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Summary 
 
Where will Calgary grow in the future?  Will it grow by dispersion – the new word for sprawl – 
moving outward into more subdivisions?  Or will it grow through completing and re-developing 
existing communities – both old and new?  These are questions City Council will answer 
beginning this month when it finalizes the City budget for the next four years. 

Current Situation 
Subsidized by the City of Calgary, new subdivisions have historically captured virtually all 
population growth in Calgary.  Population in most existing communities has declined. 
 
Concerned about the City’s financial situation, City Council developed a systematic approach 
to managing growth called the Framework for Growth and Change.  Using the Framework, 
Council ranked potential growth areas as to when they should receive funding for roads, fire 
stations, and other physical infrastructure.  Lands in both Developed Areas and Developing 
Areas (new subdivisions) were included. 

Advantages of Developed vs. Developing Areas 
Developing Areas are not competitive with Developed Areas in terms of meeting the 
Framework’s post-development criteria, particularly in terms of creating complete 
communities and providing the best return on the investment of tax dollars.  Using tax dollars to 
service new subdivisions in Developing Areas might be helpful if, near term, population growth is 
expected to reach a level that can not be met within existing communities.   

Growth Capacity in Developed Areas 
There is sufficient land supply in existing communities to meet projected short-term 
population growth for Developed Areas and potentially attract a significant portion of 
the growth currently predicted for Developing Areas.  However, over the next four years, new 
subdivisions in Developing Areas might be needed.   

Serviced Land Requirements in Developing Areas 
The City has projected that new subdivisions will require a five-year serviced land supply 
of 2,232 hectares.  Based on current trends, we estimate instead that between 1,244 and 
1,599 hectares of serviced land will be needed, well below the 1,769 hectares that the City has 
already serviced for new subdivisions.  No additional serviced land for new subdivisions needs to 
be approved at this time. 
 
Some landowners have made proposals to advance the timing of new subdivisions on 
unserviced land.  These proposals provide few benefits to the City, entail significant risks, and 
would require the City to assume at least $62 million more debt.   

Improving the Competitiveness of New Subdivisions 
The proposals landowners have made for advancing the timing of new subdivisions will 
not help them receive City services under the Framework.  However, we found there are 
many feasible and beneficial methods landowners can use to improve the chances of having 
their land serviced.  These methods are detailed in Table 6.   

Other Considerations 
We have also reviewed other issues such as population forecasts and housing 
affordability that may be raised during debate on funding new subdivisions.   
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Our Recommendations 
We have the following recommendations for City Council to implement as part of the 
new budget for the City: 
 

a) By the end of 2017, eliminate all City financing and funding of infrastructure to service 
and accommodate new subdivisions. 
 
Financial support for new subdivisions has distorted the housing market and is no longer a 
sensible approach to managing growth.   
 
This recommendation does not mean that no new subdivisions will be built.  Just that 
those that are built will be fully funded in ways that do not require a financial contribution 
from existing City taxpayers. 
 

b) Provide sufficient funding to determine, by the end of 2015, the growth capacity of 
existing communities. 
 

c) Provide sufficient funding for a “Complete Communities Program” that, by the end of 
2016, will allow each existing community, if it wishes, to develop its own growth 
management plan. 
 
Communities need greater certainty and should have the option of building a 
community-led growth management plan – even if the plan simply maintains the status 
quo.  Only the City can make that happen. 
 
As well, City Council’s ability to accurately assess the need for new subdivisions has been 
thwarted by a lack of information on the growth capacity of existing communities, the 
steps required to complete those communities, and the readiness for re-development 
among communities.  Some progress has been made.  These recommendations will 
complete the job.  In the meantime, the City is in good shape in terms of serviced land 
for new subdivisions.   
 

d) Do not, at this time, approve or include in the budget financing or funding for proposals 
that advance the timing for new subdivisions in Developing Areas. 
 
More serviced land for new subdivisions is unnecessary prior to 2019. 
 

e) In the future, evaluate each financing and funding proposal for a new subdivision in 
Developing Areas according to the criteria in the Framework for Growth and Change and 
approve the proposal only if doing so will not deny funding to or approval of 
development on land that ranks higher on a combined priority list for both Developed 
and Developing Areas. 
 
The greatest strength of the Framework is that it uses one, systematic method for 
evaluating potential areas for development or re-development.  It uses criteria critical to 
business-like management of growth, tax dollars, and risk.  No area or landowner 
receives preferential treatment.  Taxpayers, communities, and investors get a fair deal 
and the best growth environment within City Council’s capability. 

Section 8 
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1. Introduction 
 
We took on this project to better understand how population growth can be accommodated in 
Calgary and find ways in which municipal services for new subdivisions could be financed in a 
more financially responsible and sustainable manner.  We accomplished that goal, finding there 
are many currently available, feasible, and beneficial methods for ensuring that new subdivisions 
meet the City’s growth management objectives.  In the process, we were able to more clearly 
define the need for and desirability of new subdivisions. 

2. What is the current situation? 
 
To determine how population growth can be accommodated and how best to finance 
municipal services for new subdivisions, we needed to first understand how growth is currently 
managed in Calgary. 
 
In the past, virtually all population growth in Calgary has been in new subdivisions.  Few existing 
communities have grown in population once they were initially built out.  Most, in fact, have 
seen a decline in population.  The latest data from the City of Calgary shows that only sixteen 
out of 176 communities in Calgary are at their peak population.1 
 
The City of Calgary has projected that most of the population growth in Calgary over the next 
five years will occur in new subdivisions.  To be approved and built, new subdivisions will need 
the City to provide physical infrastructure such as roads, transit, police stations, fire stations, and 
water and sewer lines as well as other services including police and fire personnel, social 
services, and bylaw enforcement.   
 
The physical infrastructure to provide City services to new subdivisions is currently paid through 
cost-sharing agreements between the City and developers.  Based on the City’s data, we 
estimate that the City’s share of capital costs for servicing new subdivisions will total $400 million 
for the five years from 2011 to 2015 (Figure 1 and Appendix A).  In terms of operating costs, 
according to the City, typical, recently-developed residential subdivisions require $19 million per 
year.  It will take 25 to 30 years for residents of new subdivisions to pay back the operating and 
capital contributions from the City.2   
 
This is similar to what the City of Edmonton found.  When they did a more detailed analysis of 
new and developing areas, they discovered that only one – a subdivision with substantial 
commercial development – will pay its way.  The other 16 subdivisions will pay back only 71¢ for 
every dollar the City of Edmonton spends during the first 30 years.  After that, the payback drops 
to 52¢ on the dollar as a subdivision’s infrastructure ages and needs rehabilitation and 
replacement.3  
 
As a result, new subdivisions require long-term capital and operating subsidies.  These subsidies 
may never be repaid from the taxes, user fees, etc. that the residents and businesses in the 
subdivision pay.   
 

1  City of Calgary, Developed Areas Growth & Change 2010, pp. 86-87 
2  Calgary City Council, Special Meeting, April 7, 2014, Item 2.1.3, video, 1:51:03 
3  Calculated based on City of Edmonton, “Costs and Revenues for New Areas” 
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The City of Calgary faces a $7 billion infrastructure funding shortfall by 2023, not including the 
cost of the 2013 flood and $13 billion for Calgary Transit’s Route Ahead program.4  The City is also 
facing a significant shortfall in terms of balancing its budget for the next four years.5  The 
subsidies for new subdivisions have contributed to these shortfalls by shrinking the amount of 
money available to meet other needs and transferring wealth from existing communities.  
Although all communities probably benefited from subsidies of some sort when they were first 
built, Calgary has, in our view, passed the point where subsidies for new subdivisions are a wise 
investment of tax dollars.  In our view, the long time required to repay the City’s costs – if they 
can ever be repaid – makes subsidies for new subdivisions a luxury we can no longer afford. 
 
Concerned about the City’s financial situation, including the cost of servicing new subdivisions, 
City Council developed a systematic approach to the management of growth.  Approved by 
Council in December, 2013, the cornerstone of the system is the Framework for Growth and 
Change.  The objectives of the Framework are to:6 
 

• Enhance fiscally responsible decision making 
• Align future capital and operating budgets 
• Provide greater certainty for the development industry 

4  City of Calgary, 2013 Infrastructure Status Report, 
5  Calgary City Council, Special Strategic Planning Meeting, October 27, 2014, video, 00:25:08 and Jason Markusoff, 

“Calgary tax increases not enough to cover growth costs, Council told,” Calgary Herald, October 28, 2014 
6  City of Calgary, “Understanding growth management” 

Figure 1
City of Calgary's and Developers' Share 

of Capital Costs for New Subdivisions 
(2011-2015)
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• “Old Development Agreements” refer 
to City-developer agreements in place 
prior to 2011.   The City’s share of costs is 
much higher for subdivisions approved 
at the pre-2011 rates. 

