924 Douglas & 680 Courtney 0.6-3.88 1,085 Ongoing preservation of the

existing cathedral at 924 Douglas
(in the form of a Heritage

726 — 746 Yates

June 3, 2009

REZONING IN PROCESS
(note: rezoned in 2005 from
CA-4 with FSR 3.0 to CA-51
with FSR 5.8...project did not
proceed)

3.0
2005 Rezone
Bonus 2.8
Additional
Bonus
requested .58
Total 6.38

Office with ground
floor commercial/
retail and u/g
parking.
(Note: total
additional floor area
including 2005
rezone is 6522.9 m)

REZONING DECLINED site, 6.88 if retail Revitalization Agreement)
Courtney site
only
Original Base 1,126

Public walkway secured by ROW.
Landscaped public open areas
(min 50 m?).

Restaurant or retail fronting Yates
and walkway.

Conservation of fagade at 738-740
Yates.

149 u/g parking stalls.
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CITY OF VICTORIA: DENSITY
BONUS POLICY STUDY FOR SITES

OUTSIDE THE CORE
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS
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Background

Outside the core, the OCP includes base densities
and bonus density.

Amenity contributions are currently negotiated
based on 75% of the value created by bonus
density.

City wants to evaluate the feasibility of target fixed
rate CAGs.
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Process

Review of practices in other municipalities.
Review of Provincial guide for density bonusing.
Financial analysis of the value of bonus density.
Input from UDI and Victoria developers.

Recommendations to the City.
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Selected Urban Place
Designations

™1 Neighbourhood Boundary

- Town Centre

- Large Urban YVillage

I small Urban Village

[T urban Residential

Mode: The Urban Residental Urban Placs
Designation only deplcts areas as specifiad In the
OfMiclal Community Pian section .23 (page 49}
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Land Use Categories in OCP

Base FSR Bonus FSR Maximum FSR
Urban Residential 1.2 0.8 2.0
Small Urban Village 1.5 0.5 2.0
Large Urban Village 1.5 1.0 2.5
Town Centre 2.0 1.0 3.0
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Approach to Financial Analysis

Step 1 Estimated existing value (higher of existing use or land value)

Step 2 Estimate rezoned land value with bonus density

Step 3 Determine if redevelopment is viable or not with bonus density

Step 4 For viable sites estimate potential CAC

Step 5 Determine if potential CAC is consistent enough to allow target fixed rate
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Findings

Small Urban Village Sites need higher density than 2.0 FSR
to be attractive for rezoning and redevelopment.

Town Centre sites are longer term development prospects or
require higher density than 3.0 FSR.

At larger sites, the potential CAC will be influenced by
requirements for on-site dedications, infrastructure costs, and
mix of uses, which are not yet known.

No opportunity for CAC from office projects.

Any requirement to include or replace rental units has large
impact on supportable CAC.
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Findings

Typical
Number of | Number of Sites Supportable
Sites Viable for CAC Rate for
Designation Analyzed Redevelopment | Bonus Floorspace Comments
it t
Urb'om . 16 6 $3 1o $14 psf one site at $36
Residential psf .
ite at $493
Urban Village 7 3 $5 psf e sl & $AG
psf
Longer term
Town Centre 3 o) none

opportunity
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Key Implications

Study area has a limited number of sites that are
financially attractive for redevelopment at maximum OCP
densities.

Most sites that are financially viable for rezoning and
redevelopment can support a CAC in the range of $5 to
$14 psf of floorspace over the base FSR.

A higher CAC will reduce the number of sites that are
financially viable for redevelopment.

Some unique rezonings (e.g. industrial to residential) may
support a higher CAC, depending on the proposed density.

Supportable CAC for large sites cannot be evaluated in
advance of a detailed concept plan.
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Key Comments from Meetings with
Victoria Developers

Generally not supportive of CACs.

Acknowledge CACs are expected by City and
community groups.

Fixed rate approach is preferred over negotiated,
particularly for smaller scale rezonings.

Rate must reflect Victoria market conditions.

Office and rental apartment different than strata
residential.
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Recommended Approach

Different approaches for different types of rezonings:

Rezonings involving smaller sites are candidates for a
fixed rate target CAC

Rezonings involving large sites or unusual /unique proposals
should continue to be negotiated
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Smalller, Typical Rezonings

Target CAC rate of $5 psf of additional floorspace
over greater of the OCP base FSR or existing zoning
FSR.

Applicant can still request negotiated approach if
fixed rate is not financially viable.

Exempt rezonings with upper floor office space.
Exempt rezonings where City requires rental units.

Exempt rezonings in Small Urban Village area (unless
permitted density is increased beyond 2.0 FSR).
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Monitor

Adjust rates annually based on publicly available inflation
index, such as Statistics Canada construction cost index

Review periodically to account for changes in market
conditions or planning policies
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CITY OF

VICTORIA

Planning and Land Use Committee Report
For the Meeting of July 9, 2015

To: Planning and Land Use Committee Date:  July 3, 2015
From: Jocelyn Jenkyns, Deputy City Manager
Subject: Dr. Sun Yat-Sen Statue Donation and Site Approval

Executive Summary

The purpose of this report is to seek Council direction for the installation of a Dr. Sun Yat-Sen base
and statue in Capital Regional District Square located at the intersection of Government and Fisgard
Streets.

The Sun Yat-Sen Foundation for Peace and Education has created 100 bronze statue memorials
to be erected in locations throughout the world that have both historic and symbolic connections to
Dr. Sun Yat-Sen and his travels leading to the Xinhai Revolution in 1911. Created by renowned
Chinese sculpture Coa Chong En, the donated statue depicts Dr. Sun Yat-Sen in western-styled
clothes to symbolize his many visits to North America leading up to the 1911 Xinhai Revolution in
China.

Victoria shares a cultural and historic connection with Dr. Sun Yat-Sen through his visits in Victoria
to raise funds for the revolution. As home to the oldest Chinatown in Canada, Victoria has a long
history with the Chinese community. Many business and benevolent associations within the
Chinese community add to Victoria’s vibrancy and economic development. Enhancements to
Chinatown honour the long history of the local Chinese community.

All associated costs for site preparation and installation of the base and statue will be paid by the
local organizing committee and undertaken by City staff. The cost estimate for installation is
$16,950. The Foundation for Peace and Education is seeking approval to install the donated statue
on City property within the Chinatown District. The total donation for the base and statue is $20,000.
Recommendation

That Council:

1. Accept donation of the statue and base and approve installation in Capital Regional District
Square.

2. Accept the recommendation of the Art in Public Places Committee to reduce the height of
the base to 7 feet and review of the interpretative text by a historian.
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3. Direct staff to work with The Sun Yat-Sen Foundation for Peace and Education and local

organizing committee to install and unveil the statue.

Respectfully submitted

Nichola Reddington Jocelyn Jenkyns

Arts & Culture Coordinator Deputy City Manager

Report accepted and recommended by the City Manager:

Date: N Taulp 1008
J
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Purpose
The purpose of this report is to seek Council direction for the donation and installation of a Dr.
Sun Yat-Sen statue and base in Capital Regional District Square.

Background

The Sun Yat-Sen Foundation for Peace and Education has created 100 bronze statue memorials
to be erected in locations throughout the world that have both historic and symbolic connections
to Dr. Sun Yat-Sen and his travels leading to the Xinhai Revolution in 1911.

Dr. Sun Yat-Sen is regarded as a central figure of the democratic revolution in China, and leader
of the 1911 Xinhai Revolution, which overthrew the Manchu rule of China. Leading up to the
Revolution, Dr. Sun Yat-Sen made three visits to British Columbia and Canada in 1897, 1910, and
1911, seeking political and financial support. On this visits, Dr. Sun Yat-Sen travelled through
Victoria to visit with the Chinese-Canadian communities of Vancouver, Burnaby, and New
Westminster.

The Foundation contracted Chinese sculptor Cao Chong En to create the bronze statue of Dr.
Sun Yat-Sen attired in western-styled clothes that he wore as he conducted his tour of North
America in 1911. The bronze statue measures 230cm (7.5 feet) in height, on a granite faced
stepped concrete base, 170cm (5.5 feet) in height. In total the memorial would stand 400cm (13
feet tall). The granite base would include carved granite tablets with an inscription outlining the
contributions of Dr. Sun Yat-Sen. The total weight of the statue including the base is 5,000
pounds. The inscription will encompass four sides of the base with the text to be agreed upon.

The Foundation has proposed a memorial project in Canada with the intent that the statue will
enhance the historical and cultural connection with Dr. Sun Yat-Sen and pioneering Chinese-
Canadians whose financial support contributed to Dr. Sun Yat-Sen’s success in advancing the
Chinese Revolution.
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Recommended Site

The following criterion was used to assess potential sites within the Chinatown district: on city
property, ease of maintenance, accessibility, maintaining a safe corridor for pedestrians and
vehicles along Fisgard Street, crime prevention, and the use and character of the immediate area.

Locations around Chinatown were assessed by staff and one location was identified for Council
consideration based on the criterion. The installation will not interfere with underground utilities,
however, pruning of the trees will be necessary around the statue. The following location is
supported by the Foundation and organizing committee.

CRD Square at Government Street and Fisgard Street.
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Financial Impact

The Sun Yat-Sen Foundation for Peace and Education and the Canada Pacific Ocean Media
Group Corporation will each donate $10,000CAD to cover costs for the statue and base for a total
cost of $20,000CAD.

The Foundation has requested that the City, in return for accepting this gift, would assist with
project management coordination, including identifying an appropriate location, site preparation
and installation and working cooperatively to undertake an unveiling ceremony. The local Chinese
community will fundraise the necessary funds for the site preparation, installation and unveiling
ceremony. The cost estimated cost for site preparation and installation is $16,950.00 to excavate
the area, install the granite and replace brickwork.

Issues & Analysis

The Art in Public Places Committee whose responsibility it is to review and make
recommendations to Council on public art matters has reviewed the proposal.

The Art in Public Places Policy outlines criteria for acceptance of donations. The factors for
consideration include:
e The artistic merit of the work
The ability of the City to care for the work.
The type of work being offered
The significance of the subject
Availability of an appropriate site
Suitability of subject for public display
Public safety and vandalism
Municipal liability

Based on these guidelines for assessment, the Art in Public Places Committee recommends
approving the donation on the basis that the base is reduced to less than 7 feet to fit the scale and
mass of the statue in relation to the site that has been selected. The total recommended height is
10 feet. The Committee also recommends that the text on the plaque be reviewed by a historian
prior to installation and approval.

Recommendation

That Council:

1. Accept donation of the statue and base and approve installation in Capital Regional
District Square.

2. Accept the recommendation of the Art in Public Places Committee to reduce the height of
the base to 7 feet and review of the interpretative text by a historian.

3. Direct staff to work with The Sun Yat-Sen Foundation for Peace and Education and local
organizing committee to install and unveil the statue.

Governance and Priorities Committee Report July 3, 2015
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Purpose

e To seek Council direction for the
Installation of a Dr. Sun Yat-Sen statue In
Capital Regional District Square.
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The Sun Yat-Sen Foundation for Peace and Education has created 100
bronze statue memorials to be erected in locations throughout the world that

have both historic and symbolic connections to Dr. Sun Yat-Sen

Dr. Sun Yat-Sen is regarded as a central figure of the democratic revolution
in China, and leader of the 1911 Xinhai Revolution, which overthrew the

Manchu rule of China.

Victoria shares a cultural and historic connection with Dr. Sun Yat-Sen

through his visits in Victoria to raise funds for the revolution.

Local organizing committee is committed to fundraising the costs for site

preparation and installation of the statue on city property

Total cost of the donated statue to the City is $20,000.00

a CITY OF
VICTORIA
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Statue

a

Artist: Cao Chong En

Material: Bronze on granite plinth

Dimensions: Statue is 230cm (7.5
feet) in height, on a granite faced
stepped concrete base, 170cm
(5.5 feet) in height. In total the
memorial would stand 400cm (13
feet tall).
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e 0N city property,

« ease of maintenance,

« accessibility,

e maintaining a safe corridor for
pedestrians and vehicles along
Fisgard Street,

e crime prevention,

* the use and character of the
iImmediate area.
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ecommended Site

Capital Regional District Square located at the corner of Government
and Fisgard Street
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Art in Public Places Committee
Recommendations

« Approve the donation of the statue and base

 Reduce the base height to less than 7 feet for a
recommended total height of 10 feet.

* The text on the plaque be reviewed by a
historian prior to installation and approval.

a CITY OF
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at Council:

1.

2.

Accept donation of the statue and base and approve installation in Capital Regional
District Square.

Accept the recommendation of the Art in Public Places Committee to reduce the heig
of the base to 7 feet and review of the interpretative text by a historian.

Direct staff to work with The Sun Yat-Sen Foundation for Peace and Education and
local organizing committee to install and unveil the statue.
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CITY OF

VICTORIA

Planning and Land Use Committee Report
For the Meeting of July 9, 2015

To: Planning and Land Use Committee Date: June 25, 2015
From: Brian Sikstrom, Senior Planner, Development Services Division
Subject: Development Permit Application No. 000427 for 1284-1298 Gladstone
Avenue
RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommend that Committee forward this report to Council and that Council consider the
following motion:

“That Council authorize the issuance of Development Permit Application No. 000427 for
1284-1298 Gladstone Avenue, in accordance with:

1. Plans date stamped May 14, 2015.
2. Development meeting all Zoning Regulation Bylaw requirements.
3. The Development Permit lapsing two years from the date of this resolution.”

LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY

In accordance with Section 920(2) of the Local Government Act, Council may issue a
Development Permit in accordance with the applicable guidelines specified in the Community
Plan. A Development Permit may vary or supplement the Zoning Regulation Bylaw but may not
vary the use or density of the land from that specified in the Bylaw.

Pursuant to Section 920(8) of the Local Government Act, where the purpose of the designation
is the revitalization of an area in which a commercial use is permitted, a Development Permit
may include requirements respecting the character of the development, including landscaping,
siting, form, exterior design and finish of buildings and other structures.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of this report is to present Council with information, analysis and recommendations
for a Development Permit Application for the property located at 1284-1298 Gladstone Avenue.
The proposal is to modify the rear yard garbage and recycling enclosure with the addition of a
shipping container for storage. No variances are requested.

Planning and Land Use Committee Report June 25, 2015
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The following points were considered in assessing this Application:

e The addition of the shipping container for storage will improve the function of the existing
enclosed garbage and recycling area with minimal visual impacts on the existing
property or its neighbours.

e The proposal is consistent with the Buildings, Signs and Awnings Advisory Design
Guidelines.

BACKGROUND
Description of Proposal

The proposal is to modify the rear yard garbage and recycling enclosure with the addition of a
shipping container for storage. Specific details include:

e the container is 3m wide, 6m long and 2.4m tall
e it is painted to match the colour of adjoining fences
e it has a green roof.

Sustainability Features

The proposed green roof is a sustainability feature identified in the applicant’s letter dated May
14, 2015.

Active Transportation Impacts

The applicant has not identified any active transportation impacts associated with this
Application.

Public Realm Improvements

No public realm improvements are proposed in association with this Application.

Existing Site Development and Development Potential

The property is at the northwest corner of Fernwood Road and Gladstone Avenue, across from
Fernwood Square and is currently occupied by three adjoining buildings. These buildings were
designated Heritage by Council on September 11, 2014. The buildings are comprised of upper-
floor apartments with ground-floor commercial uses.

Community Consultation

As this Application does not contain any variances or changes to use or density, a referral to the

Fernwood CALUC was not required. However, the applicant has advised that consultation with
the immediate neighbours has been undertaken.

Planning and Land Use Committee Report June 25, 2015
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ANALYSIS

The proposed shipping container will be screened by the modified enclosure and painted the
same colour of the adjoining fences to minimize its visual impact. It will not significantly affect
the existing Heritage Designated buildings on the property. The green roof over the storage
container will minimize its visibility from the neighbouring property to the north.

Development Permit Area and Design Guidelines

The Official Community Plan (OCP) identifies this property within Development Permit Area 6B,
Small Urban Villages Heritage. The proposal is consistent with the Buildings, Signs and
Awnings Guidelines referenced in this Development Permit Area.

CONCLUSIONS

The proposed shipping container for storage will improve the function of the existing enclosed
garbage and recycling area on the property and have minimal visual impacts. Staff recommend
that Council consider its approval.

ALTERNATE MOTION

That Council decline Development Permit Application No. 000427 for the property located at
1284-1298 Gladstone Road.

Respectfully submitted,

-~ / / /
- % o ), ‘L.‘ {') )
£ s _,'L/;?"' ¢ ()/\% 79\
Brian Sikstrom, Senior Allson Meyer Assistant Jonathan y, Director
Planner, Development Director, Development Sustainalft€ Planning and
Services Division Services Division Community Development
/
fl
. ,/{ |
Report accepted and recommended by the City Manager: / L [ 1 i
ViV Jason Johnson
Date: Fone 19,101y
BMS:aw

S\TEMPEST_ATTACHMENTS\PROSPERO\PL\DP\DP000427\DP DVP PLUC REPORT TEMPLATE1.DOC

List of Attachments,
e Zoning map
e Aerial map
e Letter from the applicant dated May 12, 2015
o Information, plans and photos provided by the applicant dated May 14, 2015.
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o ;i-'r" FERNWOOD VILLAGE | 12841298 Gladstone Ave

&E&%’ APARTMENTS 2000-2004Fernwood Rd
Victoria,B.C. v8t1gb

Ron Spence-Owner

Adam Warrington - Caretaker

250-415-0927
Received
City of Victoria
MAY 14 2015
May 12, 2015 :
Honorable Mayor Helps and Council Planning & Developmen Department
City of Victoria Development Services Division

Dear Mayor and Council,

| am submitting request for a development permit at Lot A Plan 24752 Springridge. Civic Address is 1280-1298
Gladstone, 2000-2004 Fernwood Rd.

Our plan is to place a shipping container on the north west corner of our lot , which is currently our garbage and
recycling enclosure. The enclosure area is @ 21x20 ft ( 6mx6m) .

The container size would be 10 ft w,8ft high and 20 ft long. This container would be used for materials storage for
building maintenance, a small secured tool storage area and an emergency preparedness locker ,in the event of
earthquake.

Our Garbage area previously had a built in lean -to structure that was unsecured, and our property was often
taken, or added to, with illegal dumping.

Our intention is to paint the container to the colour of the adjoining fences , and build a green roof garden on the
top , to better the view for our north side neighbours ( Springridge co-op).The total estimated height would be
8'10 with living green roof. Please refer to plans submitted for aid in imagery. This green roof garden is not a
deck area.

This plan does not change the size of our current enclosure used, or impede our parking. It also complies with
size restriction for outbuilding on our lot.

