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AN ABSTRACT OF
A COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF THE IMPACT OF i
SINGLE-DETACHED HOUSES AND APARTMENT UNITS s
ON HOUSING RESOURCES AND MUNICIPAL FINANCES

If Canadian consumer demand for housing underwent a

significant change in favour of apartment units compared to

single~detached houses, significant savings in housing re-
sources would result, with little significant impact on
municipal finances.

Chapter 1 develops a sample population of 1,000
persons based on the 1966 Census of Canada. Chapter 2
develops a model apartment complex and a model housing
development to contain the sample population, and to derive
‘cost figures. These cost figures are compared in Chapter 3.

Chapter L compares the impact of the two different
housing models on Municipal Finances.

Chapter 5 presents a summary of conclusions based

on analysis made to this point.

Chapter 6 examines consumer Attitudes and Preferences
regarding the two types of housing, and Chapter 7 deals with
consumer demand for housing, and shifts which have occurred éi

in this demand.

ii.
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Chapter & examines two possible patterns of housing
in 1971. One is baseqﬁon the distribution of housing by
type revealed by the 1966 Census, and the second is based
on a projected distribﬁtion. Comparisons are made of the
impact of these two distributions on housing resources and
municipal finances.

Chapter O presents summary and conclusion material

based on Chapter 8.
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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this study is to make a com-
parison of two different types of housing accommodation--
apartments and single-detached dwellings. Together,
these two types accounted for 85.2% of all occupied
dwellings in the 1966 Census of Canada, and, therefore,
represent the two predominant forms of howsing in
Canada.

The comparisons made are of twb types: cost
comparisons aimed at establishing the relative impact
of the two housing types on housing resources; and com-

parisons of the different impact that these two types

‘have on municipal finances.

There are many differences between apartment
units and single-detached houses other than.structural
differences, and in the course of this study I have tried
to eliminate these in ofder to isolate and assess the im-
pact of structural differences only on housing resources
and municipal finances.

Initially;a sample population of 1,000 persons
is evolved and fitted into two different housing models,
one consisting of an apartment complex and one, a dev-

elopment of single-detached houses. This was done to

1.
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derive cost figures for dwelling units which would be
suitable for homwsing a cross section of the Canadian
population, and to eliminate cost differentials which
might occur because apartments were designed for small
families and houses for large families.

Cost differentials may also occur as a result
of locational differences, particularly with respect to
the central urban location of a considerable amount of
apartment construction. To eliminate cost differences
attributable to locational differences, it was assumed
that both types of housing were constructed on unserviced
land of equal value per acre,and that all municipal ser-
vices had to be provided.

As well, a variety of other non-structural
differences are dealt with in the section on Consumer
Attitudes and Preferences.

The first five sections present a static com-
parison of the impact of these housing types on housing
resources and municipal finances. The latter sections
apply these derived figures to the aggregate demand for
housing in Canada for the period 1966-1971.




CHAPTER 1

POPULATION SAMPLE

Introduction

The purpose of this section is teo derive a
model population of 1,000 pefsons based on the 1966
Census of Canada. This is done in order to ascertain
the housing requirements of such a population, and to
derive housing costs and other information which would

be applicable to the Canadian housing situation.

Population Sample

The first stage in the construction of this
model is the development of a population sample. Since
this study is based ﬁpon the housing requirements of
the Canadian population in general, all statistics are

based on the 1966 Census of Canada.

The sample is composed of a representative
distribution of 1,000 persons in the general population

of Canada. The housing requirements of this sample are

arrived at by an examination of the number of households,

families, and non-family persons which the 1966 Census

revealed. For statistical convenience, Census definitions

are used, subject to the qualifications introduced

3.




following them:

Household:

Family:

Census Definitions

. . . consists of a person or group of persons
occupying one dwelling. It usually consists
of a family group, with or without lodgers,
employees, etc. However, it may consist of

a group of unrelated persons, of two or more
families sharing a dwelling, or of one person
living alone. Every person is a member of
some household, and the number of households
equals the number of occupied dwellings.

. . . Households may be classified as family
or non-family. '

A census family consists of a husband and

wife (with or without children who have never
tiarried) or a parent with one or more children
never married, living together in the same
dwelling.

Non-family Persons: Persons not in families are those

persons living alone, living with unrelated
individuwals, or living with relatives, but

not in a husbandswife or parent-child relation-
ship. .

‘Qualifications for Population Sample

Households: All households in the sample are assumed to

be either one-family heuseholds, or non-family
households. All collective households (ie.
institutions, hotels, motels, large lodging
houses, etc.i are excluded leaving only private
households. In this sample, the term house-
household refers only to private households.
In 1966 one family and non-family households
accounted for respectively 82.0% and 15.5% of
all households, for a total of 97.5%. The
remaining 2.5% were households containing two
or more families. (see Table 1; page 5)

The 1966 Census reported the total Canadian pop-

wlation at 20,01lk,880 and the number of households at
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5,180,473. Excluding persons in large collctive house-
holds, the population figure becomes 19,366,746. (see
Table 2, page 6) This results in a household-population

ratio of approximately 26.7%. A representative population
of 1,000 persons would contain 267 households and would
divide between one-family and non-family households as

indicated in Table 3, page 7.

TABLE 1

HOUSEHOLDS BY NUMBER OF FAMILIES
CANADA, 1966

Number of Families | Number of Households [ Percentage of
Per : Per Households per
Household : Category Category
0 804,064 p 15.5
1 L,246,753 % 82.0
2 124,052 } 2.4
3 5,253 .1
b+ f 351 % .0
TOTALS 5,180,473 . 100.0%

Source: 1966 Census of Canada, Volume ITI
"Households and Families, Household Composition,™
Catalogue Number 93-90L4, Table 14.
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TABLE 2

DISTRIBUTION OF PERSONS BY TYPE OF HOUSEHOLD

i

;Percentagé

?  Number of
| , ‘of persons persons
Type of | Category of A Number of |in each type | in sample
Household .  Person Persons |of household | of 1,000
-
Private
Family Family _
Households Persons - 17,629,640! 91.0 910
Non-family | E ‘
Persons 622,067 3.2 32
Private
Non-family Family :
Households Persons 0 0.0 0
- Non-family :
Persons 1,115,039 5.8 58
TOTAL 19,366,746]  100.0 1,000
Source:

Letter from Dominion Bureau of Statistics,
February 24, 1969. '

The 1966 Census revealed the breakdown of families

by number of children as set out in Table 4, page 7.

Families containing O to 4 children accounted

for appréximately 91% of all families. Because this study

deals in part with apartment dwellings, and because of the

inherent problems in housing large families in apartments,

the statistical sample being evolved will not include

families containing more than four children.

With this
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adjustment made to the figures in Table 4 they apply

to sample of 224 family households as indicated in Table
5. (see page 9) This results in the sample of 1,000
perséns being divided as follows: 224 family households
containing a total of 778 family pefsons; 330 children
and 448 married adults and 32 non-family persons. 43
non-family households containing a total of 190 non-

family persons.

TABLE 3
HOUSEHOLBS BY FAMILIES
- Number In . Percentage Number In
Canada : Sample
One-~Family : : ;
Households 4,246,753 é 8.1 ; 221
Non-Family ? :: i
Households : 804,064 15.9 : L3
TOTAL ' 5,050,817 |  100.0% f 267

Source: Table 1, page 5.

The sample is aimed at being representative of
the Canadian population, but comparison with 1966 Census
figures reveals a significant discrepancy. The percentage
of persons in family-households is too low, (see Table 2,
page 6) resulting in an abnormally high density for non-

family households.




TABLE L4

FAMTLTES BY NUMBER OF CHILDREN 24 YEARS
AND UNDER AT HOME, CANADA, 1966

Percentage of

Number of Number of : FPamilies by num-
Children Families ; ber of children

0 1;309;580 . i 29.0

1 881,088 1 19.5

2 928,431 | 20.4

3 | 628,515 | 13.9

L | 363,701 | 8.0

5 | 188,333 | b2

6 101,178 f 2.2

7 55,209 | L.2

8 | 31,453 | 0.7

or | 38,775 | 0.9
TOTALS ; h;526;266 E 100.0

Total Number of Children in Families: 8,656,245

Average Number of Children Per Family: 1.9

Source: 1966 Census of Camddy Volume IT, "Households
and Famélies, Children in Families®, Catalogue No. 93-610,
Table 58&. v
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TABLE 5

FAMILIES BY NUMBER OF CHILDREN 24 YEARS AND UNDER
AT HOME, CANADA, 1966; SAMPLE 220 FAMILY HOUSEHOLDS

T

| Sample, 220 Family Households

Canada L
Percentage of i
, ! Families by , '
. Number of| Number of ; Number of ¢ Number of| Number of | Number of
Children | Families | Children | Families | Persons | Children
0 1,309,580 | 31.9 ) ; 14k ; 0
1 881,088 |  21.k L8 L | 48
2 928,434 | 22.5 . 50 ‘ 200 | 100
3 628,515 |  15.4 . 3, | 170 | 102
| b 363,701 | 8.8 20 | 120 | &0
\ ‘ 7 | '
| TOTALS 4,111,318 100.0% 22 | 778 | 330
ﬁ Persons in NonFFamily i |
~ Households (from Table II) | 2 32
| 810 |
A |

Source: Computed from Table 4, page 8.

In 1966, 8,656,245 children accounted for A44.5% of

the population in private households. The sample figure is

33,0%. This discrepancy is largely the result of two previous
adjustments:

1) +the omission of all households containing more
than one family; and

2) the omission of all families containing five or
- more children.
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The first adjustment eliminated 2.5% of all households.
If the families represented by these households containéd the
Canadian average of 1.9 children per family, they would re;
present approximately 5.9% of all children.

The second, and much more significant adjustment,’
omits all families containing five or more children. This
represents only 9.2% of all families but 18.4% of all children.
(see Table 4, page 8) |
| The fact that the proportion of children is under;
stated in the sample, causes an abnormally high density for

non-family households. 190 non-family persons make up 43

non-family householdé, a density of L.4 persons per household.
In the Census population; 1,115,059 non;family persons ﬁake
up 804,064 non-family households; a density of 1;4 persons
per household. (see Table 3, page 7) “

There are a number of ways of adjustihg the population
sample to make its characteristics more closely resemble
those of the census population:

1) Increase the number of family households and
thereby the number of children and parents. However, since
T have assumed all families to consist of husband and"wife;
with or without children, the number of married persons in
the sample is 448 (L44.8%) which corresponds well with the
Census figure of 43,4%,'(see Table 6, page 11)
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TABLE 6

POPULATION BY MARITAL STATUS,
CANADA ,. 1966;.3AMPLE

' ‘Percentage ! Distribution in
Marital Status ;Dlstrlbutlon | Sample of 1,000
Single ? Sk | L 5hh

Under 15 years - 33.5 - 335 '

15 years and over F20.9 ‘ . 209
Married - 434 E 1 L3L
Widowed 5 1.9 ; 19
Divorced ' ; 0.3 é ! 3
TOTALS 1100.0% || 1,000
: ; -

Source: 1966 Census of Canada, Volume l "Population,
Marital Status,™ Catalogue “No. 92-612, p. 1.

2) A second alternative would be to keep the number
of families at 224; but incre8se the proportion of families
with children to bring the percentage of children more in
line with that of the Census population. In addiﬁbn; this
would reduce the numbef of non;fﬁmily perséns.

3)AF third alternative would be to increase the number

of non—faﬁily households, thereby lowering the density.

4) A fourth alternative would be to increase the number

of non-faﬁily persons living with family households.
5) A combination of two, three, or all four of the

bove alternatives..




were altered.

1z2.

The alternative chosen was 5} and all four components

The number of family households was increased

from 224 to 235; This alteration yields L7% of the sample

married, compared with 43.4% of the CenSuS'pOPulation. If

those divorced or widowed are included with the married

group, the figure is 45.6%.

The distribution of families

with children was altered'as butlined below in Table 7.

(See also Table 6, page 11)

TABLE 7

FAMILTES BY NUMBER OF CHILDREN 24 YEARS AND UNDER
AT HOME, CANADA, 1966; REVISED SAMPLE; 235 FAMILY HOUSEHOLDS

Canadid %

Revised Sample, 235
Pamily Households

- .} %-of‘Famiiies Wonber ofl HFus

Number ofi Number ofi by number of Number of} Number  of4 Number of
Children §{ Families ¢: Children Families | Persons *{ Children

0 é51,309,580 31.9 I§29.8 70 140 0

1 881,088 | 21.4 | 17.01 10 120 10

2 928,434 | 22.5 4l 17.0 ) kO 160 80

3 628,515 1 15.4 - 19.2{ b5 225 135

’ £ & o BNV

L 363,701 % 8.8 17.04 40 240 160

TOTALS f;;_4,-111,‘--318%100.0%, 100.04 235 885 415

Source:’ Computed from Table L, page 8.
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In the original sample, children accounted for 33.0%

of the population compared to L3.3% in the Census population.
The revised sample figure is hl.5%; The sample families with
four children were altered by the'largest percentage, from
8.8% to 17.0% of all famiiies. Census figures revealed that
families with four or more children accounted for 35.0% of
all children and 17.2% of all families. Since this sample
is not,inclﬁding families with more than four children, the
original sample simply removed those with more than four
children. As a result the category of families with foﬁr
childreh represented 23.4% of all children and 8.8% of all
families. This in turn caused an understatement of the
percentage of children and of larger families in the sample.
Tn the revised sample families containing four children
account for 38.6% of all children and 17.0% of all families;
giving a more representative weight to larger family units.
As a result of adjustments made to family households,
the number of non;family persons dropped from 19.0% to 11.5%
of the sample, a closer approximation of the Census figure
of 9.0%. The 115 non;family persons are distributed as
follows: 32 with family households and 83 in non-family
households. The original sample contained 43 non-family
households, which with 83 persons resulted in a density of
2.7 persons per household. The Census figure is 1.4 and it
was felt that 2.7 was still £00 high, so the number of non-

family households was increased to 50, resulting in a density




1h.
of 1.7 persons per household. The number of non-family
persons living with family households was increased from
32 to LO persons, resulting in 75 non-family persons living
in 50 non-family households--a density of l.5.

Other characteristics of the original and revised
sample and the 1966 Census figures are presented in Figures
1, 2 and 3. :

In summéry, the revised sample of 1,000 persons 1is
made up as follows: 235 family households comprising 925
persons--470 married adults and 415 children, 24 years and
under living at home, and 40 non-family persons living as
relatives or lodgers with family households; and 50 non-
family households comprising 75 persons.

Such discrepancies as remain will not basically
affect the analysis for which the sample was designed.

In cases where there is an overstatement or understatement
built into the sampe, qualifications will be made to the

analysis.




FLGURE :

. POPUIATION IN PR IVﬁTE HOUSEHOLDS
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*Based on total Census populatlon of 20,014,880 persons, and includes those widowed
or divorced.




FIGURE II

TOTAL NUMBER OF PRIVATE HOUSEHOLDS
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FIGURE ITII

DENSITIES
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CHAPTER 2

HOUSING MODELS

Introduction

The purpose of this section is to examine two alternative
methods of housing the population sample of 1,000 developed
in the previous section., Case I develops an apartment com;
plex and sets out the costs involved in housing the sample
in this manner. Case II houses the same sample in a dev-
elopment of single-detached houses.

Cost figures were gathered from a variety of sources:
the Lower Mainland Regional Planning Board; Planning Director,
North Okanagan Regional Districi; the firm of Meiklejohn,
Gower and Associates, Architects; member agencies of the
Okanagan—Mainliné Real Estate Board; local municipal offices
of Vernon and Coldstream, B. C., and local contractors.
Unless otherwise indicated all figures represent averages
of estimates from the above sources.

Both of these models contain households which are not
suitably housed--large families in apartment units, and
single person households in single-detached houses. This
was done to evolve cost figures for two extreme cases and
it is not implied that such households would or should choose

such housing.

18,
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Case I: Population Sample Housed in Apartment Units

The hypothetical apartment building in Case I consists
of 285 apartments in ten stories. The distribution of
apartments by number of bedrooms and number of square feet

is outlined in Table 8.

TABLE 8

DISTRIBUTION OF APARTMENTS BY NUMBER
OF BEDROOMS .AND SQUARE FOOTAGE

Number of | Number of | Square footage | Total Square
Apartments | Bedrooms | Per Apartment® | Footage

80 1 600 148,000

95 2 800 76,000

80 3 1950 76,000

30 L 1,050 | 31,500
285 apartments 231,500 sq. ft.

83quare footage based on Central Mortgage and

Housing Corporation requirements and estimates by

Meiklejohn, Gower, and Associates, Architects.

Since the total square footage indicated in Table 8
does not include allowances for hallways; laundry rooms;
etc., an addition of 20% (46,300 square feet) of the total
square footage was added to represent non:uséable’living
area, bringing the total to 277,800 square feet.

