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Re: LETTER FROM GREEN TREE VILLAGE RECREATION CENTRE
c/o 3rd FLOOR, 1050 WEST PENDER STREET, VANCOUVER
REQUEST FOR EXEMPTION FROM TAYES

Appearing on the agenda for the April 25, 1977 nmeeting of Council is a
request from the Ad Hoc Board of Directors of the Green Tree Village
Recreation Centre for exemption of taxes on the community centre facility.
‘The Planner, Treasurer and Solicitor have reviewed this correspondence and
advise as follows:

1. Green Tree Village is not the only housing complex.in Burnaby which has-
separate recreation facilities. Central Park Plaza and Vantage. Point ‘
(Lougheed/Springer Arca) are others that come to mind. . In other vords,’ o

- it is' not a- simple question-of just dealing WLth the Green Tree- \1llageﬂ
v Pecreatlon Centre. It is a significant matter of policy to be con~ .
‘ u,sidered.j Rather obviously we could not-very well zive a" nrant: ko the . - L
" Green Tree Village RToard sithout giving similar prants to any apartment N :
.. complexes, either strata title or commercilally-owmed,: viiel a lsc. ’QVe 4
e varyln'7 uegroeq ‘of rncreation facilities in thelr cownle\e P ,

'_PotV1tnstand1n° the ruastlon of polic ' tncrc is t»c lcﬁal ”u:Sth” to
_-.consider of whether or not e can rert rollcf fron: taxatlon dnce
‘f‘"unic1na1 Act. - The: ”un1c1pal Treasurer ‘is of the. opinlon tnat ‘we. cannot:

"fﬁLecause ‘the only two sections of the Vunlcrpal Act &chh*rEIOtelj have

-bearing: on ‘the matter of tax exemption do rot' apply in this 1nstance.#.ﬂ

. ‘He points. out that Sectiou 393(1)(b) refers to land or 1mproverents ovned
" or held by an athletlc club or. association or. service club or asso tic
. -and used: prlnarilj as.a.public park or recreéation: nround or: for nubllc
,_,yathletic recreational purposes, and in his opinion . this. does not ‘apply
'fjbecause the ‘Green Tree Village. Pecreatlon Centre: Board is: not'an athleti

. club ‘or association or. a’servxce ‘club. or association and certainly the :

“land and improvements are not used principally as a publlc park or:

recreation ground or for public athletic or recreational ‘purposes. It.is . -
o used exclusively by the ovmers. of the strata parcels and thelr friends. e %

The,other»section,ofvthe Act, Section 202(h), empowers,Council‘to_give«
‘a grant in aid to any organization deemed by Council to be contributing

to their general intexests and advantage of the. Nunicipality. . We do not'

feel that thiq applles in this case. SR -

" The Municipal Solicitor at the request of the’ Treasurer has examined the.
letter from the representatives of Green Tree Village: Recreation Centre and .
has offered the opinion that he can see no way of granting relicf from
taxation, as has been requested. ,

On November 3, 1975 the Manager received an Iinformational memo from the

“Director of Planning as a result of an inquiry that we had recelved from
the management firm representing the Green Tree Village Strata Coxporation
in connection with the Muniecipalicy talking over the ownership and/or the
management of the community recrcational facllities which were under
construction at that time., The matter was consldercd by the Parks and
Recreation Administrator and the Director of Planning and the following
points were made then:

a, Similar to provisions in moat large multlple-family residentlal
developments, this recreational facllity was proposed by the
daeveloper as a private facllity to be owned and operated by the
Green Tree Village Strata Corporations. Lt ahould be noted that
there is more than one Strata Corporatlon involved and a somewhat
complex management arrangement had been set up by the developer
allowing sinple Lamlly dwelling residents of Green Tree Village
to use the recrention facilitles subject to certaln condltions,

The proposed factlity was probably not constructed to atandards
as provided n publicly~owned vecreational developments such ng
pool size, Finishes, mechanical equipment, storape, staff, ete,
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The staff also question whether the facility would constitute
an efficient public operating unit from the point of view of
operating, maintenance and staff costs in relation to the pop-
ulation served. .

It had been mentioned in staff discussions at that time that some
residents had expressed a view they would like the recreational
facility to remain under their control since if it were to become
.a public facility, the.residents would have less say, for exampler
in the hours of operation and potential- influx of users from areas
other than Green Tree Village,

At the time of the review, the.Parks and Recreation Department wvas
. willing to consider the provision of specific enrichment programs.%‘i
~utilizing the private recreational facilities subject to- further S
discussions with the Strata Corporations.

