
 

REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING – AGENDA 
 
Agenda for the Regular Council Meeting scheduled for 
Tuesday, February 20, 2018 at 7:00 p.m. in Council Chambers at 
Village Hall, 2697 Sunnyside Road, Anmore, BC 
 

 
1. Call to Order 

 
2. Approval of the Agenda 

 
Recommendation: That the Agenda be approved as circulated. 
 

3. Public Input 
 
Note: The public is permitted to provide comments to Council on any item shown on this 
meeting agenda. A two-minute time limit applies to speakers. 

 
Public comments regarding item 9(a) Zoning Bylaw Amendment are not permitted at this 
time, as Council may not hear from or receive correspondence from the public with regard to 
the proposed zoning bylaw during the period of time after a Public Hearing and before 
adoption of the respective bylaw. 

 
4. Delegations 

 
5. Adoption of Minutes 

 
(a) Minutes of the Regular Council Meeting held on February 13, 2018 

 
 Recommendation: That the Minutes of the Regular Council Meeting held on  

February 13, 2018 be adopted as circulated. 
 
6. Business Arising from Minutes 

 
7. Consent Agenda 

 
8. Items Removed from the Consent Agenda 
 
9. Legislative Reports 

 
(a) Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 571-2018 

 
Report dated February 15, 2018 from the Manager of Development Services is attached. 
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(b) Five-Year Financial Plan Bylaw No. 573-2018 
 
Recommendation: That Anmore Five-Year Financial Plan Bylaw No. 573-2018 be 

adopted. 
 
(c) Solid Waste Management Amendment Bylaw No. 575-2018 
 
Recommendation: That Anmore Solid Waste Management Amendment Bylaw No. 

575-2018 be adopted. 
 

10. Unfinished Business 
 

11.  
 

  
 

 
 

   
 

New Business

(a) Community Amenity Contributions

Report dated February 15, 2018 from the Manager of Development Services is attached.

(b) Port Moody Secondary School – Donation Request

Letter received February 14, 2018 from the Port Moody Secondary School AfterGrad 
Committee is attached. 
 
Recommendation: That Council award a donation in the amount of One Hundred 

Dollars ($100.00) to Port Moody Secondary School for use 
towards the 2018 PMSS Dry After Grad Event. 

 
(c) Village Centre Site Development Plan 

 
Report dated February 6, 2018 from the Manager of Corporate Services is attached. 

 
12. Mayor’s Report 

 
13. Councillors Reports 

 
14. Chief Administrative Officer’s Report 

 
15. Information Items 
 

(a) Committees, Commissions and Boards – Minutes 
 

- Parks and Recreation Committee Meeting minutes of December 13, 2017 
 

(b) General Correspondence 
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16. Public Question Period 

 
Note: The public is permitted to ask questions of Council regarding any item pertaining 
to Village business. A two-minute time limit applies to speakers. 
 
If the Zoning Amendment Bylaw is NOT adopted, public questions will not be permitted 
regarding the proposed Zoning Bylaw Amendment at this time. 
 

17. Adjournment 



 
REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING – MINUTES 

 

Minutes of the Regular Council Meeting held on  

Tuesday, February 13, 2018 in Council Chambers at 

Village Hall, 2697 Sunnyside Road, Anmore, BC 
 

 

ELECTED OFFICIALS PRESENT ELECTED OFFICIALS ABSENT 

Mayor John McEwen     Councillor Kim Trowbridge 

Councillor Ryan Froese 

Councillor Ann-Marie Thiele  

Councillor Paul Weverink  

 

OTHERS PRESENT 

Juli Halliwell, Chief Administrative Officer 

Christine Baird, Manager of Corporate Services 

Jason Smith, Manager of Development Services 

 

1. Call to Order 

 

Mayor McEwen called the meeting to order at 7:10 p.m. 

 

2. Approval of the Agenda 

 

 It was MOVED and SECONDED: 

 

R22/2018 “THAT THE AGENDA BE APPROVED AS CIRCULATED.” 

 

        CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 

 

 It was MOVED and SECONDED: 

 

R23/2018 “THAT THE REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING BE SUSPENDED IN 

FAVOUR OF HOLDING A PUBLIC HEARING AT THIS TIME.” 

 

        CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 

 

The Regular Council Meeting was suspended at 7:12 p.m. 

 

 NB: Notes of the Public Hearing are filed with the Manager of Corporate Services. 

 

 It was MOVED and SECONDED: 

 

R24/2018 “THAT THE REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING BE RECONVENED.” 

 

        CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
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The Regular Council Meeting reconvened at 7:16 pm 

 

3. Public Input 

 

Nil 

 

4. Delegations 

 

Nil 

 

5. Adoption of Minutes 

 

(a) Minutes of the Regular Council Meeting held on January 23, 2018 

 

 It was MOVED and SECONDED: 

 

 R25/2018 “THAT THE MINUTES OF THE REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING 

HELD ON JANUARY 23, 2018 BE ADOPTED AS CIRCULATED.” 

 

        CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 

 

6. Business Arising from Minutes 

 

Nil 

 

7. Consent Agenda 

 

 It was MOVED and SECONDED: 

 

 R26/2018 “THAT THE CONSENT AGENDA BE ADOPTED EXCLUDING 

ITEM 7(B).” 

 

        CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 

 

(a) 2018 Spring Mayors Caucus – March 14-16, 2018 in Squamish, BC 

 

R27/2018 “THAT MAYOR MCEWEN BE APPROVED TO ATTEND THE 

2018 SPRING MAYORS CAUCUS MARCH 14 TO 16, 2018 IN 

SQUAMISH, BC, WITH RELATED COSTS FOR TRAVEL AND 

ACCOMMODATION FUNDED FROM THE COUNCIL 

CONVENTION ACCOUNT, TO A MAXIMUM OF $750.00.” 

 

 ADOPTED ON CONSENT 
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(c) Recycling Council of British Columbia – Annual Zero Waste Conference 2018 

 

R28/2018 Letter of invitation received February 1, 2018 from Brock 

Macdonald, Chief Executive Officer received. 

