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Abstract .
The overall objective of this study was to investigate the
condominium market in British Columbia wifh special emphasis
on the metropolitan Vancouver and Victoria areaé. Spec1f1cally
there were fbur mainJgoals: 1) to quantify the amounts, type,
and timing of condominium dévelopments, 2) to establish a pro-
file of condominium occupants inéluding their socio-demographic.j
characteristics, motivations for purchase, and their:levél of
satisfaction with the concepts; 3) to investigate the developers
of condomlnlums for the purpose of defining characterlstlcs of
this sector of the market and its participants, finally 4) to
examine the administration and management of completed condo-
minium projects. Several unique situations and unusual problems
pértaining_;o condominiums were also examined..
| All of the data necessary to quantify the condominium marke£
was available in the Land Registry Offices. Included in the
" records were the numbervof strata projects, number of strata
units, date of registration, location, use; structure type, and
the name of the developer. Transaction data concerning condo-
miniums was alsovcollected at the Land Registry Offices; this
formed part of the data needed to construct the resale price
‘index. The quantitative data, déscribed above, also served as
the basis for the cccupants and the developers surveys.
The condominium market was found to have grown rapidly since
its inception in 1968. As of November 30, 1977 a total of 2340

~condominium projects involving 46,411 units had been registered .
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in the province. Of these 94.8% of the projects and 94.0% of
the units were strictly residential. This represents a signifi-
cant force in the housing market as condominiums in 1976 accoun--

ted for 26.2% of all housing starts and 57.9% of all multi-unit -

housing starts in the province. Geographically the condominiums . =~ .

were concentrated in metropolitan Vancouver (65.6% of all units)
and metropolitan Victoria (11.9% of all units). The largeét
single structural category was duplex projects (42.3% of all
projects and 4.2% of all units) followed by lowrise apartments
(under 4 stories) whicﬁ accounted for 21.7% of all projects»
(36.0% of all units).

Ovefall.residential condominium prices have risen by'apprqxim
mately 150% between 1969 and 1977 in metropolitan Vancouver and
Victoria although those units purchased from 1974 on have shown
‘little or no éain on resale. Condominium units have kept pace

with rate of increase of single family detached house prices.

One hundred and fifﬁy—seven projects of 10 units and greater
were randomly selected in metrépolitan Vancou&er and Victoria.
Every'eighth unit within.these projects was distributed; an
owners and a tenants survey - 895 units were thus éanvased
resulting in 234 completed and returﬁed questionnaires. From
these, three submarkets wifhin the condominium market were'“
identified:

a) young, apartment condominium purchasers, generally without'

children. They purchased a unit primarily to establish an

equity position in the housing market;
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b) townhouse purchasers who were predominantly in the.30—39"'

year old age category and had the highest average number

of children:

_c)'the older (over 40 years old) apartment purchasers who
moved from . single family detached dwellings to escape

the required upkeep..

The owners survey also revealed that the tWo mdst.frequently"
mentioned reasons for purchasing a condominium rather than a
- single family house were first, the economic advantage (46%)
‘and second, the freedom of exterior upkeep (28%). Further it
was found that overall there was é high'level of satisfaction
with condominium living Elghty eight percent of the. respond-
ents reported to be moderately or very well satlsfled
The condominium development industry was found to be made

up of a large number of participants (1261). The majority of
these (90%) produced only one or two projects each, however
there.were also a small.number of firms that were large pro-
ducefs both in terms of units and projects. Thé largest
twenty producefs in terms of production of units concentrated.
their activity in metropolitan Vancouver, these firms contri-
buted one half of the units in this regioﬁ.

| The management of strata council budgets; iﬁ termé of both
operating and reserve accounts, has improved.greatly in the
recent past. Less than 9 percent of surveyed projects had
Aopérating budget deficiencies, compared to‘appioximately one

half of the projects surveyed in 1973.



The condomihium market is currently experiencing very soft
ﬁarket conditions. This is evidenced by the minimal price
appreciatioﬁ displayed recently, large Qacant stocks of unoc?"
‘ cupied units (1638 in June of 1977 ih.metropolitan Vancbuvef)
and thé redﬁction in the ievel of ﬁewlcondominium construction'f
relative to 1976. Despite these negative‘éspects'the broaden-
ing of the consumer market to include all age groups énd the
high level of satisfaction displayed in the owners.survey
indicates the condominium market will remain viable in the
long-run. The shoftFrun'outlook must remain cloudy however

until the present unsold inventory is reduced.
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Introduction

Strata title projects, or condominiums as they are mére
commonly referred to, are a relatively new form of pfoperty.
ownership in British Columbia;kthe first project being built
in‘l968. The definition.of the condominium concept is "one
overall'area:having within its boundaries certain parts
- owned in fee simple by individual owners'and other areas
owned by all the individual owners as tenants in common‘."l
This form of ténﬁre may be applied to any uselfrom residential.
td mixed residential, commercial, industrial, or recreational.
Similarly the form the projects take may raﬁge.from lapd sub-
divisioﬁs to multi-story highrise buildings.

The enabling legislations providing for the development
of condominiums has been in effect in British Columbia since
Septembertl, l966.2,~Initially;the;rate‘of.development was. slow
as the concept was not fully understood by the public. No
strata projects were constructed until 1968 when 7 projects
 inVolving 312 units wefe produced. The rate of production has
increased greatly sinée then culminating in 667 projects invol-
ving 11,052 units being built in 1976. Over the period 1968
to November 31, 1977, a total of 46,411 condominium units have
been created involving 2340 projects. With their increasing
number, condominiums have become a significant force in
tﬁe housing market. As a proportion of new housing starts in
the province they have increased from 1.2% in 1968 to 26.2% in
‘1976. As a share of the new starts intended for owner-occupiers

-they havevincreased from 2.2% to 32.0% over the same period.



This study divides the examinatién of the condominium
markét into five basic components represented by.the following:
éhapters; Chapter Two presents a statistical’profile of the
market including the gquantity, tyée, location; and Size 6f'
condominium‘devélbpments and information on théir'selling
prices. Chapter Three reviews the Strata Titles Act as it
présently-applies, some of the major amendments that have been.
made since its introduction, and some ofbthe:proposed chénges
+ in the Aét. The Fourth Chapter represents é major portion of
this study. It discusses the results of a survey of condo-
mihium owners and tenants which establishes a profile of the
occupants including socio-demographic characteristics, motiva-
tions for purchase, and the ownér's'satisfactionAwith condo-
miniums. The next chapter is‘concerned with the developers
of condominiums and those charged with their administration
and manageménﬁ on completion - the professional property mana-
gers‘and the strata councils. Chapter Six examines some special
considerations_and unique projects. Finally, Chapter Seven
provides some conéluding remarks. | _

It should be noted.before proceeding further that the term
"condominium" is not contained in the British Columbia legifla—
tion. Rather, the term "strata" has been‘adopted from the New
South Wales Strata Titles Act from which the B.C. Act was
modeled. Throughout this report however, the terms "condominium"
and "strata" are used interchangeably to reflect the general

usage of the public.
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The following general definitions aré proVidesto assist
the readers who are unfamiliar with the terminoibgy aésociated
witﬁ condominiums. ~For greater detail and more specifi¢ defi-
nitidns the réaders ére referred to Chaptef Three. |

Strata Plan or Condominium Plan: This refers to the
document that is registered at the local Land Registry
Office to create the legal interest in real property
that are known as strata units or condominium units.
Until this plan is accepted for registration in the
Land Registry Office, no strata or condominium units
exist.

Strata Project or Condominium Project: This is a rather
- loose definition used in the industry to describe the

project developed under the Strata Titles Act. Generally

this is identical to the project described in the strata

plan except in the case of phased condominiums where

each phase is called a project but one strata plan covers

all phases.

Strata Unit (lot) or Condominium Unit (lot): This refers
to the individual units which are created by the registra-
tion of the strata plan. The size and boundaries of

these individual units are specified in the strata plan
and at the time the strata plan is filed, individual
certificates of title are created for each strata unit.
'The strata units represent the portion of the strata

plan which may be owned in fee simple.

Strata Corporation of Condominium Corporation: At the
time the strata plan is filed, there is an automatic
creation of a Strata Corporation. Each owner of the
strata units constitute the members of the Strata Cor-
poration and their voting rights are prescribed in

the strata plan. The Strata Corporation is charged
with the responsibility of operating and administering
the common areas and by-laws and this is done through
an elected strata council comprising members of the
Strata Corporation. :




Footnotes - Chapter 1

S.W; Hamilton, I. Davis, and J. Lowden, "Condominium
Development in Metropolitan Vancouver", The Real Estate
Council of Greater Vancouver, December 1971, p. 2.

ch. 89.

‘Strata Titles Act, S.B.C. 1966 ch. 46, Nov. S.B.C. 1974



‘Chapter 2

Statistical Profile of_COndominiums in British Columbia

2.1 History of Condominiums

| The condominium concept was flrst used by the anc1eut
Hebrews, 2, 500 years ago and was subsequently used by the Greeks,"
Phoenicians, Moslems and Egyptians. In 1804 the first modern
codification of condominium law was enacted in the Code Napoleon
of France (Article 664) and by 1884 therefwas reported to be
4,190 condominium structures in France. Condominium development
also appeared in a major fashion after World War I in Eurcpe.
In North America, condominiums first became popular in Puerto
Rico and Hawaii. Presently, virtually all the countries of Europe,
all the American states; all the Australian states, and all the

Canadiantprovinces.have;comprehensive~condominium,legislation.;

The British Columbia Strata Titles Act was introduced in
1966 and was modelled after the Strata Titles Act of New South
Wales, Australia. The Alberta and Saskatchewan Acts were also
patterned after the New South Wales Act while thevremaining
Canadian provinces adopted an American styled act. The main
difference between the two styles of 1egislation.is that the>
American-based law does not require a building or physical
structure before the registration of a strata plan, the
Australian law does° This is modified now in the B.C. Act

which permits bareland and support structure strata lots.
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Examining the history of condominiums'réveals that the use
'4of £he condominium concept is stimulated in periods of housing
shortages'(such as in Europe aftef world Waf i) or in places of
restricted building areas (within the walled éonfines of the |
‘ancient cities.or.the limited land areas of Puerté Rico and
Hawaii). The development of condqminiums in'British'Columbia
also accelerated during a periéd of high demand for'housing
evidenced by rapidly increasing prices of single-family homeé.
The level of housing demand is only one reason for the acceptanéé
of condominiums however, changes in lifestyle, consumer prefer-
ences, and economic capability also have an effect.

The objective of this chapter is to quantify the develop-
ment of condominiums in British Columbia. The éxamination.of
the o&nérs.oﬁ condominiums~and'theiﬁhmotivations for - purchase.

is left to Chapter Four - The Owners Survey.

2.2 Sources of Data and Methodology

There are several sources of data used in thisIChapter.
Initially data were collected from the seven Land Registry
Cffices in British Columbia. The data included the stratav
plan number, number of units in the project, data of registration,
municipality or area the project was located in, the use of the
units (residential or non-residential), data on phésed projects
and those constructed on leased land. The structure type of the
project could also be determined by examining the strata plans
registered in the Land Registry Offices (L.R.0.). As part of
this set of data, the name of the developer was also collected

to be used in Chapter Five.
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Data on convefsions; the changigg df an existing buiiaing
with a single.title to a strata title project with multiple
titles within the same area, was.ndt available from the_recérds
of the L.R.0O.'s. This information was coilected from the:‘
'ﬁunicipal governments in Metropolitan Victoria and Vaﬁcbuver.'
The figures pfesented in this category should be used with
caution for two reasons: first, before legislative changés were
made in 1973 requiring the approvai of the municipality before
conversion could take place no records were kept on the number
or locatiqn of any conversions. Secondly, even after l973jsome
of the municipalities did not have complete records of the con-
versions. The number of conversions presented should therefore
‘be considered a minimum number rather than a complete list.

The. structure type-wasfclassiﬁied,intomawvafiety of cate-
gories: townhouses or rowhouses (those units that are attached
to one another horizontally but not vertically), low rise,aéart—.
ments (those units that are attached vertically and may be but
not neceésarily horizonﬁally and of less than four stories) high
rise apartment (vertical attachment of four or more stories),
duplex projects (two units attached vertically or horizontally),
duplexesv(more than one duplex in a strata plan), single detached,
support structures, bareland, warehouse, cbmmercial and mixed uses.

The next step in the primary data collection was to select a
random sample of'projects of more than 10 units in the metropoli-
tan areas of Victoria and Vancouver. Frdm these projects, evefy

eighth unit was then selected and the title searched to obtain
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sales price information. These data were then supplemented by

other sources to provide some 1ndicatlon of the changes in prices

for condominium units.

Condominium Developments

The British Columbia Strata Titles Act became effective on p

‘September 1, 1966 but the first strata plan was not registered

until February 29, 1968. The reason for the slow rate of develop-
ment.initially was partially due to caution on the part of develf
opers to enter into an entirely new area and partially due to the
problems of financing. Financing was difficult to obtain because
mortgqmes ranked condominiums very low in order of their prefer-
ence2 and 1967’and 1968 were periods of shortages of mortgage

money.,3 This resulted in mortgacges placing all available funds

- in more. traditional forms. of. housing.

Table 1 displays the aggregate of all condominium develop-

ments in British Columbia since 1968 - there were no strata

title projects developed_prior to this time. From the rather
modest beginning in 1968 the rate of condominium development
increased rapidly to the point where, as of November.30,_1977,
there are 46,411 strata units in 2340 strata plans in British
Columbia.  Of these, 30,502 (65.7%) of the.strata units and
1262 (53.9%) of the strata plans are located in Metropolitan
Vancouver. Metropolitan Victoria comprises the second largest
group of strata units and plans with 5528 (11.9%) units in 432
(18.4%) plans. Combined these areas represent 77.6% of all
units and 72.3% of all projects in the province. The next

largest urban area in terms of condominium development is .



- . TABLE 1

CONDOMINIUM PROJECTS BY YEAR AND LOCATION: PROVINCE OF BRITISH COLUMBIA

[RUTT> e ypEn

1968 | 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 | 1574 1975 1976 1977 | Total N
Pro- Pro=- Pro- Pro= Pro= Pro= Pro- Pro= Pro- Pro= Pro=- Pro=- " h
. : : | : 4 - ! . b
Land Registry Areas jectnmt jectunlt jectunit‘jectunit jectumt jectvnit jectunit jectum‘t jec:t:um't ject:Unit jectunit ject un o
1. Metropolitan Vancouver | 0 | 0| 3| 78 | 5 | 220{18 | 494{37 | 1243/ 50| 1654| 72| 2424 75 | 2363°| 04 | 2686 | 77| 2044 (431 {13206 | 18.4 28,4,
2. Balance Vancouver LRO 2] 46/ 1| 12| 3} 16} 1 10 5 71 1 12} 10| 274;12 | 195]16f 205 | 17 260f 68| 1101 | 2.9 2.3
3. Total Vancouver LRO 2| 46| 4| 90| 8 | 236/19 | 504{42 | 1314|51| 1666/ 82 2698|87 | 2558110 2891 | 94 2304:499 | 14307 ! 21.3] 30.8
4. Mctz_:opcélitirr:oNew west~ | 3 |102|10| 520 |16 | 674|31 | 1409 35| 1010| 82| 2028| g3| 202856 | 2857 213| 4126] 202 2542|831 17296 355 | 37.2
minster ' : _ : S
5. Baigniengw Westmin= 0| of 4/ 68} 3 98 3 70 o] ol 5| 171 9| 130{30 | 468/ 65| 904] 29 473{148| 2352 6.3 4.9
c 1 .
G. To;;é New Westminster | 3 |102| 14| 588 | 19| 772/ 34 | 1479| 35| 1010; 87| 2199| 92| 2158186 | 3295 78| 5030] 231 3015|979 | 19648 141.8|  42.3
7. Total Metropolitan Van-| 3 {102{13| 598 |21 | 894|49 |1903| 72 | 2253[132| 368255 | 4452P31 | 5220 P07 | 6812 | 279 4586[262 | 305C2 |53.9 | 657, -
couver Area (1l+4) : . ‘ : o
8. Megﬁgpolitan victoria | 0| o 2| 42|13 | 23921 | 494/ 25| 640|34| 553{42| 602[52 | 9001091073 | 134 985{432 | 5528 {18.4 | 11.5
9, Balance Victoria LRO = |2 | 164| 1| .22 0 o] 4| 72| 7| 141 6| 160l 10| 210 23| 567/ 80| 821 | 48 460{181 | 2617 | 77 | | 5.6
10. Total Victoria LRO o | 1eal 3l 6al13 | 239]25 | s66/ 321 781{40| 7131521 812/ 75 |14670g9 | 1894] 182l 14451613 8145 126,11 17.%
11, All Metropolitan Areas | 3 |102|15| 640 | 34 {1133|70 |2397] 97| 2893|166| 4235[L97 | 5054283 | 6120 416 | 7885 413) 5571}1694)36030 |72.5| 77.6
' (1+4+8) . i : :
12, Kamloops City 0 0 ol 4| 249] 3] 11s] 1| -2/ 4| 172] 4| 164 8| 3121 &5 971 28] N | 12 2.3y
13, Xelowna 0 0} 4 o 1 2l 1] 14 1] 72j13 8o 29| 124] 24/ 177| 73 487 3.1} 1.0°-
14, Vernon 3 6] 1| 21 2y 4 0 of 0 of 3 60, 3| 56 6 +35; 18 182 ] 0.8 0.4
15, Penticton 0 of © ol 0of. of o of o of 6| 130 4| 185 2 48| «J2| 363 { 0.5( 0.8
16, Balance Kamloops LRO 2 27| 1| 19 4] 74 1 64] 2! 51 6 g4 30| 288 -27] 494 73} 101 | 3.1 2.1
17. Total Kamloops LRO 5 3310 | 298/ 10 195 3 gol 71 295 32 | 527 74| 965 64 851] 205 3244 | 87 6.9
18, Nelson LRO 0 0] 0 of 1| 87 0 ol 21 22 6| 62 6] 117 4| 51 19 339 0.9), 0.8
19, Prince George LRO 0 0} 0 6 0 of 0} 0 2 80 6| 176, 6 ggl 2] 1107, 16 431 0.8 1,00
20, Prince Rupert LRO p 1 I 1 O W v ol_9 o0 0.2 23l _4 621l ool o 297 0.4 0.7%
21, Grand Total: B.C, 7| 313 21| 742 | 46 |-1290|g9 |2874| 120 3387{181 4658 |37 | 6045, 394 | 817 ' 667)11052) 5781 7873 234d 46411 |yqgal 100;
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_Kamloops City with 29 projects (1.23) and 1111 units (2.38).
The data in Table 1 requires some further explanation.
The‘totals include amalgamations or consolidations of existing
condominiums,>cancelled plans which were registered and subse-
"quently cancelled, demolitions, and each phése in a multi—phase'
project, For example, a strata planrwith three phases is counted
as three separate projects to reflect the timing differences of
construction. Thesé‘adjustments are minor in’aggregate but
should be kept in mind. Table 2 indicates the extent of fhese
adjustments. After allowing for adjuétments, one finds a total
~ of 2302 strata plans in existence invol§ing 45,597 units. Not
all of these represent new units as 1188 existing units in 48
projects wére converted to condominiums from another use. These

are examined in more detail in Chapter Six.



"TABLE 2

~ Summary of Condominium Projects

‘1. Provincial Totals

2. -Less Cancelled or Destroyed Plans*
Subtotal

N 3. Less Consolidations

Subtotal

4. Less Duplicate Count Phased Plans**

Existing Totals

Projects‘

- 2340

14

—

23%-

‘ 4

2322
20

—

' 2302 Plans

11.

Units -
46,411 -

245

46166
569

45,597
0

45,597 Units

**Projects include each phase in a phased strata plan. The total project

included 14 phased strata plans with a total of 34 prejects or phases.

Each phase was recorded as a separate project in order to allocate the

units to the correct year in which they were constructed.

*In most cases the records at the Land Registry Office did not indicate

the reason for cancellation of the plan. Therefore it is not possible

to determine if the building was destroyed or converted to a non-condominium

use.
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Examining the data chronologlcally one can see the number of
condominium reglstratlons in terms of both units and projects has
risen steadlly_from 1968 to 1976 in the province. While the infor-
mation pertaining to 1977 is complete only to November‘30, theré-
is little doubt that the production éf.condominiums will be down
approximately 20% from the 1976 level. - This is a reflection of
current poor market conditions being experienced. (This is dis-
cussed in more detail in section 2.6, Current Situation). While
the eafly periods showed.the greatest rate of increase of develop-
ment, the greatest increase in absolute terms in British Columbia
took place between 1975 and 1976 where 273 projects and 2874 units
more than the previous year's producfion was recoraed. 1876 also’
represented‘the largest single year in terms of préduction‘accoun—
ting for 28.5% of all projects and 23.8% of all units (Table'3).. |
"Similar increases occurred in Metropolitan Vancouver during the
1975-76 period (an increase of 76 projects and 1592 units),
however Metropolitan Victoria displayed its largest ‘increase over
the previous year in terms of units from 1974 to 1975 (298)"
although the largest increase in projects (57) took place between

1975 and 1976.

2.3.1 Condominium Developments - Type of Projects

The distribution of condominium projects and units by type of
prdject and by year is shown in Table 3. The majority of the
classifications afe self-explanatory, however some clarification
may be reqdired. Lines 1 to 11 are strictly residential projects.

Support structures (line 12) and bareland subdivisions (line 14)
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| ~ TaBLE 3 o N - | R
PROVINCIAL CONOOMINIUM PROJECTS BY TYPE BY YEAR ‘

.T é of Project 1968 1969 11970 1971 1972 1973 1974 {1975 1976 1977 Total A
YP . Project |Project |Project |Project |Project [Project [Project [Project |[Project |Project |Project Project -
Units Units Units Units Units Units Units Units °  |Units Units Units [Units
SINGLE TYPE: Residential | | ’ '
1. Single Detached : 1y 7] o2 24 4 4401 11 |5 132 6 i74 | 18 161 |37 453/ 1.5 09 '
2, Duplex (2 Units) 15 3018 36|25 50| 53 106{67 134 )47 294 | 353 706 | 311 622 989 1978142,3 4.2
3. Duplexes ' : 2 9} 3. 201 1 . 41 v 35) 1 6112 32 6 134 ‘5 54 |20 385/ 0.7 él.o
4., Townhouses 3 147} 15 656 |18 824 | 30 1606 | 43 1611( 35 1100| 42 1309 |77 2085 | 102 2362 | 92 1721 #58 13421119.7 29.3
5. Low-Rise ‘4  165| 4.°86 | 8 274 118 610 ] 40 1409| 61 2225) 97 3343 {104 2930 | 110 3373'| 61 2321 p07 16735{21.7 36.0
6, High-Rise : 3 66113 3771 6 239 20 - 86221 1042 |46 2313 | 452430 | 27 1763 [18L 9092 | 7.7 19.5
MIXED TYPE: Residential
7. Duplex/Townhouse 1 58 1. 52 |0 o o2 10l1.0/1.0
8. Low-Rise/Townhouse 1 63 1 264 -. 0 3 626 0 0} 6 953|/1.0 2.0
9, Toéwnhouse/High-Rise 172 ' T 103 | 0. 1122 0 0|3 297[71.0 /1.0
10.  Single/Duplex 1 " 0 1 19| 2 184 51//1.0/1.0
11. Duplex/Lowrise ] 0 0 i 7 0 ol 711.0 /1.6
[MIRED TYPE: Hon-Residential | :
12,". Support Structure . o 24 | ‘20 '678 | 30 807 {52 1509| 2.2 3.5
13, Lot Subdivision 1 ] 7 0 0 0 02 81/1.0 /1.0
14,  Bareland Subdivision 0 0 0 0 1 51 (1  511.071.0
15, - Residential & Commercial ' , 11290 2 7 2 30 (5 49(/1.0 é].o
+16. Harehouse . 2 1 0 0 2 N 2 8 5 63 3 15 17 156 |31 260} 1.3 /1.0
17, Cormercial 0 0] 2. 11 4 {0 0 1 4 7 43 1 621{/1.0 1.0 .
“18. Church/Highrise 0 0 < 1 2 0 0|1 2{/1.0 éﬁ.o ;
19, Cancelled 2 0 1 ¥ 35 1 o5 161 3 17 1 18 {14 245 ;].0 0
20, Consolidated ‘ , . 1 2 1 137 1 4 1 0|4 569|1.0 1,23 -
21, Lease A . | 8 65| 3 10811 173{1.0 /1.0
22, Total: A1l Types 7 312 21 742 |46 1290 |89 2874 [120 3387 | 181 4658 R37 - 6045 B94 8178 | 667.11052| 578 7873(?340 46411 100% 100% '
: 23, Percentage By Year 0.2 0.,6}/0.8 1.5 1.9 2.7 B.8 6,1 B 7.2]7.7 10.000.113.015.8 17.6 [28.5 23.8{24,7 16.9 {100 100 -

*To Novemﬁer 30, 1977._

b

€T
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represent condominium pfojects with.no buildihgs._ Line 13; lot
:subdivision, refers to the creation of two‘or more strata lots
out of a single strata.unit. To avoid the double counting of
units only the newly created strata units are indicated. Line
18 represents a novel use of tﬁe condominium concept to combine
a church and a highrise residential building. Liné 21 contains
" strata projects that are constructed on leased land - a more
complete account of these is presented_in Chapter Six.
_Classifyin& fhe development into residential and non-
residential one can see that the vast majority of the units and
projects are fesideﬁtial in nature. Lines 1 to ll_and 21, which
are all exclusively residential, aggregate to represent 95% of
éll'unifs régistered and 94% of all projects. This does not
include the rgsidential units contained in the mixed residential/
coﬁmercial projects or those suppdrt struqtures and bafeland strata
- units used for residential purposes. The numbers involved in
these categories are very sméll and will not afféct the overall
picture. While the registrations of non—residential_projects is
very small, the hﬁmbers have been increasing in recent years. As
thé market gaihs experience in these areas even more developments
will likely be forthcoming in the future.
| .Dupiex (2 unit) condominium préjects represent 42.3% of all
projects bﬁt only 4.2% of all units. Lowrise apartment condo-
miniumsg fepresent the largest category in terms of thevnumber of
units (36.0% of units, 21.9% of projects) followed by townhouses
(29.3% of units, 19.7% of projects) and highrise apartments

(19.5% and 7.7% for units and projects respectively). All other
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uses are insignificant in relation to these;categories. It is:
interesting to note however, that support structures are approxi-
mateiy double the number of any other non;residential use yef
- they have only béen developed since 1975.
| vTable 4 presents the distribution of condominiums‘by typé
and major locations. The locational distribution of structure
types will depend on several factors including the relafive price
of land, level of demand for various structure types,'municipal
zoning, and on the availability of land in each area. Excluding
the factor of municipal zoning it would be expected that the
structures with the highest densitiés (high~rise apartments)
would be closest to the inner city folloﬁed by the less dense
low-rise apartments and finally by townhouses and lower density
types in the suburban areas. This pattern is generally.observablé‘
for condominium units.

Line 1 of Table 4, Metropolitan Vancouver LRO répresents
the City of Vancouver, West Vancouver, North Vancouver City and
North Vancouver District, all of which are relatively close to the
central business district. Over one half (51.6%) of the condo-
minium projects in Metropolitan Vancouver are of low-rise design.
These are followed in order of importance by high-rise apartments
(18.2%) and townhouses (12.1%). B |

Metropolitan New Westminster LRO, line 4, consists of the
outlying municipalities of New Westminster, Burnaby, Port Coquitlam,
Surrey, Port Moody, Delta, Richmond, Langley, and White Rock. As;"
'expected‘there is a lower percentage ofiapartment styled condo-

miniums in this area than in Metropolitan Vancouver, 20.7% versus



o Mixed
! Single ‘ Town - Low High - Resi- Support
! : Detached Duplex Duplexes House Rise’ Rise dential Structure Others
Land Repgistry Areas
! 1. Metropolitan Vancouver LRO 1 5 43 86 6 105 52 1536 221 6697 78 4378 1 103 5 40 21 238
: 2, Balance Vancouver LRO 4 33 16 32 2 36 30 498 4 189 0 0 0 0 9 312 1 1
, 3. Total Vancouver LRO 5 38 59 118 8§ 141 82 2034 225 6886 78 4378 1 103 14 352 22 239
4, Metropolitan New Westminster; 12 199 495 990 . 0 0 119 5896 148 6318 23 2107 6 953 0 0 26 285
! 5. Balance New Westminster LRO 1 8 66 132 4 106 41 902 - 32 1025 0 0 0 0 1 157 1 22
' 6. Total New Westminster LRO 13 207 561 1122 4 106 160 6798 180 7343 23 2107 6 953 1 157 27 307
: 7. Total Metrololitan Vancouver ‘ '
' Area (1 + 4) 13 204 538 1076 6 105 171 7432 36913015 101 6485 7 1056 5 40 47 523
| 8. Metropolitan Victoria LRO 1 2 212 424 2 24 73 1125 51 1210 | 74 2430 3 201 2 8 11 49
. 9. Balance Victoria LRO 10 152 76 152 4 50 49 1150 20 479 4 130 4 51 11 2711 0 o
10, Total Victoria LRO 11 154 289 578 6 74 122 2279 = 71 1689 78 2560 7 252 12 279 11 49
11. All Metropolitan Areas : : :
(1 +4 + 8) 14 209 750 1500 8 129 244 8561 420 14225 175 8915 10 1257 7 48 58 572
12. Kamloops City 1 .40 1 2 1 60 21 810 4 141 0 0 1 58 0 Og». 0 0
13, Kelowna 0. 0 54 108 0 0 8. 99 6 228 1 36 0 0 2 6 2 10
14, Vernon o .0 5 10 1 4 7 125 4 28 0 0 0 0 1 15 0 0
15, Penticton 0 0 1 2 0 0 5 244 4 102 1 11 0 o0 1 4 0 0
16, Balance Kamloops LRO 7 14 20 40 0 0 19 367 8 148 0 0 0 0 18 517 0 0
17. Total Kamloops LRO 8 54 81 162 2 64 60 1645 26 647 2 47 1 58 22 542 2 10
18, Nelson LRO 0 0 0 0 14 267 3 72 c 0 0 0 0 0 - 0o 0
19, Prince George LRO 0] 0 0 0 12 201 2 .99 0 0 1 52 1 79 0 0
20, Prince Rupert LRO 0 0 0 0 8 197 0 ___ 0 0 0 0. 0 1 100 0 0
21, GRAND TOTAL B.C. 989 1978 |20 385 (458 13421 - [507 16736  [181 9092 16 1418 | 52 1509 62 605

PSR

e —
e e e g
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TABLE 4

- CONDOMINIUMS BY TYPE AND MAJOR LOCATIONS 1767-1977%

vy

*Excludes consolidations and cancellations

37 453
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69.8%. Alsc thls area has a larger percentage (14.4% versus
12. 1%) and in absolute terms, twice as many townhouse units as
Metropolitan Vancouver. The most interesting feature of the
Metropolitan New Westmlnster area is the large number of duplex
projects, 495. These represent 59.7% of all prOJects_in the
area-and 50% of all duplex ‘Projects in the province.

Examining the Metropolitan Victoria area, line 8, a note
of caution must be added. A large though undetermined number
of the condomlnlum progects in this area that are classified as
hlgh-rlse contain only 3% or 4 stories. Hence by definition
they are classified as high-rise but locally they are considered
low rise. This fact makes it difficult to comment on the Metro-
politan Victoria area relative to other areas.

Excluding the major metropolitan areas, townhouses are the
most popular- condominium de51gn.- This also follows the pattern
suggested above. Land costs are generally lower in the outlying
areas which allows lower density developments to be constructed
profitably. Finally it should be noted that support structures
are most often located in the non-urban,areae. Only 13% of the
support structure projects involving 3% of the units are located

in Metropolitan Vancouver, New Westminster, or Victoria.

2.3.2 Condominium Development - Size of Projects

The distribution of all condominium projects by year and
size is shown in Table 5. It should be noted that in this table,
each phase in a multi-phased condominium development is counted
as a single project. Hence the range in project size is from a

one unit project (of which there are two, one, a commercial phase
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CONDOMINIUM _ PROJECTS BY ' PROJECT SIZE BY  YEAR:

18a.

TBIE 5 PROVINCIAL TOTALS
Size of ' _ _ . :
Project 1968 | 1969 1970|1971 11972 |1973 |1974 | 1975| 1976[1977 |TOTAL |PERCENIAGE
Frovincial ;’gg; Unit 13’2‘; Unit ;’gg; Unit ?gg‘t Unit §§c); t.it 552; Unit ‘;gg; Unit ?gﬁ’;’ Unit gg‘c’; Unit ;’;2; Unit ?gg; Unit ?gg Unit
- 2 tnits | 0 o0 o ol 15 30| 18 36| 26 51| 54 108] 67.134 | 148 256 | 358 716{ 331 6611017 2032 |43.63 4.4%
3- o o} o0 o] 2 12| 12 76| 11 62| 18 101} -18 105 | 33 169 | 75 395| 83 453|252 1393 |10.8 3.0
10~ 19 1 12| 6 8| 8 103 17 243| 20 288| 25 321 | 42 616 | 62 941 | 57 787 45 666| 283 4063 |12.1 8.7
20- 39 3 .94 | 8 182 9 253 22 667 | 391152 | 471353 | 56 1620 | 90 2505 | 96 2664| 60 1660| 430 12150 |18.4 26.2
40- 59 1 42| 1 51| 6 304| 5 259| 6 288| 16 715 | 271260 | 29 1422 | 39 1821| 36 1735) 166 7897 | 7.1 17.0
60- 99 1 63| 2 164| 4 326 7 540 131025| 12 805 | 181319 | 151044 | 23 16d6| 22 812|107 7744 | 4.6 16.7
- 100-499 1 101 | 2 259] 2 262 8 1053| 4 521 91255 8 991 | 141781 | 18 3023 O 1379| 75 10625 | 3.2 22.9
500 plus 0o- ojo. of 0o of o of o of 0o 0o/ o of o of o of 1 507 1 507 (<10 1.1
Non-Metropolitan
hreas
- 2 ‘0 o o 5 10| 4 5 10| 2 ¢ 6.12 | 26 52 133 266| 73 145| 254 507 |39.7 4.7
3= 9 0 o o 1 4] 1 1.4 1 8| 5 38| 15 -89 | 36 195| 27 150| 87 491 |13.6 4.7
©10- 19 1 12| 3 40 4 47| 4 53| 4 57| 2 26| 9 111 | 26 363 | 24 341{.20 202] 97 1342 [15.1 12.9
20- 39 1 34| 3 6| 0 0l 8 23| 10 282| 6 14| 10 245 | 27 695 | 38 1044| 29 806| 132 3588 {20.6 34.5
40- 59 0 0| o© ol 2 96| 1 58§ 1 54 3 137 5 253 .9 439 8 394 9 403| 38 1834 | 5.9 17.7
60~ 99 1 .83 0 of o of o o] 1 8| 1 64| 3 192] 4 283 9 638 4 305/ 23 1632 | 3.6 15.7
100-499 1 101 o ol o of 1 19| o of o of 1 10| 1 137| 2 28| 2 20| 8 987] 1.2 9.5 ~
+'500 plus 0 o}l o o o of o o} o ol o ol o of o of o o o o ol 0o o *
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SOURCE: Land Registry Data excluding cance :d or amalgamated projects with no units repo:.tp {a) Subdivision of existing strata lot, only
- Includes cancelled or amalgamated projects v.here units were recorded in the Land new lot counted, _
Registry Office. {b) One commercial unit in a two-phase project.
: Ead1 phase in a strata plan is counted as a separate progect. ’
. TABLE 5 B
(cont:.nued) CONDOMINIUM PROJECTS BY PROJECT SIZE  BY YEAR:
% To Nov.30
-, 8ize of L o
| Project 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 {1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 TOTAL | PERCENTAGE
Pro- .. ., |Pro~ . ., |Pro~ . . |Pro-., . |Pro- . .  |Pro= ‘ i, | PrO= .o .. {Pro= . Pro=- Pro= .41 | PXO= e {PXO= 154
ject Unit ject Unit ject Unit ject Unit ject Unit ject Uruf. ject L.Jm.t ject Unit ject Unit ject Unit ject Unit ject it
1Metropolitan
g Vancouver . .
i 1= 2Units ° 0 0 0 4 12 24|18 - 36| 38 76 37 74 {103 206 | 162 324|170 340 544 1088 [43.1% 3.6%
bo3- 9 0 o o] o . 8 58| 5 27)12 70| 11 56 |10 52 | 22 10033 170|101 533 | 8.0 1.7
: 10~ 19 0 2 28 3 43 5 66 | 12 179 | 20 246 26 405 |31 499 23 314} 13 195|135 1975 {10.7 6.5
20~ 39 2 60 4 96 5 126 10 309 [ 18 534 33 943 41 1221 | 47 1389 44 1247} 25 693| 229 6618 |18.2 21.7
40~ 59 1 42 1 51 4 208 1 4 ) 5 234 ‘11 485 21 965 | 18 876 28 1273 25° 1227|115 5405 | 9.1 -17.7
60~ 99 0 0 2 164 3 247 6 468 | 11 842 9 607 12 880 | 10 4695 13 942} 6 382 72 5227 } 5.7 17.1
100-499 0 0 2 259 2 262 7 934 401 9 1255 851 | 12 1503 15 2612 6 1072| 63 9149 | 5.0 29.9 )
500 plus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ] 0 0 0 0 0 1 507 1 507 {<1.0 1.6
Metropolitan .
Victoria E ) ) .
- 2 0 0 0 0 6 12 2 4 3- 54 14 28 24 48 | 19 38 63 1261 88 176 | 219 437 [50.7 7.9
3~ 9 0 0 0 0 1 8 3 15 5 31 5 23 2 1 8 48 17 100 23 133} 64 369 [14.8 6.7
10- 19 0 0 1 18 1 13 8 124 4 52 3. 49 7 100 5 79 10 132( 12 179 51 746 jl1l.8 13.5
20~ 39 -0 0 1 24 4 127 4 12211 33| .8 226 5 154 |16 421 14 373] 6 161} 63 1944 |15.9 35.2°
. 40- 59 0 "o 0 0 0 0| 3 157 0o .0 2 93 1 42 2 107 3 154 2 105 13 658 | 3.0 11.9
.60~ 99 .0 0 ] 0 1 79 1 72 1 96 2 134 3 247 1 66 1° 66] 2 1257 12 885 | 2.8 16.0 :@
100-499 0 0 0 o] 0 01 O 0 1l 120 0 0 0 0 1 14 1 1221 1 106 4 489 |<1.0 8.8
500 plus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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in a mlxed residential/commercial development and the other belng
the newly created strata lot resulting from a lot subdivision) to
a project of 507 unlts developed as a single phase.

| The progects developed in the 1-2 unit size category (essen-
. tially duplexes) account for 43.6% of the projects but only 4.4% ‘
of the units in the province. Conversely, the 100-499 unit. | |
| categorytaocounts for only-3.2% of the projects but 22.9% of the
units provinoially.' The largest group in terms of units 1s the
20-39 group representing 26.2% of units and 18. 4% of projects.
The non—metrOpolltan areas follow a 51m11ar pattern with a large
percentage of duplex projects (but few units) and the largest
category being the 20-39 unit group.

Comparlng the metropolltan Vancouver end Vlctorla areas one
can see that there are more larger progects in Metropolltan Van~
couver. Twenty-one percent of the projects 1nvolv1ng 66% of the
units in Metropolitan Vancouver are in projects of 40 units or
more. The same category in Victoria represents 7% of the projects
and 37% of the units. It is also of interestvto'note that of the
76 progects containing 100 or more units in the province, 64
(84%) are in Metropolltan Vancouver. There are only four such
Projects in Metropolitan Victoria.

Table 6 is provided to allow some quick comparisons to be

made between the areas; it is compiled from Table 5.



-TABLE 6 - -

SUMMARY

Percent of Condominjium Projects by Size

20.

Provincial

Non-Metropolitan| Metropolitan Metropolitan
Size of Total Areas Vancouver Victoria
Project | Project Unit Project Unit Project Unit Project Unit
1-2 43.6% 4.4% 39.7% ° 4.9% 43.1% 3.6% 50.7% 7.9%
3-9 10.8 3.0 13.6 4.7 8.0 1.7 14.8 6.7
10-19 12.1 8.7 15.1 12.9 10.7 6.5 | 11.8 13.5
20-39 18.4  26.2 20.6  34.5 18.2  21.7 | 1s.9 35.2
40-59. 7.1 - 17.0 5.9 15.7 9.1 17.7 3.0 11.9
60—99. - 4.6 16.7 3.6 15.%7 5.7 17.1 2.8 16.0
'100—499: 3.2 . 22.9 1.2 9;5 5.0 29.9 <1.0‘ 8.8
500 pius <1.0 1.1 0 0 <1.0 1.6 | 0 0
Sburée: Table 5 -
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Referring again to Tahle 5 and the provinciai totals, it is
'.p0531ble to identify some modest trend in the size of progects
_over time. The project sizes appear to increase up until 1974
: with'projects of 40:or more units'representing an increasing
proportion of the total sample, ih 1975 there was a shift back -
to smaller’scsle projects (under 40 units) which again reversed
in 1976 and again in 1977. During 1977, pro;ects of 40 Or more
units accounted for 49 8 percent of the total units as compared
with the lO year average of 57 7 perceént. This suggests a current
trend towards smaller scale projects reflective no doubt of the
- slack market for condominium projects.