• “2011 Phase-In” refers to a special 
exemption which allowed 400 hectares 
of new subdivisions to be serviced at the 
pre-2011 rates 

• “Regular Rates” refer to the new rates 
approved in 2011 which included a 
smaller share of costs for the City. 
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• Promote the goals and objectives of the Municipal Development Plan with regards to 
developing communities with complete services sooner, and reach the overall goals of 
population growth in the developed and developing areas 

• Provide the appropriate level of industrial serviced land. 
 
The Framework is “a deliberate and integrated use of planning, regulatory and fiscal authority … 
to influence the pattern & timing of growth and redevelopment in order to accommodate 
development that achieves broad public goals.”7  If the Framework is successful, all communities 
will have enough infrastructure funding now and in the future and, as quickly as possible, will 
grow to become complete communities.  The Framework is a major step forward for the City 
toward achieving orderly and cost-effective accommodation of growth. 
 
The Framework prioritized potential growth areas city-wide based on alignment with the 
Municipal Development Plan.  Nine criteria were used to rank the areas: 
 

• Access to Transit 
• Capacity of Existing Infrastructure 
• City-Funded Costs 
• Readiness to Proceed 
• Employment Opportunities 
• Community Services in Place 
• Planning in Place (Land Supply) 
• Innovation 
• Contiguous Growth 

 
The ranking resulted in three priority lists, one each for Developed Areas (existing communities as 
of 20058), Developing Areas (new subdivisions), and Industrial Areas.  Using the priority lists, 
potential growth areas were then ranked on sequencing lists for future municipal infrastructure 
investment.  These sequencing lists were used to schedule capital investment for growth during 
2015-2018 (Action Plan) and 2019-2024 (remainder of 10 Year Capital Plan).9 
 
Some Developing Area landowners have received tentative approval to advance the timing of 
infrastructure construction for their lands in the City budget.  The landowners’ proposals involve 
Construction and Financing Agreements (CFAs) under which developers would initially pay for 
the required infrastructure and then be repaid by the City.  The City’s debt would increase by at 
least $62 million and, to allow that level of borrowing, the City’s debt servicing limit for 
stormwater would have to be raised again, an increase of almost a third in less than six months.10  
The benefits, costs, and risks of the proposed CFAs are examined in Section 5. 
  

7  “Understanding growth management” 
8  The definition of Developed Areas comes from the Municipal Development Plan.  In our view, homes already built or 

under construction in the Developing Areas are existing communities and should receive the same consideration 
from the City as communities in Developed Areas in terms of completing communities and paying the financial 
costs of growth. 

9  Although three sequencing lists were prepared, there is only one City budget.  To have a level playing field for 
developing the City’s budget, the lists for Developed and Developing Areas must be considered together. 

10  City of Calgary, Priorities and Finance Committee Meeting, October 28, 2014, Item 3.2, Advancing Growth: East and 
West Keystone Financing and Funding Proposals, PFC2014-0844, p. 3 and Calgary City Council, Special Strategic 
Planning Meeting of Council, October 27, 2014, Chief Financial Officer’s Report: City Finance and Investment, p. 18 
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3. What are the advantages to the City of Calgary of investing in 
Developed and Developing Areas? 

 
To judge how best to invest in municipal infrastructure, we needed to identify the advantages to 
Calgary of building new subdivisions in Developing Areas vs. supporting existing communities in 
Developed Areas.  To do that we used the criteria from the Framework for Growth and Change. 
 
Developing Areas of the city generally score well on the pre-development criteria set out in the 
Framework (Figure 2).  An assumption made by the City is that an area that scores high on the 
pre-development criteria will proceed more quickly.  As result, providing public funds to service 
Developing Areas might be helpful if, near term, population growth is expected to reach a level 
that can not be met within Developed Areas.   
 
Developing Areas, however, do not – post-development – provide the return on public 
investment expected from City Council (Figure 3).  Compared to Developed Areas, new 
subdivisions cost more to service, generate less tax revenue, provide poorer access to jobs and 
transit, and support fewer community services.  Out of 39 areas considered, no proposed 
subdivisions ranked in the top ten based on post-development criteria.  Only one made it into 
the top fifteen.  In terms of meeting the City’s growth objectives, creating complete 
communities, and providing the best return on infrastructure investment from the City, 
Developing Areas are not competitive with Developed Areas. 

4. Is population growth expected to reach a level that can not be met 
within Developed Areas? 

 
Unless there is a pressing need for development of any kind, then it is prudent and less risky to 
invest tax dollars in Developed Areas.  Before funding for new subdivisions is approved, it is 
necessary to determine if population growth can be accommodated within Developed Areas.   
 
Doing so may be prudent, but not easy.  The City of Calgary has only recently started estimating 
how much growth can be accommodated in Developed Areas.  Although rudimentary, the 
available information indicates there is sufficient land supply in existing communities to meet 
projected short-term population growth for Developed Areas and potentially attract a 
significant portion of the growth currently predicted for Developing Areas.   
 
Over the next five years, the City has forecasted that 9,900 people will move to Developed 
Areas.11  The Developed Areas population forecast, though, is low since it is based on the 
assumption that only 8% of the growth will occur in new subdivisions rather than the current trend 
of 13%.  This trend means population growth in Developed Areas over the next five years would 
be just over 16,000.  However, as discuss in Section 5, we expect the five-year increase in 
Developed Areas population will be between 33,000 and 42,000.  The question is: Is there 
sufficient capacity to accommodate a Developed Areas population increase between 10,000 
and 42,000? 
 
There are various ways to look at whether land supply in Developed Areas is capable of 
accommodating 10,000 to 42,000 people.    

11  City of Calgary, Suburban Residential Growth 2014-2018, pp. 1-18 & 1-19.  The data, assumptions, and analysis 
behind the numbers referenced here are provided in that report. 
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Source: “Sequenced Lists for Prioritized Growth Areas,” Item 4.9, Attachment 1 

0.0 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0

Evanston - Remaining Development
Mahogany - Remaining Development

Silverado - Remaining Development
Skyview Ranch - Remaining Development

Saddleridge Savannah
Sage Hill - Remaining Development
Walden - Remaining Development

Redstone - Remaining Development
Legacy

Keystone Hills Area Structure Plan
West Macleod Area Structure Plan

Chinook Station Area Plan
Brentwood Station Area Redevelopment Plan
Westbrook Village Area Redevelopment Plan

Northeast Regional Policy Plan ASP: A
West View Area Structure Plan
Belvedere Area Structure Plan

Calgary West Area Structure Plan
South Shepard Area Structure Plan

Centre City Plan (including Beltline)
East Silverado

Springbank Hill - Remaining Development
West Regional Context Study Cell B

North Regional Context Study Cells C and D
Southeast Planning Area Regional Policy Plan Cells C and D

West Village Area Redevelopment Plan
Hillhurst/Sunnyside Area Redevelopment Plan

West Springs - Remaining Development
Canada Olympic Park and Adjacent Lands Area Structure…

Marda Loop Area Redevelopment Plan
Providence Area Structure Plan

SSCAP - Stadium Shopping Centre
16 Avenue North Urban Corridor Area Redevelopment

Banff Trail Area Redevelopment Plan
Southeast 17 Corridor Land Use and Urban Design Concept

50 Avenue Area Redevelopment Plan
Midnapore 2 Area Structure Plan Amendment (Shawnee…

Fish Creek/Lacombe Station Area
Anderson Station Area

Figure 2
Framework for Growth & Change

Ranking Based on Pre-Development Criteria

 

Developed Area 
 
Developing Area 
 
Based on Framework for Growth & Change 
scores & weightings.  Pre-development 
criteria are “Readiness to Proceed” & 
“Planning in Place (Land Supply).” 

Score 
(Maximum score = 5) 
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Source: “Sequenced Lists for Prioritized Growth Areas,” Item 4.9, Attachment 1 
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West View Area Structure Plan
North Regional Context Study Cells C and D

Calgary West Area Structure Plan
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Providence Area Structure Plan
Silverado - Remaining Development

Figure 3
Framework for Growth & Change

Ranking Based on Post-Development Criteria

 

Developed Area 
 
Developing Area 
 
Based on Framework for Growth & Change 
scores & weightings.  Post-development 
criteria are “Access to Transit,” “Capacity of 
Existing Infrastructure,” “City-Funded Costs,” 
“Employment Opportunities,” “Community 
Services in Place,” “Innovation,” and 
“Contiguous Growth” 

Score 
(Maximum score = 5) 

6  

http://agendaminutes.calgary.ca/sirepub/mtgviewer.aspx?meetid=1284&doctype=AGENDA


a) Peak Population:  Using peak population in existing communities since 1968, there is 
capacity for 86,000 more people in Developed Areas.12  In some situations, as with the 
main sewer line in Bowness,13 short-sighted planning or inadequate funding has 
overloaded existing infrastructure.  In those situations – as is being done in Bowness, 
infrastructure upgrades will be required to accommodate additional population. 