 

 ADOPTED ON CONSENT 

 

8. Items Removed from the Consent Agenda 

 

(a) Metro Vancouver – Consent to Metro Vancouver Regional Parks Service 

Amendment Bylaw No. 1255 

 

 It was MOVED and SECONDED: 

 

R29/2018 “THAT ANMORE MUNICIPAL COUNCIL APPROVES 

ADOPTION OF METRO VANCOUVER REGIONAL DISTRICT 

REGIONAL PARKS SERVICE AMENDING BYLAW NO. 1255, 

2017 BY PROVIDING CONSENT ON BEHALF OF THE 

ELECTORS.” 

 

        CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 

 

9. Legislative Reports 

 

(a) Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 571-2018 

(b) Five-Year Financial Plan Bylaw No. 573-2018 

 

Mayor McEwen read a written request from Councillor Trowbridge, in his absence, for 

agenda items 9(a) and 9(b) to be deferred to the following council meeting. 

 

 It was MOVED and SECONDED: 

 

 R30/2018  “TO DEFER ITEMS 9(A) AND 9(B) TO THE FOLLOWING 

MEETING.” 

 

       CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 

 

(c) Fees and Charges Amendment Bylaw No. 574-2018 

 

 It was MOVED and SECONDED: 

 

R31/2018 “THAT ANMORE FEES AND CHARGES AMENDMENT BYLAW 

NO. 574-2018 BE ADOPTED.” 

 

        CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
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(d) Solid Waste Management Amendment Bylaw No. 575-2018 

 

 It was MOVED and SECONDED: 

 

R32/2018 “THAT ANMORE SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT AMENDMENT 

BYLAW NO. 575-2018 BE READ A FIRST, SECOND AND 

THIRD TIME.” 

 

        CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 

 

10. Unfinished Business 

 

Nil 

 

11. New Business 

 

(a) Village Centre Site Development Plan 

 

 It was MOVED and SECONDED: 

 

 R33/2018   “TO DEFER.” 

 

        CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 

 

(b) 2018 Anmore Community Grant Requests 

  

 It was MOVED and SECONDED: 

 

R34/2018  “THAT COUNCIL APPROVE THE COMMUNITY GRANT 

REQUEST FROM COMMUNITIES EMBRACING RESTORATIVE 

ACTION SOCIETY IN THE AMOUNT OF FOUR HUNDRED 

THIRTY-SEVEN DOLLARS ($437.00) FOR 2018.” 

 

        CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 

 

 It was MOVED and SECONDED: 

 

R35/2018  “THAT COUNCIL APPROVE THE COMMUNITY GRANT 

REQUEST FROM 1ST ANMORE SCOUTS IN THE AMOUNT OF 

ONE THOUSAND DOLLARS ($1,000) FOR 2018.” 

 

        CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
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 It was MOVED and SECONDED: 

 

R36/2018  “THAT COUNCIL APPROVE THE COMMUNITY GRANT 

REQUEST FROM THE ANMORE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 

PARENT ADVISORY COUNCIL IN THE AMOUNT OF TWO 

THOUSAND DOLLARS ($2,000.00) FOR 2018.” 

 

        CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 

 

12. Mayor’s Report 

 

Mayor McEwen expressed condolences on the news of the passing of Jim Jones in late-

January. Jim Jones was the fifth Fire Chief of the Sasamat Volunteer Fire Department 

and was one of the first elected officials in Anmore (1987) and served on Anmore 

Council for three council terms. He was key to the expansion of the water system along 

East Road and was an advocate for the Countryside residents. He will be remembered 

and cherished in the Village of Anmore.  

 

Mayor McEwen expressed condolences on the news of the recent passing of Herb 

Mueckel. He was an Anmore pioneer who Mueckel provided countless contributions and 

dedication to serving the community. He was an Anmore resident for more than 50 

years, and most of that time operated a horse ranch where his kindness for love and 

animals showed his kindness and gentle nature. He was a founding member of the 

Sasamat Volunteer Fire Department and he served as a Councillor from 1990 to 1993 

and has continued to serve on countless Anmore committees, including the Advisory 

Planning Commission and Mayor’s Task Force on Land Use. He was also integral at 

expanding the trail network and connectivity. He was also the first person to attend the 

first ever Mayor’s coffee talk. On behalf of Council, Mayor McEwen extends his 

condolences to Herb’s wife, Erika, his children Trevor and Tanya, and all of his extended 

family. He will be missed dearly and his memory will forever remain in the village of 

Anmore. 

 

Councillor Weverink expressed condolences on the passing of Jim Jones.  

 

Councillor Weverink expressed condolences on the passing of Herb Mueckel. He noted 

that Herb was respectful, kind, friendly, and he feels honoured to have known him. 

  

Councillor Froese expressed condolences on the passings of Jim Jones and Herb 

Mueckel. He noted that he did not know Jim Jones, but he knew Herb Mueckel who was 

level-headed and understood progression and never tried to impose his ideas on 

anyone. 

 

Councillor Thiele expressed condolences on the passing of Herb Mueckel. She recalled a 

story of how Herb and Erika welcomed her family when they first moved to Anmore. 

She added that his honesty always stood out to her, and he will be missed. 
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Mayor McEwen stated that a service is planned for February 17, 2018 and is open to 

the public. It will be held at 1:00 p.m. at St. Clare Hall in Coquitlam. 

 

 On January 25, he attended a TransLink meeting with new Chair Mayor Corrigan, 

where they discussion proceeding with the Mayors’ vision. 

 On January 27, he attended the Tri-Cities Chamber Business Awards Gala where 

local resident Kris Schjelderup, Innovative Fitness, won the award for Young 

Professional of the Year. 

 On January 31, he and Councillor Weverink attended the Sasamat Volunteer Fire 

Trustees meeting where they discussed regarding radio transmitters and possible 

transition to a different system, and new signage to be posted near the two fire 

halls. 

 On February 2, he was appointed to the Metro Vancouver Regional Planning 

Committee, and they endorsed the redevelopment of the Flavelle Site in Port Moody, 

which will be presented to the Metro Vancouver Board. 

 On February 5, he and Juli Halliwell met with the Ombudsperson, and they were 

reminded that there are no concerns for Anmore regarding administrative practices.  

 On February 6, he and other council members attended the public information 

meeting on infill development, where 80 people attended (approximate).  

 He offers recognition to Jim Spence and Kevin Spence for their work on careful 

demolition of the old village hall. 

 Reminder to fellow council members: tomorrow is Valentine’s Day. 

 

13. Councillors’ Reports 

 

Councillor Weverink reported that: 

 He is angry that Anmore residents have had to drive to pick up their mail near 

Woolridge Street and Lougheed Highway, and within limited hours. He 

recommends that council issue a letter to Canada post to express disappointment 

with the level of mail service. 