The population sample developed in Part I is housed

in this complex as indicated in Table 9, page 20.
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20,

DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS TN APARTMENTS
BY TYPE OF HOUSEHOLD, NUMBER OF PERSONS PER

HOUSEHOLD, AND NUMBER OF BEDROOMS PER APARTMENT

:Number of | Number of Bedrooms | Total-
Type of Persons Per House-
Household [Household | 1 2 3 - 4 } holds
Family 2 50 | 20 | == | - 70
3 5 35 § == | == 40
L - 25 1 15 | == 9]
5 -— 1 == 130 |15 b5
3 - | —= | 25|15 10
Non-Family) 1 25 | 5 - L == 1 30
2 -— | 10 51— & 15
3 - —— > | == 5
L fomem -- -— | - -~
2 - -- - - --
5 N T e ey
180 | 95 | 80 | 30 | 285

TOTALS

This distribution is compared to the Census

distribution in Table 10 on the following page.
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TABLE 10

HOUSEHOLDS BY NUMBER OF PERSONS
CENSUS 1966; SAMPLE POPULATION 1,000

1966 Census Sample Population
Percentage of

Number of Number of ggggggoggs oy Number of
Persons Households Persons Households

1 589;571 11.4 10.6 30

2 1;197;338 23.2 29.8 85

5 879;391 16.9 15.8 L5

b E 912,343 17.6 - 140 LO

5 665,880 12.9 | 15.8 L5

‘6¢ if 512,480 749 14.0 L0

6+ 935,950 18.0 | =e-- —

7 229;275 L.k ——— —_—

128,295 2.5 —— _—

9 72,393 1.4 ——— —-—

10+ 93,507 1.8 | —-—- -—

TOTALS i 5,180,473 100.0 | 100.0 285

Source: 1966 Census of Canada, Volume II;~"Households

and Families, Households by Size™.

Table 9.

Catalogue #93-603.

Other data regarding this hypothetical apartment

building are presented on the following page and in

FPigure IV, page 23.
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1. Square footage occupied by
apartment building:
(exterior dimensions 82 x 323) 26,500

2. Parking: Based on a require-
lent of 1% parking stalls per
apartment-at 250 square feet
per stall including entry: 90,000

3. Landscaped recreation and
playground area (approx-
imately 475 square feet per
household) 139,500

L. Total sguére footage of land
required by apartment complex:
(approximately 5.87 acres 256,000

Case 11
Population Sample Housed in Single-Detached Dwellings

This section of the model dévelops a housing com;
plex consisting of 286 serviced residential lots laid out
on a grid pattern. For purposes of comparison, 1/286th
of the cost of the serviced development will be deducted
to facilitate comparison with 285 wnit apartment complex.

This hypothetical development comprises 285 single-
detached dwellings. The distribution of these by square‘
footage and number of bedrooms is indicated in Table 11,
page 4.

The population sample developed in Part I is housed
in this development by the same distribution used in the
apartment complex in the preceding Case. (see Table 9,

page 20)
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DISTRIBUTION OF SINGLE-DETACHED DWELLINGS
BY NUMBER OF BEDROOMS AND SQUARE FOOTAGE

2h.
TABLE 11

g

Number of % Number of Square Footage Total Square
Dwellings Bedrooms Per Dwelling Footage
80 1 900 72,000
95 2 1,100 104,500
80 3 1,250 100,000
30 Lo 1,400 42,000
285 dwellings - 318,500
sq. feet

asquare footage based on Central Mortgage and
Housing Corporation average figure for 1967, and estimates

by Meiklejohn, Gower and Associates, Architects.

Other data regarding this hypothetical housing

development are presented below and in Figure V, page 25.

1. S%uare footage of residential lots
2

6 x 6,000 = .
(all lots are 60' x 1007)

2. Landscaped recreation and playground

area: L50' x 310! =

3. Road allowances

L. Total square footage of land required

by housing development
(approximately 55.5 acres)

1,716,000

139,500
642,875

2,498,375
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CHAPTER 3

COMPARISON OF COSTS

Comparison of Capital Costs

To facilitate cost comparisons between the two types
of housing identical servicing is provided for each. Both

are serviced as follows:

1) asphalt roads (and parking area in the case of
the apartment complex);

six inch curbing; :

concrete sidewalks four feet wide;

ornamental street lights at 150 foot intervals;
water distribution through six inch mains ;

eight inch sanitary sewers;

twelve inch storm sewers;

fire hydrants at 500 foot  intervals.

R~IO\\RF W
e S s N S St e -

Arterial roads with an allowance of 80 feet and
paved width of 58 feet bound the apartment complex on four
sides and the housing development on two sides. Other
roads in the housing development are local roads with an
allowance of 50 feet and a paved width of 28 feet. Both

developments are assumed to be surrounded by other housing:

and the costs of serviced border roads are shared with such
adjacent housing.

The costs of services charged to housing in the

models is outlined in Table 12, page 27.

Construction énd land costs are as follows:

26.
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1) Apartment complex--$11.00 per square foot
- including landscaping.

2) Housing development--$14.00 per sguare foot
including landscaping.

3) Raw unserviced land suitable for residential
development-~-$3,800 per acre.

Gross comparative costs of the two models are

set out in Table 13, page 28.

TABLE 12

COSTS OF SERVICES TO RESIDENTIAL LAND

Service Description Cost
Water Mains 6" diameter $ 9.00 per lin. ft.
Sanitary Sewer - 8Y" diameter 10.00 per lin. ft.
Storm Sewer 12% diameter 12.00 per lin., ft.
~ Curbing 6" concrete 1.00 per lin. ft.
Sidewalks - 4 ft. width, concrete - 5.00 per lin. ft.
Roads Asphalt, including excav+ ‘
lation, fill and leveling | .50 per sq. ft.
Street lights | Ornamental, underground |
‘wiring, 150 foot interval 600,00 per light
Hydrants 500 foot interval 500,00 per hydrant
Miscellaneous |
Water and '
Sewer connections| per residential lot 100.00
per apartment building 500.00
surveying per residential lot - 30.00
per apartment building 1,000.00
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TABLE 13

SERVICING, CONSTRUCTION AND LAND COSTS
FOR APARTMENT COMPLEX AND HOUSING DEVELOPMENT

Apartment Complex Housing Development
Ttem é Requirements Costs | ‘Requirements Cost
Water Mains 580 lln.»ft. $ 5,2202 ll 850 lin. ft. $106 650
Sanitary Sewer 580 lin. ft. 5,800} 11,850 lin. ft. 118 500
Storm Sewer 1,172 lin. ft.| 114,064 11,850 lin. ft.| 142, 1200
Curbing 2,112 lin. ft. 2,112 22, ’680 lin. ft. 22, 1680
Sidewalks 2, OZA lin -ft. 10,1205 22,680 lin. ft.} 113, AOO
Roads 63, 612 sq. ft. 31.806387,903 sq. ft. | 193,950
Street Lights 2 lights 7,200 66 lights 39,600
Hydrants h hydrants 2,000} 20 hydrants| 10,000
- Conmection _— 500, 286 @ %l@@ 28 600
Surveying - 1,000 286 @ $ 30 8, ,580
TOTALS $124,812) $784,160
Adjustment Minus 1/286th - 2,7h2
ADJUSTED TOTALS | Servicing Costs $124,81 | Servicing Costs $781,418
Construction 277,800 sq. ft. 318,500 sq. ft. @
e $11 per sq. ft. $14 per sq. ft.
$3,055,800 $4 , 459,000
Architects fees (7% 25k ,000 —
Land 5,87 acres @ ' 57.3 acres @ -
$3,800 per acre 22,306} $3,800 per acre 217,740
TOTALS $3,332,106} $L,676,740
Adjustment i Minus 1/286th
tof land - 761
Adjusted Totals [Construction and % Cost comstruction
Land Costs $3,332,106] Bnd Land Costs$k,675,979
COMPOSITE TOTALY A1l costs  $3,456,918] A1l costs $5,457,397
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Future comparisons of shifts in housing demand

will be based on these derived cost figures. To facil-

itate their use in this context both per-household and

per-capita costs have been derived and those are set out

in Table 1li4.

TABLE 14

PER HOUSEHOLD AND PER CAPITA COSTS

OF APARTME

NT COMPLEX AND HOUSING

DEVELOPMENT
Cost of
Apartments
as a Per~
centage of
Apartment % of Housing [the cost of
Cost Complex Total Cost | Developmentt - Houses

Total Cost 3,456,918 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 5,457,397 | 63.4%

Per Household Cost 12,130 L : 19,150

Per Capita Cost 3,457 5,457

Services (total) . 124,812 | 3.6} 1h.3 | 781,418 | 16.0%

Per Household Cost 438 j 2,740 .

Per Capita Cost 125 : 781

Land (total) 22,306 71 4.0 | 216,979 | 10.3%

. Per Household Cost 78 i ~ 760

" Per Capita Cost ' 22 | 217

Construction (Including % f 1

architect fee) {(total) 3,309,800 | 95.7 | 81.7 |L,459,000 Th 2%

Per Household Cost 11,614 : : 15,650

Per Capita Cost 3,310 L, 459




30.

Comparison of Operating and Maintenance Costs

In addition to capital investment in housing, there
are a number of other costs of a non-capital nature which
must enter any consideration of the allocation of housing
resources. Most of these expenditures continue for decades
into the future and, therefore, the precise magnitude that
some of these costs might assume, presents some difficulty.
| A1l cost:figures used here are based on present prices.

The aim of this section is to establish cqmparative
figures on the cost of housing, as opposed to the cost of
a house (or an apartment). Factors considéred are such items
as interést, utilities, municipal taxes, ete.

Mortgage interest is one of the more costly features
of housing. The total investment in serviced land and
construction for the apartment complex was $3,456,918.00,
and for thevhousing development was $5,457,397.00. I have
assumed that financing was obtéined with a down payment of
| 10%, an amortization period of 25 years, and an interest
rate of 9%. Table 15 outlines the impact of mortgage fin-
ancing on these costs. (see page 31)

If the apartment éomplex were designed as a condom-
inium, the figures in Table 15 would represent most of the
cost differential between the two types of housing. How-
ever, since condominium housing 1s not a significant percentage

of Canada's housing stock, this would be an unrealistic
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assumption to make. Thus, the apartment complex is assumed

to be rental accommodation and other costs must be added.

TABLE 15

MORTGAGE PAYMENTS: PRINCIPAL AND
INTEREST: APARTMENT COMPLEX; HOUSING DEVELOPMENT®

v Apartment Housing
Item Complex ($) Development ($)
Total Investment - 3,456,918.00 | 5,457,397.00
Down Payment (10%) - '345,692,00 | 545,740 .00
Size of Loan (90%) - 3,111,226.00 | 4,911,657.00
Monthly Payment L 25,760.32 | L0, 667 .54
Annual Payment . 309,123.84 | 4,88,010.48
Total amount repaid - 7,728,096.00 | 12,200,262.00
| Total interest paid - 4,616,870.00 | 7,288,605.00
} Average Investment : 12,130.00 | 19,150.00
{ Average Down Payment : 1,213.00 | 1,915.00
Average Loan Size : 10,917.60 | 17,235.00
Average Monthly Payment | 90.39 | 142,69
Average Annual Payment 1,084.68 | 1,712.28
Average Total Payment | 27,117.00 | 42,807 .00
Average Interest Paid | 16,239.00 | 25,633.00

2511 payments represent principal and interest at
9% on an amortization period of 25 years. Interest is
compounded semi-annually as provided by the National Housing
Act.

Ten percent of the cost of this complex is equity

capital. If the entrepreneur were to realize a return on

his investment of $345,692.00 af 7%, this would add approx-
imately $24,200 to the total annual cost, $84.91 to the
average annual cost of each apartment, and $7.08 to the

average monthly cost of each apartment.
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In addition there are the costs of managing the

complex, janitorial services, etc.,

These costs are assumed

to be $15,000.00 annuwally, and do not include repairs, re-

decorating, or major maintenance.

This would equal an

annual cost of $52.63 per apartment, and a monthly cost of

$4.39.

It is customary when setting rents to make allowance

for a vacancy rate.

Within the scope of this model it is

not possible that one of these units will be vacant. Never-

theless, if an economic rent is to be determined, this

factor must be considered.,

Assuming a 5% vacancy rate on

an annval rent of approximately $1,200.00, a contingent

loss of approximately $17,000 per year would have to be

covered. This would raise annual rents by $59.65, and

monthly rents by $4.97.

The effect of these factors is summarized below

in Table 16.

TABLE 16

PRINCIPAL AND INTEREST PAYMENTS AND MISCELLANEOUS
- COSTS LEVIED ON APARTMENT COMPLEX

| Total Annual

Per Bnit

Per Unit

Item Cost ($) |Annuwal Cost ($)| Monthly Cost ($)
Principal & Interest | 309,123.84 1,084.68 90.39
Return on Equity 21,200.00 84.91 7.08
Management 15,000.00 52.63 L.39
Vacancy Allowance 17,000.00 59.65 L.97
TOTALS - 365,323.84 1,281.87 106.83
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Two other costs which have to be considered for
both houses and apartments are insurance and utilities.
These costs are outlined on the following page in
Table 17.

To consider the longer term allocation of housing
resources, maintenance dosts must be considered. These
would include such things as repainting'and redecorating,
strucﬁural maintenance and repairs, and replacement of
integral units of the structure, such as furance, water
tank, etc., to ensure that the housing units do not suffer
deterioration. This would normally be a small item of
expenditure in the first few yeafs but would assume greater
significance with the increasing age of the structure.
Since it is primarily rélated to the structure itself,
thesé'costs are based on the construction costs of the
respective housing complexes. To maintain these units for
an indefinite life I have assumed that an annual cost
equivalent to 5% of the construction cost would be necessary.
In the case of the apartment complex, this would involve a
total annual cost of $16,549.00; a per unit annual cost of
$58.00; and a per unit monthly cost of $4.83. For the
housing complex the comparable figures are: $22,295.00;
78.23; and $6.52.

The remaining charge against these housing models
is municipal taxation. This is dealt with in detail in
- a following section. For purposes of assessing it as a cost

levied against housing, I have applied a taxation rate of




TABLE 17

UTILITY AND FIRE INSURANCE COSTS
APARTMENT COMPLEX AND HOUSING DEVELOPMENT

Apartment Complex Housing Development
Ttem Total Per Unit | Per Unit| Total Per Unit| Per Unit
: Annual Annual Monthly § Annual Annual Monthl
Cost ($) Cost($) Cost($ | Cost($) - Cost($) Cost($
aFire Insurance | 4,700.00 | 16.50 | _1.38 | 5,700.00| 20.00 1.67
bElectricity 41,040,000 | 144.00 | 12.00 ¢ 51.300.,00} 180,00 15,00
Telephone 17,100.00 | 60.00 | 5,00 | 17,100.00; 60.00 5.00
Metered Water 11,400,00 | 40.00 | 3.33 - 17,100.00| 60.00 5.00
Garbage Dispeosal | 5,130.00 18,00 | 1,50 i 6,840.,00( 24.00 2.00
®Heating 13680.00 |  48.00 | L4.00 || 38,343.00) 134.50 | 11.21 .
TOTALS 90,050.00 | 326,50 | 27.21 || 136,383.00| 458.50 | 39.88

Bns v

Figures for urban area, structures only, courtesy Allstate Insurance.
(Apartment Complex $106.30 for first $25,000; $4.30 per thousand of remainder
of value for 3 year policy).

bFigures ineclude 1ighting, electric appliances, and water heating.
Gourtesy British Columbia Hydro and Power Authority.

cFigures are as fbllows for houses for natural gas heating.

900 sq. ft. $116.00 per annum
1,100 sq. ft. 133.50 per annum
1,250 sq. ft. 145.50 per annum
1,400 sq. ft. 158.00 per annum

The apartment complex is calculated on a commercial rate. Courtesy of
Inland Natural Gas.
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35 mills to the full cost of serviced land and to 75% of
the cost of construction for both projects. The results

are shown in Table 18, page 36.

A summary of capital costs, plus maintenance and
operating costs, and municipal taxation evolved in this

section are presented in Table 19, page 37.




TABLE 18 : |

. 'MUNICIPAL REVENUES FROM APARTMENT COMPLEX |
AND HOUSING. DEVELOPMENT (MILL RATE: 35 MILLS) z

Apartment Complex Housing Development
% of Value |
on which : : ]
Mill Value on Which . Value on Whichj
Rate Mil($) Rate  Mil ($) Rate |
Ttem Levied Levied Revenue($) | Levied ($) Revenue ($)
: . I w
Serviced Land  100% '$  147,118.00 | 5,149.13 B 998,397.00 3L4,943.90 o
Per Household . i
Revenue ; 18,07 122,61
TImprovements 75% | 2,482,350,00 |86,882.25 | 3,344,250.00 |117,048.75
Per Household : o if
Revenue ; 30L.85 i 410.70
Total Revenue - i
, ‘ 92,031.38 1151,992.65
Total Per Household » :
Revenue 322.92 : 533.31

Source: Table 14, page 29.




