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Executive Summary

N. Barry Lyon Consultants Limited (“NBLC”) with Hemson Consulting has been retained by the 
City of Mississauga, Town of Caledon, and Region of Peel to prepare a discussion paper 
examining the relationship between development related charges and housing affordability.  The 
term development related charge refers to government imposed charges that are encountered by 
the private sector when developing real estate.  Development related charges can therefore 
include building permit fees, Development Charges, development application fees, cash-in-lieu of 
parkland, Section 37 contributions, property taxes, land transfer tax, HST, and others.  

This paper explores the economics of home building in the GTA with a view to assessing how 
new home pricing is established and the relationship between the delivery costs of home building, 
pricing, and affordability. Affordability in this paper is used as a relative term, and does not refer 
to any formal definition of “affordable” housing as defined by the Province or others.  

NBLC leans on its 42 years of experience in housing market research in Canada in developing 
this paper. The majority of our experience has been helping developers pinpoint residential 
product types, positioning, pricing and anticipated sales or leasing rates for new home 
construction.  This experience provides us with the insight that home pricing is related to market 
supply and demand considerations. These market characteristics ultimately establish how much a
purchaser or renter is willing to spend given the features and location of the home and the
competitive choices in the marketplace. Understanding this, developers and/ or owners will 
charge the maximum rent or sale value for a home that the market can bear at any given time, 
irrespective of the cost of constructing the home in the first place. If the maximum price 
supported by the market does not produce enough revenue to cover all development costs 
(including the purchase of land and an attractive profit), the developer will not build the project.  
They cannot simply increase the price of homes beyond what is supported by the market when 
faced with rising costs.

Ultimately, supply and demand conditions in the market determine how much a developer can 
charge a purchaser for a home. This is illustrated by the fact that Development Charges have
increased at similar rates in Mississauga and Caledon while low-density homes in Mississauga 
are twice as expensive on average from what they are in Caledon due to market fundamentals 
being quite different.

If development costs increase, which can be due to a variety of factors aside from development 
related charges, developers will discount the amount they pay for a development site.  The land 
value is negatively impacted because other elements of the equation (Figure i) are generally 
fixed:  development costs are relatively fixed, the sale price of homes cannot exceed what the 
market of willing buyers are willing to pay, and a developer is generally unwilling to reduce their 
required profit expectation.  
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The impact of rising development costs therefore 
reduce the residual land value of a project, which is 
simply the amount that a developer can afford to pay 
for a development site.  Generally, in communities 
where market pricing supports land values that well 
exceeds the value of other competing uses (retail, gas 
stations, low-density residential, etc.), there should be 
no impact to the viability, pricing, and supply of 
residential development.  In these situations, 
developers will continue to purchase developable land 
in the market and charge purchasers an amount that is 
supported by local supply and demand conditions. 

However, if the RLV of a residential development site is reduced below the value of other 
competing uses or below the expectation of a land owner, a developer will not be able to purchase 
the property and would not be able to build the project.  If the viability of residential development 
is impacted on a large scale, the supply of housing will be reduced as developers will be unable to 
build new housing.  If supply does not meet demand, the price of both new and existing homes 
will increase, which is a function of basic housing economics (i.e. a large pool of buyers 
competing for a comparatively shallow supply of homes). It is noted that NBLC has not assessed 
the impact of the proposed Development Charge increase on project viability, however the 
evidence suggests that the impact will vary across the Region’s different market areas.  

The City of Mississauga and Region of Peel housing strategies note that a greater supply of 
housing is needed for low and middle income households.  This housing is largely not addressed 
by the development industry because the market either supports higher pricing, which is pursued 
by the development industry, or the market does not support higher pricing however the sale 
values do not provide enough revenue to cover all development costs and an attractive profit.  It is 
possible that if development costs were lower, some of these residential projects would be able to 
move forward with lower relative pricing.  It is important to note that “lower relative pricing” 
does not mean affordable housing as defined by the City and Region’s housing strategies.    