 

Council directed Staff to issue a letter to Canada Post to express disappointment with 

the recent situation and to request information on what can be done to alleviate future 

time constraints or limited service. 

 

Councillor Thiele reported that: 

 The Community Engagement, Culture and Inclusion Committee met recently and 

had good discussion on age-friendly planning and an open house being planned for 

seniors. She added that members had discussed, in their October 2017 meeting, the 

desire to have multiple languages added to Village communications to residents so 

to flag items to be translated, possibly in Korean, Persian, Chinese and Punjabi. 
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It was MOVED and SECONDED: 

 

R37/2018 “THAT STAFF INCORPORATE MULTIPLE LANGUAGES ON 

IMPORTANT MAILERS, IN A SIMPLIFIED FORM, TO ASK THAT 

THEY HAVE THE MAILER TRANSLATED INTO THEIR OWN 

LANGUAGE.” 

 

        CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 

 

14. Chief Administrative Officer’s Report 

 

 Juli Halliwell reported that: 

 This week is Real Acts of Caring Week 

 Chief medical healthofficers report was received if anyone wants to see it 

  

15. Information Items 

 

(a) Committees, Commissions and Boards – Minutes 

 

- Community Engagement, Culture and Inclusion Committee Meeting Minutes of 

October 12, 2017 

- Public Safety Committee Meeting Minutes of December 4, 2017 

 

(b) General Correspondence 

 

- Public construction notice dated January 22, 2018 from Imperial regarding Burrard 

Inlet Pipeline Removal (BIPR) Project – Phase A 

- Letter dated January 23, 2018 from The Corporation of the Township of 

Spallumcheen regarding Cannabis Sales Revenue Sharing 

  

16. Public Question Period 

 

Nil 

 

17. Adjournment 

 

 It was MOVED and SECONDED: 

 

R38/2018 “TO ADJOURN.” 

 

        CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
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The meeting adjourned at 8:18 p.m. 

 

 

Certified Correct:  Approved by: 

 

 

 

___________________________ ___________________________ 

Christine Baird  John McEwen 

Manager of Corporate Services Mayor 
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280-11780 Hammersmith Way, Richmond, B.C.  V7A 5E9 * Tel. (604) 275-4848 * Fax. 1-866-366-3507 
www.RolloAssociates.com * E-Mail: gerry@rolloassociates.com 

November 28, 2017 

 
Jason Smith 
Manager of Development Services 
Village of Anmore 
2697 Sunnyside Road, 
Anmore, BC V3H 5G9 
 

Re:  Village of Anmore Infill Development and Community Amenity Contribution Study  

G. P. Rollo & Associates (GPRA) has been retained to prepare an Infill Development and 

Community Amenity Contribution (CAC) Study for the Village of Anmore. The purpose of the 

analysis is to explore the potential to secure contributions from rezonings of infill development 

lots to assist in the funding of a new Village Hall community space, parks, trails and other 

infrastructure not funded through DCCs or by other means. In addition, GPRA has been asked to 

make recommendations on how best to update rates to reflect changes in the market. 

To begin, GPRA conducted a scan of policies and practices of other jurisdictions in the Lower 

Mainland with regard to density bonusing and amenity contributions. The purpose of this scan 

was to provide background for the study and to provide a framework within which to prepare 

analysis. 

The second piece consisted of the preparation of proforma analysis for 6 case studies looking at 

hypothetical potential rezoning scenarios that would involve an increase in density on the sites. 

These case studies are entirely hypothetical and are intended to be illustrative examples of the 

types of infill development rezonings that the Village might receive. Hypothetical case studies 

were chosen over specific sites due to the relatively small size of the community and the limited 

number of potential lots from which to select cases. It was determined through discussion with 

the Village that it was not appropriate to identify specific lots that would constitute the basis for 

analysis, but rather focus on the general attributes and conditions for the types of properties 

that would be appropriate candidates for this type of infill in Anmore through a set of 

hypothetical cases. 
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CAC & DENSITY BONUSING REVIEW OBSERVATIONS & COMMON PRACTICES 
 
GPRA has observed the following common practices in jurisdictions in Metro Vancouver: 

 Many jurisdictions use both density bonusing and CACs in conjunction with one another 

 There is a trend toward more transparency in how CAC rates are calculated and toward 
set rates of contribution rather than primarily negotiated contributions 

 Developers prefer established rates for contributions as it creates cost certainty when they 
are considering projects and negotiating purchase of lands 

 Set CAC rates should not add to unit prices for end users, but should instead create 
downward pressure on land sales prices for land that will be rezoned 

 Many jurisdictions have rates set for the entire jurisdiction with area specific rates set for 
designated growth areas/neighbourhoods 

 Similar to DCCs, CACs should be regularly reviewed to keep current with market trends 
and housing values, as well as the projected cost of the basket of amenities 

 Even with set rates for contribution many jurisdictions reserve the right to enter into 
negotiated contributions for unusual rezonings that may not have been considered in the 
OCP 

 There is value in regularly testing whether contribution rates create an unfair burden on 
developers and create an inhospitable environment for developers to operate 

On the page following GPRA has provided a table outlining current practices of jurisdictions in 
Metro Vancouver regarding Community Amenity Contributions.  
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CURRENT DENSITY BONUS/CAC POLICIES IN METRO VANCOUVER 
 

   

Abbotsford Small voluntary contribution for public art

Burnaby
$ per sq. ft. (buildable) Bonus Density based 

on current market values

Coquitlam
$3/sq. ft. new multifamily residential 

floorspace up to 2.5 FAR;                                

$4,800-$5,500 for one-family lots

Langley City $1,000/unit

Maple Ridge

$5,100 per one-family lot;                            

$4,100 per townhouse dwelling unit;            

$3,100 per apartment dwelling unit;        

bonus density $3,100 per multifamily unit or 

additional lot

New Westminster ad hoc through negotiation

North Vancouver City ad hoc through negotiation

North Vancouver District
Where case by case negotiations occur, the 

target is to capture 50% to 75% of value of 

land lift attributed to rezoning.