I humbly ask council to grant our request and welcome any questions regarding the proposed project.

Sincerely yours,

Adam Warrington

Development Permit Application No. 000427 for 1284 - 1298 Gl... Page 192 of 379
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2x10 framed top edge. 45 mm liner
sand/soil mixture fflowers&herbs

“ drain overflow

~ exit,galvanized

// . chain to ground

"
'/mftsmpping container , painted
to match fence colours of adjacent
properties.
FERNWOOD VILLAGE
APARTMENTS GREEN ROOF
STORAGE CONTAINER/
EARTHQUAKE
PREPAREDNESS
M‘m» v . Wiy ¢
Receivey
City of Victne-,, 3
MAY 14705 !
DRAWN FOR RON SPENCE BY ADAM WARRINGTON  250-415-0927 Panring & Deveopmen b |
Bevelopment Services D ion ~
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Bevelopment Services Division
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PARKING PLAN FOR
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{Drafted and Accepted *
by Planinng Department
of the City of Victoria in 1932) LN
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tandscaping required
PARKING SITE PLAN
LOT A PLAN 24752 SPRINGRIDGE tzcgcfvigd
CITY OF VICTORIA .
MAY 1& 2015
Planning & Development Department
Developm_gm‘ Services Division
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EAST evtadle View
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DP Application #000427 for 1284-1298 Gladstone Road
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DP Application #000427 for 1284-1298 Gladstone Road
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CITY OFR

VICTORIA

Planning and Land Use Committee Report
For the Meeting of July 9, 2015

To: Planning and Land Use Committee Date: June 25, 2015
From: Charlotte Wain, Senior Planner — Urban Design, Development Services Division

Subject: Development Variance Permit Application No. 00149 for 1362 Dallas Road

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommend that Committee forward this report to Council and that after giving notice and
allowing an opportunity for public comment, that Council consider the following motion:

“That Council authorize the issuance of Development Variance Permit Application No.
00149 for 1362 Dallas Road, in accordance with:

1. Plans date stamped June 10, 2015.
2. Development meeting all Zoning Regulation Bylaw requirements, except for the
following variances:
i.  Schedule C, Section 16.A.7, reducing the off-street parking requirement from
three stalls to two parking stalls for the four unit conversion;

i. Schedule G, Section 6.B, relaxation to allow changes to the exterior of the
building for the addition of an unenclosed deck space on the south side yard;

ii. Schedule G, Section 6.E, relaxation to allow changes to the exterior of a
building facing a street, for the addition of an unenclosed deck space on the
south side yard.

3. The Development Permit lapsing two years from the date of this resolution.”

LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY

In accordance with Section 922 of the Local Government Act, Council may issue a Development
Variance Permit that varies a Zoning Regulation Bylaw provided the permit does not vary the
use or density of land from that specified in the Zoning Regulation Bylaw.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of this report is to present Council with information, analysis and recommendations
for a Development Variance Permit Application for the property located at 1362 Dallas Road.
The proposal is to convert the existing property into four residential units. The variances are
related to a reduction in the requirement for off-street parking stalls as well as allowing exterior
changes to an existing building under the House Conversion Regulations.

Planning and Land Use Committee Report June 25, 2015
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The following points were considered in assessing this Application:

e The subject property is within Development Permit Area 16, General Form and
Character, but is exempt from the applicable guidelines as the proposal includes a
house conversion.

e The proposed one stall parking variance will have minimal, if any, impact on the
surrounding residents.

e The relaxation to allow changes to the exterior of the building will have minimal impacts
on the surrounding residents since the proposed unenclosed deck will be in the same
location and is smaller (by approximately 3m?) than the existing deck on the property.

BACKGROUND
Description of Proposal
The proposal is to convert the existing property into four units. Specific details include:
retention of the existing single family dwelling
e replacement of the existing deck/carport with a smaller deck to allow for two parking
spaces that meet the minimum size requirements under Schedule C of the Zoning
Regulation Bylaw
e provision of six suspended bike racks under the proposed new deck/carport.

The variances are related to a reduction in the requirement for off-street parking stalls as well as
allowing exterior changes to an existing building under the House Conversion Regulations.

Sustainability Features

The applicant has not identified any sustainability features associated with this proposal.
However, the proposal does include the retention of an existing single family dwelling.

Active Transportation Impacts

The Application proposes suspended bike racks for six bikes under the deck/carport, which
support active transportation.

Public Realm Improvements

No public realm improvements are proposed in association with this Development Variance
Permit Application.

Existing Site Development and Development Potential
The site is presently occupied by a single family dwelling with secondary suite.
Under the current R1-B Zone, Single Family Dwelling District, and Schedule G (House

Conversion Regulations), the current floor area of the existing building would allow a maximum
of four self-contained dwelling units.

Planning and Land Use Committee Report June 25, 2015
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Data Table

The following data table compares the proposal with the existing R1-B Zone and the House
Conversion Regulations under Schedule G. An asterisk (*) is used to identify where the
proposal is less stringent than the existing zone. A double asterisk (**) is used to identify

existing non-conformities.

Zoning Criteria Proposal Zone Standard | schedule G
Site area (m?) - minimum 446.90 230.00 n/a
Site area per unit (m?) - minimum 77.10 n/a 33.00
Number of units - maximum 4 n/a 4
Total floor area (m?) - maximum 412.00** 300.00 345.00
Height (m) - maximum 7.47 7.6 n/a
Storeys - maximum 2.5™ 2 n/a
Site coverage % - maximum 48.00** 40.00
Setbacks (m) - minimum
Front (Dallas Road) 2.08** 7.50 n/a
Rear 1.45** (building) 7.50 n/a
0.70** (stairs)
Side (east) 0.90** 2.38 n/a
Side (west) 4.20 3.00 n/a
Existing deck/carport area (m?) -
mibraireti 30.70 n/a n/a
2
Prpposed deck/carport area (m°®) - 27 60 R il
minimum
Addition of unenclosed floor area Yes* n/a Not permitted
Exterior change to a building Yes* n/a Not permitted
Parking - minimum 2* 3 n/a
Bike parking - minimum 6 n/a n/a

Community Consultation

Consistent with the Community Association Land Use Committee (CALUC) Procedures for
Processing Rezoning and Variances Applications, on April 10, 2015, the Application was
referred for a 30-day comment period to the Fairfield Gonzales CALUC. At the time of writing
this report, a letter from the CALUC had not been received.

This Application proposes variances, therefore, in accordance with the City’s Land Use
Procedures Bylaw, it requires notice, sign posting and a meeting of Council to consider the
variances.

June 25, 2015
Page 3 of 5
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ANALYSIS
Proposed Parking Variance

The site could accommodate the three parking stalls that are required for a four-unit house
conversion; however, they would not meet the size requirements specified under Schedule C.

Staff have reviewed the proposal and recommend that the Application move forward, based on
the minimal impacts to the surrounding neighbourhood and the provision of bicycle facilities in
excess of the minimum zoning requirements. Staff, therefore, recommend for consideration that
Council support the proposed one stall parking variance.

Regulatory Considerations

The regulations in Schedule G are applicable since the proposal includes a house conversion
for the four units. Under these regulations, no exterior changes to the portion of the building
facing the street are permitted. A variance is required to allow the reconstruction of the deck/car
port, which is required to accommodate one of the parking stalls. The impacts of this deck will
be minimal, since the setback from the street has been increased and the size is approximately
3m? smaller than the existing deck.

CONCLUSIONS

The proposed conversion of a single family dwelling with secondary suite to four residential
units provides an opportunity to increase the number of units in an existing structure, while
preserving the form and character of a single family dwelling. Due to the minor parking variance
and the provision of enhanced bicycle parking in excess of the requirements listed in Schedule
C of the Zoning Regulation Bylaw, the impact on the surrounding properties is expected to be
minimal. Additionally, the exterior changes to the building are considered to be minimal and will
have little, if any, impact on the surrounding neighbourhood.

ALTERNATE MOTION

That Council decline Development Variance Application No. 00149 for the property located at
1362 Dallas Road.

Respectfully submitted,

€. £. Hean O M% %/¢§/

Charlotte Wain, Senior Alison Meyer, Assistant Jonathan Tinney, Director
Planner — Urban Design Director, Development Sustainable Planning and
Development Services Services Division Cofnmunity Development
Division

Report accepted and recommended by the City Manager: ‘ 5

Jason Johnson

Date: T 1,126
N

CW:aw
SATEMPEST_ATTACHMENTS\PROSPERO\PL\DVP\DVP00149\DP DVP PLUC REPORT TEMPLATE1.DOC
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List of Attachments

Zoning map

Aerial map

Letter from applicant dated June 16, 2015
Plans dated June 10, 2015.
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Mayor Lisa Helps and Councillors, 2015.06.16
Corporation of the City of Victoria,

1 Centennial Square,

Victoria, BC

RE: Development Variance Permit; residence of Lisa and Glen Carter.
1362 Dallas Road, Lot 2, Fairfield Farm, Victoria City, Plan 7597

We hereby request Council’s consideration of a Development Variance Permit to permit
a reduction of the required parking to allow the conversion of the existing residence to four
rental units. The existing residence, which is legal non-conforming in many respects, was
extensively renovated in 2009 [including a legal secondary suite], and has been owner occupied
since that time. The building is ideally suited to a conversion to make better use of its size.
There is enough space on site to accommodate the three parking spaces a conversion of 4
rental units would require, but they cannot meet schedule C sizes, and staff advise us that these
criteria may not be varied. In fact, there are 2 spaces now, but again, although functional, they
do not meet schedule C. We have worked through many variants to arrive at the present
proposal, which staff found acceptable, and request Council’s support of this variance. The
relocation of the parking away from the property line, and its reconfiguration to meet the
schedule C criteria do necessitate an alteration of the existing carport, but that will actually
result in a reduction of the site coverage and an increase in open space. The covered parking
space also affords covered parking for 6 bicycles, and the lower south east rental unit will have
a larger entry foyer that will allow in suite storage for bikes as well. Although the site is small,
its unique location affords good access to buses, an easy walk to town and is a long term part of
the neighbourhood. The building will require no exterior changes other than the modification
of the exterior deck mentioned above.

This proposal will allow the owners to develop and provide rental accommodation for
the long term as well as to support their neighbourhood by preserving the existing house. We
believe the proposal is generally in keeping with the neighbourhood policies and that this is a
reasonable proposal for this particular property.

Thank you for your consideration of this application

Yours Very Truly, .
/% M 3 Received
Glen Carter, - * o
In consultation with Nigel Banks of Banks Design. JUN 1 7 2015
Planning & Developmen; p,
Develapment Servic:; Dizig"mem
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1362 Dallas Road
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View looking west
along Dallas Road
View looking east

along Dallas Road
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Point Street

Adjacent property at 1350 Dallas
Road
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Existing Parking
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CITY OF

VICTORIA

Planning and Land Use Committee Report
For the Meeting of July 9, 2015

To: Planning and Land Use Committee Date: June 25, 2015

From: Brian Sikstrom, Senior Planner, Development Services Division

Subject: Development Permit with Variances Application No. 000425 for
755 Caledonia Avenue

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommend that Committee forward this report to Council and that after giving notice and
allowing an opportunity for public comment, that Council consider the following motion:

“That Council authorize the issuance of Development Permit Application No. 000425 for
755 Caledonia, in accordance with:

1. Plans date stamped May 7, 2015.
2. Development meeting all Zoning Regulation Bylaw requirements, except for the
following variances:
i. Section 6.8.1(e) Increase of up to 435m? in permitted residential use on the first
storey.
3. The Development Permit lapsing two years from the date of this resolution.”

LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY

In accordance with Section 920(2) of the Local Government Act, Council may issue a
Development Permit in accordance with the applicable guidelines specified in the Community
Plan. A Development Permit may vary or supplement the Zoning Regulation Bylaw but may not
vary the use or density of the land from that specified in the Bylaw.

Pursuant to Section 920(8) of the Local Government Act, where the purpose of the designation
is the revitalization of an area in which a commercial use is permitted, a Development Permit
may include requirements respecting the character of the development, including landscaping,
the siting, form, exterior design and finish of buildings and other structures.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of this report is to present Council with information, analysis and recommendations
for a Development Permit Application for the property located at 755 Caledonia. The proposal
is for the replacement of ground floor retail space with residential units. The proposal includes
added street trees and patios with some minor exterior changes to the building.

Planning and Land Use Committee Report June 25, 2015
Development Permit with Variances Application #000425 for 755 Caledonia Avenue Page 1 of 3
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The following points were considered in assessing this Application:

¢ The proposal is generally consistent with the applicable design guidelines found within
the Downtown Core Area Plan, 2011.

e The increase in ground floor residential use and reduction in retail use recognizes the
limited potential for viable retail space in this location on the northern edge of Downtown.

¢ Other opportunities for retail space exist in the second phase of the development as well
as future phases of the adjacent Hudson Mews development.

¢ Additional residential units increase the viability of future retail and other commercial
uses in the area and have been designed to ensure a positive connection with the
adjacent public and semi-public areas.

BACKGROUND
Description of Proposal

The proposal is for the replacement of ground floor retail space with residential units. A similar
variance was granted by Council on December 18, 2014, which allowed 218m? of residential
floor area fronting onto Caledonia Avenue. This Application seeks to expand the ground floor
residential floor by 435 m? with the introduction of units along the east and west sides of the
building.

Specific details include:

e The addition of four townhouse units fronting on the Carriageway (east side) with patios
and landscaping including the addition of street trees.

e The addition of four apartment units on the west side of the residential tower at the first
level, where previously a fitness centre and storage room were shown.

e The relocation of fitness and storage room facilities into part of the space previously
identified for retail uses.

e The retention of approximately 250m? of retail space primarily fronting on Herald Street.

The proposed variance is related to the location of residential uses on the ground floor of the
building.

Previously Approved Proposal

A variance for ground floor residential uses fronting on Caledonia Avenue was previously
approved as part of the initial Development Permit Application for this development. The staff
report on this Development Permit Application is attached for information. Sustainability
features, transportation impacts and public realm improvements are incorporated into the
development as approved under the previous Development Permit Application.

Community Consultation

Consistent with the Community Association Land Use Committee (CALUC) Procedures for
Processing Rezoning and Variances Applications, on May 19, 2015, the Application was
referred for a 30-day comment period to the Downtown CALUC. At the time of writing this
report, a letter from the CALUC had not been received.

Planning and Land Use Committee Report June 25, 2015
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This Application proposes variances, therefore, in accordance with the City's Land Use
Procedures Bylaw, it requires notice, sign posting and a meeting of Council to consider the
variances.

CONCLUSIONS

The proposed variance to increase the amount of ground floor residential space is appropriate
in this location on the northern edge of Downtown, particularly as commercial space is retained
on the Herald Street frontage of the development and there are other opportunities for ground-
floor commercial in Phase 2 of the development.

ALTERNATE MOTION

That Council decline Development Permit Application No. 000425 for the property located at
755 Caledonia.

Respectfully submitted,

Brian Sikstrom, Senior Alison Meyer, Assistant Jonathan Tinney, Director
Planner, Development Director, Development Sustainable Planning and
Services Division Services Division Community Development

/ [
Report accepted and recommended by the City Manager: j_ﬂ

W/~ - Jason Johnson

Date: Tore 3 1S

BMS:aw

S:\Tempest_Attachments\Prospero\PI\Dp\Dp000425\Dp Dvp Pluc Report Template1.Doc

List of Attachments

Zoning map

Aerial map

Letter from the Applicant dated May 7, 2015

Plans date stamped May 7, 2015

Previous Development Permit report dated September 25, 2015, with attachments.
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May 7, 2014 [ Receved
C
G'Vofevsc‘r{xehd
City of Victoria
1 Centennial Square : MAY 07 2015
Victoria, BC V8W 1P6 Mennlag & Developsient Deparment
neAt Sewvices Division

Dear Mayor Helps and Council; =%

RE:  Development Permit Amendment - Hudson Walk” Phase 1
755 Caledonia Avenue, Victoria, B.C.
Legal - PID 027-272-338 Lot 1 of Lots 712, 713, 714, 715, 716, 723, 724, 725, 726, 727, 728,
729 Victoria City Plan VIP 838911

As you are aware, a Development Permit was issued to PTR Developments Ltd, a Townline Company (i.e.
Townline) on December 18, 2014 for our project at 755 Caledonia. We have since received our building
permit application and commenced construction at the site. We are very excited to be underway with such
an exciting project and want to extend our gratitude to the continued support from both City of Victoria staff
and council on the permitting process.

We are submitting a development permit application to amend the amount of approved retail space in
Hudson Walk Phase | in favour of more residential units. Specifically, we are proposing to add 8 more
residential units to Hudson Walk in two locations on the main floor of the building along with the following
changes:

Four (4) additional townhouse units are proposed fronting the Carriageway, south of the residential entrance
of the tower. ~ While there will not be changes to the exterior design of the building, Townline is proposing
to add patios with privacy landscaping similar to the other townhouse units fronting the carriageway north of
the residential entrance.  These units will be unique in that they will feature high ceilings (i.e. 11 to 12 ft.),
allowing more natural light through upper windows throughout the day;

- We have also added street trees in front of these units where previously we had planned for 2 to 3 retail
parking spaces;

- Four (4) additional units are proposed on the west side of the tower portion of the building on level 1, where
previously a fitness centre and storage room were shown. The layout of the units and the exterior treatment
of the building will mimic level 2 above;

- The gym and storage room have been relocated into part of the CRU space. The gym has been expanded
and located to be more accessible as it may become a shared amenity for other residents in the Hudson
District. Further, the storage room will be better accessed from the approved Herald Street loading back, a
large overhead door is also proposed as part of this change; and

- The retail portion of the building has been reduced to approximately 2800 sq. ft. and will primarily front
Herald Street.

Our rationale for reducing the amount of retail space, specifically along the Carriageway is based on our
analysis and feedback from potential retail tenants which has not been positive. We feel there are better
opportunities in the future phases of the Hudson District to provide more successful retail space. Further,
we are confident in the demand for high-quality urban rentals in downtown Victoria based on the success of

THE TOWNLINE GROUP OF COMPANIES

12¢ - 13575 Commierce Parkway, Richmond. BC V4% 211 Tel 604 276 8823 Fax AD4 270 0B34 v
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m T O o N

our Hudson Mews project and pre-registration for rentals at Hudson Walk. As such we feel this will be a
positive benefit to the project by growing the residential population it will only help to support and cultivate
local businesses. Future phases of the Hudson District will include further opportunities for retail that we
feel will be more viable, particularly as more residents move into the area.

City of Victoria planning and building staff have been supportive of the proposed changes to the building
and have requested us to submit this revised application to amend our development permit and seek a
further variance for the addition of the at grade residential changes.