To encourage a greater supply of housing targeted to low and middle-income households, 
consideration can be given to waiving, reducing, or deferring development costs (e.g. 
Development Charges) in exchange for developers delivering housing at an explicitly defined 
affordability level through a Community Improvement Plan (“CIP”) or other similar mechanism.  
This direction would ensure that only projects that are providing affordable housing would be 
eligible to receive incentives.  A CIP would also allow a flexible approach where different 
incentives are unlocked depending on the depth of affordability that is provided.  These cost 
savings are directly passed through to the purchaser/tenant, because developers would have to 
build to a predetermined affordability level.

Reducing development related charges for all development projects in a City is not recommended 
as projects that do not require the incentives are likely to absorb the cost savings through 

Figure i:
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increased profit and/or by paying more for a development site.  There would be no guarantee that 
the savings in costs would be passed on to purchasers and the City would lose Development 
Related Charges that would have to be funded through another source such as property taxes.
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1.0 Introduction 

N. Barry Lyon Consultants Limited (“NBLC”) with Hemson Consulting has been retained by the 
City of Mississauga, Town of Caledon, and Region of Peel to prepare a discussion paper 
examining the relationship between development related charges and housing affordability.  The 
term development related charge refers to government imposed charges that are encountered by 
the private sector when developing real estate. Development related charges can therefore 
include building permit fees, Development Charges, development application fees, cash-in-lieu of 
parkland, Section 37 contributions, property taxes, land transfer tax, HST, and others.  

The purpose of this discussion paper is to determine the level to which development related 
charges affect housing prices. The paper will explore the economics of home building in the 
GTA with a view to assessing how new home pricing is established and the relationship between 
the costs of building a new home and housing sale values.

While this discussion paper will evaluate all development costs encountered by the building 
industry, much of the commentary will focus specifically on the impact of Development Charges
and cash-in-lieu of parkland. The City of Mississauga is currently undertaking the legislated 5-
year review of its Development Charges By-law as well as the cash-in-lieu of parkland policies,
which this paper is meant to inform.

To develop this paper, NBLC relies on over 42 years of experience in housing market research in 
Canada. The majority of our experience has been helping developers pinpoint product types, 
positioning, pricing, and anticipated sales or leasing rates for new home construction.  We also 
use this research to assess the financial feasibility of projects, determine land/project values, and 
prepare land acquisition/disposition strategies for both the private and public sectors.  
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2.0 Background

The following chapter provides background information relevant to the discussion paper.  Topics 
include a description of development related charges, a brief literature review of other reports that 
have explored similar themes, the affordability context in Peel Region, and trends in home prices 
and Development Charges in Peel Region. 

2.1 Development Related Charges

Development related charges that are imposed on the building industry when undertaking a real 
estate development can include the following items:

Local and Regional Municipal Charges:

Development Charges: Municipalities collect Development Charges on development to pay 
for capital costs associated with expanding infrastructure to meet the increased servicing 
needs of development. Not all municipal services and capital costs are eligible for 
Development Charge funding.  In Peel Region, Mississauga, and Caledon, as with most 
Ontario municipalities, residential charges are calculated on a per capita basis and 
differentiated by housing types (e.g. single-detached, apartments, etc.) based on average 
occupancy patterns.  Given the focus of this paper, additional insights are provided to follow.

Cash-in-Lieu of Parkland:  Mississauga and Caledon require on-site parkland dedication 
when a development is proposed in order to accommodate a new park and/or open space.  In 
situations where a development cannot accommodate on-site parkland, a cash-in-lieu 
payment can be made.  New apartment or other higher intensity uses often will pay a cash-in-
lieu payment to the municipality, which is required to be paid prior to building permit 
issuance.  Given the focus of this paper, additional insights are provided to follow.

Development Application Review Fees: Local and Regional municipalities will charge fees 
for the review of development applications, such as Official Plan Amendments, Rezoning 
applications, site plan control, and committee of adjustment applications.  Municipalities are
permitted to charge fees to offset the cost of providing land use planning and building code 
services in accordance with Provincial legislation.  As per Section 69 the Planning Act, these 
fee rates are designed to meet only the anticipated cost to the City in respect of the processing 
of each type of application. This ensures that such costs are not borne by tax payers.