TABLE 19

SUMMARY OF OPERATING COSTS, MAINTENANCE
COSTS, CAPITAL COSTS AND MUNICIPAL TAXES

Apartment Cemplex

Housing Development

- Total Per Unit | Per Unit| Total Per Unit | Per Unit
- Annual Annual Monthly | Annual Annual Monthly
Ttem  Cost ($) Cost ($) | Cost (%) . Cost ($) Cost ($) | Cost ($)

Principal & Interest  [309,123.84 | 1,084.68 | 90.39 || 488,010.48 | 1,712.28 | 142.69
Return on Equity - 21,,200,00 84.91 7.08 || ——— - _—
Management - 15,000,00 52.63 Le39 | - e —— -—
Vacancy Allowance - 17,000.00 59.65 L.97 | ——— ——— ———
Insurance & Utilities {v90,050.00 326.50 27 .21 £ 136,383,000 458,50 39.88
Repairs & Maintenance | 16,549.00 58.00 L.83 || 22,295,00 78.23 | 6.52
Municipal Taxes 92,031.38 322.92 26,91 151,992.65 533.31 Lb Ll
TOTALS 563,95L.22 | 1,989.29 | 165.78 jli?8,681.13 2,782.32 | 233.53

Source: Table 15, page 31; Table 16, page 32; Table 17,

page 34 and Table 18 page 36.

oLg




CHAPTER 4

IMPACT OF DIFFERENT HOUSING
DENSITIES ON MUNICIPAL FINANCES

Comparison of Annual Costs Imposed on the Municipality

A municipal govermment is responsible for a wide

variety of services. In this section I have attempted an

examination of municipal expenditures with a view to de-
termining the magnitude of the cost differentials in these
services, which would accrue as a result of the different
residential denmsities outlined in the‘preceeding models.
To facilitate this comparison, I have evolved a
1 hypothetical breakdown of various municipal expenditures
as a percentage of total municipal expenditures for a
model municipality.

There are fairly wide differences in the distribution

of municipal funds from one city to another, and the per-

centages given in Table 20, page 39, are of necessity only
general guide lines within which to assess the models under

discussione.

Since municipal administration covers commercial
and industrial areas as well as residential areas, there is
some difficulty in isolating the impact of residential

density upon municipal expenditures. Some services are

38.
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provided almost exclusively for residential areas, for
example, playgrounds, etc., while others such as roads,

sewers, and other public works are shared by residential,

commercial and industrial areas. Of those which are shared,
most are related to the size of the land area which they
occupy.
| TABLE 20
BREAKDOWN OF MUNICIPAL EXPENDITURES BY PERCENTAGE

Percentage of Total

Item of Expenditure Municipal Expenditure
General Administrabion « « « o o o o o o o o « 6.0%
. Public Works Maintenance « « « o o o o o o o o Te5%
Sanitation and Waste Removal o o o o o o « o « L.0%
Health and Social Welfare . « o o o o o« o o o 10.0%
Education * L] * » * * L ] . * L ) » * [ * ® » L2 L ] 33 .O%
Recreation and Community Services o« « « « « « 9.0%
Police Protection and Law'Enforcement c e o s 5.0%
Fire Protect ion * ® * * * - L Z * - L d L ] - [ ) » L ] 4.5%
Debt Charges - [ ) L ] * L 2 L J L ] [ *® L] * * [ ] . * * * lo .O%
Reserves « « « . . e e o e e e e o 2.5%
Capital and Loan Fund Contributions . . . . . 6.0%
MiSCellancousS o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 245%
o s @ lOO .O% '

TO TAL L L] * L . * L] L L 4 L] . ® * L L] * * *

Source: B.C. Bond Dealers Assn., 1968 British
Columbia Munlclpal Yearbook, Vancouver, Mitchell Press
Limited, 1969. 138 pp. (Also consulted were the Annual
Flnan01al Statements of.a number of British Columbia
Municipalities)

There are extreme variations among municipalities

as to the distribution of land between commercial, industrial
and residential use. The newly developed residential sub-
urbs might approach 100% of land in residential use, while

the center of an older city, if it is under a separate
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municipal administration; might have 80% to 90% or more
of its land in commercial and industrial use. For pur-
poses of comparison, I have somewhat arbitrarily assumed
that 70% of municipal land is in residential use, and 30%
in commércial and industrial use.

I have further assumed that the residential area
of the mﬁnicipality is divided between different forms of
housing approximately according to the figures revealed byy

the 1966 Census. (See Table 21 below)

 TABLE 21 |
OCCUPTED DWELLINGS BY STRUCTURAL TYPE: CANADA, 1966

v Number of
Type of Dwelling | Dwelling Units Percentage
Single-Detached 3,234,123 | 62.L
Single-Attached 401,754 | | 7.7
Double House i 238 758 | L.6
Other 162,996 - | 3.1
Apartment 1,516,419 | L 20.4
Duplex : 339,941 A 6.6
- Other | ,l 176 L78 f 22.8
Mobile , | 28,177 | | .5
TOTAL 5,180,473‘E | 100.0%

Source: 1966 Census of Canada Volume IT,
"Households and Families, Dwellings by Structural Ty Type and
Tenure”, Catalogue #93 602, Table 3.
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If dwellings other than apartments and single
dwellings are eliminated, and percentages calculated on
this basis, single-detached houses would account for 73.3%
and apartments for 26.,7% of all housing units. Those elim-
inated were primarily other types of multiple dwellings, and
thus, the figure for single-detached houses is probably over-
stated. However, for purposes of this sectioh, I have assumed
that the municipal residential area consists of apbr@ximately
73.3% single-detached dwellings, and 26.7% apartment dwellings.

-Having made these assumptions about the municipality,
Ichall attempt to assess the impact of the differing resi-
dential densities on municipal expenditures. The items of
expenditure will be dealt with in the order they appear in
Table 20, page 39.

General administration would include such items as
wages and salaries for the "civil service", office supplies,
equipment, maintenance, and expenses, legal and audit fees,
and assessment expenses. .

Most of these items would not vary significantly
within the residential densities under discussion. However,
assessment expenses would, in view of the fact that for the
housing development model, for example, 285 assessments, tax ush
notices and collections would have to be processed, as opposed
to one for the apartment complex model. This aspect of ad-

ministration commonly accounts for between 15% and 20% of
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total general administrative expenses.

Using the higher figure of 20% and applying the
assumptions made abovey if all dwelling units were apartments,
and if it took one-tenth of the time and expense to deal
with apartment units as it would take with linglex -
detached dwelling units, this would reduce the expenses of
General Administration from 6.0% to slightly less than 5.3%,
a totdlsavings in municipal expenditures of approximately
.7%. If the same municipality had only single-detached
dwelliﬁgs; the figure of 6.0% would increase to approxim-
ately 6.3%.

The largest cost differentials are those conmected
with the maintenance of municipal public works such as
roads, sewers, etc. These differentials are outlined in
Table 22, page 43.

The annual costs per dwelling unit are $2.08
for apartment units and $17.27 for single~detached houses.
It would cost a municipality approximately 12% of the cost
of servicing single-detached houses, to service apartment
units. Public works maintenance represents 7.5% of municipal
expenditure in the hypothetical breakdown given. If 70% of
the municipality is residential, about 5.25% would apply to
the residential area. The ratio of land requirements for
apartment dwellings as éompared to single-detached dwellings