Pitt Meadows
$2,100 per single family lot                                         

$2,800 per townhouse unit                                      

$2,400 per apartment unit

Port Coquitlam
100% in RA1 (low-rise apartment) zone, 

otherwise negotiated

Port Moody ad hoc through negotiation

Richmond

$2/sq.ft. buildable for single family;                                          

$4/sq.ft. buildable for townhouse;                                 

$6/sq.ft. buildable for apartments <81 units;    

5% residential area for Affordable Housing 

for apartments >80 units

Surrey
Capital cost of NCP amenities

determined by City in NCP areas

Township of Langley ad hoc through negotiation

Vancouver
$55/sq.ft. bonus area in Cambie Corridor;         

ad hoc through negotiation elsewhere

West Vancouver ad hoc through negotiation

White Rock
$30/ sq.ft. over 1.75 FAR in Town Centre;          

ad hoc through negotiation outside

Municipality Density Bonus/CAC
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While the rates indicated on the table may not be commensurate with what may be appropriate 
for the Village of Anmore it is useful to understand what other communities do insofar as density 
bonusing and amenity contributions. For instance, when establishing flat fees for density bonus 
rates or CACs, typically a jurisdiction will not seek 100% of monies being identified as being 
available, but will rather share a portion with the developer. The portion shared varies by 
community, with the share generally being higher in favour of the municipality in more urban 
centres (80% or more in Vancouver, 75% in Victoria, 100% in Burnaby’s Metrotown), but usually 
closer to a 50/50 split in less urban jurisdictions. This sharing of the available monies is important 
for a variety of factors, not least of which is to reflect that not all developments are the same, 
and in some circumstances a share greater than 50% for the municipality could result in making a 
project economically unviable.  
 
Also of note is that most, if not all, of the municipalities on this table are generally focused on 
infill development of a much denser form than the Village of Anmore is focused on here. In cases 
where there is a flat rate for single family lots the value is quite low, which reflects the smaller 
lot sizes that are being redeveloped in these jurisdictions (typically the properties are smaller 
than 10,000 square feet with the new lots being 5,000 square feet or smaller).  
 
ANMORE MARKET CONDITIONS 
 
Anmore represents a unique market compared to most other municipalities in Metro Vancouver 
in that there remain a significant number of large single family lots that have subdivision 
potential while still resulting in lot sizes in and around one acre or more in size. This combined 
with the attractiveness of Anmore for affluent buyers contributes to the high value for parcels 
around one acre.  
 
When analyzing subdivision of single family parcels the key thing to note is that value lies in 
incremental utility created from a parcel of land through additional development potential. 
Purchasers in Anmore place a fairly high value on larger single family lots, but there is not a 
commensurate drop in value when the parcel is an acre versus 2+ acres – both are estate lots 
that attract wealthy purchasers and both can have quite large single family dwellings built on 
them. BC Assessment data for Anmore indicates that properties close to 2 acres have a value 
around $800,000 to $1 million per acre compared to a value of $1.2 to $1.4 million per acre for 
properties close to 1 acre in size (so a 2 acre property might have a value of $1.6 million whereas 
a 1 acre property in the same area may have a value of $1.4 million). Compare this to other 
municipalities in Metro that typically have existing single family lots that are less than 10,000 
square feet in size. Values differ by area, but the difference in perceived value between a 10,000 
square foot lot and one half that size is still there, but is less pronounced due to their smaller 
size, the size of the home that one could build on both sizes of lots, as well as market differences 
compared to properties in Anmore.  
 
There is also competition for land among different development types and densities in most 
other areas of Metro Vancouver as opposed to Anmore which has resulted in higher base values 
for land in these more urban settings that reduces the lift value when looking at subdivisions on 
standard city lots. As such, a municipality such as Coquitlam might have a relatively small fee for 
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single family subdivision, but the reality is that they expect to see very few applications of this 
nature and the real increase in value lies in significant densification to townhouse or apartments. 
 
Nonetheless, it is important to note that in most cases the rates on this table have been arrived 
at through a similar analysis to what is being presented here. 
 
CASE STUDIES 
 
GPRA has prepared 6 case studies for analysis. The cases were intended to be illustrative of the 

types of rezoning applications the Village might see if infill development were to be permitted in 

the Village. The cases involve rezoning from larger lot single family uses (ranging in size from 

roughly 1 to 2 acres with the stipulation that they must have at least 50 metre frontage) to 

higher density single family uses with average new parcel sizes being roughly half an acre. 

 

METHODOLOGY & ASSUMPTIONS 

 
For all test cases GPRA has looked at BC Assessment data for the Village to get a sense of the 

value per acre for existing land uses in the analysis.   

 

The analyses are created using a standard developer proforma wherein estimates of revenues 

and costs are inputs and the remaining variable is the desired profit, which is determined 

following a revenues minus costs equals profit formula.  

 

For the purpose of this analysis GPRA is preparing a set of residual land valuations. A residual 

land valuation uses a proforma to determine the highest possible value that a developer could 

pay for a parcel while still achieving an acceptable return on their investment. In a residual land 

valuation, however, an assumption on developer’s return needs to be included in order to leave 

the land value as the variable to solve for. For these analyses GPRA has determined the residual 

value based on the developer achieving an acceptable profit of 15% on total project costs, 

calculated as a representative portion of overall project costs for the proposed development1.  

 

The residual values are the maximum supported land value a developer could pay for the site 

(under the density and conditions tested) while achieving an acceptable return for their project. 

This means that a developer could pay the indicated value for the land, develop and sell the 

finished product and achieve a profit of 15% at the end of the day. If by chance the land were 

bought for less than the indicated value, this would result in an increased profit for the 

developer and conversely if bought for more than the value indicated there would be less profit 

for the developer. The residual land value determined from this analysis is then compared to the 

                                                        
1 15% profit on project cost is used as an industry minimum standard developers need in order to consider 
a project viable and to secure financing through a lender. 
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value of the site under the current zoning to establish a ‘lift’ in value that arises from the change 

in density. This lift in value is the total potential monies that are available for public amenities.  

 

GPRA determined sales revenues used in the analyses from a review of recent sales and offerings 

for sale of recently developed single family dwellings within the Village, with a focus on homes 

that were deemed comparable to those in the case studies. Costs were derived from sources 

deemed reliable, including the Village of Anmore, and information readily available from 

quantity surveyors on average hard construction costs in the area. Development or soft costs 

have been drawn from industry standards, and from the Village’s sources. All other assumptions 

have been derived from a review of the market and from other sources deemed reliable by 

GPRA. 