* One .of the main considerations then was ‘that the Municipality
~ should not be expected to subsidize Green Tree Village in taking:
n,over the ownership and/or management of the recreation facilities.'

; As a. result we concluded we could not recommend to 'Council that" we take jp"
T ‘9[ over the ownership and/or management of the recreation facilities.

‘»]In summary, we do not feel that we have the 1egal authority to give a tax exemption

ff?in ‘this' type" of ‘instance, and even if we. could, we would have to set a major policy-:.

vthat would govern all: similar operations.‘ Such a ‘major policy would be difficult -~
to set because each’ of the facilities is sllghtly different, each is- operating
‘The i
fdevelopment that we have now is one- Lhat was proposed by the developer: and- is
~being: operated as proposed by. the developer. Each”of! the members of’ the Stratag
'Corporation bought into the. Corporation knowing what ‘the conditions were, -There
is-no’ authority in the Municipal Act ‘for us to’ apply a lower mill rate which ig0
“‘one of" the alternatives suggested by the Board.  The only -way ‘one could accomplish

'k;;the same’ end-result of a:lower mill rate, would be- to gilve a grant for a specific

”J,amount and’ ‘we. have already stated that we do not have the authority to give a S

: [grant in this type of’ situation.

lAs;far‘as the comment by the Board'that the residents are bearing_the»operatinghil'
'costs‘and are therefore being taxed twice, we'would point out that thcse'facilities
are not open to the public nor are they progrmmed by ‘our Parks and Recreation.

... Department. . Contrary wise, the publ]c facilities operated by the Parks and ‘
Recreation Department are open to the public generally, whether or not they are

even . Burnaby citizens, We cannot, however, state how many of the strata residents
use the public facilities. The point being made 1s that the recreation facilities
were provided on the site by the developer and pald for by the strata title

residents, because we wanted to minimize any demand on Burnaby residents from the

new development. Also, they are not designed for general public use_and the.. . o7

argument used about double taxation .can be used to varying degrees by -almost any
Strata Coxporatlon or apartment development.

~‘When the letter from the Ad Hoc Board of Directors was brought up for preliminary
discussion last week, Council requested submission of a previous report on taxation
relative to strata title properties. A copy of this veport is attached. -

RECOMMENDATION :

L. THAT a copy of this report he sent to the Green Tree Villape Recreation
Centre Ad Hoe Board of Directors.




Re: TAXATION - STRATA TITLE PROPERTIES OUNCIL MEETING

On October 27, 1975 Mr. R.M. Davies on behalf of the Burnaby Strata
Owners Association, 3004 Carina Place filed a letter regarding the

above with Council. Due to the pressures of other matters, this

item was given a low priority. Following is a report from the Municipal-
Treasurer dated December 23, 1976 which reports on the taxation of
strata title properties vis-a-vis single family dwellings. S

- RECOMMENDATION :

© 1. THAT a copy of this report item be’fbrWabdedfto'Mr.vRLM. Davies;' ¥Q
- Burnaby Strata Owners Association, 3004 Carina Place. ' i

S0

- stuma Trms PropEIES

Thégrpllbwingﬁislanfexcérptﬂfrom‘a~1étterjfile§gvith”ccuncilfoﬁ127r0ctober;1
VDaiiésion;behalrjof;Burpgby,strata'OwnersﬁAs$o¢iatiOQ;;BOqﬁfCarinauPlaceg ;

- "We feel that the time has come to resolve these problems and partie~. . .
- -ularly the matter of garbage collection. ~.To put ‘the matter in terms °
~i-of dollars and cents in terms of strata developments and services
- rendered in comparison to single family homes on the individual lots,

 ;fye présenpftheutollowing based on the following averages: . -
'}}f{ 1§>stra£aiﬁhits*per acre 6 family homes per acre

_ The development in which T reside is composed of 121 units on approx-
imately 8.6 acres with the 1975 taxes amounting to approximately
- $63,000.00." As a comparison there would be approximately 51 single
~+ family homes on this property on the same 8.6 acres and approximately
- $33,000.00 in taxes would be collected. The Municipality therefore
recelves almost twice the tax revenue from a strata development per
-~ acre as from single family residences while providing less services,
‘To demonstrate that stratn developmenta are recelving less services
per tax dollar we would point out that the single family home receives
the following services at no additional cost: garbage removal, roads
* maintenance, sidewalk malntenance, trunk line sever maintenance, fire
~ hydrant inspection, snow removal from the gtreets ‘and storm drain
‘maintenance Just to mention a few for which most of nll strata owners
must pay in addition to their taxes."