 
For the remainder of communities, infrastructure is already in place.  We can not be 
precise as to how many people would be accommodated, particularly because of 
declining household size.  However, unless – like in Bowness – City services in communities 
lack capacity, there is substantial serviced land in Developed Areas. 

 

b) Planning in Place: It is estimated that, without making further planning decisions, it is 
possible to meet two-thirds to three-quarters of the City’s 2039 growth target for 
Developed Areas.14  This works out to an average of 26,000 to 29,000 people every five 
years.  The City has not yet worked with existing communities to determine how much 
growth could be accommodated in a community-compatible manner.  However, the 
capacity to absorb a substantial amount of population growth in Developed Areas over 
the next five years is a reasonable assumption. 
 

c) Framework Analysis: The Framework for Growth and Change included examination of 
fifteen Developed Area communities in terms of their capacity for growth.15  Those 
communities can currently accommodate 181,000 more people.  Based on the City’s 
estimate of build-out rates, those areas will add, on average, 7,442 people every year.  
Accounting for the different build-out rates, by 2039, population growth of 157,460 would 
occur in those areas – 82% of the City’s target.  The five-year average increase in 
population until 2039 would be 31,000. 
 
The City’s estimated build-out rates, though, are conservative since they are based on 
the assumption that new subdivisions will continue to draw the lion’s share of population 
growth.  The historical dominance of new subdivisions in attracting population, though, is 
due to the subdivision subsidies, the lack of a growth management system like the 
Framework, and a failure to consider the tax implications of servicing new subdivisions 
because suburban land development “thankfully never seems to stop.”16   
 
Although subdivision subsidies still exist, City Council has eliminated the other two reasons 
for the dominance of new subdivisions (lack of a growth management system and failure 
to consider tax implications).  This will reduce the privileged status new subdivisions have 
enjoyed at City Hall and result in faster build-out rates for existing communities.  The 
annual growth in population in those fifteen communities should be significantly greater 
than estimated. 
 

12 Developed Areas Growth & Change 2010, p. 86 
13  Jason Markusoff, “Sewer capacity crisis may flush growth plans in Calgary’s northwest,” Calgary Herald, June 10, 

2013 
14  City of Calgary, Developed Areas Growth & Change 2014 (draft), p. 3-6.  The City’s 2039 growth target for 

Developed Areas is 33% of total population growth or 192,000 people (p. 1-2).  Based on Local Area Plans that are 
compatible with the Municipal Development Plan or existing zoning, three types of land were considered: vacant 
land, underutilized land, and land with a higher zoning than the current land use. 

15  Planning and Urban Development Standing Policy Committee, PUD2013-0770, December 4, 2013, Item 4.9, 
Attachments 1 & 2 and City of Calgary, “City-Funded Leading Infrastructure Status in Selected Redevelopment 
Areas (2011).”  The City’s population projections mentioned above are based on all Developed Areas, not just the 
fifteen areas considered for the Framework. 

16  Calgary City Council, May 16, 2011, Regular Meeting, video, 01:33:31 and 2:16:55 
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More importantly, those fifteen communities are only a small portion of the growth 
potential in Developed Areas.  Each existing community, if it wishes, has the potential to 
accommodate additional growth – however large or small.   
 

d) A Level Playing Field for Consumer Choice: Developed Areas may not simply 
accommodate forecasted growth.  They may draw a substantial amount of growth 
away from Developing Areas.   
 
The capital and operating subsidies for new subdivisions have made it difficult for people 
to choose Developed Areas for their homes.  City Council has the ability to change the 
situation.   
 
We estimate the standard developer levies adopted in 2011 will, if maintained, shrink the 
new subdivision subsidy for capital costs to around $200 million for the next five year 
period.  The subdivision subsidy for operating costs is also under intense scrutiny as 
Council grapples with the upcoming budget.  City Council may eliminate the subdivision 
subsidies entirely.  Not only would Council free up hundreds of millions of dollars to 
improve service in Developed Areas, it would bring to an end the “socially engineered” 
consumer choice that has favored new subdivisions for so many years. 

 
If subdivision subsidies are reduced or eliminated, the real estate market will be a more 
level playing field, removing a significant constraint on consumer choice.  Developed 
Areas, compared to new subdivisions, will become more attractive.  More buyers will be 
able to find homes in existing communities, the City will put more effort into planning for 
community completion and community-compatible re-development, developers will 
respond with more Developed Area options, and Developed Area population will grow 
faster than projected. 
 
The current Municipal Development Plan (MDP) and the Framework for Growth and 
Change will also level the playing field.  Using the MDP and the Framework, the City will 
be able to focus on optimizing existing infrastructure rather than paying for more roads, 
water lines, etc. in Developing Areas.  This will have the same effect as removing or 
reducing the suburban subsidies: more Developed Area buyers, more community 
completion/re-development planning, more options, and more population growth.   
 
It is likely the greatest effect on consumer choice will be to close the gap between the 
demand for and availability of detached and semi-detached homes in Developed 
Areas.  Currently, three factors appear to be responsible.  First, absorption of new 
detached and semi-detached homes does not appear to be keeping pace with 
demand (Figure 4).  Second, older residents are – legitimately – remaining in their homes 
for various reasons including the familiarity and security of what they know and love, the 
effort required to “downsize,” and the lack of acceptable, affordable, and high-quality 
alternatives.  Third, there is a lack of proactive, streamlined planning for Developed Areas 
that will allow existing communities, along with developers, to plan for and participate in 
completing communities and identifying and implementing community-compatible re-
development. 
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e)  The New Normal of Urban Lifestyles: As 
Pricewaterhouse Cooper’s most recent 
Emerging Trends in Real Estate report has 
demonstrated, the trend toward urban 
lifestyles is the “new normal.”  People are 
increasingly wanting to live closer to where 
they work, where they shop, and where 
they have convenient access to the 
services they rely on.  This has, among other 
things, led to greater demand for housing 
“mid-downtown” and along major transit 
corridors, the rise of the “Superprime Asset 
Class” of real estate, and the decline of 
suburban office development and regional 
malls (including power centres) as quality 
investments.17 
 

Although the “new normal” of urban lifestyles, 
reduced subsidies, and implementation of the MDP and Framework will encourage increased 
population growth in Developed Areas, the size of the increase is not known.  The City has not 
yet collected the necessary data and applied the required methodology.18   
 
However, it is probable that, if Developed Areas are allowed to compete on a level playing 
field, they will attract more population than what the City has projected.  The key will be if the 
City can focus on and encourage community completion and community-compatible re-
development for the communities we already have.  Community-led studies sponsored by the 
Federation of Calgary Communities and the University of Calgary have shown that people want 
to strengthen their communities and are receptive to considering community-compatible re-
development, especially at activity centres and along urban corridors.19 

Developers and builders are making headway in community-compatible re-development.  City 
Council has also contributed to the effort through the Framework for Growth and Change, 
recognition of the tax implications of new subdivisions, encouragement of aging in place and 
living closer to work, and reducing by half the standard subsidy for capital costs for new 
subdivisions. 

5. How much serviced land is needed to meet population projections for 
Developing Areas? 

 
There might be sufficient land supply in Developed Areas to accommodate all population 
growth in Calgary now and for the foreseeable future without building new subdivisions.20  

17  PricewaterhouseCoopers and Urban Land Institute, Emerging Trends in Real Estate: Canada and United States 2015, 
2014, pp. 3, 6, 8, & 14-16.  

18  The City’s current methodology for dividing population growth between Developed and Developing Areas is 
primarily “backcasting,” projecting past trends forward in time.  Some adjustments to trends are made – usually 
unexplained changes favoring more growth in Developing Areas.  The methodology does not explicitly take into 
account the influence of the suburban subsidies, the future influence of the MDP/Framework, and changes in house 
buying behavior in response to changes in factors such as government regulation, building costs, energy prices, and 
mobility.  See Appendix B for an illustration of a housing demand forecasting methodology that includes those 
factors. 

19  Federation of Calgary Communities, Urban Planning and Faculty of Environmental Design, Urban Lab 
20  There is also re-development that, over time, will occur in subdivisions that already exist in the Developing Areas.  

That capacity to absorb additional population will also reduce the need to build new subdivisions.  
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However, since the City has not done the required work, we assumed that – over the short-term 
– new subdivisions in Developing Areas might be needed.   
 