Condominium projects by type, size and major location are_

displayed in Table 7. Con51der1ng the provincial totaJQ the
largest average sized project type is the mixed residential (55;92
units per-project)'due'largely to the seven projects in the 1604
499 unit category. The next largest average sized group is'high—
~rise (50.23 units per project) followed by low-rises (33.01 units
per project) and townhouses (29.37 units per project).  The non-
residential projects, warehouse, commercial, and other, all
tended to be small averaging 8.39, 5.64, and 8. 50 units per progect
respectively and noneof the projects exceeded 39 units in size.
The land and support structure projects were fairly evenly divided
amongst the size categories. ’

Making regional comparisions one can see the developmehts in
thehnon—metropolitén areas are smaller than those in the province
and in Metropolitan Vancouver across all types of projects except

land and support structures. This is generally true for comparl—

sons with Metropolltan Victoria also, but the duplexes and
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TBLE 7 . CONDOMINIUM _PROJECTS BY TYPE OF DEVELOPMENT and SIZE OF PROJECY 1968 - 197 7:
.Size of Single | Town Low High Mixed |Lawd and ' Commare
‘iject Fang.ly Duplex Duplexes House , Rise Rise iiaslli.den- Support Warehouse | cial Other
'Pg‘?zal’l‘glal ;’gg; Unit ;’gg; Unit ;’gg; Unit g’gf; Unit ;’g‘c"t Unit 15;2‘; Unit 1;;2; Unit ?g"; Unit ?22; Unit Ij’gz:: Unit ?gg‘t Unit
, ,
| - 1= 2 Units 13 26(989 1978 o of o of o of 1 2|1 2] 5 1| a4 8] 1 1] 1 2
t 3 9 7 43| 0 0] 12 64| 126 716 | 51 294 3 24010 47 | 15 75{16 8 |-9 39| 3 1
S 10-19 9 108f 0 0 O 0f 971297 | 1271900 | 30 462 { 2 33| 5 9| 8 108 | 0 of 1 12
. 20~ 39 4 8| 0 0] 4 123| 1233384 [ 2015789 | 732120 | 0 0 | 17 45| 3 64 | 1 22| 1 26
i 40~ 59 4 19| 0 0] 3 138( 422003 753530 | 341632 | 5 259 | 3 145] o o] o of o o
60~ 99 0 0 o 1 60| 513745| 322277 |,171232| 2.135| 4 205| 0 0 o o o o
100-495 0 0 o] 0o o 182276 202946| 223113 7 1115 | 4 4%] 0 o} -0 0| 0 0
500 plus 0 o of o of o of o of 1570 o} o of o o 0o ol o 0
Average Size " 12,24 2.0 19.25 29.37 33.01 | 50.23 58,92 28.51 8.39 5.64 8.50
Non-Metropolitan
- 2 11 220239 41| o o] o of o of o o] o0 o 3 6] o o 1 1l o 0
3~ 9 3 19 0o o 7 32| 47 272| 16 95 o of 2 1| 1 4| 2 10| 0 o] o 0
10- 19 3 4| o of o o] 65 82| 19 295/ 1 11 2 33| 6 9| o o o o] o 0
20~ 39 4 86| 0 0| 2 68| 701893 33 915| 4 124| 0o o | 16 435 0 o0 1 22| 0 0
40- 59 2 8| 0 o 2 96| 20 986 9 426| 1 42| 2 uc | .2 94| o o o of o o
60- 99 6 <ol o ol 1 60| 9 637] 9 60| 0 0] 0 4 205 0o .0 0 of 0 o
100~499 0 ol o of o o} 2 22| 1 1] o o} o 4 490{ 0. o o o0 o 0 N
500 plus o of o of o of o ol o of o o o o ol o o o o] o 0
Average 10.74 2.0 21.33 22.82 28.86 29.50 | 26.83 ° 32.47 5.0 11.50 0.0
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- townhouses must also be added to the llSt of exceptlons.

The average project sizes in Metropolltan Vancouver also
teud_to be greater than in Metropolitan Victoria;' Interestlngly,
the average size of townhouses in Metropolltan Vancouver is.
greater than the average size low-rise while in Metropolitan
Victoria the reverse'is true. High—rises'have a greater'average
size than either.low—rises or townhouses in each area. |

| Referring again1to Table 4 there is exhibited a significant
variation in the average sized project withiu Metropolitan Van-
couver. 1In the Metropolitan Vancouver LRO area the average
' project size for townhouses, low-rises, and high~rises was 29.5,
30.3, and 56.1 units per project respectively. In the Metropoli-~
tan New Weetminster LRO area the averages increased to 49.5,
42.7, and 98.6 units per project for each group respectlvely.

In order to determine any trends in the size of projects,
the average size of project for each year was calculated Table
8 provides a summary for the three main types of residential
projects. The other types of projects are not reported since
they.reveal no apparent trend. Looking first at the townhouse
‘ type of.project, the only noticeable trend is for Metropolitan
Vancouver where the trend is towards smaller projects. The same
‘trend is not evident either in the non-metropolitan areas or in
Metropolitan Victoria; however, in each of these areas the aver-
age size towuhouse project is considerably smaller than in
Metropolitan Vancouver. In the category of low-rise projects

Metropolitan Victoria shows a trend towards smaller projects
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Average Project Size by Year and Location

“(Major Residentidl Categories) '

. All Years

- .

Source: Land Registry Data. All averages are rounded

to nearest whole unit.

T

townhouse;

Téble 3
YEAR ANGOUVER
T L H
1968 0 34 0
1969 67 21 0
1970 64 28 19
1971 75 38 32
1972 53 38 24
1973 36 37 56
1974 39 33 77
1975 43 30 59
1976 35 34 66
1977 25 50 85
43 35 64

,‘_15

I, =

24

METROPOLITAN -
VICTORIA
r L _H
0 0 0
212 0 0

8 38 28
15. 36 28
26 20 48
14 35 33

38 37 25

21 14 36
12 21 26
9 14 41
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29 63
16 22
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36 14
310
29 35
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23 25 11
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while Mehropolitan Vencouver and the fesh ef the’proﬁince are
fairly uniform over the 10 yearshperiod. The final.noticeable
trend is in the caﬁegory‘of_high—rise projects in Metropolitan
Vancouver‘where the trend has definitely been towarde lerger

‘scale projects.

2.4  Condominium Development as a Proportion of the Housing Market

In section 2.3.1 the size and scope of the condominium
market wes discussed, however, the 51gn1flcance of condominium
development is most clearly ev1dent when it is related to other
.sectors of the hou51ng market. Prev1ous work examined this
relationship on the basis of the type of tenure... "It is the
dlstrlbutlon between rental units and home ownership unlts rather
~than the total number of units started which is of primary inter-
e_st."4 This method of comparlson is valid and in fact necessary,’
however, the relatlonshlp based on structure type should not be
ignored._ The marked difference between the llfestyles congruent
with townhouse and apartment living and those of single family
dwelling indicatee the existence of a different market which
should be examined.

Tables 9, 10, and 11 give the number and percentage of
housing starts by tenure and structure types for British Celumbia,
Metropolitan Vancouver and Victoria respectively. The "sfart"
date of the condominiums is actually the date of registration
whlch due to the requirement that the bulldlng be constructed
before reglstratlon, is not strictly comparable with other start-

ing dates. The time required to register is not usually excessive
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and therefore theée figures will proyidé é reééonéble estimate 6f '
| the production each year. It should also be noted that the_nﬁmbef.
of rental units will be understated each yeér by the number of
condominiums that are rented. - No accurate information is a§éiiabie‘
on the extent that this occurs and therefofé no adjustment has been
made. | | |
Rental stérts are defined as thé numbér of rowhousing_énd
apartment starts‘(column 2) minus the number of condominium
- registrations (which exclude all condominium dup;gxes and single -
detached units (column 4)) in each year. Ownership starts are
" the number of single family detached, semi—aetached,.and duplex
units (column 1) plus the number of condominium registration
(column 4). Multiple family dwelling units are the number of
rowhousing and apartment starts listed in column 2. The propor-
tion of multiple family units relative to the totalris'célculated
by adding the percentage of rental relative to the total (column
8) and the percentage of condominiums relative td the total |
(column 9). From 1968 to 1976 the percentage of multiple family
unité to the total rangedbfrom approximately 40 to 60% in all
areas. | |
While the proportion of multiple dwelling units remained
relatively constant over this period tﬁe proportion of rental
units declined steadily in British Columbia'and.Metropolitan
Vancouver. This was off-set by a similar though opposite
increase in the percentage of.condominiums. In 1976 rental
units only accounted for 17.5% and 13.9% ofitotal hbusing sfarts

while condominiums increased to represent 26.2% and 37.9% of the

!



TABLE 9

HOUSING STARTS - PROVINCE OF BRITISH COLUMBIA

(1) _ (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)
Single Condo~
Family | Row and minium Condo- Condo- Condo-
Detached, | Apart- (Exclud- Total ! Rental |minium | minium minium
Semi- ment Total ‘ing Duplex | Residen- Planned |{Planned| as % of |as % of | as % of as % of
Detached, | (Multi- | Housing |and Single | tial Con- | Rental Owner Total = | Total multiple | owned
Year | Duplex ple) Starts |Detached dominiums | (2)-(4) | (1)+(4) | (6)+(3) | (5)+(3) | (4)=+(2) (5)+(7)
1967 14,027 10,073 24,100 0 0 10,073 14,027 41.8 0 0 0
1968 13,613 12,583 26,196 312 312 12,271 13,925 46.8 1.2 2.5. 2.2
1969 14,411 17,409 31,820 742 742 16,667 15,153 52.4 2.3 4.3 4.9
1970 14,860 12,456 27,316 1,260 1,290 11,166 16,120 40.9 4.7 10.1 8.0
1971 18,927 15,838 34,765 2,810 2,853 12,985 21,737 37.4 8.2 17.7 13.1
1972 19,708 15,609 35,317 3,277 3,351 12,258 22,985 34.7 9.5 21.0 14.6
1973 22,214 15,413 37,627 4,486 4,636 10,927 26,700 29.0 12.3 29.1 17.4
1974 19,304 12,116 31,420 5,855 6,000 A 6,261 25,159 19.9 19.1 48.3 23.8
1975 20,181 13,971 34,152 7,360 7,786 6,611 27,541 19.3 22.8 52.6 28.3 -
1976 21,970 | 15,757 | 37,727 9,138 9,918 | 6,619 | 31,108| 17.5 26.2 57.9 32.0
Total 179,215 | 141,225 | 320,440 35,240 36,888 105,838 | 214,455 33.0 11.5 24.9. 17.2

‘Lz



TABLE 10

HOUSING STARTS - VANCOUVER METROPOLITAN AREA

(1) (2) (3) _ (4) "(5) (6) - (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)
' Residen-
Single : tial Con-
Family Row and dominium Condo- . Condomin- Condo-
Detached, Apart-— (Exclud- Total Rental minium ium as % minium
- Semi~ .ment..  Total ing Duplex Residen- Planned Planned as % of as % of of as % of
Detached, (Mul- Housing and Single tial Con- Rental Owned Total Total Multiple2 Owned
Year Duplex tiple) Starts Detached) dominiums* (2)-(4) ~ (1)+(4) (6)=(3) (5)+(3) (4)+(2) . (5)=(7)
1967 6,328 . 7,568 13,896 0 o0 7,568 6,328 54.4 0 .0 0
1968 = 5,658 10,032 15,690 ' 102 . 102 9,930 5,760 63.3 0.6 1.0 1.8
19269 5,165 12,525 17,690 598 598 11,927 5,763 67.4 3.4 4.8 10.4
1970 4,832 8,605 13,437 886 © 894 7,719 5,718 57.4 6.6 10.3 15.6
1971 5,674 . 9,879 15,553 1,872 . 1,903 8,007 7,546 51.4 12.2 18.9 25,2
1972 = 7,679 8,531 16,210 ..2,193 2,253* 6,338 9,872 39.0 13.8 25.7 22.8
1973 9,090 8,235 17,325 3,551 3,671%* 4,684 12,641 27.0 21.2 43.1 29.0
1974 7,194 - 7,258 14,452 4,354 4,428 2,904 11,548 20.0 30.6 59.9 38.3
1975 7,051 6,264. 13,315 4,704 5,020 1,560 11,755 11.7 37.7 75.0 42.7
1976 8,342 - 8,360 16,702 = 6,023 . 6,345 2,337 14,365 13.9 37.9 72.0 44.1
Total 67,013 87,275 154,270 24,283 .- 25,214 62,974 91,296 1 40.8 16.3 27.8 27.6

*Includes all condominiums on leased land since they are all residential.

‘8¢



TABLE 11

HOUSING STARTS - VICTORIA METROPOLITAN AREA

(1) (2) _': (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10} ©(11)
' Residen- ' ' \ »
Single tial Con-
Family Row and dominium - Condo-~- Condomin- Condo-
Detached, Apart- (Exclud- - Total Rental minium ium as % minium
Semi- ment Total ing Duplex Residen- Planned ~Planned as % of as % of of as % of
Detached, (Mul- Housing and Single tial Con- Rental Owned Total Total ~Multiple® Owned
Year Duplex tiple) Starts Detached) dominiums (2)<(4) (1)+(4) (6)=(3) " (5)=(3) (4)+(2) (5)=(7)
1967 889 575 1,464 0 0 © 575 . 889 39.3 0 .0 0
1968 1,150 1,366 2,516 o] 0 1,366 1,150 54.3 0 o] 0
1969 1,287 2,457 3,744. 42 - 42 2,415 1,329 64.5 1.1 1.7 3.1
1970 811 1,748 2,559 - 227 " 239 1,521 1,050 59.4 9.3 13.0 23.0
1971 1,034 2,068 3,102 472 476 1,596 1,506 51.4 15.3 - 22.8 31.6
1972 1,293 2,899 4,192 600 604 '2,299 "~ 1,893 54.8 14.4 20.7 31.9
1973 1,473 2,540 4,013 516 542 2,024 1,989 50.4 13.5 20.3 27.2
1974 1,324 1,306 2,630 554 602 752 1,878 28.6 22.9 42.4 32.0.
1975 1,573 2,407 3,980 = . 855 893 1,552 2,428 - 38.9 - 22.4 35.5 36.7
1976 1,338 3,101 4,439 -947 1,069 2,154 2,285 48.5 24.1 30.5 45.8
Totals 12,172 20,467 32,639 4,213 4,467 16,254 16,397 . 49.8 13.7 20.6 27.2
Sources:~ Column (1) and (2) - Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation, Canadian Housing Statistics, 1976 and
1972, Ottawa.
Column (4) - Table 2.2, Row 7 excluding duplex units.
Column (5) - Table 2.2, Row 7
Duplex units excluded to permit comparison of data. CMHC Data in Column 1 includes duplex units,

Notes: -

independent of whether or not they are strata plans.
Condominium duplex units excluded to permit comparison of building types.

8]
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total in the provinoe and Metropolitan VanCouvér_rsspeotively.
Condominiums also represented 57.9% and 72.0% of multiple starts
~in 1976 in the two areas. It can therefore be concludea that ."
condominiums have been a significant factor in the housing markef?
The Metropolitaanictoria market did noflfollow ekactly'the'

same trend as in the pfovince or Metropolitan Vancouver but the
conolusion regarding the significance of this séctor of the hous-
ing market is unchanoed. Rental units as a percentage_of total
housing starts declined from 1969 to 1974 then'increased to 1976.
Condominiums as a percentage of the total remained stable at
approximately 14% from 1971 to 1973 then increased to approximately
23% from 1974 to 1975. Condominiums as a proportion‘of the multiple
family markst peaked in 1974 at 42.4% and has declined since then.
Condominiums as a share of the ownership market have experienced‘
fairly steody‘growth through the entire period. 1In 1976 condo~
miniums represented 24.1% of all housing sﬁarts, 30.5% of multiple
starts and 46.8% of starts intended for owner-occupiers. |

+ Using Tables 9, 10, and.ll similar tabulations were construo;
ted for the non-métropolitan areas of the province; thsse are
nresented in Téble 12. Condominiums are a much less Significant
factor in the housing market in tne outlying areas than in the
metropolitan localities. Condominiums as a percentage of total
starts did not exceed 10% until 1975. Over the entire period of
1967 to 1976 condominiums only accounted for 5.4% of all new )
housing starts in this area in comparison to 27.6% in metropoli-

tan Vancouver and 27.2% in Metropolitan Victoria.
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TABLE 12

' Housing Starts: Non—Metrbpolitan Areas 1967-1976

Condominium As

Year Total Stétts Residential Condominiums % Total
1967 8740 | 0 g
1968 7990 - 210 2.6
1969 10386 102 | _ ,. 0.9
1970 . 11320 157 S 1.3
1971 - 1s110 474 . o 2.9
1972 14915 ! 494 3.3
1973 16289 423 | 26
1974 14338 970 . 6.7
1975 16857 - 1873 | 11.1
1976 16586 2504 ' | 15.1

TOTAL 133,531 - 7207 ' 5.4
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The succeSS'cf the condominium conceét»in terms-of the'humber
of units created and the significant share of the hou51ng market
those units represent is undenlable. There have been numerous
factors that have contributed to this success both in terms cf‘
demand and supply. -While it is beyond the sccpe'of'this study
to quantify the extent to which each factor is influencial it is
~worthwhile to discuss them in a qualitative manner. First, the
factorStaffecting demand. | | |
| The two major factors influencing the demand for hcusing in
the 1960's and 1970's were the "baby boom" after World War II and
the steady increases in real income (Tables 13 and 14 respectlvely).
From 1965 to 1971 the 20-24 age group increased by approximately ‘
55,400 persons while at the same time the 65+ age group increased
by 26,400 persons in British Columbia. These groups greatly’
increased the apartment demand and resulted in the number of
multiple unit starts increasing to one-half of all starts in the
province from their previous level of 35% prior to 1962. The
20-24 year old group had moved into the potential home-ownership
population by the 1971-1976 period.' "Supported by steady increases
in real incomes, both at the personal and household level and
liberal credit conditions, the baby—boom‘moved into home ownership
with a vengeance."5 This resulted in rapidly rising house prices -
(evidenced in the following section). By this time the condo-
minium concept‘was becoming generaliy accepted as.a viable form
of tenure and hence also experienced an increase in demand. Some
of this demand was likely due to single detached prices increasing

to the level that excluded many purchasers' financial capabilities.
excecded '



CHANGE IN BRITISH COLUMBIA POPULATION BY AGE GROUP

TABLE 13

CHANGE IN NUMBER OF PERSONS IN EACH AGE GROUP (in Thousands)
(Relatlve change in parentheses)

TOTAL 0-4 5-9 ©10-14  15-19 20-24| 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-64 | 65+
1951~56 | 233.3 30.9 40.7 30.0 16.1 6.6 9.9 '15.4 12,2 47.7 24.7
(20.0) | (24.6) (40.7) (38.2) | (22.9)] (8.3) | (9.8) (17.0) ((13.4) (15.3){ (19.6)
1956-61 | 230.4 30 31.1 42.1 26.2 8.8 1.5 6.0 12.8 57.1 14.8
(l6.7) | (19) (22.1) (38.8) (30.3)| (10.2) |(1.5) (5.6) [(12.4) (15.9) (9.8)
1961-66 | 222.8 2.0 31.4 31.7 45.8 34.6 11.8 1.7 5.3 67.4 13.0
(13.7) (1.1) | (18.3) (21) (40.7)] (36.3) [(11.6) (1.5) (4.6) (16.2) (7.9)
1966-71 | 332.8 -13.4 9.1 39.9v 42.7 55.4 46.2 19.1 5.7 79.8 |  26.4
(18.0) | (~7.1) (4.5) | (21.9) (27.0) (42.7) (40.1) | (16.8) 4.7 ~ (16.5) | (14.8)|
1971-76 | 282 -2.1 18,2 5.6 36.8 36.3 58.8 43.9 | 17.5 - 66.6 37.0
: (12,9) | (-1.2) (-8.6) (2.5) | (18.3) (19.6) (36.7) (33.0) (13.8) (l1.8)| (18.0)
Apart- Family Apart-
ment ment .
SOURCE: DAVID BAXTER, THE BRITISH COLUMBIA AND VANCOUVER HOUSING MARKETS, dP. CIT.

3



TABLE 14
BRITISH COLUMBIA POPULATION BY AGE GROUP* .

_ (THOUSANDS)
Denotes the post war baby boom

AGE GROUP

Year Total 0 - 4 5 -9 10-14 15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-59 40-64 65+

1951 1165.3 125.9 99.9 78.6 70.3 79.8 91.6 90.8 - 91.2 .311.1 126.1
100% 10.8 = 8.6 6.8 6.0 6.8 7.9 7.8 ~7.8 26.7 - 10.8

1956 1398.6 156.8 140.6 | 108.6 86.4 86.4 100.6 106.2 103.4 358.8 150.8
100% 11.2 10.0 7.8 6.2 6.2 7.2 7.6 7.4 25.7 10.8

1961 1629.0 186.8 171.7 150.7 | 112.6 85.2 102.1 112.2 116.2 415.9 165.6
100% 11.5 10.5 9.2 6.9 5.8 6.3 6.9 7.1 25.5 10.2

1966 1873.7 188.8 [203.1 182.4 158.4 129.8 113.9 113.9 121.5 483.3 178.6

100% 10.1 10.8 9.7 8.5 6.9 6.1 6.1 6.5 25.8 9.5

1971 2184.6 175.4 212.2 [(22.3 201.1 185.2] 160.1 133.0 127.2 563.1 205.0

: 100% 8.0 9.7 10.2 9.2 8.5 7.3 6.1 - 5.8 25.8 9.4
1976 2466.56 173.3 194.0 227.9 [37.9 221.5 218.9 176.9 144.7 629.7 . 242.0
100% 7.0 7.9 9.2 9.6. 9.0 8.9 7.2 5.9  25.5 = 9.8 ~

* Source: B.C. Vital Statistics (Victoria: Provincial Printer, 1976)
David Baxter, The British Columbia And Vancouver Housing Markets, Op. Cit. .

1976 figures from 1976 Census of Cahada; supplied by Data Enquifies'- Regional Office

w
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- This sector turned to condominiums to establish themselves in the
housing market and to satisfy their demand for home ownershlp.
Again supplementlng this was the over 65 age group that no longer
needed a single detached house as their children had establlshed
- their own households. Hence, they were trading down in s;ze to
condominiums.6

The demand for condominiums was further stimulated by two‘
legislative changes. First the 1971 federal Income Tax Act was
amended to 1ncorporate a tax on capital gains except those result—
ing from the sale of a prlncipal residence, hence home ownership
was an attractive investment from this point of view. The second
legislative»change was the introduction of rent controls by the
provincial government in 1972. The rental market was. experiencing
rising rents and very low vacancies at this time and these controls
acted as a deterent to new rental productlon. The low vacancy rate
continued effectively channeling those desiring apartment accommoda-
tion into the expanding condominiﬁm market, either as owner-
occupiers Or as tenants renting from investors. |

The'provincial government further contributed to the demand
for home.ownership by offering low interest rate second mortgages
or‘cash grants to first time»home buyers. The federal government
also offered assistance to lower and moderate income families in.
the form of the Assisted Home Ownership Program (AHOP). As this
program was limited to dwellings of under $47,000 (1976) in price
the majority of units financed under this program were condominiums.
Ninety-five percent (657) of the AHOP units constructed in

Metropolitan Vancouver and Victoria during 1976 were condominiums.
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The supply of condominiums responded»to the increased demand

and the resulting rising prices. Further factors affecting

production were:

a) the removal of "tax shelters" on multiple unit rental

b)

c)

d)

e)

'buildings in the 1970 federal Income Tax‘Act,

the imposition of rental controls provincially in 1972
which when combined with (é) resulted in a shift away

from the production of rental dwellingé,7

high mortgage rates were experienced from 1974 to 1976
peaking at 12.5% which restricted both the purchasing and

constructing of new units,

by mid-1975 the number of unsold and vacant condominiums

A,hadupeaked.atman estimated4l]00,unitss, the  production- -

had begun to outstrip the demand,

in 1977 a reduction in the number of new condominiums
produced was noted. This was the result of a continuing
large unsold inventory (approximately 1600 units). The
situation was further compounded by the initiating of the
federal Assisted Renfal Program (ARP) which shifted pro-
duction back to the rental sector. In 1976 there were
1,797 units constructed under}this'program and Within the
first five months of 1977, applications for 1,568 units had
been processed. Further applications had been received for

an additional 4,400 units as of August 1977.
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The development of condomlnlums as a portlon of the hou51n§
market can now be described in general terms. Condominiums were
1ntroduced just as the demand for home ownership was beglnnlng |
to increase. This demand was stimulated by several government ,h
programs while others reduced the profitability of the rental |
sector of the housing market. Unfortunately the production'ofr'
condominiums continued at a high level even as much of the large‘
"leading edge" of the baby-boom had been accommodated. Further,
the migration into British Columbia and particularly Metropolitan
Vancouver has declined from its previous levels and the rate of
increase of real incomes has also declined, both of whlch reduce
the demand for hou51ng.9 These factors have now resulted ;n the
present oversupply of condominium units. The extent of this

oversupply will be discussed in greater detail in Section 2.6.

2.5 Condominium Sale Prices

Selling prices are of great importance_to purchasers,
mortgagees and developers. The purchasers and mortgagees are
primarily 1nterested in the protectlon and growth in value of.
thelr investment while developers need such information for the
planning and market;ng of their projects. Due to the numerous
factors affecting the price including location, size of units,
features included, date of sale, method of.financing, level of
taxes and common areas charges and the common features offered,
~a comprehensive analysis of selling prices is beyond the scope‘
of this study. Instead some information will be presented that = -

will provide insights into the trend of condominium prices.
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Two éources‘of data were used to reveal the level.of:
condominium prices through time. First, the consumers question-
naire that is discussed in Chapter 4 asked the respondents to
~state the date of salé and the purchase price of their unit.

This provided 202 random responsés in’Metropolitan Vancouvér and
Victoria. The second data source was the Land Registry Offices’
records from which the transaction'histories of 895 unité were
'collected; These were again confined to Metropolitan Vancouver
and Victoria. |

While the Land Registry Office data hés proven to be accurate
in the pastlv0 caution should be used when relying on this infor-
'mation. As the data were collected during a.period of extensive
condominium development there is a large rebresentatibn of initial
saies from developers much more sa than would.generally be.the
case for housing market sales data. Seventy~four>percent of pur-
‘chases listed in the consumefs survey were from the developer.
Similarly, seventy-eight percent of the units examined in the
L.R.O0. records had transacted only once since their creation and
hence ﬁﬁst have‘been purchased from the developer.

The two condominium price series are presented.in Table 15
'in conjunction with a price index of single detached dﬁellings
in Metfopolitan Vancouver and secondly with sales information from
the Multiple Listing Service, also in Metropolitan Vancouver.

Some discussion of the two non-~condominium price series is
necessary before any comparisons are carried out.

The single detached price index was compiled from the Land



TABLE 15 _
CONDOMINIUM AVERAGE SELLING PRICES
METROPOLITAN VANCOUVER AND VICTORIA 1969-77

LAND REGISTRY OFFICE DATA SINGLE CONDOMINIUM M.L.S. DATA
CONDOMINIUMS ONLY DETACHED OWNERS SINGLE DETACHED
. PRICE SURVEY AND CONDOMINIUM
AVERAGE PRICE INDEX AVERAGE PRICE AVERAGE PRICE
METRO. METRO WEIGHTED METRO METRO VICTORIA [ METRO -
R VANCOUVER VICTORIA } AVERAGE VANCQUVER | AND VANCOUVER VANCOUVER
1969 | 18,512 (100) N/A 18,512 (100) j 100 17,900 (100) 23,939 (100)
1970 | 21,452 (116) N/A 21;452 (116) | 104 22,900 (128) 24,239 (101)
- 19711 21,197 (115) N/A 21,197 (115) | 106 21,233 (119) 26,471 (111)
19721 23,345 (126) | 23,128 23,319 (126) | 126 25,970 (145) 31,465 (131)
: 1973 | 27,810 (150) { 32,077 28,074 (152) | 148 32,468 (181) 41,505 (173)
1974 | 39,237 (212) | 33,376 37)887 (205) | 207 40,665 (227)A 57,861 (242)
"""" 1975 1 42,773 (231) | 43,467 42,856 (232) 212 49,081 (274) 63,169 (264)"
""" 1976 | 44,764 (242) | 51,343 46,549 (251) | 245 (JuLy)| 49,494 (276) 68,693 (287)
""" ~ 1977 145,851 (248) | 58,874 50,091 (271) | N/A 49,937 (279) 70,500

(295)

0¥
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Registry Office records iﬁ the same manner as was doﬁe for the_
condominiums ( L.R.O.).ll‘ The comparability'of the two is limited
~ by the Quality differences in the two products caused by the condo-
~miniums being mainly new units (discussed above) while the single |
detached units were malnly resales of ex1st1ng units. Despite

this limitation the single detached index prov1des the best com-
parison in terms of the choice offered to consumers between the

two markets. The Multiple Listing Service (MLS) data contains
three major problems: one, it does not include the White Rock

or Surrey areas of Metropolitan Vancodver, two, it includes all
sales made through MLS including condominiums, coeperative‘hous—
ing, single detached dwellings, and revenue property (both
residential and commercial) (the majority hbwever are single
detached or condomlnlum units), flnally, 1t has been shown that

the percentage of the total market sales conducted through the

MLS varies with the conditions of the market.12 Overall, ...

"the multiple listing service data are not consistently represen-
tatiVe..."13 Despite'these limitations the MLS data is widely
used and»therefore it has been presented.

The first point to note on Table 15 is the rapid increase in
price of condominiums in Metropolitan Vancouver and Victoria over
the 1969 to 1977 period. -Combining both areas, prices increased
from an average of $18,512 to $50,091 according to the L.R.O.
data and from $17,900 to $49,937 accordlng to the Owner's Survey
data. The greatest increases toox place from 1969 to 1974 and

~

have since then moderated, particularly in Metropolltan Vancouver.
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The rate bf price increases did not decline as much in Metfopoli-
tan Victoria from 1974 to 1977. This coincides with proportion-
ate reduction in the share of new housing étarts held by condo-
miniums in this area that was noted in Section 2.3. The aQerage_'
selling price in Metropolitan Victoria in 1977 was considerably':
greater than that in Metropolitan Vancouver ($58,8144versus
$45,851)5

One of the more common reasons cited for purchasing a
condominium isvto establish an equity position in the housing
‘market that can later be used to trade up to a single family-
detached dwelling (See Chapter 4). The'success of this strategy
will be based on the relative rates of change of the condominium
and single detached prices. Comparing the condominium L.R.O.
data for Metropolitan Vancouver with the M.L.S. series one can
see that on the average, condominium prices have not increased
at the same rate as the M.L.S. ayerage, by inference single
detached prices must have increased more than the M.L.S. average.
Hence condominium prices have not kept pace with single'detached
.priceé.

Such a éonclusion is suspect however having realized the
limitations of fhe M.L.S. data and the contradictbry evidence
bresented by the single detached price index. Overall, from
1969 to 1976, single detached and condominium prices have moved
~in a parallel fashion, With condominiums in fact showing greater
increases in several years. Such a finding lééds one to conclude

that condominium prices have maintained their relative position
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in the housing market vis a vis the'single detached prices. A
more comprehensive study would be required however, before such
a statement could be made without some reservations.

The eample size from both the owners' survey and the Land
Regietry offices are not of a sufficient size to permit accurate
cross-tabulations by type of structﬁre. Once the sample is
separated by type of structure, the frequency of sales in any
given year for any single type of conetruction becomes too'smail
to form accurate indices. However the data are at least sugges-
tive of some differences between the price level and price trend
- for differeht types of structures. ‘During the period 1972 -~
1977, where the frequency of sales in the sample are ﬁhe largest,
one can observe a marginally higher rate of increaee in the
value of townhouse units relative to low-rise and high-rise unlts,
The dlfference is not substantial but based on the limited evi-
dence one can conclude that townhouse units are becoming more
expensive relative to other types of development. Tﬁis conclusion
is based on similar evidence from the'twd price data samples.

b'The two series of price data also indicate that units located
in high-rise projects had a higher value than units in either
townhouse or low-rise units for the three years 1972 - 1974 but.
that townhouse units had the highest average value for the most
recent three years, 1975 - 1977. 1In each year, 1972 —,1977’
units located in low-rise units had the lowest average value and

the lowest rate of increase over the six years.
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In order to obtain a further indication of the change in
.condominium values, all propertles in the Land Reglstry office.
sales price data which sold more than once‘xzs'used to |
measure percentage changes in value. This provided a total of
201 repeat sales of individual condominium units in the Metro—
politan Vancouver and Victoria areas. The percentage increase
for these properties is indicated in Table 16. Because of the
limited number of transactions, no breakdown could reasonably
be undertaken for the two metropolitan areas.

| Table 16 is interpreted as follows: the row 1nd1cates the
year the strata unit was purchased and the column gives the year
of resale. The figures in brackets are the number of propertles
in each category while the flgures under the "8" sign 1nd1cate»
the average rate of increase (or decrease) for thosezproperties
over the period in question. While there‘is not enough data to
provide statistically valid results the trend is supportive of
the overall price trend noted previously.

Those purchases made prior to 1974 enjoyed substantial
increases in value upon resale. This corresponds to the rapid
prlce increase over thls period. Those unlts purchased in 1974
Stlll enjoyed some, though moderated, increased prices. The
same can not be said for the purchases made in 1975 or 1976.
The increases‘were under 4% in all cases and for those units
bought in 1975 and sold in 1977 there was a 1% loss in value.
Eighteen percent of the resale transactions since 1974 occurred
at a loss in value and 80% of all transactions that involved a

loss in capital value occurred during this period. This again
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Year of Resale

Year of Purchase 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977
1 2 -3 2 2 2
1968 32 (1) ‘

1969 112 (1) 159 (1) 163 (1)

1970 12 (2) ' 118 (2) 132 (1)

1971 30 (6) 67 (6) 91 (3) 115 (3) |
|1972 8 (3 | 51 (e) 87 (7) 85 (6) 186 (1)
1973 | 37 (19) 39 (16) 58 (12) 74
1974 16 (43) 16 (24) 27 (2)
1975 - 331 | -1 e
1976 2 (7)

Source: Includes all properties sold more than once in the random selection

of 895 condominium units in the Land Registry offlces for Vlctorla.

Vancouver and New Westminster.

Figures in brackets indicate number of sales included_in these

average rates of increase.
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reflects the reduced rate of price apprec1atlon that has occurred

'1n the last few years. It is also reflectlve of the current

large existing vacant stock of condominiums that will be discussed

in the next section.

2.6

This

been

Current Situation

The current market situation for condominiums is very poor.

is evidenced by numerous factors, many of which have already

mentioned:

a)

b)

c)

d)

for the first time since‘the introduction of the concept,
the production of condominiums will decline in absolute
terms in 1977,

the rate of price increase has reduced substantially from

. the pre-1974 level and some units are being traded at a

loss in capltal value,

CMHC has estimated there are 1638 newly completed and
unoccupied condominiums in Metropolitan Vancouver and

a further 311 units in Metropolitan Victoria as of June,
1977, this includes only the units that have been on the
market for six months or less. Further,bthe.number of
newly completed and:unoccupied units in Metropolitah
Vancouver have been approx1mately 1600 since mid-1975,
the area of classified newspaper advertising for new
condominium projects in the Vancouver Sun newspaper as
of April, 1977 is double that of April, 1975; it now

comprises 9% pages,



e)

finally f)
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an undetermined number of condominium units are being
rented and the evidence would indicate it is substantial.
14.4% of thevoccupants surveyed (Chapter 4) were tenants.
The developers' survey (Chapter 5) revealed that 1544
units or 23% of the respondent firms production of the
previous 2% years was being rented. (as of July, 1977)
(A further 30% of the developer's producﬁion was vacant
and unsold.)v

two of the top five firms, in terms of production of

~units, in the prbvince have indicated they are leaving

the condominium development business.

These depressing statistics should not be taken as indica-

tions of an upcoming demise of the condominium market. Rather

the condominium market is experiencing a low level of activity

as are other sectors of the housing market but it is further

complicated by a large existing stock. Once the large inventory

is reduced the condominium market should behave as the other

sectors of the market.
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CHAPTER 3

BRITISH COLUMBIA STRATA TITLES ACT

3.1 Introduction

The British Columbia Strata Titles Acﬁl hasnbeéﬁ in effect for
eleven years yet there is still some confusioh regarding the con-
cept involved. It is therefore necessary to provide avdiscussion
Vof the Act and its terminology before examining the empirical data
which comprises the bulk of this study. The following will outline
the.basic terminology of the Act and the rights and responsibilities
of ‘those involved in the strata titlé projects. This is not meant
to be a detailed examination of the Act and all its implications
:»bﬁt rather a general overview to provide the reader with a basic

understanding of the legislation.

3.2 General Concept

The strata title or condominium {as it is more commonly known)
concept is a form of ownership in real property. It consists of
the combination of a fee simple ownership of individual areas with-
in the larger area with the remaining portion owned by all the
individual owners as tenants in common. The Strata Titles Act pro-
~vides the legal foundation for this arrangement plus a means of

effectively managing and operating the project.
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'_Onerf the most-commpn mistakes is beliéving that a condomin-
ium refers only to a'spécific type of structure or use (e}g;, resi-
dentialAtownhouse). 'Tﬁis is not the case as the Act allows for any
style of building or siﬁply bare-land to be used as a condominiﬁm.
Further, the type of use is'uhrestricted and may be applied to such
types as residential; cdmmercial, refail, indﬁstrial, recréationai,
or a mixture of uses. While the Strata Titles Act provides for a
virtually unlimited array of project styles, fhey remain underxr
local regulation (e.g., zoning) as to how and where they'are imple-
Amented.

The areas that are owned in feé simple are termed "strata lots"
orl"strata units”. They are issued individual certificates of title
which enables them to be mortgaged,vcharged, conveyed or dealt with
in the same manner as any fee simple interestz. (There are some
exceptions tb’this“Which will be dealt with later.) The Act also.
provides for the units to be assessed.and taxed in‘an individual
manner3.v Herein lies the.basic difference between a cooperative
form of ownership and a condominium. All the property in a co-
operative is under a single title with the residents purchasing a
right to occupy a unit. Each unit cannot therefore be dealt with
individually as it does not have a separate title.

Any area that is not specifically included in a strata lot is
owned by ail the unit owners as tenants in common and is termed the
common property, common areas, OY COMMON facilities?. The common
property is governed by the strata corpbration which is made up of

all the strata lot owners. It is "responsible for the enforcement
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of the by;laWS, and the control, management, and-administratibn
of the common property, common facilities; and thé‘assets §f ﬁhe
strata corpo_ration.'.'5 The common property may be mortgaged; con-
veyed or otherwise deélt with separately from the indi&idual units

under the direction of the corporation.

3.3 Definitions

Before proceeding further, some brief definitions will be

suppliéd which will facilitate the discussion of the Act later.

(1) Bare-land Strata Plan: means a strata plan on
- which the boundaries of the strata lots are
- defined by reference to survey markers; no build-
ing or structure is supplied. :

(2) Support Strature Strata Plan: means a strata
plan in which the owner-developer intends to pro-
vide only support structures, upon which improve-
ments may be constructed. These may be in the
form of concrete slabs or wood planks. set in the
ground.

(3) Phased Strata Plan: means a strata plan which is

intended to be developed in successive stages.
See Part II of the Strata Titles Act.

(4) Leasehold Strata Plan: means a strata plan in
which the land contained therein is leased from
the Crown, Federal Crown, or a municipality,
regional district or other public authority for
a term of at least 50 years. Upon the deposit of
a leasehold strata plan the registered ground lease
is converted to individual ground leases applicable
to each unit. See Part III of the Strata Titles
Act. : -

(5) Unit Entitlement: means that figure which is
stipulated in the strata plan for each unit and is
generally based on the relative square footage of
the unit to the total square footage of all strata
lots in the strata plan. The relaticnship of the
lot's unit entitlement to the total unit entitle-

" ment give the lot's share of the common expenses,
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shares of the common propertyiand-assets of
the strata corporation, and share of any debt
or liability of the strata corporation.

(6) Common expenses: means those expenses which
apply to the operation and management of the
common areas, common facilities and common
assets of the strata corporation.

(7) Contingency Reserve Fund: means a fund for the
non-annual expenditures of the strata corpora-
tion for repair, maintenance, and replacement of
the common property, common facilities, and other
assets of the strata corporation. It is collected
from the owners on the ba51s of the strata lot's

~unit entitlement.

3.4 Creation of a Strata Plan

A condominium or strata project is created by the filing of a
strata plén in the Laﬁd Registry OfficeG. Before the plan will be
accepted by the Registrar, certain conditions stipulated in the
Strata Titles Act must be met. These conditions provide the basis
for identifying the project, the units, the voting rights 6f each
unit, and the proportionafe share of expenses relating to the common
property for each unit.

