Committee of the Whole
(Administration and Finance)

Agenda
The agenda for the Committee of the Whole (Administration and Finance Committee –
Community Amenity Contributions) meeting to be held in the Conference Room of the Municipal
Hall, 8645 Stave Lake Street, Mission, British Columbia on Thursday, October 18, 2012,
commencing at 3:00 p.m.
1. CALL TO ORDER
2. ADOPTION OF AGENDA
3. NEW BUSINESS
(a) Community Amenity Contributions
(b) Introduction of Workshop #2 Presentation

4. ADJOURNMENT
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Development Services
Staff Report to Council

File Category:
File Folder:

FIN.COM.REP
Community Amenity Workshop Content Summary

DATE:

October 18, 2012

TO:

Mayor and Council

FROM:

Sharon Fletcher, Director of Long Range Planning and Special Projects, and
Mike Younie, Director of Development Services

SUBJECT:

Community Amenity Contributions

ATTACHMENT(S): Appendix 1 - LAN 40 Financial Contributions for Community Amenity Policy
Appendix 2 - Excerpt from the Coriolis Report dated 2007, pages 7-12 – Basic
Approaches to Obtaining Amenity Contributions
Appendix 3 - Summary of Methods for Determining the Amount of a Community
Amenity Contribution
Appendix 4 - City of Richmond Survey of Community Amenity Contribution
Approaches in Metro Vancouver Municipalities
RECOMMENDATION(S):
1) That the value based method (a per residential unit contribution calculated by dividing a
proportionate cost of defined amenity projects by estimated residential growth over a set period
of time) be used for calculating community amenity contributions, as a consistent approach for
residential developments regardless of the size of the application; and
2) That a formal negotiation approach, based on calculating the land-lift value, be included in the
draft community amenity policy , as an option for establishing community amenity contributions
in certain circumstances, e.g. for significant multi-use or commercial developments.
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
The workshop will result in:
•
•

A common understanding of community amenity contributions; and
Confirmation of the mechanism(s) used to calculate and collect community amenity contributions.

It is recommended that the current value based method continue to be used for residential development
since it:
•

Fairly distributes the contribution to all residential development rezoning applications;

•

Can be resourced entirely by the District;

•

Provides assurance of the amount, and therefore, reduces the risk caused by uncertainty to
developers; and

•

Enables the District to estimate when and how much revenue will be available when an amenity
is needed while providing flexibility for which amenity will come on-line.
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It is also recommended that the policy include the option for the District to enter into a formal negotiation
process with developers regarding community amenity contributions for significant developments.
Workshop #2 (to be held on November 6, 2012) will focus on the proposed amenities identified by the
community, the feedback the community has already provided and confirmation of the list of community
amenities.

PURPOSE:
The purpose of the community amenity workshops are to:
1. inform Council of the different approaches and complexities associated with community amenities
and to review Mission’s current approach, the legal and legislative perspectives, and the review
process undertaken to date around community amenities;
2. agree on Mission’s future approach for collecting community amenities; and
3. finalize the list of amenities and the related share of each amenity that would be paid for by
developers versus existing residents or taxpayers (workshop #2).
BACKGROUND
This report draws on information contained within the following reports:
o
o

The Coriolis Consulting report for the City of Victoria (2007) (excerpt attached as Appendix 2);
and
The City of New Westminster staff report (2005) and the Coriolis Consulting report (2005).

1. Rationale
Why are amenities important?
•

Community amenities make communities better places to live. Without amenities, a community is
just a place to sleep, shop and work. Amenities are often regarded as facilities that are needed
as a result of growth and the pleasant features that make for a complete community;

•

The existence of amenities are often used by community leaders, businesses and realtors to sell
the community as a preferred place to do business or to buy a house and raise a family – a place
with parks and trails, a library, places to meet people or play sports, etc.; and

•

Amenities can and do attract development.