The City has for many years developed projections of population, housing starts, and land supply 
in Developing Areas.  The latest report covers the five-year period from 2014 to 2018.  It shows 
that the City’s suburban land supply targets can be comfortably met with 2,232 hectares of 
serviced suburban land.21 
 
However, the forecasted land supply requirements are too high because the assumptions 
behind the forecast are not in line with key trends. (Table 1).  We examined two scenarios to 
assess how applying the trends would change the land supply projections:  
 

• Scenario 1: Hold constant the City’s assumption about the suburban share of population 
growth while adjusting for the other trends 

• Scenario 2: Hold constant the City’s assumption about the suburban share of housing 
starts while adjusting for the other trends 

 
 

Table 1 
Suburban Land Supply Demand 

Assumptions vs. Key Trends22 
Factor City’s Assumption Trend 

Housing starts Housing starts were assumed to be 
equal to household formations 

Ten-year average housing starts are 
8.7% higher than household formations 

Suburban share of population 
growth 92% Five-year rolling average: 87% 

Suburban share of housing starts 70% Five-year trend: 60% 
New household occupancy rate: 
City-wide 2.14 Ten-year average: 2.51 

 
 
In both scenarios, the demand for serviced suburban land was reduced from the City’s forecast.  
However, the reduction in demand varied between the two scenarios, with a reduction in 
demand of 20% under Scenario 1 and 5% under Scenario 2.   
 
In our effort to understand the difference between the two scenarios, we concluded that 
making pre-determined judgements about the share of suburban population growth is not 
appropriate.  The share of suburban population growth should not be assumed in the analysis, 
but allowed to “float” instead.  Three factors led us to this conclusion: 
 

• As the latest Pricewaterhouse Cooper’s Emerging Trends in Real Estate report makes 
clear, there is an established and growing trend to urban rather than suburban living.23 
 

• The decline in the proportion of suburban housing starts has been gradual24 indicating 
that a significant change in that trend is unlikely. 

 

21  Suburban Residential Growth 2014-2018.   
22  Assumptions and trends are from City of Calgary, Suburban Residential Growth 2014-2018 and City of Calgary, 

Calgary & Region Economic Outlook 2013-2018 (Fall, 2013 - Revised 
23  PricewaterhouseCoopers and Urban Land Institute, Emerging Trends in Real Estate: Canada and United States 2015, 

2014 
24  Suburban Residential Growth 2014-2018, p. 1-32 
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• In contrast, the share of population growth in new subdivisions25 shows greater variation 
from year-to-year and in the previous two years was well below the 87% trend at 57% and 
67% respectively. 

 
Taking those factors into account, we developed a third scenario that did not assign a fixed 
value to suburban population growth while adjusting for the other trends.  The result is shown in 
Table 2 – a 44% reduction in the demand for serviced suburban land.   The City’s estimate of 
suburban land supply requirements drops from 2,232 hectares to 1,241 hectares, well below the 
1,769 hectares of undeveloped serviced suburban land already available.26   
 
 

Table 2 
Scenario 3 

Estimate of Demand for Serviced Suburban Land 
Calgary (2014-2018)27 

 
Population 

Growth 

Housing Starts 
(Household 

Formations +8.7%) 
Occupancy 

Rate 

Demand for 
Serviced 
Suburban 

Land 
(hectares) 

City-Wide 124,200 53,729 2.31  

Developing Areas 90,981 32,237 2.82 1,241 

Developed Areas 33,219 21,492 1.53  

 
 
The City has recently updated its population forecast for the city as a whole.  Even at that level 
of growth (Table 3), only 1,599 hectares of additional serviced land for new subdivisions will be 
needed prior to 2019.  Therefore, no additional serviced land for new subdivisions needs to be 
approved at this time. 
 
 

Table 3 
Scenario 3 at Fall, 2014 Forecast 

Estimate of Demand for Serviced Suburban Land 
Calgary (2014-2018)28 

 
Population 

Growth 

Housing Starts 
(Household 

Formations +8.7%) 
Occupancy 

Rate 

Demand for 
Serviced 
Suburban 

Land 
(hectares) 

City-Wide 160,000 69,216 2.31  

Developing Areas 117,206 41,530 2.82 1,599 

Developed Areas 42,794 27,686 1.53  

25  Suburban Residential Growth 2014-2018, p. 1-19 
26  Land that is serviced and subdivided or serviced with approved land use in place. 
27  The method for preparing this estimate was 1) Recalculate the original estimate of growth in household formations 

to reflect the trend in new household occupancy rate, 2) Recalculate housing starts by multiplying household 
formations by the trend in the difference between housing starts and household formations, 3) Recalculate the 
suburban housing starts to reflect the trend in the suburban share of housing starts, 4) Divide the revised suburban 
housing starts by the original estimate of suburban housing starts, and 5) Multiply the original estimate of serviced 
suburban land demand by the ratio of revised/original housing starts. 

28  City-wide population from City of Calgary, Calgary & Region Economic Outlook 2014-2019 (Fall, 2014).  Population 
for 2014 is actual to be consistent with Table 2. 
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Estimating future land supply is, of course, a complex problem.  There may be debate about 
whether the suburban land supply estimate will be as low as Scenario 3 predicts.  However, the 
evidence clearly points to a need for serviced suburban land supply that is lower than what the 
City has estimated.   
 
The most significant consequence of a lower estimate of serviced suburban land supply is that 
the Construction and Financing Agreements (CFAs) advanced by Developing Areas landowners 
are not needed prior to 2019, at a minimum.  Advancing construction of infrastructure for the 
areas affected would be an unwise investment of tax dollars. 
 
Nonetheless, members of the development industry may still advocate that City services for the 
lands covered by the CFAs be included in the new municipal budget.  They would argue that 
the CFAs are necessary to ease a perceived tight supply of serviced suburban land.   
 
Assuming that a case can be made that there is a tight supply of serviced suburban land, the 
question is: Would the CFAs be a good deal for the City and taxpayers?  The answer is no.  The 
CFAs provide very limited benefits to the City.  They merely delay the City’s capital investment in 
infrastructure while reducing the City’s capacity for debt and debt servicing.   
 
Because the City would have to assume at least $62 million more debt, the City’s debt servicing 
limit for stormwater will increase again, an increase of almost a third in less than six months.  The 
higher debt will reduce the City’s budgetary flexibility, preventing it from proceeding with other 
infrastructure investments dependent on debt-financing.  As well, the City risks more fragmented 
development, slower completion of communities, inefficient use of infrastructure, unsustainable 
operating costs, less green infrastructure, and increased pressure to approve even more 
suburban development.29  We agree with the City Manager that CFAs at this point are “not a 
tool we want to use in the future.”30  
 
More significantly, approval of the CFAs are being done outside of the Framework for Growth 
and Change.  If the CFAs had been evaluated under the Framework for Growth and Change, 
they would have certainly failed.  This is because, when the priority lists are combined, the lands 
in question rank low on the list of potential growth areas – well below most Developed Areas, on 
post-development criteria (Table 4).  Among the nine criteria set out in the Framework, only city-
funded costs are addressed by the CFAs and the cost reduction is small – a short delay in paying 
the infrastructure costs.   
 
 

Table 4 
Framework for Growth and Change Ranking 

for Areas Covered by Proposed Construction and Financing Agreements* 

Area Overall Ranking (Pre- & 
Post-Development) 

Post-Development 
Ranking 

Skyview Ranch - Remaining Development 5 14 
Keystone Hills Area Structure Plan 14 21 
Redstone - Remaining Development 18 28 
* Thirty-nine potential growth areas were examined for the Framework. 

 
 

29  City of Calgary, Priorities and Finance Committee Meeting, October 28, 2014, Item 3.2, Advancing Growth: East and 
West Keystone Financing and Funding Proposals, PFC2014-0844 and Calgary City Council, Regular Meeting of 
Council, June 23, 2014, Investing In Growth: Update on Alternate Funding and Financing, PUD2014-0490 

30  Calgary City Council, Special Strategic Planning Meeting, October 27, 2014, video, 01:55:16 
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The Framework is a systematic and orderly approach to development – in our view, something 
City Council should be proud of.  It should not be overridden. 
 
Aside from allowing these proposals to “jump the queue” to receive city services, approving the 
CFA proposals outside the Framework creates significant costs and risks to the City, taxpayers, 
and the people who would live in the new subdivisions.  To illustrate the problem, we calculated 
the cost per home of the $43 million debt that would be incurred with the proposals for the 
Keystone Hills land. 
 