If you have any questions on the submission or would like further details, please contact me directly at
604.276.8823 ext 259.

S.J'rfégréy.

( /

,géin Filuk
evelopment Manager

justin.filuk@townline.ca

THE TOWNLINE GROUP OF COMPANIES

120~ 13575 Commerce Parkway. Richmond. BC VéY 211 Tel 604 276 8823 Fox 404 270 0854 ooy
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VANCOUVER, B C.
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STRUCTURAL ENGINEER:
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CIC ADORESS 755 CALEDONIA AVENUE. VICTORWA. B.C.
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Planin'ng and Land Use Committee - 09 Jul 2015

CITY OF

VICTORIA

Planning and Land Use Committee Report
For Meeting of October 16, 2014

To: Planning and Land Use Committee Date: September 25, 2014

From: Mike Wilson Senior Planner — Urban Design, Development Services Division

Subject: Development Permit Application with Variances #000375 for 755 Caledonia
Street - Application to permit subdivision and construction of a 16-storey, multi-
unit residential building

Executive Summary

The purpose of this report is to provide information, analysis and recommendations regarding a
Development Permit Application with Variances for the property located at 755 Caledonia
Street. The applicant proposes a mixed-use development called the “Hudson Walk” which: will
include residential and commercial uses within a 16-storey building. The proposal represents
the first phase of a two-phase development. The applicant proposes to subdivide the existing
parcel.

The following points were considered in assessing these applications:
° Two variances to the Zoning Regulation Bylaw are proposed including the

location of residential uses at grade and an increase in building height from 43 m
to 46 m. Both variances are considered appropriate for this location.

° The proposal is generally consistent with the applicable design guidelines found
within the Downtown Core Area Plan, 2011.
° The provision of a through-block carriageway in this location is consistent with

City Policy and the applicant has offered to secure public access over this area
via a legal agreement.

° Underground parking will be provided with access off Caledonia Avenue. The
applicant proposes a total of 210 parking stalls.

The Application was presented to the Advisory Design Panel (ADP) on August 27, 2014. The
ADP recommended that Council support the Application subject to conditions. The applicant
has revised the Application in accordance with the recommended revisions.

Staff recommend that Council support this Application.

Recommendations -

That Development Permit with Variances #000375 for 755 Caledonia Avenue proceed to a

Hearing, in accordance with plans date stamped August 18, 2014, for Development Permit with

Variances #000375, subject to:

1. Development meeting all Zoning Regulation Bylaw requirements, except for the following
variances:

. a. Section 6.8.1(e) — Variance to permit residential use on the first storey;
b. Section 6.8.3(c) — Variance to increase building height from 43 m to 46 m.

Development Permit with Variances Application No. 000425 for... Page 262 of 379
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2. The registration of a legal agreement to secure public pedestrian and vehicle access
over the proposed through-block carriageway to the satisfaction of the City Solicitor and
the Director of Sustainable Planning and Community Development.

3. That Council authorize City of Victoria staff to execute an Encroachment Agreement for
a fee of $750 plus $25 per m? of exposed shored face during construction, in a form
satisfactory to the City Solicitor and the Director of Engineering and Public Works.

4. Final plans to be in accordance with the plans identified above to the satisfaction of the
Director of Sustainable Planning and Community Development.

Respectfully submitted,

C .'. - & . \
/ ‘/. Z ’ i \,1\. \ A. C- A
N
Mike Wilson Deb Day, Direc%or
Senior Planner — Urban Design Sustainable Planning and Community
Development Services Division Development Department

Report aceepted and recommended by the City Manager:

Jason Johnson
Date:

MW:aw

SATEMPEST_ATTACHMENTS\PROSPERO\PLADP\DP000375\PLUSC PLANNING REPORT TEMPLATE hEZZ.DOC

Planning and Land Use Committee Report September 25, 2014
Development Permit with Variances Application #000375 for 755 Caledonia Avenue Page 20f8
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1.0 Purpose

The purpose of this report is to provide information, analysis and recommendations regarding a
Development Permit Application with Variances for the property located at 755 Caledonia
Avenue.

2.0 Background
21 Description of Proposal

The applicant is proposing a mixed-use development called the “Hudson Walk” that will include
residential and commercial uses within a 16-storey building. The applicant. proposes to
subdivide the parcel as this proposal represents the first phase of a two-phase development.

Underground parking (210 stalls) will be provided with access off Caledonia Avenue. A through-
block carriageway is proposed connecting Herald Street with Caledonia Avenue.

Two variances to the Zoning Regulatlon Bylaw are proposed with respect to the locatlon of
residential uses at grade and an increase in building height from 43 m to 46 m. :

Exterior building materials include:

brick veneer

painted architectural concrete with reveals
clear glazing in prefinished aluminum frames
aluminum guardrails and gates

vertical spandrel glazing.

® © o o o

Landscaping materials for the mid-block carriageway and open space include:

pavers and flush concrete curbs

tree grates

planter walls

various free and shrub species (noted on planting plan)
exterior lighting.

2.2  Sustainability Features

The applicant has provided a LEED scorecard and is intending to meet as many of the.
requirements as indicated. The applicant indicates that they are targeting 51 points. This would
equate to a LEED Silver standard but certification will not be sought. The LEED scorecard has
been attached to this report.

2.3 Existing Site Development and Development Potential

The site is currently vacant and has remained in an excavated state for several years. The CA-
60 Zone, Radius District, permits a range of uses including commercial and residential. The
density allowance within this Zone is set at a base of 3:1 FSR without the provision of amenities.
If the amenities are provided in accordance with the Master Development Agreement, the
density entitlement increases to 4.85:1 FSR This Application proposes a densuy of 2.96:1.

Planning and Land Use Committee Report September 25, 2014
Development Permit with Variances Application #000375 for 755 Caledonia Avenue Page 3 of 8
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2.4 Data Table

The following data table compares the proposal with the CA-60 Zone, Radius District. An
asterisk is used to identify where the proposal is less stringent than the CA-60 Zone.

Site area (m?) - minimum 3727.7 n/a

Total floor area (m?) - maximum 11,016 n/a
Density (Floor Space Ratio) - maximum 2.96:1 3.0:1
Height (m) - maximum 46* 43
Storeys - maximum v 16 n/a
Site coverage (%) - maximum 50.5 n/a
Setbacks (m) -~ minimum

Front - Caledonia 3 1/5 setback ratio

over 10 m in height

Rear - Herald 3.1 1/5 setback ratio

over 10 m in height

Side - East 13.4 4.5

Side - West 0.86 0
Parking 210 (proposed) 120 (minimum)
Visitor Parking - minimum 10% of total 12 12
parking provided
Bicycle Storage - minimum 207 173
Bicycle Rack - minimum ‘ 12 8

2.5 Legal Description

Lot 1 of Lots 712, 713, 714, 715, 716, 723, 724, 725, 726, 727, 728 and 729, Victoria City, Plan
VIP83911 except that part in Plan VIP86828.

2.6 Relevant History
The property was rezoned in 2009 to the site-specific CA-60 Zone, Radius District. The Zone

permits a base density of 3:1 FSR, if amenities are not provided, and a maximum density of
4.85:1 FSR, if amenities are provided, that include the following:

o underground parking only, no surface parking permitted

° at least 330 parking spaces in excess of zoning requirements

° at least 20% open site space
Planning and Land Use Committee Report . September 25, 2014
Development Permit with Variances Application #000375 for 755 Caledonia Avenue ; Page 4 of 8
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° a 3 m wide carriageway secured by Statutory Right-of-Way linking Herald Street
and Caledonia Avenue
° at least 8800 m? of floor area exclusively for residential use.

Following rezoning, the previous landowner excavated the site in preparation for development
and to remediate the site in accordance with the Provincial Ministry of Environment Site
Contamination Regulations. The site was remediated, but the previous landowner did not
proceed with the project that was envisioned at the time of rezoning. The site remains in an
excavated state.

2.7 . Consistency with Design Guidelines

The subject property is designated within Development Permit Area 2 (Heritage Conservation),
Core Business. The objectives of the designation are to conserve and enhance the character of
the Downtown, realize the architectural potential of the area and encourage revitalization of the

area through design control of new infill buildings and landscaping. Design guidelines that apply
to Development Permit Area 2 are the Advisory Design Guidelines for Bu:ldmgs Signs and
Awnings and the Downtown Core Area Plan (DCAP), 2012.

2.7.1 Design Guidelines for Buildings, Signs and Awnings (1981)

These Guidelines state that an acceptable application will include consideration of an attractive
streetscape and that the architecture and landscaping of the immediate area be identified and
acknowledged. In evaluating a design, particular emphasis will be placed on these general
aspects: design approach, relevancy of expression, context, pedestrian access, massing,
scale, roofline, street relationship and landscape plan. The Application is generally consistent
with the Guidelines, however, staff have provided further analysis on minor design-related
issues in Section 4 of this report.

2.7.2 Downtown Core Area Plan (2011)

The intent of the Guidelines contained within the DCAP is to ensure new development is
integrated into the existing neighbourhood in a sensitive manner. The Guidelines provide
direction to animate the street frontage with landscaping and entrances to residential units that
are easily identifiable. The Application is generally consistent with the guidelines, however, staff
have provided further analysis on minor design-related issues in Section 4 of this report.

2.8 Community Consultation

In compliance with the Community Association Land Use Committee (CALUC) Procedures for
Processing Variances, the Application was referred to the Downtown Residents Association
(DRA) for comment. A letter from the DRA is attached to this report.

This Application proposes variances, therefore, consistent with the City’s Land Use Procedures
Bylaw, it requires notification, sign posting and a Hearing.
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2.9 Consistency with Master Development Agreement

There is a Master Development Agreement (MDA) registered on the property’s title as part of a
previous Rezoning Application process. The MDA details delivery of public amenities required
for the density lift, but it also permits development to proceed under the base density scenario
without the provision of amenities consistent with the regulations in the CA-4 Zone.

3.0 Issues

The following issues are associated with this Application:

o at-grade building interface with through-block carriageway, Herald Street and
Caledonia Avenue :
increase in building height
Statutory Right-of-Way
encroachment for underpinning.

4.0 Analysis

4.1 At-Grade Interface with Through-Block Carriageway, Herald Street and Caledonia
Avenue

The subject site presents some challenges with regard to changes in grade. The site generally
slopes from east to west. The through-block carriageway also slopes downward from south to
north. The applicant has proposed stairs between the retail units and the through-block
carriageway in order to deal with the change in grade. .

With regard to Herald Street, the applicant proposes retail uses set back 3.1 m from the street
edge. Due to the change in grade, the entry points to the building are separated by up to five
stair risers. Staff had suggested revisions to this interface in order to provide retail units that are
designed to meet the grade of the public sidewalk. The applicant has maintained the proposed
stairs stating that there are significant cost implications to rectifying this issue. This issue was
reviewed by the ADP, and no concern was expressed with respect to this issue.

The applicant proposes residential units at grade fronting Caledonia Avenue. This requires a
variance from the Zoning Regulation Bylaw. Staff recommend that the Committee support this
variance as the subject site is on the northern edge of the Central Business District. It is
expected that the opposite side of Caledonia Avenue will include residential uses at grade.

4.2 Increase in Building Height

The applicant proposed an increase in building height above the CA-60 Zone standard of 43 m.
The plans, as shown, indicate a 45 m tall building. The applicant proposes a 3 m increase in
height to 46 m. The additional metre in height is requested in order to provide some minor
flexibility in design development as the project moves through to working drawings. The
applicable DCAP policy envisions buildings potentially up to 60 m in this location. Staff
recommend that the Committee support the proposed increase in building height.
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4.3 Statutory Right-of-Way

The applicant has offered a Statutory Right-of-Way for public access (vehicle and pedestnan)
over the through-block camageway Staff recommend that this agreement be finalized prior to a
Hearing. :

4.4 Encroachment for Underpinning

The proposed development includes an underground parking structure. If the excavation
requires anchor-pinning into the City Right-of-Way during the excavation process, this would
need to be legally secured to the satisfaction of the Director of Engineering and Public Works
and the City Solicitor. This will allow temporary shoring anchors to be placed in the public
Right-of-Way under all infrastructure and then abandoned once shoring is no longer required.
The anchors will be left in the Right-of-Way as there is no practical way to remove them once
the building walls are installed. There should be no impact to the existing City of Victoria or
utility infrastructure.

5.0 Resource Impacts

There are no resource impacts anticipated with this development.

6.0 Conclusions

The proposal to construct a 16-storey residential building is consistent with-many of the design
guidelines prescribed within Development Permit Area 2 and has benefited from design
revisions as recommended by the ADP. The proposed variances, related to an increase in
height and to allow residential uses at grade, are both considered appropriate given the local
context and relevant City policies. Staff recommend that the Committee support the Application.
7.0 Recommendations

71 Staff Recommendations

That Development Permit with Variances #000375 for 755 Caledonia Avenue proceed to a

Hearing, in accordance with plans date stamped August 18, 2014, for Development Permit with
Variances #000375, subject to: .

1. Development meeting all Zoning Regulation Bylaw requirements, except for the
following variances:
a. Section 6.8.1(e) — Variance to permit residential use on the first storey;
b. Section 6.8.3(c) — Variance to increase building height from 43 m to 46 m.
2. The registration of a legal agreement to secure public pedestrian and vehicle

access over the proposed through-block carriageway to the satisfaction of the
City Solicitor and the Director of Sustainable Planning and Community

Development.
Planning and Land Use Committee Report September 25, 2014
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3 That Council authorize City of Victoria staff to execute an Encroachment
Agreement for a fee of $750 plus $25 per m? of exposed shored face during
construction, in a form satisfactory to the City Solicitor and the Director of
Engineering and Public Works.

4, Final plans to be in accordance with the plans identified above to the satisfaction
of the Director of Sustainable Planning and Community Development.

7.2  Alternate Recommendation (Decline)
That Council decline Development Permit with Variances #000375 for 755 Caledonia Avenue.

8.0 List of Attachments

Zoning map

Aerial map

Letter from Applicant dated June 9, 2014, and September 18, 2014
LEED Scorecard dated September 19, 2014

Plans date stamped September 18, 2014

Letter from Downtown Residents Association dated August 20, 2014.
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GROUP OF COMPANIES Richmond, BC, Canada V6V 2L1 Fax 604 270 0854 www.townline.ca

September 16, 2014 Received

City of Victoria
City of Victoria _
1 Centennial Square SeP 18 201k
Victoria, BC V8BW 1P6 O
Dear Mayor Fortin and Council, L M TNt

RE: Hudson Walk Phase 1, 755 Caledonia Ave.
Development Permit Application #000375
Design Response , Advisory Design Panel Review, August 27

The Townline Group of Companies on behalf of PTR Development Holdings LTD. is pleased to provide
this letter outlining our design response for Hudson Walk from both comments/recommendations
provided by the Advisory Design Panel (ADP) on August 27

The draft minutes of the ADP recommend that Council approve the Devélopment Permit Application
subject to the following:

e Reconsideration of the design of the roof termination to further accentuate the top of the
building possibly through further colour change or other minor articulation.

In response to this, Raffi Architects have extended the colour change to be pronounced on the upper
two storeys of the tower. Further, the upper cornice detail has been emphasized to appear stronger
and the use of glass canopies further helps the upper articulation of creating a prominent tower top.
Options to increase glazing on the upper floors of the tower were explored however with the already
significant amount of glazing, the changes made the overall tower design appear incoherent. A simple
3D snapshot from digital model is enclosed for reference. | '

e Reconsideration of the design of the entrance facing the carriageway such that it is more
prominent when viewed from both Herald Street and Caledonia Avenue and to further develop
the native garden on the corner of Caledonia Avenue and the carriageway.

The residential canopy has been redesigned to extend further out, making it more visible from both
Herald Street and Caledonia Avenue. Further, signage has been added to assist in way finding to the
main residential entrance off the Carriage Way. This includes signage on the south facing wall by the
residential entrance which will be visible from Herald Street and a monument sign featured as part of
the native garden and. visible from Caledonia Ave. A simple 3D snapshot from digital model illustrating
this is enclosed for reference. -

e Consideration of better security measures for the patio of the northwest townhouse

An ornamental fence has been added to patio at this location. Further security measures will be
implemented as the building design is refined including exterior lighting along the loading bay.

1
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e Consideration of an architectural element to better wrap the corner at Caledonia Avenue and the
carriageway.

The proposed landscaping element (i.e. native garden) at the Northeast corner of the building has been
revised to help transition from the sidewalk into the Carriage Way. The grades of this feature have
been changed to include stepped seat walls and a monument sign. The patio on the second floor of the
townhouse unit on this corner has been opened up to the North and East. A simple 3D snapshot from
digital model illustrating this is enclosed for reference.

A number of further revisions have been made to Hudson Walk based on comments and
recommendations from City staff reviews of the project. These include:

Addition of a gate with man-gate at the proposed loading bay off of Herald Street;
Addition of an ornamental rock pattern on the roof of the podium intended to mimic the outline
of Victoria Harbour. This will be. a visually stimulating feature for residents and occupants of
nearby buildings; :

e Creation of an active secondary entrance off of Caledonia which will serve as a secured
secondary entrance for residents in the building;

e Vine planters on the retail podium on the upper trellis have been deleted as directed by
Townline based on consideration of the panel discussion from the August 27™ ADP meeting.

Townline is excited to move ahead with the development of Phase 1 of Hudson Walk. We are pleased
that City staff has provided their general support and constructive feedback on the project to date and
feel confident in our plans to commence construction in early 2015. We look forward to Hudson Walk
becoming an important part of downtown Victoria and another successful part of the Hudson District.

Jlustin Filuk
Pevelopment Manager,
justin.filuk@townline.ca

CC: Rick llich, President Townline, Group of Companies
Steve Jedreicich, VP Development, Townline Group of Companies

Enclosed: Supplementary Design lllustrations

2
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September 19, 2014

City of Victoria
1 Centennial Square
Victoria, BC VBW 1P6

Dear Mayor Fortin and Council,

RE: Development Permit Application - “ Hudson Walk” Phase 1,
755 Caledonia Avenue, Victoria, B.C. Legal - PID 027-272-338 Lot 1 of Lots 712, 713, 714, 715,
716, 723, 724, 725, 726, 727, 728, 729 Victoria City Plan VIP 838911

The Townline Group of Companies on behalf of PTR Development -Holdings LTD. is pleased to submit a
development permit application for Phase 1 of Hudson Walk at 755 Caledonia Ave. Situated on the
former Radius site, Hudson Walk will be a two phased development that will be an integral part of
Townline’s flourishing Hudson District.  Please find below a summary of the design and general
supporting information outlining the project details, requested variances and project phasing.