Building Permit Fees:  Similar to the above, building permit fees are also charged to offset 
the costs to the municipality of administering and enforcing the building code. This process 
typically involves one or more inspections of the building site as well as processing and 
administration of the building permits. As per the Building Code Act, municipal building 
permit fee rates are designed to not exceed the anticipated costs of administration and 
enforcement of the Building Code.
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Section 37 Contribution: Section 37 of the Planning Act allows municipalities to request 
community benefits in exchange for heights/densities above the existing zoning permissions.  
Section 37 contributions can include on-site community benefits such as a community facility 
or streetscape/park improvements.  Section 37 contributions can also include a cash payment 
that will be used by the municipality to address various City-wide needs. In Mississauga, the 
City’s highest priority is that the community benefit be located on-site or in the immediate 
location.  It is noted that not all development projects will include a Section 37 contribution.  
It is also important to note that when a contribution is required, the contribution (payment or 
on-site benefit) is meant to be a reasonable proportion of the increase in value as a result of 
the increase in height/density.  However, there is no standard calculation or methodology for 
calculating the payment/benefit.  

Public Art (or similar) Contribution: Some municipalities require a contribution from 
developers for the implementation of public art or other similar initiative.  The City of 
Mississauga strongly encourages for the inclusion of public art in developments with greater 
than 10,000m² in gross floor area, with the exception of non-profit organizations and social 
housing. Developers are encouraged to include public art as part of their development and/or 
contribute an agreed upon amount of the construction costs to the City’s Public Art Program. 
The suggested contribution is equal to 0.5% (at a minimum) of the Gross Construction Costs 
of the Development.

Property Taxes: Developers will pay property taxes on a development site as soon as the 
property is acquired.  Taxes will also be paid during application review and construction, 
ceasing once the new homes are transferred to the purchaser, at which time purchasers begin 
paying property taxes on their individual unit.  

Provincial and Other Development Related Charges:

Land Transfer Tax: Developers pay the provincial land transfer tax when acquiring a 
development site.  Additionally, the land transfer tax is also paid by purchasers when closing 
on their home. First time home-buyers are however eligible for a rebate on all or part of the 
land transfer tax, to a maximum rebate of $4,000.  

Tarion Enrolment Fee: Tarion requires developers of new homes in Ontario to pay an 
enrollment fee, which varies depending on the value of the home as per the Enrolment Fee 
Calculation Table.  The purpose of Tarion is to protect consumers of new homes by ensuring 
that builders comply with provincial legislation and building codes.

HST: New home sales in Ontario are subject to the Harmonized Sales Tax of 13%.  A rebate 
on this tax is provided, which varies depending on the sale value of the home.  The advertised 
price of new homes typically include the HST amount in the purchase price.  

2.1.1 Development Charges – Additional Insights
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Development Charges are fees imposed on development to fund “growth-related” capital costs 
and to pay for new infrastructure and facilities to maintain existing service levels. In Ontario, 
municipalities impose development charges under the Development Charges Act, 1997 (DCA) 
and the accompanying Ontario Regulation 82/98. 

Like many two-tier municipalities, development in Peel Region is subject to Development 
Charges imposed by the upper-tier municipality for Regional services and infrastructure (e.g. 
Water, Waste Water, Regional Roads, Police, Paramedics, etc.) as well as the lower-tier 
municipalities for their respective services (e.g. Library, Fire, Recreation, Transit, Public Works, 
Local Roads, Storm Water Management services, etc.). In addition to municipal services, 
development in Peel Region is subject to Development Charges levied by GO Transit as well as 
Education charges levied by the local school boards.

The principle behind Development Charges is that “growth pays for growth” so that the financial 
burden of growth-related capital costs are not borne by existing tax or rate payers. It is noted that 
only the initial construction of new growth-related infrastructure may be funded through 
Development Charges; any subsequent maintenance or rehabilitation costs are the funded through 
property taxes, user fees, or other municipal funding sources. 