What are the legislative and legal bases for having a Community Amenity Policy?
•

Community amenity contributions can only be volunteered through the rezoning process;

•

Community amenities cannot be financed through Development Cost Charges (DCCs);

•

DCCs are restricted by legislation to specific types of core infrastructure or improvements such as
water, sewer, drainage, roads, and specific park land projects (e.g. Silvercreek Parkway and
environmentally sensitive areas in Cedar Valley); and

•

The only other practical funding sources for amenity projects are capital funding from general tax
revenue or borrowing that would have to be paid for from general revenue. Most of Mission’s
general tax revenue is needed to cover operating costs and base infrastructure, and there are
real limitations on how much the taxpayer can afford.
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What approach is used in other communities?
•

Appendix 4 provides a summary of the community amenity approaches used in nearby
municipalities. It should be noted that these jurisdictions have significant pressures on their
existing land base which results in greater emphasis being placed on a density bonusing
approach. The City of Vancouver also operates under different legislation from other
municipalities within BC which affects their community amenity approach.

What is the current approach and rationale in Mission?
•

LAN.40 Financial Contributions for Community Amenity Policy (Appendix 1) recognizes the
unique cumulative financial burden that rezoning (or residential growth) places on the community,
resulting in a need or demand for new and/or upgraded public facilities and amenities;

•

The current community amenity contribution is $2,815 per lot or multi-family unit regardless of the
lift in land value realized through rezoning;

•

The policy includes a list of projects that the community amenity contributions can be used to
fund;

•

The policy does not include an estimated cost, timeline for construction or size for the
facilities/amenities listed. Determining the actual scale, cost and when an amenity should be
constructed was never formalized under the current policy; and

•

The community amenity contributions are a supplemental revenue source (other than taxes,
which have limited capacity) which we use to build community amenities. Borrowing to build
amenities is an option but this increases the tax burden exponentially. Grants programs are
sporadic and are often too focused to be applied to some amenity projects. However, community
amenity funds can be used as part of the matching fund requirements of most grant programs.

2. Policy Review Process
Why is the Community Amenity Policy being reviewed?
•

While the amount of the contribution was adjusted a number of times since the policy was created
in 1996, the actual list of projects was last amended in 2003 when a number of projects were
added;

•

A full review of the policy has never been undertaken;

•

The current policy has little implementation information provided for each project;

•

Developers have often asked what their contribution will be used for and when can they expect to
see the amenities built that are on the list;
In addition to addressing questions from developers and determining if the contributions
collected will actually pay for an identified amenity, a detailed review of the existing policy was
undertaken to:
o

link the list of amenities more closely to existing policies and bylaws;

o

provide clarity around the scale of the projects and timing for construction;

o

ensure that there will be sufficient money available when an amenity is required;

o

clarify the method for determining the amount of the community amenity contributions; and

o

determine the amenity portion(s) which should be paid for by developers versus existing
residents or tax payers.
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Workshop #2 will focus on summarizing the public process to date, refining the list of current amenity
projects and establishing the community amenity contributions including the portion to be borne by
developers versus taxpayers.
DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS:
1. Comparison of value based approach and other options
The differences between the value based (per unit amount) approach and:
•

the land-lift,

•

density bonus, and

•

informal approaches

are summarized in Appendix 3. Some key points for each of these approaches are presented below.
•

Value based approach: A per unit amount calculated as the value of amenities attributed to
development divided by predicted or estimated growth (units).
o
o
o
o
o

•

•

Provides certainty of the amount to be contributed;
Reduces the project approval time required relative to a negotiated approach approval time;
Developers know what their contribution will buy and generally when it will come on-line;
The community would know generally when facilities will be constructed and how they will be
paid for; and
Can specify amenity contributions that are fair and equitable in terms of the portion of the cost of
the amenity attributed to growth and allocated to developers versus the portion that would be
paid for by taxpayers.

Land-lift approach: Formal negotiations between developer and local government that tie
community amenity contributions to the true uplift in land value as a result of rezoning. Often a
percentage of this increased value is acquired by local governments for community amenities.
o

Use of a more formal land lift approach to community amenity contributions would represent a
philosophical shift for the District of Mission and the development industry within Mission;

o

This approach was used to develop the Phased Development Agreement for Silverdale, which
was based on the lift in land values created by the rezoning with the timing tied to the actual
construction of the density;

o

The policy would need to identify when the land lift approach would apply, what amenities would
be acquired through this approach and how land values would be calculated, among other
things;

o

Can result in uncertainty and greater perceived risk by developers; and

o

Requires specialized financial analysis and real-estate skills that the District would have to retain
for negotiating with the developers.