Project Information

The entire Radius site is 6185 m* (66,500 s.f.) and is bounded by Caledonia Avenue to the north, Herald
Street to the south, Blanshard to the east. The site sits adjacent to the fronting commercial and office
use along Douglas Street. The. entire site slopes at approximately 5% from Blanshard to Douglas and
has been sitting excavated to approximately 2.5 levels below grade since it was purchased by PTR
Development Holdings LTD. A previous development permit (i.e. Development Permit #000248) was
approved for the entire site in November 2011.

. This development permit application is being submitted under the existing CA-4' (Central Area
Commercial Office District) zoning at a site density of 3:1 FSR. A phasing strategy for the subject
property is discussed later in this letter, however the intent is only to develop Phase 1, equivalent to
60%-of the site (i.e. 372.7 m?) and apply for subdivision to split Phase 2 for future development.

Project Overview

The proposed application for Phase 1 of Hudson Walk is for a mixed use residential and commercial
development that will consist of a 13 storey tower on top of a 3 storey podium. This phase will also see
the construction of mid-block connection from Herald Street to Caledonia Street providing an extension
of the “Carriage Way” from the Hudson District. This will provide a logical link between the two blocks,
creating a unique urban experience that mixes pedestrian, bicycle and vehicular uses.

The proposed Hudson Walk Phase 1 building includes 170 residential units ranging in size from 38 m? up
to 130 m? with a mix of studios, 1 and 2 bedroom units, podium garden units and at-grade townhouse
units. Similar to our Hudson Mews project which recently completed in June of this year, Hudson Walk
is being planned as a purpose built market rental building. The demand and interest in our Hudson
Mews project has helped to inform our unit types and the building amenities which will include a
resident lounge, gym and outdoor amenity space. Our recent market data from the Hudson Mews
project indicates there will be a continued demand for rentals in downtown Victoria from students,
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urban professionals, young families and seniors. Units will feature contemporary finishes and u'nique
features such as built in workstations, large balconies with rewarding views. .

The retail component of the project will provide 760 m* (8200 s.f.) of commercial space fronting off of
Herald Street and lining the Carriage Way. The easy connection across Herald Street will provide a
coherent extension of the retailers at the Hudson building and in the Victoria Public Market. This will
space will likely attract a complementary tenant(s) and will further enhance the urban renewal in this
area of Downtown Victoria. '

Underground parking will provide 210 parking stalls which will serve the residential and commercial uses
of the building as well as provide excess capacity for nearby office buildings. Parking access will be
focused on the West side of the building at Caledonia Street utilizing an existing access into the parkade
used for the building at 1803 Douglas Street. The project will also accommodate 219 bike parking stalls
for both residential and commercial tenants through a series of secure bike rooms that are easily
accessed. '

Architectural and Landscape Design

Phase 1 of Hudson Walk will feature a contemporary architectural style which respects the existing
Heritage Conservation Area by combining classic elements and design cues from Downtown Victoria.
Beginning at Herald Street, the three storey podium provides a strong visual connection and vista
termination from the Carriage Way at the Hudson Block. City of Victoria design guidelines have been
implemented to create a strongly articulated street wall effect along Herald Street in between the
adjacent Jack Davis and 1803 Douglas office buildings. This portion of the project will be dedicated to
street level retail uses that will encourage pedestrian flow into and around the building. Street
furniture, glass canopies and numerous store front entrances will make this area very active and vibrant
for pedestrians. ‘ :

Above the two-storey retail units are residential garden units accessed of an exterior courtyard and
resident amenity space. As one continues along the Carriage Way, a central plaza identified by varied
paving patterns marks a transition point to the residential section of the building. A prominent main
entrance into the residential tower is featured creating a strong sense of place for residents. This entry.
canopy will clearly demarcate the building entrance from both Caledonia and Herald Streets. Likewise,
a wayfinding scheme of lighting, sighage and other urban design elements will help to identify the main
entrance to the residential tower.

The 13 storey tower sits atop a three storey podium, stepping back from a street wall along Caledonia
and clearly illustrating a massing transition which illustrates a bottom, middle and top section of the
building. Ground floor townhouse finished in brick wrap around this bottom of the building and down
Caledonia, while upper floor units feature expansive glazing and generous patios.

The landscape design mimics that of the Carriage Way of the Hudson Block, street trees are strategically
placed to create a strong pedestrian environment but also to allow for parking and loading zones to
service the needs of the building tenants. Thé Northeast corner of the building features an indigenous
shade garden that will soften the corner of the building, serving to enhance the pedestrian experience
into the Hudson Walk and along Caledonia Street.

The current building shown for Phase 2 is of the same architectural style as that of Phase 1 featuring
stepped street walls of brick, large windows and modern elements such as aluminum and glass
balconies. The two buildings will be linked off of the Carriage Way, Phase 2 contemplates a prominent
stepped courtyard which will address the grade difference and create a rewarding plaza space with
opportunities for cafes, a restaurant patio or other programmed uses.

Development Permit with Variances Application No. 000425 for... Page 275 of 379



(- Plan?ing and Land Use Committee - 09 Jul 2015

Phasing Strategy

A massing and design scheme has been considered by Townline and has been shown as part of this
application for context purposes only. Phase 2 is envisaged to be a 6 storey, 2458 m? (26,500 s.f.)
mixed-use office and commercial building linked to Phase 1 off of the Carriage Way. This phase would
see the addition of 240 underground parking stalls and the requisite secured bicycle parking. The
parking between phases would be linked at planned connection points and centrally accessed off the
main entrance point off of Caledonia.

Our seeking application for Phase 1 only at this time is in part due to a conservative. approach to the
considerable investment in building out the entire project. The office market in Victoria at this time
does not support the development of office space without a secure anchor tenant. Should an
opportunity to develop this Phase be presented, Townline will proceed with a Phase 2 development and
building permit for this portion on Hudson Walk. Further, the City of Victoria’s 2012 OCP document
now supports a density in this area of downtown at 6:1 FSR and should market conditions favour a
larger project in the future, Townline may seek to rezone the second portion of the site and revise the
strategy for Phase 2. To summarize, the Phase 1 and Phase 2 statistics are as follows:

Phase 1 (for Development Agglicati.on) Phase 2 (for.context purposes only)
Site Area 3727.7m’ 2458.9 m*
| éesidentlal ‘ 10199.11 m? N/A
Commerical 795.14 m’ TBD
Office/Commercail N/A - 7,376.7 m*
Parking 210 space - © 240 spaces (max)
Bicycle Parking ‘ 219 spaces T8D
FSR 2.95:1 | 3:1 (balance)

Subdivision Application and Air‘Space Parcel Submission

A subdivision application to create two separate parcels as designated by Phase 1 and Phase 2 is being
submitted concurrently to the City of Victoria’s Land Development Section. As the project proceeds
into detailed design, an Air Space Parcel proposal will also be developed that will be presented to the
City for initial review. .

It should be noted that this subdivision and phasing strategy has been discussed and received input from
senior planning staff at the City of Victoria. .

~ Variances Requested
This application is seeking the following two variances:

e Ground floor residential with street entrances — The residential component of phase 1 of the
tower contemplates at grade townhouse units fronting off the carriageway and off of Caledonia
Street. The CA-4 district does not permit ground floor residential use. The rationale behind this
is twofold; first the townhouse units introduce a different unit typology to the project which will
broaden the appeal of the complex for renters. Secondly, Townline’s analysis of the local
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market does not feel that retail or commercial at this end of the Carriage Way or along
Caledonia would be successful.

¢ 3.0 metre height variance for residential tower (CA-4 Height Limit is 43m) — a 3.0 metre height
variance is requested to allow for the building to sit at 45m above the average grade calculated
for the entire Radius site which is 19.89m. As we are at this stage only seeking development
approval for Phase 1, the average grade calculation on this portion of the site results in our
current design exceeding the 43m limit. Preliminary discussions with City of Victoria planning
staff confirmed support for this variance, understanding that the preliminary massing design of
the project considered the average grade of the entire Radius site and also be mentioned that
Victoria’s Official Community Plan from 2012 envisages this area have a 60m height limit. The
2m_height variance will allow for any variances in the design that may arise once final structural
engineering is completed for the project.

Other Project Highlights and Benefits

Townline is committed to ensuring its efforts towards development are as sustainable as possible. Our
“Down to Earth” corporate policy mandates we seek to construct buildings that are durable, efficient
and rewarding places to live. Hudson Walk is currently being designed to satisfy a number of building -
performance and site development criteria as outlined by the LEED ® New Construction (NC). A LEED ©
NC scorecard have been completed and attached with this development application submission. Our
intention is to achieve as many of these measures as possible while still ensuring that the project
delivers rental units that are affordable to the Victoria market.

The project will also bring forth street front improvements on both Herald Street and most importantly
will be an initial piece in the development of the Caledonia Greenway as designated by the City of
Victoria’s Greenways Plan.

It goes without saying that Hudson Walk will play an important role in the urban renewal underway in
this area of Downtown Victoria. Townline’s investment in the Hudson District will only prompt further
interest for further development in the immediate vicinity. The recent success in our opening of the
Hudson Mews Rental Tower and the Victoria Public Market are indicative of the growing popularity of
this neighbourhood as a destination for both tourists and locals. ‘

Townline is excited to move ahead with the development of Phase 1 of Hudson Walk. We intend to
submit a Building Permit shortly after Design Panel with the focus on starting construction as soon as
possible. Our aim is to start construction by the end of the year. Our experience thus far in working
with the City of Victoria staff on both the Hudson, Victoria Public Market and Hudson Mews has been
very rewarding and we wish to extend our gratitude for the cooperation and support in helping our
projects become a success. If you have any questions on the submission or would like further details,
please contact me directly at 604.276.8823 ext 259.

Sincergly,

Justin Filuk -
Development Manager

justin.filuk@townline.ca

cc Rick lllich, President, Townline
Steve Jedericich, VP Development, Townline
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Enn Project Totals (pre-certification estimates)

LEED Canada-NC 2009 Project Checklist

13-26 HUDSON WALK- Residential Tower & Mixed-use Podium

Certified 40-49 points Silver 50-50 points Gold 60-79 points Platinum 80 points and above

? No
nn Sustainable Sites

Received

City of Vietoria

SEP 19 201

Pizaning & Development Department .
Develapment Services Division

110 Possible Points

[ 21 | 26 Points Comments &,

.

i
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6 %
1
3
2
0
0!
0
0
1
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Prereq 1
Credit 1

Credit 2

{- Credit3

Credlt 4.1
Credit 4.2
Credit4.3

Credit 4.4

| Credits.1

Credit 5.2
Credit 6.1
Credit 6.2

Credit 7.1

Credit 7.2
Credit 8

Construction Activity Pollution Prevention
Site Selection

Development Density and Community Connectivity

Brownfield Redevelopment

Alternative Transportation: Public Transportation Access
Alternative Transportation: Bicycle Storage & Changing Rooms
Alternative Transportation: Low-Emitting & Fuel-Efficient Vehicles

Alternative Transportation: Parking Capacity

Site Development: Protect and Restore habitat
Site Development: Maximize Open Space

-Stormwater Design: Quantity Control

Stormwater Design: Quality Control
Heat Island Effect: Non-Roof

Heat Isiand Effect: Roof
Light Pollution Reduction -

Water Efficiency

" Prereq1

Credit 1
- Credit2
Credit 3

Water Use Reduction

Water Efficient Landscaping
Innovative Wastewater Technologies
Water Use Reduction

Required Controling soil erosion, waterway sedimentation, airbome dust generation

) 1 Avoid development of innapropriate sites to reduce envir. impact
25 Channel developments to urban areas with existing infrastructure, protect
! habitat
1 Contaminated site has been remediated
3,6  Public transportation access '
1 Bicycle storage & change rooms
3 Hybrid and alternative fuel vehicles

Size parking capacity to mee but not exceed local zoning requirements, and
2 provide preferred parking for capools equal to 10% of the number of non
visiting parking spaces

1 Conserve existing natural areas/ restore damaged areas to provide habitat

Vegetated open space
Rate and Quantity - managing storm water runoff
1 Increase on site filtration and eliminating contaminants

Reduce heat island; use hardscape material with SRI>28, open grid
pavement system; provide shade from tree canopy for 560% of site
Vegetated roof for 50% of roof area or hi-albedo roof to reduce heat
absorption

1 Minimize light trespass from building and site

-

-

-

10 Points

Required Use 20% less water than the water use baseline
2,4  Reduce by 50%; No pottable water used for irrigation
2

2-4  Reduce by 30%-35%-40%
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Prereq 1
F;rereq 2
Credit 1
Credit 2
Credit 3.1
Credit 3.2
Credit 4.1
Credit 4.2
Credit 4.3
Credit 4.4

Yes ? No
Hnn Energy & Atmosphere 35 Points
Prereq1 Fundamental Commissioning of Building Energy Systems Required
Prereq2  Minimum Energy Performance Required
~ Prereq3  Fundamental Refrigerant Management Required
5 Credit1 Optimize Energy Performance 1-19  Improve by 20% for new buildings
0 | Credit2 On-Site Renewable Energy 1-7 )
0 | Credit3 Enhanced Commissioning 2 ' : _—
0 | Credit4 Enhanced Refrigerant Management 2 ’
0 | Credits Measurement and Verification .3
0 | Credité Green Power 2
Materials & Resources 14 Paints
B2 Pt Storage and Collection of Recyclables . Required
0 | Credit1.1 Building Reuse: Maintain Existing Walls, Floors, and Roof 1-3
0 Credit1.2 Building Reuse: Maintain Interior Non-Structural Elements 1
1 | Credit2 Construction Waste Management 1-2  Divert 50%- 75% from landfil
0 | Credit3 Materials Reuse : 1.2
2 | Credit4 Recycled Content 1-2  Use bullding material with 15% recycled content
2 f| Credits Regional Materials 1-2  Use bullding material 20% extracted and manufactured locally
1 | Credité Rapidly Renewable Materials 1 Bamboo flooring
0 | Credit7 Certified Wood 1

Minimum Indoor Air Quality Performance Required

Environmental Tobacco Smoke (ETS) Control Required

Outdoor Air Delivery Monitoring 1 Install Co2 monitoring equipement

Increased Ventilation 1 Naturally ventilated spaces

Construction IAQ Management Plan: During Construction 1 Preventindoor air quality problems for construction workers
Construction IAQ Management Plan: Before Occupancy 1 Flush-out or air testing y
Low-Emitting Materials: Adhesives and Sealants 1 Specifications

Low-Emitting Materials: Paints and Coatings 1  Specifications

Low-Emitting Materials: Flooring Systems 1 Specifications

Low-Emitting Materials: Composite Wood and Agrifibre Products 1 Specifications

GTOZ INC 60 - 9RIWWOD SN pueT pue 5U!L'}U1?Id
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1

Yes

?

1

1 .
0
o]
0]

1 ;

1

Yes ? No
nn“ Regional Priority

1

i
[

0

0.

Credit5 . Indoor Chemical and Pollutant Source Control
Credit6.1 Controllability of System: Lighting

Credit6.2 Controllability of System: Thermal Comfort
Credit7.1 Thermal Comfort: Design

Credit7.2 Thermal Comfort: Verification

Credit8.1 Daylight and Views: Daylight

Credit8.2 Daylight and Views: Views

Credit 1.1 Innovation in Design
Credit1.2 [nnovation in Design
Credit 1.3 Innovation in Design
Credit 1.4 Innovation in Design
Credit 1.5 Innovation in Design
Credit2  LEED® Accredited Professional

Credit1  Durable Building

Credit2.1 Regional Priority Credit
Credit2.2 Regional Priority Credit
Credit2.3 Regional Priority Credit

1
1
1
1
1
1

4 Points

1
1
1
1

Minimize & control poliutants (3 m long entryway, MERY filters)
Occupant control
Occupant control

No ’ .
nn Innovation in Design 8 Points BN

Electric vehicle stalls - 25% roughed in
Maintenance Green Clean package

Extensive Community Connectivity

GTOZ INC 60 - 831IWWOD 8SN pue pue BU!u)ueu
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ARCHITECT:

RAFIl ARCHITECTS INC.
Suls 1-1600 HOWE STREET,
VANCOUVER.B.C.

VBZ 219

FAX: 604-683-3522

EMARL raiyaRarch?ects com

CERTIFIED FROFESSIONAL & CODE:

AQUACOAST ENGINEERING LTD.
#201.5155 LADNER TRUNKROAD
DELTA, 8C, V4K TW4

TEL: 0

CELL: 604-314-0096

EMAIL: pashbont aqua coast ca
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT:

LOMBARD NORTH GROUP (B.C) INC.
838 CORMORANT STREET

NORTH-EAST VIEW

i ERQUECT SUMMARY:

i emcaporess: 755 CALEDONIA AVENUE, VICTORIA B.C. '

; LEGAL ADDRESS: P.L027-272-338 LOT 1 OF LOTS 712, 71, 744, 715, 746, 723,724, 725,

i 728,727, 728, T29VICTORIA CITY VIP 83911

| owner: PRY DEVELOPMENT HOLONGS LTD. ;

: v A CITY OF VICTORIA.B.C. :

. ZONNG OVERVIEW, EXISTING EROPOSED '

i {

! SETBACKS: 4
FRONT - Om '

t FEAR . om i

. s - 45m

| SOE - 45m

: SWEAREA Pramt Proso2 JOTAL

i In21.7m2 WA 8186 6m2

| SITECOVERAGE: s05% A NA

; TOTAL FLOGR AREA: 11015582 A NA

* FLOOR SPACE RATIO: 2985 WA NA !

f ¥ i

i BUILDING AREA OVERVIEW: Phasat Phaze2 ¢
RESOENTIAL 102201802  NA !

RETAI/ COMMERCIAL 79540 m2 NA

'

| BARXING OVERVIEW;

i

| VEHICLE PARNING REQUII

. LOADIN OFF. 0 PROVIDED 2

i AP o7 207x 1= 1
RETAIL/ COMMERCIAL 1 PER 37.502  T95.40m2/ S7.5m2 = 22 2

L4 ViSITORS/ 10% OF 1. 52
NEIGHBOURING OFFICE:

! ToTAL 92

PROPOSED VEMICLE PARKING:  Phatal Phaze 2 JoTAL

H ] (] NA NA

i » & 2 na

i 7o WA A

! BICYCLE STORAGE REQUIREMENTS:
RESIDENTIAL 4 PER UNIT = 171

CLASS 1 = 100% = 171
CLASS 2 = 6 SPACE RACKS PER BUILDNG

4 RETAI/ COMMERCIAL 1 PER 205m2 FOR FIRST 5000m2 GROSS AREA
TS 42/ 2052 = 4

i CLASS 14 50% =2
H CLASS2=50% =2
i
| EESDENTWL OvERvEW:

BREAXDOWN PER PHASE: Phasot seEm2 Phasa2
| BREAKDOWN PER UNIT TYPE:
i STUWI0 55 849 m2
3 1BEDROOM 2 BE3mZ NA
: 2BEDROOM 16 67-121 m2 NA
5 TONHOME [ 5131 m2 NA
H TOTAL m
]
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Planning and Land Use Committee - 09 Jul 2015
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1715 Government Street
Victoria, BC
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250.386.5503

Mayor Dean Fortin and Council
City of Victoria

No.1 Centennial Square
Victoria, BC

VBW 1P6

August 20, 2014

Re: Development Permit #000375-755 Caledonia Avenue

Dear Mayor Fortin and Council,

The DRA LUC has met with the developer’s representatives and has reviewed the drawings for
the above mentioned project.