Development Charges are a primary source of funding for growth-related infrastructure. As such, 
any reduction or discount from the fully calculated development charge rates typically results in a 
revenue loss to the municipality. The growth-related infrastructure costs that would otherwise 
have been funded through development charges would need to be funded through other means, 
such as property taxes. Development Charges play an important role in maintaining reasonable 
property tax and user fee rates while ensuring that overall service levels are maintained as 
municipalities experience population and employment growth.

Like many municipalities in Ontario, the Region of Peel, Mississauga, and Caledon have different 
residential Development Charge rates for different housing types (small unit, apartment, other 
residential, single or semi-detached). This is reflective of each unit type’s respective demand for 
services: the Development Charge rates are first calculated on a per-capita basis and then 
converted to a variable charge by housing unit type based on unit occupancy factors. Single-
detached dwellings have a higher occupancy rate than apartment dwellings, and therefore these 
units place a greater demand on municipal services and are charged accordingly.

The DCA requires that the Development Charge by-law and rates be reviewed every five years at 
minimum. In addition to these five-year reviews, municipalities typically index their 
Development Charge rates on an annual or semi-annual basis in line with the Statistics Canada 
Non-Residential Building Construction Price Index, as permitted under the DCA. As a result, 
there has been an upward trend in Development Charge rates in most Ontario municipalities due 
to increasing construction costs and land values in recent years. This is consistent with the 
broader increases in constructions costs and other fees experienced by the development industry.
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Under the DCA, Development Charges are payable at issuance of the first building permit. 
Municipalities may require Development Charges for engineered services (e.g. Water, Waste 
Water, Storm Water Drainage, Roads and Road Related services) to be paid at the time of draft 
plan of subdivision or consent agreement if this is provided for under the Development Charges 
by-law. It is common for municipalities to charge Development Charges for engineered services 
at the time of subdivision agreement; as there is often a significant time lag between subdivision 
agreement and the issuance of the first building permit.  This practice is helpful in funding the 
significant up-front costs typically associated with engineered infrastructure that is required to 
enable development to occur.

It is noted that the DCA is currently being reviewed by the Province and the analysis in this report 
is based on the prevailing legislation.  

2.1.2 Cash-in-Lieu of Parkland – Additional Insights

Public parks and green space are an important component of urban development in a 
municipality.  As municipalities grow, they require additional park space for current and future 
residents.  Municipalities therefore will typically require park space to be included in many new 
developments. This is done in accordance with Section 42 of the Planning Act.

Where on-site parkland cannot be provided, such as in the case of high-density apartment 
developments, municipalities may instead collect cash-in-lieu of parkland.  The City of 
Mississauga, for example, collects cash-in-lieu of parkland on a per-unit basis for medium to high 
density residential development. For single detached and semi-detached residential dwellings, the 
cash-in-lieu rate is 5% of the market value of the lands. Cash-in-lieu funds collected are then used 
by the City to purchase additional parkland, or make improvements to existing parkland, in order 
to maintain service levels as its population grows.

It is noted that while development charges may be applied to growth-related parkland 
development, Development Charges cannot be used to fund the purchase of land for the purposes 
of park development as this is typically done through parkland dedication or cash-in-lieu. This 
prevents any duplication of fees or charges.

2.2 Literature Review – Development Related Charges and the Impact on New 
Home Prices

The building industry regularly raises the issue that housing affordability in Ontario has been 
declining as a result of increasing development related charges.  The following briefly highlights 
three of the key documents on this topic.

2.2.1 Government Charges and Fees on New Homes in the Greater Toronto Area (May 
2018) – Altus Group Economic Consulting prepared for the Building Industry and 
Land Development Association 
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Altus Group Economic Consulting (Altus) was retained by the Building Industry and Land 
Development Association (BILD) to review the government charges and fees on new homes in 
the Greater Toronto Area (GTA).  The purpose of the report was to identify the charges imposed 
by different levels of government on the development of new homes. 