 
CASE STUDY RESULTS 

The analysis prepared by GPRA indicates that there is potentially money available for the Village 

to collect for amenities from rezoning for higher density single family development. The table 

below shows the 6 test cases with the current value per acre, the indicated new lots created and 

the residual land value based on the proforma analysis, and the resulting lift value. The charge 

per new lot in the last column of the table is intended to represent one example of how the 

Village could capture a share with a fee: the 50% Village share divided by the number of new lots 

created beyond the first. The case studies themselves are included in an Excel file as a technical 

appendix. 

HYPOTHETICAL CASE STUDIES ANALYSIS 

 

There is a high degree of variability of what the potential lift in value might be from rezonings of 
this nature, but generally speaking the rezoning will support a significantly higher land value in 
the test cases than indicated for the base value (indicated by the 2017 BC Assessment value) for 
the entire site.  
 
Of note, Case 3 shows a significantly lower lift than the other case studies. In reviewing the 
assessment roll for properties that were considered to be infill candidates by the Village GPRA 
noted that a few properties had higher than average assessed values. As a result, GPRA chose to 
compare the supported value from a 1 acre parcel divided into 2 half acre parcels to this higher 
than average base value. This is intended to illustrate that not all subdivision rezonings will 
necessarily result in huge incremental value for the developer. 
 

Base Value Residual Lift Value Village Share

Cases Acres Units per Lot per Lot per Lot 50%

Case 1 1.00 2 $1,178,878 $1,477,305 $298,427 $149,214 $149,214

Case 2 1.61 3 $1,380,000 $2,379,476 $999,476 $499,738 $249,869

Case 3 1.00 2 $1,332,000 $1,477,305 $145,305 $72,652 $72,652

Case 4 1.58 3 $1,516,000 $2,357,621 $841,621 $420,811 $210,405

Case 5 0.96 2 $1,014,000 $1,398,895 $384,895 $192,448 $192,448

Case 6 1.43 3 $1,165,000 $2,087,383 $922,383 $461,192 $230,596

Charge per 

New Lot
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There is typically some sharing of the lift between the community and the developer, and GPRA 
suggests that a 50/50 share would be appropriate for the Village to pursue. If this is the direction 
pursued by the Village GPRA recommends choosing a fee that is on the lower end of the 
examples from the Case Studies. From this analysis GPRA would suggest a fee of $150,000 for 
each additional lot created beyond the first would be appropriate. 
 
CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS 

After having completed a scan of density bonusing and community amenity contribution policies 

and practices of other Lower Mainland jurisdictions and preparation of six hypothetical test 

cases looking at adding density through infill development rezonings in the Village of Anmore, 

GPRA has the following conclusions and recommendations to share: 

 Although there is not uniformity in the Lower Mainland, most jurisdictions collect money 

for amenity contributions at rezoning and through density bonusing. 

 Few jurisdictions have a set ‘basket of goods’ for public amenities that have been 

costed out that monies are specifically collected to pay for, although indications 

are that more jurisdictions are taking this approach than in the past. 

 Few jurisdictions rely solely on negotiated contributions – most have a fixed fee 

or formula for amenity contributions, primarily based on a rate per square 

foot/metre of building area. 

 Many jurisdictions have distinct amenity contribution rates for different planning 

areas or neighbourhoods in their community. 

 The analysis of the six hypothetical test sites situated within the Village of Anmore 

indicates that there is potential for the Village to collect some money for amenity 

contributions through rezonings. 

 However, BC Assessment has increased property values for the Village in general 

for the 2017 roll, some by as much as 40% or more compared to 2016 values. 

 There are signs that the market is slowing with reduced sales across all housing 

types in recent months in year over year trends. This may be due a confluence of 

circumstances, including the Province’s recent 15% tax on foreign buyers, the 

Federal Government’s tightening of lending rules, and the relative attractiveness 

of other markets in consideration of higher price points in the Lower Mainland 

than elsewhere. 

 This is all to say that this analysis is using high sales prices for residential single 

family housing, which may not hold, and high base land values (using assessed 

values), which may be showing some signs of weakening in recent sales trends. 
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 The result is an analysis with a high degree of variability that could see significant 

swings up or down depending on a variety of factors. 

 GPRA notes that the analysis is intended to show the total potential amount of additional 

value per acre of land generated through additional density or rezoning. 

 In general, GPRA recommends that jurisdictions seek no more than 50% of the indicated 

lift from rezonings when deriving a flat fee. 

 If the Village wishes to, GPRA estimates that there is the potential add a CAC of $150,000 

for each additional single family lot created beyond the first. 

 Should the Village choose to introduce the new CACs we do recommend consultation with 

the public and local development community to hear feedback. 

 GPRA recommends that, like the DCC program, CAC rates are revisited periodically (ideally 

every 2-3 years, but not less than every 5 years). In the intervening period CACs can be 

updated annually through indexing them to match CPI, with the major adjustments 

coinciding with the periodic review. 

In conclusion, GPRA suggests that the Village has the potential to collect monies for public 

amenities without adversely impacting development. Most other jurisdictions in the Lower 

Mainland also collect amenity contributions without significant developer pushback.  

I trust that our analysis will be helpful in informing the Village in their future policies around infill 

development and community amenity contributions. I anticipate that after reviewing this memo 

that staff will wish to have a meeting to discuss further. 

Yours truly, 

 
 

Gerry Mulholland |Vice President 

G.P. Rollo & Associates Ltd., Land Economists 

T 604 275 4848 | M 778 772 8872 | F 1 866 366 3507 

E gerry@rolloassociates.com| W www.rolloassociates.com 

 

31 



32 

cmilloy
Textbox
Attachment 2



33 



34 

cmilloy
Textbox
Attachment 3



35 



36 



37 

cmilloy
Textbox
 deferred to Regular Council February 20, 2018



has

38 

cmilloy
Textbox
Funding for portions of the site development plan has been allocated in the Five-Year Financial Plan. This includes realignment of Ravenswood Drive; road improvement for Sunnyside Road; increased parking capacity in the lower parking lot, and Spirit Park site preparation and utility upgrades.
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Executive Summary

The Village of Anmore want to revitalize and develop the lands around the current Village Hall as a Community Gathering 

Place and generate a specific and recognizable heart to this Community. Part of this transition is to recommend where to 

place a new building to house the Municipal Administrative functions, Council Meeting Space and some public needs for 

the adjacent Park and the Hall.