The matter of garboge collection has long since been resolved, but Councill instructed
that o report be prepared on the subject matter of strata titles with particular ref-
erence to the above,

Due to pressure of other matters, thls taok wao get aslde until now.
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- If this property had been developed for single family dwellings, R2 Residentisl pistrict -
. zoning, it could be comprised of 41 single famnily dwellings on 7,200 sq.ft. parcels. A
S vccmpa,ris‘qn,between a subdivision of this sort and the actuel strate title ‘corporation -
. property follows: . .-. BT e e B i T

S simeramily
" Strata Plen . . " Residential
CMW39 " Dwellings -

e T re——

86 acres 86 seres
 3veaoom 1,314 = 0L,

" Genersl - $20,1l-8196 -

L Hospltal’ B
- Reglonal Dis
. triet, ete.
. Ornamental
lighting o
. Sewers frontage
. Water e

Sewer
Avéfagé taxé;g ""lp‘ez" : unit :
‘Provincial Home-Owner Grant

5 Atgiage” net ;taxjés_”pe‘r wnit - o

ok Shown at,$13.do per unit to be cdnsisten‘o

The pi'eserit by-low prescribes o di.fferent rate and different frontage rules
than were in effect when 1ighting was {nstalled in Carina Place.
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The responsibility for the provision of roads, sidewalks, lighting, water, sewer and
storm drainage is the same whether land is developed for single family use or for
strata title occupancy. The capital costs must be vaid by the developer and sub- ,
sequently passed on to purchasers of individual lots or strata parcels, as the case
mAy be,

A purchaser of a single family parcel must pay for the maintenance of water lines,

sanitary and storm sewer lines, sidewalks, driveways and parking areas located within
his property. Snow removal is his responsiblility. Maintenance of water lines, san
1td,ry and storm sewer lines, sidewalks and roadways external to his property, are the
. responsibility of the Municipality. Snow removal service by the Municipality applies
‘only to arterial streets, bus routes and streets with steep grades having only one. "
outlet, Unless the property concerned fronts one of these streets, the owner may-
expect no snow clearing service from the Municipality. AR S T

- In the example cited, there are 130 living units in an area that could occupy b1 -

. single family units of comparable finished area located on separate parcels .of land.
- The owners are responsible for the maintenance of water lines, sanitary and storm

~ sewer lines, sidewalks, drivewsys and rerking ereas located within the ‘property.

' Additionally, as stated by Mr. Davies, they are responsible also for' th‘e"inspectibnr : of Y

. fire hydrants to comply with fire underwriting standards. . In most recent develop~

" inspection the responsi'biliﬁby ‘of the Municipality.

" 'ments, fire lines are installed in registered easements, thereby making repairs and . .~

E (Obviously, when hdusing is grouped as in strata title, the sizes of mains, the length

- and width of driveways and the number of parking spaces and the length of sidewalks -
* internal to the development increase over that required in a single family residential

development. =

" The internal transportation system within a highrise, passageways, staircases and .

‘elevators, together with multi-storey parking facilities, must be designed to accom~ -

modate the number of apartments being served and collectively are much more costly

Pt than internal transportation services required by a single family residence subdiv-

. ision or a strata title townhouse complex occupying & similar area of land.: This also
. applies to water and sewer services., ‘ L e '

In the matter of recreation, single family residences usually will have recreation
rooms, and sometimes swimming pools or saunas. Strata title properties are more
-1ikely to have a wider range of communal facilities such as meeting rooms, large

: Bwimning' pools, tot lots, saunes, ete., reflecting the more efficient sharing capacity

of a development qomposed of a large number of units.

All of this has a cost. An owner of a single family dwelling pays for the costs of
operating his home as they occur.  Also, much of the work involved in maintaining a
home can be done by the owner himself. The strata owner, on the other hand; gen-~
erally confines his labour to the interior of his unit and, through his Strata Council,
contracts all other work out. The cost can be high - upwards of $40.00 per month,
payable monthly, which, when added to taxes, mankes for sizeable costs.