The report identifies that government fees and charges account for roughly 21.7% of the price of 
a new single-detached home and approximately 23.9% of the price of a new condominium 
apartment across the six sample municipalities evaluated (Oakville, Brampton, Markham, 
Bradford West Gwillimbury, Ajax, and Toronto).  The report further notes that the most 
significant government charge for new homes are Development Charges, which can typically 
comprise 23% - 45% of the total government charge on new homes.  

The report notes that government charges and housing prices have not increased at the same rate, 
with the price of low-rise homes increasing at a higher rate than government charges between 
2013 and 2018.  Conversely, government charges have increased at a higher rate than high-rise 
home prices over the same period.  

Altus Group isolates the government charges into two distinct categories:

Charges imposed on land owner/ developer / home builder: Typically 46% - 51% of 
government charges are paid for by this group.  These charges include Development Charges,
building permits, planning approval fees, parkland dedication, and others.  

Charges imposed directly on purchasers: Will account for the remaining 49% - 54% of 
government charges.  These charges can include CMHC mortgage insurance, HST, land 
transfer tax, and others.    

The report concludes with the following commentary for each category of government charge:

Government charges imposed on land owners/developers/home builders can have direct 
impacts on the price of new housing, as increased costs are likely to get passed on to new 
home buyers where the market will allow for increase house prices. Where the housing market 
may not allow for increase house prices, homes will either become more difficult to market, 
prices will have to moderate, or developers will have to absorb the additional costs. 

Charges imposed on new home buyers increase the costs of home ownership and reduce the 
amount of income available to pay on-going mortgage costs, as well as other costs of living. 
Additionally, where charges imposed on developers/home builders are passed on to home 
buyers through higher prices, home buyers will have both a higher mortgage principal to 
repay, but will also have higher interest costs associated with a higher mortgage.

The report appears to take the position that housing costs and new home prices are directly 
linked.  However, aside from identifying the increase in average new home prices over the past 
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decade, the report does not acknowledge how the private sector establishes the price of new 
homes or the impact of market forces (e.g. supply and demand characteristics) on home prices.  
Similarly, the conclusions assume that increasing development costs will be passed on to new 
home buyers if the market supports a price increase.  However, no acknowledgement is given to 
the fact that if the market could support higher pricing, developers would exploit this pricing 
irrespective of costs.

2.2.2 City of Vancouver City-wide DCL Rate Update:  Evaluation of Potential Impacts on 
Urban Development (June 2017) – Coriolis Consulting Corporation prepared for the 
City of Vancouver

Coriolis Consulting Corporation (Coriolis) was retained by the City of Vancouver to evaluate the 
financial ability of new development projects in the City to support an increased Development 
Charge Levy (DCL) rate.  The City of Vancouver charges DCLs on new development to generate 
revenue for infrastructure costs associated with new urban growth.  DCLs are therefore similar to 
Development Charges in the Ontario context.  Housing affordability is also a major issue in the 
City of Vancouver, with the City often cited as one of the least affordable global housing markets.   

The Coriolis report acknowledges the widespread perception that development levies can have a 
direct impact on the cost of new development, where increasing costs will result in a 
corresponding increase in residential prices.  However, the report acknowledges and addresses the 
fact that the market dynamics impacting home prices are much more complex.  The report makes 
the following economic observations:

1. In a competitive marketplace, developers cannot simply add the cost of a levy onto the 
asking prices for new floor space. Adding the levy on to the asking price would imply that 
purchasers are willing to pay more for “levied” space than they would pay for 
comparable space in comparable neighbourhoods with lower (or no) levies. This, of 
course, does not happen. Unless someone has a monopoly on a commodity, prices are set
by the interaction between supply and demand; no supplier can unilaterally determine 
price simply because costs are higher. In a sense, a levy in a particular area is no 
different than if the area had unusually poor soil conditions and therefore above average 
construction costs. Prices in the affected area will not be arbitrarily higher than in 
directly competitive areas simply because costs are higher. Something else must “give”.