which was evolved in the preceeding models was roughly 10:1




TABLE 22

ANNUAL MAINTENANCE COSTS OF MUNICIPAL SERVICES FOR
APARTMENT COMPLEX AND HOUSING DEVELOPMENT

Apartment Complex Housing Development
Per Unit Annual  Annual . - Annual
Maintenance : ~ Maintengnce ‘Maintenance
Tten Cost ($)2 |Requirements Cost ($) Requirements | Cost (§)
Water Mains (6Y) .045/1in. ft. 580 1in ft. 26,10 || 11,850 1lin ft.| 533.25
Sanitary Sewers.(8") «150/1in. £t. | 580 lin ft. 87.00 || 11, 7850 1lin ft. 1,777.50 ,
Storm Sewers (12%) . .050/1lin. ft. | 1,172 1lin ft. 58.60 || 11 850 lin ft.| 592.50 &
Curbing (6" concrete) .004/lin., ft. |2 112 lin ft.| 8.5 || 22, '680 1in ft. 90.72 .
Sidewalks (4! concrete) | .006/1lin. ft. | 2, 024 lin ft.) 6,14 |} 22, 680 1in ft.| 136.08
Roads (Ashphalt) I .0026/sq. ft. 63 1612 sq. ft. 265.39 j387 903 sq. ft.|1,008.55
Street Lights (150*) 11.85 per light 12 lights | 142.30 || 66 lights ’782.10
TOTALS 593 .88 ﬁ 4,920.70

~~~~~~ |  8These costs are based on the following life expectancies:
water mains--60 years; sanitary sewers, storm sewers, curbing and street lights--50 years;
sidewalks--40 years; and roads--20 years.

Source: Pearson, N., What Price Suburbia, A Study published in
mimeograph by the Lower Mainland Regional Planning Board, NeW'Westmlnster, B, C.,
Nowember, 1967.
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in favour of apartments. If this were applied to publicv
works expenditures, 267/7597 of the 5.25% would be for
ser#icing apartment dwellings and 7330/7597 for single-
detached dwellings. If the entire residential sector con-
sisted of single-detached houses, the land area required
would be 31.6% greater; if it consisted solely of‘apartments,
it would be approximately 13.1% of its original size.4 This
compares to a 12% cost figure for serving apartmént units
noted above. If servicing costs for roads, sewers, etc.
are proportional to the land area being serviced, then the
5,25% of municipal expenditures devoted to servicing resi-
dential land would decrease to 0.69%, if all dwelling units
were apartments. The 7.5% public works figure would drop
to approximately 2.9%, a saving in total municipal expendi-
tures of 4.6% annually. If all dwelling units were single-
detached houses, the figure of 7.5% for public works main-
tenance would increase to 9.2%. |

- The item of Sanitation and Waste Removal includes
such items as sewage treatment and disposal, and garbagé |
collection and disposal. I have assumed that peoplg will
create the same amount of sewage and garbage regardless of
the relative densities in which they are housed, so any
cost differential would have to be related to disposal.
Sewage treatment and disposal is related to the volume of

sewage, not to residential density. Garbage collection and
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disposal is conceived bere as a municipal service for which
an economic fee is charged--$1.50 per month in the case of
apartment units and $2.00 per month in the case of single-
detached houses. (see Table 17, page 34) Hence, while a
differential existé; the relative density of housing would
not impose a different burden on municipal expenditures.
Health and social welfare costs are likely to be
related to factors other than residential densities. Areas
of high density are not necessarily prone to higher health
and welfare costs--slum tenements are; while luxury high

rise apartments are not. Therefore, it is difficult to

argue that density per se would alter the 10.0% figure given

in Table 20, 39.

An inecreasingly large proportion of municipal
revenues are devoted to education. It is unlikely that the
relative densities of residential liVing outlined in this
model would materially affect the cost of providing this
service. Approximately two-thirds of the cost of most public
school systems is accounted for by teacher?!s salaries, and
mbst of the remainder is spent on buildingé; equipment and
supplies. Transportation is the major factor which would
vary significantly with résidential density, and this is a
very small percentage of most education budgets.

Recreation and community service such as parks,

playgrounds, museums, libraries, etc., are difficult to
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assess. If a high density pattern allowed concentration of
facilities there might be some savings here. However, it
would appear that the grandiose scale on which this sometimes
occurs, when such cultural and recreational facilities are
concentrated, might more than outweigh the economies of
scale which this produces--unless, of course, a value is
imputed to the collective aesthetic value which is produced.
' Such facilities as concert halls, municipal museums,
and art galleries, etc., would not likely be duplicated,
and the effect of residential density would be more related
to the accessibility of these services than to the cost of
providing them. The personnel necessary to operate these
services might be increased slightly with lower density,
but land set aside for playgrounds, parks, etc., would not
likely be greater.

I have assumed that the overall cost of providing
such services would decline by 2%, from 9% to 7% of muni-
cipal expenditures, if all dwellings were apartments. Con-
versely, if all dwellings were single-detached, I have
assumed that the cost of providing these services would
increase by 1%, from 9% to 10% of total municipal expenditures.

Police protection and law enforcement expenditures
are not likely to vary significantly with density. The

RCMP, in contracting to service municipalities recommends
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one police officer per thousand citizens. Under such con-
tracts, salaries commonly account for about 80% of the cost
of police protection. Some minor savings in fuel might
result in a high density pattern because of fewer streets
to patrol; but it is unlikely that this would significantly
alter the cost of providing the service. Law enforcement
services (ie. magistrates! salaries; court‘costs, etc.) are
related to the incidence 6f crime. For this %o vary,'it
would be necessary to prove that the incidence of crime

was a function of residential density.

Fire proﬁection is also not likely to vary signifi-
cantly with density. While there might be a wider dispersal
of equipment and personnel in a low density area, with some
increase in cost for the duplication of facilities, this
would be weighéd against dealiﬁg with fires in the multi-
storied structures of a high density area which would
require expensive specialized equipment. The salary com=-
ponent of fire protection is of the magnitude of 65% to 70%
and this would not likely vary significantly with density.

Debt Charges, Reserves; and Capital and Loan Fund
Contributions are primarily related to the manner'in which
a municipality is required to finance it's operations--
usually established by the provincial goﬁernment. Some
variafion might occuf here if the mumnicipality had a sig-

nificantly different pattern of capital expenditure as a




18.

result of residential density. There is, however; little
evidence to suggest this would nécessarily be the case.

In summary, if an average municipality with the
pattern of expenditures outlined in Table 20, could somehow
be transformed into one whose entire residential area con-
sisted of apartment units, the savings in municipal expendi-
tures would be as follows in Table 23; page 49;——a,total
saving of approximately 7.3%. Included as well is the
situation where the same municipality has only single-
detached houses in its residential area. In this case,
its expenditures would be some 3.0% higher; See Table

23 .




BREAKDOWN OF MUNICIPAL EXPENDITURES BY PERCENTAGE:

TABLE 23

AVERAGE MUNICIPALITY;
HIGH RESIDENTIAL DENSITY MUNICIPALITY; AND .
- LOW RESIDENTIAL DENSITY MUNICIPALITY

Average

 Municipality

High-Residential
Density
Muniecipality

Low Residential
Density
Municipality

Percentage of

Percentage of

Percentage of

Total Total Total
. Municipal Municipal Municipal
Ttem of Expenditure %Expendltures Expenditures Expenditures
General Administration 6.0% 5.3% 6.3%
Public Works Maintenanee - , 7.5% 2.9% 9.2%
Sanitation and Waste Removal L 0% Ly o 0% Ly o 0%
Health and Social Welfare 10.0% 10.0% 10.0%
Education 33.0% 33.0% 33.0%
Recreation and Community Services ; 9.0% 7 0% 10.0%
Police Protection and Law Enforcement  5.0% 5.0% 5,0%
Fire Protection ! L o5% L e5% L .5%
Debt Charges : 10.0% 10.0% 10.0%
Reserves | 2.5% 2.5% 25%
Capital and Loan Fund Contributions | 6.0% 0% 6.0%
Miscellaneous : 2.5% 2.5% 2.5%
TOTALS 100.0% 92.7% 103.0%
Savings Accruing to High Residential
Density ——— 7 3% ——

Increased expenditures Accruing

- - 3.0%

to Low Residential Density

Source: Table 20, page 39.

6%
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Comparison of Annual Municipal Revenues

The aim of this section is to examine the impact on

municipal revenues which would be attributable to differences

between apartment dwellings and singleédetachéd dwellings.
Because taxation on land and improvements is levied

on commercial and industrial property, as well as on resi;

dential property, the assumptions made}in the previous

section on the distribution of land between commercial and

industrial, and residential use will be applied here. It
was assumed that 30% of thé municipal land area was in
industrial and commercial use, and that 70% was in resi-
dential use. g“f;m
The proportion of dwelling units as between apartments B
and single-detached houses was assumed to be 26.7% apartment
units and 73.3% houses. This assumption will also be used
in this section. | |
Municipal revenues are forthcoming from a number of

sources, and the exact proportions vary somewhat from one

municipality to the next. However, two major items con-
sistently serve as their greatest source of income--taxation

on property and improvements, and grants from senior levels

of govermment. The bulk of these grants are from provincial
governments, and, therefore, some variatiens occur from
province to province., Figures used here are based on the

grant system operating in British Columbia.
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As in the previous section, I have drawn up a
schedule of soufces of municipal reﬁenue to serve as a
guide in discussing the impact of different forms of
housing on municipal revenues. See Table 24, beow.

TABLE 24
BREAKDOWN OF MUNICIPAL
REVENUES BY .PERCENTAGE

Percentage of Total

Source of Revenue Municipal Revenue
Taxation on Property and Improvements . . 67.0%
Govermnent G‘rants . [ . [ o e * * e » . - 20.0%
Licenses and PermitsS o o o o o o o o o @ L .0%
Rents L] * . . * * * “ * * L] . L * L] L 4 . . 1'0%
Fines > L J * L ] L] *® '. * * L ] * * L * * * * ) . 2 .O%
Service ChargesS o « o o o o o o o o o o o 2.0%
MiscellanCousS e o o o o o o o o o o o o L .0%

TOTAL ' . lO0.0%

Source: B.C. Bond Dealers Assn., 1968 British
Columbia Municipal Yearbook, Vancouver, Mitchell Press
Limited, 1969. 138 pp. (Also conmsulted were the Annual
Financial Statements of a number of British Columbia
Municipalities)

In dealing with taxation on property and improve-
ments the following assumptions are made:

1) taxation on land is based on 100% of the assessed
- -value;

2) taxation on improvements is based on 75% of the
- assessed value;

3) improvements are limited to houses or apartment
. buildings;

L) land taxation is levied on serviced land; and

5) cost and assessed value are assumed to be equal,

Oh the basis of the two housing models evolved
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previously, the differences between the tax bases of the
two different housing forms is outlined in Table 25, page
53.

The high density pattern would yield 60.6% of the
tax revenue of the low density pattern. If the munici-
pality receives 67.0% of its revenue from property and
improvement taxation, it would receive approximately
16.9% from the residéntial area, 8.5% of this from apart;
ment units, and 38.4% from single-detached dwellings. If
the entire municipal residential area consisted of apartQ

ment units, total municipal revenues would fall by approx-

imately 15.1%. If all dwellings were single-detached units,

total revenue would rise by épproximately 5.5%.

The second major source of municipal revenue is-
grants from senior levels of government. The smaller
source of money is the federal government. Their grants
occur under the Municipal Grants Act, and a variety of
other legislation and federal departments. They are not
related to demnsity, tenancy, or other aspects of the resi-
dential pattern, except for grants made through Central
Mortgage and Housing Corporation for such things as Urban
Renewal. ZExcept where there is an unusual amount of
federal government activity, their grants do not usually
account for more than 2% or 3% of all government grants or

something approximating .5% of total municipal revenue.




TABLE 25

COMPARTSON OF MUNICIPAL TAX BASE AS BETWEEN
APARTMENT COMPLEX AND HOUSING DEVELOPMENT

Apartment Complex Housing Development | Apartment
' Complex
: _ - -} Value as
, o ’ Per Unit ' . Per Unit Percentage
) ; % of Value | Total Value | Valuecan I Total Value| Value on . of Housing
Item on Which | on which =~ |on which which 1 on which - which - Development
Tax is Levied | Mil Rate Mil Rate Mil Rate ‘} Mil Rate Mil Rate - Value
' . i is levied | levied ($) 1evied($)[g levied($) | levied($) | (%)
Serviced land 100.0% 147,118 516 998,397 3,500 14.7
Improvements 75.0% 2,482,350 8,710 3,344,250 11,734 The5
Total Tax Base 2,629,468 9,226 Ly342,647 15,234 60.6%

Source: Table 18, page 36.
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The structure of provincial government grants
varies somewhat from province to province. In British
Columbia, the bulk of such grants are madevunder three
programs; the Provincial Homeowner Grant; a local
Government Grant; and Social Assistance Grants. Together,
these grants account typically for something in excess of
95% of all govermment grants. In addition to these, the
Provincial government shares in the capital cost of school
construction of from 50% to 90% of such capital costs,
depending on the ability to pay of the school district in;
volved. Other provincial capital-sharing arrangements
apply to certain other capital expenditure programs of
municipalities. Because they are geared to specific
undertakings, these capital grants are not cohsidered
here. None of them has any connection with residential
density.

The Social Assistance Grants are made to help
muniéipalities defray the cost of Health and Welfare
expenditures and are not related to the type of housing
in the community.

The local Government Grants are based on a per-
capita grant to the municipality, and likewise bear no
relation to residential patterns.

The Provincial Homeowners Grant, however, is tied
directly to tenancy. It is presently $150 per year and

is paid only to resident homeowners. It is applied as a
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rebate on the current year's school taxes, of each elig-
ible homeowner and owner-oécupied‘apartment. Persons
occupying dwellings as tenants, or who own mobile homes
are not eligible to receive this grant. In fact, this
grant is aimed at alleviating the burden of school taxes
on réte payers, and is, in effect, an educational grant.

If it is treated as a homeowners grant;'the consee
quences are startling for a municipality whose residential
area is predominantly or totally made up of rental apartment
unitse. The Homeowner Grants typically make up approximately
L0% of all government grants, and such a municipality would
find its total revenue some 8%, or so; smaller as a result.
If all homes were single—detaéhed dwellings, total municipal
revenue would increase by roughly 3.4%.

If, however, the grant is treated as an educational
grant, on the assumption that similar grants in other
provinces would be forthcoming on a per-capita or per-
pupil basis, then tenancy or'residential density wouwld not
affect this source of municipal revenue.

With the exception of the Homeowner Grant system, it
would appear that this source of munioipal revenue would be
unaffected by differing residential patterns.

Other sources of muniecipal revenue dutlined in
Table 25, page 53; would not #ary with residential density

except in the case of service charges. Included here would
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be charges for water, garbage disposal, service connections,
etc. If the charges levied were economic charges, the
amount of money involved might Vary slightly but any change
in muhicipal revenues would be;offsét by a change in
municipal expenditures.

Table 26, page 57, outlines the impact on the
revenues of the model municipality if all of its residential
area were changed from the 73.3-26.7% mixture of houses
and apartments to 100% apartments, or to 100% single-

detached dwellings.




TABLE 26

BREAKDOWN OF MUNICIPAL REVENUES BY PERCENTAGE: AVERAGE MUNICIPALITY;
HIGH RESIDENTIAL DENSITY MUNICIPALITY; AND
. LOW RESIDENTIAL DENSITY MUNICIPALITY

Average High Residential | _ Low Residential %
Municipality * Density Municipality| Density Municipality ;
Percentage of Total Percentage of Total Percentage of Total %
Source of Revenue Municipal Revenues Municipal Revenues | Municipal Revenues |
Taxation on Property v
and Improvementg 67.0% 51.9% 72 45% |
Government Grants® 20.0% 20.,0% (12.0%) 20.0% (23 .L%) |
Licenses and Permits L .0% L .0% L o0%
Rents 1.0% 1.0% 1.0%
Fines 2.0% 2.0 2.0% >
Service Charges 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% N
Miscellaneous L . 0% L 0% | L .O% )
TOTALS | 100.0% 84 9% (76.9%) 105.5% (108.9%)
Loss in Revenue Attributabld |
to High Residential Density| —— 15.1% (23.1%) ———— e
Gain in Revenue Attributablg | - h | ;
to Low Residential Density —— | ——— ———— 5.5% ( 8.9%)

Source: Table 24, page 51.

8Figures in brackets indicate the impact on municipal revenues
which would result if the B.C. Homeowner Grant were not made available to apartment
units. (see discussion pp. 54, 55)




CHAPTER 5

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS RESULTING
FROM HOUSING MODELS

| Introduétion

This section proposes to examine the information

available from the preceeding models and analysis, and to

examine and summarize the nature and scope of differentials
in costs imposed on housing resources, and of cost and re-
venue differentials imposed on municipal govermments, as

a result of the two different forms of housing. The con-
clusions reached here will serve as a framework in which to

examine the Canadian experience in the area of housing.

Capital Cost Differentials
The overall capital cost of providing housing

accommodation inapartment units is 63.4% of the cost of

providing accommodation in single-detached dwellings.
This overall cost is made up of land costs, servicing
costs, and construction costs. The greatest cost differ-

entials are in land and servicing. An assumption made in

the models is that the cost per acre of unserviced land

was identical for both projects. 57.3 acres was required

58,
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for the housing development and 5.87 acres for the apart-
ment complex, hence, the cost of land for the apartment
complex was 10.3% of the cost of that for the housing
development, and represented only 0.7% of the total cost
of the complex, compared to L4.0% for the housing develop-
ment. Serviced land cost $514 per apartment unit (A.B%
of the total cost) and $3,500 per single-detathed house
(18.3% of the total cost).

Construction costs per apartment unit were $ll,614;
and per house were $15,650, An apartment unit would cost
74.2% of the construction cost of a house. This represented
95.7% of the total apartment cost, and 8l.7% of the tdal
cost of the house. There are two main factors which account
for this difference in costs: the construction cost per
square foot--$11.00 for apartments and $14.00 for houses;
and the differences in the éverage size of the two types of
 housing--815 square feet for apartments, and 1,120 square
feet for houSes.

In terms of total capital cost, an apartment unit
would provide about 72.8% of the living area of a house;
for about 63.4% of the cdst, and would contain a much lower

serviced land component in its total cost.

Operating and Maintenance Cost Differentials

When the figures evolved in this section are added

to the capital costs of the two types of housing and com-

pared on a monthly basis, it costs $165.78 to live in an
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apartment, and $233.53 to live in a house. To live in an
apartment costs 71.0% of the cost of living in a house,

and, as noted above, provides 72.8% of the living area.

Because both projects are financed at 9% interest
over 25 years with a 10% equity, interest charges vary by

the same percentage as capital costs--the cost of financ-

ing an apartment unit is 63 .4% of that of a house.

Monthly utility and fire insurance costs are $27.21

for apartments and $39.88 for houses. These represent 16.4%
and 17.1% respectively, of the monthly cost of housing
accommodation in the two different types. Such services