This report summarizes the work done during this study and makes a specific recommendation for the placement of a new 

building, without compromising a larger vision for the site that will energize the park and public spaces.

The overall concept was to free up the center of the site for park and public use and remove the existing roads that 

divide the site today. As such, the recommendation is to move and relocate the roads and extend Ma Murray Lane and 

Ravenswood Drive to run west to east and connect with Sunnyside Road.

The site is also crossed by a legal right of way which means that the strip of land in the center of the site is not available 

for building construction and must remain open for access to underground utilities. Equally, to save cost, the existing utility 

services under the existing roads would remain in place. The result is that this would limit any building construction to 

areas outside these existing service routes.

There was a strong desire to maintain and enhance the Park areas on the west side of the site, which leaves only the 

North-east and South-east quadrant for future buildings. This is supported by the fact that buildings should be highly 

visible from Sunnyside Road and would be more prominent when placed on the east side of the site.

Maximize Centre of Site 

for Public Open Space

Ma Murray Lane

Ravenswood Drive
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Operational Need

The New Village Hall will be the operational and administrative centre for the Village. 

It will play a key role in creating a healthy, safe, and productive work environment for the current staff, managers, Council 

and Mayor. 

The new Centre will act as the emergency operations centre for the Village in the event of a disaster and play a key role 

in risk mitigation and disaster preparedness efforts.

The Village Centre will include the following spaces:

	

•	 Foyer

•	 Potential museum space

•	 Staff offices

•	 Council Chamber/multi-purpose room

•	 Washrooms for the public and staff

•	 Rooms and areas for community events

•	 A public plaza and meeting place for residents

•	 Potential opportunity for commercial space

A previous study had identified a building area of 8,200sf to accommodate all these needs and still have space for some 

future growth. It would be possible to consider a multi-level facility and thereby reduce the footprint of the building if this 

had a benefit in feeing up parts of the site for outdoor public space and future buildings.
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Vision

The Village Centre is Anmore’s focal point within this semi-rural community. A number of events are held each year and 

the Village Centre has always been a critical place for these community activities. The new Centre is to play a key role in 

creating a Village Centre as outlined and determined in the Official Community Plan.  

It will foster gatherings, creating a natural anchor for the community. 

The Vision is to create a new cohesive village centre that:

•	 Celebrates the identity of the Anmore and establishes a village heart. 

•	 Provides a place for people to gather for special events.

•	 Enhances community connections on a day-to-day basis.

•	 Meets the need for civic and multipurpose community space.

•	 Increases the prominence of the Village Centre from Sunnyside Road & East Road, creating an arrival point for 

visitors.
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History

The Village of Anmore was incorporated in 1987.  At that time, the Village was gifted the George and Margaret “Ma” Murray 

homestead, located at 2697 Sunnyside Road. The 1916 constructed building was converted into a Municipal Hall, with 

office space and Council Chambers. 

Since acquiring the homestead, the Village of Anmore has grown significantly. An addition was constructed in 2006 to 

accommodate additional space needs.  In 2012, the Municipal Hall was decommissioned due to unsafe working conditions 

and structural concerns.  Village operations moved to purchased Atco trailers adjacent to the closed Hall and Council 

Meetings were held at the local elementary school.  In summer of 2016, Council Chambers were moved back into the 

leased trailers. 

In 2016, council approved initiation of the design of the new Village Centre. 

Although the Ma Murray Homestead has strong historical connections to this community, its condition has deteriorated 

and the cost of maintaining or upgrading the building has proved prohibitive. As such, it has been decided to demolish the 

building and free up a valuable part of the site for future civic buildings. The building has been photographed and video 

recorded for prosperity and several of the interior artifacts will be salvaged and put on display in the new building.
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Study Area 

This study is to examine the potential location of a new building for the Village Centre to 

replace the existing portables on the site. The full study area is 4.6 acres in area and occupies 

a site alongside Sunnyside Road between East Road in the North and Ravenswood Drive in 

the south. (The Study Area is shown within the white dotted line on the diagram to the right).

The study area lies at the current centre of the community as both principle arrival points 

into Anmore meet at this site. From the east along East Road next to the Municipal Fire Hall 

and from the south along Sunnyside Road. The junction of these two roads occurs at the 

North-East corner of the Study area and confirms the prominence of this part of the site as 

a key arrival point for this Community.

Underground Utilities 

The site contains several Municipal and Utility Underground services which largely follow 

the existing roads. There is Municipal Water services, hydrants and Storm water piping but 

no Municipal Sewer. Outfall from buildings is captured by an existing septic field under the 

Park in the North-west corner of the study area but its current condition and functionality 

is uncertain. 

In order to save costs, the Municipality is suggesting that these underground services remain 

in place even if the roads are relocated. This will limit where future buildings can be located 

because the utilities will still require full access for future maintenance, so buildings cannot 

be built above them. The diagram to the right shows where these services run through the 

study area.

East Road

Principle Arrival

Point

Sunnyside Road

Ravenswood Drive

Ma Murray Lane

4.6 Acre Site
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Easements (BC Hydro + Fortis)

There is currently a Legal Easement across the property at the mid-point which divides the 

study area into two parts. The easement contains BC Hydro and Fortis. This area cannot be 

built upon but does currently partly contain a surface parking lot for the Village Centre. The 

location of the easement is shown on the diagram to the right.

High Pressure Gas Main Easement

There is a high pressure gas main that traverses the study area through this easement and 

in the agreement it requires a 10m setback on both sides which creates a 20m wide zone 

of restriction across the entire site. As such, no buildings can be placed within this area.
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No Build Zones

The combination of legal easements and the retention of underground services creates a 

zone of no build area dividing the site into four quadrants. The two westerly quadrants are 

currently designated for Park use and there is a strong desire to retain the park and leave a 

continuous band of the site open for Community Events and park activities. The North-east 

quadrant has the current hall and the Ma Murray Homestead. The south-east quadrant is 

forested and largely undeveloped but does create a natural backdrop to the park and retains 

trees, shielding the park from Sunnyside Road.

Septic Field

The current Hall housed in the portables appears to discharge to a septic field in the North-

East Park site near the Gazebo. The extent and condition of the field is unclear and it must 

be assumed that if the site redevelops with new Municipal building(s) then a new septic field 

will need to be constructed in the park to meet the new demand. Other utilities in the study 

area are adequate to support a new building.
Septic Field 

Location (assumed)

Gazebo

Ma Murray

House

Village Hall

Portables
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Park Space

The existing land at the south-western end of the site has been cleared and now provides 

a generous open spaces for park use and suitable for large community events. This change 

has been well received by the Community and should be retained and enhanced. The 

Forested area in the South-East corner could be cleared for a new facility but requires more 

grading and tree removal to allow buildings to be added in this area.