DRA Members are supportive of the following:

Configuration of the midblock walkway and arrangement of the commercial space and
parking access.

Revision of the project to a taller concrete building of superior build quality to the
previously proposed project.

Members support the liveability and privacy that concrete buildings provide.

The developer is commended that higher quality cladding materials appear to be
specified for the proposed building.

Members are supportive of the relaxation to allow residential use on the identified
portions of the first storey. Members also would support live work on the first storey but
acknowledge that the applicant would prefer not to engage in the necessary rezoning to
achieve that use. ' '

Members are supportive of the minor height variance as it appears to affect areas not
visible from street level.

.Members concerns are:

The tower portion does not differentiate or step back the upper most floors in any
significant way. The application shows a calour change on the top floor only.-Some
additional differentiation/articulation would provide some visual interest as well as de-
accentuating the upper floors. Some form of overhang is recommended on the top floor
for both aesthetics and weathering/maintenance protection.

Development Permit with Variances Application No. 000425 for... Page 318 of 379



( Planning and Land Use Committee - 09 Jul 2015
o Members are con. .,fned that the colour pallet for many aowntc 3 buildings tends to the
grey tones and lacks vibrancy. The developer is encouraged to utilize some “less bleak”
colour tones if possihle. ;
o Rather than just plain transparent panel deck guards it is suggested additional dividing
bars be added and perhaps some translucent panels for visual interest as was most
effectively and attractively utilized on the adjacent Hudson and Hudson Mews projects.

. The DRA generally supports this proposal and is supportive of the higher density and concrete
construction now proposed.

Sincerely,
.
2 -
fan Sutherland

Chair Land Use Commitiee
Downtown Residents Assaciation

cc Planning and Development Department
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755 Caledonia DP # 00042
View from Caledonia Street
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755 Caledonia DP # 00042
View from Caledonia Street
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755 Caledonia DP # 00042
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Revised Landscape Plan
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CITY OF

VICTORIA

Planning and Land Use Committee Report
For the Meeting of July 9, 2015

To: Planning and Land Use Committee Date: June 30, 2015
From: Stephen Stern, Land Development Technologist

Subject: Strata Conversion Application for 1237-1239 Oscar Street

RECOMMENDATION

That Council approve the contribution to the Victoria Housing Reserve Fund in lieu of the previous
approval from June 28, 2012, requiring a covenant securing one of the units at 1237 — 1239 Oscar
Street, as rental for a five (5) year period.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of this report is to seek Council’s reconsideration of their original approval from June 28,
2012 requiring a section 219 Covenant securing one of the strata units as rental for 5 years in
exchange for a contribution of $10,000.00 to the Victoria Housing Reserve Fund.

The applicant, Mr. Paul Bourke, had applied to the Approving Officer to convert the existing purpose
built duplex into three (3) strata units and submitted a tenant plan with the application for Council
consideration. Council approved the tenant plan provided with the strata conversion application for
1237 Oscar Street, subject to one of the existing units being secured as rental for a five (5) year

period.
Respec ubmitted,
Stephen Stern Jas Paul
Land Development Technologist AlDirector of Engineering
and Public Works
[
{
Report accepted and recommended by the City Manager: 1 | 1 —
Jason Johnvﬁ
Date: ‘S;b\«) 2108
 Decision Request June 30, 2015
Strata Conversion Application for 1237 — 1239 Oscar Street Page 1 of 2
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BACKGROUND

Mr. Bourke was issued a preliminary strata approval which outlined the conditions for such an
approval that included preparing a covenant, to the satisfaction of the City solicitor, securing one of the
units as rental for 5 years.

Mr. Bourke has indicated that given his current heath, that the requirement for a covenant would pose
a hardship. As an alternative, he has submitted a request to have Council reconsider placing a
covenant on title and its place accept a contribution of $10,000.00 towards the Victoria Housing
Reserve Fund.

Relevant Legislation and Policy

Under section 242 of the Strata Property Act, conversion of previously occupied buildings requires
approval from the Municipal Approving Authority. In the case of 1237 — 1239 Oscar Street, the
approval of the tenant plan submitted with the strata application required Council approval.

Council, acting as “Approving Authority”, can reconsider their previous approval.
Sustainable Planning and Community Development Evaluation

The vacancy rate in the City has continued to drop and in a tightening rental market rents are likely to
rise more significantly than they have in the past two years. The current rental vacancy rate for
purpose built rental, three (3) or more units, in the City of Victoria is 1.2% (CMHC April 2015). An
additional $10,000 added to the Victoria Housing Reserve Fund will enable the City to support the
development of one affordable rental unit within a future development. Considering that an investor-
owned condominium unit is likely to rent at a rate much higher than the purpose-built market rate, the
applicant's proposal provides the opportunity to achieve the development of unit that will rent at an a
much lower level for a term longer than five years.

Strategic Relevance

The impact of this approval is that a contribution to Victoria Housing Reserve Fund will enable the City
to support the development of one affordable rental unit within a future development. This offering will
be held in trust by the applicant's solicitor under his undertaking to be released to the City upon
submission of the final strata plan for approval.

List of Attachments

Preliminary Approval Letter for Strata Conversion
Correspondence from the applicant’s solicitor

Supporting email correspondence

Previous Council Report and Approval from June 28, 2012.

Decision Request June 30, 2015
Strata Conversion Application for 1237 — 1239 Oscar Street Page 2 of 2
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Engineering and
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Department

#1 Centennial Square
Vicloria

British Columbia
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Tel: 250-361-0300
Fax: 250-361-0311

ww.vicloria.ca
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CITY OF

VICTORIA

June 4, 2015
File no. SUB 00228

BP 049833

Paul L. Bourke
# 1 Briar Place .
Victoria, BC V8S 3J5

Dear Mr. Bourke:

Re: 1237 - 1239 Oscar Street — Proposed Conversion of an Existing Three Unit
Building to Three (3) Strata Units Currently at:

LOT 42, FAIRFIELD SECTION, VICTORIA, PLAN 1055
Primary PID: 000-559-814

The City has completed the review of your application dated May 13, 2012 to convert the
existing Three Unit Building to Three (3) Strata Units.

This conversion is subject to an approval from the municipal “approval authority” under
Section 242 of the Strala Properly Act which ensures compliance with applicable Provincial
Codes and Municipal Bylaws. On June 28, 2012 Council set an additional condition
associated with your strata conversion:

“It was moved by Councillor Alto, seconded by Councillor Helps, that Council approve
the tenant plan provided with the strata conversion application 1237 Oscar Street,
subject to one of the existing units being secured as rental for five a (5) year petiod.”

In addition, our records indicate that the proposed use is consistent with the current zoning
designation of the property and the Planning Department has confirmed this proposed use
under the R-1B Zone (Single Family Dwelling District). Please contact Charlotte Wain at
250-361-0340 with any Zoning inquiries.

In order to ensure compliance with applicable Provincial Codes and Municipal Bylaws the
applicant shall now proceed as follows:

1. Submit a Seclion 219 Covenant in a form satisfactory to the City Solicitor securing
one of the proposed strata units as rental for 5 years. Please have your solicitor
contact the Land Development Technologist for further information.

2. Obtain and submit occupancy permits for the completion of all required building permit
work for the proposed strata units. Our records indicate that a building permit has
been issued for the subject property on March 11, 2014.

3. Provide written confirmation that onsite parking conforms to Schedule “C" of the
Zoning Bylaw. Confirmation will be required in writing from the Planning Department.
Parking allocation shall be clearly defined in the final strata plans.

4. Hire a British Columbia Land Surveyor to arrange to prepare the final strata plan.
Provide the British Columbia Land Surveyor with copies of the Site Servicing Plan and
Building Permit Plans (if necessary) approved by the City.

I'he Cily of Victoria recognizes the Songhees and Isquirnalt Nations in whose tradiitional lerritories we live: and work
“Hay swx ga"
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1237 - 1239 Oscar Street - Proposed Conversion Page 2
June4, 2015

5. Submit the preliminary strata plan(s) containing all required copies of any information
as noted in (a) and (b) below, along with a final strata approval fee of $50.00 within 30
days prior to issuance of final occupancy and to arrange for an inspection, by the
Land Development Technologist, of the proposed strata units.

6. Upon final approval of the Strata Plan, the plan will be released to your solicitor on an
undertaking to the satisfaction of the City's solicitor to register the plan in the Land
Title Office concurrently with any documents required as a condition of Strata
Conversion. Any required documents registered against title must be in priority to any
charges of a financial nature. Prior to release of the Strata Plan, your lawyer shall
provide a letter of undertaking stating:

a) thatif for any reason the subdivision plan is not deposited in the L.and Title Office
within two months of its approval, it will be returned to the Approving Officer of the
City of Victoria; and

b) that a registered copy of the proposed strata plan, a copy of each new title
search, and a copy of all other documents registered as a condition of Strata
Titling will be forwarded to the Approving Officer upon final registration at the
Land Title Office (please forward all registered documents to the Approving
Officer, care of the Land Development Technologist).

7. Submit the final strata plan package containing copies of any required information to
Stephen Stern. Submitted plans and documents will be sent to the Approving Officer
for review and approval.

Please note that it is the responsibility of the applicant to provide the plans noted above to the
surveyor to ensure that the surveyor's strata plan matches the City approved plans. Itis also
the responsibility of the applicant and the applicant’s surveyor to design the boundaries and
assign the ownership within the proposed strata plan so that each strata unit will comply with
Provincial Codes and Municipal Bylaws and to ensure that encroachments do not occur.

If any other information comes to light before an application is made for strata plan approval
under Section 242 of Strata Title Act, these statements may be reconsidered and altered. It is
also noted that approval of any strata plan will be subject to compliance with all legislation and
regulations.

This preliminary approval expires on June 4, 2016. If you have any questions regarding your
application please call Stephen Stern at 250-361-0501.

Yours truly,

Deputy Approving Officer

“Attachmiénts
c: Chief Building Inspector

Charlotte Wain, Development Services
July 06, 2012 Letter from Legislative and Regulatory Services

wiadminword\land developmentiss\2015\1237 - 1239 oscar.doc
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Stephen Stern

From: John Reilly

Sent: Monday, Jun 15, 2015 8:20 AM

To: Stephen Stern

Subject: RE: 1237-1239 Oscar Street Council Requirement for a Section 219 Covenant

Nice work on this Stephen.

John

From: John Mullin [mailto:jmullin@mdlawcorp.com]

Sent: Sunday, Jun 14, 2015 3:11 PM

To: Stephen Stern

Cc: John Reilly; Paul Bourke

Subject: Re: 1237-1239 Oscar Street Council Requirement for a Section 219 Covenant

Hi Stephen - | have heard from my client and he is prepared to make the $10,000 contribution in lieu of the rental
requirement - if you could proceed with presenting the proposal to committee/council as soon as possible, that would
be great - let me know on timing, thanks

John

Sent from my iPhone

On Jun 12, 2015, at 10:50 AM, "Stephen Stern" <sstern@victoria.ca> wrote:
Good Morning John,

| think that given John'’s, (Senior Planner — Social Issues , Community Planning Division ), comment
below it would be reasonable to secure the minimum amount of $10,000.00. If this is acceptable to your
client then | can initiate the process of presenting his request to Committee / Council for their
consideration. | will need to prepare the necessary report to Council etc..

Regards

Stephen Stern

Land Development Technologist

Land Development & Support Services

City of Victoria

1 Centennial Square, Victoria BC V8W 1P6

T 250.361.0501 F 250.361.0311 C 250.216.4172

<image001.gif>  <image002.png><image003.gif> <image004.gif> <image005.gif>

From: John Reilly

Sent: Thursday, Jun 11, 2015 9:41 AM

To: Stephen Stern

Subject: RE: 1237-1239 Oscar Street Council Requirement for a Section 219 Covenant

1
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Sorry for the delay in responding, Stephen. The City’s grant program provides a $10K per unit. $S5K will
only get us half way there. If we are losing one unit, I'd like to see a contribution of $10K to allow us to
get one more unit in the rental market. Let me know what comes of the negotiations.

John

From: Stephen Stern
Sent: Tuesday, Jun 9, 2015 2:23 PM

To: John Reilly
Subject: 1237-1239 Oscar Street Council Requirement for a Section 219 Covenant

Importance: High
Good Afternoon John,

Attached is the PLA and Letter from Legislative Services regarding the approval of the “tenant
plan” with a condition that one of the units be rental for 5 years.

The applicant’s solicitor has indicated that given the failing health of the owner, the requirement could
prove to be an issue. The applicant is proposing an initial
offering in lieu of the covenant , to provide a monetary payment into the housing fund ( $5000.00 ).

My commitment to him was to present this to staff and see if it supportable and counter .... There will
be a formal letter to the City with the rationale behind this offering..

Thoughts

Stephen Stern

Land Development Technologist

Land Development & Support Services

City of Victoria

1 Centennial Square, Victoria BC V8W 1P6

T 250.361.0501 F 250.361.0311 C 250.216.4172

<image001.gif> <image002.png><image003.gif> <image004.gif> <image005.gif>

2
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MULLINm DEMEO

BARRISTERS & SOLICITORS

Date: June 19", 2015

City of Victoria

#1 Centennial Square
Victoria, BC

V8W 1P6

Attention: Stephen Stern
RE: 1237-1239 Oscar Street — Proposed Conversion of an Existing Three Unit Building to Three Strata Units

Further to our emails and correspondence on this matter | confirm that | have received $10,000 in trust and |
provide my irrevocable undertaking to pay these funds to the City prior to our deposit of the Strata Plan at the
Land Title Office and provided the rental requirement condition (i.e. Covenant as set forth in paragraph 1. of
the City's June 4, 2015 letter) has been removed.

Yours truly,

MUL DEME

Pey:

John ullin

/kd

1626 GARNET RoAD, VICTORIA, BRITISH CoLumBia, CANADA V8P 3C8 Email LAWYERS@MDLAWCORP.COM
Toll Free 1-877-477-3327 Phone [250] 477-3327 Fax [250] 477-0980 www.realestatelawvictoria.com
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MULLINm DEMEO

BARRISTERS & SOLICITORS
Date: June 10", 2015

City of Victoria

#1 Centennial Square
Victoria, BC

V8W 1P6

Attention: Stephen Stern

RE: 1237-1239 Oscar Street — Proposed Conversion of an Existing Three Unit Building to Three Strata Units

We act on behalf of Paul Bourke. We are writing to request the removal of the requirement to have one of the
existing units secured as a rental for a five year period. Mr. Bourke has outlined a summary of circumstances
which is attached to my letter. Mr. Bourke’s current health requires him to sell all three of the units when the
strata plan has been filed. In lieu of the rental requirement, Mr. Bourke asks council to consider his proposal
of a financial contribution to a City of Victoria housing fund in the amount of $5,000. We look forward to
hearing from you.

Yours truly,

John D. Mullin

/kd

1626 GARNET RoAD, VicTORIA, BRITISH CoLuMBIA, CANADA V8P 3C8 Email LAWYERS@MDLAWCORP.COM
Toll Free 1-877-477-3327  Phone [250) 477-3327  Fax [250] 477-0980 www.realestatelawvictoria.com
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e | started the renovation of 1237/1239 Oscar Street in 1999; my intention was
always to strata the building into 3 units. This building was a legal duplex when |
purchased it.

e The work to renovate this building into a 3 suite complex increases the housing
density of the area without causing any harm to the area and without increasing
the square footage of the building. It only increases the number of units by one
and provides three desirable and affordable homes in a much sought after area.

o | worked full time at my sales job in the fishing industry until | retired 1 year ago. |
am not a developer. | do not have a company or Government pension (except
the OAS and CPP-my retirement funds are in my property on Oscar Street.

e | worked on the house in the early morning and evenings as well as the
weekends and during my vacation time.

e The new requirement to keep one of the 3 units as a rental property imposes a
significant financial hardship on me. The market for a rental only condo in a
house conversion is very limited —it is more common in larger buildings where
professional managers can ensure your property is looked after.

e Additional, it is likely that it will be more difficult to market the two other units if
the third one has to remain as a rental for 5 years. This in turn reduces the value
of the units and thus the value of my “pension” fund.

e | justturned 69 on June 3 and if it is another 5 years before | can sell this rental
unit | will be 74 years old. | feel this is much too old to be looking after a rental
unit in a 104 year old house.

e Unfortunately, | had an accident while working on the house about 5 years ago: |
tore the rotator cuff in both my shoulders and | am still recovering from 2 different
surgeries each of which has taken 2+ years to heal. As a result | had to hire
workers to do work | normally would have done and this took longer as | had
limited funds to work with. | am now finished the renovation required to strata the
property into 3 units.

e In addition to my shoulder injuries | have had two surgeries to remove cancerous
tumours on my left eye and beside my left ear. .On this Friday, June 12, | am
scheduled for surgery on my prostate and the recovery time ranges from 3
months to one year. My family is concerned about my health and wants me to
sell all three units - not 2 and keep one as a rental.

e | respectfully request that an exception be made under these circumstances for
the above reasons. In consideration of this, | am prepared to donate $5,000 to a
low cost housing fund of your choice, as appropriate.

Strata Conversion Application for 1237-1239 Oscar Street --B... Page 347 of 379
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~
o
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 JUL 09 201
CITY OF ‘I v '

VICTORIA CITY OF VICTORIA

ENGINZERING 01 |

July 06, 2012

Mr. Paul Bourke
#1 Briar Place
Victoria, BC V8S 3J5

Dear Mr. Bourke:

Re: Strata Conversion Application for property known as 1237
Oscar Street

Al the Victoria City Council meeting of June 28, 2012, Council passed the
following resolution:

That Council approve the tenant plan provided with the strata conversion
application 1237 Oscar Street, subject to one of the existing units being
secured as rental for five a (5) year period.

If you have any further questions concerning your application, please contact
Stephen Stern, Land Development Technologist, at 250.361.0501.