The requirements for filing a strata plan are contained in

~ Sections 2 and 3 of the Act and are as follows. Subsection 2 (2)

states that the land included in the strata plan must be a single

parcel or if there are several parcels, they must be part of a
strata plan. Title to the land must be registered in the name of
the owner-developer except for a leasehold strata plan where the
owner-developer must be the registered lesgee.

The major reqﬁirements under Section 3 stipulate the following

must be included in the plan:-
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(a) the plan must delineaté the plane boundaries of the
land included in the strata plan and the location.
of the building in relation thereto,

(b) include a drawing iliustratiﬁg the strata lots and
dlstlngulshlng the strata lots by numbers or letters
in consecutive order,

(c) subject to Subsections 3 (3) and 3 (4), deflne the
boundaries of each strata lot,

(d) have endorsed upon it a schedule specifying the uﬁit
entitlement of each strata lot, and

(e) have endorsed'upon it a schedule...specifying ...

the share of each owner as a tenant in common of the
property and assets of the strata corporation upon

the destruction of the buildings...calculated in the

proportion that the value of each strata lot bears

to the total wvalue of all strata lots in that strata

"plan..

The definition of the boundaries referred to in (c) (above)

are the centre of the floor, Wall, or ceiling of the unit or "where
the owner-developer intends. to. provide only support structures,won 
a horizontal plane by reference to the support structure, and for
this purpose, unless otherwise defined in the strata plan, the
boundaries shall be deemed to extend vertically upwards and down-
wards without limit".7 Areas ‘such as balconies, private yard areas,
storage spaces, garages and the like may be included as bart of a
strata unit or part of the éommon property but they cannot form
separate strata lots unless they are related to non-residential use;
The boundaries of these parts may be defined in the same,mahner as
the strata units.or "...in any manner approved by the Registrar."8
In addition to the requirements of the plan itself, further

approvals are necessary which will vary with the type of develop-

ments.
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- (c)

(d)
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- New Building: a land surveyor must certify the

building is a new development that has not been
previously occupied.

Conversion of an Existing Building to a Strata
Project: approval by an approving authority is
required. This was included to provide a means
of controlling the conversion of rental build-
ings during a period of very low rental vacancies.
The authority is allowed great discretion in

~approving or rejecting the conversion but is

charged with certain duties:-

(i) that the building "substantially comply
with the applicable by-laws of the
municipality ..." (Subsection 5 (2)) or
the National Building Code if the project
is located outside a municipality,

(ii) the approving authority shall consider

(a) the priority of rental accommodation
over privately owned housing in the
area, '

(b) the proposals of the owner-developer
: for the relocation of persons occupy~
ing the buildings,

(c) the life expectancy of the building.

(iii) the approving authority may consider any other
matters which in its opinion are relevant.
These provisions have resulted in the elimin-
ation of conversion in some municipalities and
the severe curtailment in others.

Phase Strata Plan: in filing a phased strata plan,

the owner-developer must file a "Declaration of
Intention to Create a Strata Plan by Phased Devel-
opment" (Fourth Schedule, Form E). The declaration
must specify the number and the details of each phase,
an estimated schedule of development, the unit entitle-
ment of each phase and the total unit entitlement of
the completed development. The approving officer must
approve each phase separately and ensure that they each
comply with the details of Form E.

Support Structures: prior to the Strata Titles Amend-
ment Act, 1977 (Bill 75), strata projects supplying
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only support structures did not require approval.
This allowed owner-developers to avoid municipal
or regional subdivision by-laws by creating a
strata title  T"subdivision." The amendments
require the approval of such plans and is retro-
active to June 24, 1977.

(e) Bare-land Strata Plan: the amendments provide for
the stratafication of raw-land which had previously :
been accomplished under the guise of support struc-
tures - only wood planks or small concrete slabs
would be provided with the majority of the lot un-
developed. Bare-land strata plans will also require
the approval of the approving authorlty before filing -
in the Land Registry Offlce.

3.5 Owner-Developer

The features of the Act relating to the owner-developer are not

limited to those required for the filing of the plan. They must
also file a prospectus, develop an initial operating budget for the
project, and face very special requirements when creating a phased
development. These aspects will be discussed in this section. -
Where the strata project is a new development or a conversion
being offered for sale for the.first time and five or more units

have been created, a prospectus must be filed under the Real Estate

Act?. A copy of the prospectus must be provided to each purchaser

and shall include, among others, the following facts:-

(a) name, address, and past dealings of the promoter,

(b) a general description of the.“subdivision,

(c) all encumbrances of the title(s),

(d) particulars of the developer's warranties or
financing, if any,
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'(e) a proposed operating budget,

(f) a summary of the condominium management
~~  contract, and

(g) the proposed by-laws.

The prospectus is similar to that required‘for a hormal sub-
lelSlon and should not be a 51gn1f1cant obstacle to development
It will also serve to 1nform the purchasers of the progect and the
rules which w1ll govern their behaviour should they decide to pur-
chase. This can only increase the general level of satisfaction
they will experience in the future. (See the results of the Owners'
Survey - Satisfaction, Chapter 4.)

After the construction of the project ie completed and the
units are ready for sale, the owneredeveloper manages and operetes
the common areas in place of the strata council. Uﬁder the present
Act he is required to relinquish these duties to the interim etrata
council which is elected at the general meeting of the purchasers.

The meeting must be called within three months of the first convey-

ance of a lot. After 85% of the lots are sold, or after twelve
months from the dete of registration of the plan, the interim coun-
cil is replaced by an elected permanent council. The new amend-
ments streamline this procedure by eliminating the distinction be-
tween interim and permanent councils and requiring fhe first general
meeting of the owners to be held once 60% of the lots have been con-
veyed or after nine months from the date of registration of the

plan 10,
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The Act also requires the develéper to prepare an operating
bﬁdget_for the project for a nine-month period and to revise it
every three months. If,tﬁe actual expenses, until the strata
council assumes the management duties, exceed those estimated in
the budget, the developer is responsible for any excess. If'the
estimated expenées exceed the actual, all the owners, including the
owner-developer, receive a rebate in proportioh to their unit
entitlement and their périod of tenﬁre. Naturally the developer
is responsible for the common expenses attributed to any unsold
units.

The development of a phased strata plan places extra require-
meﬂts on the owner-developer. They are intended to protect the
purchasers of‘the initial stages, however, they also reduce much of
the flexibility of a phased development.

Previously the requirement of filing a Form E of the Fourth
Schedule in creating a phased plan was noted. If the owner-devel-
oper does not wish to proceed with phases subsequent to the first
one acqording to the timetable outlined in the Form E, he may apply
t.o the approving officer for an extension. This may be granted at
the officer’s discretion for up to 6ne year. If the owner-devel-
oper elects not to go ahead with the subsequent phases, the strata
corporation created in the initial stages may apply to the Court
for an order to ensure the proposed common facilities not yet con-

structed will be providedll. The strata corporation may also apply

. . 12
for the following stages to be completed in a "reasonable time"
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or that the developer elect not to proceed. To ensurevthe common
faCllltleS can be prov1ded by the owner-developer he is required to
post a bond letter of credit, or other security to cover the cost
" of the common facilities. The security is held by the mun1c1pality

or regional district (whichever applicable) and may be released

only after the facility is completed or the strata corporation
. grants its release.

The owner—developer is further responsible for the common
expensee applicable to the common facilities developed in the
.initial stéges in proportion to the unit entitlement of the phases
not yet built. Tﬁe amendments_also requires that where the common
facilities are provided in the initial stages énd the owner-devel-
oper elects not to pfoceed with the subsequent phases,

"he shall contribute to the common expenses in proportion

to the unit entitlement of the strata lots of the phases
that are not built," 13,

Presumably, though not explicitly stated, this will be for the life

of the project.

3.6 Strata Corporation (Operation Management)

The strata corporation is established on the deposit of the
strata plan and is comprised of all the owners of the strata lots.
It is not regulated under the Companies Act but does have perpetual
succession, may sue and be sued, and may sue on the behalf of an
individual lot owner even when it is not involved in the action14.

The corporation is.charged with two basic duties:-
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(1) - the control, management and admlnlstratlon of the
common property, and

(2) the enforcement of the by-laws.

Each of thesevfunctionél'areas will be discussed in turn but it
should first be pointed out that the daily business of the corpora-
tion is conducted by the strata council.

The strata council is elected from the purchasers of the strata

lots; this excludes by definition, the owner-developer from being
elected to the body. The council may see to the "exercise and per-

formance of the powers and the duties of the strata corporation"15
but it is not empowered to act where the by-laws or Act requires
the consent of the corporation by a vote. For example, only thé
corporaﬁion is entitled to amend the by-laws of the-corporation.‘
In respect to fhe’management of the common areas, the strata
corporation is required to:-
(1) maintain insurance on the buildings, common
facilities and any insurable improvements owned
by the strata corporation to the full replace—

ment value (Subsection 19 (a)),

(2) properly maintain the common property (Subsection
19 (d)),

(3) establish a fund for admlnlstratlve expenses
(Subsection 20 (a)),

(4) establish a contingency reserve fund (Subsection
20 (b)), and

(5) raise the amounts necessary for (3) and (4) by
levying contributions on the owners in proportion
to their unit entitlement (Subsection 20 (d)).

Further, the strata corporation may acquire, transfer, charge, or
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grant easements or restrictive covenants on.the common property
and amend the by-laws, rules and regulations by a special resolution

of thev'owners16

The strata corporation is also entitled to enter into contracts

'...affecting the security andAmaintenanée of the common property
-;-"17. This allows them the option.of managing the project them-
selves or hiring a professional management company. If a management
company is employed it.usually is responsible for the daily functions
such as bookkeepihg, supervision of maintenance, and the handling of
any complaints or disputes. The final control, howevér, femains
with the council or corporation regarding the enforcement of the
by-laws and the setting of policies. The blame for any inefficient
management must, therefore, be shared by the professional firm and
the corporation.

The_coﬁtracts entered into between the management compahy and
the strata corporation may be cancelled by either party on three
months' noﬁice without incurring any liability for breach of con-
tractls. This clause was originally intended to allow the corpora-
tion out 6f "sweetheart" contracts ﬁade between the developer and
the management company but it is also used to get rid of management
companies that prove to be unsatisfactory. Interestingly,-several
management companieé revealed they have also used this section to
break contracts with strata corporations which they found to be

incompatible with their management style.

One aspect regarding condominium management firms which has
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caused some comment is the lack of regulation over ﬁheir establish-
‘ment or behavioﬁr. Presently there is no control uhder either the
Strata Titles Act or the Real Estate Act over the qualifications
needed to establish such a firm or the handling of thé considerable
amount of funds representéd by the budgets of their clients. This
could be the source of considerable abuse which should be corrected
by the appropriate legislation.

The by-lawé 6f the strata corporation afe established for "...
the control, management, administration, use, and enjoyment of the

strata lots and common property..." . The strata corporation is

charged with the duty of enforcing the by-laws, rules and regula-
tions by any means necessary, including the removing of privileges
in the use of certain facilities orvthe fixing and collecting of
fineszo. Generally, the council acting on the behalf of the cor-
poration, provides the offending owner a chance to correct-thé pro-
blem and only if the problem reoccurs are fines imposed. Removing
the use of certain facilities is usually too difficult to police
and is therefore not often used.

Where an owner defaults in the payment of his share of the
common expeﬁses the strata corporation has two options under Section
2l. Firstly, upon a resolution passed by a majority and after
seven days' notice to the owner, the strata corporation may auth-
orize the termination of the utility services to the defaulting'
owner. Such action has been seldom used and will be removed in the

new amendments.

The second method is more commonly used and more effective. On
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default of payment of the sommoﬁ expense'chéfges or of fines levied,
the corporation may file a certificate in Form B of‘the Foufth
Schedule which is a lien against the title of the straﬁa lot; The
lien can be the amount unpaid plus "...the land registry fee and

the legal and administrative costs of filing the certificate_s"21

~and it shall have priority to every other lien except those in favour
of the Crown (except mortgaées in favour of the Crownzz) and those
created under the Mechanics Lien Act (Subsection 21 (3)),> The point
_that makés this a truly effective enforcement method.is that the

lien is enforceable by a Court ordered sale of the strata lot after
one month's notice to the owner.

The strata corporation is virtually guaranteed thst they will
receive theirlmoney if they act under this section. If the number
of delinquencies are significant, hbwever, the inherent time lags
in the process may cause some cash flow problems. The corporation
must, therefore, act expediently in the performance of their duties
to ensure the situation does not becdme chronic. Simiiarly, the
enforcement of the by-laws, rules and regulations must be carried
out efficiently but tempered with the knowledge that overly strin-
gentAregulations'will cause as much dissatisfaction as too lax
enforcement. |

The power of the strata corporation is not limited to the
matters involving thé common areas and property but also to within

“the strata lots themselves as will be seen in the discussion of the

owner-purchaser.
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3.7 Owner-Purchaser

The duties of the owners are contained in the by-laws and

include:-

(1) a duty to maintain the strata lot,

(2) receive the written permission of the strata
council before undertaking any alteration to
his strata lot,

(3) he shall not make undue noise in or about any
strata lot or common property,

(4) keep any animals on his strata lot or the common
property after notice on that behalf from the
council,

(5) if he wishes to rent his strata lot for more
_-than one month, he shall submit a Form D of the
Fourth Schedule notifying the strata corporation
of his intent, and
(6) comply strictly with these by-laws, including
the payment of the common area charges and con-
tingency reserve fund levy.
The owner is subject to a considerable amount of regulation, however,
in doing so, a reasonable life style is ensured for the majority.

The owner also has the right that the strata corporation perform its

duties and obligations which is enforceable by a Court ordered man-

datory injunction23. The amendments will also provide protection to
the owner in cases of oppressive acts by the strata éorporation,
council, or class of owners on one or more owners including himself.
. In éuch an instance, the matter may be referred to arbitration24 or

to the Court with a view to preventing or remedying the matter.

The owner will be further protected by the amendments in
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instanceS'where; éubsequent £o the conveyancing from the owner-
déveloper; a charge is filed against the strata lot ﬁnder the
Mechanics Lien Act: The new Section 41 A will provide for a 15%
holdback of‘the full purchase price for 31 days. Payment into
court of this holdback discharges all liens (even if the amount of =
thé'liené exceed the amount of the hoidback) against_the lot and
its share of the common préperty. Further, no Mechanics Liens can
be filed later than 31-days after the conveyancing date to the pur-
chaser. This section provides ample protection to the purchaser
but may cause the subcontractors and suppliers to be more strict on
their extension of credit, particularly to small developers.

Section 18 is concerned with the restrictions on the dealingé
with the strata lot. Subsection 18 (1) states:- -

"No by-law...operates to prohibit or. restrict a de-

valuation of a strata lot or any transfer, lease,
mortgage, or other dealing with a strata lot or to

destroy or modify an easement implied or created by
this Act."

While this section protects the right of an owner in the alienation
Qf the lot, it does not eliminate the power of the corporation to
resﬁrict the Eﬁé of the lot25.

The most contentious issue over this point is the development
and continuation of "adult only" projects. On the one hand a by-
law restricting children from inhabiting the uhits can be viewed as
a restriction of usage. From the vendor's viewpoint, however, it

is a restriction on his right to sell to whomever he wishes, includ-
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ing families with children. The Human Rights Code does not inter-
cede as it "...permits, tacitly, discrimination in the purchase

(and letting) of property on the basis of age.!'26

Arguments can be
advanced for both sides but asiyet the issue does not seem to be
resolved; Clarification of the Act is therefore recommended.'

The major exception to Subsection 18 (1) is that a by-law may
be enacted by a corporation.that is wholly orvpartially residential
that restricts tﬁe number of strata lots which may be leased27.
vThis.clause was included because many owners felt that tenants did
not treat the common areas properly, have the proper respect for
other residents' rights, or the oWner—landlords would not be willing
to maintain the common areas in the same manner as if they were resi-
dents. This protection may or may not be justified but it can
create hardships where the market is "soft" and the developer or an
owner isvunable_to sell his unit(s). The present legislation allows
- the strata council to make an exception or the strata corporation
may amend the by-law to allow an additional number qf units to be
leased in such a situation.

Significant changes to Section 18 are contained in the amend-
menté. A new seétion, Section 18 A, is proposed which attempts to
allow the strata corpofation to continue to control the number of
units to be rented but also allows the owner-developer to stipulate
a number of lots that may be leased for a specified period irregard-

less of the by-laws. The intention of this amendment is to protect

the developer in instances where the units are not being readily
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. absorbed into the market; however, it is likely to cause a good

deal of confusion and may not protect the developer or the owners.

-The details of the new section (Section 18 A) are as follows:-

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

the by-laws of the strata corporation may restrict

the number of residential strata lots leased by the
owners (as before),

an owner-developer must disclose the number of strata
lots he has leased or intends to lease and the dura-
tion of the leases to every purchaser or prospective
purchaser in a "rental disclosure statement,"”

where a rental disclosure statement is filed, the
strata corporation cannot restrict the conditions
therein, even if the lots are later sold to another,

modification of the rental disclosure statement
requires 75% approval of the owners, excluding the

- owner-developer and owners who are leasing (i.e.,

75% of the owner-occupiers),

if the owner-developer is suffering "undue hardship"”
because he is restricted by a by-law from leasing

and he cannot get approval of an amendment of the .-
rental disclosure statement by the owner-occupiers,
he may appeal to the strata council for permission to
lease the lot or lots and the council shall not
"unreasonably refuse",

the council, if it so decides, may permitvthe leasing

of one or more strata lots in contravention with the
by-laws or may alter the rental disclosure statement

without the owners' consent,

failure of the owner-developer to meet the require-
ments of this section is an offense and any agreement
to purchase between the owner-developer or owner and
purchaser or tenant is unenforceable.

The greatest shortcoming of this section is the lack of defini-

tion of "undue hardship" and "unreasonably refuse". Such ambiguity

increases the uncertainty in the purchase and developments of condo-



67.

miniums and will likely bé the source of significant legal dis-
agreements. ) |
The developer is faced with a further dilemma in specifying
the number of lots to'be leased and the duration of the leases. 1If
he stipulates too few a number; he méy end up with units he can
neither sell nor rent;v Also; he will alienate those purchasers
- looking for an investment or are unsure of their future plans and
want the.ability to rent the unit if necessary. Conversely, if he
selects too large a number of units or too lengthy a duration he
may alienate those looking for a project £hat contains strictly
owner-occupiers. This may result in fractionalizing the market into
an owner—occupier segment and an investor oriented segment. Much
of the outcome will depend on eventual definition of "undue hard-
ship" and "unreasonably réfuse". |
The Strata Titles Act provides guidelinés on the purchase price
and renewal reﬁt on the expiry of the ground lease pertaining to a
leasehold strata plan. Each strata lot may or may not have its
lease renewed; if it is not renewed the lease is subject to the
right to purchase by the lessor (under the new amendments the lessor
must purchase the lot).- The purchase price is to be stipuiated as:-
(a) - "the price calculated on the basis set out in a
schedule filed with the leasehold strata plan; or
(b) if clause (a) does not apply, its fair mafket
value, and, for the purpose of assessing its
fair market value, the interest in the strata

lot shall be evaluated as if the lease did not
terminate...".
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In othér wbrds, if clause (b) applies, the lessbr must pay the.fair
market value of tﬁe strata lot as if it were a fee simple interest. .
This is despite the fact that without such legislation the owner
would have no legal interest in the strata lot on expiry of the
lease.

The amendments provide a basis to calculate the rent under a
renewed lease which did not exist previously. The lease shall be on
the same terms and conditions as the original lease and the rent
shall be determined by agreement between the lessor and lessee by
the date of commencement of the renewal period. Failing this, it
shall be determined by arbitration and is stipulated as:-

"...(the fent) shall be the share of the current market

rental value of the land included in the strata plan,

excluding all buildings. and improvements, apportioned
to the strata lot in accordance with the schedule filed

under ‘section 3 (1) (g)." - (The strata lot's share on
destruction.)

The lessee will only be required to pay a maximum rent in

accordance with the land value if the lease is renewed. The lessor,
however, must pay for the land which it already owns plus all the
improvements if the lease is not renewed. The balance is therefore

greatly in favour of the lessee.



FOOTNOTES

1. - Statutes of Britiéh Columbia, 1966, Chapter 46, Now
S.B.C. 1974, C. 89.

2. Sectiop 2.

3. Section 33.

4. Section 1.

5. Section 9 (4).

6. Section 2 (1).

7. Sections 3 (3) and 4 (b).

8. ~ Section 4 (c). .

9. h Stétutéé of.Bri£ish'ColumBia; 1974, Chapter 77, Real

Estate Amendment Act, Section 51 (6).

10. Strata Titles Amendment Act, 1977, Bill 75, First
Schedule, Section 22.

11. Section 43 (5).

12. Section 43 (8).
13. Section 45 (5) (d4d).
14. Section 9 (5).

15. First Schedule, Section 18 (b).

69.



70.

16. Sections 12, 13, 14, and 17.
17, Section 10.
18. Section 10,
19. Sectién 17.
20, Section 3 (i) and First Schedule, Section 19 (2) (4a).
21. Section 21 (6).
22, Strata Titles Amendment Act, 1977, Bill-75, Claﬁse 18.
23. Section 23.
24, Section 24.
25... The Strata Titles Act, Pavlich, D.J., University of

British Columbia, Unpublished, p. 40.
26. Ibid., p. 40.

27, Section 18 (2).



71.

- CHAPTER 4

OWNERS' AND TENANTS' PROFILE

4.1 Introduction

"Condominiums, while relatiVeiy new in‘comparison to other
types of housxng tenure are an 1ncrea51ngly common and accepted
form of hou51ng in North America. Several stud1es~have been done‘
- in Canada and the United States to 1dent1fy such 1tems as the

socio-economic profiles of the owners, thelr reasons for purchase,
and their satisfaction with the units. One may therefore question
the relevance of yet another study. The position is taken that
significant changes have occurred-in the housing market which
necessitates further investigations.

The enabling legislation for condominiums in British Columbia
was first introduced in late 1967. At that time, condomlnlums
‘were thought to provide a major breakthrough in hou51ng-‘ an
opportunity for new forms of housing structure;’lower housing
costs for various purchasers; and lower operating eosts. The
market was understandably hesitant in accepting this new form
of housing tenure but by 1970 condominiums represented'a signifi-
cant force in the housing market. The drastic increase in condo—
miniums which has occurred in the past ten years gives rise to
" some 1mportant social and economic issues. What type of people
are buying condominiums? Who is living in the condominium units?
What is the reason for pufchase? Have they proven to be a good
investment?

The most recent and directly comparable study is the 1973

study by Hamilton and Robertsl which examined the condominium
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market in Metropoiitan Vancou?ei._ During that_year 4486 units'”
.existed in the area whieh represehted 29.0% of the new home
ownership units produced during the year. By 1977, over 46,000
condomihium units exiéted‘in British Columbia bf which 25,214
were located in Metropolitan Vancouver. The proporﬁionate;share
of the new homevcompletions in 1976 increased to 32.0% for the
province and 44.1% in Metropolitan Vancouver. Iﬁ spite of these.
impressive statietics the condominium market is presently experi-
encing some difficﬁlty with a substantial oversupply and corres-
ponding soft prices, conditions which did not exist‘in 1973.

This chapter will provide a socio-economic profileAfrom a
sample of existing owners, their motivations for'purchase, and
their level of satisfaction. Insights will also be supplied as
to the owners' likes and dislikee of the ﬁnits and the projects
which shoﬁld'provide developers with information needed to meet

the desires of the consumers in the future.

4.2 Previous Studies

Several recent‘studies have dealt with the condominium
market in Metropolitan Vancouver; notably, Eger (1976)2,
Hamilton and Roberts (1973)3, and Hamilton, Davis, and Lowden
(1971)4. The Condominium Research Association published a
study in 1970 on condoﬁiniums in Canada5 while Norcross investi-
gaﬁed townhouse condominiums in Washington D.C. and California
in 19736. A synopsis of their findings is presented in Appendix 1.
The results of the earlier.studies (1970 and l97l) indicated
that the condominiuﬁ market was dominated by young families in

the early stages of their life cycle. Their incomes were in the
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mid—fange for all households although there was a pfédominancé of
"proféssional and managerial househéld heads. The'majority were
first time purchasers whorselected.condominiums over single famiiy
homes due to thg'economic advantageé and secondly for maintenahce-}:.
‘free living. The latér studies (Norcross, Hamilton ahd.Roberts,
Eger) showed that the condominium market was gradually‘appeaiing
to a wider age distribution of purchasers, although the dominance
of average incomes and professional ﬁccupations remained. The
Hamiltbn and Roberts study identified two submarkets; ybung, first
time purchasers in the early stages of theif life cycle and
secondly an older group with higher incomes moving from their
single detached home and purchasing apartment,units; - Again the
two primary reasons given for purchasing a condominium” rather
than a.single familthouse were.theuéconomicuadvantages.and»the.:
freedom of upkeep and maintenance. |

Thirty pércent of the owners reported by Hamilton and Roberts
were over 49 years old.. This is a substantial increase from the
study by Hamilton, Davis, and Lowden (1971) that revéaled only 10%
in this age group. Table 17 shows that the older people weré
located mainly in apartment-styled condominiums while the younger
groups were found mainly in townhouses.' With the increase of.
older purchasers the number of purchasers that had previously
owned a home increased from 14% in 1971 to 36.4% in 1973. A
change in the distribution of incomes between the 1971 and 1973
study is also noted. 1In 1971, 68% of the family incomes were in
excess of $10,000 per year while 65% éf those in the 1973 study"

were less than $12,000. Hamilton and Roberts also evidenced a
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-much higher percentage of lower iﬁcome‘households in apartments
than in townhouses reflecting the age distribution and the number
of single occupants in this structure ﬁype. | |

There was a low incidence of family units in condominiums
(50%)'revealed by Hamilton and Roberts. Of these, there-was.an
average of 0.86 children per unit. The largest average number'
of children (excluding low cost developments) Were found in.town—
houses (1.05 children per unit). It was expected that the family
size in townhouses would increase over time while the apartmént_
households would be fairly stable based onithe relative agé
distribution of the two structure types and the greater stability
of townhouses for childrearing.

Different data sources were used in each of the previous
studies thaf_concerned condominiums . in Metropolitan Vancouver.
Hamilton, Davis, and Lowden assembled their data from CMHC and
NHA loan application forms. This was an acceptable method as
virtually all the condominiums at that time were financed or
the financing insured thfough these two sources. The maﬁbr draw-
backs were the exclusion of those that paid all cash for their
unit and the motivatiéns and the attituaes of the purchasers
were not available. Hamilton and Roberts corrected these
deficiencies by utilizing questionnairé surveys. Both of these
studies analysed the data by cross-tabulating the various factors.
The data for Eger's study was collected from loan application.
forms of institutional lenders and included single family detached
houses as Qell as condominiums. The purchasers of both dwelling
types were profiled using discrimingnt analysis. None of these

studies included an examination of tenants residing in the



 TABLE 17

Distribution of Ages of Household Heads

(Hamilton and Roberts)

75. .

Under 30 | 30 - 39 |40 - 49 - Over 49 Averacs
No.| 3 |No. % [No.,% [No. |s Age
NHA Town House 69 34.8} 72 136.4 30 15.2 {27 {113.6 | 35.7
NHA Apartment 10 [26.3| 2| 5.3 5{13.1121155.3|47.2
NHA Mixed Town House o o
& Apartment - 8 28.6 28.6 310.7 9 132.1] 39.8
Conventional Town House| 13 | 38.2 17.6 8.8 112 {35.3] 39.5
Conventional Apartment | 19 |15.6| 18 |14.7 6.6 |77 |63.1|50.1
Total Town House (1) 82 |35.3(78 [33.6| 33[14.2 {39 |16.8 | 36.3
Total Apartment (1) 29 |18.2{20 |12.5] 13|8.1]|98 |61.2 | 49.4
Total 119 | 28.3 106 [25.2 | 49 [11.7 146 {34.8 | 41.5
NHA Low-Cost (2) 38 [49.3]25 |32.5| 10 13.0| 4] 5.2 |32.5
Grand Total 157 |20.5 1131 |26.4 | 59 11.9 50 '30.2 [ 40.1"

Notes:

(1) These figures exclude the mixed town house and apartment

projects.

(2) All data above this row exclude the low-cost housing data.



76.

‘condominium units.

4.3 Sampling Process

In order to provide éurrent data concerning condominiums in
A British'Columbia.which could provide useful insights intolthe
current market and permit comparisions with earlief studies, two
questionnaire surveys were conducted during the summer of 1977.

| The Surveys of‘condominiﬁm occupiers were limited to the
Metropolitan Vancouver and Victoria areas. Quesfionnaires were
distributed to occupiers in a toﬁal-of 157 randomly selected
condominium projects, a sample representing 25% oﬁ the'projécts
of ten or more units. The sample was then stratified to
represent five areas as follows:-

1. Vancouver City | "40 Projects

2. Metropolitan Vancouver:.
North Shore 25 Projects

3. Metropolitan Vancouver:
Low Growth Area . 30 Projects

4. Metropolitan Vancouver:

High Growth Area 30 Projects .
5. Victoria ' 32 Projects
Total 157 Projects

The Low Growth Area of Metropolitan Vancouver included the
municipalities of. Burnaby, Surrey, New Westminster, and Coquitlém
and the High Growth Area represented the municipalities of
Richmond, Delta, Tsawwassen, Port Coquitlam, Port Moody, Langley,
and White Rock. 1In each case, growth was measured in terms of

population, not condominium developments.
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The next step in the sampling process was to distribute

" questionnaires to every eighth unit in the projects. This

resulted in a total sample of 895 units or 3% of all units in
pians:of ten units or more. Due to the length of the question-.
-ﬁaires,.they wére left, aloﬁg with an explénatory letter, éﬁ
each unit selected in the-sample.‘ As it was not péssible to
identify which occupants were tenants and which were owners
priox to.the survey, copies of both the tenant and owners
questionnaires were enclosed with instructions to completé the
appropriate one and return it by mail in the envelope provided.
In order to provide maximum confidentiality, these questionnaires
were not coded for area. Hence the sample results can only be
ihterpreted for the combined areas.

| Given the prior response rate obtained by Hamilton and
Roberts of 50% using a similar technique and the public's greater
familiarity with‘condominiums, a 30% fesponse rate was.expécted.
In total, 202 owners questionnaires and 34 tenants questionnaires
were returned providing a 26.4% response rate, Qery close to the
expected.. The number of responses represent 26.4% of all exist-
ing units in the sample but a somewhat higher proportion of
occupied units since some projects were new and only partially
" occupied. The 236 occupant responses represent approximately
1% of all units contained in projects of 10 units or more.

The sample was originally designed for'statistiéal validity

and the sample determined to reflect the expected response rate.
The statistical validity of the results however, are impossible

to ascertain in a quantitative fashion due to the survey technique.
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The requirement of leaving the questionnaire and not having a’
'100% response may provide some, though unknown, bias. .On a
positive note, the general similarities between these findings

and those of previous studies indicates they are highlyireliable.

4.4 Owners' Profile

There was a'total of 202 usable responses from the Owners‘
Sﬁrvey. As the data waé often categorized into several groups :
and the total number of responses were limited, all the question-
naires Qere used even if some were partially incomplete. This
resulted ;n the total number of responses Qarying slightly over
different factors but does not affect the overall findings. The
majority (80%) of the units in the samplevwere purchased afﬁer
12973. This ensures that any similarities betweeﬁ the findings
in;this'study,and those of Hamilton and. Roberts are not due to
the same population being sampled but rather there are actually

similarities between the two separate populations.:

4.4 (a) General Characteristics of Survey Respondents

Thirty~three percent of the responses were from townhduses,
35% from low-rise apartments, 26% from high-rise apartments and
7% from mixed townhouse and apartment developments.(mixed). No
attempt was made to identify which units in the latter groupi
were townhouses and which were apartments and due to their small
number they will be excluded from the majority of the discussion
but have ‘been included in the tables separately for clarity. Of
the townhouses, the majority were three bedroom units and overall

they average 2.89 bedrooms per wit (Table 18). The low-rise
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and high-rise apartments were more evenly‘diViaed between one and
two bedroom units, averaging 1.67 and 1.63 respectively;

The majority of households (77%) contained 2 aaults while
2b% were single adult househélds and 3% contained more than two
'adulté. Furthérmore, most households were(chilaless (69%)'while“
15% had one child and 16% had two or more children. Ofbthe‘ |
'single adults, 68% were women and 32% were men. As:would be
expected, given their larger size and greater suitability for
families, the townhouses contained the highesf average number
of occupants'(2.85) and average number of children per house-
hold (0.91). - . Apartments contained mainiy singlés
and couples and had a low percentage of units with children,
averaging 0.31 and 0.21 children for low-rise and high-rise units.

Table.L9 correlatés_the-number of‘bedrooms with the number
of'occupants. If one were to assume that one bedroom is‘required
for each couple of single adult and one for éach child, the’
majority of purchasers (60.5%) have excess space.. Only 9% afe
overcrowded and the balance of 30.5% have the ﬁcorrect" number
of bedrooms for the number of occupants. _Comparing the average
number of bedrooms with the avérage number of occupants by
structufe type (Table 18), indicates the greatest excess capacity'
exists in townhouses which average one bedroom.per'person. It is
likely these people.intend to expand their household size in the
future. The ratio of persons to bedrooms is not as low in

apartments where there is 1.33 persons per bedroom.
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TABLE '18

BASIC STRUCTURAL DATA - -

Structure Type Town= Low- High- ' ‘Total
: House - Rise Rise . Mixed - . Responses
% % s I TR
Number of Responses 32.7 34,7 25.7. 6.9. | 1000 =
" Number of Bedrooms- . - ’}_‘.‘-~_fg”§Jﬁ l ;
1 . 0.0 38.6 40.4 14.3 -} '24.8
2 18.2 55.7 55.8 21.4 41.1
3 ~74.2 5.7 3.8 64.3 . 31.7
4 7.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 -} 2.5
Total - 100.0 1100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 "
Average ‘ ) 2.894 1.671 1.635 2.500 B
Number of Occupants xﬁ'. !
Per Unit s
1 ’ ' 7.6 18.6 23.1 14.3 '}  15.8 -
2 . 33.3 64.3 65.4 57.1 - {: 54.0
3 30.3 8.6 3.8 14.3 . 14.9.
4 . 24,2 8.6 7.7 - 14.3 - 13.9 ‘
5 or more . - 4.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.5 ;
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 L
Average 2.848 2.071 1.962 2.286 { ‘
Number of Children O R ’ i
0 . . 45 .4 77.1. 86.5 71.4 . 68.8 .
1 24.2 14.3 5.8 14.3 . 15.3 i
2 25.8 8.6 7.7 14.3 14.4 |
3 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 i
4 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 |
Total : 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 | 100.0 - |
Average 0.91 0.31 ° 0.21 0.43 , ‘
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- 4.4 (b) Socio-Economic Variables

The socio-economic factors of the respondents are displayed
in Tables 20 and 21 by age groups and by structure type. The -
data will first be analysed by the age distributions to compile

‘é general profile and then related to the structure types.

4.4 (c) Age

The bi-polarization of the age groups as'was found by.
Hamilton and Roberts and.Eger was again evidenced here. ‘Forty—
two percent.ofvthe respondents were over 49 years old while 48%
were below 40 years old. Only 9.4% of the respondents indicated
the head of the household was.between 40 and 49 yeérs,oldo There
is a significantly greater representation of those over 49 in
this study than was previously reportea (Table 22). \Thié change.
may be-explained in part by the'inCIuSion‘df“Victoria'intd-the-
sample for the current study. Forty-five percent of Victoria's
- adult population (over 14 years old) is over 49 years old while

this group represents only 33% of those in Vancouver.7

4.4 (d) Number of Children

The majority of households (69.3%) were childless followed
by ﬁhose with one or two children. The highest average number
of children were found in the 30-39 age grodp (0.7l.children per
household) and the 40-49 age group (0.63 children per household).
The lowest average was that of. the group over 49 years of ége.
The youngest age group had an average of 0.49 children which

indicated the majority had not yet started their families.
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TAELE 19 :

Correlation Between Household Size and Ndmber'of

Bedrooms
Number of , _Numbgr of Bedrooms
Occupants 1 2 - 3] 4
1 15 12 3 0
2 26 56 27 0
3 2 7 18 3
4 5 8 13 5
NOTE: | . = "Correct" Occupancy

Below the rectangles are overcrowded

Above the rectangles have_exbess space



TABLE 20 & LT

Profile of Condominium Purchasers by Age Groups';

Under 30 . | 30-39 | 40-49 - | over 49
_ No. % No.| g% No. % No. 3

Income Group . v ] :

' Under $8000 1 2 0 o | 1 5 13| 15
8001~16000 1 7] 18 14 |27 s | 26 32 | 38
16001-24000 19 | 42 17 | 33 10 | 53 23 | 27
Over 24000 18 | 40 20 | 39 3 {16 | 17 20
Total | |45 [100 51 {100 19 [100 | 35 |100

Occupation . :

Professional 18 | 40 26 50 8 42 26} 30
Semi-Skilled 20 | 44 18 | 35 8 | 42 14 | 16
and skilled - : :

Unskilled ) 4 9 | 3 6 2 |11 2 2
Retirad of| o o | o o o 42 | 49
Other - 3| 7 5 |10 1| s |.21 2

Total | 45 100 52 [r00 " | 19 [100 86 |100

Education
Post Graduate 17| 18 9 |as 2 |11 ‘11 | 13

' 1-4 years Post 14 | 31 17 |35 3 |17 26 | 31

Secondary _ ' :

Vocational or 11 24 11 22 4 22 10 12
Technical _ ) '

High School 13 | 29 12 | 24 9 |50 38 | 45
or less - ’ s

Total . as |10 49 1oo |18 {100 | 85 |100

Use of 2nd 22 | 49 19 | 37 9 | 47 12 | 14

. Mortgage ‘ ‘

Use of B.C. Govt. 21 | 47 19 |37 9 |47 12 | 14

2nd Mortgage o

o e e
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E.‘LLE 20:

Profile of Condominium Purchasers by Age Grou§ Cont.

Under 30 30 - 39 40 - 49 Over 49 Total
No. | No. "% Nol . ¢ | No. % No.] &
Number of'
Children _ .
o 30 |66.0 29 | 56.9 13| 68.4 [ 68 [79.1| 140} 69.3
1 9 |20:0 11| 21.6 3| 15.8 8 .| 9.3 31} 15.¢
2 5 |11.1 11 { 21.6 2{10.5} 10 |1l.6 28] 13.9
3 1 2.2 o] o ‘1] 5.3 0 0 2l 1.0
4 0 0 1] 2.0 o o 0 0 14 o.5
Average - 0.49 0.71 - 0.63 0.33 0.48
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TABLE 21
‘Basic Demographic and Economic Data '=.-
' By Structure Type = -~ -
Structure Type Townhouse Low—Rise High-Rise| . Mixed Total
Age of Houéehold Head No. % No. % No. % No. % No.
Under 30 15 23 | 16 23 7 13 7 50 45

30 - 39 27 41 )12 17| 8 15| 5 26| s2

- 40 - 49 7 11 ] "7 . 10 10 0 19
Over 49 17 26 34 49 32 62 2 14 . 85
Average 39.9 47.8 52.1 32.9 45,
Total 66 100 | 69 100 | 52 100 | 14 100 20L

Education of Household Head .
Post Graduate 8 13- 8 12 9 17 4 29 29

‘1-4 Years Post 20 31 {20 * 30 ['26 31§ 4 29| 60
Secondary S '
Vocational or Technicall 12 17 {120 18 | 100 19 2 14{- 36
High School or Less 24 38 | 27 40 17 "33 4 29{..72
Total 64 100 67 100 52 100 14 100 197

Occupation of Household gead
Profession91 or ' :
Managerial 26 39 21 30 22 41' 9 64 78
Semi-Skilled 24 36 20 29 11 21 5 36 60
Unskilled 3 s 2 4 ] 0} 11
Retired 21 - 30 17 32 o 42
Other 4 6 1l 2 0 11
Total 66 - 100 | 69 - 53 -100 { 14 100 =202
Total Family Income ‘ L . R .

0 - $8,000 2 3 (15 20| 7 13| o o 922
$2,001-$16,000 31 48 /| .27 39 17 33 2 14 77
$16,001-$24,000 20 31 15 21_ 14 27 5 36 54
Over $24,000 12 18 13 19 14 27 7 50 46
Total | 65 100 | 70 100 | 52 100 | 14 100

201
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4.4 (e) Education and Occupation

The largest groups by educational,levél were thdse with.
high school or less (36.5%) énd those with one to four years
of university education (30.5%). The majority of ﬁhose with
high school or less weré in the over 49 age‘group which reflects
the lesser emphasis on formal post secondary education in the
past. Those with some university educationirepreSented'approxi—
mately 30% of the reépondents under 30, 30-39, and over 49 years.
old. The 40-49 age group had the lowest proportion in this
category with 17%. | B

The bccupations8 of the household heads correspond to the
~educational levels discussed above. The largest single group
were classified as professional or managerial with 38.6%. Exclud-’
_ ing those that had retlred the profe551onal/manager1al groups
represented 40% of those under 30 and between 40 and 49 years old.
50% of those between 30 and 39, and 59% of those over 49. These
findings correspond with previoﬁs studies, particularly»Eger9
where he noted the largest proportion of professionals in then
oldest age group. |

The second largest occupation class was the skilled and
semi-skilled representing_30% of the respondents. They were
evenly distributed across the age gfoups if those retired are
excluded. Naturally those who were retired were ekclusive to

the over 49 age group.