Slopes

The site generally slopes from the north to the south with an overall drop of over 9m (28ft). 

The central area over the right of way is generally level and connects directly with Sunnyside 

Road. The Areas to the north where the existing buildings are located are at the high point 

of the site and approximately 5-6ft above the road level. Equally there is a high Area just 

south of the existing parking lot which is within the forested area and is several feet above 

the parking lot. As Sunnyside Road moves south, it drops down towards the south end of 

the study area and rises to a high point at the East Road junction. (a full topographic survey 

was completed as part of this study and is included in Appendix A).
Localized High Area 

at north end of forested area

Localized High Area 

around existing trailers

9m grade change 

across site

Forested Area

Designated 

Park Area
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Existing Parking

The Site is currently entered off Sunnyside Road at the mid-point of the east property line. 

This junction gives access to Ravenswood Drive and Ma Murray Lane which bisect the site 

and join alongside the existing parking lot. The existing Parking Lot is not accessed directly 

from Sunnyside Road but is entered from Ma Murray Lane. It currently accommodate about 

26 stalls including a few stalls alongside the portables and two stalls alongside Ma Murray 

Homestead. Staff use the northern stall next to the portables and the public use the surface 

lot on the right of way. The entry road at Sunnyside houses the mail boxes for this part of the 

community and a solar power demonstration panel on the northern edge of the parking lot. 

Both will need to be relocated as part of any future proposal.

The current parking by-laws in Anmore would require 66 stalls to meet the demands and 

scale of the new building, which means the current surface parking lot will need to be 

expanded.

It was also noted that on the major event days further local parking would be desirable and 

that edge parking along the east side of Sunnyside road should be considered alongside 

an option to add 30 additional parking stalls alongside the re-aligned Ravenswood Drive.

Maintain Buffer Zone to 

single family homes

P

Municipal 

Vehicle 

Parking

Staff

Parking

Public Parking

Road Realignment

Ma Murray Lane and Ravenswood Drive are extended to run west to east and connect with 

Sunnyside Road. 

 

Ma Murray

Lane

Ravenswood 

Drive

Sunnyside Road
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We moved to a group discussion centered on centered on the 

question: "What are the most important issues, opportunities, 

ways that the ECA can advance this industry, serve members and 

become a hub of excellence?"

Activity Two: Socratic Circles

KEY

1.	 Village hall

2.	 Courtyard terraces cafe

3.	 Outdoor event space e.g. Farmers Market

4.	 Community garden

5.	 Communal dining

6.	 Outdoor terrace

7.	 Play space

8.	 Existing pavilion

9.	 Outdoor amphitheater

10.	 Woodland play space

11.	 Bike track/dirt jumps

12.	 Optional parking [30 spaces]

13.	 Street parking

14.	 Traffic signal/intersection (tbc)

15.	 Existing bus stop

16.	 Landscaped slope bank

Recommended Approach

The conclusion to all these constraints was to consider an option that placed the new hall in the North-east corner in the 

location of the demolished Ma Murray Homestead. This puts the new building on the highest point of the site, giving the 

building a prominence from the Park and from the road. The following pages show the various features and thoughts about 

the long-term potential of the site and how this could evolve into a true Community Hub for the Village. It is important 

to recognize that the new building will be critical to the identity of the Village and should be seen as modest, yet civic in 

character, consistent with the Vision for the Village and respectful of the unique location.

The key elements of the recommended approach are illustrated on the site plan opposite.
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1.	 Enhanced landscaping across site including play 

space, natural amphitheater, woodland play, and trails

2.	 Total Parking: 62 Stalls + 5 Street Parking

3.	 Opportunity for future building in north-east corner

Phase 3

1.	 Portables removed

2.	 New road layouts: East Rd / Ma Murray Lane 

extension and Ravenwood Drive relocation

3.	 Parking expanded to meet by-law requirement. 

Traffic & Transportation demand study required to 

determine whether this can be reduced.

Phase 2

1.	 Existing village hall demolished

2.	 New Village Centre constructed in same location

3.	 Portables remain in operation during construction

4.	 Existing road layout and 22 parking stalls retained

Phase I

3

1

2

4

2

1

3

2

2

3

1

2

74 



2726

New Parking

Recommend transportation and parking demand study be completed to determine actual 

needs + sightlines/safety, traffic calming and signaling measures needed for new road 

alignment

Required parking under bylaw = 66 spaces

Site concept = 62 spaces + 5 street parking 

(+ 30 optional spaces)

Community Event Space

Informal hard landscaping for events (e.g. farmers market) adjacent to courtyard café. Future 

location of additional buildings.

Parking Character

Community Gatherings

75 



2928

Civic Terrace

Public space overlooking the park connected to multipurpose space & cafe

Community Garden + Dining

Overlooks play space, adjacent to community kitchen and washrooms in basement.

Connection over Food

Public Space Possibilities
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Play Space

Improved location and enhanced features for all ages (toddler to youth).

Woodland Play

Enhanced with trails, informal play space, and recreational play equipment e.g. bike track, 

natural play features

Play in Nature

Traditional Playgrounds
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Outdoor Amphitheatre

Greens terraces uses existing grade change, integrated into park for large community 

gathering, performances & events e.g. movie nights

Stepped Terrace
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View North from Sunnyside Road

View West from East Road
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Civil Engineering Input - Road & Utility Alignment 

Street Work

•	 New access road alignments are viable in terms of grade.

•	 Additional road works to existing Sunnyside Road may be need to repair significant cracking (pending Geotech 

investigations.)

•	 Traffic & Transportation study needed to determine sightlines + signal requirements.

•	 Right of way required in location of existing roads/lane for existing services.

•	 Street lighting recommended along Sunnyside Road.

Services

•	 New septic tank and system needed – location pending Geotech input.

•	 Sufficient water service and fire hydrants.

•	 New storm water service system will be required for site (vs. existing culverts.)

•	 Sufficient BC Hydro infrastructure. 

•	 Proposed building within 30m setback from Fortis BC HP gas line – written permission required (but no permit.) 