Despite substantial upgrades to the water and sewer systems, housing in the Keystone Hills will be 
limited to a 1,400 “single-family equivalent” (SFE).  Development beyond that requires 
transportation upgrades that are not covered by the CFAs.31  The cost of the $43 million debt is 
$30,000 per home – without accounting for other costs.  Higher density development might allow 
more houses to be built.  To determine how much the cost per home might be reduced with 
higher density, we assumed a proportion of detached homes similar to the highest density 
wards.  Based on that assumption, the cost per home will still be more than $20,000. (Table 5) 
 
 

Table 5 
Alternate Estimates of Per Unit Infrastructure Cost 
Keystone Hills Financing and Funding Proposals 

 

Single-Family 
Equivalent 

Highest Density 
Wards City of 

Calgary* 

% of Detached Homes 

100% 45% 

  

 Population  

Detached Homes 4,620  2,090 

Other Homes  2,530 

  

 Number of Homes  

Detached Homes 1,400  633 

Other Homes  1,331 

Total Homes 1,400  1,964 

   

Cost per Home $30,714  $21,883 
* Based on the 2014 Civic Census, wards were divided based on the percentage 

of detached homes with seven wards in each category.  Wards with the lowest 
percentages of detached homes were classified the highest density wards.  They 
are Wards 1 and 6-11. 

 
 
More housing could be built if transportation is upgraded, but those upgrades are a long time 
away and will require even more money from the City.  If City Council creates a level playing 

31  City of Calgary, Priorities and Finance Committee Meeting, October 28, 2014, Item 3.2, Advancing Growth: East and 
West Keystone Financing and Funding Proposals, PFC2014-0844, p. 3 
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field for housing between Developed and Developing Areas, the transportation upgrades may 
never happen.  The City and people who bought homes allowed under the CFAs will be 
committed to a costly, unfinished community for at least a decade or more.   
 
In the meantime, money will be flowing out of existing communities to subsidize the new 
subdivision, money that could have been used to help complete existing communities – 
especially the ones most recently developed – and aid in creating community-compatible re-
development.  It will be a continuation of the vicious cycle of servicing more new subdivisions, 
yet – because money has already been spent on new subdivisions – not being able to 
rehabilitate and expand in a timely fashion existing infrastructure such as water and sewer lines, 
upgrade services such as transit, and take advantage of the growth potential in Developed 
Areas. 
 
The risks exposed by the Keystone CFAs are particularly significant in Calgary.  Our resource-
dependent economy is vulnerable to dramatic ups and downs, sometimes plunging from boom 
to bust in a very short period.  The City must be very careful with public investments to ensure 
that the services the City provides can be paid for even when our economy takes a downturn.   
 
The CFAs are debt, plain and simple.  As City Council has made clear in developing the 
Framework, we must ensure that risks are transferred from taxpayers to those who will benefit 
from developing new subdivisions.  The CFAs have not achieved that objective. 
 
In the end, though, CFA proponents may argue that more serviced suburban land is needed as 
a buffer to guarantee that the City’s suburban land supply targets and “consumer choice” will 
be met.  If that is the case, then it is the responsibility of developers to bring to Council proposals 
that will ensure the targets are met without imposing costs and risks on the City and its taxpayers.  
City Council should not be tempted to do what developers say they can do better: assess and 
deliver what it takes to satisfy consumer choice.  

6. What can be done to improve the competiveness of new subdivisions 
to accommodate population growth? 

 
More owners of land in Developing Areas have expressed an interest in escalating servicing for 
their lands.32  It is, of course, not the City of Calgary’s responsibility to promote new subdivisions.  
The City has done all it can: subsidized new subdivisions, exhaustively analyzed and scrupulously 
maintained a generous supply of serviced land for new subdivisions, and, under the Framework 
for Growth and Change, created clear, common sense criteria for new subdivisions to gain 
approval.  It is now up to Developing Areas landowners to rise to the challenge.   
 
To advance their lands on the Framework’s sequencing lists, Developing Areas landowners need 
to find better ways to improve their chances of having their land serviced.  Except for 
substantially increasing densities beyond what is required by the City, all of those options require 
more innovative financial proposals from landowners. 
 
The most obvious financial method to begin meeting the challenge facing landowners who 
want to develop new subdivisions is for a landowner – without reimbursement from the City – to 
pay some or all of the cost of infrastructure covered by Construction and Financing Agreements.  
This would decrease, possibly eliminate the City’s financial burden and improve the Framework 
score for the area in question. 

32  Calgary City Council, Special Strategic Planning Meeting, October 27, 2014, video, beginning at 01:28:36 
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Unreimbursed CFA costs would be particularly appropriate for water and sewer services which 
account for the $62 million debt required for the CFA proposals discussed above.  For lands 
covered by previous Standard Development Agreements, a developer is not charged for water 
and sewer infrastructure.  Under the current Standard Development Agreement, only half the 
cost of water and sewer infrastructure is paid.  Having developers pay upfront for the necessary 
water and sewer services for their lands would be fair – recovering costs that, in our view, should 
have been paid by developers anyway. 
 
There are several other ways the City’s objectives could be met and an area’s Framework score 
improved.  The more promising, currently available methods are shown in Table 6.  Listed below 
are a few examples to illustrate how new subdivisions could be made more competitive as a 
place for future growth to occur: 
 

• Assessment Sub-Classes: The City can charge differential property taxes for 
residential land and use the money for whatever purposes it wishes.  A developer could 
request that the City apply such a surcharge.  The money could then be used, for 
example, to increase bylaw enforcement in an area or underwrite a reserve fund to pay 
for future rehabilitation and replacement of infrastructure within the community. 
 

• Developer Levies: Developer levies assessed by the City could be increased to cover 
the full, life-cycle costs of City infrastructure, be collected sooner, and/or be governed 
by a performance bond regarding timely completion of a subdivision and compliance 
with requirements for such things as construction and environmental requirements.  Each 
of these options for changing the way developer levies are handled are available for a 
developer to propose. 
 

• Residents’ (or Homeowners’) Association: Residents’ Associations are established by 
developers to provide a higher level of facilities or services beyond what the City 
normally provides.  Each household is required to pay a fee to cover the costs.  Currently, 
Residents’ Associations pay for parks and recreation facilities, operations, and 
maintenance.  A developer could establish a Residents’ Association with an expanded 
mandate to, for example, finance improved bus service in the community or, under 
agreement with a school board, top up the money required to build an elementary 
school. 
 

• Tiered User Fees: Tiered user fees require a consumer to pay a higher percentage 
rate for consuming more of a service.  A developer could request the City to institute 
tiered fees in a community.  Tiered fees would be particularly appropriate for water and 
sewer services.33 

 
Options such as those, if carefully crafted, could increase the chances of a developer’s land 
being approved and serviced as a new subdivision.  There is no guarantee of a developer 
receiving approval.  The City must invest wisely to accommodate growth while, at the same 
time, minimizing the tax burden on Calgarians, completing existing communities, and maximizing 
the City’s investment in infrastructure and services.  With many existing communities struggling to 
become complete communities and a heavy investment in the infrastructure that is already in   

33  Currently, City of Calgary Utilities is not pursuing this option because “Ideally, each customer would have their own 
unique rate based on their specific property and service requirements. However, it is not practical to implement and 
track individual rate structures for hundreds of thousands of customers; nor is that approach practiced in the 
industry.”  City of Calgary, Combined Meeting of Council, October 6, 2014, 2014 Water and Wastewater Cost of 
Service Study: Findings and Recommendations, p. 4 

15  

                                                      

http://agendaminutes.calgary.ca/sirepub/mtgviewer.aspx?meetid=1345&doctype=AGENDA


Table 6 
Funding Methods for Meeting City Growth Management Objectives 

Method Notes 
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Assessment sub-classes 

• This allows the City to charge differential 
property taxes for residential land. 

• Sub-classes can be created for any purpose 
Council deems appropriate. 

          

Construction and 
financing agreements 

• Developer pays all or some costs for 
infrastructure without reimbursement.             

Conditions of approval 

• Agreement with developer to provide 
improvements or meet requirements.  Used for 
roads, pedestrian walkways, public utilities, 
and public transportation 

          

Debt (developer) • Developer assumes all or some of the debt for 
City infrastructure without reimbursement.           

Developer (offsite) 
levies – increased 

• Negotiated with developers.  Covers 
transportation, water, sewer, stormwater, & 
other  infrastructure 

          

Developer (offsite) 
levies – earlier payment 

• Developer levies are paid at the end of 
development.  Slow development or 
abandonment of a subdivision means less 
money for the City and transfers the risk to 
taxpayers. 

          

Developer performance 
bond 

• “Leading” infrastructure (e.g., roads and 
water lines) must be in place before the first 
house is completed.  Slow development or 
abandonment of a subdivision means less tax 
revenue and increases the risk of stranded or 
underperforming City assets. A performance 
bond would include timing and completion 
requirements with forfeiture and/or penalties 
for non-compliance. 