4.4 (f) Income Groups

The questionnaire asked the respondents to classify their

total gross family income into one of four categories, under






TABLE 22

Comparative Age Distributions

Roberts 1973

Survey 1977

No. % No. - %

~ Under 30 125 | 36.7 45 | 22.3

30 - 39 107 | 31.4 52 | 25.7

40 - 49 48 | 14.1 19 9.4

Over 49 61 17.9 86 | 42.6
Average 36.55 45.32

- 88.
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$8,000; $8,000-$16,000; $16,001-$24,000; and over $24,ovob._'. The
~groups were purposely made broad as'it'was felt’narrower olassififb
cations may cause some to be reluctant to respond. 1In total the
Vresponses were evenly diVided between.those hav1ng.over $16 000
‘income and-those below $16,000. Fifty percent of those w1th_over
$16,000 inoome also had over $24,000. Given the average family
income in B.C. at the time of the survey was approximately $18,000
per yearlo, it is concluded that condominiums appealilaréely to
the moderate to average income groups as was noted in the previous
study.ll

Table 23 compares the distribution of family incomes for the
Hamilton and.Roberts study, this study, and the corresponding
'income distributions for the popuiation as a whole in'éaCh yeari'
Several points should be noted._ First, there is a cOnsiderably'
vgreater proportion of households in the lower ‘income groups in
» the Hamilton and Roberts study (81 4% under $15 000) than is
i.ev1denced here (50. 26 under $l6 000) ThisAls.due in part_to the.
general increase in incomes over the period (increaSing”from an”"
--average of $11,225 in 1973 to-$16,915 in 1976). . Seoondiy,_the;-
increase in condominiumrprices since 1973 necessitates that the
purchasers have a larger income to support a mortgage of a simi-
lar loan-to-value ratio.12

The second point of interest in the comparisons is that
both surveys show larger proportions of household incomes in the
$8,000 to $16,000 income bracket than does the»general public.
This confirms the earlier conclusion (above) that condominiums

appeal to moderate income groups. Lastly, this study reveals a

larger proportion of condominium purchasers in the highest income



TABLE 23

COMPARATIVE TOTAL FAMILY INCOMES

90.

Hamilton & Roberts British , ;
Survey Columbia Survey British Columbia--
19731 1977 19762
Income Group 2 -IncomefGroup 2 - Income Group 3
0-$8,000 | 19.3 38.7 0-$8,000 11.9 '-$7,999 28.9
~ 8,001-15,000 62.1 35.2 8,000-16,000 38.3 8,000~-14,999 21.9
15,001-20,000 12.0 15.1 16,001-24,000 | .26.9 15,000-24,999 29.2
Over 20,000 6.6 11.1 Over 24,000 22.9 Over 25,000 19.9
Average Income 11,225 . '16}915

~ Corporation, Ottawa, P. 82,

SOURCE 1: Statistics Canada, Income Disfributions By Size In Canada,
: Catalogue 13- 206, 1973 : .
SOURCE 2: 1Ibid, 1976 e
"+ CMHC CMHC 19763 Survey 1977 Survey
‘Disbribution Vancouver and Victoria Distribution
No. 2 No. S % ‘ No.
Under $10,000 11 1.9 24 11.9 $8,000
10,000-17,500 195 33.0 77 .38.3 8,001-16,000
17,501-25,000 241 40.8 54 . 26.9 16,001-24,000
Over 25,000 144 24.4 © 46 22.9 Over 24,000
SOURCE 3: Canadian Housing Statistics, 1977 Central Mortgage and Hou51ng -
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group (22.9%) than tﬁe general public (19.9%) which is also
significantly greéter than that evidenced by Hamilton and Roberts
(6.6%). rThe significant upward shift in the proportion of this
income group fefleéts the broadening of the condominium market.

 Thé second portion of Table 23 comparés the CMHC data for
new condominium purchasers, which is collected from the loan -
application fo:ms, and the survey data. There is a much larger
portion of purchasers in the sample in the lowest income group
than in the CMHC data. This may be explained in ﬁart by the
inclusion of those purchasers on pensions who paid all cash for
theif unit and appeéred in the survey but which would not éppear ‘
in the CMHC loan application files. |

The second interesting featufe is that the largest propoftionv
of households (40.8%) in the CMHC data are in the_second highest
income bracket ($17,501 to $25,000) while the iargest proportion
in the survey (38%) are in the second lowest brackep‘($8,000 to
$16,000). Removing the lowest income group froﬁ the analysis

© femoUs pencsoners :

does not change the relative distributions. Part of this is due
to the differences in the date of sale of the purchases, the
CMHC data refers only to condominiums sold in 1976. ‘Secondly,-
Hamilton and Roberts noted a similarvpattern and hypothesized
that people may have exaégerated their incbmes'oﬁ the loan appli-
caﬁion in order to qualify. The distribution was thereby shifted
upwards which may have also occurred here.

Neither the differences noted between the income distributions
of the previous study or the 1976 CMHC data contradicts the conclu-

sion'that condominiums primarily appeal to moderate to aVerage
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'incoﬁe pufchasers{ However, the recent“rise in prices of‘the~
condominium units may have eliminated some of the lower income
‘groups which appeared in the previous study. It should also be
vneted that a segment of the condomihium market has been directed
at the'wealthy and has met with some success in Vancouverl3.
Examining the distribution of incomes by age group (Table
20)>reveals a shifting downward in‘the proportion of upper income
purchasers as you move from the youngest group to the oldest.
This is surprising given the fairly even distribution of occupa-
tions noted earlier and in the fact the.young.group is not |
likely to have reached their full earning potential yet. The
distribution is explained by.the ntmber of retired purchasers
in the oldest group, shifting their income distribution downward
and, as revealed in the next sectlon, the number of working wives
is greatest 1n the younger groups, thereby providing two salaries

and shifting their income distribution upwards.

4.4 " (g) Two Wage Earner Households

Table 24 displays the distribution of working spouses. The
first éoint of interest is that the prdpoftion of working spouses
in this study (41.2%) is v1rtually identical to that found by
Hamilton and Roberts (40.2%). Secondly, comparlng the proportion‘
that worked full or part time at the time of purchase and at the‘
time of the survey reveals a slight drop (47.3% to 41.2%), the
majority of the change occurring in the townhouse residents.

This is to be expected as this group is the most likely to be‘
enterlnq into or are in the child rearing stage which would

necessitate one spouse leaving the work force.



TABLE ' 24 .

DISTRIBUTION OF WORKING SPOUSES (AT TIME OF PURCHASE) =

Working Working Not
Full Time Part Time Working
No. % No. 2 " No. ) %
Wife's Age o
Under 30 35 67.3 -3 5.8 14 26.9"
30 - 39 12 57.1 T2 9.5 33.3
40 - 49 1 16.7 1 16.7 4 66.7
Over 49 6 11.5 2 3.8 44 84.6
Total 54 41.2 8 6.1 - 69 52.7
Husband's Age
* Under 30 22 64.7 PR 5.9 10 29.4
30 - 39 22 68.8 3 9.4 7 21.9
40 - 49 57.1 0 0.0 3 42.9
over 49 10.3 3 5. 49 84.5
Household Income .
Under $8,000 1 20.0 0 0.0 4 80.0
$8,000-$16,000 15 29.4 6 11.8° 30 . 38.8
$16,000-$24,000 18 45.0 2 5.0 20 50.0
Over $24,000 20 58.8 0 0.0 14 41.2
Number of Dependent
Children ,
0 39 45.9 - 5. 5.9 41 48.2
1 9 47.4 1 5.3 9 | 47.4
2 6 | 25.0 1 4.2 17 -~ | 70.8
3 0 0.0 1 | s0.0 1 50.0
4 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 .1 100.0




TABLE 24 (Contd.) ,y;>

Working

- 94,

~ Working " Not .
Full Time Part Time Working =
No. % No. s No. | &
Structure Type
(a) At Time of -
Purchase
Townhouse 21 40.4 5 9.6 26 |50.0
Low-Rise 19 | 51.4 3 .1 15 }40.5
High-Rise 9 28.1 0 0.0 - 23 -171.9
Mixed 50.0 0 0.0 5 150.0
(b) At Time of
' Survey
Townhouse 16 | 30.8 4 7.7} 32 le1.5
" Low-Rise 18 47 .4 2 5.3 | 18 |47.4
High-Rise 10 31.2 0 0.0 22 }68.8
Mixed 44.4 0 0. 5 |55.6
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The most noticeable distinc£ion beﬁweén those households
with a spouse working or not working ié displayed in the distri-
bution by age. The majority (71%) of the spouses below 4anears
old are working full or pért time while'only a'very small‘percen—
tagebdver 40 are employed. The distributién is much more even -
when the family income is examined with only a slightly‘higher
proportion of working spouses in the upper income.groués. The
results of the cross-tabulation by age are chfirmed by Hamilton
and Roberts. However, théy found more.pronounced trends over
the income’ groups and by the number of childrénls. They found
that the number of non-working spouses was greatest in the lower

incomé groups and in families that had dependent children.

4.4 (h) Structure Type

Thé‘structure-types-are-classifiednas townhouse.,. low—-rise
apartment or high-rise apartment. Townhouses are thought to be
the most suitable style for families with'children as the units
are larger and have greater surrounding open areas and amenities
than do apartments. In contrast, apartménts are thought to be
more suited to singles .or couples without children énd are
géneraily designed with this in mind. These characteristics of
the structure tYpes are reflected in the profiles of the respec-
tive purchasers. In support of this perception,bit is noted
that those in the 30-39 year old group, which had the highest
avérage number of children, are found primarily_in townhouses
(Table 21). The majority of the oldest group caﬁ_be classified
as "empty-nestefs" indicating their families have grown up and

" left; they are correspondingly located in apartments.
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The distribution by oCcupation,.education, incdme, and the
incident of working spouses across structure types is commensurate

with the findings to date énd need not be elaborated on.

4.4 (i) Previous Tenure

Knowledge of the previous tenancy of conaominium'owners is
important both for the directing of marketing and advertising and -
to provide further information on théir profiles. The majority
of owners (62.4%) had rented prior to the purchase of their unit;
df these 72% had lived in low-rise (45.6%) or high-rise (26.4%)
apartments. Of those that had owned previously, 73.3% had a
single family detached house and 18.7% had condominiums. While
thé number of previous condominium owners is not large,vthey do
reflect a mobility between units and a level of satisfaction
with_thé‘concept.sufficientnﬁor the people to repurchase.

Tables 25, 26, 27, and 28 display the previous tenure classifi-
cation by present structure type, age groub, price of the condo-
minium unit, and the loan-to-value ratio respectively. The data
combines to show that the majority of renters are young, most
frequently had high loan-to-value ratios and purchased lower
than average priced townhouse and low-rise agartment units.
Conversely, previous owners were older, had larger down payments,
and purchased the more expensive apartment units.

The previous tenure type cross-tabulated with the reasons
given for moving are presented in Table 29; the results are as
anticipated given the above findings. By far the most frequently

mentioned reason given by previous renters was to establish an
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Distribution of Previous Tenure Type by Present

Structural Type

Tenure Type Owned Rented Other Total
Present Structural Type No.} % No. % No. Y No.l %

Townhouse 17 {25.8 ] 49 [74.2] o 0.0/ 66 100.0

Low-Rise 23 {32.9| 45 [64.3] 2 70 | 100.0

High-Rise 28 |53.9 22 .} 42.3| 2 . 521 100.0 -

Mixed 4 128.6 | .10 71.4 0 R 14 ] 100.¢C

Total 72 135.6 | 126 62.4 4 2.0} 202 (| 100.G




TABLE 26-.-.-

DISTRIBUTION OF PREVIOUS TENURE TYPE BY AGE GROUP

98.

Total

Tenure Type Owned Rented .Other
Age Group No. % No. . % No. %
Under 30 5 6.9 36 28.8 4 80.0
30 - 39 8 11.1- 42 33.6 1 20.0
40 - 49 2 2.8 17 13.6 0 0.0
Over 49 57 79.2 30 24.0 0 0.0

72 100.0 125 100.0 5 100.0

—






TABLE 277"
DISTRIBUTION OF PREVIOUS TENURE TYPE BY PRICE OF UNIT

100.

Rented

Previous Tenure Type Owned Other
No. % No. 2 No. s
Under Average Price 24 37.5 70 58.8 3 75
(By Year and Structure
Type) .
Over Average Price 40 62.5 49 41.2 1 25
(By Year and Structure
Type)
Total 64 100.0 119 100.0 4 100.0




DISTRIBUTION OF PREVIOUS  TENURE BY LOAN-TO-VALUE RATIO

TABLE 28

101.

Previous Tenure Owned Rented Other
% % %
Over 95% 0 9 o
80-95 9 47 25
70-79 6 16 25
50~-69 11 12 25
25-49 6 3 25
Undexr 25 68 12 o
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equity followed distantly byvthose desiring more space. The

demand for home ownership was the major motivation for their'moVe.
It is likely thé lack of a sizeable downlpayment may have been a
restricting factor in their purchase'decision gi&en the higher
incomes of the young (predominantly renters) combined with their
~high  loan-to-value ratios. Some developers have observed thisg
factor and have used it to market the units by offering appealingiy
low down paymentsls.

) The feasons for moving expressed by the previous owners were
doﬁinated by those wanting less space and less upkeep. The single
family house, of which the majority had owned, was probably |
becoming burdensome and no longer necessary as the owners"require~
ments changed. The low loah-to—vélue Fatios indicate§ they are
using the equity frdm their house to purchase the units. Further,
the‘tendency for this g?oup to buy the more expenéive units coﬁ—
bined with their substantial equity shows they are looking for
more amenities and have the money to act on their wishes. Design-
ing‘of projects specifically for this group to include features
they would demand would likely meet with succeésbeven if they had
to be marketed at higher than average prices.

The reasons for moving are displayed by age group and by
present structure type in Tables 30 and 31. The resulfs confirm
those found when the previous tenure type was cross-tabulated
with the reasons given for moving. The younger owners wanted
to establish an equity while those over 49 years old wanted less

space and upkeep.
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One of the 1nterest1ng outcomes of this survey was the
number of older people desiring a less expen51ve unit. It wa§
expected that the older home owners would have traded down from
their home in order‘to free some of their capital to provide an.
additional income stream or for current consumption. The low
response to this question and the substantial down payments dis-
played earlier indicate the freedom from moftgage payments is

more highly valued.

4.4 (j) Loan-To-Value Ratios and Total Monthly Payments

Tables 32 to 34 contain the distributions of loan-to-value
ratios ana total monthly payments. Their reéults cdnfirm the
findings discussed above. The over 49 age group) which were
largely previous owners of single family dwellings purchased
their unit with large down payments and hence have low loan-to-
value ratios and monthly paymehts. Tﬁe younger age groups, that
were predominantly renters previously, had higher loan-to-value

ratios and correspondingly higher monthly payments.

4.4 (k) Future Intentions .

The questionnaire asked the respondents if they intended to
stay in their present unit for the foreseeable future. Those
that were'intending to move were asked to state the type of
tenure and structure they intended to move to and that which
they would most prefer. There was very little difference between
that which they preferred and that which they were expecting to
move to and therefore the preferred distribution is not presented.

There was a problem encountered as some people stated they did



TABLE 29

REASON FOR MOVING BY PREVIOUS TENURE TYPE -

FIRST REASON ONLY

104.

Previous Tenure Type Owned “Rented. _Other

Reason No. % No. % No. 2

Change in household 16 | 23.4 11 9.0. | 2 40.0
membership

Desired less space 10 14.7 4 3.3 0 0.0

Desired less upkeep 25 36,8, 3 2.5 0 0.0

Desired more living space 3 4.4 17 13.9 0 0.0

‘Desired better neighbourhood 1 1.5 1 0.8 0 0.0

- conditions

Desifed less expensive unit 1 1.5 5 4.1 0 0.0

To establish an equity 1 1.5 56 45.9 2 40.0

Closer to transportation, 4 5.9 2 1.6 1 20.0
job, etc.

dob transfer or change 2 2.9 12 9.8 0 0.0

Other | 5 7.4 11 9.0 0 0.0




105.

TABLE 30

REASON FOR MOVING BY AGE GROUP -

TOTAL NUMBER OF REASONS

Age Group

Under 30 30-39 40-49 Over 49 Total

No. 3 No. [ [ No. T % No. 3 No. 3

Reason

Change in Household
Membership

Desired less space
Desired less upkeep

Desired more living
space

Desired better neigh-
bourhood conditions

Desired less expen-~
sive unit

To establish an equity

Closer to transporta-~
tion, job, etc.’

Job transfer or change

7 | 8.3 1o 10.3 5 17.2 18 12.2 40 11.2

1 f 1.2 | 3] 3.1 | 1] 3.4 {21 14.2] 26/ 7.3
30 3.6 |2 2.1 | 2| 6.9 [49] 33.1] s¢ 37.8
20 [23.8 (16| 16.5 | 6| 20.7 | 7| 4.7 a9 33.1

35 | 41.7 126 26.8 [11] 37.9 |17]| 11.5| 89 24.¢
3 3.6 9 9.3 11 3.4 6 4.1 19 5.2

2 | 2.4 | o) o3| 1| 3.4 8| 5.4l 20 5.6
8 | 9.5 J10] 10.3 | 2| 6.9 | 9| 6.1] 29 8.2

84 [00.0 97 | 100.0 } 29 100.0 148 100.1 | 358 100.C




Reasons for Moving by Structure Type -

" TABLE 31 :-

Total Responses

106. -

Structure Type Townhouse | Low-Rise High-Rise Mixed
Roason No. No. § | Wo. ¥ | No. %
Change in household membership 16 13.6 14 11.2 10 14.9 0-0.0
Desired less space 6 5.1 11 8.8 9 13.4 0 o.0
Desired less upkeep 11 9.3 18 14.4 24 35.8 3 11.5
Desired more living space 22 18.6' 14 .11.2 9.0 7 10.5
Desired better neighbourhood 7 5.9 5 4.0 6.0 | 0 0.0

conditions .
Desired less expensive unit 2 1.7 7 5.5 5 7.5 0 0.0
To establish an equity 31 26.3 344;27.2 16 23.9 8 30.8
Closer to transportation, job, 4 3.4 6 f 4.8 7 10.5 2 7.7

“etc. o _ _
"Job transfer or change 8 6.8 6 4.8 7.5 1 _3;
Other 11 9.3 | 10 ‘8.0 4.5 | s..19u
Total 118 100.0 125 100.0 67 100.0 26 100.
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not intend to move indicéted where they would move to. As the
‘intention of the question'was to identify the occupants' desires:
thése responses were included. .‘ _‘

Table 35»displays the future intentioﬁs by age group and
structﬁre type. Overall the majority (63.7%) plan to stay whilé
only 36.3% plan to move. As would.be expected higher proportions
(53.3% of those under 40 years old) of those in the younéer groups
plan to move while the majority (74.6% of those over 39 yeafs old)
of the oider groups plan to stay. Of those planning to move, the
bverwhelming majority (77.4%) intend to own a single family home
(Table 36). Only 13% of the.respondents expressed an interest in
»renting.'}It is quite evident by these results that mény 6f the
younger househglds view condominiums'only as temporary aécommoda-

tion before moving to a single family unit.

4.4 (1) Summary Profile

The analysis of the data by age group and structure type

indicate there are three submarkets represented by the condominium

'

purchasers:-

(a) young (below 40 years old) apartment condominium
dwellers, generally without children, having
above average family incomes as a result of both -
adults (where applicable) working. They purchased
a condominium primarily to establish an equity and
will likely attempt to move to a single detached
dwelling as their incomes and family size increases.

(b) townhouse dwellers are predominantly 30 to 39 years.
old and have the highest average number of children.
Approximately half of these respondents intend to
move to a single detached dwelling in the future,



TABLE

32

DISTRIBUTION OF LOAN-TO-VALUE RATIO BY AGE GROUP

108.

Age Group Under 30 30-39 40-49 Over 49
1st Mtge| 1st & |lst Mtge| lst & [lst Mtge| lst & [lst Mtge| lst &
Pnd Mtge 2nd Mtg 2nd Mtge 2nd Mtge
% % %_ % 3 % % %
Over 95% 2.3 7.0 4.1 8.2-| 10.5 21.1 0.0 0.0
80 ~ 95 44.2 | s8.1 44.2 51.0 15.8 31.6 2.6 11.1
70 - 79 18.6 9.3 32.6 | 18.4 36.8 | 36.8 9.2 5.6
50 - 69. 16.3 9.3 . 20.9 12.2 26.3 5.2 15.3 15.3
25 - 49 7.0 | 4.7 0.0 0.0 | 10.5-| 5.2 | 12.5 8.3
-Under 25 11.6 | 11.6 10.2 10.2 0.0 0.0 65.3 65.3
44.45 | 46.36 50.841 55.35| 60.86| 66.76| 43.06! 47.58

Average



TABLE 33

DISTRIBUTION OF LOAN-TO-VALUE BY STRUCTURE TYPE
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Structure

Townhouse

Lowrise .

Highrise

Type : 1st & 1st & Ist &
st Mtge.| 2nd Mtge.| 1st Mtge.| 2nd Mtge.| 1st Mtge. | 2nd Mtge.
Loan-to- |
Value % % % % % %
Over 95% 3.2 12.9 0 0 6.0 - 6.0
80 - 95 40.3 40.3 11.3 32.3 12.0 22.0
70 ; 79 12.7 16.1 24.2 12.9 16.0 8.0
50 - 69 19.4 12.9 16.1 11.3 10.0 10.0
25 - 49 6.5 4.8 9.7 4.8 8.0 6.0
Under 25 | 12.9 12.9 38.7 38.7 18.0 18.0
Average 65.9 71.4 42.1 - 47.0 37.7 40.5




" TABLE 34

©.110.

- 'DISTRIBUTION OF TOTAL MONTHLY PAYMENTS BY AGE GROUP.

AGE GROUP ..

Monthly
Payment Under 30 30 39 40 - 49 Over 49
No . % No. % No. % No. 3
0-5100 1 2.3 3 5.9 0 0.0 21 28.4
101-200 1 2.3 1 2.0 1 | s.3 29 39.2
201-250 0 0.0 4 7.8 3 -|1s5.8 5 6.8
251-300 3 6.8 8 15.7 1 5.3 7 9.5
301-350 6 13.6 6 11.7 5 26.3 3 4.1
'351-400 9 20.5 11 21.6 3 15.8 1 1.4
401-500 9 20.5 8 15.7- 5 26.3 5 - 6.8
501-700 15 34.1 8 15.7 o | 0.0 1 1.4
Over 700 0 0.0 2 3.9 1 5.3 2 2.7




TABLE 35 = | - 1.5

Future Housing Intentions

Plan to Stay - Plan to Move Total
No. 3 No. 3 . . No. 2
AAge Group
Under 30 19 43.2 25 56.8 44 100.0
30 - 39 23 44.2 29 55.8 - . 52 100.0
.40 - 49 _ 12 | 63.2 7 36.8 19 100.0
Over 49 74 86.1 12 13.9 86 100.0
Total. 128 63.7 73 36.3 201 100.0
" Structure Type . )
Townhquse 33 50.0 33‘ 50.0 66 100.0
Low-Rise - 47 68.1 - 22 31.9 69 100.0
High~-Rise 40 76.9 12 23.1 52 100.0
Mixed 8 57.1 6 42.9 . 14 100.0
Total 128 63.7 73 36.3 .1 201 100.0 - - --




- TABLE 36

Choice of Next Structural Type by Age Group

-~ For Those Who Intend to Move

Age Group - Under 30 30 - 39 T 40 - 49 ‘Over 49 . Total .
' : No. % 1 No. g No., % No. % No. 3
Next Structurél
Type
Owned ) . . .
Single Family 24| 77.4 28 [ 82.4 | 6 75.0 7 | 50.0 | 65 74.7
Duplex 1] 3.2 2 5.9 1 12.5 0 0.0 4 4.6
Townhouse 4] 12.9 2 5.9 | 0 0.0 3 ] 21.4 9 10.3
Apartment 2 6.5 2 5.9 1 12.7 2 14.3 7 8.1
Mobile Home 0] 0.0 0.l 0.0 0 0.0 2 | 14.3 2 2.3
Total 31]100.0 | 34 |100.0 8 |100.0. 14 1100.0 | 87 | 100.0
- . Rental B . L ii.‘.»’ .
- single Family | "2{50.0 0 0.0 0-{ 0.0 | 2 ]28.6[4 | 30.8
Duplex 1{ 25.0 0] 0.0 |0 0.0 0] 0.0 |1 7.7
 Townhouse | 0| 0.0 0} 0.0 | 0 0.0 { 0 }.0.0|0 0.0 -
" Apartment - | 1| 25.0 | 1 [100.0 | 1 |100.0 |- 5 | 71.4 |8 | 61.5 -
" Mobile Home “0]..0.0 |0 0.0 0 0.0 0| 0.0 |0 . - 0.0
Total ' 4{100.0 -1 {100.0 { 1 [100.0 7 |100.0 {13 100.0 .
‘v"zﬁ;TOtal Intending| - ‘ - . H¥Z
to move ' 35 . - 35 .9 - 21 - 100 B
Percentage of o , o C R e : L
total age group| - 77.8% | - 67.3% T 47.4% . T 24.7% 7 49.8%
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(c) the older (over 40 years old), empty nest group that
purchased primarily apartments. They are moving from
their single family houses to escape the required up-
keep and are using the equity from their prior resi-
dence to make substantial down payments. The major-
ity of this group do not intend to move from their
present accommodation.

4.5 Discriminant Analysis

In the previous section a multitude of demographic, economic
and motivational factors were examined by the condominium structure
type and the owners' age groups. The analysis.reyealed three sub-
markets within the condominium market, young apartment purchasers;
old apartment purchasers, and townhouse puréhasers. Further
analysis was then used to verify that these grohpé did exist
and to identify the significant variables.

Discriminant analysis was used for this purpose. It is a
‘mathematical technique that identifies the variables which discri-
minate between two or more groups by capitalizing on the differ-
ences in the respective characteristics. Once a set of discrimina-
tor variables is found for a known ciassification group they can
be used to predictiﬁhe classification of an unknown group.

Simply, the sample is initially classified into known dgroups,
say townhouse purchasers and apartment purchasers. The character-
iétics of each set of purchasers are then examined to find those
characteristics that are most different between the groups, say
the number of children and household incomes are found to be
significant'discriminators. It'can then be said the major differ-
ences between the two populaticns are the differences in the

respective number of children and incomes. Further, having
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identified the-discriminating variables, the'likely purchase
decision of another grouo of people can be p;edicted.. Conversely,
if a townhouse development is built, the type of purchasers can
be predicted.and hence the design and marketing of the project
_difected‘to the people with the-correspondiné charecteristics.i~?

Discriminant analysis is a‘speciel type of factor analysis
that separates two or more groups by forming one or more linear
combinations of the variables each with a score of the disctimin—
ant functions. "The maxiumum possible number of funCtions which
'-oan be derived is one less than the number of groups, if there
are more variables than groups. In the case of having'more
gronps than variables, then the numbet of discriminating functions
can be equal to the discriminating variables."17 If the"scoree
within each group are quite similar while the scores between
gronps differ; identification of the_gronpe can occur. The‘
analysis takes place in a step-wise procedure selecting the best
discriminating factor then the second best and so on until.none
of the remaining variables discriminate beyond the stated |
confidence interval.

The three groups were initially separated by age and/or
present structure type es reported in the guestionnaire. The
young apartment group was defined as those who had the head of
the:househola below 40 years old and had purchased an apartmentv
unit. The old apartment group consisted of those over 39 that
had an apartment unit while the townhouse group were all townhouse
purchases regardless of age. The responses from those in mixed ,

apartment and townhouse developments were not used as they would
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interfere with the tfeatment of the other groups and wére too
few to be analyzed alone. Therelwere 13 variables18 used
which are displayed in Table 37 along with their respective
means and standard deviation by group.

In analyzing the three groups together, four signifiéant
<variablés (at the 95% éonfidence interval) were identified:
the use of second mortgages; the percentage of working spouses;
"the age of the household head; and the number of children.
Townhouse purchasers had the highest incidence of usage of sec-
ond mortgages with 52% in comparison to the young apartment
group (38%) and the old apartment group (22%). Similarly, they
had the highest‘percentage of working spouses (79% versus 65%
for the young apartment group.and 55% for the old apartment
group) and the largest average number of children (.919 versus
.231 and .284 for young and old apartment purchasers‘respectively).
The young apartment group had the youngest average age of the house-
hold heads (29.3 years old) followed by the townhouse purchasers
(39.5 yéars 0ld) and the old apartment group (59.6 years old);

The program then prédicted the classification of the purch- .
asers using these variables as discriminators. The predicted
versus observed results are displayed in Table 38, 73.4% of all
the céses coﬁld be correctly classified. While the.model per-
formed reasonably well in classifying the young and the old
apértment groups, 82.7% and 85.1% respectively, the results were
much poorer for the townhouses (51.6% correctiy classified).
Referring again to Table 37, there is evidenced é problem since
the mean of several of the variables are similar between the young
apartment and townhouse groups though different from the old

apartment group. The notable variables being the loan-to-value



TABLE ‘37 e s el

Profile of Condominium Purchasers

Discriminate Analysis Variables*

Young Apartment Townhouse 0ld Apartment
Mean St. Dev. | Mean {St. Dev. | Mean ~|st. Dev;.
Financial Variables ‘ ,

Unit Purchase 40908 11224 | 42933 | 16762 46315 | 20734
Price ($) - . o

Gross Famiiy 2.904 0.955 . 2.613 0.894 2.432 11.021
Incomz . . . . .
Loan/Value Ratio 68.5 33.0 - 71.0 31.4 31.5 | 36.4
Monthly Payment 382.58 | 143.67 345.50{ .153.56 | 197.14] 163.30
(s) : K

Use of 2nd Mtge. 38.5 49.1 "51.6 . 50.4 21.6 41.4
(2) S o .
Pre-Ownership (%) 17.3 | 38.2 22.6 | 42.2 -] 56.8| 49.9

Demographic VariableJ

Age of Household 29.3 4.9 39.5 | - 12.9 59.6 | 12.3
Head :
Occupation 2.346 | 0.764 '2.129 | 0.914 | 1.784 | 0.955
Education 2.558 1.127 . 2.742 1.187 '2.743 | 1.250
Married (%) 65.4 48.0 83.9 - 37.1 66.2 | 47.6
No. of Children 1 0.231 0.509 " +919 0.997 .284 0.652
Working Wife (%) 65.4 48.0 79.0 - 41.0 55.4 50.0
-Reason for Moving 0.327 0.550 0.258 0.571 —0.122 0.548
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ratio, monthly payments, percentage of pre-ownership and the

+ reason for moving. Such similarity excludes the variables from
the equation and hence reduces the predictive capability of the
technique.

To adjust for this problem the analysis wae repeated using
only two groups at one time. A summary of the results is present-.
ed in Exhibit 1. 1In all cases the metnod was able to classify
approximately 80% of the_respondents correctly. The discrimina-
ting variables between the townhouse group and each apartment
~group were the age of the houeehold nead and the number of
children. vTownhouses had the greatest number of children.per
'unit (0.919 Versue 0.231 for the young apartment group and |
0.284 for the old apartment group)_ (Table 4.21) and they had a
medium age of the houeehold heads{(39.5 yeare old versus 29.3
for young apartments and 59.6 for old apartments).

The comparison of the young andiold apartment groups was
performed excluding the age of the household head as this was the
primary means of initial classification. The significant discrimin-
ating variables that were identified were income, monthly payment,
unit value, and the reason for moving. The young apartment group
had higher average incomes, larger monthly payments but purchased‘
less expensive units than the older group. This reflects the use
of the equity of their prior home by the older group as discussed
previously. The older people moved because they desired less
space and upkeep (hence the minus sign, -0.122) while the.young

group was looking for more space (hence the positive sign, 0.327).



TABLE 38 -

Number of Cases Classified into Each Groupx

Predicted - " Young Apartment ~Townhouée 01d Apartment| - Total
Observed . No. 2 No. % . | No. $ | Nod "%
Young Apartment 43 . | 82.7 9.]17.3 {-0. .| 0. .| s52]100.0
Townhouse 17 27.4 32 | 51.6 | 13 21.0 | 62| 100.0
0ld Apartment 4 - 5.4 7.] 9.5 | 63 85.1 [ 74| 100.0




.EXHIBIT 1-

Results of Discriminant Analysis

- Significant

Classifications % Correctly Predicted
: Classified vs. Observed Variables
Young Apartment Predicted
vs. - 77.19% Obscrved Yngapt. Twnhse. Use of 2nd Mtge.

Townhouse |

Yngapt. 82.69 17.31
Twnhse. 27.42 72.58

Age of. Hsehold
head

Number of
Children

0ld Apartment-

(Excluding Age of
. Household Head)

 Observed Yngapt. OldApt.
Yngapt., 84.62 15.38

78.57%

Oldapt. 25.68 74,32

0ld Apartment " Predicted
vs. 85.29% ’
Townhouse Observed Oldapt. Twnhse. Percgntagg of
Oldapt. 90.54 9.4 working wives .
Twnhse.  20.97 79.03 Nge of household -
head
Number of
Children
- Young Apartment "~ Predicted
vs. SR

: Family Income

Total Monthly
payment o

- Unit value -~
= Reason for Moving

6TT2.
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4.6 Conclusion

The evidence presented here supports the conclusion that.
three sﬁbmarkéts do exist within the conddminiuh market: vyoung
apartment dwellers; townhouse dwellers; and older.apartment
‘dwellers. The differentiation of the tothouée market frbm
that of apartments is dependent mainly on the age of the hoﬁsehola
head and the number of children. The_average age of the townhouse
purchaser was midﬁay between the averagé gges of the young and old
apartment purchasers. Townhouse purchasers had a higher average
number of children than either apartment group. Excluding the age
variable, thetapartment groups are differentiaﬁed primarily by-
their financial situation and their motiVations. -The younger
group had highér average incomes but lower down paymenfs than
.the.oldér group. -The younger group alse‘wanted,more'spaceuwhile._
the older group wanted less space and upkeep. These concluéions
confirm not only the existence of the three sub-markets but also

the characteristics of the purchasers indicated earlier.

4,7 Motivation For Purchasing a Condominium

‘The previous section examined the motivationé of purchasers
briefly in compiling their profiles, It was found the younger
residents bought most of fhe townhouses ahd a portioﬁ of the
apartments with the desire to establish an equity. The older
éroups pﬁrchased predominately apartments because they wanted to
reduce their upkeep and space. This.section will examine the

factors of the purchase decisions in greater detail.
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4.8 Condominium'Versus Single- Detached House

It was expected the apartment dwellers being predominantly
childless and concerned with less space and upkeep would not have
looked for a house prior to purcha51ng thelr condominiumn. Converse—
ly, townhouse residents, belng largely. famllles W1th chlldren or in
the child bearing age group, would cons1der a single detached
house and thereforevwould be expected to shop for one prior to
purchasing their unit. These expectations were 1argely‘confirmed
'by an analysis of cross-tabulations presented in Table 39 as only
one-quarter of all apartment owners and_one—half of all townhouse
owners looked forza hoﬁse prior to buying e condominium.

Table 40 presents the distribution of those who did and did
not consider a house first cross-tabulated by the tenure and
structure type of the owner's prior accommodation. The frequen-
cies‘displayed in this table are very‘close to'thoee found by |
Hamilton and Robertslg. Of those thch had owned previously,.
78.6% did not look for a single family house prior to purchasing
~their unit. This was expected es the majority already owned
single family houses. Interestingly, only 8% of priof4condominium
owners looked for a house indicating a level of satisfaction with
the concept and a mobility between units. Fifty—eight percent of
the former renters did not consider a house first; there was no
discernable pattern displayed by the-rental.structure types.

-The reasons given in previous studies-for purchasing a
condominium unit rather than a single detached house have been

overwhelmingly the price or economic advantage and the freedom



122.

TABLE 39

Those Who Considered Single Detached House Pribr.to

Purchase of a Condominium - by Present Structure Type

Present Structure Looked for House First ‘Did Not Look for
b House First
No. % ) ' No. %
Townhouse ) 34 52 31 48
Apartment 29 . 24 _ 93 76
Total ' 69 . 34 L 132 66

- A
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from maintenance énd upkeepzo.' Locational factors and the
provision of recreational facilities are also mentioned but are
' much less important. An identical pattern was found.in this sfudy.
The respondents were allowea to indicate up to three reasons
- for their purbhase of a condominiuﬁ,over‘a houée; thé freqdencies
of the total number of times each reason was_mentioned is dis~
played in.Table 41. The price or economic advantage was segmented
into three éomponents: a lower-price for an equal or better unit
(20.3%); lower monthly payments (15.6%); and lower down payment
(10.0%) . Combined they represent'45.9% of the total responses
making price the most importaﬁt factbr° This was followed by the
freedom of upkeep with 28% of the total. The reasons of locétion’
and the provision of recreational'facilities were much. less signi-
ficant being 13.4% and 7.7% of the total choices respectively.
Examining the data by structure type.revealsbthat freedom
from upkeep is more important to apartment purchasers than town-
house putchasers as expected. High-rise residents showed a greater
preference for the location factor and less for the financial ones
than did the othef structure types. Again thié is expected as
high~rise buildings tend to be built closer to the central areas,
' therefore having significant locational advantages and‘they.also
tend to be more expensive, thereby éttracting wealthier people

who are less concerned with price.

4.9 Important Features of the Unit Purchase

The features of the unit purchased were examined on the basis
of three categories; locational factors, features within the unit,

and features of the project (i.e., common facilities and areas).
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Those Who Considered'sinqle Detached House Prior to

Purchase of a Condominium - by Previous Structure Type

Former Owners.

Previous Structure

Looked for House

Did Not Look for

First . House First
No. % - No. 4%
Single Detached 13 25 39 75
Semi-Detached 1 33 "2 66
Townhouse 1 12.5 7 87.5
Low—-Rise . 0 0 2 100
High-Rise 0 0 2 100
Mobile Home 0 0 3 100
Total Owners 15 21.4 55 ~78.6
Former Renters
-Previous Structure
' single Detached 39 11 61
Semi-Detached 53 7 47
" Townhouse 0 0 0
Low-Rise 21 39 33 .61
High-Rise 14 42 19 58
' Mobile Home 0 0 0 0
 Total Renters 50 42 70 58
Total Owners . ,
and Renters 65 34 125 66
|
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R P

Reason for Purchasing a Condominium over a

12s5.

."Single Detached House - by Structure Type (Total Reésons)

Better Location

Lower Full Price
for Equal or
Better Unit

Lower Downpayment

Lower Monthly
Payments

Freedom of Exterior
Upkeep

Recreational
Facilities

. Other

Townhouse Low~-Rise High-Rise Total

No. % No. 3 No. % No. %
19 { 10.8 19 | 11.6 | 24 |18.6] 68 | 13.4
45 | 25.6 3¢ | 20.7 16 |12.4]103 | 20.3
22 | 12.5 15 | 9.1 | 10 7.8 s1 | 10.0
23] 13.1 3¢ | 20.7 | .18 |14.0 79 | 15.6
41 23.3 50 | 30.5 | 42 |32.¢ 142 | 28.0
17] 9.7 5 3.0° | 10 7.6] 39 7.7
9| 5.1 7 4.3 9 | 7.0 .26 5.1

e 1,

B H
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REASON FOR PURCHASING A CONDOMINIUM -
RATHER THAN A SINGLE DETACHED HOUSE

UPKEEP

'LOCATION
13%
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-Classifying the features in this manner and providing détaiis
within each category should provide developers with greater infor-
mation on what consumers desire. Asking the respondehts to |
identifyvthe important‘feature-in the unit will not provide a
completé picture, however, as they may.desire others ththwére
not availablé in the unit. To correct this, data were also
collected on the features the residents would have liked and
would be willing to pay moré for but Were nof provided in their
‘unit.

The results of this section are éxamined only on the basis
of their structural type. Analyzing by structure type allows
the comparisons with previous studies to be made.

The important locational'features are displajed in Table 42.
In total, the distribution is very uniform covering-a‘wide range
of the fraditionally'importaht features.‘ Proximity to work,
shopping, parkland, downtown, quiet neighbourhoods, and well
maintained neighbourhoods all accounted for approximately 10%
of the total responses. Similar resﬁlts were obtained using only
the first choice selected. The proportion of respondents that
indicated that location was not a factor in ﬁhe.selection df the
unit was 12.4% . | |

Some small aifferences in the frequency of the important
feétures cited were displayed between the structure types although
théy were in the anticipated direction given the owners character-
istics. Townhouse residents cited the closeness to work, well

maintained neighbourhood, and quiet heighbourhood as the most
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important features reflecting their family orientation. They
also had the largest percentageiof respondents-of any structure
type that indicated that location was not a factor, 15.9%. The
residents of lowfrise units'listed‘the closeness to shoppihg;

~ bus foutes; downtown, and a quiet neighbourhood whiie those 'in
high—rises,recorded thebvicinity to parkland and shopping as
the most frequently mentioned features. High-rise dwellers had
the lowest proportion of respondents that felt iocation was not
é factor in the selection of their unit.