for apartment units cost 68.2% of the cost of such services

to houses.

Municipal taxes account for $26.91 (16.2%) of the
monthly cost of an apartment and $hk.Lk (19.0%) for houses.

Costs Imposed on Municipal Government

In examing this question, an attempt was made to

set up a hypothetical pattern of municipal expenditure for
a municipality of mixed industrial, commercial and resi- -

dential areas, which contained, in its residential sector,

73.3% single-detached dwellings and 26.7% apartment units.
Deviations in costs resulting from residential patterns
were shown in percentages greater or smaller than those

of the model municipality.
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Only three areas of municipal expenditure showed
significant variations due to residential density. These
were General Administration (6.0% in the model municipality),

Public Works Maintenance (7.5%) and Recreation and Community

Services (9.0%), for a total of 22.5%.

General Administration expenditures would drop by
0.7% of total municipél.expenditures if all dwellings were
apartments, and would rise by O.é% if all were houses--a

total difference of 1.0%.

Public Works Maintenance expenditures would drop by
L.6% if all dwellings were apartments, and would rise by
1.7% if all were houses--a total difference of 6.3%.

Recreation and Community Service expenditures were

‘particularly difficult to assess. However, it was assumed

that they would fall approximately 2% if all dwellings
-were apartments and rise by approximately 1% if all were
houges-~a total difference of 3%.

In summary, i1f the model municipality contained only

apartments in its residential area, its total expenditgres

would drop by some 73.%; if it contained only houses its.total ex-
penditures would rise by some 3.0%--a total difference between

the extremes of approximately 10.3%.

Revenues Forthcoming to the Municipal Government

The hypothetical municipality of the previous section
was used here as well. With the exception of the Homeowner

Grant system presently in effect in British Columbia, the
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only source of municipal revenue which varied as a result
of the residential‘pattern, was municipal taxes levied on
land and improvements.

Based on cost figures evolved in the housing models,
if all dwellings were apartments; the municipal tax base
would be only 60.6% of the base available if all dwellings
were single;detached‘houses. Since such taxation represents
67% of the municipalities revenues, any major change in
Ithis tax base is significant.

If all dwellings in the model municipality were
apartment units, total revenue would fall by approximately
15.6%; if all were single-detached houses, total revenue
would rise by approximately 5.5%--a total difference between
the extreme cases of some 21.1%.

When compared to municipal expenditures; a signifi-

cant fact emerges: if the model municipality had only
apartmént units, its expenditures‘would fall in total by
7.1%, but its revenues would fall by 15.1%. If, on the
other hand, it contained only single-detached houses, its
expenditures would rise by about 3,0% while its revenues

would rise by some 5.5%.




CHAPTER 6

CONSUMER ATTITUDES AND PREFERENCES
FOR APARTMENT UNITS VERSUS
SINGLE-DETACHED DWELLINGS

Introduction

Thus far in the study there has been an assumption

that single-detached houses and. apartment units are sub-

stitutable modes of housing accommodation. While this is
true in a literal sense, the attitudes and preferences
regarding housing held by those who will inhabit them are
relevant. If no consumers regard apartments as competing
% in the market with houses, then there is little point in
% - a comparative examination of them. The purpose of this
section is to examine consumer attitudes and preferences
in the area of housing with a View to establishing the
comparability of the two types of.housing under consider-

ation.

The Concept of the House

The concept of a house and what its function is,

or ought to be is complex., Lewis Mumford defined a house

in the following terms:l

ILewis Mumford, Modern Architecture, International
Exhibition, Museum of Modern Art, New York, Feb. 10 to March 23,
1932, (New York: Plandome Press) (quoted from Nathan Straus,

The Seven Myths of Housing, p. 95).

63.
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The modern house is a biological institution. It

is a shelter devoted primarily to the functions of

reproduction, nut®ition and recreation. To expand
the defintion a little, the house is a building
arranged in such a fashion that meals may be easily
prepared and served . . . that rest and sleep may
be enjoyed; that sexual intercourse may take place
in privacy, and that the early care of the young
may be opportunely carried on . . . o Add to these
primarily physiological requirements, the provision
of space for social companiénship and play and
study and the definition of the house is complete.

This definition is related closely to the typical
husband-wife-children concept of the family, and this is,
in a sense, a static concept. Family size, age, and com-
positién change and this has a significant effect over time
on the nature of consumer preferences for housing. Take,
for example, the following hypothetical family through its
life cycle and its related demand for accommodation.

At about age 20, our one-person family enters the
housing market. Until about age 22 he occupies a room or
small apartment alone. From age 22 to 24 he shares an
apartment with a friend. At age 24 he marries and the
family moves to another apartment. At 25 or 26 a first child
is born and the family moves to a larger apartment. At age
29 a second child is born. The first is three and needs an

outdoor play area. The second child needs a bedroom or a

nursery. At ths time the family would like to buy their first

home, but lack a down payment; so instead they rent an older
home near the edge of the city. In the husbands early

30's they purchase a small, new suburban house with
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three bedrooms. It is too mmall, but the best they can afford.

A third child is éxpected. In his mid-40's they sell their
first house and make a down payment on a iarger house-~four
bedrooms; den-guest room--and plan to live here permanently.
In fact, they will probably remain here for 12 to 15 years
at which time the children will be gone. They may then
remain, move to a smaller house or an apartment; or in

some cases to a more pretentious house; After the death of
one partner, usually the husband in his mid-éO’s, the
remaining partner may move to a smaller apartmént; or into

| the home of a married child. Hence; our typical family

has occupied six apartments; one rented house, and two or
three owned houses. O0Of fifty or more years in the housing
market, about twenty were hﬁéband—wife-children years. The
motives for changing their housing were largely non-~economic.
While economic factors, to be sure, affected or limited

their choice, they were not the primary incentive.

The Housing Market

Like all mérkéfs, the housing market is an imperfect
one; the nature of the market itself affects the consumér's
attitudes, and to some degree limits his choice. The product
supplied by the market can be classified in a numbér‘of ways:
by age;-neW'or previously constructed dwelling units; by

structural type--single-detached dwellings or some form of
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multiple dwelling; by tenure--ownership or rental; by
location--urban suburban, or rural; by price, size and so
on, Various combinations of these result in a structure
of submarkets; within the overall housing mafket, for
example, the submarket for new, single-detached, 3 bedroom,
suburban houses, for sale at about $25,000.

Market restrictions on.conSHmer‘preferences occﬁr
where a submarket is very small or perhaps almost non-
existant; for example, condoniniums (apartments for sale}
or row housing are two submarkets in Canada in which the
supply is very small and prices generally very high. The
effect on consumers is to force them into other submarkets.

The two submarkets of concern here are those for
new éingle-detached dwellings for sale and new apartment
units for rent. These two submarkets in this order are
the two most important housing submarkets in Canada, since
approximately 85% of the population has chosen one of these

alternatives. .

Consumer Attitudes and Preferences

1l. Single-Detached DWellings—-Ownership Tenure

HQme omnership is a deeply rooted North American
tradition and ig for éli intents and purposes, synonymous
with the ownership of single-detached dwellings. Until
recent years, for the majority, it was not a realizable

dream. Various surveys have consistently shown a preference
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for home ownership. Five surveys, conducted from 1931 to
1945, indicated that seven out of ten families preferred

to own, and that nine out of ten owners preferred that status,

while somewhat over one-half of renters would have preferred

ownership.2 The recent Report of the Task Force on Housing

and Urban Development supports this contention, reporting

that the Canadian desire for home ownership was * . . .

one of the more unanimous impressions the Task Force ev-
olved from its cross-country tour."3 At its public meetings
the Task Force'commonly asked for a show of hands on thé
question, and claimed that response invariably indicated
‘that "at least 80% of those present wanted to own their own
home, the same figure . . . which Professor Edward Michaelson
of Toronto obtained in a more scientific sampling."zP ‘These
surveys, however, have often not beeh economically realistic.
They have been based ontenure preference, rather than on

. financial capability.

Dealing with why home ownership is preferred, Nathan
Straus sets out the following;

1) The sense of contentment and security felt by
- the family;
2) Additional self-respect from occupylng a house
owned by the family;

*Louis Winnick, Rental Housing: Opportunities for
Private Investment, p. 53.

3Canada, Report of the Task Force on Hou31ng and
Urban Development, p. 15.

thid., p. 58.
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3) Freedom to make improvements or alterations
without asking the landlords permission;
L) Additional prestige among friends and in business
associations;
5) Clear title toza home at the end of twenty=five
years instead of a batch of rent receipts.5
To this list Louis Winnick adds the following:
6) Rising residential real estate prices which
have resulted in capital gains, realized or
not, for those who purchased early (in the
post-war era);
7) Rising construction and operating costs can be .
more readily escaped by buying than by renting.
Since World War II, in most larger urban centers, a
preference for home ownerghip has almost automatically in-
volved a preference for a suburban location. The existing
stock of urban housing was not sufficient to absorb the
increased demands on it and suburban development represented
the most practical area for expansion. Why a positive
consumer preference for suburban locations developed is the
subject'of differing points of view.7 Some believe that
improvements in transportation and communication merely
made it possible for people to live as they had always
wanted, in an environment of fresh air and sunshine, away
from the undesirable facets of city life, and yet be able to

retain their jobs in the urbanvlabour market. Others

Nathan Straus, Two-Thirds of a Nation: A Housing
Program, p. 90-91.

6Winnick, Op. _cit., p. 52.

7Meyerson, Terret, and Wheaton, op. cit., p. 87.
(see also Winnick, op. cit., pp. 51-52.)
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regard it more in the light of economic factors. Sustained
prosperity; the developments of a housing policy favouring
ownership, opening of large tracts of cheap suburban land,
and the readiness of the construction industry to produce
relatively inexpensive houses on a large 5cale, lured fam-
ilies to the suburbs. Others see the movement as pincers in
action. The family can only escape the undésirable aspects
of its urban location and find a more desirable environment
in the suburbs by sacrificing locational convenience. This
more desirable environment might include the beneficial
effect of suburban living on children, and the desire to

be near friends, relatives, or "the right sort of people™.
The differing view points emphasize that the large-scale
development of suburban living has made home ownership
possible on a much larger scale than ever before.

In addition to these factors, the financial position
of large numbers of persons in the immediate post-war era
was conducive to purchasing a home. Large accumulations of
savings and other liquid assets, and freedom from debt,
as a result of restricted consumption during the war, made
possible large-scale home buying. These factors were re-
inforced by rising incomes and the trend to increasing
numbers of working wives.

The trend to the suburbs has not gone unchallenged.

With the development of suburban shopping areas, central
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city business men have increasingly sought to bring con-
sumers back. Increasing traffic congestion and the problems
of parking in down town areas, have resulted in much

greater locational inconvenience than suburban dwellers at
first anticipated. New suburban areas are getting farther
and farther away from the city center, and good locations
are becoming scarcer and more expensive. Suburban densities
are often higher than at first envisioned. Educational
facilities are new, but almost always crowded and expensive.
Taxes have risen greatly, and have, in some areas, given risé
to invitations to industry and commerce to alleviate the
residential tax burden, thus compromising the original
character of the community. The way of life itself has

not turned out as was first imagined. Some have found the
dullness of living in a homogeneous community, with its
pressures for conformity, objectionable. Certain inconven-
iences have accompanied the move to the suburbs. Often

the nearest store is a mile or two away. MNMoreover, the
family is to some extent isolated from the cultural life

bf the city center.

Much attention has been directed at examining why
people move to the suburbs, but considerably less at why
others do not, or why suburbanites return to the city.
Central urban living does have certain advantages, and in

the past two decades a preference for this location has
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increasingly, involved a preference for rental accommodation
as well. There are recreational advantages to this location.

-Theatres, museums, concert halls, art galleries and res-

taurants tend to cluster near the city center. Shopping
is convenient, and proximity to employment is possible.
Congestion and tiresome rush-hour traffic can largely be
avoided. As these problems become more acute, central

urban living becomes more attractive.

In spite of these and other factors which have dis-

enchanted many suburban dwellers, suburbs continue to grow.

2. Apartment Units——Rental Tenure

- Consumer attitudes toward apartment accommodation
compared to houses are influenced by the difference in 5
tenure as well as by differences in the housing units |
themselves. Since the predominant form of rental accommo;
dation is apartment units, consumer preferences regarding

tenure are also considered.

In spite of the preference for home ownershipy there
remain large numbers who, for one reason or another, choose
to rent. They include the following:

1) newly married couples; |

2) single individuals;
3) the highly mobile;

8Winnick, op. cit., pp. 6-8.
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L) the elderly;

5) the financially insecure; and

6) the "house-haters®.

Undoubtedly, many within these groups would prefer
ownership, but financial circumstances preclude this.
Members of all groups, with the exception of the "house-
haters™, and, probably, the highly mobile group, would fall
into this category. For some; rental is merely a tempor-
ary situation until a down payment is saved for the'purchase
of a home, For others, however; it is a permanent way of
life. Those who prefer'to rent, do so for a number of
reasons, in most cases related not so much to a difference
in tenure, as to the difference between house-dwelling and
apartment-dwelling. Apartment-dwelling offers freedom
from such chores as lawn cutting, and snow removal, repairs,
maintenance, redecorating and so on which are taken care
of by the mangement. Such factors would appear to be of
particular significance to the elderly and to the "house-
haters®.

For the mobile group, which would certainly include
a large segment of the newly married and single individual
groups, apartment dwelling and rental tenure have distinct
advantages. The typical leaSe‘is for one year, and most
leases allow sub-letting arrangements for those who desire
‘to leave before the expiration of the lease. The cumbersome

process of selling a house is avoided. Most apartments

contain the basic appliances, such as refrigerators and
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ranges, thus eliminating, for newly married couples, the
cost of acquiring these expensive appliances, for mobile
individuals or families, the necessity of transporting them
with each move. Partially or completely furnished premises
offer even greater attraction in this area. |

Certain non-economic factors, as well, appear to
support an increased demand for rental housing, although
their effect is difficult to prove conclusively. An apart-
ment is less trouble to keep up than a house, and has an
appeal to the larger numbers of families which have working
wives., The shift of inereasing numbers toward professional,
managerial, and white collar employment, and a decline in
the number of produetion workers may have an effect, since
the professional man is more likely to rent than other people
in his income class.9 Apartments are suitable for the
increasing numbers of students in post-secondary institu-
tions who require rentalvaccommodation. The growing
scarcity, increased cost, and greater distance from the city
of suitable land for suburban development, has removed some
of the desirability of suburban living. Other factors‘
mentioned above regarding the disenchantment with suburban
living are also significant here.

Summary

There are a variety of qualitative differences

9Ibid., p. 219.
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between houses and apartments which are difficult to assess.
The recreational value of back yards with the proximity to
children's play areas, the storage and recreational potential
of baseménts, the greater degree of privacy, and other factors
peculiar to singlé-detached houses, undoubtedly have a strong
impact on zonsumer preferences. Freedom from snow shovelling,
lawn cutting, etc., are qualitative features favouring apart-
ments which are equally difficult to measure precisely.

As has been pointed out, there are also a number of
factors involved other than structural differences.

Consumer attitudes regarding housing feel the impact
of a wide variety of extraneous influences. These include
such diverse things as advertisements by Canadian and
American producers of a host of consumer goods related dir-
ectly or indirectly to housing; periodicals devoted primarily
or exclusively to housing; préferences in location, structure,
design and so on, in the offices of financial institutions
and CMHC; housing codes and zoning ordinances; and the value
and status implications of various types of housing.

In addition to these factors, consumers! attitudes
are affected and in a way limited by the scale 6f operations
of the modern merchant builder. The patter nof stfeets,
the diversity of the housing available, the location or
existence of community facilities, and other factors which

help to shape the character of modern housing, are largely
the result of the developer's planning, and not the result

of individual decisions of prospective consumers,
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In the eye of the consumer, then, how comparable are
apartment units to single-detached houses? For most, the
two types probably do not represent substitutes. The typi-
cal homeowner will not likely sell his house to take ad-
vantage of low rents., The large faﬁily will not likely
consider apartment dwellings unless financid constraints
force them out of the single-detached housing market. In

any case, they may find difficulty in locating an apartment

landlord tolerant of large families. ' The highly mobile, i wew v

the newly married, the elderly, and the "house-haters™, in
most cases will enter the rental apartment market. More
favourable mortgége'terms——lower down payments, lower
interest rates, or longer amortization periods, or any
combination of these--would probably attract renters into
the ownership market.

It is likely then, in the short run, that only for
a marginal number of households are apartments and
‘single-detached houses substitutes. This is primarily