          

Local improvement 
bylaw 

• Generally used for construction of sidewalks & 
lanes.  Time limited.  City’s portion of costs: 
50% for residential and 25% for commercial 

          
Parking stall surcharge 
(commercial) • Tax on each commercial parking stall           
Provincial or federal 
funding (developer-
initiated) 

• Additional funding from senior levels of 
government.           

Residents’/ 
homeowners’ 
associations 

• Currently used for parks/recreation facilities, 
operations, & maintenance 

• Any disbanding of an association would need 
to have approval from the City. 

• Penalties would need to apply in the case of 
default or mismanagement. 

          

Special taxes 

• Requires annual approval & annual updates 
to include new parcels.   

• Currently used for maintenance of boulevards 
& common areas. 

          
User fees – increased • Charge higher fees for residents of new 

subdivisions           

User fees – tiered • Fees or rates increase with amount of 
use/consumption           

Utility connection fee • One-time charge to hook up a home           
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place, the City would have to receive a very advantageous offer to change its sequencing lists.  
It is up to landowners to make the City an offer it can’t refuse. 

7. Are there other considerations that may influence the City’s decision 
on servicing new subdivisions? 

 
Several issues have been raised that might influence City Council when deciding whether or not 
to advance land higher on the sequencing lists.  These include: 
 

• Housing Affordability: Some developers have argued that the City’s policies on growth 
management will reduce housing affordability.  Instead, they are talking about lifestyle 
affordability.  It would be unwise for the City to feel obliged to service development for 
housing that is a matter of preference rather than need.  It would also be a disservice to 
those who already live in Calgary and whose taxes would be used to subsidize certain 
lifestyles at the expense of their communities. 
 
For the City, the Municipal Development Plan is clear on how housing affordability should 
be addressed.  This means enough land supply for “Housing that meets the needs of 
households earning 65 per cent or less of the median household income in Calgary that 
are spending 30 per cent or more of their gross annual household income on shelter” 
(MDP, p. 6-2).  This is Council’s responsibility, nothing more, nothing less.   
 
In terms of lifestyle affordability, Calgary is among the most affordable Canadian cities in 
terms of housing.  (Figure 5)  As well, although growth in prices in major markets like 
Calgary may partly offset improvements in affordability, houses in Calgary remain more 
affordable than the historical average.34 

 
It needs to be kept in mind that 
housing in new subdivisions is not a 
bargain for some people.  
Although the initial cost of 
accommodation might be less, 
the additional costs of a suburban 
lifestyle such as transportation and 
utilities often makes housing in 
new subdivisions more expensive 
than urban alternatives.35 
 
Meeting the demand for lifestyle 
affordability is something only the 
development community can do.  
That is where their expertise lies.  
Except for a chronically low rental 
vacancy rate and the lack of 

housing for those with low incomes, there have generally not been challenges to 

34  Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation, Housing Market Outlook: Canada Edition, Third Quarter 2014 and 
Allan Crawford and Umar Faruqui, “What Explains Trends in Household Debt in Canada,” Bank of Canada Review, 
Winter 2011-2012) 

35  See, for example, Noel Keough, Action Research on Transportation Housing Affordability, 2011 and Ray Tomalty and 
Murtaza Haider, Housing Affordability and Smart Growth in Calgary, 2008, pp. 47-48 
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affordability (Figure 6).  Even the 
2005-2007 housing price scare 
was short-lived and not a 
problem with regulatory 
constraints or lack of serviced 
land but a problem of rapidly 
rising demand and the capacity 
of the industry to respond in a 
timely fashion.36 
 

• Population Forecasts: Last 
month, Calgary’s City 
Administration released its latest 
economic outlook report 
predicting that population 
growth from 2015 to 2019 will 
average 30,000 per year, an 
increase of 5,000 per year over 
its previous forecast.37  City 
Administration has also advised 
City Council that growth 
approaching 40,000 per year – 
as occurred in 2013 and 2014 – 
may be the new reality, making 
the City’s financial problems 
much more difficult.38 

 
The City’s population forecasts have been criticized in the past for being too high or too 
low.  Figure 7 shows the City’s performance in making population forecasts.  On average 
(median), their forecasts have been low by 0.9%, a credible record.  Their long-range 
forecasts may also be getting better. 
 
Although we believe the downward pressure on oil prices and the Canadian dollar will 
dampen Calgary’s population growth, the City’s advice on the possibility of much higher 
population growth must be taken seriously.  Such a scenario makes it even more crucial 
that City Council protect taxpayers against unwise investments in services to 
accommodate growth.  Reining in the subsidies for new subdivisions and promoting 
community completion and community-compatible re-development in existing 
communities are essential ingredients in eliminating unnecessary cost and risk for 
taxpayers. 
 

• Spin-Off Benefits: It may be argued that new subdivisions will generate substantial 
spin-off benefits beyond the taxes the residents pay.  Things like secondary benefits, 
commercial revenue generated, and “expenditure multipliers” will be mentioned.  These 
include:  
 
 greater employment and purchases of locally produced goods and services  

36  Housing Affordability and Smart Growth in Calgary, pp. 46 and Section 4.  The response of the home-building 
industry to the 2005-2007 price scare made affordability worse.  As prices rose, builders shifted to building a higher 
proportion of homes for high-income earners (p. 38). 

37  City of Calgary, Calgary & Region Economic Outlook 2014-2019 (Fall, 2014) and Calgary & Region Economic 
Outlook 2014-2024 (Spring 2014) 

38  Special Strategic Planning Meeting, October 27, 2014, video, 00:25:08 
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 expenditures of those individuals deriving income from the development industry  
 maintaining and attracting a skilled and talented work force. 
 
As practitioners of benefit-cost analysis have demonstrated, virtually any expenditure of 
money will generate a similar amount of spin-off benefits.  The spin-off benefits of more 
income, jobs, locally-produced services, etc. will happen whether growth occurs in 
existing communities or new subdivisions. 

 
As well, as the City of Edmonton has noted, “since these broader economic benefits are 
largely in the form of higher incomes and revenues for business, they have a limited and 
indirect positive impact on funds available to the City.”  Instead, they boost revenues for 
the federal and provincial governments through taxes on income, sales, and business 
activities.39 
 

• Commercial Development: The subsidization of a new subdivision can be made to 
appear attractive if taxes from large commercial development such as a major 
shopping street or center in or adjacent to the subdivision are included in the benefit-
cost analysis.  Like arguing to include spin-off benefits, doing so is not appropriate.  As a 
spin-off benefit, commercial development will go where the population is.  Commercial 
development is a given if the customer base is there.  It may take different forms in 
Developed Areas vs. Developing Areas.  From the City’s point-of-view what is important is 

39  “Costs and Revenues for New Areas” 
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not whether commercial development occurs, but whether the residential development 
to support it is serviced in the most financially efficient and effective manner possible. 
 

• Federal-Provincial Funding: It may be argued that the City’s financial problems would 
be manageable – maybe eliminated entirely – if federal and provincial funding to the 
City reflected the amount of tax revenue those governments receive from residents and 
businesses in Calgary.  

 
As the City has demonstrated and other research has confirmed, there is a “fiscal 
imbalance” between the taxes sent to Ottawa and Edmonton and how much funding 
the City receives in return.40  Increased federal and provincial funding – something we 
support – would certainly help ease the strain on City finances. 
 
However, in terms of financing and funding new subdivisions, increased federal and 
provincial funding is a red herring.  New subdivisions will still be uncompetitive with 
Developed Areas.  More federal and provincial money used to build or benefit new 
subdivisions would merely be another form of subsidy. 
 
As well, it should be kept in mind that the City does not control how the federal and 
provincial governments would decide to use increased funding.  What Ottawa and 
Edmonton do may not be beneficial in terms of leveling the playing field between 
existing communities and new subdivisions.  As an example, the recent decision to 
commit an estimated $5 billion to build the southwest extension of the Ring Road means 
more funding for Calgary.  Yet, the southwest extension will be – as with all parts of the 
Ring Road – a major stimulus to and subsidy for new subdivision development, much of it 
outside Calgary. 
 

• Managing Growth Outside the Framework: It may be tempting to consider proposals for 
moving land higher on the sequencing lists as a short-term issue.  City Council might be 
encouraged to make ad-hoc decisions on the proposals without using the criteria in the 
Framework for Growth and Change. 

 
This would be unwise.  There will be many landowners now and in the future who want 
faster servicing of their land.  Ad-hoc decisions this year will set a precedent the City will 
find it very difficult to back away from. 
 
More importantly, the City’s investment dollars are limited.  If infrastructure investment is 
approved for an area lower on the sequencing list, another area higher on the list will 
lose out.  Such an end-run around the Framework is unfair to other developers and, 
because of the inevitable pressure to satisfy all developers affected, will likely result in 
infrastructure spending the City can not afford. 