"The most often mentioned impoftant features within the unit3. 
were appareht good quality construction (22.0%), larger than
average room size (17;8%),'scenic view (13.1%), and a large pafio.
or balcony (10.5%) (Table 43). Townhouse residents listed
apparent good quality.constructiOn (19.9%) and larger than average
room size (17.0%) most fréquently, whiie the order.waé reversed in
low-rise apartments béing larger tﬁan.average room size (31.2%),
apparent good quality construction (19.6%), and quality appliances
(12.8%). High-rise residents most frequently cited apparent good
qguality construction (28.4%), scenic view (19.9%), and larger
than average room size (18.4%). Overall only 5.0% of all
respondents indicated the features of the unit were not important
in its selection, less tﬁan half those that similarly indicéted
the location factor.

Fifty—eight.percent of the respondents indicated they would
have wanted some changes in their unit and they would have been

willing to pay more for them. The most freqguently mentioned
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‘Important Locational Features of the Unit by'zuj

Structure Type (Total Choices):

Townhouse . :Low—Rise - ‘High—Rise Total
No.| % - No.| 8 INo.| % | No.| %
Close to Schools 11| 6.7 | O 0 2 1.5 15| 3.0
Closeness’ to Work 29 117.7 S 17 10.0 | 16 11.9 70}13.8
Closeness to 15 9.1 27 15.9 18 13.4 62(12.2
Shopping ) . ) :
Closeness to Bus 4 2.4 25 14.7 16 11.9 - 45) 8.9
Routes ’ o 1
Closeness to 9 5.5 22 12.9 15 j11.2 51}10.1
Downtown T : _— : . :
Near Parkland or 16 '} 9.8 15 8.8 24 17.9 62.12.2
Recreational b
Facilities . . : : o
Quiet Neighbourhood| 23 {14.0 | 21 [ 12.4 | 9 6.7 |. 57{11.2
Well Maintained 25 {15.2 | 15 8.8 | .16 |11.9 | 60 11.8 .0
" Neighbourhood ' S D I
Dwellings _ i .
Surrounding .7 4.3 'i 0.6 | 1 | 0.7 10
Residents of o . s
~ Similar Edupation _ ' , .
Surrounding 2 1.2 1} 0.6 }: 3 2.2 8| 1.6
" Residents of : : S I
. - Similar Income
Bracket . . :
‘Close to Friends | 8| 4.9 | 12 ['7.17|. 7 | 5.2 28] 5.5
Other 3] 1.8-(. 3| 1.8 ] 2] 1.5 9 1.
. Location was not | 12| 7.3 | 11 | 6.5 - 5 3.7 - 30| 5.9
‘a Factor in
Selecting this
- Project .
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Important Features of the Unit by

Structure Type (Total Choices)

Townhouse Low-~Rise High;Rise Total
No. | % No. $ | No.| & .| No. g
Larger Than Average| 29 [ 17.0 | 38 |21.2 26 {18.4 | 95! 17.8"
Sized Rooms - _ - .
Existence of a 19 {11.1 13 | 7.2 2] 1.4 C41) 7.7
Fireplace ‘ o o
Unique Design 15| 8.8 4 | 2.2 1f 0.7 25| 4.7
Features .
Superior Appliances| 13| 7.6 23 (12.8 8 5.7 49 9.2
Apparent Good - 34 | 19.9 35 }119.6 40 | 28.4 117} 22.0
Quality : o
Construction 5
Greater than Average 11 6.4 18 §10.1 10| 7.1 . 42 7.9.
Storage Space
Large Patio or R
Balcony 18§ 10.5 19 {10.6 17 12.1 - 56] 10.5 -~
Scenic View 16 | 9.4 20 [11.2 28 19.9 70{ 13.1
Other 10| 5.8 71 3.9 5 3.5 26f 4.9
Features of the 6 3.8 2 1.1 - 4 2.8 12 2.3
Unit were not :
Important
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items were greater than average storage space, fireplace, larger
than average siéed rooms and large patio or balcony (Table 44) .
Several of these items were also mentioned as the most important
reasons for the selection of the unit which implies that these are
widely desired features but are presently found in only some
projects. |

The distribution of the important ‘features of the'project
are disélayed in Table‘45. Well maintained common areas, land-
scaping, and covered parking in total were the most_frequently
mentiened items. Apartment fesidents also cited these reasons
most frequently,.however, the order was changed to covered
parking, well maintained common areas and landscaping. The
townhouse respondents listed landscaping, adequatebpleyground
facilities for children, well maintained common areas end the
eXistehce of a swimming pool most freqﬁeﬁtly, aéein reflecting
theif family orientation.

An important point should be noted from these results. The
concern for the landscaping and maintenance of the common areas
reveals the importance of the exterior appearance of the project
to the residents. Therefore, one might expect that the sale
price will be directly affected by the condition of these features.
To enhance property valuee, the present owners might ensure these-
areas are properly maintained and developers should note their
importance when designing the projeet.

The desired changes in the project were indicated by 45% of
the respondents and are displayed in Table 46. .Considering 511

structure types, the most frequently mentioned items were
~
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. FREQUENCY OF DESIRED CHANGES’IN THE UNITYH‘.

BY STRUCTURE TYPEVf

Desired Changes in the Unit Townhouse Low-Rise High-Rise Total
% 3 3 2
Larger than Average Sized B '
Rooms ' . 16.7 .9.1 18.8 14.7
Existence of a Fireplace 18.5 19.7 13.2 15.7
Unique Design Features - 11.1 10.6 9.4 10.5
Superior Appliances 11.1 1.5 9.4 6.8
Apparent Good Quality 7.4 4.5 5.7 6.8
Construction o
Greater than Average Storage 16.7 ~13.6 22.6 18.3
Space ¥ Lo
Large Patio or Balcony 11.1 ~15.2 11.3 13.1
Scenic View 5.6 '16.6 3.8 8.4
Other 1.9 9.1 5.7 5.8

Total Respondents desiring changes in the Unit:= 118 (58%)




TABLE 45

Important Features of the Pro;eet by Structure Type>3

(Total Ch01ces)

Townhouse

High~Rise:

" 133.

Total

Low-Rise »
No. | % ‘Mo % | No. 3 }'No. s
Wwell Landscaped Common | 33 |21.0 | 27/[19.1 | 23 | 19.2 | 8s|1e.5
Areas - . .
Large Open Garden or 22 j14.0 10} 7.1 6 5.0 41| 9.1
Wooded Area within the : ' s '
Development
Adequate Playground ) 15 19.6 -2 1.4 {- 0 0 . 20 4.4
Facilities for Children|  |. - '
Existence of a Sw1mm1ng 21 13.4 51 3.5 9. 7.5 -39 8.6
Pool ] 1 . : .
Existence of a Tennls 0 0 S0} -0 1 0.8 1 0.2
Court - - -
‘Existence of a WOrkshop 0.6 5] 3.5 4.2 11 2.4
Well Maintained Common 27 17.2 30?121.5 26 |. 21.7 - 94 120.8
. Areas v ' ‘ : ' - i
Adequate Covered. 16 10.2 35 ] 24.8 32 26.7 85| 18.8
Parking » 4
Adequate Visitor Parklng 7 4.5 4 2.8 "7 5.8 18 4.0
Other 9 .7 10¢--7. 1 0.8 23 5.
Features oF the Project 3. 13 9.2 10 - 32 7.
Were Not Important . :
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recreatioﬁal facilities such as swimming pool or ténnis court,
covered and visitor parking. The desire fof more parking and
recreational facilities was also noted by Hamilton and Roberts21
and Norcrosszz. It would appear that develgpers should undertake. 
some éareful.market analysis on the demand for additional parking
‘aﬁd ameﬁitieé.»i | |
Providing extra parking facilities may not be economically
 feasible in the higher density apartment areas as would the pro-
viding of large area recreational facilities like'swimming pools
and tennis courts. How much more people would be willing to pay
for these items is unknoWn but it is unlikely it would cover the
required costs. The same argument cannot be as sfrongly made for
townhduse developments as they have larger open areas which could
accommodate recreational facilities or egtra parkiné. Again the
tradefoff between the extra cost ana tﬁé exﬁré seilinéjprice ié
unknown so a definitive staﬁement cannot be made.

The important features of the unit,‘both present and desired,
have been revealed ébove{ In planning a development, certain
tradeoffs between the areas are necessary however. The respondents
were therefore asked which.was the single most important area of
concern in the selection of their unit. The results are presented
in Table 47.

The reason most frequently cited waé price, this was particu-
larly true for the respondents in the younger age groups and those
buying the below average price units. Locaﬁion was'ﬁhe next most
important feature followed closely by.the features of the unit and

the features of the project. The older age group showed a greater
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* TABLE 46

- FREQUENCY' OF DESIRED CHANGES IN THE PROJECT BY
‘ ' STRUCTURE TYPE . .

Desired Changes in the Project Townhouse Jiow—Risel High—Risé‘. Total
| 3 - ' ' 3
Well Landscaped Comﬁon'Areas o 1.6 3.3
Large Open Garden or Wooded o  6.3 9.2
Areas Within the Development
'Adequate Playground Facilities —9.5 [ 0.0 o 0.0 - © 3.9
for Children \ . : : : '
Existence of a Swimming Pool 12.7 | . 23.4 444 | 22.4
Existence of a Tennis Court 15.9 il ©13.0 22.2 15.8
Existence of a Workshop 9.5 T 1s.2 3.7 9.9
well Maiﬁtained Common Areas 4.8 :._4.3 | 3.7 3.9
Adequate Covered Parking 25.4 15.2 3.7 17.8
. Adequate Visitor Parkin§ 7.9 . 13.0 14.8 12.5
Other ' 3.2 0.0 0.0 1.3

Total Respondents desiring changes in the Project = 90 (45%)
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preference for locational,facfors both in coﬁparison to the othen
age groups and the other features. Those buying above average
priced units were fairly evenly divided between the locational
factdrs,>feétures within the unit, and features of the project.

To summarize, the projects that are designed for the lower
price bracket will be purchased largelykby,the younger age groups

. that are mainly concerned with thé'price. " The desired features |
should therefore be sacrificed iﬁ.lieu of maintaining a low price.
The above average priced units catering. to the older,grdup are
evenly divided between the location, features of the unit éndr
features of tﬁe project. The trade;offs should be made between
these.groups father than between them and the price.

The final item examined concerning the features of the unit
are those that were saleé attractions at the timelof purcha$e but
have beén uséd iﬁfreéuently-since'then- The mést.frequently
meﬁtioned category was that of the sauna, steam bath, and whirl-
pools (Table 48).  This was followed by the games room and
surprisingly the swimming pool. Unfortunately the results caﬁnot be
translated into proportions as the features available to each
unit are unknown. Further investigation is therefore required

to reach definite conclusions on this item.

4.10 Level of Satisfaction for Condominium Owners

The level of satisfaction experienced by the owners will
have a great effect dn the future of the concept. As such the
last part of the owners' questionnaire inquired into the general
level of satiéfaction and into three areas specifically; satisfac-
tion with the management, the behaviour of renters and Specific

criticisms.
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‘Most Important Reason for The Selection of the Units

Features of
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Other

Reason Location Feature of Prfée
. : the Unit the Project :
No. % No. % No. | y 4 No. 2 No. %
Structure Type -
Townhouse _ 71 15.2 1 28.9| 15 42,9 | 361} 49.3 0 - 0.0
Low-Rise 22} 47.8 14 36.8 10 . 28.6 20 | 27.4 2 '1100.0
High-Rise 16 1| 34.8 10 26.3 10 |- 28.6 171 -23.3 0 0.0
Total 46 1100.0} 38| 100.0| 35 | 100.0| 73{100.0] 2 |100.0
Age Group
Under 30 71520 8| 21,0 6 | 1.1 221 301 o | 0.0
130 - 39 51109 9 23.7| 7 | 20.0]| 28] 38.4{ -1 | 50.0
40 - 49 15.2 21 53] 4| 1.4 5/ 6.8{ 0 0.0
Over 49 127 | 58.7 19 50.0 18 | 51.41 181 24 71°1 | s0.0
Price of Unit
Under Average 18} 39.1 13 34.2 1 31.4 551 75.3 1 50.0
JPrice (By , : ‘ :
Year and Struc- -
ture Type)
Over Average 28 { 60.9 25 65.8 24 68.6 18 | 24.7 1 50.0
Price (By :
Year and Struc-
ture Type)

g e




Ffequenéy”of Unused'Sales Attractioné by Structure Type

TABLE 48 . . .

Townhouse

Low-Rise

- 138.

9.0

"High-Rise | Total
Unused.SaIes Attractions No. 9 No. q No.| % No.l %
' |swimming Pool. 15 [17.6] 3] 4.3] 1| 1.4 22
" [Tennis Court "0 | 0.0 0{ 00| 2 2.9] 21 0.4
Games Room 9 {10.6 g{1.4a] 1| 15.9| 30]12.3
|sauna, Steam, Bath, 16 |18.8 ). 11 (15.7) 15| 21.7] 48 |19.7].
Whirlpool ' _ ' ' . L N
Playgrounds 2 2.4%1 - 0] 0.0 0 0.0 31 1.2
_.jgarden Areas 6. 7| 2|29 6| 87 14l 57
lorkshop 000} 5|7.1f 8} 11.6|°15
Other 2 | 2.4 afs7) 2| 2.9 8l 3.3
" Project does riot have R B R DR R DR H R
any common features 20 |23.5 24 134.3 14| 20.3 | 58 {23.8
A11 the features are o
used regularly 15 [17.6 13 118.6 10} 14.5} 44 [18.0

6.
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4.11 General Level of Satisfaction

The level of satlsfactlon is likely to be influenced by the
extent of the pre-purchase knowledge of the condominium concept.

In turn, the level of knowledge may depend on the method of pur—
chase.. Table 49 dlsplays both the source of purchase and the
perceived level of information received from the source. Thev,
majority of purchases were made from the developers‘or their
sales agents (74.5%), only 25.5% were resales. Of the sales made
by the developer, 88% were from the developer's own salesmen, the
rest being made through an independent agent. Sixty-four percent
of the purchases ﬁede from a previous owner were-also handled by'
lan:independent agent.

Hamilton and Roberts hypothesized that the developer'e
-agents, being spec1allsts, would better inform the purchaser than
alternate source523. The evidence they recelved was not conclu51ve
but they concluded the developer's salesmen had done a reasOnably
good job of educating the purchasers. 1Independent agents were
found to be either very good or very poor, with no middle pos1t10n.
'Furthermore, while the responsibility of the vendor or his . agent
to educate the prospective purchasers was recognized, the purchaser
himself must also bear part of the burden. Overali, these earlier
conclusions are in accordance with the findingshof this study.

of ell purchasers,v32% felt they were very well informed,

44% were moderately well informed and 23.5% were podrly informed.
There were no significant differences in the level of education

based on the type of vendor. Unfortunately, the few number of

purchases made from the developer through an independent agent



TABLE 49 -

Extent of Purchasers Knowledge'by Method of Purchase

Source of Purchase

140 L4

Very well informed Moderately Pobrly
Informed Informsd
No. % No. 3. | No.J &
‘From'Developer 2 » _
Developer's Salesman 41 32.0 57 44.5 301} 23.4
Independent Agent 16.7 12 66.7 16.7
Total 44 30.1 69 47.3 331 22.6 -
From Previous Owner
Directly from Owner 8 44.4 . 6 33.3 22.2
Independent Agent 11 34.4 12 37.5 28.1
Total 19 38.0 18 36.0 134 26.0
‘Grand Total 63 32.1 87 44 .4 46 | 23.5
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or directly from the owner makes the evaluation of the agent's
performance relative to the others precarious. Combining the
salés made from both types of vendors through an independent
agent, the>same proportion (77%) of pﬁrchasers weré very well
or moderately well iﬁformed as those that purchased from thé
vendor directly or through his own agent. Independent.agenﬁs
then do not appear to be any better or worse at informiﬁg
pufchasers than the other sources.

The owners were asked to what extenf their expectation§
regarding condominium living have been satisfied. Eighty-eight
percent repoited tha£ they were very well or moderatély well
satisfied. Only 12% of the respondents indicated being moder-
ately or very dissatisfied and the analysis of satisfaction by
age group, income group, structure type, unit's purchase price,
management type, or length of résidéﬁce provideé no clear
patterns of satisfaction. However, the level of safisfaction
does appear to be posi?ively correlated with the extent of pre?
purchase knowledge (Table 50). Developers and agents handling
condominiums, interested in the long run success of the cdndo—
minium concept, could play'an important role in properly |
educating their customers;

The results discussed above paralleled those received when
the owners were asked if, knowing.what they did of condominium -
living at the time of the survey, would they still have purchésed
their unit. Eighty percent responded affirmatively, 8% higher |

than the response on the Hamilton and Roberts (1973) study. The
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results reveal the level of satisfaction‘with condominium living

has remained high and is not a major problem area.

4.12 Specific Problem Areas

The particular areas that have received owner compiain£$ in
"the past are the managemént and the behaviour of renteré in the
projects. The questionnaire provided a definition of management
for the respondents to ensure there would be no confusion as to
the meaningz4. The types of mahagement were divided into two
categories: professional management firms ahd the condominium
associatiqn. Profeséional management firms>ére*ihdependent
companies that perform the accounting, administrative, and super-
visory duties on behalf of the strata corporation for a fee.
Projects that are managed by the Condominium association have
the samé duties performed voluntarily by members of the strata
corporation, usually by the strata council. Oveiall, 80.9%
of the respondents were satisfied with the management.

‘The professional management firms did not rate és highly
as the'condominium association as only 75% Qere satisfied under
theirvdirection versus 91% for the coﬁdominium association. This
may be the result of two factors both pertaining to the fact that
management firms tend to manage the larger préjects (see later
section on condominium management). Firstly, the laréer average
size of the projects means the same number of projects may be
poorly managed by both the prbfessional firms-and the condominium
association, yet a greater number of responses would be recorded

against the professional management group. Secondly, the larger:
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Extent of Purchaser's Knowledgé Byrﬁhe'jvu

Level of Satisfaction

Level of Satisfaétion Very Well Moderately . Poorly Total
) . Informed Well Informed | Informed| +°t2
No. 2 No. 2 No. £ | No. %
Very well satisfied 31} 44.9 28 A4O.6 10 {14.5} 69| 100
Moderately satisfied 14 321 29.4 49 -45.0 28 {25.7(109 | 100
Moderately dissatisfied 3]117.6 10 - 58.8 4 123.5] 171{ 100
Very dissatisfied- - 0f 0 . 2 | 28.6 5 [71.4] 7] 100
Total ) ) 66| 32.7 " 89 44,1 47 123.3;/202( 100

v e s Bt
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the'préject, fhe more difficult it is to be in contact withiall -
the residents and the more difficult it is to fully e£plain all
tﬂe problems. This would cause greater feeling of alienation

and loss of cohtroi and hence greaﬁer dissatisfaction on the

.part‘of the owners.

4.13 Reaction of Tenants

The information covering the renters was collébted in\a four
part question that was designed to have only those that had first
hand knowledge of renters in the project respond as to:their
behaviour. 1In doing so this would-eliminaté those that were
merely repeating heresay and give a clearer indication of the
true scope of the problem. There were some problems encoﬁntefed
however as 66 respondents stated they knew of renteré“in the pro- -
ject yet 88 respondetholthehqpestion.regarding.thefbehaviour of
the tenants. ' Normally this could cast doubt on the validity of
the results, however, since the results are nearly unénimous
this compensates for the collection\problem. |

96.6 percent of theifespondents stated thé renteré' behaviour
was generally worse than that of other owners. It is difficult to
understand how or why the renters' behaviour is so poor in compari—’
son to those of other owners. One of the management firms sﬁgges—b
ted the difference was more perceived than real according tb the
seriousness of the complaints they receive regarding renters.
Information is not available tb confirm thié hypbthesis or explain

the bias, if any.
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4.14 Specific Criticisms Concerning Condominiums

-~ The most important specific criticisms are displayed in

' Table 51..‘They follow the same patﬁern established in the
previous study with the.lack of soundproofing the most common
,complainf followed by "peoplé problems." Poor soundproofing
accounted for 40.5% of the first mentioned complaints and 22.1%
of the total. The poor attitude of other owners (19.1% and
19.5%) was‘next followed by uncontrolled children (9.2% and
9.7%). On the basis of structure tYpe (Table 52) the complaint
of poor soundproofing was most prevalent from apaftment residents
~as expectéd given their higher density. The complaints against .
ohildren was highest in townhouse responses, again as expected
given the greater nnmber of children present. . |

The repetition of poor soundproofing as the single most
frequent complaint gives cause to quesﬁion the design of the
projects. As in the discussion of the features of the unit,
however, a balancing between cost and benefits must be achieved.
Without further information on the price elasticity of the value
of soundproofing to the consumers a conciusion regarding the
design of the units cannot be ieached.

The complaints against condominium living arevlargely the
result of higher density living rather than a problem with the
concept itself. It is doubtfui that complete unanimity will‘
ever be achieved between a group of people living in relatively
close association. Only cooperation and undefstanding of those

involved will ensure a reasonable level of satisfaction for all.
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51

Most Important Criticisms Of Condominiums
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Number of Times Menﬁioned First. 'Second Third Total
Criticisms ' No.] % |No.| % | mNog 2 |wo. =
Poor Soundproofing 53} 40.5 10} 10.0 3}14.5] 66;22.1
Poor Construction 10 7.6 21} 21.0 619.0{ .37 12.4
Lack of Privacy | © 5| 3.8°{ 14| 14.0 6|9.0| 25 8.4
Poor Attitude of Other Owners| 25/19.1 | 14/14.0 | 19 j28.4] s8] 16.5
Uncontrolled Cﬁildren 121 9.2 9 9.0 8 i11.9 29 9.7
Uncontrolled Pets 5| 3.8} 17/17.0 | 12 17.9| 34l11.4
Poor Management 7l 5.3 | 6 6.0 s|7.5! 18 6.0
Poor Upkeep: 31 2.3 |5/ 5.0 | 4ale6.0| 12 4.0
Other 11 8.4 | 4/ .4.0 | ale.0| 19 6.2
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Moét Important'Critiéism by'Stfucture
‘ First Mentioned
Sﬁrgcture Type Townhouse Low-Rise | High-Rise Mixed
Criticism No | % No. % No | % No. S
Poor Soundproofing 13} 27.7 25| 55.6 13} 44.8 21 .20
Poor Construction 6.4 2.2 10.3 3 30
Lack of Privacy 8.5 1 2.2 o] t] 0
Poor Attitude of Other 11 23.4 71 15.6 20.6 1 10
Owners :

Uncontrolled Children 71 14.9 3 6.7 1 3.5 1 10
Uncontrolled Pets - 4 8.5 1 2.2 0 0 0 0
Poor Management ' 2 4.3 31 6.7 0 0 -2 1 20
Poor Upkeep 2 4.3 0 0 1l 3.5 0 0
Other 1] 2.1 4| 4.4 51 17.2 1] 10

Total 47 {100 45{100 .29 {100 10 [ 100
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Given the'general level of satisfaction noted earlier and the
frequency with which condominium owners purchase other condo-.
miniums, it is not likely the complaints expressed in this

section are overly serious.

' 4f15 Tenant's Profile

-The primary intention of the tenants questionnaire was to
determine the proportion‘of condominium residents that werev
tenants. These results have been discussed previously. A
secondary intention was to provide a profile that could bé com-
pared to the owners. As only 34 tenant qguestionnaires were re-
turned only some genefal statements will be made; the small
response does not permit extensi&e analysis.

The majority bf the households (88%) contained 2Médults and
. had no-éhildreHIQGZ%); The household heads . tended tone~much
younger than those in condominiums as 56% were‘under 30 years
old and only 24% over 40 years old. The tenants tended to have
a similar income distribution to condominium owners as approxi-
mately one-half were below $16,000 and the other half above.

The respondents were asked if they considéred the purchase
of a single family dwelling or a condominium unit prior to rent-.
ing their unit. The overwhelming majority in both cases did not
consider any purchase (76.5% and 71.4%.respectively). There
were too few responses as to the reasons why they did not purchase
to provide reliable results. When asked their future intentions,
50% definitely planned to purchase a home within the hext fivé

years while another 17.6% were uncertain. Of those intending
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to purchase, 88% intend to purchase a single family dwelling.

4.16 >Conclusion

At the start of this chapter several objects were outlined:
to provide a profile of the existing owners, identify theirl
motivations for purchase, and to estabiish their level»of satis-
faction with the concept. These objectives have been met. It
was found the profile of the'owng;s, their motivations and the
level of éatisfaction has changed very little from the Hamilton
and Roberts studf in 1973. ‘This indicates the present oversupply
of condominiums is not due to unanticipaﬁed changes in the type
of consumers or a general level of dissatisfaction with the

concept but rather is due to an over zealous development industry.
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The.13 variables used were:-

household income
loan-to-value ratio
existence of second mortgage
percentage of previous home ownership
existence of working spouse
total monthly payments
condominium purchase price
marital status

age of household head

10. occupation of household head
11. number of children

12. education of household head
13. reason for moving
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Hamilton and Roberts, op. cit., p. 37.
SeejAppendix~4.1;' | |
Hamilton and Roberts, op. cit., p. 44.
Norcross, op. cit. pp. 8 and 10.
Hamilton and Roberts, op. cit., p. 35.

The definition of management which was provided was as
follows:-.

"management" refers to the administration of the by-laws,
maintenance fund, etc., not to the caretaking or maintenance
function itself."
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Chapter 5

Condominium Development and Management

5.1 Introduction

This chapter will deal with the participants invﬁhe'condo;
minium market that are responsible for the development of the
projects and their managément on complefioﬁ; The developers will
- be examined first with the objective of defining the composition
of the deVelopment sector and the characteristics of the firms
inVolved. The management and administration of the condominium
projects is the responsibility of the strata counciis and the
professional management firms. Both-groups will be examined

but the major emphasis will be on the management firms.

5.2 Data Collection and Sample. Size - Developers .

Two sources of data were.used in the examinatioﬁ of condo-
minium developers. First, the name of the developers was col-
lected from the strata plans registered in the Land Registry
Offices. This method provided comprehenéive information on
the activities of developers but it is limited by the following
factors: |

a) some names were illegible,

b) the practice of establishing a separate company for the
develdpment of eacﬁ étrata project, and dissolving the
.company on completion of the project. Consequently a
single brincipal or group of principal could be respon-
sible for several developments but their name could not

be linked to all projects,
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c) the use of subsidiary firms to develop the projeéts.‘
Again the linking of the subsidiaries together and to

the parent was not possible,l

d) firms changing their name. Where the change was known
the development activities were grouped under a single

code,

.e) time and budget constraints precluded the collection of
all the developers' names in the Kamloops Land Registry
' Office, however in 50% of the projects the developer was

identified.

Utilizing the L.R.O. data it was possible to identify the devél—
opers of 94% of the units and 90% of the projects.2

The second data source was a survey of-developers conducted
during the summer of 1977. The names were identified from the
L.R.0. list of developers, however there was significant diffi—
éulty in contactingfthe registered firms.3 This wés the result
of the limitations in'fhe original data and subsequently thé
companies not being listed in the telephone or business direct-
ories. Sixty-five firms active in the Metropolitan Vancouver
and Victoria markets were sent guestionnaires and 25 were re-
turned completed. These firms accounted for 35% of the 13,325
units in these metropolitan areas and 26% of the 18,925 units

developed in the province, during the 1976-1977 period. Eleven

of these firms were also interviewed.
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Developers' Activities

In total, 1,261 separaté developers' names were identified
from the LfR.O. records, this in itself indicates there afe a
large number of participants active in this éSpecﬁ of £he
: condomiﬁium market. The identified firms were reséonsible_for
43,664 units and 2,128 projects from 1968 to November 30, 1977.
The distributions of these developers’ activities are displayed
in Table 53. | |

The firStbpoint to notein Table 53 is that the majority of
firms (78%) had produced only one project, these accounted for
46% of thé projects and 35% of the units. Conversely, only 14
firms (1%) had ddne more than 10 projects but these involved 15%
of the projects and 24% of the units. Comparing the activity in
terms of the number of units produced a similar dichotomy. Thirty~_
four percent of the firms had done only 1-2 uniﬁs? essentially
duplexes, while 77 firms‘(G%) had produced over 99 units. The
latter firms were responsible for 21% of the projectsvand 56%
of the units. One may now éqnclude that while there are‘a,signifi—_
vcant,numbér of entrepreneurs only a small proportién'are responsible
for a significant ;ortion of all developments.

The same conclusion is applicable to the Metropolitaﬁ

. : " _
Vancouver and Victoria areas (Table 54). Eighty percent of the

*It should be noted that these tables refer to the activity of

the developers within each subarea and therefore adding the number
of firms in any one size category across the three areas will not
necessarily equal the number of firms in that category when the
province as a whole is considered. Regional totals, however, will
always sum to the provincial total. o :
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TABLE 53
ACTIVITY -

PROVINCE

DEVELOPER'S PROJECT DISTRIBUTION
# .
Proj- | FIRM'S CHARACTERISTICS
per .# # # UNTT DISTRIBUTION DEVELOPERS' AVERAGE PROJECT SIZE DISTRIBUTION (UNITS)
. Fim  flms Proj= | Ut 112 [3-9 | 10-19 [20-39 |40-59 [60-99 [100-499 | 500+ |0-2.99 | 3-4.99 [5-9.99 [10-19.99 |20-29.99 ] 30-49.99 | 50-99.98 100F
1979 | 979 | 15167 {427 {135 | 145 | 179 | 54 | 23 16 0o | 427 | 78 145 105 105 46 16
2 1143 | 286 | 4812 | 0| 54| 15 | 23 | 19 | 23 9 0 48 6 15 23 19 23 8 1
3-4 | 8 {270 | 5803 | of26] 3 7 9 | 13 22 1 25 4 6 13 14 13 4 2
5-9 | 44 | 278 | 7335 | o 16 | 1 2 20 2 16 1 3 s ‘| o
10-19 11 | 1879 | 0 0 4 0 2 1 0 1 o | o
20+ 203 | 8668 | 0 0 0 2 4 0 0 1 1
B. DEVELOPER'S UNIT DISTRIBUTION
§ | FIRM'S CHARACTERISTICS Lo
Units ‘ # PROJECT  DISTRIBUTION DEVELOPERS' AVERAGE PROJECT SIZE.DISTRIBUTION (UNITS)
per 4 Proj- # ‘ : .
Firm |Firms |ects |Units | 1 |2 |3-4 |[s5-9 [10-19| 20+ 0-2.99 | 3-4.99 | 5-9.99 [10-19.99 | 20-29.99 |30-49.99 | 50-99.99 | 100+
1-2 | 427 | 427 | 853|427 |0 0 0 | o0 0 427 0 0 0 0 0. 0 0
3-9 {215 | 327 | 1157 |135 B4 | 26 0. 0 73 | 64 78 0 0 0 0
10-19 | 179 | 291 | 2514 145 {5 16 | 0 0 16 | 3 15 145 0 0 0
20-39 | 214 | 306 | 6018 {179 [23 R 0 4 1 6 24 105 74 |0 0
40-59 | 86 | 180 | 4081 | 54 [19 2 | o 2 2 0 2 9 19 31 23 0
60-99 | 63 | 146 | 4540 | 23 3 | 13 1 0 0 0 2 5 - 24 23 0
100-499| 69 | 260 | 13360 [ 16 |9 | 22 | 20 | 2 0 0 0 0 2 22 19 18
500+ | 8 | 191 {11141 0 |0 1 2 |1 4 0 0 0 0 2 3 2

"G6T
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TABLE 53. (cont'd)

DEVELOPER ACTIVITY =  PROVINCE

C. [DEVELOPER'S AVERAGE PROJECT SIZE
gzevéiﬁe FIRM'S CHARACTERISTICS |
|oper’s # UNIT DISTRIBUTION ' - PROJECT DISTRIBUTION

Project # Proj- # - : :

Size Firms | ects Units |[1-2  3-9  10-19  20-39  40-59  60-99  100-499 500+ 1 2° 34 5.9 10-19 20+
0- 2.99 | 522 810 1619 | 427 73 16 4 2 0 0 0 427 | 48 25 16 4 2
3- 4.99 68 88 327 0 64 3 0 0 ‘0 0 57 6 4 1 0 0
5- 9.99 | 103 164 1154 0 78 15 2 2 0 0 78 | 15 6 3 1 0

10-19.99 | 185 258 3762 0 0 145 24 9 5 2 0 (145 |23 | 13 4 0 0
20-29.99 | 142 245 5844 0 0 0 105 19 9 8 1 105 |19 14 | 3 0 1
30-49.99 | 153 321 11744 0 0 0 74 31 24 22 2 105 | 23 13 8 3 1
50-99.99 68 198 13861 0 0 0 23 23 19 3 46 8 9 0 1

100+ 20 44 5353 0 0 0 0 0 0 18 2 16 1 0 0 1

“96T
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firms in Metropolitan Vancouver and 76% iﬁ Metropolitan Victoria
had developed only one project. One percént.and less than 1% of
the firms in each area respectively had developed 10 or more pro-
jects involving 32% of the units in Metropolitan Vancouver and
13% of the units in Metropolitan Victoria.:_Examining>the number
of units per firm in each érea'reveals a similar trend. Again it
can be conclﬁded that a small number of firms ére responsible for
a significant portion of the development in each»area. Ituis
also noted.that these firms are in the iargest categofies in_
Metropolitan Vancouver but moreso in the medium rangé in Metro-
politan Victoria. The most significant number of firms in each
area are small in terms of number of units and number of projects.
Comparisons between the rest.of the Province area and the
other regions cannot be made with any accuracy due to the data
COliection problems in the‘Kamloops ﬁQR.O..aé'nbted previously.
HaVing éxamined the developers' activities in general terms

the two polar extremes will be examined in greater detail.

5.3.2 " The Top Twenty

| Table 55 presents the top twenty firms in terms of the number
of units produced. The top five firms produced 62.5% of the pro-
jects and 58.9% of the units of the total pfoduction of the top
twenty firms. This accounted fqr 7.4% of the projeéts and 20.1%
of the units in British Columbia. The additional fifteen firms
increased the percentage of total production to 11.7% of projects
and 34.1% of units in the province. The first conclusion that
can be drawn is that even within the group of thé largest firms

there is a small number that dominate in terms of production{
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TABLE 54  DEVELOPER ACTIVITY RY RIGION
Province Metropolitan Vancouver Metropolitan Victoria Rest of Province
.ﬁeir?zigts Firmg -Piojecgs #Units% ﬁirmg Piojégts Unitg girmz ) §?0j§Cts Upigs ﬁirmz Piojegts :nits%
1 979 78 979 46 15167 35 557 80 557 .46 8663 29 213 76 213 50 2560 46 249 77 249 50 4875 57
2 143 11 286 13 4812 11 65 9 130 11 2356 8 35 12 70 16 941 17 43 13 86 17 1276 15
3-4 81 271 13 5803 13 39 6 132 11 3818 13 21 8 71 17 924 17 15 5 54 11 1141 13
5~9 44 3278 13 7335 17 23 3 144 12 5397 18 10 4 62 14 1013 18 12 4 76 15 1147 13
10-19 8 <1 111 5 1879 4 6 <1 87 7 3233 11 1 <1 13 3 69 13 1 <1 10 20 20 <1
20+ 6 <1 203 10 8668 20 4 <1 149 12 6183 21 0 0 9 0 0 0 1 <1 26 .5 52 1
Total 1261 100 2128 100 43664 100 694 100 1199 100 29650 Y00 280 100 429 100 5507 100 322 100 501 100 8511 100
- # Units per firm ‘
1-2 427 34 427 20 853 2 270 39 270 23 540 2 112 40 112 26 223 4 59 18 59 12 118
3-9 215 17 327 15 1157 3 102 15 151 13 531 2 54 19 87 20 307 6 65 20‘ 94 19 '353 _ 4
10~19 179 14 291 14 2514 6 81 12 123 10 1159 4 41 15 78 ‘18 568 10 61 19 95 19 847 10
20~39 214 17 306 14 6018 14 105 15 150 13 3024 10 ’34 12 .- 44 10 942 17 80 25 108 22 2201 26
40-59 86 7 180 4081 9 55 8 100 8 2592 11 4 22 5 550 10 21 7 53 11 987 12
60-99 .63 5 146 7 4540 10 32 69 6 2284 19 7 48 11 1385 25 17 5 29 6”1205 14
100-499 69 5 260 12 13360 30 42 6 ‘189 16 9674 33 9. 3 33 0 1532 28 . 19 6 63 13:2800 33
500+ 8 <1 191 9 11141 26 7 1 147 12 9846 33 0 0 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0°~0 0
Total 1261 100 2128 100 43664 100 694 101 1199 lOb 29650 100 280>100 429 1(¢0 5507 100 322 100 501 100 8511 100
Average developers' project size
0-2.99 522 . 41 810 38 1619 4 314 45 450 38 900 3 135 48 158 44 375 7 88 27 180 36 360 4
3-4.99 68 5 88 4 327 <1 31 4 32 3 117 o0 = 22 8 35 '8 135 2 17 5 23 83 1
5-9.99 103 8 164 8 1154 3 44 6 61 5 438 1 24 9 47 il 321 6 33 10 43 9_:291 3»'
10-19.99 185 15 258 12 3762 9 91 17 153 13 2243 8 :40 14 62 14 944 17 63 20 84 17 1188 14_
20-29.99 142 11 245 12 5844 13 69 10 100 8 2419 8 23 8 41 10 1009 18 50 16 66 13 1589 19
30-49.99 153 12 321 15-11744 27 87 13 211 18 7842 26 23 8 37 9 1360 25 >45 14 69 14 2429 29
50-99.99 68 5 198 9 13861 32 44 6 160 13 11550 39 11 4 17° 4 1121 20- 21 7 29 6 1748 21
100+ ’ 20 3 44 2 5353 12 14 2 32 3 4141 14 2‘ 1 2 .1l 242 4 5 2- 7 1 823 10
Total ... 1261 100 2128 100 43664 100 694 100 11. . 100 29650 100 280 100 429 10075507 100 322 100 501 100 8511 IEE 

"8ST
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"TABLE 55

PERCENTAGE OF DEVELOPMENT - TOP 20 DEVELOPERS IN TERMS OF UNITS

percentage of

. 2 '
. , Averagél) _ Pzgguczion percentage of
# $ Project . all production (B.C.)..
Top Project Units Size Project Units Project Units
1 -5 172 ‘9,347 54.3 62.5% 58.9% 7.4% 20.1%
6 -10 39 2,754 ~  70.6 . 14.2 17.4 1.6 5.9
- 11 s 33 2,04 . 59.3 12.7  13.1 . 1.5 4.5
16 =20 29 1,686 . 58.1 10.5 = 10.6 1.2 3.6
TOTAL : 275. 15,81 - . 57.7 - 100.0%* 100.0 11.7% 34.1%

* Rounding Error

(1) Average for all Projects in B.C. 19.8 units/proj.
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All of the top five firms in tefms of units are in the top
ten firms in terms of projects. 0Of the.other fifteen, however,
'only four are in the top twenty firms in terms of projects. -The
ddminance.of the production of units vis—a—&is the production of
projects is explained by the average project‘size. The average
project size for the top twenty firms wés 57.7 ﬁnits pef project
versus 13.8 for the provincé.

The top five firms in terms of projects (Table 56) were
responsiblé for 50%‘of the projecté and 56% of the units of the
top twenty firms. The production of the top five firms accounted
for 7.8% of the projects and 14.2% of the units in the province.:
The remaining firms accounted for an additional 7.8% of all pro-
jects and 11.3% of all units developed in the provincé‘ The
aVerage project size of these twenty firms is cdnsiderably smaller
than that of the top firms in terms of-units. ﬁMuch 6f this is
attributed to the fact that eight of the largest firms in terms
of projects only produced duplexes (totalling 116 ptojects, 232
units). | '

Thé firms that had the largest average project size are
presented in Table 57. Only two of these firms were in the fop 
twenty in terms of units, and only one was in the top twenty in
‘terms of projects. Further, these fifms only accounted for 1.9%
of all unifs in British Columbia, far less than that of the other
two "top twenty". Therefore the firms producing the largest
average project sizes are not responsible for a significant

proportion of the number of units in the province.



TOP

1- 5.

6-10
11-15
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TABLE ' 56

PERCENTAGE OF DEVELOPMENTS
- TOP 20 DEVELOPERS IN TERMS OF PROJECTS

(1) $ OF TOP

AVERAGE
| - Proge 20 PRODUCTION .
~ PROJ- # ECTS PROJ-
ECTS UNITS SIZE ECTS UNITS
183 6,606 3.1  50.0% 55.93
84 2,998 35.7 23.0 . 25.4
56 1,627 29.1 15.3 . 13.8
43 583 13.6 1.7 4.9
366 11,814 32.3 100.0%  100.0%

(1) Average for-all Projects in B.C. 19.8 units/project.
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% OF ALL

PRODUCTION (B.C.)