Yours trul

Q«'Rober"t' G Waodiand
Corporate Administrator
;jh
C: John Sturdy, Acting Director of Engineering
Stephen Stern, Land Development Technologist
Fairfield-Gonzales Neighbourhood Association

The Gily of Vicloria recognizes the Songhees and Esquimall Nations in whoseo aditional lenritoros wo five and work
“Hay swx ga”

Strata Conversion Application for 1237-1239 Oscar Street --B... Page 348 of 379



Strata Conversion Application for 1237-1239 Oscar Street --B...

Planning and Land Use Committee - 09 Jul 2015

CITY OF

VICTORIA

Planning and Land Use Standing Committee Report

Date: May 28, 2012 From: Stephen Stern, Land Development Technologist

Subject: Strata Conversion Application for 1237 Oscar Street

Executive Summary:

The applicant, Paul Bourke has applied to the Approving Officer to convert the existing purpose built
duplex into three (3) strata units and has submitted a tenant plan with the application for Council
consideration. The Planning Department advises that the proposed use complies with the R-1B
(Single Family Dwelling Zone).

Under Section 242 of the Strata Property Act, conversion of previously occupied buildings requires
approval from the Municipal Approving Authority (City Council). The purpose of this report is to seek
Council's approval of a tenant plan submitted with an application to strata title a duplex at 1237 Oscar
Street. The duplex is currently occupied with tenants renting on a yearly lease basis.

The applicant has submitted a basic tenant plan with proposed variations suggesting a graduated
rental timeframe based on the number of units the applicant can rent, as noted below:

» One of the units as rental for a period of 5 years (60 months),

» Should the applicant rent two units within the building, the applicant proposes that the rental time
frame for the initial unit offered would be reduced to 2 % years (30 months),

» Should the applicant rent three units within the building, the applicant proposes that the rental time
frame for the initial unit offered would be reduced to 20 months.

The basic one unit rental for 5 years proposal can be secured by means of a Covenant under Section
219 of the Land Title Act registered on title. The proposed graduated rental timeframe, with scheduled
declarations will require additional staff administration and a more complex legal agreement. The
applicant's proposal to rent one or more of the other units in a graduated rental timeframe does not
secure the equivalent of a single rental unit for five years. Legal costs associated with preparation and
registration of the covenant is the responsibility of the applicant.

Recommendation:

That Council approve the tenant plan provided with the strata conversion application for 1237 Oscar
Street, subject to one of the existing units being secured as rental for a five (5) year period.

N0 5 4
W (G o K I

L \
Stephen Stern Dwayne Kalynchuk, P. Eng. Peter Sparanese, P. Eng.
Land Developmen Director of Engineering and General Manager of
Technologist Public Works Operations

Report accepted and recommended by the City Manager: W

'\—jr\ Gail Stephens

Decision Request May 28, 2012
Strata Conversion Application for 1237 Oscar Street Page 1 of 2
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Relevant Legislation and Policy:

Under Section 242 of the Strata Property Act, conversion of previously occupied buildings requires
approval from the Municipal Approving Authority (City Council).

The City's “Residential Strata Titling Policy” requires Council's approval for Tenant Plans that
accompany an application to strata title. The proposed Tenant Plan is to not displace the current
tenants and secure the rental units for a minimum period of five (5) years.

The current rental vacancy rate (CMHC Fall 2011) for purpose built rental, three (3) or more units, in
the City of Victoria is 1.8%.

Sustainability Evaluation:

The applicant has offered to rent one of the proposed strata units for an initial period of five (5) years.
The tenant plan also includes a graduated rental timeframe in which the applicant has suggested that
if two (2) suites were rented out this would be reduce the covenant rental period to 30 months and if all
three suites were to be rented it out then further reduce the covenant rental period to 20 months.

This proposal has been submitted for evaluation to the Sustainability Department for evaluation and
staff have no objections to securing by means of a Covenant under Section 219 of the Land Title Act
registered on title, one of the existing rental units.

Staff recommends keeping a simpler approach that secures one unit, without conditions, as rental for
the full five (5) years.

Strategic Relevance:

The impact of this approval is consistent with similar requests for duplex conversions of this nature.
This approval ensures that the existing units is maintained within the rental pool for a reasonable
length of time, in this case five (5) years and will be secured by a covenant under Section 219 of the
Land Title Act, to be registered on title.

Recommendation:

That Council approve the tenant plan with provided with the strata conversion application for 1237
Oscar Street and with the stipulation that one of the existing rental units be secured for the full five (5)
year period.

Recommendation Summary:

Staff recommend keeping a simpler approach that secures one unit, without conditions, as rental for
the full five (5) years.

Background Material: Attached __ X Available N/A
Decision Request May 28, 2012
Strata Conversion Application for 1237 Oscar Street Page 2 of 2
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To see all the details that are visible on the
screen, use the Print link next to the man.
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CITY OF VICTORIA

ENGINEERING POLICIES
POLICY: Residential Strata Titling

Prepared By: Land Development Date: 1997

Authorized By:  Victoria City Council Date: 1997

1. A preliminary approval obtained from City Council or the Approving Officer is valid for a
period of one year from the date Council’s resolution to approve is adopted.

2. When the rental apartment vacancy rate as provided by Canada Mortgage and Housing
Corporation falls below 4% for Metro Victoria, no applications to convert existing residential
rental buildings containing more than four rental dwelling units shall be accepted.

3. Any owner/developer denied the privilege to apply to convert existing residential buildings to
strata lots for the reason outlined in Paragraph (2) has the right to appeal to City Council and

a successful appeal is required before the City Engineer will accept a formal application to
convert.

4. The vacancy rate applicable to an application shall be the rate that prevails in the rental
statistics provided by C.M.H.C. on the date the preliminary application is received at City Hall.

5. Tenant Plan - Rental Residential Strata Conversions

Any preliminary application to convert a building containing active rental dwelling units shall
be accompanied with a Tenant Plan which will set out:

a. Certification that the owner/developer has notified the tenants of the building of the
proposal to convert the building into strata units.

b. A complete list of the tenants in the building.

c. The type of choices such as a continued fixed-term tenancy, option to purchase rental
unit, etc. offered to the tenants that would allow them to continue to occupy their units
after the strata conversion has been completed.

d. Any monetary assistance to be offered, such as rental-free period, moving expenses, etc.

e. Formal nofification that tenants have been advised of other agencies that may be of
assistance, such as Pacifica Housing, the Capital Regional District, etc.

The Tenant Plan shall be submitted to Council for review at the preliminary application stage and
the owner/developer shall certify that the Tenant Plan, as adopted by Council, has been carried
out prior to final approval. The Tenant Plan shall be signed by all the tenants.

vit&d\develop\strata\formaltiresidential strata titling policy 5 Revised March 2004
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Strata Conversion

Land Development Section - Strata Conversion Approval Matrix

No. of units Vacancy rate Approval level Approval level
With tenants If vacant
</=3 N/A - ﬁ(;i:s:lplan Approving Officer
=4 N/A Witl?:::ﬁ:glplan S
>4 > 4% Witl?t(:r::::lplan Councl
> 4 | < 4% Not accepted by Not accepted by

staff, but appealable
to Council

staff, but appealable
to Council

Approving Officer Authority

Council, on July 24, 2003, delegated the powers and performance of the duties of the
approving authority under Section 242 of the Strata Property Act (conversion of

previously occupied buildings) to the duly appointed subdivision approving officer,
with the following limits:

e Residential buildings containing no more than 3 units, and industrial and
commercial buildings.

e Residential buildings that are vacant or owner-occupied.

e Buildings in good condition, in substantial compliance with the BC Building

Code.

Strata Conversion Application for 1237-1239 Oscar Street --B...

Page 354 of 379




Planning and Land Use Committee - 09 Jul 2015

Application No.
Corporation of the City of Victoria
Engineering Department, Land Development Section
THE CITY OF
VICTORIA TENANT PLAN - STRATA TITLING /&S b
_ Preliminary Application LI Final Application /
APPLICANTS NAME (PRINT) N ADDRESS . ’ ’ i
Auc Noupre 4/ Briae Poace Vicresia
pﬂme/cr;%m}esf]// 33‘7 ()‘, ¢ A ‘:, (’) 7' # EXISTING UNITS RENTED _4 OWNER OCCUPIED
# NEW UNITS IN PROJECT o o A D 7:077:’%(;3P65E6;TRA;A7J;4I;5 > —————1
2

EXPLAIN NATURE OF PROJECT AND REASON FOR STRATA TITLING:

rj' £ 3 /""/mé("““"' L JO & lgLetiy ,v/f( (/M/ (//vat‘%-(’/
M 62'-" 2%‘; A1’-‘"L% (.fw((/t-ﬂ ‘71 S/)b‘-‘/; e 3
meﬁ ~< (/fﬂu—y—(-// /_,%‘4_(/7; F o 2"_?/‘——(“-; i'ﬂl/mw_’qi

| e 3 shparalel STl sellzg 7

EXPLAIN TYPES OF ASSISTANCE / OFFERED TO TENANTS:

| - Fixed Term Tenancy -
_! - Option to Purchase -
] - Rental Assistance -
| - Alternative Rental -
_J -Other - .— < E = A4 7 T A<cCH £
TENANT INFORMATION (Please Print)
TENANT'S SIGNATURE PHONE # UNIT # DATE ACCEPTED DATE COMPLETED

NOTE: If the above space is insufficient use back of form.
APPLICANT’'S CERTIFICATION

1 ‘ Auc G & &7 y? /4i= confirm thal the informalion contained in this form is correct to the best of my knowledge and certify
to the City of Victoria that | will provide the tenant (s) with the assistance as accepted by the-tenant as outlined on this TENANT PLAN.

o
3
i 5| Applicant’s Signature (Confirming Offer Accepted) Date
Applicant's Signature (Gonfirming Offer Completed) Date
NOTE: THIS TENANT PLAN CAN BE MADE AVAILABLE IN OTHER LANGUAGES UPON REQUEST.
vlad\denlopVorms_devlenant plan_strala litling Revised March 2004
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Application No.

Corporation of the City of Victoria
Engineering Department, Land Development Section

TENANT PLAN - STRATA TITLING

LI Final Application

APPLICANTS NAME (PRINT) ADDRESS

PHONE 2 FAX #

PROJECT ADDRESS

e

# NEW UNITS IN PROJECT

™ =l

# EXISTING UNITS RENTED ____

# TOTAL PROPOSED STRATA UNITS

. OWNER OCGUPIED _ __, VAGANT

EXPLAIN NATURE OF PROJECT AND REASON FOR STRATA TITLING:

~
S

—

ATaARAcHEJ

EXPLAIN TYPES OF ASSISTANCE / OFFERED TQ TENANTS:
LI - Fixed Term Tenancy -

| | - Option to Purchase -

(] - Rental Assistance -

i | - Alternative Rental -

Ll -Other- ¥ ¢ > 5

NECLATVE D T /I A (S AL e ATIC /N o 0T 1< E TL’L/‘?‘I‘”
il L35 O~ 4 £ & £ J'.Lz'li‘»',h‘;-i'%z 4 C IasSi0e e > h: € L arT NS AT
(BY ThE HemEes) TENANT INFORMATION (Please Print)
TENANT'S SIGNATURE PHONE # UNIT # DATE ACCEPTED DATE COMPLETED

"-%fﬁtfﬁfb" Z (257 | v APRU ©2.2012

¥ h r ‘I “ 5 i HR" Y / \ '.’\" \ ‘\ ' // ; P

Kewr tHHom ek 1 &31

A;’ AvE Homg £ o S5¢c AR

NOTE: If the above space is insufficient use back of form.

APPLICANT'S CERTIFICATION

5 M B &
1 Loul (Sowte

FINAL /

Applicant’s Signature (Confirming Offer Accepted)

Applicant’s Signature (Confirming Offer Completed)

confirm thal the information contained in this form is correct to the best of my knowledge and certify
1o the City of Victoria that | will provide the tenant (s) with the assistance as accepted by the tenant as outlined on this TENANT PLAN.

Date

Date

NOTE:
vit&d\isvelopVorms_devilenani plan_strala titling
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Application No.

Corporation of the City of Victoria
Engineering Department, Land Development Section

THE CITY OF

VICTORIA TENANT PLAN — STRATA TITLING
Preliminary Application LI Final Application
APPLICANTS NAME (PRINT) ADDRESS PHONE # FAX #
PROJECT ADDRESS .
# EXISTING UNITS RENTED OWNER OCCUPIED _ . VAGANT = .
# NEW UNITS IN PROJECT o - # TOTAL PROPOSED STRATA UNITS

EXPLAIN NATURE OF PROJECT AND REASON FOR STRATA TITLING:

S EFE AR TIA<HFY

EXPLAIN TYPES OF ASSISTANCE / OFFERED TO TENANTS:
_| - Fixed Term Tenancy -

| - Option to Purchase -
] - Rental Assistance -
_J - Alternative Rental -

MW-CCNTIWdA‘I.(A. O F maep T 40 merTH 7’4' ATy /MIEF py T
7 T
TENANT INFORMATION (Please Print)
TENANT'S SIGNATURE PHONE # UNIT # DATE ACCEPTED DATE COMPLETED

XL LU T e (239_|x 00,/ 328 /12
» A 8 ldlo ] <0 T A Aonil 5 o2

fee ad o £ocuent

’
Romp Coglaen

NOTE: If the above space is insufficient use back of form.
APPLICANT'S CERTIFICATION

/)

,-\1 -
I ‘ A ’ ‘1-//‘(6 confirm that the information contained in this form is correct to the best of my knowledge and cerlify
to the City of Victoria that | will provide the tenant (s) with the assistance as accepted by the tenant as outlined on this TENANT PLAN.

FINAL /

Applicant's Signature (Confirming Offer Accepted) Date
Applicant's Signature (Confirming Offer Completed) Date
NOTE: THIS TENANT PLAN CAN BE MADE AVAILABLE IN OTHER LLANGUAGES UPON REQUEST.
Laddeialop) _devlenant plan_strata titling

Rovised March 2004
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Subject: Tenancy letter City of Victoria April 4, 2012
Regarding;
1237/1239 Oscar Street

Dear Mayor and Council,

| have applied to convert my Conversion duplex to a 3 unit
strata.

| have advised the tenants, Gerry and Roma Goguen, in 1239
Oscar (Garden duplex suite) of my intentions regarding the
strata triplex. Their suite requires no construction work for the
proposed conversion to a triplex, except some additional 2x4
studs (4 in total packed together) in an interior wall, to support
the addition of a beam in the third floor. This is about an 8 hour
job, including the drywal! repair and painting. The required
work will be done, at the convenience of the Goguens, when
they are out of town visiting their daughter in Vancouver. They
have indicated to me that they support the conversion to a
strata triplex.

Regarding 1237 Oscar Street;

On February 1 (over 2 months ago) Keith and Deane Homer,
gave me their official notice that they intend to move during
the next few months into a house, with a yard for their dog,
and more storage space inside. | have also advised Keith and
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Deane Homer of 1237 Oscar of my intentions regarding the
strata triplex. They have indicated to me that they support the
conversion to a strata triplex.

The departure of Keith and Deane Homer has nothing to do
with the strata triplex conversion and this 1237 portion of the
existing duplex should be considered as vacant.

| am prepared to continue to rent one of the 3 proposed suites
in the strata triplex for a period of 5 years (60 months). If two
suites are rented out this would reduce the total rental period
to 2.5 years (30 months). If all 3 suites are rented out the total
rental period would be 20 months.

Regards

Paul Bourke

P“”“( Cocefe

cc. Mr. Stephen Stern
Land Development Technologist,
Land development Section

City of Victoria.
Focoe R # BV IPras
FirE # oo 232X
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CITY OF

VICTORIA

Planning and Land Use Committee Report
For the Meeting of July 9, 2015

To: Planning and Land Use Committee Report Date:  June 25, 2015
From: Lucina Baryluk, Senior Process Planner

Subject: Review of the Licensee Retail Stores Rezoning Policy

RECOMMENDATION

That Committee forward this report to Council, and Council consider the following changes to the
Licensee Retail Stores Rezoning Policy:

“The Licensee Retail Stores Rezoning Policy be amended as follows:

e The distinction between private liquor stores and government liquor stores be eliminated,
and that the policy be renamed the Liquor Retail Store Rezoning Policy to provide clarity
that the policy applies to all liquor retail stores, regardless of the operator.

The recommended store size be increased to 275 m?.

References to primary, neighbourhood or district centres in the General Characteristics
section of the policy be replaced with references to Large Urban Villages or Town Centres
to reflect the terminology within the Official Community Plan.”

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

At the March 12, 2015 meeting of the Governance and Priorities Committee, staff were directed to
consult with representatives of the Liquor Distribution Branch, Island Health, Victoria Police
Department, Centre for Addictions Research, Victoria Chamber of Commerce, private operators
and Neighbourhood Association representatives for each of the neighbourhoods with a Village
Centre to explore the viability of using the District of Saanich’s approach to liquor stores as a
basis for the City’s policy.

A workshop was hosted on May 14, 2015, and the participants expressed the following opinions:

e The City's Licensee Retail Stores Rezoning Policy should not differentiate between private
operators and government liquor stores.

e The City’s current Licensee Retail Stores Rezoning Policy’s store size of 200 m? is too
small to be functional and should be increased to 275 m?, which would be the same as the
smaller size limit within the District of Saanich. Additional stores in excess of this size
were not seen as appropriate within the City of Victoria.

e Developing a municipal liquor policy was encouraged to provide a broader perspective to
inform policy directions on liquor-related issues.

Planning and Land Use Committee Report ; June 25, 2015
Review of the Licensee Retail Stores Rezoning Policy Page 1 of 6
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BACKGROUND

The purpose of this report is to present Council with information, analysis and recommendations
for amendments to the City’s current Licensee Retail Stores Rezoning Policy. Other changes to
the provincial liquor laws as they affect the City of Victoria were discussed at the May 12, 2015
Governance and Priorities Committee Meeting, and it was noted only a minor amendment to the
Business License Bylaw is required to address changes to the provincial legislation.

In addition, at the March 12, 2015 meeting of the Governance and Priorities Committee, the
following motion was passed relating to Liquor Retail Stores:

. Direct staff to report back on the amendments made to the District of Saanich, 2004
Zoning Bylaw, related to Liquor Retail Stores.

. Direct staff to consult with representatives of the Liquor Distribution Branch, Island Health,
Victoria Police Department, Centre for Addictions Research, Victoria Chamber of
Commerce, private operators and Neighbourhood Association representatives for each of
the neighbourhoods with a Village Centre within the City of Victoria and report back within
eight weeks.

Introduction of the Licensee Retail Stores Rezoning Policy in Victoria

In 2003, in response to changes to provincial liquor licensing legislation, the City's Zoning
Regulation Bylaw was amended to restrict liquor retail stores to zones that specifically allowed
this use, giving Council the authority to approve, through the rezoning process, the location and
other regulations for liquor retail stores. The existing liquor retail stores were provided legal non-
conforming status. To guide decision-making, Council introduced the Licensee Retail Stores
Rezoning Policy (attached). Both the policy and the changes to the Zoning Regulation Bylaw
were the subject of public consultation.