because consumer attitudes are influenced by such a wide
variety of factors other than structural type. In the
long run, the case is less clear, The changing composition
of the population, changing real incomes, structural
changes-in'the urban environment and numerous other factors
could engender significant and far reaching changes in

consumer attitudes.
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CHAPTER 7

CONSUMER DEMAND FOR CANADIAN HOUSING

| Introduction

This chaptiem proposes to examine the demand for
housing in Canada. In the previous section consumer attitudes
toward and preferencés for various types of housing were
examined. This section will deal with effective demand as
displayed in the market; the determinants of this demand,
and changes that have occurred in it. The following section
will deal with the impact of this factor on housing re-

sources and municipal finances in Canada.

Long~-Run Determinants of Housing Demand
) Demographic Features

The ultiméte'long-runﬂdeterminaﬁts of housing demand
are to be found in demographic factors. By census defini-
tion, changes in the occupied housing stoék are equal to
net household formations. The major of these demographic
features are as follows: o

1) net family formation (the net sum of marriages,

" deaths, divorces, and immigrant families);
2) undoubling (determined by the ability of already

~ existing families to maintain siBarate households) ;
3) non-family household formation.

10y, M, I1ling, Housing Demand to 1970, p. 3.
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The census definition of “family™ consists of a
husband and wife, with or without children, or a parent
living with one or more children. The rate of net family
formation is governed by past birth rates to a considerable
degree. The factors of death and divorce appear to be
reasonably stable. Immigration policy, and changes in it,
affect net family fofmation gsignificantly from time to time.
From 1900 to 1939, average net family formation did not
exceed 34,000 to 38,000 per year. (see Table 27, page 78)
The growth rate of net family formation declined substant-
ially from the early years of the century;-when high net
immigration was an important‘factor, to the end of the
depression, during which adverse economic conditions tended
to discourage or postpone marriages. From 1941 to 1951;
net family formation averaged 68,000 pér year, reflectings
earlier postponements and immediate post;war marriages.
Ffom 1951 to 1961, the average was 86,000 per year, re-
flecting in pért higher immigration. Net family formation
declined slightly during the late 1950's and early 1960'5;
but, as of 1963, the rate has begun to‘increase again. |

In the post-war period, undoubling of families has
been an‘important source of demand. The rate of undoubling
depends on income and employment, the level of rents, and
the availability of suitable dwellings. These factors have

been increasingly favourable in allowing existing families




TABLE 27

AVERAGE ANNUAL INCREASES IN FAMILIES ANDlHOUSEHOLDS

BETWEEN CENSUS YEARS 1901-1966%

Family Non-Family Total

Families Households Households Households
Year %OOO'S%, % (ooo's} % (o00ts)l % (800's} %
1901~11 34.3 | 2.8 na na ? na na 39,1 | 3.3
1911-21 34.8 | 2.2 na na ; na na 35.5 2.3
1921-31 - 35.5 | 1.8 na na F ana 1921 L6.3 | 24
1931-41 ' 37.6 | 1.6 na na na na 3L.6 | k.5
195661 87.0 | 2.2 97.0 2.7 28 .6 5.0 125.6 3.0
1961-66 72.0 1.7 777 (1.9 3445 L7 112.2 2e3

na: not avallable
note: data exclude Yukon and N.W.T.

Source: based on data from DBS and CMHC and estimates by

Economic Councll of Canada.

llIbid., p. 9.

8l
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to establish separate households. The proportion of famiiies

maintaining separate dwellings rose from 90% in 1951 to
OL% in 1961, and to 96% in 1966.

Since little doﬁbling—up of families is voluntary;
the constraints imposing this form of household organization
are usually financial. Doubling-up usually implies over-
crowding, and overcrowdihg is most’heavily concentrated
among families of low income. If this analysis is correct,
then overcrowding in itself does not represenﬁ effective
demand, and will not; of itself, bring about new construction.
Hence, the rate of undoubling is to some extent related to
the demand for mederate, low-rental, or subsidized housing.

The third demographic feature under consideration
is nonfamily household formation. Non-family households
consist of individuals or groups not related by marriage who
maintain separate dwellings. This factor has assumed in-
creasing importance in recent Years,'reflecting in part
changes in attitudes and preferences. The three generation
home is largely a thing of the paSﬁ.' Apartments and small
suburban houses cannot easily accommodate a grandparent(s).
However, the increased availability of small, attractive
apartments, constructed in increasing numbers since 1958,
has appealed particularly to non-family households. The
better financial position of older people, due partlybto

improved old age security, the post-war period of sustained
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prosperity, and improved private pension plans, have made
increasing numbers of older people financially independent
of their children, and therefore, more able to maintain
their own household. Growing numbers of uni#ersity students
also increase the number of non-family households.

In the 1956-61 period, about three-fifths of such
households were set up by the persons over 55, and approxi-
mately one-half of the total of such households were set
up by women over 55. The majority of these households were
created by the death of a husband or wife.

The real incomes of most of these non-family house-
holds are fixed incomes, determined by changes in pensions,

price levels, and by asset holdings at retirement. The

ability to maintain a separate dwelling would be particularly

favourable to home owners in this category whose title is
mortgage'free.

An overview of total household formation wouwld in-
dicate the following general trends: From 1901-1941,

average annual percentage increases slowed down, reflecting

a parallel slow-down in thevaverage growth rates of families.

A large expansion of the number of households occurred from
1941 to 1961, due initially to the sharp post-war rise in
net family formation, and subsequently sustained by in-
creases in non-family households and to some extent by

expanded post-war immigration. From 1961 to 1966, total
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household formation declined somewhat, reflecting lower net
family formation caused in part by lower net immigration.

This was partially offset by further undoubling of existing

families, and increased non-family formation.

Megsuring Effective Demand

It is difficult to indicate with precision what the

magnitude of demand differentials are for the two types of

housing under consideration. If the distribution of single-
detached dwellings and gpartments in the housing stock is
taken as a measure of effective aggregate demand, then,
according to the 1966 Census, 62.4% of households pre-
ferred single-detached dwellings and 22.8% preferred con-

ventional apartment units. The remaining 14.8% chose some

other form of housing, characterisitically other types of

multipk dwellings (see Table 21, page 40). Closely parallel
to the 62.4% figure for single-detached dwellings is the
figure of 63.1% for dwellings which were owner-occupied.

If the distribution of structural type and tenure

within the existing housing stock is indicative of effective
demand, so are additions to this stock. Virtually all new

construction enters the market for sale or rental; however,

| the picture is-less clear for the existing stock. At any
given time, the existing stock contains a large residual of

houses which are not for sale and rented premises which are
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not on the market. As well, there are significant numbers
of each which are on the market. A third category,

primarily houses, exists in a marginal area. Changing

prices may lure them into the market or remove them from
it.

The relationships between the existing stock and
new construction are important. Obviously, the two do

not éompéte in a pure sense, and the greater the difference

perceived between new and existing units, the less competitive
they are. Factors of age, location, size, design, style,
quality, neighbourhood and so on--all play a role.

In judging the demand for housing, the annual
increment added to the housing stock should reflect over
a number of years, changes that occur in consumer prefer-
ence. While new construction normally averages less than
3% per annum of the existing stock, it accounts, in the
ownership category, for about one-half of the séles. New

rental construction accounts normally for somewhat less than

10% per annum of new rentals, reflecting the much higher

mobility among ren’oers.l2

Immediately following World War ITI, there was a

strong demand for housing, and up until the early 1950's

12Figures from Grigsby, W. G., Housing Markets and
Public Poliecy, p. 180.
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the rate of new construction barely kept pace with additions
to families. From 1954 to 1958, the rate of construction
exceedéd net family formation, mainly in response to in-
stitutional and policy changes which aided residential
mortgage financing. With the exception of two cyeclical
interruptions, the share of new residential construction
in total output climbéd steadily from the end of the war
until 1958. jBetween 1946 and 1958, real Gross National
Product increased b¥ approximately 4.0% annually, while new
residential construction (in constant 1949 dollars)
increased by approximately 7.5% annually.

After 1959, the rate of new residential construction
declined. From 1960 to 1964, its share in total output
did not exceed 3.5%. In 1964 and 1965, it rose to just

under 4% and then declined in 1966 to approximately 3.4%.

Shifts in the Demand for Housing

1. Long-term Changes in the Patterns of Canadian Life
A wide variety of factors have caused and are
causing significant changes in the structure of Canadian
residential life. All of these factors are to some degree
causes or reflections of changes in demand fér housing.
From a national point of view, the stock of housing
is one of the country's most valuable assets, representing

a national capital asset accumulated over decades; however,
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it is an asset subject to physical deterioration and
obsolescence due to technological and social change. The
gquantity and quality of the housing stock, and its arrange-
ment in cities and neighbourhoods, shape, and are shaped by
the structure of Canadian life. The housing stock and the
way it is used change slowly from year to year, but these
changes become significant in a generation.

A -large part of Canada's housing stock is in the
central areas of major cities‘and much of this in in a
state of deterioration. Residential areas bullt in the
last century and in the earlier decades of this century
have been surrounded by successive bands of urban and, more
recently, suburban growth. Since its construction, much
older housing has suffered from technological and locational
obsolescence. Streets which previously were residential
have, in many cases, become traffic routes to the suburbs.
Many older residential areas have suffered the encroachment
of commercial and industrial land uses prior to the intro-
duction of zoning ordinances br due to changes in them.

The structure of residential life has changed greatly
in Canada's short history as a natien. Froﬁ a country
characterized by the homestead,vfrontier settlement, and
the small town of a hundred years ago, Canada has evolved
into a nation of city dwellers. In the Canada of even

fifty or sixty years ago, the typical residential setting
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was rural or small townish (see Table 28 below).

TABLE 28

DEGREE OF URBANIZATION: CANADA

Per Cent of Population in Urban Centers
and Other Non-Farm Areas

Urban Center f ;

8ize Group 1931 | 1941 | 1951 1956_ 1961 | 1966
100, OOO & over | 29.4 %29.5 36.0 | 38. k3L | 4T3
Subtotal 35,21 37.1 | 41.8 | Lh.1 | 52.7 56.2
Other non-farm | 33.6| 35.8 | 38.0 | 39.5| 35.9 3h.2
Farm 31.2} 27.1 20,2 | 16.4 | 11.4 9.6
Canada '100.0 [100.0 |100.0 |100,0 | 100.0 }100.0

Source: Census 1951, 1956, 1966.
3 Fifty.or:sixty years ago, residential life was

essentially a stable.process which, in the rural or small

tewn env1ronment .often centered around a dwelling unit

large eneugh +to contain a two or three generation family.

: By'contrast,-the post-war "homestead" is typically located

in the”suburb of a larger urban center.

The ties with

previous generations have become more tenuous, at least

in a physical sense, and the three generation home has

largely vanished.
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2. The Impact of Residential Mobility

Our society has become more mobile in the last few
decades and this factor has caused shifts in the demand for
housing both geographically and structurally. Therefore,
the concept of residential mobility deserves some consider-
ations as it bears on demand.

In a previous hypothetical example, some indication
of the causes of mébility was given. These were basically
changing patterns of family life, partiéularly geared to
the raising of children and to the changing economic
position of the family oﬁer its lifetime.

W. Grigsby'sets out the following as a‘method of
_ classifying‘the types of moves undertaken by families:

Group L: Vacators of Dwelling Units

a) Those who dissolve their households because of
divorce or the death of a member of the family;

b) Migrants to other market areas;

¢) Intra-area migrants to same type of structure
in the same tenure status;

d) Intra-area migrants who shift to a different
type of structure or to a different tenure
status, or both.

Group II: Occupiers

a) New households;
b) Immigrants from other market areas;

¢) Intra-area migrants to the same type of structure

. in the same tenure status;
d) Intra-area migrants who shift to a different
type of structure or to a different tenure
status, or both.l3

31big., p. 61.
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While the above classification may be of value in
examining what types of moves occur, it gives little
insight into why they occur (or do not occur) and mobility
is of sufficient importance to housing to juétifyvinvesti—
gation. The following statistics (based on U. S. figures)
give some indication of its significan@e.l# If past
behaviour continues:

20-25% of families will move during the next one year;
30-33% will have moved within two years;

50-57% will have moved within five years;

75% will have moved within ten years; and

90% will have moved within twenty years.

Meyerson et. al. add the following observations:

Mobility is generally highest near the central core of
the city, and at the fast growing periphery or suburban
ring. :

Mobility rates are inflated by multiple or frequent
movers,. who constitute a small percentage of the
population, and yet account for a large proportion
of the moves made.

Out of the 20% who do move each year, about 7% move for
economic reasons having nothing to do with satisfactions
or dissatisfactions with their housing.

An additional 2% or 3% are involuntary movers, moving
not out of a desire to improve their housing satis-
faction, but because their dwellings have been taken
away through fire, demolition, sale or eviction.

Still another 1% have moved . . . (because) . . . a
new family desiring an independent household has been
formed.,

Out of the 20% who move each year, perhaps only 8%
actwally move to obtain housing suitable to their needs.
Of these, somewhat under half buy houses.

14Mbyerson, Terrett, and Wheaton, op. cit., p. 89-90.
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A considerable proportion of moves within metropolitan
areas result from upgrading; the process of moving to
progressively better neighbourhoods as families improve
their income and status.
Grigsy classifies movers by a simplified but somewhat
15

parallel analysis.  He divides them into three groups:
The non-market oriented, who move with no reference to
the market for reasons of death, changed employment,
and so on;
The semi-market oriented, who, because of change in
income, family size, etc., begin to search casually
or seriously in the market and move;
The market-oriented, whose stimulus to move is not
need or discontent but an attraction to something
positive in the market supply.

The movement process, in and of itself, would appear
to be an important element of demand. In contemplating
moving, a family will weigh the possible benefits against
the costs involved and its ability to meet these costs.
The sheer effort and inconvenience of the process also
plays a part. 1In the case of ownership, a decline~}n value
of the present dwelling becomes a cost of movement, as
well as the legal costs and real estate commission involved.
The implication of this to housing demand is that when a
family moves voluntarily, it moves to a substantially
different housing unit--substantially better or poorer as

the economic circumstances of the family might dictate.

Both rural-urban and unrban-suburban shifts have

15Grigsby, op. cit., pp. 187-188,
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affected housing demand in Canada. The rapid growth of
urban centers reflects, in part, the declining proportion
of the labour force engaged in rural oocupations. From
- 1941 to 1951 the number of families on farms decreased at
an annwal rate of 6,900. From 1951 to 1956 the rate
increased to 10,000 (see Table 28, page 85). To the
extent that these changes represent actual migration, the
demand for non-farm housing is raised.

i The urban-suburban movement has been déalt with in
a previous section (see pp. 68-71).

3. Changes in the GComposition of Newly Constructed Housing

In the last two decades there has been an increasing
trend toward a greater proportion of apartment units in new
construction, especially since 1958, and a relative decline,
~in percentage terms, of newly constructed single-detached
dwellings (see Table 29, page 90, and Figures VI, page 91
and Figure'VII, page 92). Single~detaéhed houses accounted
for 78.9% of all dwellihg starts in 1949, and this proportion
with some minor iﬁterruptions, has declined fairly steadily
to 38.2% in 1968. Apartment units accounted for 12.8% of all
housing starts in 1949 and have increased to 52.4% in 1968,

Since virtwally all new construction enters the
market for sale or rental there would appear to be a fairly
well-establishedtrend in favour of rental tenure and apartment

units in that segment.of the market which demands new housing.




TABLE 29
DWELLING STARTS BY TYPE, CANADA, 1949-196%

Single- Semi~-Detached ’ ‘ :

Detached and Duplex Row © Apartments :

. , ) . % change :

% of % of % of 1 % of from pre- ;

Period} Number | Total|] Number Total] Number Total] Number | Total| Total vious year :
1949 71 425 | 78.9 7,536 8.3 - - 11 5#8 12.8] 90,509 :
1950 68, ,675 | 7he2 8,66L 9.4 631 o7 14, 561 15.71 92,531 23 :
1951 53, ;002 | 77.3 5,658 8.3 51 .1 9 1865 1h.4| 68, 3279 -26.0 :
1953 70, 782 69.1 | 7,202 7.0 553 .5 23, 872 23.3] 102 409 23.1 . :
1954 | 78 574 | 69.2 6,498 5.7 1 1,000 9 274455 2L.2| 113, 527 10.9 ?
1955 99,003 71.6 | 10,606 &Y l ,909 | 1.4 26 , 758 19.3 138 276 | 21.6 :
1956 90,620 |, 71.2 9,441 T } 2, 263 1.8 2L, 987 19.6] 127,311 - 8.0 g
1957 82,955 | 67.8 1 9,272 7.6 | 2 214 1.8 27,899 22.8] 122,340 - 3.9 :
1958 | 104, 508 63.5 10,713 6.5 2 457 1.5 h6 954 28.5 164 632 | 3L.7 j
1959 92, 178 65.3 10,468 T | 1, 908 1.3 36 791 | 26.0] 141,345 -14.1 ;
1960 67 171 | 61.7 | 9,699 8.9 | 2 301 2.1 | 29,687 27.3 108, ,858 -23.0 ;
1961 76 430} 60.8 | 11 650 9.3 1, 864 1.5 | 35,633 28,41 125, 577 15.3 :
1962 Thohh3 | 5743 10, y975 I 8.k | 3, 72 | 2.9 | 40,935 31.43 130, ;095 3.3 §
1963 77, 158 51.9 7y 891 53 1 3, 895 2.6 | 59, 1680 LO.2 148 62 | 1L.2 :
1964 77,079 | 46.5 8, , 706 502 | 4,75512.9 | 75, (118 L5.41 165,658 11.4 3
1965 75,441 | 45.3 7 92L | L.8 | 5, 306 3.2 | 77, 894 L6.7 166 565 1.2 §
1966 | 70,642 | 52.6 | 7,281 | 5.4 | 5,000 |3.7 | 51.551 | 38.3| 134,47k | -19.3 g
1967 72,534 | Lh.2 9,939 6.1 | 7,392 L5 e ;258 L5.2 16& 123 2.1 :
1968 75,339 38.2 10,11& 5.1 { 8,042 | 4.1 }103, 383 524 196 878 20.0 :

Source: CNHC, Canadian Housing;Staﬁiéfics, 1968. po 7. Table 7.
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There are a variety of reasons for this post-war
phenomenon. A number of demographic features support an
increased demand for apartment unis and rental tenure:
increasing net family formation, since most newly married
couples are renters initially; increases in non-family
household formation, since many elderly and single in-
dividuals prefer renting. Other population features support
this trend as well: the increasing proportion of elderly
in eyr population, and the increasingly long period of
time spent by young people in educational institutions,