Density bonus approach: Value of community amenity contributions are tied to the increased value
in the development realized by the local government allowing increases in density from existing
zoning.
o
o

Will not work in Mission at this time since almost all of our growth is low to medium density and
our prices are considered affordable;
There is no pressure to trigger a developer to want to build higher density, especially when it
would require construction of an amenity; and
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o

•

Density bonusing could be considered in the future as part of waterfront development and
possibly downtown. However, in the initial stages of development in the Downtown or
Waterfront, providing an amenity in exchange for additional density may be a deterrent to
development.

Informal negotiation approach: Simple negotiations that occur as part of most developments during
discussions between planning staff and developers.
o

Similar philosophy to land-lift approach but less formal and less consistent;

o

While rarely used, staff have negotiated amenities such as park improvements if a developer
needs a variance to the zoning bylaw; and

o

Can be seen as creating uncertain or risky by developers unless the negotiation occurs early
and the amount of the contributions are consistent with upfront known rezoning costs.

A fourth option to obtain community amenity contributions is through a Phased Development
Agreement. This approach is always available for applicable developments and includes the following
characteristics:
•

The Local Government Act (Part 26 section 905.1) recently added a new section that enables
local governments to phase-in construction of amenities and infrastructure as very large projects
build out;

•

Regardless of the decisions made about Mission’s Community Amenity Contribution policy, this
remains an option that could be used for very large projects;

•

This option allows a developer to spread the costs of some services over time with construction
of amenities usually triggered by a pre-determined unit number or some other form of
measurement;

•

There is a time limit that applies to the Agreement;

•

The calculation of the lift in land value is the first part of developing a Phased Development
Agreement. The land lift approach generally requires payment for or construction of an amenity
in the amount of a portion of the land lift as a condition of the zoning; and

•

A Phased Development Agreement includes a phasing in of payments or determines triggers for
construction of amenities over an extended period of time.

2. Key Questions
There are a number of key questions that need to be answered in order for the Community Amenity
Contribution Policy review process to move forward:
a) Should non-residential developments pay community amenity contributions?
•

Currently this only occurs on rare occasions with amenities negotiated as part of the
development application approval process;

•

A community amenity contribution based on a square footage of commercial space could be
developed within the policy although it has not been traditionally used in Mission; and

•

A formal approach to negotiating amenities associated with significant developments could be
used. As mentioned, this approach does lead to uncertainty and some guidance around what is
a significant development will be needed as well as what are eligible amenities. If a contribution
from non-residential developments is of interest and a Phased Development Agreement is not
being considered because the project is too small, the District will need to retain consultants to
determine the land lift and negotiate amenities, as occurs in other municipalities.
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b) Somewhat related to (a) above, which developments should be part of a negotiation process?
•

Mission may want to initiate a land lift approach for very large non-residential and mixed-use
projects. For example, Downtown and Waterfront planning could incorporate amenity
negotiations using a land lift approach or an amount per square foot of floor space as part of
redevelopment. This approach should be included in the Policy’s implementation strategy, as an
option to use when appropriate.

c) Should large and small developments be treated differently? (i.e. use the land-lift approach for large
developments and the value based [per-unit amount] approach for smaller developments)
•

Given that consistency and knowing costs upfront as well as a level playing field are very
important to the development community, and given the difficulty in determining where to draw
the line between small and large projects, a value based (per unit cost) approach is the best and
fairest method for all residential development;

•

If it is assumed that each unit has an equal burden on the existing and proposed amenities and
facilities, the contributions should be equal; and
If large and small developments are treated similarly under a value based approach, it means
that for some development projects Mission would not receive as much community benefit as
under a negotiated land lift approach. In certain cases, the policy should allow for staff to
recommend a formal negotiation based on the land lift approach.

The policy can establish criteria for staff to consider in recommending that Council support using a formal
negotiation land-lift process under certain circumstance. It is recommended that Mission continue to use
the value based approach for community amenity contributions for all residential developments; however,
the use of a formal negotiation process, based on the land lift value, should be available for use when
and where Council agrees.
NEXT STEPS
In order to complete the review of the Financial Contributions for Community Amenity Policy, the
following general steps are required:
WORKSHOP 1
• Consider the recommendations on:
o the approach used to obtain contributions, and
o type of development subject to contributions.
WORKSHOP 2
• Discuss the results from the public/stakeholder consultation process;
•

Review amenities that are listed in policy and master plan documents but are not included on the existing
list;

•

Discuss potential amenity projects that could be subject to donation or volunteer tax contributions; and

•

Confirm the new list and agree to the portion(s) paid by developers.
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DRAFT POLICY TO COUNCIL AND STAKEHOLDER CONSULTATION PROCESS
• Revised Draft Policy developed including estimated timelines for construction, size and estimated cost for
each amenity that is on the list; etc., and forwarded to Council; and
•

Proceed to stakeholder (includes developers) consultation with Draft Policy. A communication strategy
would be adopted and implemented prior to proceeding with consultation.