PROJ-
ECTS

7.8%
3.6

2.4

1.8

15.6%

UNITS

14.2%
6.5
3.5

1.3

25.5%




TABLE 57

TOP TWENTY DEVELOPERS

IN TERMS OF AVERAGE.PROJECT SIZE

- 162.

| AVERE % OF TOP 20's % OF ALL

o Apme PRODUCTION PRODUCTION (B.C.)

PROJ- - # ECTS PROJ- PROJ- '

TOP ECTS UNITS SIZE ECTS UNITS ECTS - UNITS
I-5 7 1,221 174.4 15.98  22.8% 2.6% 0.3%
6-10 5 727 145.4 11.4 13.6 1.6 0.2
11-15 6 698 116.3 13.6 13.0 1.5 0.3
19-20 26 2,707 104.1 59.1 50.6 5.8 1.1
44 5,353 +100.0 100.0 11.5 1.9

B.C. Average project size

121.6

19.3 units per project.
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One is cautioned on the interpretation of the last conclusion.
It referred to the average projéct sizes while the following top.
twenty refers to the developers of‘the largest projects. These
projec£s ranged in size from 507 units to 150 units in a single
’phase'and account for 9.3% of the units in the province. Ten of
these projects were developed by the top six firms in terms of
units and projects. An additional 15% of the projects were
developed by firms in the top ten in terms of units. If the
largest forty projects- (507 units to 129 units in size) are con-
sidered, 75% of them were developed by firms in the top twenty
in terms of units. From the preceding information it can
be concluded that the largest twenty firms in terms of units
obtained this statué by either producing several medium—sized
projects (35% of the firms produced 13 or more projects, aver-
aging 51.5 unité per project) or a féw iarge?siZed pfojecfs‘

(65% produced iess than 10 projects, averaging 73.8 units per
project).

The Qeographical distribution of the production of the top
twenty firms in terms of units is presented in Table 58. These
firms are heayily concentrated in the Metfopolitan Vancouver
market. Ninety-two percent of the projects and units these firms
developed lie within thisAarea and they represent 20% of the pro-
jécts and almost one half of the uhits in this region. Furthér,
28% of the.units and 13% of the projects in Metropolitan Vancouver -

were developed by the top five firms.

5.3.3 Small Development Firms

Small developers are defined as those having produced less
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TABLE 58
PERCENTAGE OF DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY BY AREA ~ TOP 20 FIRMS IN TERMS OF UNITS

METROPOLITAN VANCOUVER METROPOLITAN VICTORIA REST OF PROVINCE
$ OF TOTAL % OF TOTAL - - $ OF TOTAL
DEVELOPMENT : DEVEIQPMENI‘ DEVELOPMENT
IN REGION 7 IN REGION IN REGION )

TP | PROJ- PROJ- PROJ- PROJ- | proJ- PROJ-

FIRMS ECTS UNITS ECTS UNITS ECTS UNITS BCTS UNITS ECTS UNITS ECTS UNITS
1- 5 161 8,613 12.88 | 28.23 3 147 0.7% 2.7% 8 587 1.28 5.7%
6-10 37 2,654 2.9% 8.72 0 0 0.0% 0.0% 2 100 0.3% 1.0%

11-15 27 1,608 2.1% 5.3 7 448 1.6% 8.1% 1 18 0.18 |+ 0.28

16-20 29 1,686 2.3% 5.5% 0 0 0.08 0.08 0 0 0.0% 0.0%

('f%' 254 | 14,561 20.13 47.7% 10 595 2.3 | 10.8% 11 705 1.7% 6.8%

_'fkgg%m 1,262 | 30,502 1008 100% 432 5,528 1008 1003 646 10,381 1008 | 1008

“v9T
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than‘3 projects or under ten units, their activity was noted
prev1ously where it was shown they accounted for a large propor—
tion of the firms and projects but a small share of the unlts.
Ninety percent of the firms prov1nc1ally produced less than 3
progects 1nvolV1ng 59% of the projects and 46% 'of the units.
Similer prOpdrtions were found in Metropolitan Vancouver, Victoria
and the rest of the Province. A similar trend was noted for firms
producing under 10 units. These‘figures indicate the significant
ease of entry and exit in the condominium development field.
| Referring again to Table 53 it can be seen that of the firms
doing under 3 projects, 38% produced duplexes (averege project
size 0-2.99) and 44% of those doing only one project did only a
single duplex. The balance of the firms doing only one project
were distributed across the full range in terms. of number of units.
produced end average project size. Sixteen (1.6%) of the firms
did projects of over 100 units in size and 35% of the firms doing
the 20 largest projects did only one prOJect

Of the firms producing only 1-2 units all of them developed
a single duplex except for one which was a strata lot subdivision. -
Sixty-three percent of the firms producing 3—9 units didrso in
only one project, none produced more thah 4 projects. The average
project siées were evenly distributed amongst the three smallest
categories, 0-2.99, 3-4.99, and 5-9.99 units per project. Part C
of Table 53 shows the developer's average project size. Eightyf
two percent of the firms producing 0-2.99 units per project on

‘average did so in only one project. ‘There were, however, 6 (1%)
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which did ten or more such projécts, theée»were'noted previously
in the discussion of the top 20 firms in terms of projeéts pro-
»duced. The two firms producing 20 or more duplex projects were
in the top 5 firms in terms of projects but»Qere not -in the top

one hundred and sixty developers in terms of units.

5.3.4 Developers' Activity Over time

The distribution of developers' activity provinciélly ovér
time is presented in Table 59 and condensed in Table 60.1 From
1968 to 1977 there has been a trend towardsumore firms doing
more'projects and units per year (Table 59). Proportionally,
howevér, there has been only a very modesﬁ_trend towards firmé
doing more projects per year and a decline in firms doing a
large number of units per year (Table 60). The average project
size hasldeéreased.signifiéantly erm'1968th;1977, from,44;6.“,
to 13.62 units per project. Thus, the rapid growth in condo-
minium units that has occurred over tﬁe past decade is more the
result of an increase in the number of firms and the development '

of more, but smaller projects, than through a trend towards prb—b
.ducing iarger projects. A similar trend was.noted in the Metro-
politan Vancouver and Victorié areas. It is interesting to note
that despite this trend, 60% of the twenty lafgest projects have

been developed since January 1, 1976.

5.3.5 Developers of Unique Projects

The developers of two unique types of projects were selected

for further examination, first, the developers of non-residential
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TABLE 59 -

DEVELOPERS ACTIVITY BY YEAR AND SIZE B.C.

NUMBER OF FIRMS

$ PROJECTS |
PER FIRM : » : ’ v :
PER VEAR 1968 1969 1970 i . L7 73 . 11 1975 w76 17
1 4 17 33 65 76 104 160 223 328 319
2 0 1 3 5 9 9 12 - 2 32 39
3- 4 1 0 2 2 3 4 5 14 12 12
5~ 9 0 0 0 1 1 1 2 12 8
10-19 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 3
20+ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ) 0
# UNITS
PER FIRM
PER YEAR : ' , . o
1- 2 0 0 8 7 %6 - 17 4 8 42 - 159
39 0 0 4 11 11 1 19 34 0 9%
10-19 1 4 8 17 15 19 3B 37 56 B
20-39 1 9 7 20 24 3 4 - 62 . . 47
40-59 0 1 3 4 6 11 32 27 24
60-99 1 2 "5 8 9 10 . 14 16 15 12
100-499 2 2 3 6 8. 12 13 15
500+ 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 2

"L9T
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- TABLE 59 (cont'd)

DEVELOPERS ACTIVITY BY YEAR AND SIZE B.C,

NUMBER OF FIRMS

10 9 16 21 50
1 4 5 7

1 7 . 6 10

8 15 19 19 37
5 11 14 19 ©19
5 13 15 28 34
6 9 10 10 20
2 5 4 6 5

1975

100

13

41

40
34
23

1976

177
17
32
48
45
39
23

1977
196
28
40
34
29
35
15

‘891



PROJECTS
PER FIRM
PER YEAR

UNITS PER
FIRM PER
YEAR

DEVELOPERS
AVERAGE
PROJECT SIZE

OVEPRALL

AVERAGE

PROJECT SIZE
(UNITS/PROJECT)
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1-39

40+
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TABLE 60

SIZE DISTRIBUTION OF DEVELOPERS +ACTIVITY B YEAR -~ B.C.
1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 _ 1974 1975 - 1976 ‘1977
# 0% % 3 # % # 3 # @ 2 # $ # % # %
5 100 18 100 |38 100 |72 99 |88 99 {117 98 /177 98 |258 98372 9 |370 97
0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1] 3 2 3 2 5 21 17 4 11 3
40 13 72 |27 71 |55 75 166 74 9 75 140 78 |212 81330 8 |337 88
60 5 28 |11 29 |18 25 {23 26| 30 25| 40 22| 51 19y59 15 44 12
20 5 28 {20 53 |35 45 |46 52 57 481102 76 |163 62274 70 |298 78
80 13 72 {18 47 ([38: 55 |43 48| 63 52| 78 24 )100 38115 30 83 32,
44.6 35.3 28.0 32.3 28.2 '25.7 25.5. 20.8 16.6 13.62

“69T -
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projects and secondly, those that were responsible for condoﬁinium
~conversions. (Non-residential And conversion projects are dis-
cussed in Chapter 6.) = All non-residential (warehoﬁse, commercial,
and mixed residential and commercial) developers were small in
terms of.both projects and units. Of the 39.developers‘bf non-
residential projects, only 10% did more than one project, only
18% did more than 10 units, and noredid more than 65 units. Non-
reéi@ential developers concenﬁrated their activities in this seg-
ment of the market; only 7.6% of the developers of non—residentiél
projects did residential projects as well, and hone were involved
in the development of support structure, bare land or lot sub-
division projeéts. The developers who were active in the resi-
dential market did only two projects (bne residential and one
non—residential), and none of the residential projects contained
more than twenty-five units.‘ Thus one may conclude that non- .
residential condominium developers aré small developers active
only in this submarket.

| Condominium conversion also tends to bé é "one-shot" activity.
- The developers of fourty-six conversion projects could be identi-
fied from the data. Ninety-~three percent of the devélopérs in-
volved did oﬁly one such project. Further, fér 69% of the firms,
this converéion project representecd their entire activity in the
condominium market. A further 21% were involved in only one other
"cohdominium project. Thus, only 9.5% of the firms active in con-
versions did two or more non-conversion condominium projects.

Five percent of the firms which did condominium conversion projects
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were in the top twenty firms in' terms of number of units and
. number of projects; none of these did more than one conversion
project.

5.4.1 Developers' Characteristics: The Survey

The respondents to the developers survey includea the
developers of thlrty three percent of the unlts,_and fourteeﬁ ,
percent of the projects in Metropolltan vancouver, end flfteen
. percent of the units and si# percent of the prejects in_Metro—_
politan Victoria.4 The respondents included seven of the twenty
- largest producers of units, and four of the top twenty producers
of projecte, in the province of British Columbia. It also includes
nine developers who had developed only one or two projects, and
four which developed fewer than forty units. Thus the.'survey
includes a reasonable cross-section of firms active iﬁ the industry,
although it does omit the large number of duplex develepers who are
active in the province.

On the basis of this survey, a description of the charecter;
istics of firms active in.the industry during the 1976-1977 period,
and during the ten year.period commencing in 1968, is presented in
the following sections. For purposes of analysis, developer re-
sponses were tabulated according te three arbitrary size classes
on the basis of the total number of units they had produced,
smail (fewer than 60 units); medium (61-200 units), and large,

(more than 200 units). This permits characterization ef the ihdus—
‘try according to both general aspects and variation according to

developer size.
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5.4.2 ’Develdperé' Involvement in the Condominium Market

 The extent to which developers are involved in condominium
development is eXémined_in two ways, first the percentage of their
total income derived from their activity (Table 61) and(secondly,
the ranking of real_estate activities.in order -of importance
(Table 62). Twelve vercent of the respondent firms were active
only in condominiuﬁ aevelopments} Thirty percent of all firms
derived between 75 and 100% of their income from condominium
developments while 35% derived undef 25% from this sourcé. ' The
majority of largé firms (57%) received over three-quarters Qf‘
their income from condominiums. The medium and small firms ten-
ded to be found at the opposite end of the‘scale,'67% of medium
and 50% of small fifms received less than hélf their income from
condominium developments. These figures correlate.withvﬁﬁe rank-
ing of the sources of revenue for the respondent fifms. |

Thirty-seven percent of all tﬁe firms ranked condominium
development first as a source of revenue. Other areés.of iﬁport—
ance were multiple unit réntal development (16.7%), land develop-
ment (12.5%), and commercial aevelopment (12.5%). The same trend
was ﬁoted when the total rankings are considered. As was seen
when the'percentage of income was considered,vlarge firms placed
more importance on condominium development than small or medium
firms. Théy also tended to be more active in landvdevelopment and
less active in commercial development than the other groups. On
the basis of this evidence one can conclude.that large firms view
condominium development és a primary activity while the smaller

firms consider it as secondary.
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TABLE 61

- PERCENTAGE OF INCOME DERIVED FROM CONDOMINIUM

’ DEVELOPMENT‘
By size
" Percentage of Income All Firms Large . . ‘Medium - .. Small
75 = 100% : | 30.08 57.2% C11.1% 25.0%
50 - 748 - . | 20.08- | 14.3% - 22.2% 25.0%
25 - 493 1. 15.08 14.3% 22.2% 0.0%
0 - 243 35.0% 14.3% 44.4% 50.0%
Total 100.0¢ | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Response Rate = 80%
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TABLE 62

MOST IMPORTANT AREAS OF REVENUE FOR COND(MINIUM DEVELOPERS

ALL DEVELOPERS - SMALIL DEVELOPERS MEDIUM DEVELOPERS ' - LARGE MDPERS

ARFA/RANKING 1st 2nd |+ 3rd TOTAL 1st 2nd 3rd | TOTAL ist <nd 3rd TOTAL | 1st 2nd 3rd TOTAL

Condominium/ ' ,
Development 37.5% 23.8% 31.6% 31.3% 16.7% 33.3% 33.3% 27.8% 33.3% 12.5¢ ] 57.1% | 33.3% 55.6% 28.6% 0.0% 31.8%

Camnercial . _ .
Development 12,5 14.3 15.8 14.1 16.7 33.3 16.7 22.2 22,2 | 12.5 14.3 16.7 1.1 0.0 16.7 9.1~

Industrial ) .
Development 4.2 14.3 5.3 7.8 16.7 16.7 0.0 11.1 | 0.0 12.5 14.3 8.3 0.0 14.3 0.0 4.5

Single Family ' ' , | E ’ i
Residential : ' P S
Development 8.3 14.3 5.3 9.4 0.0 16.7 16.7 11.1 1.1 0.0 0.0 4.2 0.0 28.6 0.0 9.1

Land o . o . e
Develogment 12.5 28.6 26.3 21.9 0.0 0.0 33.3 11.1 | 1l.1 62,5 14.3 29,2 22,2 14.3 33.3 22.7

Multiple
Unit Rental : . . _ .
Development 16.7 4.8 10.5 10.9 33.3 0.0 0.0 11.1 22,2 0.0 . 0.0 8.3 0.0 14.3 33.3 13.6

Conmercial/

Industrial ) : . v . . . .
Investment 0.0 0.0 5.3 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ‘0.0 -16.7 " 4.5

Residential
Real Estate ' |
Services 8.3 0.0 - 0.0 3.1 16.7 0.0 0.0 11.1 0.0 0.0 |- 0.0 0..0 11.1 0.0 - 0.0 - 4,5 .

TOTAL | ‘lOO% .lOO% iOO% 100% iOO% 100% 100% 100% lOO% ‘100% 100% 100% J.OO%' 100% 100% 100%

“PLT

RESPONSE RATE = 96%
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The data represented in the following two sections and the
one on the management of completed projects by the developers
(Section 5.4.5) refers to a specific project each reSpondent had

developed.

5.4.3 Project Financing

. The devélopment of real.estate projects generally utilizes
three basic sources of financing - the developer's internal funds
and iines 6f credit, interim or construction financing (short-
term) and first mortgage financing (long-term). Table 63 displays
the snnrces of financing for the respondent firms. Chartered
banks and trust compénies are the most heavily relied on sourcés
of funds which reflects their dominance in the residential mortgage
markét.5

-ThéfmajoritY'of firms (58%) utilized interim- financing from. -
the chartered banks while 12.5% relied on their own funds or their
liné of credit. The small firms placedAthe gfeatest reliance on
the chartered banks (82.5% versus 33.3% and 62.5% for the medium
and large firﬁs respectively) and in no instances did they use
theirvown funds. Medium sized firms were spread fairly évenly
across ali sources of financing while the large firms predomin-
'ately received funds from the chartered banks. Twenty-five per-
cent of the large developers did not use any external sources
nther than their line of credit.

The sources of first mortgage financing were more evenly
divided than those of interim financing with the chartered banks

(29.2%) and the trust companies (33.3%) being the dominant sources.



176.

TABLE 63

SOURCE OF FINANCING BY TYPE AND DEVELOPER) SIZE

INTERIM FINANCING .- FIRST MORTGAGE FINANCING SOURCE OF INTERIM + FIRST MORTGAGE THE SAME

SOURCE BY DEVELOPER SIZE BY DEVELOPER SIZE ' BY DEVELOPER SIZE

ALL _ ALL ALL :

FIRMS LARGE MEDIUM SMALL FIRMS LARGE MEDIUM SMALL FIRMS LARGE MEDIUM SMALL
CHARTERED . - _ |
BANK 58.3% 62.5% 33.3% 85.7% 29.23% 50.0% 22.2% 14.3% 20.8% 42,93 22.23% 0.0%
TRUST
COMPANY 8.3 0.0 1.1 14.3 33.3 12.5 33.3 57.1 8.3 0.0 11.1 14.3
MORTGAGE ' - . :
LOAN CO. 4.2 0.0 11.1 0.0 8.3 0.0 1.1 | 14.3 4.2 0.0 11.1 0.0
OTHER 16.7 12.5 33.3 0.0 16.7 37.5 11.1 0.0 4.2 0.0 11.1 0.0
NONE, 12,5 25.0 11.1 0.0 12.5 0.0 22.2 14.3
TOTAL . - | 100.0% 100.0% -100.0% | 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 1100.0% 100,08 |  37.5% 42.9% 55,5% 14.3%

SOURCE, NOT THE SAME | 62.5¢ | = 57.11% | .44.5% - 85.7%
RESPONSE RATE = 96% )

"9LT
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The large firms ténded to use‘the chartered banks more than other
- sources while»tﬁe'smaller developers relied more on truét com-
panies. It is interesting to note that none of the larée firms
went Qithout long-term mortgage funds but.22.2% of mediﬁm sized
firms and 14.3% of small firms did.

Approximately 37% of all firms used first mortgage and interim
financing from the same lender. Over one half of thesevwerevwith
chartered banks. . Forty-three percent of large firms used the
same lender for both loans, all of which were made with chartered
banks. On the other hand only 14.3% of the small firms had the
same lender for both loan types énd these.were ail arranged with
trust companies. The medium sized firms were again distributed
amongst all thé sources. The pattern that is evidenced here is
one of the large firms arranging their lQng and short term fin-
ancing (where needed) with tﬁe éhartered banks (usually the same
lender) whiie the small firms arrange their interim financing
with the chartered banks and their first mortgage financing with
the trust companies.

In the personal interviews, developers revealed that obtain-
ing financing was not generélly a problem. This must be qualified
somewhat as the current poor market conditibn and corresponding
long absorption periods have caused lenders to be more cautious
than in the past.6 Greater scrutiny of £he borrower's covenant
and the project's marketability is given before the loans are

approved.

5.4.4 Development Process

The questionnaire was not designed specifically to investi-



AVERAGE, DEVELOPMENT PERIOD (MONTHS)

TABLE 64

STRUCTURE TYPE
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LOW RISE

TOTAL

 HIGH RISE TOWNHOUSE
ALL DEVFLOPERS - |
Municipal Approval 5.7 ©10.0 9.5 8.4
Construction ' 9.3 13.2 11.4 11.4
TOTAL 15.1 ©20.8 118.0 18.7
Start of Construction , o :
to Date of 7.9 . 10.8 7.2 8.8

‘Registration
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gate the development process but questions referring to tnree
areas were asked. These included the length of the development
period, the method of initiation, and the aeveloper‘s perception
of the consumer's preferences. For a more detailed examination
‘of developers of multlple famlly dwolllngs readers are referred
to D.D.Ulinder and M.A. Goldberg7 or M.A. GoldbergB.

The average mun1c1pal approval and construction perlods are
shown in Table 64. | Goldberg and Ulinder cited a major concern
by developers over the long delays encountered in.the approval
process.g_ In all instances the construction period was longer
than that needed to receive municipal approyal, but the difference
was not significant in the case of townhouse and high—rise develop—
ments. Referring back to Chapter 2, Section 2.3.2, townhouse and
high- rise projects. tended. to be- larger.than low-rise. developments..
Hence it is possible these developments required rezoning, land
use contracts, or extensive impact studies, therefore accounting
for the longer approval periods. Nevertheless, the requirements
for munioipal approval nearly doubled the deve10pment period for
high-rises and townhouses. |

The tabulation of the development period by the size of the
firm did not reveal any systematic differences. What variation
did exist appeared to be explalned by the type of development
rather than tne size of firm.

Table 65 tabulates the responses to the the question concern-
ing the initiation of the development. Thirty—five percent of the

firms planned.the project first, then select an appropriate site.
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The balance reversed the process, first selecting a site, then
planning the development. The same distributions were found by

Goldberg in an earlier study.lO

The majority of large (75%)
and small firms (86%) selected a site first then planned fhe
project while the medium sized firms were more evehly'SPlit bet-
ween fhe two procésses} .This is likely due to the medium size
firmé constructing mainly low-rise projects which do not have
to be tailored aé specifically to the site as do townhouse and
high-rise develOpmenﬁs. |
The final question regarded the developers' perception of

market preferénces of consumer groups. The most important fea-
tures, as perdeived by the developers, (Table 66,) for aksuccess-
ful condominium project aimed at the lower income groups were
low price, location, and low down-payment (or simply price and
1o§atibﬁ). For the uppef incbme group the most importaﬁt features
were perceived to be location, layout of the unit and the size of
the ﬁnit (or location and features of the unit).

| When these.results are compared with the most impértant
reasons for the selectién of the unit as indicated by the ownérs
(Chépter 4, Table 47) the developers appear‘to have accurately
.assessed the desires of the lower income group{ Forty-three
percent of owners with incomes below $16,000 indicated pricé as
their most important reason, followed by 26% who indiéated loca-
tion as the primary reason for the selection>0f their unit. On
the other hand, the upper income group (over $24,000 per year)
showed a more even distribution of primary reasons for the

selection of units than the polarization indicated by the developers.
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METHOD OF DEVELOPMENT

Developer Size
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All firms Large Medium Small
Plan project 34.8% 25% 57.1% 14.3%
“then select site
Select site 65.2% 75% 42.9% 85.7%

‘then plan project

Response rate = 92%.



a)

b)

TABLE 66
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DEVELOPERS' PERCEPTION OF CONSUMER PREFERENCE

Most important features for lower income groups:

2nd

Features 1st Total
Size of units 0 1 1
Location o 6 5 11
Layout and design of units 0 4 4
Low downpayment . 7 2
Low price 7 7 14
Good recreational facilities 0 1 1
Good playground facilities 0 0 0
Good amenities within the unit 1 1 2
(Dishwasher, carpets, etc.)
Other 0 0 0
Most important features for higher income groups:
Features 1lst 2nd . Total
Size of units‘ 3 4 7
Location 17 4 21
Layout and design of units 2 9 11
Low downpayment Y 0 0
Low price o o] 0
Good recreational facilities 0 0 0
Good playground facilities 0 0 0
Good amemities within the unit 0 4 4
(Dishwasher, carpets, etc.) '
Other 0 0 0
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5.4.5 Condominium Management By Developers

.One of tne more controversial areas ln the past was the
involvement of developers in the management of their completed
projects. Some of the management contracts were alleged to be
_very long term and lucrative and there are areas where conflict
of interest charges may arise if the developer is also the manager.
In response to these problems the Strata Titles Act was amended to'
allow the strata corporation to cancel any management contract on
three months notice.

In general, the developers surveyed do not appear to be
greatly interested in the management of the completed projects.
Table 67 reveals that only 8.7% of all firms are still responsible
for, and.plan to continue the management of their project.
Approx1mately 70% of the firms are no longer responsible and 60%
of these managed the project for six months or less.

Considering the responses by developer size it appears'the
larger firms have a greater propensity for continuing to act as
managers. Approximately 43% of the small developers are still-
responsible for management but none plan to continue; One-half
of the medium and large developers still responsible for manage-
 ment plan to retain ‘their capacity. One of these firms revealed
twobreasons for thelr involvement in management. One was its
»profitability and the other was the feeling that the long-term
viability of the condominium concept depended on the satisfactory
operation of the existing projects. They felt that their property
management division was best suited to ensure the owners' satisfac-

tion. The lack of involvement by the small firm probably is a



TABLE 67

* DEVELOPER INVOLVEMENT IN CONDOMINIUM MANAGEMENT .

Large

(20.0%)

(33.3%)

(0)

All firmsl Medium Small
Still responsible 30.4% (100.0%)! 22.2% (100.%) 22.2% (100.0%) 42.,9% (100.0%)
for management . : _ :
.= plan to relin- 21.7% (71.4%) 11.1% (50%) 11.1% (50%) 42.9% (100.0%)
qguish management o ‘
- plan to continue 8.7% (28.6%) 11.1% (50%) 11.1% (50%) 0 (0%)
‘management '
Not responsible 69.6% (100.0%)| 78.8% (100.0%) 78.8% (100.0%) 57.1% (100.0%)
for management .
- duration of mé?
nagement prior to
relinquishing* : )
0 -6 (60.0%) (33.3%) (100.0%). (50.0%)
7 - 12 (20.0%) {33.3%) (0) (25.0%)
12 +

(25.0%)

Reéponse Rate 96%

!

*Response Rate 83%

8l
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reflection of their lesser commitment to the field and a lack of

administrative capacity to cope with the management functions.

5.4.6 The Present Situation and Future Expectations

in Chapter Two, Section 2.6, the current poor ﬁarket condition
.was dlscussed. It was ev1denced by soft prlces and a large inven-
tbry of unsold units. These cond;tlons are also reflected in the
developers' responses. Approximately 53% of the total number of
units they had produced since January 1, 1975 were still under
their ownership. Of these 56.5% (2004 units) were unsold and
vacant and 43.5% (1544 units) were rented. Only 13% of the res-
pondents dld not have any (rented or vacant) units.

Table 68 displays the distribution of developers having unsold
units. There is a tendancy for the large developers to have a
greater number'of‘unltsvvacant or rented than do the- smaller firms.
Approximately 43% of the small firms do not hold any unite.» There
is also a tendancy of small firms holding unsold units rather than
renting. Large firms are the more prevalent.in the reating of units
and they tend to rent more units than do the smaller‘firms.

There are several reasons explaining the general'pattern
discussed above. First, many of the firms had recently completed
projects prior to the date of the survey (July 1977) and therefore
they are iikely to be holding vacant and unsold units. Also by
definition, large firms have produced more units and are there-
fore the most likely to be reporting the‘largest inventories.
Secondly, the tendancy of small firms ro hold vacant rather than

rented units likely stems from their inability, financially, to
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TABLE 68

DEVELOPERS HAVING UNSOLD UNITS WHICH ARE VACANT CR REUTED

UNSOLD UNITS RENTED OR VACANT VACANT UNSOLD UNITS | RENTED UNSCLD UNITS
NO.OF UNITS _BY DEVELOPER SIZE BY DEVELOPER SIZE l BY DEVELOPER SIZE
ALL ALL j ALL ‘
FIRMS LARGE ' MEDIWM SMALL FIRMS LARGE MEDIUM SMATLL * FIRMS LARGE MEDIUM SMALL
0 13.0% 0.0% 0.0% 42.9% 17.4% 0.03% 12.5% 142,9% 69.6% 62.5% 62.5% 85.7% <
1-25 | 21.7 0.0 37.5 28.6 26.1 12.5° '37.5 | 28.6 13.0 12.5 25.0 0.0
26-50 | 17.4 0.0 37.5 14.3 17.4 0.0 25.0 . 28.6 8.7 0.0 12,5 14.3
51-100 | 21.7 25.0 12.5 14.3 17.4 25.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
101-200 | 17.4 50.0 0.0 0.0 13.0 37.5 0.0 0.0 4.3 12.5 0.0 0.0
201+ 8.7 25.0 0.0 0.0 8.7 25.0 0.0 0.0 4.3 12.5 0.0 0.0
100% 1008 100% 100% 100% 100% 1008 | 1008 100% 100% 1008 100%

*ROUNDING ERROR

RESPONSE RATE = 92%

‘98T
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maintain the excess holding costs ef these units for a lengthy
period. If one project is not successful in terme'of sales;_these
types of firms may be forced out of business and hence weuld not
appear in the survey.

In light of the patterns displayed by firms hav1ng unsold
units the responses to the guestion concerning future plans is
interesting (Table 69) . Approximately 42% of the firms had condo-
minium projects planned for the future. The large firms were
more likely to have projects planned (55.6% versus 37.5% of
medinm and 28.6% of small firms) and they plan more projects per
‘firm (3.0 versus 2.3 and 1.5 for medium and small firms respectively)
than do the other groups. This perhaps is .indicative of the
characteristics of condominium development discussed in this
chapter.  The larger firms, with greater internal financial
resources, greater invelvement (in terﬁs of corporate activities)
‘and larger overhead expenses.which require more continuous activity,
are planning future projects. Smaller firms, with smaller cash
reserves, a lesser eorporate emphasis on condominium development,
and greater flexibility in adjusting the level ef activity, appear
to be awaiting a change in the conditions which currentlyvcharacter—

ize the condominium market, and housing markets in general.

5.5.1 Condominium Management

The Strata Titles Act allows the management of a project to
be performed by the strata corporation directly through the strata
council or indirectly, through a property management firm. In the

latter case the management firm does not acquire the rights,



TABLE 69.

© 1ss.

DEVELOPMENT FIRMS WITH PROJECTS IN THE PLANNING STAGES

(AT THE TIME OF THE SURVEY - JULY, 1977)

BY DEVELOPER SIZE

ALL FIRMS

LARGE

MEDIUM

SMALL

% of Firms with
Projects
Planned

Average Number
Projects
Planned

per Firm

41.6%

55.6%

37.5%

28.6%
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DEVELOPMENT FIRMS WITH PROJECTS IN THE PLANNING STAGES

(AT THE TIME OF THE SURVEY - JULY, 1977)

BY DEVELOPER SIZE

ALL FIRMS LARGE MEDIUM SMALL
%2 of Firms with _
Projects ’ 41.6% 55.6% 37.5% 28.6%
Planned
Average Number
Projects 2 3 1.5
Planned 2.3 3.0 . .

per Firm
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duties, and éowers of the strata corpofation but rather acts
~under the direétionvof the corporation with the final decisions
remaining.in their hands. As a portion of this study, a survey
of property manageﬁent firms involved in ?esidential'condominium
ﬁanagement an§ of residential strata codnéils was'cérriéd out.
The remainder of‘this chapter presents a discussion of the‘re—
sults of this survey, focusing on a presenﬁation of the major

problems encountered and the methods of enforcement of the by-laws.

5.5.2 Data Collection and Sample Size

The data was collected from questionnaires distributed to
condominium management firms and to strata councils. Management
firms were identified by listings in classified advertisements'
in the Yellow Pages of the telephone directories for Vancouver
and Victoria and the strata council questionnaifes. Strata
counéils contacted for this latter survey were identified by the
Owners' Survey (Chapter 4).

Through this procéss coﬁdominium management firms were
identified and mailed a Property Managers; Questionnaire. Seven-
teen.management firms rééponded to the questionnaire- six of which
were subsequently interviewed in person. Sixty-four residential
“strata council gquestionnaires were compiefed and returned out of
the 120 that were distributed.

Respondent management firms reported managing a total of 347
residéntial projects, (21, 218 units). This represents 50.0% of
all residential projects, and 71.9% of all units, in the strata

projects which contain 10 or more units in the combined Metro-
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poliﬁan Vancouver and Victoria areas.12 This corresponds to the
results of the residential strata council.éurveys which indicate :
that 43.8% of the pfojects were self—hanaged while 56.3% were
managed by professional managemént firms. |

The proportion of units représented in theAménaéément firm .
sample did vary between the Vancocuver and Victoria afeas, although
in both areas a large enough sample was obtained to providé
reliable results. Twelve firms active in the Vancouvér area
managed 301 strata projects (19,466 units) representing 55.2%
of all projects, and 77.0% of all units, of the total residential
projects cohtaihing 10 or more units. In Victoria, five firms\i
managed 46 projects (34.1%) containing 1,752 unité (41.3%).

There were also differences in the average size of the
professionally managed residential projects betweeh the two
metropolitan areas, althdugh professiohallyrﬁénaged piojects
were larger than the average for zall projectS‘of 10 oi more
units in both areas. In Vancouver, the average size of the
professionally managed projects was 64 units per project while
the overall average for projects of 10 or more uﬁits was 46 units.
In Victoria the average size of professionally managed residential
strata projects was 38 units versus 31 units for all projecfs of
10 or more units. The lafger—than—average size of the profes-
sionally managed projects reflects the fact that larger projéctS'
are more suitable to be managed professionally as economics of
_scale lower the per unit cost, and the larger size fequires more

management time than most councils can directly provide.
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5.5.3 Management Firms: '

Property management firms engaged in management of residen-
tial condominium projects dispiay a.significant degree of prior
experience in réal estate and property management, of non-
~condominium préperty. Only 18% of respondent manégersvhad no
prior experience in these areas; 53% had experience in both proQ
perty management and other non-management real estate activities,
(brokerage, development, etc.), 6% had prior real estate experience
-in areas other than property management, and 18% had prior pro-
perty management experience but had not been active iﬁ other
aépects of real estate. Thus, approximately 70 percent of the
condominium property managers have had prior experience in property
management. Only 18% of the respondent firms were connected.with
companies which were.involved in the development of condominium
.projects. | o

Property management firms also demonstrated a high degree of
involvement with their client strata councils. Ninety-four percent
send a representative to each general meeting of each project they
manage, and seventy percentAsubmit monthiy reports to their
clients. Each of the six firms that were contacted through a
follbw-up interview stated that they regdlarly inspected each_
project (as often as once a week), and that they invitedkcontact
"with the strata council whenever problems arose in the project.

Ninety-four percent of the property managers were bonded
with respect to their responsibilities as property managers.13

It is the practice that the strata council's accounting records
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be kept by the property manager, 1in 54% of 3477proﬁects, their
records were independently audited on a régular basis. Further,
some managers required that the projects records be independently
audited immediately prior to the initiation and termination of
their management contaéts.

In a recent article in a local magazine, criticism was
'le§elled at condominium project managers.l4 Yet the results of
the = survey indicate that the majority of condomihium project
managemen£ firms operate in a professional manner, both in terms
of business practice and degree of involvement with the strata
corporations.’ Further,‘the owner's survey indicated that ovef
three-quarters of the unit owners in projects managed by property
management firms were satisfied with the activities of the managers.
It would appear that fhe publicized problems of condominium pro-
perty manageré steﬁAfrom ahminority of cases: in é field as young
as condominium management, such problems may be expected in pro-
jects managed both under contract and directly by strata councils.
Perhaps modifications to the Strata Titles Act with respect to
"management would reduce the incidence of these problems further:
however, as councils and managers become more familiar with the
management of property occﬁpied by persons who have both the
expectaﬁions of occupants and of investors - the owner-occupiers -

these problems will also be reduced.

5.5.4 Management of Projects

a) Budgets:
A 1973 study by R.S. Roberts on condominiums in British

Columbia indicated that, in the fourteen residential condominiums
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that were examined, the majority (5?%) had current operating
expenses which were in excess of the total common area (or
maintenance) charges.15 According to the respbnse in the strata
conncil and project managers surveys cafried out‘in conjnnction,'
with this study, the incidence of such deficits is no longer as
prevalent: only 8.5% of the projects covered by these sufveys
had deficiencies between operating expenditures and revenues,
This change stems, in all likelihood, ffom the increased experi-
ence of‘bcth strata councils and property management firms. |
Abgreater (although‘by no means dramatic) incidence of
deficiencies occurs in the area of contingency reserves. In
approximately‘18% of the surveyed projects managed ny property"
managers and by strata_councils, the actual size of contingency
reserves was below the level that the strata council deemed to
be.appropriate. In the majcrity of sucn cases reported by
property managers,* this deficiency was the result;of the subject
projects being relatively new, and conseqﬁently not having_yet
built the contingency fund to the desired level.
Parenthetically, discussion of the adequacy of the actual
level cf‘contingency reserves cannot center simplyvon analysis
ofvthis amount vis-a-vis the desired level. The desired level
of this reserve is established by the strata council. Consequently,
even if the desired level is maintained, it will not necessarily
be sufficient to meet the requirements of future repairs and
maintenance. Some respondents to the project managers surQey

indicated that, in their opinion, some strata councils had a

*Similar information was not available from the strata council

survey.
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tendency to underestimate the required size of the contingency
reserve and, occasionally, the operating budget, in order to
reduce the level of monthly owner charges. Again this appears

to be a problem which will be minimized with increased experience.

b)  Major Problems:

| Both property managers and etrata councils whicﬁ manage
their own progects, were asked. to rank the problems which were,
in their experience, of greatest 51gn1f1cance in the management
of re51dent1al condominiums: the tabulation of these rankings
are shown on Tables 70 and 71. From these responses there appears
to be two major classes of problems associaﬁed withlsuch projects,
those which are a function of the degree of interpersonal conﬁact
which is associated with the density and physical arrengement of
space in cendominium projects and those which are associated
with the uhique, and relatively new, form of'tenure represented
by condominium ownership.

‘The first category of problems includes the frequently men-
‘tioned problems of uncontrolled children and pets, and, less
frequently, the level of noise made by other residents. Such
problems are, perhaps, to be expected in family owned housing
which is built at medium and high densities. While good design
and construction may someWhat reduce such problems, the ultimate
solution will be in the area of tolerant and responsible behaviourv
on the part of the occupants. Certainly, these probleme are not
unique to condominium projects, as many occupants end owners of
rentel:residential and owner-occupied sihgle—detached properties

will readily attest.



TABLE 70

Ranking of Most Significant Management Problems

" By Management Firms

Problems Ranking
1st 2nd 3rd Total
1. Uncontrolled Children 3 1 1 5
2. Uncontrolled Pets 4 5 0 9

3. Excessive Noises by

Residents 0 1 3 4
4. Breaches of By-Laws 4 1 3 8
5. Educating Owners of

Rights and Duties 4 3 1 8
6. Collection of

Common Expenses 0 1 2 3
7. Level of Common

Expenses ‘ o 1 1 -2
8. Other 1 2 0 3

196.
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Ranking of Most Significant Management

. Problems by Strata Councils

Problems Rankings
1st | 2nd | 3rd | Total

1. Uncontrolled Children 4 4 2 10
2. Uncontrolled Pets 2 3 3 8
3. Excessive Noise by

Residents ' 1 3 2 6
4.. Breaches of By-Laws 2 2 3 7
5. Educating Owners of

Rights and Duties 7 2 4 i3
.6. Collection of Common

Expenses 4 3 1 8
7. Level of Common
: Expenses 1 1 1 3
8. Other K 5 3 1 9
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One problem area whichvmight be expected on thevbasis of
the owner survey did not appear as a significant problem to self-
managing strata corporatlons nor to property management flrms
Whlle both the study by Roberts and the owners' survey carrled
_out in conjunction with this study (Chapter 4) 1ndicatedbe defin-
nite bias against tenants in condominium projecrs on the part;of'
owners, such a bias is not shared by the two respondent groups
involved in management of these projects. Only 29% of the pro-
ject managers and 32% of the respondent streta councils indicated.
that they had received more than the average number of complaints
against tehants. |

The second category of problems are unique to condominium
projects. The 'self-regulating' responsibilities powers of the
;owners through their strata council is, at.least until. familiarity
with condominium livimg is more widespread, bound to create diffi-
culties.. Thus both managers and especially strata councils,
experienced significant problems im educating owners in the
rights and responsibilities. Further, collection of common
area charges was of concern, particularly to strata councils
who are most directly involved: note, however, rhat the level
of common erea charges.was not seen to be of significance by
'eirher the council of owners or property managers.' Finally, the
problem of enforcing by—laws.and taking action where breaches of
these regulations occurred was of significant concerm to both
groups of respondents. As this problem actually encompasses
both the education and collection problems, it warranted further

investigation.
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c) .By~law Enforcement:

Both selmeanaging strata councils and'property ménégers
were asked to list the order in_which appro?riate powérs were
- used in the enforcement of by-laws: the fesults are tabulated
.on Table 72. Both gfoups'follow essentially'the same précedﬁré.'
The first step is to apply moral éuasion in the'fofm‘of a letter:
of telephone call advising the offending occupant or owner of the
pfoblem and asking.fhat it be corrected. }In the majority of cases,
réspondenté reported‘that this was the only action required to
correct the problem.