especially at the post-secondary level., Both these groups
are fairly heavy demanders of rental accommodation.

The increasing degree of urbanization in Canada
and the greater mobility of the population generally
(dealt with in the preceding section) raise the demand
for rental accommodation to the extent that this more mobile
population will try to aveid the long term committments
‘involved in mortgage financing and home ownership. A
variety of factors regarding consumer attitudes toward
rental apartment accommodation and owner occupied housing
which were detailed in the section on Consumer Attitudes and
Preferences also apply here.

Immediately following World War II, conditions were
more favourable for single-detached dwellings than for apart-
ments. Large numbers of households were in a financial

position to purchase houses: restricted consumption during
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the war resulted in freedom from debt and accumulations
of savings and other liquid assets, large tracts of gobd
suburban land was readily available, and mortgage terms
were generally favourable.

The heritage of the depression and the experience of
rent controls during World War II made rental entrepreneurs
cautious. The same experiences had developed a sort of
"low-rent psychology" in the public. Construction of
dwellings for rent, therefore, did not appear to be a
particularly profitable venture.

By the middle and late 1950's, conditions were
moving in favour of apartment constfuction. Demographic
features, noted abové, were partially responsible. In
addition, the accumulation of war savings was fading as
was the public's "low~rent psycholo@y". Good suburban land
for residentiai dévelopment was becoming more scarce. Some
disenchantment with suburban living was beihg felt,

As Canada entered the 1960's, housing costs continued
to rise, interest rates'considerabiy, and land and constructien
costs somewhat more moderately. These factors combined to
make the purchase of a house more difficult; a larger down
payment in dollars and higher monthly payment were required.
Canadians?! tastes in new housing have also resulted a more
costly préduct. New housing typically contains a larger

area in square feet, more special features such as extra
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bathrooms, built-in appliances, more expensive floor
coverings, feature walls and so on. The result of all
these factors is to put the typical new suburban house
beyond the meansvof a large number of potentiél purchasers.
The precise magnitude of this effect is difficult to gauge.
However, to the extent that those who are unable to compete
in the hew house market turn to the rental apartment mér—
ket, the demand for this}type of accommodation is strength-
ened.

The most significant recent increases in housing
costs date back to 1966, the same year that marked the
beginning of the most recent spurt in apartment unit

construction (see Figure VI, page 91).

Summary
In commenting on eonsumer demand for housing,

the following observations can be made:

1) Demographic factors indicate a steadily growing demand
. for all types of housing but are especially favourable
for the demand for apartment units with rental tenure;

2) Effective demand for new dwelling units, as measured by
additions to the housing stock, has been moving in
favour of apartment units;

3) Long-term changes in the patterns of residential life
have greatly increased the degree of urbanization in
Canada and, therefore, the demand for urban housing;

4) Rural-urban mobility and other forms of residential
. mobility have increased in the last few decades, and
a more mobile population is likely to increase the
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5)

6)

96,

demand for rental accommodation somewhat to avoid the
long-term commitments involved in the purchase of a
home

In the immediate post-war era a number of factors were
more favourable to the construction of suburban single-
detached dwellings. In the last decade conditions have
become increasingly favourable toward apartment con-
struction;

Mortgage terms, especially interest rates, and land
and construction costs for new dwellings have raised
the cost of housing significantly in recent years,
putting it beyond many who wouwld otherwise enter the
new housing market. To the extent that these house-
holds turn to the rental apartment market, demand for
this type of dwelling and tenure is strengthened.




CHAPTER 8

THE IMPACT OF CONSUMER DEMAND ON CANADIAN
HOUSING RESOURCES, AND ON
MUNICIPAL FINANCES,
1966-1971

Introduetion

The purpose of this study is to compare‘the different
impact of single-detached dwellings and apartment units on
Canada's housing resources and on municipal finances. Thus
far;va'population model has been evolved and fitted into two
different housing models--one consisting of single-detached
dwellings and one consisting of an apartment complex--and
comparative cost figures were calculated. The impact of the
two different héusing types on municipal finances was also
examined. This was followed by an examination of consumer
attitudes and preferences and consumer demand for housing in
Canada.

On the basis of the analysis of consumer demand in
the previous section there appears to be an established trend
in new housing construction in favour of rental apartment
units. The magnitude of this trend is indicated in Table 29
and Figures VI and VII; pages 90-92. If this continues over
a number of years it will alter the composition of the housing

stock in favour of a greater proportion of apartments.

97.
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The purpose of this section is to examine the impact
of this trend on hoﬁsing resources and on municipal finances
for the period 1966-1971. This will be done by projecting
the number of households and dwelling units to be expected
by 1971, and comparing the composition of the resulting housing
stock on twe different bases: first on the basis of the
distribution by structural type revealed by the 1966 Census;
and second by a projected distribution of structural types
based on the trend toward greater proportion of apartment
units in new construction.

Cost comparisons of these two different housing
stock compositions will then be made based on the housing
models developed in previous sections. This will be followed
by an assessment of the impact of this trend on municipal
finances. | |

Case I: Distribution of Households and
Dwellings by Structural Type in 1971,

based on the 1966 Census Distribution
of Dwellings by Structural Type

The éomponents of housing demand from 1951 to 1966;'
and estimates to 1971 are given in Table 3Q, page 99.

It is estimated that during the period 1966 to
1971, an average of 190,000 housing units will be constructed
each year. On the basis of the 1968 housing starts figure
of 196,878 this goal would appear to be within the capabilty




TABLE 30

COMPONENTS OF HOUSING DEMAND 1951-1966 AND ESTIMATES
TO 1971 (ANNUAL AVERAGES IN THOUSANDS)

- ' a ﬁ

‘Actual Activity Estimates :

r :
1951~ 11956~ | 1961~ 1966~
- Ttem , 1956 1961 1966 1971
" Marriages 129.0 [131.8135.7 | 174.8
Net Migration of Families 17.6 | 24,0} 16.6] 723.3
Deaths of Married Persons 56.1 | 62.3 | 68.7 7h .3
Divorces 5.9 6.5 8.0} 12.5

Net Family Formation 8L,.6 | 87.0| 75.6 11l.2 NS

Undoubling 7.1 | 10.0| 11.1| 10.8
Net Non-family Household Formation 12.4. | 28.6 | 37.4 50.0
Net Household Formation 104.1 [125.6 | 12k.1 | 172.0
Net Repiacement Demand -10.9 |- 2.3 | 10.1 | 13.0
Vacancies . 6.0 9.3 6.2 5.0
Total Demand for New Housing : 99.2 j132.6 :140.4 - 190.0

Estimated by CMHC

source: GentralnMortgage and Housing Corporation, Canadian
Housing Statistics, 1968. p. 54, Table 73.
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of the Canadian house building industry.

The statistical categories of dwellings by struct-
ural type used by the Dominion Bureau of Statisties in
compiliﬁg Census-figures, and thosevused by CMHC in publish-~
ing housing figures are somewhat different. Table 31
gives the 1966 D.B.S. breakdown with percentages and
Table 32 gives CMHC'S 1966 breakdown with percentages
(pp. IOl and 102).

This study is concerned only with single-detached
dwellings and apartment units and while there are minor
- differences in the figures for these two categéries, the
percentage figures are the same. Because housing stat-
istics are more readily available frpm CMHC, I have used
their system of categories in this section.

On the basis of the projected requirements for
housing units by 1971, a total of 950,000 units will have
been added to the housing stock by that time. On the basis
of GMHC'S'1966 distribution of dwellings by structural
type, the projected 1971 housing stock is outlined in
Table 33, page 103.

The 950,000 dwelling units to be added by 1971
represents an increase in the total dwelling stock of
approximately 18.5%. Of the 950,000 units to be added,
813,200 or 85.6% are single-detached dwellings and apértment

units. If only these two categories are considered, the
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total dwelling stock will be increased by 15.8%.

TABLE 3%

OCCUPIED DWELLINGS BY STRUCTURAL
TYPE: CANADA, 1966
(DBS Census Breakdown)

Number of
Type of Dwelling Dwelling U%its Percentage
Single-Detached | 3,234,123 62
Single~Attached - 401,754 N 7.7
Double house 238,758 | L.6
Other | 162,996 | 3.1
Apartment 1,516,419  29.4 |
Duplex % 339,941 | - 6.6
Other j 1 176 478 - 22.8
Mobile 28,177 5
TOTAL 5,180,473 | - 100.0%|
3 ]

Source: 1966 Census of Canada, Volume II,"Households
and Families, Dwellings by Structural Type and Tenure"
Catalogue #93-602, Table 3.

The model population developed initially contained
1;000 persons distributed in 285 households and housed
exclusively in apartmeﬁt units and single-detached dwellings.
Applying the percentage increase in single-detached dwell-
ings and apartment units of 15.8% to the 285 original

households would increase this figure to 330 dwelling units.
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Of the 45 dwelling units added, 33 (73.3%) would be

single-detached dwellings and 12 (26.7%) would be apart-

ment units.

TABLE 32

OCCUPIED DWELLINGS BY STRUCTURAL

TYPE: CANADA, 1966
(CMHC Breakdown)

Number of
Dwelling :
Type of Dwelling Units Percentage
Single Detached 3,227,229 62 .4
- Semi-Detached and Duplex 577,799 11.2
Row 162,632 3.1
Apartment 1,176,001 22.8
Mobile 27,881 .5
TOTALS 5,171,542 100.0

Source: Central Mortgage and HbuSing
Corporation, Canadian Housing Statistics, 1968,

p. 68, Table 96.

Capital cost figures derived from the two housing

models were $12,130 per apartment uﬁit, and $19,150 per

single-detached dwelling. (see Table 14, page 29) The

cost of the addition of 33 houses and 12 apartment units

added to this model is $777,510.




OCCUPIED DWELLINGS BY STRUCTURAL TYPE:

TABLE 33

CANADA, 1966

AND ESTIMATES TO 1971 ON THE 1966 DISTRIBUTION
BY STRUCTURAL TYPE

1966 Number | Additons | 1971 Number
of Dwelling| 1966~ of Dwelling
Type of Dwelling Units ~ Percentage| 1971 Units

Single-Detached 3,227,229 62.7 595,650 3,822,879
Semi-Detached and Duplex 577,799 11.2 106,400 684,199
Row 162,632 3.2 30,400 193,032
Apartments 1,176,001 22,9 217,550 1,393,551
TOTALS 5,143,661 100.0 950,000 6,093,661

this table).

Source:

Téble 33, page 102.

(Mobile homes are excluded from

*€0T
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Applying the 1966 distribution as between houses
and apartments to the 285 original households would yield
209 single-detached houses and 76 apartment units with a R
total capital cost of $L,924,230. The 1971 requirements
represent an increase in capital invested in housing of 15.8%.

Case TI: Distribution of Households and

Dwellings by Structural Type in 1971,
based on a Projected Distribution

For a variety of reasonskhousihg construction is
subject to very considerable fluctuations from year to year
(see Figure VIII, page 105) as is its composition (see
Figure VI, page 91). Unlike most major industries, housing
construction is frégmented geographically and organizat-
ionally. It calls upon a wide variety of services: various
types of builders, materials manufacturers and suppliers,
general contractors, subcontractors, labour of various

sorts~-skilled, semi-skilled and unskilled; unionized and

non-unionized; several types of investors; realtors; various
classes of mortgage lenders; subdividers; land developers;
and government agencies at various levels. Canada's ex-

tremes of climate tend to make much construction work

seasonal. As a result, unemployment in winter and heavy
pressures on resources in summer are characteristic of the
industry. Seasonal fluctuations in employment of the mag-

nitude of 40% are not uncommon. However, the introduction




: . Canadian
1Z Stat is

]
'
n

A
N 2

i
S

sl
BN

o

e




of a winter house building incentive program, by the federal

government appears to have significantly dampened these

fluctuations, and, while it was discontinued in 1966, e
.indications are that winter house building has continued

on a fairly significant scale since that time.

Housing construction is almost wholly dependant on

externally supplied long-term credit, and as the avail-

ability of this credit fluctuates, so does the output of
the industry. The short supply'of mortgage funds has been

a recurring problem in the post-war period. Until 1966,

the maintenance and improvement of mortgage lending terms

by the device of maintaining mortgage interest rates at a
level lower than the private market would have provided

was a priority of federal housing peolicy, and shortages of
supply were met, to a considerable degree, by direct federal
lending. Sinée,l966, greater emphasis has been put upon

augmenting the supply of priVate funds by making mortgage

interest rates more competitive with other long-term rates.
At the federal level, housing legislation and

policy have been widely used as tools of general economic

policy, at the expense of stallity in the house building
industry. The reasons are fairly clear. The building
industry is pervasive, massive, requires a high component

of on-site labour, uses large quantities of domestically
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produced materials, stimulates private investment, has large
joint demand effects, and is widely acceptable as a desir-
able social objective, and hence, is politically feasible.
Given the nature of the industry and some of its
problems, some difficulty arises in predicting its output
and the composition of this output.
In the previous section, the annual demand for

housing between 1966 and 1971 was estimated at 190,000

units, or a total of 950,000 units for the five year period;
and it was assumed that this was within the capability of |
the industry to produce. This estimate and assumption will

be used in this section as well.

Table 3Q, page 99, estimated the components of gl
housing demand for the period. Total net household form-
ation was estimated at 172,000 households annually, or
860,000 for the five year period. Of this latter total,
net family formation accounted for 556,000 households (64.6%),

net non-family household formation accounted for 250,000

households (29.1%), and undoubling of families accounted
for the remaining 54,000 new households (6.3%). The |
difference between the 950,000 housing units added and the

860,000 unks required by net household formation is due
to net replacement demand and vacancies.
The 860,000 dwelling unis required by net household

formation represents a 1677% increase in the total dwelling
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stock. When applied to the stock of 285 dwelling units
required by the model population, it represents an increase
of approximately A48 households and dwelling units. The
sample of 285 households was made up of 235 family house-
holds and 50 non-family households; 82.5% and 17.5% re-
spectively of total households.

If households formed as a result of undoubling are
divided equally between family and non-family households,
the 48 households added to the model are divided as follows:
33 family households (67.8%) and 15 non-family households
(32.2%). When added to the original figures the 48 addit-
ional households yield 268 family households (80.5% of
the total of 332 households), and 65 non-family households
(19.5% of total households).
| Approximately one-third of new households seeking
dwellings in this period will be non-family households who
are fairly heavy demanders of rental accommodation. of
the two-thirds of the households which are family households,
the majority will be the reéult of recent marriages, and
newly married couples are also strong demanders of rental
accommodation. In'fact;’the five year estimate for mar-
riages is 87&,000, some 67.5% of gross household formation.

It is probable then that the demand for rental
apartment accommodation will remain strong in this period.

On the bases of the’structure of household formation

in the period, and housing start figures available for 1967




109.

and 1968, and also taking into account the general trend
toward a greater proportion of apartment units in new
housing construction, and the reasons behind this ﬁrend,
Table 34 presents a projected distribution of the housing
stock and additions to it by 1971: (see page 110)

Starts of semi-detached and duplex dwellings have
remained fairly steady over the past two decades (see
Table 29, page 90) while starts of row dwellings have
steadily increased. Both these features are reflected
in the estimates in Table 35; page 110. DMobile homes were
omitted because of lack of data. However, there are in-
dications that their popularity has grown rapidly in the
past few years, especially in provinces where municipal
taxation on these dwellings is negligible, as is the case
in British Columbia, for example.

For purposes of this study, the figures of sig-
nificance are those for single-detached dwellings and
apartment unis. Single-detached dwellings have declined
from 62.7% of the housing stock to 58.9%, and apartments
have increased from 22.9% to 27.4%. Of the 950,000 dwell-
ing units added in the five year period, 366,873 (38.6%)

were houses, and A90,6hl»(51.6%) were apartment units, a total

of 857,514 dwelling units, or 90.2% of the 950,000 units
added. If only single-detached houses and apartment units:

are considered, the dwelling stock is increased by»lé.?%;
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TABLE 3l |
OCCUPIED DWELLINGS BY STRUCTURAL TYPE, CANADA 1966; ADDITIONS AND ESTIMATES TO 1971

1966 | 1967 1968 1969 1970 | 1971

Type

of ENumber of | Number of ~ Number of Number of Number of Number of Total
Dwelling Dwelling Units %| Dwelling Units % Dwelling Units % Dwelling Units % Dwelling Units % Dwelling Units %I Additions

Single-Detached| Added | : 7o P24534 | Lhe2 754339 [3882° 7h4500 | 3846 73,000 | 37,0 71,499 | 35,8 366,872
R Total 35,227,229 | 6267 1352994763 | 6241 |35375,102 61lel [3,449,602 | 6065 [395224602 | 5948 | 3,594,101 | 5849 | = (38.6%)

~ . 3 : { J—

Semi-Detached |Added | 9,939| 6.1 | 10,11k 5.1 | 9,000 ha7|  9,000| k6 9,000 4a5 | 47,053
‘and Duplex -...|Total ..| - 577,799 1l.2 | 587'738‘. 11el | 597,852 |10.8 : . 606,852 | 1047 | 615,852} 1045 | 624,852; 10,3 |  ( 540%)

 Row ‘ jﬁddéd'~j~ S & - 7;392" b5 84042 | hal | 9,000 he??| 10,000 5.1 11,000; 5.5 | 45443k
.ﬂﬂ_4‘_‘ﬂ,y.;”.amotal..sg.162,6321,43.2.a,~170,02#.kw.,3.2..a,178,056;.3.2v. 187,066 . . 343 1+ 197,066 | - 343 | - 208,066 | - Bobt | . (H.8%). .. .. ..

* Apartment Added | i . 7h258 | 45,2 | 103,383152,4 | 100,000 52,0 | 1055066 5343 | 1osﬁéaﬁztsu;a 2#90,641 S
e Total . [1,1765001 | 2249 | 152504259 | - - 2546 | 1,353,642 2565 |1,4534642] 25.5 | 1,558,642] 26,4 | 1,666,642] 27.4 |.  (51.6%) .. .

Total | Added L+ 164,123 | 1000 | 196,878 1100.0/ 192,500 10040 |

1d A : o] ‘ i 011000 | 199,5001100;0 . 950,000
- {Total " |5,143,661/100.,0 5,307,78A'..1oo.o..5,50#566251@9,015,697,162 100.0 B SR

110040 | 6,093,661/100.0 |

“Units Removed . - .. | . |= 13,000 |« 02 |@ 26,000 s 0s5| = 39,000| #0s7 | = 52,000{=0.9 | = 65,000/m 1.1 { 65,000 . ..

Net Number of Duelling 5,143,661/10040 | 5,204,78 | 9948 | 5,478,662 | 99.5/5,658,162 99.3 | 5,842,162/99.1 | 6,028,661 980 | =

‘ Séurce:;~Ta§léy33, pagelcag,Table BQ]page 99;fand Table 294 page 90. '(Mobile~homes_are'exlﬁced from these figures and’estim3£es)
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Applying this percentage increase to the 285 units in the
model previously developed, 47.6 or 48 new dwellings would
be added by 1971. The 48 units would consist of 20 houses
and 28 apartment units.

| Capital cost figures derived from the two housing
models were $12,130 per apartment unit and $19,150 per
single-detached dwelling (see Table 14, page 29). The
cost of the additional 20 houses and 28 apartments added
to the model is $722,640 compared to $777,510 using the
1966 distribution of households.

The 285 dwellings in the original model, distributed
according to the 1966 Census, had a total capital value of
$4,924,230. The 1971 requirements therefore represent an
increase in capital invested in housing of 14.2%.

Comparisons of Cases I and II will be made in the