The policy was further amended in 2006 to include a reference to a maximum total floor area of
200 m?for liquor retail stores. At that time, Council specifically considered the Saanich model and
felt the smaller store size was appropriate for the Victoria context and was also in keeping with the
applications that were being received at that time.

The City of Victoria’s Current Licensee Liquor Retail Stores Rezoning Policy in Practice

Council has dealt with over 20 rezoning applications since the introduction of the policy. The
applications have generally specified a size of store, so the size of the store has been stipulated
in the Zoning Regulation Bylaw, similar to the District of Saanich, but on a site-specific basis.

In terms of size, three private liquor stores were approved that exceeded the recommended size
of 200 m? size (Harris Green, Shark Club and Crossroads Plaza) and the two Liquor Distribution
Branch stores approved by Council both exceeded this size (Menzies Street (442 m?) and Hillside
Centre (785 m?)).

Official Community Plan and the Downtown Core Area Plan

In 2012, the City of Victoria adopted the Official Community Plan (OCP), which provides further
guidance on the type of uses anticipated in various urban place designations. The OCP has
identified the types of commercial uses appropriate for different levels of centres. For example, a
liquor store has been identified as appropriate within a large urban village and within a town

centre.
Planning and Land Use Committee Report June 25, 2015
Review of the Licensee Retail Stores Rezoning Policy Page 2 of 6

Review of Licensee Retail Rezoning Policy --J. Tinney, Direc... Page 362 of 379



Planning and Land Use Committee - 09 Jul 2015

The large urban villages have been identified as Selkirk, Victoria West, James Bay Village, Cook
Street Village, Ross Bay, North Park, Stadacona Village, Jubilee Village, Humber Green Village
and Quadra Village. Currently, only Selkirk does not have a liquor store; however, a rezoning
application was approved for that location but the store was relocated. The town centres in the
OCP have been identified as Mayfair and Hillside. Mayfair does not have a liquor retail store, and
the liquor retail store in Hillside Centre was approved over a year ago.

The Downtown Core Area Plan does not provide any specific guidance on the location or size of
liquor stores. However, within the Central Business District in particular and Historic Commercial
District are envisioned to have a strong concentration of commercial uses including retail stores to
provide the daily amenities and services required by businesses, employees and residents within
the Central Business District.

Zoning Regulation Bylaw

The Zoning Bylaws for the City of Victoria and the District of Saanich are not parallel documents,
and it is difficult to impose the structure of the District of Saanich’s Zoning Bylaw on the City of
Victoria’s Zoning Regulation Bylaw. However, it is important to note that at this time most of the
liquor retail stores within the City are in site-specific zones that allow the use and most contain
upper size limits based on the application and context.

If an owner of an existing store wants to increase the floor area, there is nothing preventing an
operator from pursuing this option through a rezoning application. Since the City has not had
applications of this nature, it would appear that the existing size limits within each zone are
generally acceptable to operators.

Provincial Legislation

In addition to the City regulations, the provincial Liquor Control and Licensing Act also imposes
‘restrictions on liquor retail stores. The most important fact to note for the purposes of this
discussion is that there is a requirement of a one kilometre distance between stores, which means
that new liquor store locations (both public and private, relocated licenses and new stores) would
not be able to locate within 1 km of a site held by an existing store. (Wine stores are not subject
to this 1 km rule.) The other important fact is that the Province has a moratorium on the issuance
of new private liquor store licenses until 2022, and no new wine store licenses are available.

One further note on changes to liquor licensing and the introduction of liquor sales in grocery
stores: under the terms of the Zoning Regulation Bylaw, any liquor retail sales require a rezoning
if it is on property that does not specifically allow the use. Therefore, liquor sales in grocery stores
would be treated in the same manner as a liquor retail store and would require a rezoning
application.

The District of Saanich Approach to Liquor Retail Stores

In 2004, the District of Saanich used a similar approach for this land use, which was to only allow
liquor retail stores where the zoning bylaw specifically permitted this use. However, the District of
Saanich also rezoned parcels that had existing liquor stores, whereas the City’s approach did not
include rezoning existing stores but to process new applications for stores as rezoning
applications were received. Please refer to the attached excerpts from the District of Saanich’s
Zoning Bylaw and public hearing summary.

The District of Saanich has two catagories based on size, which is dependent on location:

Planning and Land Use Committee Report June 25, 2015
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e 275 m?intended for smaller commercial centres
e 700 m? intended for shopping centres.

Public Engagement

A workshop was hosted on May 14, 2015. The focus of the meeting was to bring together
stakeholders to provide input and recommendations regarding the City of Victoria’s approach to
the size of liquor stores and whether a model similar to Saanich would be appropriate for the City
of Victoria.

Invitations were sent to representatives from the Liquor Distribution Branch, Private Liquor Store
Association, Greater Victoria Chamber of Commerce, Downtown Victoria Business Association,
neighbourhood associations, Island Health, Centre for Addictions Research, and Victoria Police.
Stakeholders were also invited to submit a letter on behalf of their organization.

Attendance at the meeting included representatives from the Centre for Addictions Research,
Island Health, Fairfield Neighbourhood Association, Burnside Gorge Community Association,
Private Liquor Store Association, and Oaklands Community Association, along with staff from the
City.

Letters were received from the Greater Victoria Chamber of Commerce and Centre for Addictions
Research (attached).

Staff facilitated a 90-minute discussion with the group, including an overview of the current policy
and examined possible changes under a new model. Questions explored with the group included:

e What are the opportunities and challenges presented with the current model?
How could the issues be addressed under a new policy?

e How could Saanich’s model work in the City of Victoria? Are the sizes and limits to
specific areas appropriate for the City of Victoria?

e Should sizes be stipulated in policy only or should zoning regulations apply?

Overall the group was very appreciative' of the opportunity to provide input and welcomed the
opportunity to continue to be involved in future discussions regarding the development of a
municipal liquor policy. The following top themes emerged from the groups’ discussion:

e The City of Victoria’s rezoning process should be applied equally to private and government-
owned liquor stores.

e The size and location of liquor stores can be stipulated in policy (not pre-determined in
zoning). Liquor store applications should be reviewed on a case-by-case basis to determine if
they are an appropriate size for the location.

e A liquor store size of 275 m? (75m? larger than current allowable size in Victoria) is an
appropriate size for liquor stores in Victoria in most cases, based on the rationale that a 200
m? size was not an optimal size for a small liquor store due to the amount of area required for
receiving and storage.

e Victoria’s walkability and sense of community are distinguishing characteristics of our city and
there is concern that allowing big box liquor stores would not be well suited to Victoria.

Planning and Land Use Committee Report June 25, 2015
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e Overall, there was concern regarding recent provincial changes allowing the sale of alcohol in
grocery stores. It was expressed that the updated policy should apply to grocery stores that
will be allowed to sell alcohol. (Staff note: the policy applies to all outlets selling liquor.)

e The group suggested that the City of Victoria establish a broader municipal liquor policy, and
the municipal liquor policy should inform the other policies associated with liquor.

e A new municipal overall liquor policy should consider the following:

o No distinction between private liquor stores or government liquor stores for all aspects
relating to liquor policies.

o Number and size of allowable liquor establishments should take into account
population density of the area and number of establishments already in existence.

o Guidance regarding appropriate allowable proximity from schools, community centres,
supportive housing or treatment centres and other facilities where access to alcohol
may be a concern.

o Appropriate hours of operation of a liquor establishment for the area.

Enforcement of liquor regulation in the City of Victoria.

o Include guidance related to bars and pubs, beer gardens, special occasion events,
grocery stores that sell alcohol, and other establishments where alcohol is sold or
served including theatres, arenas and sporting events venues.

0

ANALYSIS

Based on the feedback received through the workshop as well as the existing policy and
application-driven approach to liquor retail store rezonings within the City of Victoria, further
exploration of the following policy-related topics is of value:

applicability of the Licensee Retail Stores Rezoning Policy
policy support for larger liquor retail stores

policy support for two sizes of liquor retail stores

Urban Place Designations within the Official Community Plan.

Applicability of the Licensee Retail Stores Rezoning Policy

The Licensee Retail Stores Rezoning Policy should clearly identify that the policy applies without
distinction to all operators (BC Liquor stores and private liquor stores). This has been the City
practice over the past several years; however, the policy document lacks clarity in this regard.

Policy Support for Larger Liquor Retail Stores

The workshop participants indicated that the 200 m? floor area limit creates issues for store
operations. A 275 m? upper limit would be more appropriate and is in keeping with the Saanich
approach.

Policy Support for Two Sizes of Liquor Retail Stores

The workshop participants indicated that at this time there were no compelling reasons to amend
the Licensee Retail Store Rezoning Policy to consider larger liquor retail stores in Victoria due to
the existing availability of large stores. This is consistent with the OCP focus of creating walkable
villages for pedestrians rather than encouraging larger stores that would require more automobile

traffic.
Planning and Land Use Committee Report June 25, 2015
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Urban Place Designations within the Official Community Plan

It would be appropriate at this time to update the Licensee Retail Stores Policy to reflect the
direction of the Official Community Plan to state that the preferred locations for liquor retail stores
are within Large Urban Villages or Town Centres. The current wording in the policy references
primary, neighbourhood or district centres so this proposed change would make the policy
consistent with the language contained in the OCP.

CONCLUSIONS

Based on the comments from the stakeholders and staff review, staff recommend for Council’s
consideration a number of changes to the policy to clarify its applicability, to increase the
maximum recommended store size and to update locational references to be consistent with the
new OCP Urban Place Designations.

Respectfully submitted,

é”’”%“/i Ol Mg 4»//”//

Lucina Baryluk Alison Meyer, Assistant Director ~ Jonathon Tinney, Director
Senior Process Planner  Development Services Sustainable Planning and
Community Development
Report accepted and recommended by the City Manager: U!' \\/,.., .
Date: Ty 3,20:¢
LB:Iw »

W:Liquor License General Info\PLUC Liquor pelicy update.docx
List of Attachments:

Licensee Retail Stores Rezoning Policy (showing proposed amendments)

District of Saanich, Excerpt from Council Meeting of October 19, 2004, and Zoning Bylaw
Letter from The Chamber, dated May 13, 2015

Letter from the Centre for Addictions Research of BC, dated May 8, 2015.
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THE CITY OF

VICTORIA

HCENSEE RETAIL-STORES REZONINGPOLIGY
LIQUOR RETAIL STORES REZONING POLICY

| As a result of regulatory changes from the Province with respect to Liguor Licensee
Retail Stores, the City of Victoria amended its Zoning Regulation Bylaw to remove the
sale of beer, wine, and spirits from the retail sales definition. As a result, any new liguor
licensee retail stores will require a zoning amendment to permit this use.

In conjunction with this zoning amendment, the attached criteria for assessing future
rezoning applications to permit this use were adopted by a Resolution of Council on

March 27, 2003.

For More Information

For further information on development applications, please contact
the City of Victoria Planning & Development staff, located on the
second floor of City Hall. The Planning Technicians and Planners
will advise you on how to make an application. The business hours
of Planning & Development are 8:00 am to 4:30 pm, Monday to
Friday, except statutory holidays.

City of Victoria

Planning & Development
1 Centennial Square
Victoria. BC V8W 1P6
Phone: (250) 361-0382
Fax: (250) 361-0386

Amended December 29, 2008

Proposed Amendments July 2015
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l LIQUOR LICENSEE RETAIL STORES REZONING POLICY

| LIQUOR LICENSEE RETAIL STORES REZONING PoLicY

GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS

| = An application for a Liguor Licensee Retail Store must be accompanied by a
letter of preliminary approval from the Province of BC.

» The store should be in an established or planned retail location to minimize nuisance
to nearby neighbours. This may be within a large urban village or town centre a
primary or district-cenlre as identified in the Official Community Plan, within a
commercial area identified in a neighbourhood plan or in a location zoned for other

retail use.

= Entrance to the store should be from an existing street frontage or from within an
existing shopping centre.

= Required parking may range from one space per 37.5 m? of gross floor area in
suburban malls to nil in highly walkable locations, e.g. Downtown or a corner store.

« The store should be at least 200 m from an elementary or secondary school.

= The City wishes to avoid concentrations of this use, e.g. in the same block or at the
same intersection. Generally, the store should be at least 200 m from an existing
Licensee Retail Store. BC Liguer Stere—wine—of beer store liguor retail store. A

reduced distance may be warranted in locations such as neighbourhoed or district
centres a large urban village or town centre.

Note that provincial regulations may require a higher distance between stores. The
most restrictive regulation shall apply.

= For applications with street frontage, the applicant should refer to the City’s Crime
Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) guidelines and indicate, as part
of the application, how the guidelines will be observed.

| = Facility size is limited to a total floor area of 275 200 m?.

= Revitalization of a heritage building and/or improved shop frontage on a street is
encouraged.

APPROVAL PROCESS

 Recognizing the impact of this type of application, all residents and owners of
neighbouring lots must be polled by the applicant as to the acceptability of the

application, with the results submitted as part of the site plan information.

= The application will be referred to School District #61 and Victoria City Police for up
to 30 days to ensure that their comments are considered in Council’s decision.

= In addition to the policies for Licensee Retail Stores, the applicant must undertake
the processes required for a rezoning application. This will include participation in a
community meeting (CALUC) prior to the submission of the application.

CITY OF VICTORIA
Amended January 23, 2008

Proposed amendments July |?,015
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SPECIAL COUNCIL MEETING
FOR THE PURPOSES OF A PUBLIC HEARING
HELD IN THE COUNCIL CHAMBERS
SAANICH MUNICIPAL HALL, 770 VERNON AVENUE
TUESDAY, OCTOBER 19, 2004 AT 7:30 P.M.

Present: Chair: Mayor Leonard
Council: Councillors Brownoff, Cubberley, Derman, Ngai, Pickup, Wade and
Wergeland.
Staff: Tim Wood, Municipal Administrator; Chris Nation, Municipal Solicitor; Russ

Fuoco, Director of Planning Services, Dwayne Halldorson, Development
Manager; and MaryAnn Greco, Senior Committee Clerk.

No. 387 “ZONING BYLAW, 2003, AMENDMENT BYLAW, 2004 NO. 8608”
Bylaw No. 8608
ADM4Q PROPOSED BYLAW AMENDMENT TO PROHIBIT ALL LIQUOR RETAIL

STORES EXCEPT IN EXISTING LICENSED LOCATIONS
The intent of this proposed bylaw is to amend the Zoning Bylaw as follows:

i) Include a new definition of “Liquor Retail Store” as follows:
Liquor Retail Store — means an establishment that engages in the retail

sale of wine, beer or other liquor, as defined by the Liquor Control and
Licencing Act, for consumption elsewhere than in that establishment.

ii) To amend Section 5.2 to prohibit liquor retail stores in all commercial
zones except where expressly permitted.

iii) To amend the C-14 (Neighbourhood Public House) zone to include
liquor retail stores as a permitted use and to limit the gross floor area
for a liquor retail store to 275 m? (2960 sq. ft).

iv) To create a new C-3L (Shopping Centre/Major Liquor Retail Zone).
This new zone is identical to the existing C-3 (Shopping Centre) zone
with the exception that liquor retail store has been added as a
permitted use with a limit of one liquor retail store per site with a gross
floor area not to exceed 700 m? (7535 sq. ft).

V) To create new C-2LRS (General Commercial/Liquor Retail Zone), C-
3LRS (Shopping Centre/Liquor Retail Zone; C-5LRS (Civic Core/Liquor
Retail Zone), and C-11LRS (Tourist Accommodation/Liquor Retail Zone
— High Density) zones. These new zones are identical to the existing
C-2 (General Commercial), C-3 (Shopping Centre), C-5 (Civic Core
Zone) and C-11 (Tourist Accommodation Zone — High Density) zones
with the exception that liquor retail store has been added as a
permitted use with a limit of one liquor retail store per site with a gross
floor area not to exceed 275 m? (2960 sq. ft).

vi) To rezone the following properties that currently have a licensee retail
store, VQA wine shop, specialty wine shop or government liquor store
from their existing zones to proposed new zones C-2LRS (General
Commercial/Liquor Retail Zone), C-3L (Shopping Centre/Major Liquor
Retail Zone), C-3LRS (Shopping Centre/Liquor Retail Zone), C-5LRS
(Civic  Core/lLiquor Retail Zone), and C-11LRS (Tourist
Accommodation/Liquor Retail Zone — High Density) as listed below:
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SCHEDULE 826 SHOPPING CENTRE./ M
826.1 Uses Permitted
Uses Permitied:
Shopping Centre: which may include the foliowing
UsCS:
() Display and‘or Retail Sale of all Classes
of Goods, Wares, and Merchandise
(hy Personal Service
(¢) Mecdical Services
(d) Restaurant
(¢) Drive-In Restaurant
() Fast Food Restaurant
(g) Office
() Recreation Facility
(1) Asscmbly
(1) Apuarument
(k) Congregate Housing
(1)  Service Station
(m) Supplementary Oftf-Street Parking
(n) Cable Hub Site
(0) Beverage Container Depot
(p) Liguor Retail Store
(q) Daycare, .\.d.ull P
(v)  Daveare, Child LY s
826.2 Prohibited Uses
Prohibited Uses:
All uses not permitted by Section 826.1 and without
liniting the generality of the faregoing:
(a)  Lumber and Building Supply Yard
{h) The Sale. Servicing. or Repair of New or Used
Vehicles. Tratlers. Mobile Homes, Recreation
Vehicle Units, Boats. Farm and Industrial
Machinery. and Internal Combustion Engines
exeept as an Accessory Use to a Depariment or
Hardware Store
i¢r Unenclosed Storage
td} Neighbourhood Public House
(e) Carnivals, Circuses. and Fairs
(1 Beverage Container Depors where the totat

feasable Boor arca of all classes of uses in

1000 m” and less
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E..MAJOR LIQUOR RETAIL ZONE = C-3L.

826.3 Density
Density:
() Buildings and structures shall not exceed o

Floor Space Ratio of 1.20.

(b) The Gross Floor Arca of a Liquor Retail Store
shall not exceed 700 m* (7535 t9).
826.4 Buildings and Structures

Buildings and Structures:
{a) Shall be sited not less than:

7.5 m (24.6 ft) lrom any lot line abuttin
a street except that where the area
between the building and lot line

is landscaped and not used for the
provision of off=street parking the
minimum setback may be reduced to
3.75m (12,3 11).