Collectively, the owners of strata title parcels pay more municipal taxes and rates
than would owners of single famlly parcels oceupying an identical area of land - in
the case in point, 91% more. However, individunlly they pay 48% less than owners of
the single family residences after deduction of the $280 Provineinl Home-Owner Grant .

‘This or’tofthing apbli“e“‘s"é.],so"'ﬁh_e:xi development is vértical:rathérﬁ-thaix'z\"hjafi_zgjrii:ai b
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. Contributions towards Municipal services made by the individual owners in the two ty-pes T
~of developments are:

Strata Title Single Family

-General govermment $ 18.67
_-Police, fire & other protective ‘
s services 8G.92
. Strest lighting & traf“ic services , 80.92
. Garbage and storm sewerage . 2k.90
- Health & welfare - - 24,90
 Enviromentel development : ‘ 6.22
“.- Parks k. libraries. » 68.47
' Miscellaneous R RN . 6.23

31

o A - 01.23
Sc‘xools e ; : 3140 63

" Hospitals, Regional District, = ‘ - o B

. Assessment Authority & M.F. A Lo - 23 hS‘ :
Ornamental lighting I RRE 13.00
_ - -Sanitary sewers - o e : 12.61
'i',Water supply SR L e L e ______15._3.3..'

716 2 i

Use of services by citlzens is a ma.tter oi’ degree. Some will have chlldren gomgg o
school. ‘The - opera.ting cost ‘of . schools in 19'(6 is estimated at $l 522 per ch:.ld»i‘ :
which $992 4is paid for out of property taxes. ' Towards this the’ ‘ovner of the: sample
strata parcel contributes $340.63, and the owner of the sample smgle famlly dwelling,
$547.05. It may be. ‘that the owner has four children going to school, i 2 'which | c
cost to the Municipality would be $3,968 or 5.5 times the total taxes pay: =
sample trata.’owner and 3.3. t:unes the total taxes paid. by the sample s:mgle famlv
owner. This Bhortfall As ma.de up’ 'by ohildless owners, commerce and :mdus ry.. Some
families make extensive use ‘of- parks end’ library services.. Others ‘do- noti 8 ‘
,se"'of hea.lth services. Everyone 'beneflts indirectly from health serv1ces
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,'l'he responsibility for the cs.pita.l cost of providing roa.d.;, s:.dewalks, wa.ter man.ns,
._xstorm sewers, sanitary sewers, Jighting and underground. wiring in new subdwisions,
whether ‘single family lots or strata title,: internal or external to the' development, S
*‘:;rests with developers. The capita.l costs to Burnaby for oversizo serv:.ces or extenslonfg
; or enla.rgement of services, is min:lmal R T i

The responaibility for mintenance of services externul to the. development re.»ts wit
..* Burnaby. The responsib*lity for maintensnce of services internal to the development
L except where they are w:lthln an easement, rests with the owners of property. SR

'f‘ " 'I‘he servicea internul to a- development tend to be of 1ar;,er glze in strata pa.rcels thzm )
" in residentinl properties, but they are necessary to permit the savings in construction
and more intenaive ln.nd use inherent in strate bullding. ‘

" Multi-family bui]dinge increase density of population, TIncreased densities create
. inercnsed demands for service, e.g. better firefighting equipment and increased numbers
of firemen to protect highrise buildings; greater density of traffic, more need for
‘ recreation facilitioa in excens of those already provided by the housing development.
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ysis indicates that a number of services for[whichiBuihaﬁy;f7g' f 
R ‘ e related to per capita or per unit costs rather than t°fth¢{133d;.} -
. area related to each dwelling unit. Tt is our conclusion that the comparison’ of strata .

 townhouse residents with those of single femily dwelling residents indicates a fair =

relationship and division of the tax burden. It is acknovwledged that Burnaby, in order

..to meet its responsibility in accepting a fair share of the population growth of the
- regiony mist meet this population growth in large part,through~theidevelopment;§f
f“multipleAfamily hohsing-proJeCts”rather,than single ramily'dwellipgjdevelgpmgpﬁgiﬁ_ da
g'significant*butffair,prOpcttiop7Qfgthe;taxes;coliectEd~to meet communify'neédsAgpdxthef
.. burden of growth mustvbe‘meﬁ”by_these'new,mnltiple-family housing developments such a
. strata titlehdeve;OPments;~;(;f5»?‘j,, o e T e L

 Submitted for the information of Council.