If the contravention of the rules continues,* the strata
council exercises its powers under the Strata Titles Act. This
will result in either fines being levied or privileges“regarding
_the.common”faéilities:being_suspended.. Alternatively, .a court
ordét issued under municipal nuisance by-laws may be used to
correct the situation, (for example, by having an uncontrolled
dog impounded). This latter course is seldom followed, 'as it
creates substantial hard-feelings.

If the action to this level has not corrected the problem
the next step is to levy further fines, usually in increasing
amounts. If the fines are not paid, a lien,'in the amount of
the odtstanding fine plus the administrative fees and land

registry costs, may be placed against the title of the strata

*If a property management firm is involved, they will contact
- the strata council for a decision as to the subsequent course

of action to be followed.
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TABLE 72

Ranking of Methods Used to Enforce By-Laws

- Strata Councils

Method o : - | Rankin g

1st | 2nd | 3rd | 4th | Total

1. Moral Suasion | o 21 2 1 o 24
2. Powers under the
Strata Titles Act 4 8 0 0 12
3. Municipal Nuisance
By-Laws 0 2 -5 0 7

4. Other 1 1 1 1 4

Ranking of Methods Used to Enforce By-lLaws -

- Managenent Firms

Method ' 7 Ranking

lst 2nd 3rd 4th Eotal

1. Moral Suasion : 14 S 1 0 0 | 15

2. Powers under the
Strata Titles Act 2 12 0 0 14

3. Municipal Nuisance
- - By~-Laws _ 0 0 3 1] 4

4. Other : 1 0 2 1 4
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lot. .If the fines are still not paid the final step would be
to apply for a court sale of the unit té collect thé outstanding
charges and thus to remove the offending owner.

Despite the various means to enforce the by—laws,'seﬁeral
managérs'complained they were not effectiVé or are not pursuea
beyond the moral suasion level even when the problém is ﬁot
corrected. Often, by the time strong action is taken to correct
the problem, several months had passed and thé offence may have
occurred repeatedly. This causes significaﬁt hardships for other
owners, sometimes resulﬁing in them leaving the project. The
enforcement methods per se were not criticized, but rather the
relectance on the part of the strata couhcil.to exercise these

powers.
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Footnotes

" The linking of names of subsidiaries and multiple development

firms with the same principals would be possible if a detailed
examination of the register of companies was made but time and
budget constralnts did not make this p0551ble.

Identlfled developers' activities accounted for the folIOW1ng
percentages of activity in the province: :

TOTAL

Units Projécts
. Metropolitan Vancouver 99.0% . 95.4%
Metropolitan Victoria . 00.9% 99.3%
Rest of Proviﬁce _ 77.7% 76.9%

Similar difficulty was encountered by Hamilton and Roberts,
1973, in their attempt to investigate condominium developers.

Surveyed developers' act1v1ty accounted for the follow1ng
percentages of activity in the province:

TOTAL

Units - Projects
Metropolitan Vancouver 32.9% 13.5%
Metropolitan Victoria. E . .14.7% 5.9%
Rest of Province : B - 3.9% 1.1%
Total - Province S 23.9% 8.6%

Chartered banks and trust companies provided 27% and 39% of
the funds for all residential mortgage loans in 1976 in
British Columbia respectively. Canadian Housing Statistics,
Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation, Ottawa, 1976,
Table 36, P. 30.

Revealed in an informal survey of fifteen lenders and brokers
in Metropolitan Vancouver.

Goldberg, M.A., and Ulinder, D.D., "Residential Developer
Behaviour: 1975", Housing: It's Your Move, Volume II,
Technical Reports, The Urban Land Economics Division,
Faculty of Commerce and Business Administration, University
of British Columbia, 1976. '
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12,
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14.

15.
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Goldberg, M.A., Residential Developer Behaviour: Some
Empirical Findings, Faculty of Commerce and Business
Administration, University of British Columbia.

Goldberg, M.A., and Ulinder, D.D., Op.bcit., P. 295.
Goldberg, M.A., op. cit., P. 24.

Statutes of British Columbia, 1966, Chapter.46} New
S.B.C. 1974, C. 89. Strata Titles Act, Section 10.

During the interviews with the management firms it was

~revealed that the projects managed by the firms were

almost exclusively of at least 10 units. It was there-
fore felt that a comparison on this basis would be the
most meaningful. The sample covers 20.5% of all projects:
and 58.9% of all units in the metropolitan areas. '

Firms that were active in non-condominium property manage-
ment which involved an agency function with respect to
leasing, are required to be licensed under the Real Estate
Act, all stated that bonding was a requirement of good
business practice.

Sagi, Douglas, "Mondo Condo (A Man's Home May be His

Hassle)", Vancouver Magazine, Vol. 10, No. 3, March 1977,
PpP. 36-3°. ‘
Roberts, R.S., Condominium Housing in Metropolitan Vancouver,

unpublished thesis, University of British Columbia, 1973, p. 86.
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. Chapter Six

Condominiums: Unique Features and

Special Considerations

6.1 Taxation of Condominiums

Condominiums are generally treated as any other real prdpefty»
for taxation purposes, however some peculiarities do arise. This
section will highlight the differences for the real property tax-

" ation and for the income taxation treatment of condominiums.

a) Real Property Taxation

Under the Assessment Act any real property is assessed at its
"actual value" and this value is dividéd between the land the the
bimprovements (Section 24, Assessment Act). The Act préVides for
a wide discretion on the determining.factors;applicable;to:the
"actuél Valﬁe" but in practice it is usually the "fair market
Value;" To separate the actual value into the land and impro?e—
ment portions the "land residual approach" is used. This proced-
ure is no different fof condominiums than any other type of real
property. The problems concerning condominiums arise from three
sources{ first, the conversion of existing buildings to strata
units, secondly, the treatment of the common‘facilities of the
strata corporations and finally, the level of service that is
received for the taxesvpaid. |

Upon conversion of an existing building to a strata project
a re-assessment is performed under Subsection 24.(6) (b) (iii) of
the Assesément Act. This includes bﬁildings that existed at the

time of the assessment "freeze" which fixed the assessed value as



205.

“that of the 1974 assessment roll.' The re—assessmént is.signifié_
cant because it will increase the tax liability for two reasons.
Firstly, the value now will likely be greater than that on the
1974 rolls. This factor will soon be eliminated when the current
“value rolls ére‘put into use. .Secondly, but moré iﬁportantly,
the unit value of the strata lot will be greéter than»its value
in leasehold and hence the tax will be increased. This results
without any increase in the level of services’provided by the

tax dollars.

A similar situation exists where a strata project is being
rented. The assessed value is still calculated on the basis.of
the unit's condominium value, not their rental value. Generally,
the taxation will therefore be greater than if it had been built
 under a single, title for rental purposes.

The units' share in the common areas is included in.the value
of strata lot by virtue of Seqtion 33 of the Strata Titles Act.
This méans the egpected sale price or fair market value of the
units may be used without any adjustment necessary to reflect
the units' share of the common areas. This is implicitly included
in the value determined. . There are however, strata projects
where the ammenities do not form part of common areas. They may
be a separate.strata lot, or a separate piece of property which
thevstrata corporation has purchased. For example, Strata Plan»
VR 120, Arbutus Village, the recreational centre is located in
an adjacent building and is leased to the strata corporation.

The lease payments include a share of the real property taxes.
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As the céntfe is not part of the strata project, it is taxed
separately. In theory, this will not cause any inequality in
the level of taxation because if the recreational centre were
part of the project, it would be capitalized into the value of
the strata lots,'theréfore iﬁcreasing their value and hence,'
'taxeé. Ih‘practice, the market may or may not recognize thé
differences in the level of common area charges; property taxes,
and value of the assets.éf the strata corporation and adjust |
the price accordingly.

The final problem facing condominiums is the equating of
service with the level of taxes to produce a "féir" return in
relation to other types of property. It has already been shown
that the conversion of an existing building to a strata project
can result ih higher taxes-without any improvement in the level
of services providea. In the eyes of the taxing authorities,
no inequality exists as all real property is assessed on the
basis éf its actual value. |

An additional problem occurs in instances of strata develop-
ments that have extensive roadways within their boundaries, paf—
tiéularly, bareland, support structures, single detached or
townhouse projects. First, all the common facilities including
the roadways, sewer pipe énd watér pipe are installed by the
developer and presumably the costs are included in the price
of the units. Secondly, within the project, some municipalities
will not provide the séme services as to those properties fronting
on municipal roads.A For example, snow removal and garbage cqllec—

tion within the project may be left to the strata corporation to
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provide. The strata lot owners are therefore paying taxes on the
same basis as other property owners but are receiving a lower

quality of service.

b) _Income Tax - Owners

Condominiums areitreated in thé same mannef as single family
detached dwellings for the purposes of classifying'them as princi-
ple residences. The.unit's share in the common property is inclu-
ded as partvof the condoﬁinium and hence recei&es the same treat-
ment. One point that should be noted fér those that intend tb
purchase a unit that will be rented until a iater dafe when'the
owners will occupy the unit. At the date the unit ceases to be
rental and becomes owner occupied a change in use 6ccurs. When
this happens there is a deemed sale and repurchase at fair market

value and a capital gains tax liability may'result.'”

c) Income Tax - Investors

Condominiums have facilitated the involvement of small
investors in the real estate market by allowing portions of
building to be purchased rather than the entire project. The
demand has been accelerated by the rapidly fising prices of
real estate in the 1970's, the éxemption of hew rental units
from the rent restrictions under the Landlord and Tenant Act,
and the prbvision for deducting rental losses from other income
for Class 31 and 32 buildings. Developers have also been forced
into the investor category in some cases, as a result of the slow
absorption rate causing the units to be rented. The rules apply-

ing to investors in general will be examined, then the developers'
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situatibn will‘be considered. |

‘The first point to note is that where the'pfoperty is held
by an individual, the income received is classified aé "pagsive
income" unless extensive services are provided in connection
with the properfy. Passive income is "taxed immediately at the
high rate of 46% plus the excess of ﬁhe provincial rate over |
lO%."2 Similarly, if the property is held by a corporation, the
income derived will be classified as business income but not
necessarily active business income unless extensive services are
again provided. Only active business income qualifies for the
small business deduction which provides for the reduced tax rate
of 21% on the first $100,000‘of income.

The onerous taxation of rental income does not deter invest-
’menf as much of the revenue is writtén—off_against-the'capital
cost allowance claimed. Of particular importance is the proQision
for claséifying multiple~unit residential buildings construéted
between November 18, 1974 and JanuaryAl, 1976 as Class 31 and 32
depreciable properties. Such a classification allows‘taxable
losses, created by the capital cost.allowance claimed in excess
of net income, to be deducted from other income. This does not
applyvto any other taxation classes of real property excépt where
they are held by a real estate corporation or a real estate part-
nership.

Condominiums posed a small complication as to whether they
constituted a "multiple family residnetial building" especially
where only one was owned. Interpretation Bulletin IT-304 clari-
fied the situation by stating that each unit is classified as

the building itself would be classified if it were not divided
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into strata lots. Further where two or more units in ﬁhe same
building are owned by the same taxpayer they are classified as
a single building with a single capital cost. If a portion of
the taxpayer's holdings are sold his adjusted cost base and
consequently his capital cost is apportioned between the part

- disposed of and the part retained for determining his capital
gain, recapture, or terminal loss.

Condominiums built on leased land can be categorized for
depreciation purposes under several classes. Where an owner
acquires the unit after 1975 the building portion of the purchase
price is classified as Class 3 or 6. Where the building qualifies
under Class 31 or 32 the unit is treated in the same manner. 1In
any other case the capital cost is depreciated under Class 13
- which is the normal treatment of buildings situated on leased
lands.

For the purpose of determining the capital cost allowance an
allocation between the land and building must be made. Paragraphs
4 and 5 of Interpretation Bulletin IT-304 apply and have been
quoted in full.

"For capital cost allowance purposes, where a unit or strata
lot includes land, the usual allocation of cost between land and
building is required to be made. This might arise, for example,
where a ground floor apartment includes an outdoor patio, or where
a row-type condominium unit includes a front or back yard which is
not part of the common property."

"Where a unit or strata lot is purchased, the purchaser
acquires an undivided interest in the common elements or property
appurtenant to such unit or lot. To the extent that the common
elements or property include land, allocation of cost between the
undivided interest in such land and the interest in the building
or buildings is also required to be made. The cost of acquisition
of the undivided interest in the common areas of the building or
buildings included within the description or plan, or the owner's

proportionate share of any capital expenditures made thereon, forms
part of the capital cost of the building portion of his unit or lot."
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Déveiopers who are‘forced or choose to rent condomihiums
that.were originally intended for sale face two special problems.
Firstly, a taxpayer's inventory is not eligible for the deduction
of capital cost allowances according to Reéulation 1102 (1) (b)
'of the federal Income Tax Act. However, | |

"Interpretation Bulletin IT-128 states that a taxpayer will
normally be allowed to treat income producing property for

tax purposes in the same manner as he handles his accounting.

That is, capital,cost allowance will be deductable on cpnversion
to capital property.

Interpretation Bulletin IT-102 deals with the converstion of
inventory to or from capital proparty, in neither case is there a
deemed disposition. Where thevconversion is from ipventory to
capital property the original capltal cost is equal to ‘all the
outlays that are. reasonably attrlbuted to- the property other than:

those currently deductable. However, these costs are limited to

those actually incurred and do not include a provision for profit.

Where the conversion is reversed, capital‘property becoming
inventory, the fair market‘value at the datelof conversion will
be the cost of inventory for the purpose of the trading profit.
However

"in calculating the gain or loss on the disposition of the
property under subsection 40(1) (definition of taxpayer's
capital gain or loss) the adjusted cost base. . . is based
on the original actual cost of the property and not its
fair market value at the date of conversion. To the extent
that the gain or loss as calculated under subsection 40(1)
has been included in computing the business income of the
taxpayer, the amount so included reduces the capital gain
or on the dlSpOSlthn pursuant to subsectlon 39(1) (defini-
tion of the meaning of capital gain).

n3’
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The second problem that faces the developer is whether the
income received from the reﬂtals is classified as active business}
income, and hence eligible for the small business deduction, or
whether it is merely business income. Normally corporations which
_deri?e'income from developing and selling real estate are carrying
on an active business and’have active businessiincome; rental
income is not active bﬁsiness income however. Accofding to the
ruling handed down in the Granite Apartment Ltd. v MNR, 75 DTC 140,

'...rental income earned on property held for a short
period of time (is) active income because the pattern

of the taxpayer's activities indicated that his business
consisted of developing and selling real estate."?

Furthermore, Interpretation Bulletin IT-72R2 indicates that a

developer need not be particularly active in each taxation year

in order to be regarded as having earned active income.
The end result is that the rental income will likely be
classified as active business income so long as it does not

' probably one taxation

persist for greater than a "short period,'
year. If the renting continues the income may lose its "active"
designation and the taxpayer will face a reassessment for the

previous year. o

d) Income Tax - Developers

The téxation of condominium developments is the same as that
forvany other property type. It can be complicated however, in
cases of phased developments where extraordinary costs are incurred
'in one phase but will benefit all phases. If the costs are allo-
cated only to tﬁe one stage it will result in a lower incdme in

those years and higher incomes in the years of the other phases.
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The high incomes may exceed the $100,000 limiﬁ applicable'to the
small business deduction which would result in a greater tax being
| paid.

The federai Income Tax Act’Br any Interpretation Bulletin
“deals with this situation but a study suggested:

"That a portion of the cost which benefits the latér

phases of the'development should.be allocated.to those 6

phases that will eventually receive the benefits therefrom"
If this were done and the later phases were not constructed or
there were cost overruns a re-assessment would have to be made.
Similarly, if the common facilities were constructed in ﬁhe later
phases an allocation would be made to the initial phases any aevi—
ations adjuéted for by the re-assessment of the previous yeaf(s)

4

taxes.

6.2 Conversion- -of Rental Apértments toerndominiUms

During 1973 a significant controversy arose as some rental
‘apartments were converted to condominiums. This was at a‘time
of a severe shortage of rental apartments (0.4% vacancy in Van-
couver, 0.3% in Victoria) and thefefore'caused significant prob-
lems for those displaced by such action. 1In response, the pro-
vincial government ammended the Strata Titles Act to require the
approval of the municipal council before such a conversion could
take place.7 - The Landlord and Tenant Act was also changed to
require fdur months notice to the exisfing tenant and the payment
of relocation expenses to a maximum of $300. These legislative
changes made subsequent conversioﬁs significantly more difficult.

The only record of the number of conversions are those main-

tained by the municipalities involved. Table 73 représents the
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number of plans and units authorized by the municipalities in
each year. Those municipalities that are not repfesented have
hdt approved any conversions or did not have thé records avail-
able. The impact of the iequirement of municipal approval has
been a major obétacle‘to conversions. Several municipalities
(Burnaby'and New Westminster) reported to have established a
moretorium on conversions while Victoria will not allow any
conversioﬁs so long as the apartment vacancy rate remains below
3%. Overall only 10 projects (225 units) have been converted -
after the requirement for municipal approval was ihstigated
(1974-76) versus 38 (963 units) from 1971-73.

The number of converéions of rental apartments to condomin-
iums should remain very limited in.the future. This is a result
of continued government restrictions, the current oversﬁpply of
new cdndominiums, and.the proposed femovalhbf réﬁtai increase
restrictions under the Landlord and Tenant Act (Bill 87, 1977).
'The latter two conditions will bring the relative economic.values
of rental apartments and Condominiums closer together and hence
‘remove much of the stimulus for conversiOh. Where the economic
rational for conversion has not been eliminated,_the governmental

restrictions will likely thwart any conversion attempt.

6.3 Support Structures

Support structures are condominium projects where the units
consist of an area of land rather than a part of building. By
virtue of subsection 3(4) (6) of the Strata Titles Act the boun-
daries as laid out on the horizontal plan are deemed to extend

vertically upward and downward without limit. The most common



TABLE 73 .

CONVERSIONS TO CONDOMINIUMS: BRITISH COLUMBIA

Land Registry Areas

1971

1972

1973

1974

1975

1976

1977

Total

|Pro-~

ject

Unit

Pro- .
‘r Unit
ject

Pro- .
Unit
ject

Pro- .
ro Unit
ject

Pro-

. Unit
ject

PXO7 Unit
ject -

PTO bnit
ject

Pro- Unit
ject

1.

2.
3.

Metropolitan Vancouver
LRO

Balance Vancouver LRO

Total Vancouver LRO

7

0
2

119

0
119

14 | 305

o| o
14 | 305

6§ 114

0 0
6| 114

3 51

41 . 83
0

-2 109

0
2 109

-37

371763

763.

Metropolitan New West-
minster LRO

Balance New Westmin-
ster LRO

Total New Westminster
LRO

19

1 19

49

o ojlwo

0
4 63
0

Total Metropolitan Van-
couver Area (1+4)

119

324

81 163

2| 109

40

Metropolitan Victoria
LRO '

Balance Victoria LRO
Total Victoria LRO

3 136

3 136

‘51 221

221

All Metropolitan Areas

119

18 460

13 ] 384

2| 109

12.
13.

14,
15,
16.
17.

(1+4+8) . -

Kamloops City
Kelowna n

Vernon

Penticton .
Balance Kamloops LRO
Total Kamloops LRO

18.
19,
20.

Nelson LRO
Prince George LRO
Prince Rupert LRO

21.

Grand Total: B.C.

119

18 460

13

2 109

48 1188

AN4
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usage of this type of development is in mobile home pafks'Where
the trailer pads are sold as separate units ana the roadways and
othechommon facilities are owned in common. In total it is
estimated there are 52 bare-land strata plans in the province
comprising 1509vunits.

Pribr to Bill 70 (Strata Titles Amendment Act, 1977) which
will be retroactive to June 24, 1977, a strata plan supplying
only support structures did not require the approval of the
designated approving officer in the area before registration.
This resulted because_the section of the Act that required the
lapprovals Be received (sections 4 and 5) feferred only to new
buildings, phased strata plans, or the conversion of the exist-
ing buildings. The loophole allowed some developers to "circum-
~vent municipal planning departments“8 and regional building
restrictions by creating subdivisions under the Strata Titles
Act. Bili 70 eliminatés this possibility by specifically
requiring approval of the support structure plan prior to regist-
ration.. |

Table 74 shows the distribution éf.support structures by
area and year. Only 13.4% of the projecﬁs and 3.2% of the units
are located in the major metrbpolitan areas. These are also
small developments averaging 6.8 units per project versus 29.0
for the province. The Kamioops Land Registry Office contained
more support structure condominiums than any other area, rep-
resenting 42% of the plans and 36% of thé units in the province.

In order to provide some insight into the use of the

condominium concept in support structure projects the documents



TABLE 74

SUPPORT STRUCTURE CONDOMINIUMS IN BRITISH COLUMBIA

1975 1976 ' 1977 Total s
Project Project Project Project Project

Land Registry Areas Units : Units Units Units Units
1. Metropolitan Vancouver LRO - ' 3 31 . 2 9 5 40
2. Balance Vancouver LRO ) 2 112 7 200 9 312
3. Total Vancouver LRO ‘5 143 9 209 14 352
4. Metropolitan New Westminster LRO 0 o 0 o0 )
5. Balance New Westminster LRO 1 157 0 0 1 157
6. Total New Westminster LRO 1 157 1 157
7. Total Metropolitan o - i ‘ ' , e

Vancouver Area (1+4) 3 31 2 9 5 40 b
8. Metropolitan Victoria LRO ) : 0 0 - 2 -8 2 8
9. Balance Victoria LRO - : . 4 195 - 7 760 111 271
10. Total Victoria LRO | 4 195 1 9 840 ' 13 279
11. All Metropolitan Areas : v ‘ : :

(1+4+8) 3 31 4 17 7 48
12. Kamloops City . 0 .0 0 0 0 0.
13. Kelowna ' 0 0 2 6 0 o0 2
14. Vernon 0 0 0 o 1 15 1 15
15. Penticton =~ 1 4 0 o0 0 o0 _ 1 4
16. Balance Kamloops LRO 1 20 8 177 9 320 18 517
17. Total Kamloops LRO 2 24 10 183 10 -335 - 122 542
18, Nelson LRO A ' : 0 0 0- 0 . ;
19. Prince George LRO L 1 79 179 ‘ .
20. Prince Rupert LRO - 1 100 1 100
21. Grand Total B.C. _ 2 24 20 678 30 807 52 1509
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of a large strata.mobile home park were examined. The only
unﬁsual aspects of the by-laws were amendments which restricted
the sige of mobile homes (450 square feet), the minimﬁm length of
mobile homes (11 feet), avminimum‘construction standard.(equiva—
~lent to the National Building Code orAstandard prefabrication)

and a setback requirement.

6.4 Non-Residential Condominiums

Non-residential condominiums are registered and operated in
the same manner as residential proﬁects - only the usé of the
property is different. The Land Registry Offices do not separate
.non—résidential strata plans from the others nor do they index
them in their catalogues. The only means of identifying the use
is the examination of éach set of strata plans. Sincé'it is/pet/,
not alwéys.pOSSible‘toﬁdetermine-the'uSe-from»the’plans; the
number of non-residential projeéts identified must be taken as
a minimum rather than a precise count, the margin of error how-
ever, would appear to be very low.

The completely non-residential projects are shown in Table
75. There.were also identified 5 projects involvin§»49 units
which were partially non-residential, all of which were located
in the City of Vancouver. Of those projects which were strictly
non~residential, 31 were warehouses and 11 were commercial. The
first strictly non-residential plan registered in the province
was in May, 1971 in Kelowné (Kamloops Land Registry'Office),‘
cohsistinj of‘3 units. The first one registered in Victoria was

in December 1972 and it was not until February 1975 that one was



TABLE 75

COMPLETELY NON-RESIDENTIAL CONDOMINIUM PROJECTS IN BRITISH COLUMBIA

Total .

1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977
Project |Project |Project |Project |Project Projecti Project |Project|.
sand Registry Areas Units Units Units Units Units Units Units Units

1. Metropolitan Vancouver ! > N1 i1 4 5 34 8 49

LRO N 0 010 0 1 1 1 1

2, Balance Vancouver LRO |- 2 1 1 4 6 35 9 50

3. Total Vancouver LRO . )

4. Metropolitan New Westq- '

minster LRO |1 2 5 63 3 17 113 N6 |23 204

5. Balincengw Westmin- L 0 0] 0 01 22 |1 22

" ster | p ! i ,
6. Total New Westminster| :. 2. 5 63| 3..17,|14 138 |24 226
LRO | L

7. ‘Total Metropolitan Vé#q gy ‘

T couver Area {(1+4) . 2 n 3 12 5 63 3 ]7 18 150 - 31 253

8. Me;igpolltan Vlctorx;l 4 3 n N i; -g. 3 19 7 36
"9, Balance Victoria LRO f 0 0 0 0 f&f}' 0. =fQ‘ 0 0 0 0
L0, Total Victoria LRO . | 1 4 2 11 L 177 213 19 7 36
41, All Mctropolitan Aread ‘ j - g » .

_ (14448) : Ho 4 4 22 {3 12 5 63| 4 [719({21 169 |38 289
2. Kamloops City bTo0 0 . 0 0 {0 .0~
L2, Kelowna ’ it 3 ! 1.7 12 210
4. Vernon . : 0. 0 0 = 0
'5. Penticton ! 0 0 0 0
.C. Balance Kamloops LRO || 0 0o {0~ ©
L7. Total Kamloops LRO il 3 ] 7 2 10
13, Melson LRO ' ; i
19, .-Prince George LRO ; i
19, Prince Rupecrt LRO ; :

. ! 7 . . . "
11, Grand Total: B.C. Gl 2 71 0 0|4 2|3 12 |5 63| 4 19j24 199 {42 32

‘9Tz
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" . registered in the Lower Mainland. The majority (90%f of . the
strictly non-residential projects are located in the major
metropolitan areas. |

_The.development of condominium wafehouses in ény major way
" has been restricted by.financing difficulties until rec_ently.9
Initially, institutional lenders would graﬁt a maximum loan value
of 75% of the units rental value whiéh was only equal to 50-60% of
the condéminium value. Consequently the purchaser required a
substantial downpayment of secondary financing to purchase the
unit, neither of which was completely acceptable. Eventually the
Mortgage Insurance Company of Canada (M.I.C.C.) was convinced to
insure the loans to 75% of the condominium sale value which en-
abled adequate financing to be arranged.

The economic viability for industrial or .commercial condo-
minium will ngturally depend on the particular,mafket being con-
sideréd. There are however several general advantages and dis-
advantages to the pﬁrchaser that are often cited. The positive
aspects are:

(1) for users of small spaces there are considerable

econonmies of scale by being in a large development
than in having a single small building,

(2) the deduction of capital cost allowance and mortgage
interest payments from taxable income can provide
greater tax benefit than the deduction of the lease
payment alone would provide,

(3) ownership eliminates the possibility of rent increases,

(4) the required return on the investment for the self-
' owner may be less than that required by an investor,

(5) there is potential appreciation in capital value,

(6) there is a greater security'of tenure in ownership}
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(7) the accumulation of equity as the mortgage is repaid,
'(8) for industrial users there is often a shortage of
small but functionally efficient space which the
new units can provide.
The major dlsadvantages are:
(1) - the need for a 10-20% downpayment,l
(2) to date there has been a need for the same or even
greater cash-flow to service the mortgage as the
lease payments, '
(3) there is yet an unknown resale market which may cause:
(i) - capital depreciation,
(ii) 1less flexibility for expansion or
contraction than under leasing,
(4) the generally high loan to value ratio will be
included on the balance sheet of the firm which
may affect the borrowing capacity of the company.
~From the developers' point of view he has the advantages of
being able to recoup his investment more quickly and obtaining
a higher (usually) selling price in a condominium development
than under a rental arrangement. The disadvantages are the
loss of any potential capital appreciation and increased rental
revenue over the holding period if the project is retained.
Through the developers' survey a firm that had constructed
several condomlnlum warehouse projects was contacted. ll In an
 interview they revealed the majority of their projects and others
similar to them, were located in the suburban areas of Vancouver.
The units contained from 1800 to 2400 square feet and are designed

for small suppliers or contractors needing only a limited amount

of space for storage, workshop, and an office.
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One of the projects was selected fbr an analysis of the cost
of ownership felative to leasing. The figures used were supplied
by the development firm and reflect the current market conditions,
the analysis is presented in Exhibit 2. The sample unit cOntéined
l800>square feet and was offered for lease af $495 pef ﬁonth or
could be purchased for $69,900. Eigﬁty—five percent mortgage
financing is provided at the exiéting narket rates and terms (11%,
25 year amortization period). | |

Overall there did not appear to be any economic advantages to
purchasing rather than renting a unit. There is only an $0.08
per squaré foot advantage to purchasing in the first year at the‘
46% taxation rate (full corpérate taxation rate). At the 25% tax
rate (applicable to those qualifying for the small business deduc~
tion), thé\situation is reversed with leasing, showing a $0.32 per
squarevfoof advantage. In subsequent years the pu;chase option
will become more expensive as the tax benefit is reduced dueAto
the declining mortgage interest exéense and capital cost allowance.
Under the lease option there is a potential for increasing rental
costs on the expiration of the initial term.

It appears those that have purchased a unit have placed a
positive value on the intangible aspects of purchasing, discussed -
previously, as there is not an economic advantage initially.

A realty firm which deals exclusively with the leasing and
selling of warehouses was-interviewed.in conjunction with the
developer.12 They stated the overall capitélization rate for
an owner-occupier was about 9% while an investor in a simiiar

unit would require 11-12%. 1In relation to the sample unit this
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EXHIBIT 2

Comparison of the Leasing and Purchasing Cost

of a Warehouse Condominium

LEASE

46% Tax Bracket '
$495 per month x 12 months = , . : $5940
46% Tax Bracket (.46 x 5940) v : o 2732.4
Net After Tax Cost- : $3207.6
Cost per Square Foot ' : o $1.782

25% Tax Bracket (Applicable to those qualifying for the
Small Business Deduction under the Federal Income Tax Act)

$495 per month x 12 months A ; $5940
25% Tax Bracket (.25 x 5940) | " 1485
Net After Tax Cost _ . - 4455
Cost per Square Foot $2.475

PURCHASE

Price $69,900

15% Downpayment 10,485 say $10,500

85% Financed at 11%, 25 year amortization (59,400)

Monthly Payment 9.6253 / month / 10,000 = 571.74 say $572 / month

Yearly Payment 572 x 12 = $6864 )

Yearly Mortgage Payment : $6864

Tax Benefit (Year 1)
Interest Expense (.11 x 59,400) 6534
C.C.A. (5% on 45,000) = 2250
Total Deducation 8784
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46% Tax Bracket
Tax Benefit (.46 x 8652) | (3980)
- Opportunity cost of Downpayment (.09 x 10,500) (l*.46) ) 510
Net cost before Principle Reduction - : 3394
Less Principle Reduction 330
 Net Cost after Principle Reducation 3064
Cost per Square Foot $1.702
Cost per Square Foot Excluding -
Principle Reduction $1.886
25% Tax Bracket
Yearly Mortgage Payment $6864
Tax Benefit .25 x 8784 ‘(2196)
Opportunity cost of Downpayment (.09 x 10,500) (1-.75) 709
Net Cost before Principle Reduction 5377
Less Principle Reduction | 330
Net Cost after Principle Reduction 5047
Cost per Square Foot ‘v;fi_$2;804
Cost per Square Fcot Excluding
Principle Reduction

‘Summary - Cost per Square Foot

$2.987

Lease Purchase* Difference
46% Tax Bracket $1.78 $1.70 $0.08
25% Tax Bracket $2.48 $2.80 -$0.32

*Cost per Square Foot after Principle Reduction
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means the value as a condominium is about $70,000 and the value

13 There is therefore

as an investment is from $52,500 to $57,300.
an advantage of 18-25% in the value.of a condominium warehouse
over the more traditional forms. |
Three hundred thouéand’square feet of condominium warehouse

space had been sold by the realty firm since February, 1975.
Another 500,000 square feet.is reported to be in.the‘planning
"stages and is expected to come on the market in the next 12 to

18 months. The rate of absorption of new units has been declining

recently however, indicating that a substantial oversupply may

result if the planned projects are developed as expected.

6.5 Common Area Charges

Common area charges are levies by the strata corpération oﬁ
each~unit-in=orderitolpay“theémaintenance and. upkeep expenses of
the common areas. The amount of the charges per unit is based on
proportionate share, as defined by the unit entitlement, of the
totai expenses. Two areas concerning the common area charges
were examined. Firstly, the average unit charges and their rate
of increase were tabulated and secondly, the reported underestima-
ting of charges by the developers.

It should be noted that the common.area changes can vary
significantly from one'project to another depending upon the
amount and type of amenities and upon the physical arrangements
of the building. For example, one would expect the common areas
to be higher for projects with numerous amenities and exténsive

common areas such as swimming pools, health spa's, and covered
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parking. What is less obvious isvthat'common area changés may
also vary, for two otherwise identical projects, because of the
physical arrangements for services such as heating and air-
conditioning. 1In one case the heatiﬁg and air;conditioning may
be a central service (common area charge) while>in another it
may form part of fhe direct charges (electrical) to the owﬁers.
Due to the potential variations in amenities and arrangements
for-services, it becomes extremely difficult to generalize with
respect to common area charges. Theréfore the data provided'in
the following tables should be used with extreme caution. |
During the Owners' Survey (Chaptef Four) the respondents
were asked to state their current monthly common area charges,
these are presented in Table 76. Approximately one half (51.5%)
of the charges are less than $51 per month, only 6.7% are over
$80 per month. The highest éverage charge is found in the high-
rise units followed by low-rise, tqwnhouse, and finally in those
projects containing a mix of structure types. In 81.2%_of the
‘units, the common area chérges per month exceeded the monthly
equivalent of the real property tax, thereby representing the
second largest cost per ﬁonth after mortgage payments. In order
to estimate'the rate of increase of common area charges the res-
pondents to the owners' survey were asked the level of common
areé charges when they first purchased the unit. This combined
with the current level and the date of purchase allowed the rate

of increase to be calculated. The average annual compound rate

of increase was found to be 12.7% from 1972 to 1977. By comparison,
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Percentage Distribution of 1977 Common Area Charges by
Structure Type (Metropolitan Vancouver and Victoria)
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STRUCTURE _
CHARGES ' TOWN- ~  LOW . HIGH
PER MONTH HOUSE |- RISE RISE MIXED TOTAL
$ 0 - 30 2.0% 1.0 3.6% 1.6% - 8.3%
31 - 40 6.8 1.0 2.6 * 10.9
41 - 50 15.1 8.2 5.7 3.1 32.3
51 - 60 4.7 9.4 3.1 2.0 19.3
61 - 80 . 2.6 12.5 7.3 ' 0 22.4
81 -100 | 0 * 4.1 | 0 4,7
- Y00 or more = | o F o r.e -} rie & 2.0
o 2% -1 . 7% 2
aTotal Sample 33% 33% 27% 7% 100%
Average % $50 $58 $67 $45 $57
*Less than one percent.
Source: Survey of 202 condominium owners randomly

selected in the Metropolitan Vancouver and

Victoria areas.
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the average weekly.earnings as measured by the_industrial cempo—
site index incfeased by approximately 1£ percent per ahnum dur-
ing the same five years.

In the past accusations have been leveled against developers
that had allegedly underestimated the common area expenseS'in
order to ettract people into}purvchasing.l4 The 1974 amendments
to the Strata Titles Act included changes to correct thie‘practice.A
The developers were required to prepare.an interim budget for the
operation of the project and were responsible for all the excess
of the actual cost over the estimated. To investigate the extent
of this pfoblem the respondents to the owners' questionnaire were
requested to staﬁe the estimated charges prior to occupation and
the actual levies after having moved in.

Sixty-~eight percent of the responses noted no difference
between the actual and estimated charges. Of those that were
underestimated (actual charges exceeding estiﬁated), 12% were
done so by $1 to $5 and 18.3% by over'$5, only three responses:
indicated the charges were overestimated. Analyzing those that
were underestimated by more than $5 reveals that they fepresent
exactly the saﬁe proportion of the sales after the legislative
amendments (1975-1977) as they did over the three years prior
to the amendments (1972-1974), 18.2%. It can therefore be con-
cluded the'legal requirements are ineffecti§e in redﬁcing the
- underestimation of common area charges. However, given that
this occurs in less than 20%‘of the units, it does not eppear

to be a serious problem.

\



228.

6.6 Government Involvement in Condominium Financing

a) TFederal Government
| During the introductory stages of the condominium'concept
the extent of government invoivement was éubstantiél.‘ From 1967
to 1970‘épproximately SC%IOf the total dollar amount of condomin—
ium firét mortgages in Canada were'supplied directly by a
government agency.15 Further, virtually éll the loans made by
conventional lendefs were insured under the National Housing
Act (N.H.A.). |
| "The majority of the lending institutions stéted that

they would not provide any financing for condominiums

unless the loans were insured under the National

Housing Act."16

As the condominium market matured and lenders became more
familiar wifh the concept the heavy reliancé on the government
was reduced. In'the'l971'étudy, 85% of the condominium units
in Meﬁrdpolitén Vancouver were insured under N.H.A. or financed
directly from C.M.H.C.,17 this figure was reduced to 60% in 1973.
Overall, from 1967 té 1976, 36.2% of the condominiums in Metro-
politan Vancouver ahd 29.4% of thosekin Metropolitan Victoria
were financed directly by C.M.H.C. or the loans insured under
N.H.A. The breakdown is shown in Table 77. Clearly the level
of government involvément'has been reduced substancially through
time.

In British Columbia from 1967-1976, 11,230 N.H.A. mortgage

' s . 19 .
loans were approved on new condominium units. This represents

30.5% of all hewly created units in the province. One would
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N.H.A. and C.M.H.C.

INVOLVEMENT IN CONDOMINIUM FINANCING
(1967 TO 1976) : :

CANADIAN HOUSING STATISTICS,

N.H.A. 1 C.M.H.C% TOTAL 2
INSURED DIRECT CONDOMINIUM REGISTRATIONS
NO. % NO. % NO. 2
1967-1975 '
VANCOUVER| 6141 | 32.1 1003 | 5.3 { 19104 |100
VICTORIA | 552 15.9 147 4.2 3470 | 100
1976 -
VANCOUVER| 2232 | 32.8 - 0.0 6812 | 100
VICTORIA | 640 | 59.6 - 0.0 1073 |100
1967-1976]
-~ TOTAL
VANCOUVER| 2373 | .32.3 |. 1003] 3.9 25916 .1100.
VICTORIA | 1192 | 26.2 147 -3.2| 4543 {100
TOTAL 9563 | 31.4 1150| 3.8] 30459 |100.0
SOURCE : 1. CENTRAL MORTGAGE AND HQUSING CORPORATION,

P. 65.

TABLE 1.

OTTAWA, 1976,
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vexpect the involvement Qf the government to be greater in thé
the outlyiné areas and less in the major metropolitan regions
due to the difficulty in attracting private funds. In comparing
the figures presentea here this hypothésis is not substanciaﬁed.

Considering only 1976 there were 3553 N.H.A. loans approved
on new condominium units. Ninéty—one of thesé wére direct loaﬁs
from C.M.H.C. and the balance were frbm approved lenders. This
represented an increase over the previous years as these units
represented 36.0% of all units registered in British Columbia in
thaf year. The general increase in the involvement bf C;M.H.C.
in condominium financing in 1976 is likely due to the soft mar-
ket conditions that were being ekperienced and therefore lenders‘
requiring the extra security offered through the insurance pro-
gramme. Furthermore, there was a shift in the coﬁpoéition of the
financing with a significant redhétion'fn'tﬁé.direct lendiﬁg‘of
C.M.H.C. From 1967-1975, 3144 direct lagbns or 29% were made by
C.M.H.C. while the 91Adirect loans in 1976 represent less than
3% of the loans made under the N.H.A. |

The Assisted Home Ownership Program (A.H.O.P.) has become
an important factor in the condominium market of late. The pro-
gram is designed to encourage fhe production of moderate cost-
housing by providing assistance to the purchaser. Loans of up
to 95% of value at low interest rates are available plus a sub—'
sidy of $750 per year from the federal govérnemnt, and a further
$750 from the provincial government if the debt service ratio is
greater than 25%. The maximum sale price for the unit to qualify

under the program is $47,000 in Vancouver and $45,000 in Victoria -
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which is with the economically profitable range for the production
of most condominiums. In 1976, 2418 units were approved.under
A.H.O.P. in Metropolitan Vancouver, one thbusand, one hundfed and
fifteen wére single family detached dwellings and 1186 were row

or apartment COndominiums.5 These condominiums represented_

approximately one-sixth of the units registered in that year.

b) B.C. Government Second Mortgages

The B.C. government provides grants‘of $1,000 or a second
mértgage of 55,000 on new units or'a $500 grant or $2,500 second
mortgage on existing units to purchasers who have not previously
owned a home. The eérlier stﬁdies both reported high percentages
of purchasers using the second mortgages (60.9% in 1971 and 61.5%
inv1973), however these represent only the N.H.A. insured pugchases,
Including the low-cost units and -the.conventionally financed units
this pefcentage is reduced to 47.6% in the 1973 study.6 The
statistics recorded in this study show a reduction in the.use of
the second mortgages frbm thos§ previéusly recorded.