0 m from a rear lot line which does not
abut a street provided that where a
building or structure is not sited
immediately adjacent to. or within,

0.5 m (1.6 11y of the rear lot tine., it shall
be sited not less than 3.0 m (9.8 11)

from the rear fot hing, and, where a rear
lot line abuts an A. RS, RD. RC. RT.
RM. RA. or RP zone. the minimum
setback shall be 7.3 m (24.6 f1).

() m from an intertor side lot line

which does not abut a street provided
that where a building or structure is not
sited immediately adjacent to. or within.
0.5 m (1.6 {1) of the intertor side lot

line it shall be sited not less than 3.0 m
(9.8 1) from the interior side lot ling,
and. where an interior side lot line abuts
an AL RS, RDLRC, RT, RM, RA. or RP
zone the mimimum setback shall be:

3.0 m (9.8 1) in the case of a one-
storey building

6.0 m (19.7 1) in the casc ot a
building of more than one-storey
7.5 m (24.6 1) from a tront, exterior side
and interior side fot line and 10.0 m
(32.8 1) from a rear lot line for the
portion of the building used for an
apartment use of a congregate housing
LISC.

(1)

i3
1

(i)

N

(111)

(iv)

(by Shall notexceed a height of 150 m (49.2 .

826-1
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SCHEDULE 818

818.1 Uses Permitted

Uses Permitted:

P

() Retail Sales of Goods and Services
() Wholesaling Accessory o a Retail Sales Use
(c) Medical Services
() Rental and Repair of Houschold ltemis. Tools.,
and Appliances
(¢) Personal Service
() Office
(g) Restaurant
(h)y  Asscmbly
(i} Apartment
(J}  Congregate Housing
(k) Accessory Residential
(1) Supplementary Oft=street Parking
(m) Cable IHuab Site
(n) Beverage Container Depot
(0) Liquor Retail Store
(p) Daycare, Adult CHean
(¢q) Daycare, Child NET
818.2 Prohibited Uses

Prohibited Uses:
All uses not permitted by Section 818.1 and without
limiting the generality of the foregoing:

(1) Lumber and Building Supply Yard

(b) The Sale. Servicing, or Repair of New or Used
Vehicles, Tratlers. Mobile Homes, Recrcation
Vehicle Units. Boats. Farm and Industrial
Muchimery, and Internal Combustion
Engines except as an Accessory Use 1o a
Department or Hardware Store.

(¢) Unenclosed Storage

(d)y Neighbourhood Public House

(¢)  Beverage Centainer Depots where the wtal

leasable floor area of all classes of uses is

00D m2 and fess.
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818.3 Density
Density:
{a) Buildings and suuctures shall not exeeed a floor

space ratio of 1.20.

(b) The Gross Floor Area of a Liquor Retail Store
shall not exceed 275 m2 (2960 fi2).
818.4 Buildings and Structures

Butldings and Structures:

{a)  Shall be sited not less than:
(1) 7.5 m (24.6 1) from any lot line abutting

a street except that where the area

between the building and lot ine 15

fandscaped and not used

for the provision of off-street parking the

minimum setback may be reduced to

3.75m(12.3 1.

0 m from a rear lot line which does not

abut a street provided that where a

building or structure is not sited

immediately adjacent to, or within,

0.5 m (1.6 ft) of the rear lot line, it shall

be sited not less than 3.0 m (9.8 {v)

from the rear lot line, and. where a rear

lot line abuts an AL RS, RD. RC. RT.

RM, RA, or RP zone, the minimum

setback shall be 7.5 m (24.6 fU).

0 m from an interior side lot line which

does not abut a street provided that

where a building or structure is not

sited immediately adjacent to, or within.

0.5 m (1.6 {1 of the interior side lot

line it shall be sited not less than 3.0 m

(9.8 {1) from the mterior side lot line.

and, where an interior side lot line abuts

an A, RS, RD, RC. RT. RM. RA. or RP

zone the minimum sciback shall be:

. 3.0 m (9.8 1) in the case of a
one-storey building

. 6.0 m (19.7 {0 in the case of a
building or more than one-storey.

7.5 m (24.6 1) from a front. exterior side

and mterior side lot hine and 10.0 m

132.8 1) from a rear fot line for the

portion of the building used for,

apartment use or a congregate housing

(ii)

(itt)

{iv)

USC.

818-1
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SCHEDULE 827

827.

[,.'sc.»;

1 Uses Permitted

Permitted:

Shopping Centre: which may include the following

LSS

(&

(h)
()
()
(e)
()
(¢)

Display andror Retail Sale of all Classes of
Goods. Wares, and Merchandise

Personal Scrvice

Medical Services

Restaurant

Drive-In Restaurant

Fast Food Restaurant

Office

(MReereation Facility

(1)
()
(k)
(h
(S
(n)
(0)
(P
(q)
(r)

827.
Proh
Allu
limit

(a)

(b)

(c)
()
(¢)

(i
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Assembly

Apartment

Congregate Housing

Service Station

upplementary Off-Street Parking
Cable Hub Site |

Beverage Container Depot

Liquor Retail Store

Daycare, Adult
Daycare, Child \

2 Prohibited Uses

ibited Uses:
ses not permitted by Scetion 826.1 and without
ing the generality of the foregoing:

Lumber and Building Supply Yard

The Sale. Servicing. or Repair of New or Used
Vehicles. Trailers. Mobile Homes, Recrcation
Vehicie Units. Boats. Farm and Industrial
Machinery. and [nternal Combustion Lngines
exeept as an Accessory Use to a Department or
Hardware Store

Unenclosed Storage

Neighbourhood Public House

Camivals. Circuses, and Fairs

Beverage Container Depots where the toial

leasable Moor arew of wll classes of uses in
OO0 m and less.

7B viad 20T
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_SHOPPING CENTRE/LIQUOR RETAIL ZONE 2 C-3L.RS

827.3 Density

Density:

{(w)  Buildings and structures shall not exceed a
Floor Space Ratia of 1.20.

th)y  The Gross Floor Avea of a Liquor Retail Store
shall not exceed 275 m* (2960 (1),

827.4 Buildings and Structures

Buildings and Suuctures:
{a) Shall be sited not less than:

(1) 7.3 m (24.6 {) from any lot line abutting
a street except that where the area
between the building and lot line is
landscaped and not used for the provision
of off-strect parking the minimum
setback may be reduced to 3.75 m
(12.3 f).

(1) 0 m from a rear lot line which does not
abut a street provided that where a
building or structure is not sited
immediately adjacent to. or within,

0.5 m (1.6 ft) of the rear lot line. it shall
be sited not less than 3.0 m (9.8 11)

from the rear lot line, and, where a rear
lot linc abuts an A, RS, RD, RC, RT.
RM. RA. or RP zonc. the minimum
setback shall be 7.5 m (24.6 fi).

(i) O m from an mterior side lot line
which does not abut a street provided
that where a building or structure is not
sited immediately adjacent to, or within,
0.5 m (1.6 fU) of the interior side ot
line it shall be sited not less than 3.0 m
(9.8 ft) from the interior side lot line,
and. where an interior side lot line abuts
an AL RS, RD, RC, RT, RM. RA, or RP
zone the minimum scetback shall be:

‘ 3.0 m (9.8 f1) in the case ol a one-
storey building

. 6.0 m (19.7 (1) in the case ol a
building of more than one-storey

(h) Shall not exceed a height of [3.0 m (49.2 10,

827-1
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CITY OF

VICTORIA

City of Victoria Liquor Policy
Engagement Summary Report

Introduction
On Thursday, May 14, the City of Victoria hosted a discussion with stakeholders regarding the City of
Victoria's liquor policy, specifically related to the size and location of new liquor stores in Victoria.

The focus of the meeting was to bring together stakeholders to provide input and recommendations
regarding the City of Victoria's existing liquor policy and whether a model similar to Saanich would be
appropriate for the City of Victoria.

Invitations were sent to representatives from the Liquor Distribution Branch, Private Liquor Store
Association, Victoria Chamber of Commerce, Downtown Victoria Business Association, neighbourhood
associations, Island Health, Centre for Addictions Research, and Victoria Police. Stakeholders were also
invited to submit a letter on behalf of their organization.

Attendance at the meeting included representatives from the Centre for Addictions Research, Island
Health, Fairfield Neighbourhood Association, Burnside Gorge Community Association, Private Liquor
Store Association, and Oaklands Community Association along with staff from Sustainable Planning and
Community Development and Citizen Engagement and Strategic Planning including the liaison for the
City's Late Night Great Night program.

Letters were received from the Greater Victoria Chamber of Commerce and Centre for Addictions
Research and are attached with this summary report.

Background

The City’s current Licensee Retail Store Rezoning Policy recommends that the total floor area of a retail
liquor store be limited to 200 metres square (650 square feet). The existing policy does not provide
enough clarity that the policy applies to both private liquor stores and government liquor stores.

In the District of Saanich, the size of a permitted store is based on zoning with stores up to 275m? (900
square feet) permitted in smaller commercial centres and larger liquor stores up to 700m? (2300 square
feet) permitted in larger commercial centres.

Engagement Approach
Staff facilitated a 90 minute discussion with the group, including an overview of the current policy and
examined possible changes under a new model. Questions explored with the group included:

e What are the opportunities and challenges presented with the current model?

e How could the issues be addressed under a new policy?

* How could Saanich's model work in the City of Victoria? Are the sizes and limits to specific areas
appropriate for the City of Victoria?

e Should sizes be stipulated in policy only or should zoning regulations apply?
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What We Heard
When asked about the City of Victoria’s liquor policy, the following were the top themes that emerged
from the conversation:

e The City of Victoria's policy should be applied equally to private and government owned liquor stores.

e The size and location of liquor stores does not need to be set in zoning. Liquor store applications
should be reviewed on a case by case basis to determine if they are an appropriate size for the
location.

 Aliquor store size of 275m? (smaller size in Saanich, 75m? larger than current allowable size in
Victoria) is an appropriate size for liquor stores in Victoria in most cases, based on the rationale that a
200 m? size was not an optimal size for small liquor store due to the amount of area required for
receiving and storage

e Victoria's walkability and sense of community are distinguishing characteristics of our city and there is
concern that allowing big box liquor stores would not be well suited to Victoria.

e Overall, there was concern regarding recent provincial changes allowing the sale of alcohol in grocery
stores. It was expressed that the updated policy should apply to grocery stores that will be allowed to
sell alcohol.

e It was recommended by the group that the City of Victoria establish a broader municipal liquor policy,
and the municipal liquor policy should inform the other policies associated with liquor, such as the
Licensee Retail Stores Rezoning Policy.

e A new municipal liquor policy should include the following:

o Fair treatment of liquor store applicants, regardless of whether they are private or
government owned.

o Number and size of allowable liquor establishments should take into account population
density of the area and number of establishments already in existence.

o Guidance regarding appropriate allowable proximity from schools, community centres,
supportive housing or treatment centres and other facilities where access to alcohol may be a
concern.

o Appropriate hours of operation of a liquor establishment for the area.
o Enforcement of liquor regulation in the City of Victoria.

o In addition to liquor stores, the new municipal policy should include guidance related to bars
and pubs, beer gardens, special occasion events, grocery stores that sell alcohol, and other
establishments where alcohol is sold or served including theatres, arenas and sporting
events venues.
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e Overall the group was very appreciative of the opportunity to provide input and welcomed the
opportunity to continue to be involved in future discussion regarding the development of a municipal
liquor policy.

Next Steps

Based on the input, staff will provide suggested updated to the City's current Licensee Retail Stores
Rezoning Policy and bring forward this engagement summary report to Mayor and Council.
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| THE

GREATER VICTORIA

May 13, 2015 I CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

Engagement
City of Victoria
Via Email

Re: Victoria Liquor Policy

This policy is being reviewed as a result of a recent application for a 1282 square metre liquor store at

Blanshard Square. The sale of liquor is highly regulated in BC and there have been a number of recent

changes to the Provincial Liquor regulations that should be taken into account in the development of a
new policy. The Chamber promotes fair competition for legitimate businesses in Victoria and that fair
competition principle is valid in the liquor segment.

Liquor retailing has been highly regulated for a considerable period of time and, due in part to these
regulations, businesses have made long-term investments in our community. As regulations evolve, at
both the Provincial and local level, it is important to recognize and respect these investments. To
suddenly change from a liquor regulation that limits stores to 200 square metre to a situation where
anyone can apply for 1500 square metres puts both the businesses and the community in a tenuous
situation. A process that would allow existing licensees, who met certain criteria regarding responsible
operation, to expand within the confines of a new bylaw after a period of five years is an example of a
solution that might be reasonable.

The new regulation should recognize that it may be more reasonable to have a larger liquor retailer in a
major commercial area but such a retailer would not be appropriate for a village setting. For example;
there may be a place for “mega” liquor stores in malls but a similar-sized retail location should not be
permitted in Fernwood or Cook Street Village.

The new city bylaw should also be blind to bias in ownership of such retailers. Government-owned
retailers should not be preferred to private or vice versa.

In summary new municipal policies should support fair competition, respect existing licensees, recognize
the character of the neighborhood, and protect against bias towards private or public ownership.

Yours tryly,

A

Bruce Carter
Chief Executive Officer

9

I:\2015\Comm unications\Letters\Liquor Policy Engagement.docx
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Centre for Addictions Research of BC 3

PO Bux 1700 STN CSC ENp S
Victoria British Columbia V8W 2Y2 Canada AD D 1 (_,TION 5
Tel 250-477-5445, ~ax 250-472-5321 OF BC
Email carbc@uvic.ca Web www.cardcca RE S EARC H

University
of Victoria

May 8, 2105

Letter to City of Victoria

To whom it may concern:

Re: Liquor Store Policy Discussion

Thank you for inviting participation from the Centre for Addictions Research of BC
(CARBC) in this important process. At your invitation, [ am writing to comment on
the specific issue of the permitted size of liquor stores in different areas as well as
some other possibilities for reducing alcohol-related harm through municipal
action.

An important piece of context is the mounting evidence of serious health, safety and
social harms from alcohol consumption both in Canada and the developed world
generally. The World Health Organization recently estimated alcohol use to be the
5th leading cause of preventable disease and disability globally. Closer to home,
CARBC has tracked rates of hospital admissions and deaths caused by alcohol in
comparison with other substances (tobacco and illicit drugs) for BC as a whole and
also for regions and localities. Our online tracking tool (see:
http://carbcZ1.cfar.uvic.ca/index-v2.php ) shows that in South Vancouver Island,
by 2009, alcohol had overtaken tobacco as the leading cause of hospital admissions
caused by substance use. Hospital admissions caused by the use of illicit drugs
trailed a distant third. BC Vital Statistics estimates about 1900 deaths a year are
related to alcohol use and data from the BC Centre for Disease Control indicate
23,875 hospital admissions were directly attributable to alcohol in 2012 (see:

http: //www.uvic.ca/research/centres/carbc/assets/docs/aod/hd-alcohol-
morbidity-reports.pdf ). On South Vancouver Island the annual number of alcohol-
attributable hospital admissions has risen from 1,573 in 2002 to 2,073 in 2012.
Applying international estimates of alcohol's contribution to crime events to BC data
indicates that in 2012 there were approximately 18,000 violent incidents, 24,000
property offences and 26,000 other types of crime attributable to alcohol use in BC.
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Municipal authorities have many means at their disposal for limiting harms that
may arise both in the short and the longer term from the consumption of alcohol. In
relation to the specific proposal to adopt the District of Saanich policy and thereby
increase the permitted size of liquor stores in Victoria from 200 m? to 275 m? in
smaller commercial centres and up to 700 m? in larger commercial centres, this
move would likely worsen public health and safety outcomes for the city. [ have
recently seen specific research on this subject examining the connection between
the size of liquor stores, prices charged and the incidence of intentional and
unintentional injuries in the vicinity. This was an international study and the
findings are not yet in the public domain. A large sample of different-sized liquor
stores was examined in a large city, store floor areas and prices assessed and
precise locations of injury events located. There were clear statistical relationships
between larger liquor store size and a) lower prices and b) a higher incidence
nearby of intentional and unintentional injuries. It was also found that liquor stores
that were part of a larger chain charged lower prices than independent stores.

The basic concern is that larger stores have a greater economy of scale that enables
them to undercut smaller establishments. This leads to downward pressure on price
this in turn leads to more alcohol being purchased and consumed. The research
literature on local, provincial and national level alcohol policies is clear that
increased availability and affordability of alcohol is associated with increased rates
of the serious alcohol-related harms mentioned above. Of course such policies may
also be popular - especially with the local business community. If the City Council is
to balance business interests against public interest concerns around health and
there is much to learn from published research that could guide effective policy
development.

There are many opportunities at the municipal level for minimizing harms
associated with alcohol consumption while maintaining reasonably convenient
access to our favourite recreational drug. In relation to zoning, Councils can ensure
there are no exceptions to the "1 km rule" which has been proposed in the BC liquor
law reforms i.e., no new liquor store can be introduced within 1 km of an existing
one. It is likely that exceptions to this rule will be proposed allowing BC-made
alcohol products to be sold regardless of how close an establishment (grocery store
or new specialty liquor store) is to existing liquor stores. The local density of liquor
outlets has been found both in international and in BC-specific research to predict
level of consumption of alcohol and rates of serious harms such as alcohol related
deaths and hospital admissions. The prices charged in liquor stores are subject to
minimum pricing laws but these have not been enforced in any way in relation to
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private liquor stores which have been shown in CARBC research to sometimes
undercut government liquor store prices. Similarly, the City of Victoria can ensure
compliance with the new BC wide "happy hour" regulations. They could also impose
higher price limits. A recent CARBC study has found that the happy hour prices of
beer in Victoria bars are sometimes below the recommended limit of three dollars
per 12 ounce serve. The recommendation for minimum bar prices made by Chief
medical health officers, health authorities and CARBC during the liquor review
consultation was that minimum prices for bars should be charged per standard
drink not per 12 ounce serve, The existing law permits a 12 ounce bottle of 8%
strength beer to be sold for three dollars or $1.87 per standard drink. This is nota
good way to protect young people, vulnerable members of the community and
anyone using public spaces near to drinking establishments.

Municipalities can also request police to provide more frequent and highly visible
enforcement of impaired driving laws and of liquor laws such as service to
intoxicated and/or underage customers. They can track premises which have
persistently contributed to problems of violence and public nuisance and press for
conditions to be placed on licences or even suspensions. Municipal

authorities can also impose local- and time-specific restrictions on the hours of
operation of liquor stores and bars.

I recommend the Council develops a strong Municipal Alcohol Policy which balances
public and business demand for convenient access to alcohol with safeguards to
protect public health and safety in the wider community. [ am happy to provide
further evidence or input should this be requested.

Yours sincerely,

Tim Stockwell, PhD, FCAHS, MA (Oxon.), M.Sc.
Director, CARBC
Professor, Department of Psychology, University Victoria
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