foilowing section.

Comparison of the Differential Impact

on Housing Resources of
Case I and Case II

The impact of the two different distributions on
housing resources will be dealt with in two ways: first,
the affect that this will have on the total dwelling stock;
and second, the affect that additioms to the dwelliﬁg stock
will have on housing resources.

Table 35, page 112, compares the 1966 dwelling stock

distribution with the two 1971 distributions.




TABLE 35

OCCUPTED DWELLINGS BY STRUCTURAL TYPE, CANADA, 1966;
1971 BASED. ON 1966 DISTRIBUTION; 1971 BASED ON
PROJECTED 1971 DISTRIBUTION

Case I , ' Case II
; 1966 1 1971 | 1971
Type of : 1966 Census 1966 Census . 1971 Projected
Dwelling Distribution v Distribution ; Distribution
Number of: Percent | Number of éPercent? Number of { Percent
Dwelling of Dwelling | of | Dwelling of
Units ; Total | Units - Total i TUnits Total
Single-~detached | 3,227,229 62.7 13,822,879 | 62.7 } 3,594,101} 58.9 .
Semi~detached : a - :
and Duplex i 577,799F 1l.2 | 684,199 | 11.2 624,852 10.3
Row f 162,632 3.2 | 193,032 3.2 | 208,066 | 3.4
Apartment 1,176,001} 22.9 }1,393,551| 22.9 | 1,666,642 27 4
TOTALS 5,143,661} 100.0 |6,093,661 | 100.0 " 6,093,661 | 100.0
3

Source: Table 33, page 103; and Table 34, page 110,
(Totals are gross. No allowance is made for units removed from the dwelling stock)
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In Case I, houses and apartments account for 62.7%
and 22.9% respectively of all dwelling units, for a total
of 85.6%.‘ In Gase II, the figures are 58.,9% and 27.#%,
for a total of 86.3%. In terms_of the 1971 projected
distribution (Case II) three effects emerge: the prop-
ortion of single-detached houses has declined by 3.8%;
the proportion of apartment units has increased by 4.5%;
and the proportion of the total dwelling stock made wup
of these two dwelling: types'has increased by 0.7%.

Since thisvstudy is concerned only with apartment
units and single-detached houses; other dwelling types
have been eliminated where reference is mdde to the model.
The percentage of houses and apartmént units in new con-
struction was applied to the 285 households in the original
model, and the resulting increase was added. While both
'Caée*I and Case II added 950,000 units to the awelling
:Stock, Case II added more apartments and houses than
Case I. Hence, the total number of households resulting
from additions to the model are different. Case I added
L5 ﬁnits and Case II added 48, as Table 36, page 114 in-
dicates.

| In comparing the Case II distribution to the Case I
distribution in the model, single-detached houses as a
percent of the total dwelling stock have declined by Lo5%,

and apartment units have increased by A4.5%.




MODEL DWELLING STOCK BY STRUCTURAL TYPE 1966; 1971 BASED ON 1966 DISTRIBUTION:
AND 1971 BASED ON PROJECTED DISTRIBUTION.
' ONLY) COST COMPARISONS

:~1145

TABLEjB@

(SINGLE-DETACHED ARD APARTMENT UNITS

1966

'1966 Census Distribution

Case T

Case II

1971

1966 Census Distribution

1971

‘1971 Projected Distribution

Singlew

Single~-

Total

, Single- : Total ; Total :
Itém, Detached Apartments (both) Detached . Apartments (both) Detached  Apartments | Jboth)
2 Number ef Dwelllng unlts 209 | 76 - 285, k2 88 330 T 229 ! 104 | 333
- Percent of- Total S 733 26.7 100.0 733 26.7 10040 - 68,8 31.2 100.0
7 Total Capltal Value (ﬁ) 4,002,350 921,880 k924,230 4,634,300 1, 067,440 5,701,740 4,385,350 1,261,520 = 5,646,870
;fiAverage Per Unit Total Cost ($) 19,150 12,130 17,278 19,150 12,130 17,278 | 19,150 12,130 16,958v
 Avergge Fog)Unit Construction, 15,650 11,614 14,574 15,650 - 11,614 14,574 15,650 11,614 14,390
~ Average per Unit unserv1ced § 3 , , L S
. Land Cost ($) 760 .78 578 760 78 578 760 78 547
~ Average Per Unit Cost of Land ) Sl ' o
Services %) L 2,740 - 438 2,126 ,7&0 438 T 2,126 2,730 | 438 2,021
rerage Annual Per Unit: Costs R S : . e v ~ S : :
apital, ‘Interest, Operating) ($) 2,782 1,989 2,491 R 782 B 1,989 2, 491 a 2,782 11,989 2,441
tal Serv1ced Land Requlred : _ j v SRR , : o § o :
‘(Acres) 42,6 - 1e57 43,63 48,70 1.81 50.51' 46,08 2:14 48,22
Average Per Unlt Land Requlrements ‘ g - ' R Lo : s : ' L
(sq. ft) T Y- 8 [T . 898 . .. 6,668 .. | .. 8,766 .| .. ...898 ... 6,668 .| . .. 8,766 |.....8098 . ...L. . 6,309..
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The total capital required to house the population
is lower under Case II than Case I, as are all of the

average costs and land requirements. However, since all

model figures are based on recent costs, and as much of
the real housing stock was built in previous decades,
precise cost comparisons within the total dwelling stock

are not likely to prove too productive.

Of greater significance are comparisons of the

additions to the dwelling stock. These are outlined in
Table 3%, page 116.

Case II adds 6.7% more dwelling units for 7.0%
less capital outlay than Case I. Average per unit costs
are all lower for Case II than Case I, particularly the

cost of unserviced land'énd land services. These are 36%

and 33% lower respectively. The total acreage of serviced
land, required is also 33% lower in Case II.
The models assumed that the per acre land costs for a

housing development and an apartment building were the same., If

both were built on new suburban land this would be the case,
and land cost comparisons made here would be realistic. How-

. ever, much new apartment construction takes place on central

‘urban land of considerably higher value. Unserviced land
accounted for 0.7% of the total cost of the apartment com-
plex, and land Servicing; 3.6%. It is unlikely that servicing
costs would vary significantly with location, so what vari-

ation there would be in land value would apply to only 0.7%
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TABLE 37

ADDITIONS TO.THE MODEL DWELLING STOCK BY STRUCTURAL TYPEE 1971 BASED ON
... 1966 DISTRIBUTION; AND.1971 BASED ON PROJECTED DISTRIBUTION
: (SINGLE-DETACHED AND. APARTMENT UNITS ONLY) .
S .. . COST COMPARISONS .. .

Case I - ~ Case II
1971 Based on 1966 » 1971 Based on Projected - - Case II
- o : , - Distribution Distribution as a ..
| ' : . . percentage
| ;‘ - "z “of
: v o : Single- Total Single- : Total | Case I
Ttem v Detached | Apartment (both) ' Detached | Apartment. (both) | (totals)
~ Number of units added ' 33 12 L5 - 20 28 L8 106.7
Percent of Total ~ : 73 .3% 26.7%: 100.0%  L1.7% 58.3% | 100.0%|
Total Capital Value ($) o 631,950 | 145,560 777,510 383,000 [338,640 . 722,640 93.0
‘Average per unit total cost ($) 119,150 | 12,130 . 17,278 19,150 ° | 12,130 15,375 | 89.1
Average per unit construction cost ($) 15,650  11,61L . 1h,574 - 15,650 11,614 13,579 1 93.2
Average per unit cost of unserviced.land $) 760 78 578 760 3 - 78 370 L 6L4.0
“Average per unit cost of land services ($). 2,740 438 . 2,126 2,7,0 | 43438 1 1,426 . | 67.0
‘Average Annual Per Unit Costs > ' i ' , S = S
(Principal, Interest, Operating) ($) 2,782 1,989  © 2,k91 | 2,782 1,889 | 2,190 | 88.0
 Total Serviced Land Required (Acres) 6.6 0425, - 6,89 L,03] - 0.58 L,61 67.0
- Average Per Unit Land Requirement (sq. ft.} 8,766 | 898 | 6,668 | 8,766 | 898 - L,265 64,0
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of the total cost. If land were ten times as expensive for
apartments as the model figure, land would represent about

6.1% of the total cost of an apartment, and this would not

be of a magnitude sufficient to outwéigh the other cost
differentials.
As suitable new suburban land becomes scarcer, more

expensive, and further away from central city areas, the

fact that Case II requires 33.0% less serviced land than
Case I tékes'dn éigﬁificéncei o

Total capital invested per dwelling wnit is 10.9%
lower for Case II than Case I. When interest and other
operating costs are'added, the average cost of owning or
renting a dwelling is 12% lower for Case II than Case I.

Comparison of the Differéntial Impact on Municipal
Expenditures of Case I and Case LI

In a previous section, the impact on municipal
expenditures of different types of housing was examined, and

a hypothetical:breakdown of municipal expenditures was pre-

sented (see Table 20, page 39) to assess this impaét. It
was assumedsthat this hypothetical municipality had approx-

imately 70% of its land in residential use, and 30% in com-

mercial and industrial use. It was further assumed that the
residentiél area contained only apartment units and single-
detached dwellings and that these were distributed és re-

vealed by the 1966 Census figures (see pp. 40, 41). These

assumptions are used in this section.
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In assessing the growth in municipal expenditures
caused by an increase in population and dwelling units, I
have related each item of expenditure to one or more of three
- variables: population growth; increase in the number of
dwelling units; and/or a chahge in the composition of dwell-
ing units by structural typef

According to household formation figures 860,000
new households will be added between 1966 and 1971. This
would mean an addition of 48 households to the models orig-
inal 285 (see pp. 107, 108); 33 family households and 15
non—family households. Atvdensities of 3.9 persons and 1.5
persons per household respectively, this would mean an in-
crease in population of approximately 151 persons on the
original samplevpopulation of 1,000. Therefore, those items
of'munieipal expenditure related to population growth are
'increased by 15.1%. It is assumed that all industrial and
commercial requirements for municipal services will increase
by this percentage. |

| Case I added 45 new dwellingaunite, a 15.8% increase.

Case II added 48 units for an increase of 16.8%. These are
‘applied to those items of expenditure which are related to
the number of dwelling units.

There were only three items of municipal expenditure
- which varied with the structural composition of the housing
stock. General Administration, Public Works Maintenance;

and Recreation and Community Services. The calculttions
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used to arrive at the first two are given in Appendix I;
the third item was calculated by simple extrapolation.

Table 38, page 120, outlines the impact on muni-

‘cipal expenditures of Case I and Case II.

Total municipal expénditures are 0.85% lower in Case
IT than Case I.

Comparigson of the Differential Impact

on Municipal Revenues
of Case I and Case 11

In considering muﬁicipal revéhues,a hypothetical
breakdown of thesé revenues was given in Table 24, page 51.
The assumptions made about the bases for levying municipal
‘Taxes on land and improvements (see page 51) are also used
here. N “

Two sources of revenuwe varied with the Structural
composition of residential areas. These were property and
.improvement taxes, and government grants. The calculations
used to arrive at figures for property and improvement taxes

are outlined in Appendix II, page 129.

There was discussién of the British Columbia system
of homeowner grants (see pp. 54, 55), and since these serve

essentially as educaﬁional grants, I have assumed them to be

related to'population size rather than to housing tenure or
structural type. Other government grants are explicitiy or
implicitly related to population size.

Revenues, other than the two mentioned so far, account




TABLE 3%

BREAKDOWN OF MUNICIPAL EXPENDITURES BY
PERCENTAGE: 1966; CASE I; AND CASE II

1966 _ 21971 1971
285 Dwellings| 330 Dwellings | 333 Dwellings
Item by 1966 Census by 1966 Censusg By Projected
: Distribution | Distribution : Distribution
of ' |
Percentage of; Percentage of | Percentage of
Total 1966 - | Total 1966 i Total 1966 i
Municipal |\ Municipal . Municipal
Expenditure Expenditures . Expenditures | Expenditures
> |
General Administration’ , 6.00 | 6.92 6.86
Public Works Maintenance b 7.50 8.66 8.39
Sanitation and Waste Remoyal 5 4,00 : L.61 L .61 o
Health and Social Welfare 10.00 5 11.51 11.51 ©
EducationP ‘ 33.00 37.98 37.98
Recreation and Communiyy Services 9.00 g 10.42 9.87
Police Protection and Law Enforcement? 5.00 § 5.76 5.76
Fire Proection® | : L4450 5.20 5,23
Debt ChargesP -10.00 ; 11.51 11.51
Reserves o b 2.50 2.88 2.88
Capital and Loan Fund Contributions 6.00 - 6.91 6.91
MiscellaneousP 102,60 - 113.88 172,88
TOTALS 100,00 115.24 g 114.39

Source: Table 20, page 39.
%3ee Appendix I

Unerease linked to population growth.
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for about 13% of municipal revenue and these are also assumed
to be related to the size of the population.

Table B39, page 122, outlines the impact on municipal
revenues of Case I and Case II, Total municipal revenues are

0.6% higher for Case T than Case II.

g




TABLE 39

BREAKDOWN OF MUNICIPAL REVENUES BY PERCENTAGE:
- 1966; CASE I; AND CASE II

1966 197 1971
- 285 Dwellings { 330 Dwellings | 333 Dwellings
by 1966 Census | by 1966 Census| by Projected
Distribution Distribution | Distribution
fPercentage of ?ercentage of | Percentage of
Source Total 1966 Total 1966 Total 1966
of - Municipal - Municipal Municipal
Revenue: Revenues Revenues Revenues
Taxation on Property2 67.00 77 45 76.85 o
and Improvement% NS
Government Grants 20,00 23 .20 23 .20 . 5
Licenges and Permits 4 .00 L61 L.61 :
Rents 1.00 1.15 1.15 :
Fines 2.00 2.30 2.30 g
Service Charges 2.00 2.30 2.30 :
Miscellaneous 4 .00 L.61 L .61 '
100.00 - 115.62 115.02 |
Source: Table 24, page5l. §
85ee Appendix IT, page 129, for the derivation of these
figures. . '

bIt is assumed that all government grants are related to

the size of the population.




CHAPTER 9

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Introduction

The aim of this study has been to examine the two
types of housing which are predominant in Canada, with a
view to comparing various cost differentials involved.

Cost differentials were established by developing a model
population and fitting it into two different housing models.
Because different types of housing have different require-
ments for municipal services, and make different contributions
to municipal revenues, this area was examined. Since single-
detached dwellings and apartment units represent quite dif-
ferent modes of housing; consumer attitudes and preferences,
and consumer demand for housing was also examined. Finally,
the information and analysis was applied to the Canadian
housing situation for the period 1966 to 1971.

By using average cost figures in evolving the housing
models, and particularly by uwsing residential land of the
same value, it was hoped to isolate those cost differentials
attributable to structural differences in the two types of

housing.

123.
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A summary of information and conclusions based on
the housing models evolved was presented on pp. 58-62,
A summary of consumer attitudes and preferences was pre-
sented on pp. 73-75, and a summary of factors involved
in consumer demand was presented on pp. 95-96.

The purpose of this section is to summarize and draw
conclusions on material and analysis presented, in the

immediately preceding section.

Conclusions

a) The impact on housing resources of the projected
distribution of housing by structural type in 1971 compared
to a 1966 distribution of the 1971 dwelling stock.

1) The proportibn of single-detached dwellings in the total
: dwellé?g stock will decline from 62.7% to 58.9%, a drop
Of 3. Y

2) The pfoportion of apartment units in the total dwelling
sto;k will increase from 22.9% to 27.4%, an increase of
1+05 Ce

3) During the period 1966 to 1971, a total of 950,000 new
- dwelling units-will be added to the housing stock: 38.6%
will be single-detached houses; 51.6% will be apartment
units.

L) Based costs derived from the housing models evolved,
~ 6.7% more dwelling units will be added for 7.0% less
capital investment in Case II.

5) The average capital invested-per dwelling unit is 10.9%
- lower for Case II.

6) The average expéhditure per household for owning or rent-
ing and operating a dwelling is 12.0% lower for Case ITI.
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b) The impact on Municipal Finances of the projected

distribution of housing by structural type in 1971 compared

to a 1966 distribution of the 1971 dwelling stock.

1) Based on a 1966 distribution prevailing in 1971, municipal
~ expenditures would increase by 15.24% and municipal re-
venues by 15.62%, yielding a surplus of 0.38%.

2) Based on a projected 1971 distribution, municipal ex-
. penditures would rise by,14.39% and municipal revenues
by 15.02%, yielding a surplus of 0.63%.

c) General Conclusions: The differences arising from
the analysis of municipal expenditures and revenues are of
such smallmegnitude that it is unlikely that differences in
the structural composition of the housing stock per se are
likely to éffect them significantly, within the scope of
the change this composition is likely:to undergo between
1966 and 1971.

The greater impact is likely to be felt on housing
resources, and if the trend toward a greater proportion of

apartment units in new construction approximates the pro-

jection made in this study, the savings in capital invested
in housing would be of the magnitude of $1.13 billion in the
1966-71 period.




APPENDIX I
1. Calculations for Selected Items, Table 33, page 103.

a) General Administration: 6% of total municipal ex-
- penditures.

L.5% is related to population growth

1.5% represents assessment expenditures

70% of assessment expenditures are for residential areas

1.05% varies with structural composition or residential

area

Assessment costs are 10 times as much per single-
detached house as per apartment unit.

1966 Distribution

73.3% single-detached houses x 10 = 733.0
26.7% apartment units x 1 = 26.7
100.0% 759.7 = 1.05

Case I (330 units as a % of 285 units)

85. go single~detachdd houses x 10 = 852.0
0.8% apartment units x 1 = é oL
115. 0.8 =1.22
Case IT (333 units as a % of 285 units)
80.4% single-detached houses x 10 = 804.0
6.4% apartment units x 1 = 6.
16. 404 = 1.16

1966 Distribution: all other assessment and administration
costs = 4.95% of total municipal expenditure and are related
to population growth (15.1%)
1971 (Cases I and II) “

.95 x 1.15 = 5.70

126.
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Total Annual General Administration expenses:

1966: 1.05 + L.95 = 6.,00%
Case I: 1.22 + 5.70 =6,92%
Case II: 1.16 # 5,70 = 6.86%

b) Pﬁblic Works Maintenance: 7.5% of total municipal
expenditures.

5.25% applies to residential areas
2.25% applies to industrial areas

Annual Costs: (see page 43)

Apartment Units $2.08 per unit
Single-detached Houses $17.27 per unit

1966 annual cost $376,751 = 5.25%
Case I annual cost $436,238 = 6.07%
Case II annuval cost $417,115 = 5,80%

Commercial and industrial costs are related to population
growth (15.1%)

1966 annual cost: 2.25%
1971 annual cost: 2.59%

Total Annual Public Works Maintenance costs:

1966:  5.25% + 2.25% = 7.50%
Case I: 6.07% + 2.59% = 8.66%

Case II: 5.80% + 2.59% = 8.,39%

c¢) Fire Protection: L .50% of total municipal expenditures

3.15% applies to residential areas and is related to
the number of dwellings to be protected.

1.35% applies to industrial and commercial areas and
is related to population growth.

Residential
1966: 3.15%

Case I: (15.8% increase in dwellings) 3.65
Case II: (16.8% increase in dwellings) 3.68
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Commercial and Industrial

Case I and CasevII: (15.1% population increase): 1.55%

Total Annual Fire.Protection'Expenditures

1966+ 3.15% + 1.35% = L.50%
Case I: 3.65% % 1.55% = 5,20%
= 5.23%

Case II: 3.68% + 1.55%
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Calculations for Selected Items, Table 39, page 122.

1. DMunicipal property and Improvements Taxation: 67% of
Total Municipal Revenue.

Values are based on cost figures derived from housing
models. (See Table 1k, page 29)

a) 1966 Residential Tax Base

Single-detached (209) Improvements (x .75) = 2,450,000

Land (x 1.00) = 732,000
Apartments (76) Improvements (x .75) = 661,000
. Land (x 1.00) = 39,000 ‘
Total Tax Base: 3,882,000 %

b) Case I: Residential Tax Base

Single-detached (242) Improvements (x .75) = 2,840,000 |

Land (x 1.00) = 847,000

Apartments (88) Improvéments (x .75) = 766,000
© " Land (x 1.00) = 15,000

Total Tax Base: 4,498,000

c¢) Case II: Residential Tax Base

Single-detached (229) Improvements (x .75) = 2,680,000

Land (x 1.00) = 802,000

Apartments (104) Improvements (x .75) = 906,000
Land (x 1.00) = 54,000

Total Tax Base: L, 448,000

d) 70% of Property and Improvement Taxation revenue is

forthcoming from the residential area. (46.9% out of 67.0%)

129.
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c) 1966 Tax Base: 3,882,000 = 46.90%
Case I Tax Base: $4,498,000 = 54.40%
Case II Tax Base: $4,448,000 = 53.80%

d) The remaining 20.1% of such revenue comes from
commercial and industrial sources and is assumed to be re-

lated to population growth.

1966 Commercial and Industrial Tax Basef : - 20.10
Case I and Case II Commercial and Industrial

Tax Base: 23.05

e) Total Tax Bases:

1966: 4L6.90 + 20.10 = 67.00%
Case I: 54,40 + 23.05 = 77.45%
Case II: 53,80 + 23.05 = 76.85%
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