 
The reality today is landowners in Developing Areas must compete with each other to 
receive the privilege of receiving City services.  The Framework for Growth and Change is 
the playing field on which that competition will occur.  To do otherwise and provide 
public money to service areas that do not meet Calgary’s needs will be a short-sighted, 
risky, and ill-advised investment and an unnecessary burden on taxpayers. 
 

40  City of Calgary, A Case of Fiscal Imbalance: The Calgary Experience, 2010, A Case of Vertical Fiscal Imbalance: The 
Calgary Experience(An Update), 2014, and Waxwing Synthesis and Resolution, “Is Financial Assistance to Alberta 
Municipalities Fair?” Moving Beyond Now – Calgary 2010, no. 2, September 27, 2010, p. 2 
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• Different Sequencing Lists: It might be assumed that having separate sequencing lists 
for Developed Areas and Developing Areas under the Framework for Growth and 
Change means that financing for new subdivisions should be considered in isolation from 
Developed Areas.  This is incorrect.  There is only one City budget, so the Developed and 
Developing Areas sequencing lists must be considered jointly.  To do otherwise is 
financially irresponsible. 

8. What are our recommendations? 
 
Based on what we have learned, we have the following recommendations for City Council to 
implement as part of the new budget for the City: 
 

a) By the end of 2017, eliminate all City financing and funding of infrastructure to service 
and accommodate new subdivisions. 
 
Past financial support for new subdivisions has distorted the housing market in Calgary.  
Because new subdivisions are not competitive with completing and re-developing 
existing communities, financial support from current taxpayers is no longer a sensible 
approach to managing growth. 
 
This does not mean that no new subdivisions will be built.  Just that those that are built will 
be fully funded in ways that do not require a financial contribution from existing City 
taxpayers. 
 

b) Provide sufficient funding to determine by the end of 2015 the growth capacity of existing 
communities. 
 

c) Provide sufficient funding for a “Complete Communities Program” that, by the end of 
2016, will allow each existing community, if it wishes, to develop its own growth 
management plan.  
 
City Council’s ability to accurately assess the need for new subdivisions has been 
thwarted by a lack of information on the growth capacity of existing communities, the 
steps required to complete those communities, and the readiness for re-development 
among communities.  Some progress has been made.  These recommendations will 
complete the job.  In the meantime, the City is in good shape in terms of serviced land 
for new subdivisions.   
 
The data gaps that stand in the way of determining the growth capacity of existing 
communities include: 
 

• whether acceptable, affordable, and high-quality options exist for “aging in 
place,”  

• the extent to which the “new normal” of urban lifestyles has taken hold,  
• the impact of rising labour and material costs on housing demand, and  
• as Bowness found, the existence of City services overwhelmed by short-sighted 

planning or inadequate funding.   
 

It is imperative that the City close these data gaps so that taxpayers will receive the most 
beneficial, least risky results from the City’s investments. 
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Many communities have concerns about growth that are specific to their area – worries 
about the negative effects of growth along with the challenge of attracting individuals 
and families who will support local businesses, schools, and community organizations.  
Those communities need greater certainty and should have the option of building a 
community-led growth management plan – even if the plan simply maintains the status 
quo.  Whether this happens through a new program or an extension of an existing 
programs such as “Main Streets,” two key elements are needed for success:  
 

• resources including funding and technical assistance and  
• a process that will bring together a community with City Administration and those 

with an interest in re-development.   
 

Only the City can make that happen. 

 
d)  Do not, at this time, approve or include in the budget financing or funding for proposals 

that advance the timing for new subdivisions in Developing Areas.   
 
More serviced land for new subdivisions is unnecessary prior to 2019. 
 

e) In the future, evaluate each financing and funding proposal for a new subdivision in 
Developing Areas according to the criteria in the Framework for Growth and Change and 
approve the proposal only if doing so will not deny funding to or approval of 
development on land that ranks higher on a combined priority list for both Developed 
and Developing Areas. 
 
The greatest strength of the Framework is that it uses one, systematic method for 
evaluating potential areas for development and re-development.  It uses criteria critical 
to business-like management of growth, tax dollars, and risk.  No area or landowner 
receives preferential treatment.  Taxpayers, communities, and investors get a fair deal 
and the best growth environment within City Council’s capability. 
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Appendix A: The Capital Cost Subsidy for New Subdivisions 
New subdivisions require infrastructure from the City of Calgary such as roads, transit, water and 
sewer, and police and fire protection. The capital costs of those municipal services are paid in 
two ways: from “acreage assessments” that developers are required to pay and from City 
coffers. 
 
Money from the City is paid because the acreage assessments approved by previous City 
Councils did not cover the full capital cost of infrastructure.  The City’s contribution comes from 
general revenue raised through taxes, user fees, debt-financing, and other sources of revenue.  
As a result, residents of taxpayers in existing communities subsidize new subdivisions. 
 
Our estimate of the cost to taxpayers of the capital cost subsidy was prepared in 2011 at the 
time City Council decided on the current acreage assessments.  The City has not provided 
information since then to refine the estimate. 

The Cost to Taxpayers of the Capital Cost Subsidy 
In the past, all existing communities in Calgary have probably benefited from capital cost 
subsidies.  However, the City of Calgary’s financial situation has become unsustainable due 
to rising debt, shortfalls in capital and operating budgets, and inadequate federal and 
provincial funding. 
 
Table A-1, based on data released by the City, provides an example of what the taxpayers’ 
portion of the capital cost subsidy was prior to 2011. 
 

Table A-1 
Cost-Sharing for New Subdivisions 

2008-2010 

Developer Contributions for 
New Subdivisions (Acreage 
Assessments) – Adjusted for Inflation 

2008 115,582,088 

2009 14,787,672 
2010 75,091,163 

Total 205,460,923 
Annual Average 68,486,974 

City of Calgary’s Capital Cost 
Commitments for New Subdivisions 
– Adjusted for Inflation 

Ratio of City Costs to Developer Costs 
under the previous Master 
Development Agreement 

1.151817746 

Total 236,653,537 
Annual Average 78.884.512 

Sources 

City of Calgary, Annual Reports, E-mail from John Kwong, 
City of Calgary, May 5, 2011, and City of Calgary, 2009 
Cost of Growth Review, LPT2009-40, Land Use, Planning & 
Transportation Committee Meeting, June 10, 2009,  
Agendas & Minutes of Council/Committees. (To locate 
the document, type LPT2009-40 in the Search box.) 

 
Calculating the 2011-2015 subsidy for new subdivisions involved: 
 

• determining what portion of the capital costs is not covered by the acreage assessments 
• forecasting demand for new suburban growth 
• identifying how growth of new subdivisions might be influenced by the City’s 

Municipal Development Plan, the document that governs development. 
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Two Sets of Acreage Assessments 
 
There were two sets of acreage assessments that governed how much the City would pay for 
the capital cost of infrastructure for new subdivisions for the period from 2011-2015 (Table A-2).  
The first set is the old acreage assessments under Development Agreements that were in force 
prior to 2011.  The second set is the new acreage assessments under the Development 
Agreement that applies from 2011 to 2015. 
 

Table A-2 
New Subdivision Infrastructure Cost and Acreage Assessments 

for 2011-2015 

 2008-2010 Development 
Agreements ($ per 

hectare) 

2011 Development Agreement 
($ per hectare) 

Phase-In Regular Rates 
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Total 282,510 to 
297,127 

131,289 to 
137,907 

151,221 to 
159,220 362,945 209,893 153,052 362,945 281,925 81,020 

  46% 54%  58% 42%  78% 22% %  

Sources 

• City of Calgary, Development Agreements & 2009 Cost of Growth Review (LPT2009-40, Land Use, 
Planning & Transportation Committee Meeting, June 10, 2009, Agendas & Minutes of 
Council/Committees - Type LPT2009-40 in the Search box.). Total costs from the 2009 Cost of Growth 
Review updated based on 2010 Development Agreement and used to reflect the City’s costs when the 
acreage assessments are applied. 
• “Summary of 2011 Levies, Charges and Fees,” LPT2011-35, Regular Meeting of City Council, May 16, 2011 

 
According to City Administration, developers will be charged the old acreage assessments 
during 2011-2015 for subdivisions that, as of the end of 2010, had received or were in the process 
of receiving engineering and subdivision approval.  These subdivisions cover a total area of 1,648 
hectares (ha): 254 ha from 2008, 281 ha from 2009, and 1,113 ha from 2010.  Developers of other 
subdivisions will be charged the new acreage assessments. 
 
The Cost Base 
 
As shown in Table A-2, the capital cost of City infrastructure to service new subdivisions is more 
than the acreage assessments developers are required to pay.  Under old acreage 
assessments and the phase-in for 400 hectares of development during 2011, taxpayers pay 
close to half the costs - ranging from 42% to 54%.  The cost to taxpayers after the phase-in is 
less, although they still pay just over a fifth of the costs. 
 