FINAL REPORT TO COUNCIL
• Changes made to draft policy in response to stakeholder comments; and
•

Council considers and adopts final policy.

COUNCIL GOALS/OBJECTIVES:
Financial Sustainability goals direct staff to explore new alternative revenue sources. While community
amenity contributions are not new, it is apparent that as one alternative revenue source, the amount is
not sufficient to cover the cost of identified amenities for the community within the timeframe identified in
policies and by the public.
Infrastructure Development goals direct staff to identify and prioritize community facilities. Most of the
projects on the community amenity list reflect the facilities identified as needed based on current bylaws,
policies, and strategic plans (Official Community Plan and the Parks, Trails and Bicycle Master Plan).
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:
If the policy is discontinued or the amount of the contribution does not reflect the cost and timing of
required amenities, other funding sources will need to be identified to meet the identified community
needs.
Increasing the amount of the amenity contribution will have an impact on developers. If the increase is
phased in over time, the impact will be reduced, particularly if the economy improves. Developers need
to know the exact costs so they can include it in their proformas and are not surprised by unanticipated
costs.
If projects are removed from the community amenity list, policy documents should be amended to
manage the community expectation. As part of the amendment process, the public will have an
opportunity to respond. The core services review identified services, and therefore, facilities that the
community expects and that make Mission a complete community. For example, if one of the
characteristics of Mission is our outdoor recreation opportunities and our connection to the natural
environment, there will be an expectation for trails and parks, which need to be constructed and
maintained.
The final community amenity list will have to take into account the taxpayers ability to pay and the impact
on developers. It should be noted that the ongoing operating cost burden of constructed amenities falls
on residents and taxpayers.
COMMUNICATION:
After both workshops, (October 18th and November 6, 2012) a report would come forward at a Regular
Meeting of Council providing the draft Community Amenity Policy with a recommendation to consult one
last time with stakeholders. A final report, addressing these new stakeholder comments, would then
come forward for Council’s consideration.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION
Community amenities are a key component to a livable community and are often highlighted when
attracting people and businesses to a community. Contributions to fund the amenities are volunteered
by developers as part of the rezoning process. A number of mechanisms are available to a municipality
to receive the contributions. It is recommended that Mission continue to use the value based (current)
approach for residential development. Given that the value based approach may not provide the best
value for the District when considering significant developments (including commercial and mixed-use), it
is also recommended that the District have the ability to use a formal land-lift negotiation approach, in
certain circumstances, in an attempt to obtain a fairer contribution towards amenities that results from
rezoning.
The next step will be to update the list of amenities, their timing and cost estimates as part of Workshop
#2. Following that, staff will bring a report to Council that presents the new draft policy which
incorporates Council’s direction from the two workshops as well as a consultation strategy to engage all
stakeholders on the draft policy. A final version of the policy will then be brought forward for Council’s
consideration.

SIGN-OFFS:

Sharon Fletcher, Director of the Long Range
Planning and Special Projects

Mike Younie, Director of Development Services

Comment by Chief Administrative Officer:
Reviewed.
G:\COMDEV\SHARON\COW Reports\Community Amenity Workshop Content Summary for the October 18th 2012 Workshop(MY) (3) FINAL.docx
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APPENDIX 1
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Methods for Determining the Amount of a Community Amenity Contribution
Components
of each
Approach
Land Value

Form(s) and
Levels of
Contribution

Community
Amenity
Projects

Policy

Public
Perception

Mission’s
Current
Approach
(Value Based)
No calculation of
increased land value
therefore there is no
formal consideration
of sharing or benefit
that should accrue to
the District.
Cash contribution(s)
are towards an
approved list of
community amenity
projects. Flat rate
per unit contribution.