Considering only the N.H.A. insured purchases, 46% used a
B.C. government second mortgage, a decline of 15% from the 1973
study. Thirty percent of all purchasers used a B.C. government
second mortgage while 3% used a second mortgage from an alternate
source,.again a decline of 15%. Removing the purchases made for
all cash the proportions increase to 37% and 4% respectively.

It.is difficult to explaih why there was a reduction in the

use of the second mortgages. Only a small part of it can be

attributed to an increase in the number of prior owners which are
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ineligible for the assistance (32% in 1973, 36.5% now). Unfor-
tunately information was not collected on the use of the grant .

which may have accounted for the difference.
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Chapter Seven

Summary and Conclusions

This study comprlses an exten51ve amount of 1nformat10n on
the condomlnlum market and its partlclpants. ‘It would be impos-
sible to condense all the findings into a few pages but a summary
6f major points is provided. Also,.it is noted that the vast
guantity of primary data has not been aﬁalysed to its fullest
and therefore some sﬁggestions for future research are included.

The condominium market has grown significantly since itsv
introduction in 1968. In that year only 7 plans involving 312
units were developed while in 1976, 667 plans involving 11,052
unité were registered. As of November 30, 1977, 46,411 units
in 2340 plans exiéted’in British COIumbia;. Thé growth in the
number of condominiums was accompanied by an increasing impor-
tance in terms of their representation in the housiné market.

'By 1976, condominium'developments accounted for 26 percent of
all housing starts in the proviﬁce and_58‘perCént of all multiple
.unit starfs.

As the condominium experience_increased and mortgage lenders,
developers and the public in general beéame more accustomed to
‘the concept, a greater variety of projects was developed. This
was particularly true after 1973 as commercial, industrial,
mixed commercial and residential, bareland, and’supébrt structure
strata projects became more common. Other innovative uses of the

concept will likely appear in the future.
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The occupénts' survey showed a broadeniﬁg of the market as
a wider range, in terms of the purchaser's age, financial capa-
bilities, stage in the life-cycle, and the unit's.purchase price
was observed relative to that displayed in 1973. The major
reasons for purchasing a condominium rather thén‘a Siﬁgle de-
tached house remained their economic advantage andAtheifreédom
from exterior upkeep. Similarly, the high level of.satisfaction
that was observed in 1973 was again repeatéd heré as almost 90%
of the purchasers éxpressed satisfaction with their.unit.

The investigation of the developers revealed a dichotomy in
the level of involvement of the entrepreneurs. The majority of
developers (89%) had produced two or fewer projects involving
46 percent of the units in the province. Conversély,-the top
twenty firms in terms of units, representing 1.6% of éll firms
accounted for 11.7% of projects and 34.1% of units. These firms
.were heavily concentrated in Metroéolitan Vancouver with 91% of
‘their production in terms of units located in this area. Thé
top five firms in terms of units alone produced 12.8%'of the
projects and 28.2% 0£ the units in Metropolitan Vancouvér.

The management of condominiums, involving strata councils
and management firms has improved since 1973. Only 9 percent
of the reported strata projects were experiencing deficiencies
of operating budgets or in the level of their contingency re-
serve in comparison to approximately one-half in 1973. The
major problems encountered by the management stem.from the higher

density living style that characterizes most condominiums. The
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condominium concept or its operation is not a source of majbr
complaint. o

The short-run outlook for the condominium.market is poor.
There now exists avlarge inventory of dnsold and/or(rented units
and the rate 6f increase in selling prices has modefated to where
little or no gain has been experienced in the last year. These |
factors are compouhded by the reduction in the rate of population
growth and increase of real incomes in the province which reduces
the level of overall demand for housing.

In the long-run there are some positivé aspects which will
contribute to the future development of condominiums.. First,
the rapidly rising energy cpsts will likely lead to a concentra-
tion of housing in the urban areas. This will mean higher densi-
ties to which condominiums are well suited... Secondly, the propor-.
tion of older people in the population is increasing and it has
been shown these make up a significant share of. the condominiﬁm
market; Finally, the slowing of grthh in real incomes,.although
lowering overall houSing demand, may shift some of the demand-into
the less expenéive condominium sector away from the single detached
house market. The conclusion that is reached from assessing these
factors is that condominiums will remain Viéble in the long-run.

Due to the broad nature of this study, detailed examinations
of all areas within the condominium market7were not possible.
Having"established a base from which to work from several areas

for future research are indicated.
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The océupants' sufvey (Chapter Four) investigated the
condominium market in Metropolitan Vancouver and Victoria. It
is suggested that increasing the sample size»to allow for
stratification geographically (MetrOpolitan Vancouver,'Metro— 
politan Victoria and the Rest of the Province) andvby sfructure
.type would provide useful information as to the composition of
the éubsectors within the market. Further, an expanded sample
may-provide.a sufficient number of renters to stratify on the
same basis and the type of landlord (investor or developer)

.could be ascertained.

Several limitations to the investigation of developers were
noted previously in Chapter Five: completing the list of develop¥
ers' names from the Land Registry Offices in Kamloops‘and the
linking of company's names are obvious areas to be pursued. Alsb,
greater emphaéis could be ﬁlaced on Surveying the numerous small
developers and to defining the types of lenders providing the
development funds to the entrepreneurs.. |

-An essential piece of information thét'has been missing to
date is a comprehensive_priée index providing reliable price trends
by ldcation, structure type, and by the level of amenities pro-
vided. 1In conjunction with this an indication of the rate of
absorption of new brojects through time could be constructed.
The price index and absorption rates would Be invaluable in
" investigating the trends of the development of condomihiums
and consumer preferences.

Finally, Chapter Two provided a brief discussion of the

factors influencing the development of condominiums and their
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relationship to the overall housing market. Having now estab—
lished a data base ‘it would be poésible io attempt to quantify
the effects of these factors. This would not 6nly provide a
greater understanding of the céndominium market but alsd of

all sectors of the housing market.
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Appendix 1

Synopsis of Previous Studies.

Apartments rented

Category Condominium Hamilton, Norcross Hamilton " Eger
Research Davis, and and
Associates Lowden Roberts
Year 1970 1971 1973 1973 1976
Methodology Survey of Use of NHA Loan Survey of Survey of Mortgage Applic-
Owners across Application Townhouse Owners in ation forms of
Canada Files - for Owners in Metropolitan Institutional
Metropolitan Washington " Vancouver Lenders for Loans
Vancouver D.C. and in Metropolitan
California Vancouver
Age Most Young Most Young but Wide Spread of Apartment Young Group,
: a Small Older Ages, Largest Purchasers Average 34,
Group Group 30 - 39 Considerably Empty Nest,
Years 01d Older than Average 40 Years
Townhouse
Married N.A,.* N.A. 89% East 83.1% 61% Young Group
= 73% West 57% 01d Group
Number of _AVeragé 1.20 52% with no Average 1.04 1.05 Townhouse 0.67 Young Group
Children . Children 0.31 Apartment 0.52 014 Group -
~Occupation 45% Managerial, |41% Professional| 82% White _ N.A., Young Group e
: Professional or |and Managerial Collar - ... ~ 21% Professional
Technical e 01d Group .
=~ 47% Professional:
Incomes Average 68% Greater 26% 15,000~ Moderate incomes | Young Average
: $11,809 than $10,000 20,000 65% less than $19,760
. : : 25% 10,000~ . $12,000 01d Average.
15,000 - - $24,900
Previous 85% Rented 86% Rented 66% Rented 67% of Townhouse | Young ~ 46% Rented [
Tenancy Rented 57.8% of 0ld - 25% Rented

“Eve
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Synopsis of Previous Studies (contd,)
Category Condominium Hamilton, Norcross Hamilton Eger
) Research Davis, and and
Associates Lowden Roberts
Year 1970 1971 1973 1973 1976
Working Wives 50% 48% 41% 40% N.A.
Reason fo} Desire to N.A. Build Equity N.A. N.A.
Move Own -
More Space Better
Environment
Reason for Economic, N.A. Economic, Economic, N.A.

Condominium
Purchase

Maintenance
Free

Maintenance
Free,
Recreational
Facilities

Maintenance
Free

“pbe
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OWNERS' QUESTIONNAIRE

This questionnaire should be completed only by those OWNING and
OCCUPYING the condominium unit. If you rent the unit, please complete the
enclosed "TENANTS' QUESTIONNAIRE".

Before you begin the questionnaire, we would like to emphasize that
all respondents will remain anonymous, and all information obtained will be
aggregated in the final report. '

INSTRUCTIONS: Where a list of possible responses to the question is
provided, please insert the NUMBER of the appropriate response in the space
provided in the right-hand column. (If the appropriate answer's number
jncludes a zero such as 01, please insert the 0 and the 1 in the spaces pro-
vided). 1If a list of responses is not provided but the answer can be
expressed numerically, please complete the spaces with the appropriate
number. If the answer cannot be expressed numerically, please complete the
blanks provided but do not use the spaces in the right-hand margin. If you
do not know the answer or if the question is not applicable to you, please
leave the space blank. :

EXAMPLES:

1. QUESTION - What is your marital status?
0l. single ' | 01
02. married :
03. separated or divorced

04. widow or widower

ANSWER ~ If single, enter Ol in the right-hand columm as indicated.

2. QUESTION - How old are you?

lw
B

ANSWER - If 34, enter "34" in the right-hand column as indicatéd.

. ION - What i ion?
3 QUESTION - What is your occupation DO NOT USE

ANSWER - ENTER OCCUPATION IN SPACE e.g. TEACHER
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2
1 .3 4 5
When did you purchase this condominium unit? (Please give the
month and year). Please indicate the month with the corresponding
numbers as follows: '
January 01 May 05 September 09 Month
February 02 v June 06 October 10 6 7
March 03 July 07 November 11 v 19
April 04 August 08 December =~ 12 eaxr 5 9
What type of development is this unit contained in?
1) townhouse or rowhouse only
2) 1low-rise apartment only (3 stories or less)
3) high-rise apartment only (4 stories or more) __
4) mixed apartment and townhouse 10
5) single family detached
6) mobile home park
7) mixed residential and commercial
8) non-residential
9) semi-detached (duplex)
How many bedrooms does this unit contain? (Include the den as —
e . 11

one. bedroom, if -applicable).
How many people occupy this unit?
a) number of adults 12
b) number of dependant children -

: 13

The following question applies to those adults residing in the
unit. Space has been provided for respomses from up to four (4)
adults but please use only as many columns as required. That
is, if only two (2) adults live in the unit use only the
columns for "Adult 1" and "Adult 2" leaving the rest blank.
Please answer all the questions for each adult living in the
unit.

“Adult 1 Adult 2 Adult 3 Adult &

a) Sex (select the appropriate

category for each adult and enter - - T

the corresponding number in the 14 15 16

appropriate column).

1 male
2 female

17



b)-

c)

d)

e)

Hh
~

Age (enter the age of each adult in
the appropriate spaces).

Marital status (select the
appropriate category for each adult
and enter the corresponding number
in the appropriate column).

single

married or equivalent
separated or divorced
widow or widower

W

Education (select the appropriate
category for each adult and enter
the corresponding number in the
appropriate column).

highschool or less

1 - 2 years post-secondary

2 - 4 years post-secondary
- postgraduate

vocational training

technical training

[~ 2R S VL S ]

'Occupationx(selectﬂthé,appropmiate;

T
OOV ~NOW SWN

category for each adult and enter
the corresponding number in the
appropriate column).

professional
managerial
service
sales
tradesman
labourer
clerical
retired
homemaker
student
other, please specify

Did you work full-time, part-time

or did not work at the time of
purchase of this unit? (select the
appropriate category for each adult
and enter the corresponding

number in the appropriate column.
Please include homemaker and student
as "did not work")

249.

Adult 1 _Adult 2  Adult '3 Adult 4
18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25
7% 7 m 7

g
30 31 32 33
34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41



g)

a)

b)

1 full-time
2 part-time
3 did not work

Do you work full-time, part-time,
or do not work now? Select the
appropriate category for each adult
and enter the corresponding number
in the appropriate column. Please
include homemaker and student as
"do not work".

1 full-time
2 part-time
3 do not work

Into which of the following ranges did your total:familz

1 1less than $8,000

2 $8,001 to $16,000
3 $16,001 to $24,000
4 over $24,000

Into which of the following ranges does your totallfamily
income fall now?

less than $8,000
$8,001 to $16,000
$16,001 to $24,000
over $24,00

0N

Adult 3

. 250.

income fall when you first occupied this unit?

Please indicate the terms of your purchase of the unit.

a)
b)

c)

d)

full purchase price
first mortgage amount
interest rate on first mortgage

second mortgage amount

© Adult 1 Adult 2 Adult 4
42 43 44 45
46 47 48 49
50
51
S e
.52 53 54 55 56 57
S
58 59 60 61 62 63
e
64 65 66 67
$ ,

68 69 70 71 72




10.

e)

)

g)

h)

i)

-4 -

was this a B. C..government second mortgage?
Yes 1
No 2

cash downpayment

is the first mortgage NHA insured?
Yes 1
No 2

is this unit financed under the Assisted Home Ownership
Plan (AHOP)?

Yes 1

No 2

is this unit financed under an agreement for sale instead
of a mortgage?

Yes 1

No 2

What are your present monthly payments for the following
items?

a)

b)

c)

- d)

a)

- b)

“mortgage payment (principal and interest)

taxes
common area charges

TOTAL

What were the estimated common area charges for yOur unit
before you moved in?

What were the actual common area charges after you moved
in?

Which of the followina were the two (2) most important
reasons for moving from your previous dw1111ng7 (Please rank
in order of importance).

01.
02.
03.
04.

change in household membership
desired less space

desired less upkeep

desired more living space

251.

74 75 76 77

o)



11.

12.

13.

05.
06.

07.

08.
09.
10.

a)

b)

-e)

-5 -

desired better neighbourhood conditions

desired a less expensive unit

to establish an equity

to be closer to transportation, work, services, etc.
job transfer or change ‘
other(s) (please specify)

Did you own a home immediately before buying your condo~
minium or were you renting accommodation?

1 owned
2 rented '
3 1lived at home or with friends but did not pay rent

If you owned a home immediately before buying this condo-

minium unit, which of the following types was it?

single family residence
semi~detached residence
townhouse condominium

low-rise apartment condominium
high-rise apartment condominium
mobile home

St WN

If you rented accommodation: immediately before.buying.
this .condominium unit, whlch of the following types was
it?

single family residence
semi~detached residence
townhouse

low-rise apartment
high-rise apartment
mobile home

[ WV, RN UL

Did you look for a single family house before deciding to buy
your condominium (within 6 months)?

1 Yes
2 No
a) Did you buy your unit directly from the developer, or

from an individual who owned it previously?

1 from developer
2 from previous owner

252,
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2nd



14.

15.

b) If you bought it from the developer, did you buy it
through one of his sales people, or through an
independent agent?

‘1 developer's salesman -
2 independent agent

c) If you bought it from a previous owner, did you deai
directly with the owner, or through an independent agent?

1 directly with owner
2 1independent agent

d) To what extent were you informed of your rights and
obligations as a condominium owner before you purchased
the unit?

1 very well informed
2 moderately well informed
3 poorly informed

Why did you decide to buy a condominium rather than a single
family house? (Please rank only the three (3) most important
reasons in order of importance.)

01. better location

02  lower full price for equal er better unit

03. lower downpayment

04. 1lower monthly payments

05. - freedom from exterior upkeep

06. recreational facilities included with the condominium
07. other(s) (please specify and rank)

Which of the following locational features did you consider to
be the most important in selecting this condominium project?
(Please rank o only the three (3) most important reasons in :
order of importance).

0l1l. closeness to schools

02. closeness to work

03. closeness to shopping

04. closeness to bus routes

05. closeness to downtown Vancouver

06. near parkland, other wooded areas or recreational
facilities

07. quiet neighbourhood

08. well maintained neighbourhood dwellings

09. surrounding residents of similar education

253.

1st.

C2nd

3rd



16.

17.

10.

11.
12.

13.

a)

b)

a)

-7 -

surroundiﬁg residents of similar income bracket
close to friends
other(s) (please specify and rank)

location was not a factor in selecting this project

What features of your unit were most important to you in-

the selection of your unit? (Please rank only three (3)
most important in order of importance).

0l. larger than average sized rooms
02. existence of a fireplace

03. wunique design features such as skylights, lofts, etc.

(please specify)

04. superior appliances (stove, refrigerators, etc.)
05. apparent good quality construction
06. greater than average storage space
07. large patio or balcony

08. scenic view

09. other(s) (please specify and rank)

10. features of the unit were not important in its
selection- ‘

What changes in the design of your unit would have
improved its suitability to you such that you would be
prepared to pay more for it? (Please limit your choice
to 2 or less). You may select from the list above or
answer below.

What features of the project as a whole were the most
important in the selection of your unit? (Please rank
the three (3) most important in order of importance.)

01. well landscaped common areas

02. large open garden or wooded areas within the
development

03. adequate playground facilities for children

04. existence of a swimming pool

05. existence of a tennis court

06. existence of a workshop

2

Vlst

2nd

3rd

1st

2nd

3rd
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b)

- 8 -

07. well maintained common areas

08. adequate covered parking

09. adequate visitor parking

10. other(s) (please specify and rank)

11. features of the project were not important in the
selection of this unit

What changes in the design of the project would have
imporved its suitability to you such that you would be
prepared to pay more for them? (Please limit your choice
to 2 or less.) You may select from the list above or
answer in the space below.

18. Of the following list, generally which was the most important
reason in the selection of this unit?

19.

N

location

features of the unit

features of the project as a whole
price ‘ .

other (please specify)

" Which features of the project were sales attractions when you

bought, but which you don't use now? (Limit your selection
to 3 or less.) '

01.
02.

- 03.

04.
05.
06.
07.
08.

09.
10.

swimming pool
tennis court
games room
sauna, steam bath, whirlpool
playgrounds

garden areas

workshop

other (please specify)

project does not have any special common features
all the features are used regularly

1st

an

255,
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20. a) Do you plan to live in your present condominium for the
. foreseeable future? -

21.

22,

b)

c)

1 Yes
2 No

If not, when do you expect to move?

1 within one year
2 1 to 2 years
3 2 to 5 years

1f youbintend to move, into which of the following will
be your most likely choice?

01. single family detached - rental

02. single family detached ~ self-owned
03. townhouse - rental

04. townhouse - self-owned

05. apartment - rental

06. apartment - self-owned

07. duplex - rental '

08. duplex - self-owned

09. mobile home - rental

10, mobile home - self-owned

11. other (please specify)

Is the management* of this condominium project performed by
the condominium association or by a professional management
company? (* "management" refers to the administration of the
by-laws, maintenance fund, etc.; not to the caretaking or
maintenance functionlitself.)

1

condominium association

2 professional management
3 don't know

a)

b)

Are you generally satisfied with the management of this
condominium?

1 Yes
2 No

If no, can you suggest any changes which you think would

improve its management?

256.
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23.

24,

25.

a).

b)

c)

d)

- 10 -

Are there any renters occupying units in this project
. that you know of?

1 Yes

2 No

If yes, do you know how many renters there are in this

project (leave blank if you do not know)?

Is there a noticeable difference in the behavior of the
renters relative to other owners generally?

1 Yes
2 No

If yes, is the behavior better or worse than that of the
other owners?

1 Dbetter
2 worse

Are you a member of the Strata Council?

1 Yes
2 No
a) 1In general, to what extent have your original expecta-

b)

tions regarding condominium living been satisfied?

very well satisfied
moderately satisfied
moderately dissatisfied
very dissatisfied

LN

If you have not been entirely satisfied, what are your

most important criticisms? (Please rank only the three -

(3) most important criticisms.)

01. poor soundproofing

02." poor construction

03. lack of privacy

04. poor attitude of other owmers

05. wuncontrolled children

06. uncontrolled pets

07. poor management

08. poor upkeep

09. other(s) (please specify and rank)

1st

2nd

3xd

257,
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26. If you had known as much about condominium living when you
bought your unit as you do now, would you still have
purchased it?

-1 Yes
2 No

'

27. Do you foresee any major problems ahead for your condominium? What are
they?

If so, how would you try to prevent them?

Are your efforts in dealing with present problems successful?

28. Would you like any help in the rumming of your condominium (such as
courses, advice, etc.)?

29. Are there any changes you would like to see with respect to, say, the
mortgage financing, the arrangements made by the developer regarding
construction, sales, setting up the condominium corporation, etc. Any
changes you would like to see in the condominium legislation?

- 30. If you have any other comments concerning condominium living in general,
please use the space below (or the back of the page).

'Please insert the completed questionnaire (along with the unused one) into the
envelope provided and return as soon as possible. Thank you for your
cooperation. '

END
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- TENANTS' QUESTIONNAIRE -

This questionnaire should be completed only by those RENTING and
OCCUPYING the condominium unit. If you own and occupy the unit, please
complete the enclosed "Owners' Questionnaire',

Before you begin the questionnaire, we would like to émphasiZe that
all respondents will remain anonymous, and all information obtained will
be aggregated in the final report.

INSTRUCTIONS: Where a list of possible responses to the question is pro-
vided, insert the NUMBER of the appropriate response in the space provided
in the right-hand column. (If the appropriate answer's number includes a
zero such as 01, please insert both the 0 and the 1 in the spaces provided).
If a list of responses is not provided but the answer can be expressed
numerically, please complete the spaces with the appropriate numbers.

EXAMPLES:

1. QUESTION - What is your marital status?
0l. married 4 .
02. single ' e 01
03. separated or divorced -
: 04. widow or widower
ANSWER —- = If married, enter 0L in the right-hand columm
- as indicated.

2. QUESTION - How old are you?

ANSWER -  If 34 years old, enter 34 in the right-hand columm 34
as indicated. '
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1. 1less than $8,000
2. 68,001 to $16,000
3. $16,001 to $24,000
4. over $24,000

1
1 2 3 & 5
When did you start renting this unit? (Please give the
month and year). Please indicate the month with the
corresponding number as follows: Month
January 01 May 05 September 09 6 _7
February 02 . June 06 ~ October = 10 Year
- March 03 : July 07 November i1 , B9
April 04 August 08 a December 12
How many people occupy this unit?
a) nunmber of adults? ' {enter nunmber) - ' 10 11
b) number of dependent children? (enter number) o
' 12 13
What are the ages of the adults occupving this unit? = Please
complete the answers for all adult residents.
Adult 1 , enter age 14 15
Adult 2 » wooom 16 17
Adult 3 o : o 1
Adult 4 20 21
a) Into which of the following ranges did your total family
income fall when you first occupied this unit?
1. 1less than $8,000 37
2, $8,001 to $16,000
3. $16,001 to $24,000
4. over $24,000
b) 1Into which of the following ranges does your total
family income fall now?
23
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5.

o,

-2 -

What type of development is this unit contained in?

1.

3.
4,
S.
6.
7.
8.
9.

How
one

a)

b)

c)

d)

townhouse. or rowhouse only

low-rise apartment only (3 stories or less)
high~rise apartment only (4 stories or more)
mixed apartment and townhouse

single family detached

mobile home park A

mixed residential and commercial
non-residential .

semi-detached (duplex)

many bedrooms does this unit have? (Include a den as

bedroom if applicable).

Into which of the follow1ng ranges does your monthly
renfal fall?

$351 - 400 -

1. 0 -$100 6.

2. $101 - 200 7. 8401 - 500

3. $201 - 250 8. $501 - 700

4. $251 - 300 9. more than $700
5. $301 - 350

~gDoes this. include the property: taxes -and’ common area

charges on the unit?

Yes 1
No 2

If no, how much extra are these charges per month to the
closest dollar?

a. taxes

b. common area charges

If yes, but you know how much these charges are, please
indicate.

a. taxes

b. common area charges .

- 262a
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- 3 -

Prior to renting this unit (within six months) did you
consider purchasing a single family home or a condominium
unit? )

a) 1. single family home Yes 1
: No 2

ii. If yes, why did you not do so?

1. insufficient downpayment

2. monthly payments were too high

3. rental payments were substantially less than
payments on a similar single family house

4. a substantially better unit could be obtained
renting for the same payment as on a single
family house

5. preferred the flexibility of renting

6. did not feel it would a good investment

7. other (please specify)

b) i. condominium unit Yes 1
No 2

ii. If yes, why did you not do so?

1. insufficient downpayment

2. monthly payments were too high

3. rental payments were substantially less than
payments on a similar condominium

4. a substantially better unit could be obtained
renting for the same payment as on a condominium

5. preferred the flexibility of renting

6. did not feel it would be a good investment

7. other (please specify)

Immediately prior to occupying this unit, in which of the
following types of accommodation did you live?

0l1. single family detached - rented
02. single family detached ~ owned
03. semi-detached (duplex) - rented
04. semi-detached (duplex) - owned

05. townhouse - rented

06. townhouse - owned

07. low-rise apartment - rented
08. 1low-rise apartment - owned
09. high-rise apartment - rented
10. high-rise apartment - owned
11. mobile home - rented

12. mobile home - owned

262.b
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10. a) Do you definitely plan to purchase a home within the next
five (5) years?

1. Yes
2. No
3. . Uncertain -

b) If yes, which of the following structure types will be
your most liKely choice? :

1. single family detached
2. townhouse condominium
3. apartment condominium
4. duplex condominium

5. mobile home

6. other (please spec1fy)

c) Of the above, which would you most prefer?

Please insert the completed questionnaire into the envelope provided and
return as soon as possible. Thank you for your cooperation.

263.



264.

APPENDIX 4



266.

DEVELOPERS ' "QUESTIONNAIRE

Before you begin the questionnaire, we would like to emphasize that all
respondents will remain -anonymous and all information obtained will be kept
in the strictest confindence. The data released in the final report will
only appear in aggregated form. :

"INSTRUCTIONS: Where a list of possible responses to the question is
provided, please insert the NUMBER of the appropriate response in the space
provided in the right-hand margin. If a list of responses is not provided
but the number can be expressed numerically, please complete the spaces with
the appropriate number(s).

" 'EXAMPLES:
1. QUESTION - What type of development is this‘project?

01. high~rise apartment
02. low-rise apartment 01
03. townhouse ' '
04. other (please specify)

ANSWER - If it is a high-rise apartment, enter Ol in the
‘spaces provided as shown.

2. QUESTION - How many units are in this project? , 100

ANSWER — If 100 units in the project enter 100 as shown.



Strata Plan f:

Date of Registration:

Name of Development:

Number of unit: (enter number in margin)

Location: (to be coded later)

The following questions apply specifically to the development

indicated above.

1.

What type of development is this project?

o~
.

10.

a)

,b)

townhouse or rowhouse only
low-rise apartment only (3 stories or less)
high~-rise apartment only (4 stories or more)

- mixed apartment and townhouse.

single family detached
mobile home park
mixed residential and commercial
non-residential
semi~detached (duplex)
other (please specify)

When was the construction of the project started?
(Please give the number of the month and the year in
the right-hand margin).

When was the last unit completed?

(Please give the number of the month and the year in

the right-hand margin).

267.
4
1 3 4 5
Month o
6 7
Year 19
8 9
10 11 12
DO NOT USE
13 14
15 16
Month o
17 18
Year 19
19 20
Month .
21 22
Year 19
23 24



o)

a)

b)

c)

-2 -

Was this building converted from an alternate use to
strata title units?

1. Yes
2. No

When were the units first offered for sale?
(Please give the number of the month and the year in
the right-hand margin).

Are all the units sold?

1. Yeé,
2. No

If all the units are sold please give the date when the
last unit was sold. (Please give the number of the
month and the year in the right-hand margin).

How many months did it take to obtain authorizaticn from
the municipal government before commencing construction?

Which source of funds provided the first mortgage
financing for this project?

01.
02.
03.
04.
05.
06.
07.
08.
09.
10.
11.
12.

a)

chartered bank

trust company

life insurance company
mortgage loan company
Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation (C.M.H.C.)
institutions (pension funds, etc.)

private funds (including syndicated investors)
personal savings

retained earnings

partnership funds

no first mortgage financing required

other (please specify)

1f you required interim financing other than your
normal line of credit, please indicate which source of

- 268.
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b)

a)

b)

c)

d)

funds was used.

01. chartered bank

02. trust company

03. 1life insurance company
04. mortgage loan company
05. Central Mortgage and Housing Corporation(C.M.H.C.)
06. institutions (pension funds, etc.) :

07. private funds (including syndicated 1nvestors)

08. personal savings

09. retained earnings

10. partnership funds

11. other (please specify)

Was the lender who supplied the first mortgage funds the
same as who supplled the interim funds?

1. Yes
2. No

Is your firm or a subsidiary thereof still responsible
for the management of this condominium?

‘1. Yes

2. No

i. 1If your firm is still responsible for the
management , do you intend to relinquish this respon-
sibility within the next three (3) years?

1. Yes
2. No

ii. If you plan to relinquish the responsibility within
the next three years, please give the expected date
of relinquishment. (Please give the number of the
month and the year in the right-hand margin).

If your firm is not presently responsible for the
management of the condominiums, when did you relinquish
the management? (Please give the number of the month
and the year in the right-hand margin).

When you relinquished the management function did the
residents hire a professional manager or did they
attempt to manage the condominiums themselves?

269.
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1. hired a professional

2. managed themselves
3. don't know

e) Who is managing the condominiums now?
1. the residents

2. professional managers
3. “don't know

The following questions are designed to provide background
information on your firm.
7.. How many condominium projects has your firm developed in

the past 10 years?

8. How many condominium projects does your firm have
currently in the planning stages?

9. How many condominium units will your company complete by
the end of 19777 ~

How ‘many. were completed in 19762

How may in 19757

10. a) Does your firm develop other types of real estate

projects?
1. Yes
2. Yo

b) If yes, what percentage of your net income is‘derived
from the condominium sector?

¢) Please rank the three (3) most important areas in
terms of generating revenue from your real estate
“business. o

comnercial development

industrial development

single family residential development
condominium development

. land development (to the construction stage)

Ut W N
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11.

12,

a)

b)

a)

b)

10. other (please specify and rank)

6. multiple family rental

7. commercial/industrial investment : .
8. commercial real estate services (lea31ng, etc.)
9. residential real estate services (sales, etc )

Do you usually plan a project and then search for a
site with the appropriate qualities (1) or do you
usually just look for a "good buy" and plan a project
suitable for that site? (2) (Please indicate
response as either 1 or 2). '

Do you usually plan the developments with a particu-
lar economic or social group in mind?

1. Yes
2. No

In general, which of the features listed below are
the most important for a successful condominium

project catering to lower or middle income groups?

(Please rank only the two (2) most important
features in order of importance).

01. size of the units

02. 1location

03. 1layout and design of the units
04. 1low downpayment

05. 1low price

06. good recreational facilities

07. good playground facilities

08. good amenities within the unit (dishwasher, -
carpets, etc.) :

09. other(s) (please specify and rank)

In general, which of the features listed below are
the two (2) most important for a successful condo-
minium development designed for upper income groups?

01. size of the units

02. location

03. 1layout and design of the units

04. low downpayment '

05. 1low price

06. good recreational facilities

07. @good playground facilities

08. good amenities within the unit (d1QF rasher,
carpets, etc.) '

- 271.
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09. other(s) (please specify and rank

13. a) How many units does your firm have now that are
completed, unsold, and vacant?

b) How many units does your firm have now that were
intended to be sold but are being rented now?

14. 1I1f you have any other comments pertinent to the
development of condominiums which have not been dealt
with, please use the space below to express them.

END

Please insert the completed questionnaire into the envelope provided
and return as soon as possible. Thank you for your cooperation.

I1f you would like a copy of the survey results, please state your
company name and address below.

NAME OF FIRM

ADDRESS

272.
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_ MANAGERS' QUESTIONNAIRE

Before you begin the questionnaire, we would lilke to emphasize that all
respondents will remain anonymous, and all information obtained will be aggre-
gated in the final report.

INSTRUCTIONS: Where a list of possible responses to the question is pro-
vided, please insert the NUMBER of the appropriate response in the space pro-
vided in the right-hand column, If a list of responses is not provided but
the answer can be expressed numerically, please complete the spaces with the
appropriate number(s). If the answer cannot be expressed numerically, please
complete the blanks provided but do not use the spaces in the right-hand margin, .
If you cannot answer the question or it does not apply, please leave the spaces
blank,
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71.a) Is this firm part of or a subsidiary of a condominium develop-

ment fim? :
1. yes
2. no
| 6
. b) If.yes,'do you manage only those pfojects developed by the
parent firm? : :
1, yes
2, no
—
"2. Did this firm have prior experiencé in the real estate industry or
property management before taking. on the management function of this
Strata Plan?
a) real estate industry
1, yes
2, no
8
'b) property management
2, no .
9
.3.a) How many condominium projects does your f£irm manage?
_ : To 11
b) What is the total nwiber of units managed?
: T2 1314 15
4, Is your firm bonded for its duties as a condominium managexr?
1, yes
2, no
T6
‘5, OFf all the strata projects.you manage, how many have their books
audited professionally?
T6 17 18
:6, Of all the strata projccts you manage, in how many does the current
total common area charges NOT equal or exceed the current actual
operating costs (including all charges which must be covered by T9 206 71
the maintenance fund)? :




7. OFf all the strata projects you manage, in how many does the
current level of the contingency reserve fund NOT” equal or exceed S
the desired level of the contingency reserve fund? : . 22 23 24

'8, Of all the units managed by your firm, how many are:

a) owned by the original developer and rented?
. - ' - 75 26

(23

N
‘N"-

vb) wned by someone other than the developer but rented?

z
d

9. How would you rate the number of complaints against or problems
encountered with non-owner residents relative to owner residents?

1. more than average
2. average . 3
3., 1less than average '

[$N]

:10.a) What are the most significant problems you have encountered in
managing strata projects (i.e. the most frequent or the most
contentious problems; please rank the three (3) most important
in order of importance)? '

- 1. uncontrolled children
2. uncontrolled pets 1st
3. excessive noise from other residents - 34
4, breaches of the by-laws by the residents . o
X : . . . nd
5. educating owners as to their rights and duties as =5z
condominium residents a o
6. collection of common expense charges 3rd
7. complaints about the level of common expense charges 36
8. othex(s), please specify
'b) Please rank the following in order of most frequent use to enforce
the by-laws, 1st
: EYi
1. moral suasion .
2. enforcement under the Strata Titles Act Znd
3. enforcement under the municipal nuisance by-laws : 38
4, other(s), please specify : 3rd
’3—9‘
4th
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11, Cenerally, how would you rate the Strata Councils in terms of their
knowledge of and capability for the management functions?

very good
moderately good
average
moderately poor 11
very poor :

DS W N
.

12, How often do you report to the Strata Council?

. 12 or more times a year
. 6 to 11 tines a year

« 4 to 6 times a year .
. 2 to 3 times a year : 412
. 1 or fewer times a year

s W N

13, Does a representative of your firm attend the strata corporation's
- general meetings? '

1, yes
2. no

14, If you have any other comments on the management of this Strata Plan
or on the management of condominiums in general, please use this .
space to express them,

Please insert the completed questionnaire into the envelope provided and
return it as soon as possible. Thank you for your co-operation,
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STRATA COUNCIL QUESTIONNAIRE

Before you begin the questionnaire, we would like to emphasize that all
respondents will remain anonymous, and all information obtained will be aggre-
gated in the final report.

INSTRUCTIONS: Where a list of possible responses to the guestion is pro-
vided, please insert the NUMBER of the appropriate response in the space provi-
ded in the right-hand column, If a list of responses is not provided but the
answer can be expressed numerically, please complete the spaces with the appro-
priate number(s)., If the answer cannot be expressed numerically, please
complete the blanks provided but do not use the spaces in the right-hand margin,
If the answer is unknown or the question is not applicable, please leave the
spaces blank.




answered by all strata councils,

Vi bk AVLOL VI JUliiaa
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e —— —— o— —

This questionnaire is divided into two parts, The first part should be

that manage their own project.,

PART I -~ To be answered by all strata councils,

l.a)

b)

d)

b)

Has there been any difficulty in getting people to run for the

Part II is to be completed only by those councils

Strata Council of the condominium corporations?
1. yes
2, no
-z
Are the members of the Strata Council paid?
1, yes
2, no
—
What is the average level of attendance by the members of the
Strata Council at the Council meetings? -
1. 80-100% attendance
2. 60-79% attendance
3. 40-59% attendance
4, 20-39% attendance 8
5. 0-19% attendance
How often do you have regular general meetings of the Strata
Council? :
1. 12 or more times a year
2, 6 to 1l times a year
3. 3 to 5 times a year 9
4, 2 or less times a year
What is the average level of attendance of the owners at the
general meetings?
1. 80-100% attendance
2. 60-79% attendance
3. 40-59% attendance _
4, 20-39% attendance 10
5. 0-19% attendance
How would you rate the level of involvement in the condominium
corporation activities by the owners?
1. very high
2. high .
3. mediun 11
4, low
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283.
How often do you have regular general meetings with the owners?
1. 12 or more times a year
2, 6 to 11 times a year
3. 3 to 5 times a year 12
4, 2 or less times a year
Do you communicate regularly (other than by general meetings) with
the owners? (for example, through regular news bulletins)
1. yes
2, no
13
Do you manage this project yourself or is it managed by a profess-
ional management firm?
1. managed by strata council
2. managed by professional firm
14

If the project is managed by the strata council, please complete Part II,

the project is managed by a professional firm, please give the name and address

the space below and return the completed questionnaire in the envelope pro-

vided, Thank you for your co-operation,

Management firm (PLEASE PRINT):

Name

Person in charge

Address

END OF PART I
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PART II -~ This section is to be completed only by strata councils managirngs
their own project,
1, Did any member of the Strata Council have prior experience in the
real estate industry or property management before taking on the
management function of this Strata Plan?
a) real estate industry
1. yes
2 no
15
b) property management -
1. yes
2, no
16
2, Does this Strata Council manage Strata Plans other than its own?
1. yes
2! no
17
If yes, how many other plans? .
. 8 19
3.a) Vhen did you assume the management of this Strata Plan?
Please indicate the NUMBER of the month and year in the
right-hand margin, ,
Month
20 21
Year
22 23
b) Did you take over the management dircctly from:
1. the developer
2, a professional manager _
24
4.a) What are the most significant problems you have encountered in
managing this Strata Plan (i.e, the most frequent or the most
contentious problems; please rank the three(3) most important
in order of importance)?
1. uncontrolled children
2. uncontrolled pets lst
3. eoxcessive noise from other residents 75
4, Dbrcaches of the by-laws by the residents ond
5. educating owvmers as to their rights and duties as <n g
condomininm residents
6. collection of common expense charges 3yd
7. complaints about the level of common expense charges T
8. othol\s), please specify and rann



b) Please rank the following in order of most frequent use to en-

b)

force the by-laws.

. moral suasion

enforcement under the strata Titles Act
enforcement under the municipal nuisance by-laws
other(s), please specify

W N
L

To the best of your knowledge, how many units are not occupied
by their owners? '

How would you rate the number of complaints against or problems
encountered with non-owner residents relative to owner residents?
1. more than average
2. average

3. less than average

Did the developer provide any warranty as to the structure of
this development? ’

1, yes
2. no .
3. don't know
If yes, please continue; otherwise, go to number 7,
Have any major repairs been made under the developer's warranty?
1. yes
2. no
If yes, were there any complications in having the repairs done
under warranty?
1. yes

2. no

If yes, please explain

Do you feecl that some repairs that have been done to this project
should have been done under the warranty but were not?
1. yes
2. no

285.

1st

2nd

3rd

4th

<



7.8)

-
Have there been any major physical improveizents or addxtlons
since the development was originally completed?
1, yes
2, no

b) 1If yes, what are they?

~

286.
40
DO NOT USE
7T
) Have there been any major deletions from the physical property
since the development was originally completed (e.g., sale of
part of the lands)?
1, yes
2, no
72
d) If yes, what are they?
DO NOT USE
T3
8. What were the monthly common area charges and date when the units
ere sold, and what is the monthly levy now?
DATE IGINAL LEVY CURRENT LEVY NO, OF UNITS
Month Year A ’ J
, 19 . 00 . 00 -
@E - T ST 50 3T 57 53 37 55 35
, 19 o 00 o 00 .
57 58 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 68 69
, 19 . 00 . 00 — e
70 71 72 73 7175 76 77 78 79 6 7 8
9. What are the current actual operating costs pexr month of this Strata
Plan? Include all charges which must be covered by the maintenanc
fund
10,a) What is the current level of the contingency reserve fund?
b) What is the desived level of the

mtingency veserve fund?



287.
J11.a) Have there been any significant changes in the by-laws of this
Strata Plan since the Council of Owners was formed?
1. yes
2, no
26
b) If yes, what arc they?
DO NOT USE
77

12, 1If you have any other comments on the management of this Strata
Plan or on the management of condominiums in general, please use
this space to express them,

Please insert the completed questionnaire into the envelope provided

ane return it as soon as possible. Thank you for your co-operation,

END