Demand for New Suburban Growth 
 
In terms of demand for new subdivisions, City Administration forecasted in 2011 that during 
2011-2015 there would be 1,894 hectares of suburban residential growth and 450 hectares of 
suburban industrial/commercial growth.  In calculating the cost to taxpayers no distinction 
was made between the types of subdivision since Development Agreements are structured so 
that “one size fits all,” that is, the same rates are charged per hectare whether the 
development is residential, industrial, or commercial. 
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Influence of the Municipal Development Plan 
 
New subdivisions are required to be built at certain densities.  Under the current Municipal 
Development Plan (MDP), the density requirement is much higher than the densities on which 
acreage assessments are based.  As a result, for subdivision proposals received after 2009 (when 
the MDP was approved), the extra cost of higher density will be borne solely by the City.  This 
affects the costs for fire halls, police stations, libraries, and recreation centres that are calculated 
based on population. 
 
Scenarios 
 
Since we did not know precisely how suburban growth would occur during the 2011-2015 
period, different scenarios were considered to reflect the range of how development of new 
subdivisions might occur.  Three scenarios covering the range of potential outcomes were 
examined (Table A-3). 
 

Table A-3 
Scenarios for Calculating the Capital Cost 
to the City of Calgary of New Subdivisions 

Scenario Type of Applications Rate Cost Built Density Area (ha) 

Scenario 1 
Existing Trend 

Applications 
approved or in 
process prior to 2011 

Pre-2011 
Development 
Agreements 

Pre-2010 applications: pre- 
MDP costs adjusted for 
inflation Pre-MDP 

densities 
2,344 Post-2009 applications: MDP 

costs 

Applications in 
process after 2010 

2011 
Development 
Agreement 

MDP costs Pre-MDP 
densities 

Scenario 2 
Slower 
Development of 
Subdivisions 
“grandfathered” 
before the new 
MDP took effect 

Applications 
approved or in 
process prior to 2011 

Pre-2011 
Development 
Agreements 

Pre-2010 applications: pre- 
MDP costs adjusted for 
inflation Pre-MDP 

densities 
2,129 Post-2009 applications: MDP 

costs 

Applications in 
process after 2010 

2011 
Development 
Agreement 

MDP costs 
MDP full 
build-out 
density 

Scenario 3 
Voluntary 
Compliance with 
MDP Density 
Requirement 

Applications 
approved or in 
process prior to 2011 

Pre-2011 
Development 
Agreements 

Pre-2010 applications: pre- 
MDP costs adjusted for 
inflation 

MDP full 
build-out 
density 1,621 Post-2009 applications: MDP 

costs 

Applications in 
process after 2010 

Not applicable. Because of higher densities and, therefore, less 
land required, no post-2010 subdivision proposals would be 
needed. 

 
Estimated Cost to Taxpayers 
 
The scenarios produced similar results: a forecasted $400 million subsidy for new subdivisions 
to be built from 2011-2015 (Table A-4).  Most of the cost is because the majority and, in one 
scenario, all of the developments would pay the old acreage assessments for subdivisions 
already in the City’s approval process. 
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Table A-4 

Capital Cost 
of New Subdivision Scenarios 

Scenario 

Infrastructure Capital 
Costs Under Old 

Development Agreements 
($) 

Infrastructure Capital Costs Under New Development 
Agreement ($) Total City’s 

Cost 
2011-2015 

($) 2011-2015 First 400 hectares in 2011 Remaining hectares 2011- 
2015 

Developers' 
Cost City Cost Developers' 

Cost City Cost Developers' 
Cost City Cost 

Scenario 1 Existing 
Trend 223,730,471 339,190,015 83,957,200 61,220,778 83,449,800 23,981,904 424,392,697 

Scenario 2 Slower 
Development of 
“Grandfathered” 
Subdivisions 

223,730,471 339,190,015 83,957,200 75,715,350 22,958,039 9,548,555 424,453,920 

Scenario 3 
Voluntary 
Compliance with 
MDP Density 
Requirement 

220,059,141 391,952,089  391,952,089 

 
NOTES FOR APPENDIX A: 
 
1. The data for calculating the capital cost subsidy were from the City of Calgary. Key sources, direct and 

supplementary, were: 
 

• LPT2011-35, 2011 Development Agreement Negotiations, Regular Meeting of City Council, May 16, 
2011, item 6.6 

• City of Calgary, Suburban Residential Growth 2011-2015 
• Cost of Growth Review, LPT2009-40, Land Use, Planning & Transportation Committee 

Meeting, June 10, 2009, Agendas & Minutes of Council/Committees. Type LPT2009-40 in 
the Search box. 

• Guide to the Municipal Development Plan and the Calgary Transportation Plan 
• IBI Group, The Implications of Alternative Growth Patterns on Infrastructure Costs, Plan It Calgary, 

2009 
• Calgary City Council, May 16, 2011, Regular Meeting, video, 01:33:31, 01:55:55, 2:23:49, 2:29:50, & 

4:13:54 
 
2. The acreage assessments are based on a density of 18 residential units per hectare.  Under 

the Municipal Development Plan, the residential density requirement for new subdivisions is 60 
people or jobs per hectare initially and 70 people or jobs for ultimate build-out.  To remain 
consistent with the City’s 2011 methods, it was assumed that the impact on infrastructure of 
one job is the same as the impact of one person.  This results in an ultimate density 
requirement of 26 residential units per hectare. 
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Financing costs 

Material costs 

Land costs 

Infrastructure costs 

Needs 

Preferences 

Energy costs 

Housing costs 

Affordability 

Accessibility 

Behavioural 
change 

Population 
projection 

Aging, natural 
increase 

Domestic 
migration 

International 
migration 

Historical 
employment 

Historical GDP to 
employment 
correlation 

Labour & 
productivity 
economic 
growth (Baseline 
GDP) 

Employment 
projection 

Resolution 
between labour 
supply & 
demand 

Unemployment 
rate projection 

Age-specific labour 
force participation 
rates 

Labour force 
projection 

Age & structure 
type household 
maintainer rates 

Housing 
demand by 
structure type 

Historical real 
provincial GDP 

Land Requirements - Residential 

Land Requirements – Employment 
Annual net additional 
employment by 
occupation 

Occupation to land use 
classification 

Employee space ratios 
by land use type 

Net additional employment floor 
space by land use type 

Shares to be accommodated on 
existing/new employment lands 

Annual net 
additional housing by 
structure type 

Current stock of 
residential lands 

Share to be 
accommodated on 
existing residential 
lands 

Share to be 
accommodated on 
new residential lands 

Gross residential density by 
structure type 

Gross residential density by 
structure type 

Net additional 
residential lands by 
type 

Projected stock of 
residential lands 

Federal, provincial, regional, & municipal 
targets, requirements, plans, 
infrastructure capacities, and funding 

Developer competition & land ownership 

Constraints, e.g., floodplains, municipal & 
environmental reserve, sour gas wells, 
transportation/utility corridors, airport 
protection area, gravel deposits 

Standard methodology 
 
Additional factors 

 

 

Current stock of 
employment lands 

Floor to space ratios 
by land use type 

Net additional employment 
lands by type 

Projected stock of 
employment lands 

SOURCE: Governance, Finance, and Infrastructure Group 

Appendix B 
Urban Market Demand – Land 

Supply Methodology 
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Notes for Table 2 
 
* Elementary School: Revenue would be based on how much money is required to advance timing of school 

development. 
†  Completing the Community: Revenue would be used to encourage local services and development not available 

at a neighbourhood or community level.  In addition to the other services identified in the table, examples are 
health services, grocery store, gas station, hardware store, day care, after-school care. 

‡  Reserve Fund: Revenue would be saved to cover the rehabilitation and replacement of physical infrastructure 
within the community. 

§ Bus Service: Revenue would be used to supplement base transit funding so the bus route(s) serving the community 
would achieve Primary Transit Service levels (10 minute frequency, 15 hours per day). 

** Road & Traffic Improvements: Revenue would be used to fund road and traffic improvements outside the 
community. 

†† Enhanced Parks & Recreation: Revenue would be used to supplement the City’s basic parks and recreation funding 
to improve facilities and services. 

‡‡  Water & Sewer Services: Revenue would be used to reduce the cost to the City or reimburse the City for services. 
§§ Social Housing: Revenue would be used to provide housing, property tax reduction, or rental or ownership 

assistance for those on low-incomes, first-time buyers, and seniors. 
***  Bylaw Services: Revenue would be used to provide more timely, more frequent, or more targeted bylaw 

enforcement. 
††† Environmental Protection: Revenue would be used to protect environmentally sensitive areas, restore damaged 

ecosystems, protect wildlife and habitat, etc. 
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