Mostly larger scale
community-wide
community amenity
projects are listed in
the policy. When
sufficient funds have
been collected
(including other
sources), the project
is constructed.
Formal policy (LAN.
40) focuses for the
most part on a flat
rate community
contribution. General
community amenity
projects are listed,
however the list is
subject to change as
opportunities and
needs are identified
over time.
Tied to rezoning
therefore not seen as
voluntary. Perceived
as a “money grab” by
developer as no clear
breakdown of how
money is allocated
(since the policy only
lists general
community amenity
projects, with no
timelines or costs).
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Formal “Land-Lift”
Approach

Density Bonus
Approach

Informal
Negotiation
Approach

Formal calculation of increased
value of land before and after
rezoning (“land-lift”). Local
government shares in increased
value in the form of community
amenities.

Land value is based on
potential development
based on the base density
and the potential added
density if specific
amenities are provided.

While the approach is
informal the process to
calculate land value
would be similar to the
“land lift” approach.

Could be project specific or nonproject specific cash
contributions, or in-kind
contributions, e.g. construction of
amenities. Contributions
generally vary by type of
development, e.g. density, area,
etc.

Specific amenities are
often tied to the actual
density level. Often area
specific.

Formal policy (can be included in
zoning bylaw) that addresses the
cost of community amenity
projects and contributions needed
to meet these costs.

Needs to be part of a
local area plan and/or
included in the zoning
bylaw in order to be
implemented.

No policy is needed since
it is informal. However
some direction would
benefit both staff and
developers.

While the amount is tied to
increased land values, the
perception is that the money is
buying density or is a payment for
the up-zoning, rather than tied to
the additional burden caused by
the increased density. When
treated as such it is more apt to be
seen as a fee that is paid for
increased density. The money is
allocated toward specifically costed
community amenity projects, and
therefore, more easily seen as a
benefit to the community.

Must be tied to increased
density above base
densities within zoning
bylaw. When treated as
such it is more apt to be
seen as a fee that is paid
in order to get an
increased density. The
money is allocated toward
specifically costed
community amenity
projects, and therefore,
more easily seen as a
benefit to the community.

Could be seen as paying
for the up-zoning. The
money is allocated
toward specifically costed
community amenity
projects, and therefore,
more easily seen as a
benefit to the community.

Some site specific
embellishments have
been negotiated as part
of the development
process for large
projects. However the
form and actual amenity
are not always known. A
list of potential amenities
that could be negotiated
should be created and
criteria to determine
when to negotiate or not,
if this option is to
continue. It is currently
rarely done and ad hoc in
nature.
Broad range of community
A list of amenities needs
Currently projects that
amenities are taken into account
to be formalized and tied
could be negotiated are
including non-traditional items such to specific density levels in not specified, although
as public art, urban squares,
a bylaw.
generally smaller items
streetscapes improvements, etc.
on the list such as a
section of trail that is
proximate to the project
would be considered.
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Summary of the pros and cons of each approach
Value based (per unit amount) approach
•
•

This approach is based on municipalities having discretionary authority to rezone or not; and
Rezoning generally increases density, allows a higher valued land use or more uses, and
increases the land values, with the cumulative impact of added density impacting the capacity of
community amenities.

Pros
•
•
•
•
•

While some do not consider this voluntary, most developers understand the rationale behind it
and find the system reasonable to work with (while not necessarily agreeing entirely with it);
This approach provides a developer with the ability to calculate the exact community amenity
cost in advance, and therefore, reduces unexpected costs;
This approach is consistent and predictable across all residential development projects;
Amenities often contribute to selling the project; and
The contribution pushes land prices down since the developers know that they need to share the
added land value from the rezoning with the community.

Cons
•

With very large residential projects and mixed used projects, the municipality could probably
negotiate more amenities such as on-site facilities constructed as part of developing the site.