•	 A permit from both Fortis BC and BC Hydro may be required for the parking lot expansion/site works as within 

10m.

Costing

Sunnyside Road works	 =	 $277,000	 [roadworks, storm water, street lighting, signs + markings]

Ravenswood Drive Works	 =	 $191,000	 [roadworks, storm water]

Ma Murray Lane Relocation	 =	 $147,000	 [roadworks, drainage, hydro/tel works]

Parking Lot Expansion	 =	 $132,000	 [roadworks, drainage works]

Servicing			  =	 $108,000	 [storm/sewer, san/sewer, septic, water, hydro/tel]

Total Construction Costs	 = 	 $855,000

Note: Class D costing based on Nov 2017 construction unit process based on single phase.

Excludes Demolition, AHD Fees, Taxes, Softs Costs (+/-30%), Escalation, Traffic controls or calming measures, 

geotechnical measures (open cut & fill only) and landscaping.
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Next Steps

•	 Council Support for Site Development Plan Recommendation

•	 Further transportation and traffic impact study to determine viability of new intersection on Sunnyside Drive

•	 Confirm with Fortis/BC Hydro if parking expansion in easement is acceptable

•	 Outline Sustainability Strategies (objectives and approach)

•	 Environmental Assessment + Arborist report for proposed tree removal 

•	 Geotechnical review of preferred option, including septic tank and road works
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	GPRA Anmore Density Bonusing and CAC Analysis November 28 2017 - ATTACHMENT FOR DEC 5 COUNCIL.docx
	November 28, 2017
	Jason Smith
	Manager of Development Services
	Village of Anmore
	2697 Sunnyside Road,
	Anmore, BC V3H 5G9
	Re:  Village of Anmore Infill Development and Community Amenity Contribution Study
	G. P. Rollo & Associates (GPRA) has been retained to prepare an Infill Development and Community Amenity Contribution (CAC) Study for the Village of Anmore. The purpose of the analysis is to explore the potential to secure contributions from rezonings...
	To begin, GPRA conducted a scan of policies and practices of other jurisdictions in the Lower Mainland with regard to density bonusing and amenity contributions. The purpose of this scan was to provide background for the study and to provide a framewo...
	The second piece consisted of the preparation of proforma analysis for 6 case studies looking at hypothetical potential rezoning scenarios that would involve an increase in density on the sites. These case studies are entirely hypothetical and are int...
	GPRA has prepared 6 case studies for analysis. The cases were intended to be illustrative of the types of rezoning applications the Village might see if infill development were to be permitted in the Village. The cases involve rezoning from larger lot...
	METHODOLOGY & ASSUMPTIONS
	For all test cases GPRA has looked at BC Assessment data for the Village to get a sense of the value per acre for existing land uses in the analysis.
	The analyses are created using a standard developer proforma wherein estimates of revenues and costs are inputs and the remaining variable is the desired profit, which is determined following a revenues minus costs equals profit formula.
	For the purpose of this analysis GPRA is preparing a set of residual land valuations. A residual land valuation uses a proforma to determine the highest possible value that a developer could pay for a parcel while still achieving an acceptable return ...
	The residual values are the maximum supported land value a developer could pay for the site (under the density and conditions tested) while achieving an acceptable return for their project. This means that a developer could pay the indicated value for...
	GPRA determined sales revenues used in the analyses from a review of recent sales and offerings for sale of recently developed single family dwellings within the Village, with a focus on homes that were deemed comparable to those in the case studies. ...
	CASE STUDY RESULTS
	The analysis prepared by GPRA indicates that there is potentially money available for the Village to collect for amenities from rezoning for higher density single family development. The table below shows the 6 test cases with the current value per ac...
	CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS
	After having completed a scan of density bonusing and community amenity contribution policies and practices of other Lower Mainland jurisdictions and preparation of six hypothetical test cases looking at adding density through infill development rezon...
	 Although there is not uniformity in the Lower Mainland, most jurisdictions collect money for amenity contributions at rezoning and through density bonusing.
	 Few jurisdictions have a set ‘basket of goods’ for public amenities that have been costed out that monies are specifically collected to pay for, although indications are that more jurisdictions are taking this approach than in the past.
	 Few jurisdictions rely solely on negotiated contributions – most have a fixed fee or formula for amenity contributions, primarily based on a rate per square foot/metre of building area.
	 Many jurisdictions have distinct amenity contribution rates for different planning areas or neighbourhoods in their community.
	 The analysis of the six hypothetical test sites situated within the Village of Anmore indicates that there is potential for the Village to collect some money for amenity contributions through rezonings.
	 However, BC Assessment has increased property values for the Village in general for the 2017 roll, some by as much as 40% or more compared to 2016 values.
	 There are signs that the market is slowing with reduced sales across all housing types in recent months in year over year trends. This may be due a confluence of circumstances, including the Province’s recent 15% tax on foreign buyers, the Federal G...
	 This is all to say that this analysis is using high sales prices for residential single family housing, which may not hold, and high base land values (using assessed values), which may be showing some signs of weakening in recent sales trends.
	 The result is an analysis with a high degree of variability that could see significant swings up or down depending on a variety of factors.
	 GPRA notes that the analysis is intended to show the total potential amount of additional value per acre of land generated through additional density or rezoning.
	 In general, GPRA recommends that jurisdictions seek no more than 50% of the indicated lift from rezonings when deriving a flat fee.
	 If the Village wishes to, GPRA estimates that there is the potential add a CAC of $150,000 for each additional single family lot created beyond the first.
	 Should the Village choose to introduce the new CACs we do recommend consultation with the public and local development community to hear feedback.
	 GPRA recommends that, like the DCC program, CAC rates are revisited periodically (ideally every 2-3 years, but not less than every 5 years). In the intervening period CACs can be updated annually through indexing them to match CPI, with the major ad...
	In conclusion, GPRA suggests that the Village has the potential to collect monies for public amenities without adversely impacting development. Most other jurisdictions in the Lower Mainland also collect amenity contributions without significant devel...
	I trust that our analysis will be helpful in informing the Village in their future policies around infill development and community amenity contributions. I anticipate that after reviewing this memo that staff will wish to have a meeting to discuss fu...
	Yours truly,
	Gerry Mulholland |Vice President
	G.P. Rollo & Associates Ltd., Land Economists
	T 604 275 4848 | M 778 772 8872 | F 1 866 366 3507
	E gerry@rolloassociates.com| W www.rolloassociates.com