Land-lift approach
•

Based on the information available, there is a tendency or trend towards a more formal approach
for major developments in terms of community amenity contributions, as summarized below.
Formal “Land-Lift” Approach example
“Land Lift”
$8 million
to be
shared by
developer
and local
government

$15 million
$10 million
$7 million

$5 million
$2 million

value of land after rezoning
value of land after OCP amendment
current land value plus costs (includes basic amenities,
special amenities, infrastructure costs, etc. *) plus
allowance for developer profit margin
current land value
original purchase price

*Certain amenities and infrastructure are negotiated as part of the development and thus become part of the
cost structure for the developer

Original landowner’s profit is $3 million through natural increase in land values,
Developer lifts the land value through an Official Community Plan amendment and
rezoning to $8 million, and
o Some communities consider all of the land lift as the community’s value and the
developer’s profit is in the construction of improvements, while others split the lift in land
value resulting from the Council decision to change the Official Community Plan
designation and rezoning.

o
o

•

Of the 12 communities that responded to a survey conducted by the City of Richmond, six
communities have some form of land lift policy in place with some negotiation required and some
staff expertise needed.
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Pros
•

This approach enables very large projects that have received a substantial lift in the value of the
land (when the community, through the Council, decides to rezone the property, which
sometimes includes an Official Community Plan amendment) to share the benefit that the
rezoning has provided with the community;

•

Larger community facilities can be constructed as part of the project;

•

Amenities often contribute to selling the project; and

•

The contribution pushes land prices down since the developers know that they need to share the
added land value from the rezoning with the community.

Cons
•

Negotiation adds inconsistency into the process since there will always be a perception that
more amenity was provided by one project than by another;

•

It is very time consuming both for staff and the developer;

•

There is additional risk to the developer since there is no way to anticipate in advance the final
cost that the negotiated agreement will have on the development; and

•

Currently, no staff capacity to negotiate.

Density bonus approach
•

This approach requires a zone to have a base or outright density with additional development
rights included in the zone that are earned by providing certain amenities; and

•

Of the 12 communities that responded to a survey conducted by the City of Richmond, nine
communities have some form of density bonus policies in place where a developer can build a
specific amount of addition density in exchange for providing an identifies community amenity.

Pros
•

Density bonus works well in areas such a downtown Vancouver where there is a strong and
proven market for the residential units in a dense environment and where there is little risk that
the developer will construct the base density.

Cons
•

Density bonus rarely works outside of large urban centres, where developers are content to build
the base density of say single family, since that is what the market is demanding; and

•

The risk is on the municipality that the developer will only build the base density in an area
where the community wants or needs higher density and community amenities.

Informal negotiations with developers of large projects
Pros
•

This approach is possible with large projects especially if the project is mixed use.

Cons
•

However, most developers want to know all of the costs upfront so that they can include them in
their proformas before they get too far into the project;

•

Informal negotiations can be perceived as a late hit; and

•

This approach results in inconsistency; removing the level playing field by negotiating for
amenities from some projects but not all.
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APPENDIX 4 – Survey of Community Amenity Approaches in other Lower Mainland Municipalities
2. Amenity Contribution Policy
Policy or Practice

Burnaby

Council policy

Coquitlam

Policy being
considered

Delta

No

City of Langley

No

Council policy,
adopted 1998.

City
North Vancouver

Policy

District
North Vancouver

Amenity bonuses

Port Coquitlam

No

West Vancouver

Policy being drafted

New Westminster

Vancouver

Amount Calculation

Specific Amount

Occasionally acquire an amenity for very Case-by-case basis, without great
Voluntary contribution, including bond to guarantee
influence from Planners in the
Infrequent practice large projects, at rezoning stage.
maintenance. Approximate value: $25-30,000
specific value provided .

Surrey

Township Langley

Policy Method

Council policy,
adopted May 2005

Council policy,
adopted 1999

Funds Managed

Amenities

Future Changes, Additional Comments

Public art, enhanced on-site features. No
affordable housing, child care programs, etc.

n/a

Exact fee specified in each NCP,
Residential Non-residential
detailed in per-amenity charges. Example NCP values:
(per unit)
(per acre)
Increases annually by CPI. Total
Police Protection
$57
$227
amenity requirement for each
Fire Protection
$246
$983
NCP is divided equally by each
Park & Pathways
$964
n/a
dwelling unit (non-residential
Library Materials
$127
n/a
Total Amenity Charge $1,394
$1,210
equivalent to 4 units/acre).
Looking at various models:
Considering securing amenities in two
Not a flat fee, but rather, a value linked to the
informal, case-by-case basis
new, mixed-use, TOD zones (adopted in
without guiding principals or more economic lift of the rezoning.
2002): Urban Corridor and Transit Village.
formal structure.
Neighbourhood Concept Plans (NCP)
specify monetary contribution
requirements for new neighbourhoods.
Payable at Building Permit stage, or at
Subdivision stage for single family or
duplex zones.

Police protection, fire protection, park and
pathway development, and library materials.

Would like to include day care, public realm,
etc.

Staff would like to have a Council policy, but are aware
of legal constraints. A guiding principal whereby
Council will expect some contributions for applications
in the relevant zones could work well.
No support for policy in near future.
Development climate not amenable.

The Neighbourhood Plans Policy
"capitalizes on voluntary contributions and Negotiated amenity provsions,
facilitates growth consistent with
typically in-kind and on-site.
community objectives."

Limited impact due to small project scale.

There is a Public Art Reserve Fund to
which developers are encouraged to
voluntarily contribute 1% of construction
value. All other amenities are acquired
through the fairly broad density bonusing
program.
An amenity bonusing program, such as
allowing DCC reduction/exemption for
provision of rental units. Majority of
amenities provided through Density
Bonusing.

Pre-determined rates based on
"Community Benefits" contribution would
land use and neighbourhood, not
be collected at rezoning stage.
Not yet determined
negotiated with developers on a
Contribution will reflect the economic 'lift'
case-by-case basis. SF and
from rezoning.
duplex probably exempt.
Acquired at rezoning or development
variance permit stage. Council considers
quality and value of proposed amenity
City retains a land-use economist
before considering rezoning application.
to determine 'lift' associated with
Amenities provided on/off-site or cash-inparticular rezoning application.
Have finalized 3 contributions since policy adoption,
lieu. Staff, consultant and applicant meet
Currently a labour-intensive
to a total of $4.5 million cash and in-kind amenities
to discuss economic lift probable from
process. Fees negotiated,
(including childcare space and non-market housing).
rezoning; consultant established
collected and amenities built are
contribution value from this discussion,
recorded in tracking system,
then staff and applicant continue
ready to report to Council.
application process alone and determine
specific quality of contribution to be
provided.
Community Amenity Contribution (CAC)
policy implemented at rezoning stage.
Payment as cash or as in-kind amenity
with associated operating funds.
Administration of the broader "Financing
Growth", which includes DCC and CAC,
retains one exclusive full-time staff
position. Payable before rezoning
enactment or before BP issuance if nodevelopment covenant is issued at
rezoning stage.

City-wide CAC fee, and several
exempt areas that pay their own
area-specific fees (had their own
public benefit fees established
before CAC). CAC calculation
considers population projection of
neighbourhood (not individual
project).

Creation of an Amenity Fund, managed by the
District.

Community will identify a program or list of
amenities that have "amenity status" for
consideration during development
negotiations.

An amenity contribution policy is particularly important
because of limited opportunities for increased density
and bonusing in West Vancouver.

Single statutory reserve fund created for all fees
(DCC, density bonusing, amenity contributions);
funds must be spent on amenity provision, not
programs or facilities unrelated to growth-fueled
amenity requirements. Amenities are owned by
public body or secured through a covenant in
perpetuity, or at least for the life of the structure.
Considering fee breakdown per amenity, in which
case a reserve fund may be created for the
provision of each amenity.

Public Benefits Team (varied municipal staff)
determine potential amenities: park
improvements, public art, childcare facilities,
non-market housing, heritage conservation,
community facilities. Contributions are not
used to acquire amenities otherwise provided
by the private market, DCCs, or local/senior
government investments and maintenance.

Program is half implemented at the moment. Working
on an expedited approach to calculating amenity fee, so
that consultant does not have to be retained to calculate
lift on every application. End result will be major
applications that require case-by-case fee analysis,
and standard applications that pay set fees. Council
expressed interest in an Amenity policy in 2004.
Council approved staff-prepared report in May 2005
(the report is available on-line).

Amenities should serve the immediate
neighbourhood from which they are provided,
be growth related or address a neighbourhood
deficiency, be operationally viable, be
proportional in value to the donor development,
and reflect community input.

Vancouver's Charter allows the city powers of authority
not available to other municipalities. nb: Vancouver's
DCCs pay for childcare and affordable housing in
addition to engineering utilities and parks.

Standard rezoning charged flat CAC rate of $3/ft2 on
net increase of allowable floor space. Non-standard
Single CAC fund, generally spent on capital
rezonings provide negotiated CAC: Large sites (2+
expenses but may be used for operating costs.
acres; 1+ acre in Neighbourhood Centre), Downtown,
or Change of use from Industrial to residential.
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