2. While developers pay the levy when they obtain project approval, they will seek ways to 
transfer the impact to others, because developers require a profit margin to make 
development an attractive business. Being neither willing to absorb the levy as a 
reduction in profit nor able to simply add a surcharge on end prices for their products, 
the first response of developers to a levy is to lower the bid price for development sites by 
an amount equal to the levy. The primary impact of levies, therefore, is to put downward 
pressure on the value of properties for redevelopment. As noted earlier, this is no 
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different than a developer’s response to the fact that an area has worse soils conditions 
than comparable areas. A developer will be willing to pay less for such sites, by an 
amount equal to the cost of remedial work (e.g., piling, drainage, excavation, or extra 
construction costs) needed to make the net cost of the site equivalent to comparable land 
with no soils problems.

3. It is the land market’s response to the downward pressure on land value that mainly 
determines the ultimate impact of a new (or increased) levy. If the same amount of land 
remains available for new development projects (i.e., available for sale at a price 
developers are willing to pay) after the introduction of a levy, broadly speaking the 
supply of new product to the market should be unchanged and there will not be an impact 
to the price of new floor space. Developers experience the same total project cost (albeit 
made up of different line items) as they would face without the levy, the same amount of 
new development happens, and there is no reason for demand to change, so prices to 
consumers and profits for developers remain where they were before the introduction (or 
increase) of the levy. Only the land value supported by redevelopment changes. 

However, if the downward pressure on land value for development sites means that less 
land is available for new development after the levy (because the reduced offered price 
for land results in less land being available on the market), the supply of new product 
will be reduced. This leads to rising prices for all existing and new supply, not just for 
new floor space. 

The Coriolis study provides contrasting position to that of the Altus report.  Ultimately, the 
Coriolis study concluded that the impact of increased DCLs on the apartment market in 
Vancouver will vary based on the project location/market context and achievable density. 

2.3 Affordability Context in Peel Region

The Region of Peel completed a Housing Needs Assessment in the spring of 2018, which 
informed the Region’s updated Housing and Homeless Plan as well as the Peel Housing Strategy.  
Similar to many municipalities in Ontario, the Housing Needs Assessment identified an 
affordable housing need for low and middle-income households.  Specifically, the needs 
assessment determined that approximately 70% of low-income households (less than $59,110 
before taxes) and 29% of middle-income households ($59,111 - $105,922) cannot secure housing 
that is affordable to their income level.

The City of Mississauga has also prepared a housing strategy (“Making Room for the Middle – 
2017”) designed to address housing for middle income earners ($55,000 - $100,000 annual 
household salary).  The report targets the development of homes priced between $270,000 and 
$400,000 to maintain affordability for these middle income households, which currently do not 
exist in the market aside from some condominium apartments and a limited selection of 
townhomes.  
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It is important to understand that “affordability” is a relative term.  Housing for low-income 
households (“deep affordability”) will often require significant public-sector financial 
incentives/contributions to be viable.  This depth of affordable housing is rarely supplied by the 
private-sector outside of non-profit and cooperative housing providers and government agencies 
(e.g. Peel Living).  Due to the significant costs of operating and maintaining deep affordable 
housing, and the significant financial resources required to construct new units, the supply of this 
housing often falls short of demand.  This results in large waiting lists for deep affordable 
housing.  

Moderate affordable housing, which targets the middle segment of the income spectrum, also 
often falls short of demand.  This housing often falls within the definition of “the missing middle” 
and was the focus of Mississauga’s housing strategy.  Housing at the prices identified in 
Mississauga’s housing strategy ($270,000 - $400,000) is often not supplied by the market due to 
the following considerations:

The market supports higher pricing, which is pursued by the development industry; OR

The market does not support higher pricing, however the pricing level does not provide 
enough revenue to cover all development costs, the purchase of land, and produce an 
attractive profit.  In this scenario, financial incentives and other non-financial tools are 
necessary for the project to be viable and therefore to encourage private-sector participation 
at this affordability level.  Local programs as well as programs from senior levels of 
government (e.g. Investment in Affordable Housing, National Housing Strategy) attempt to 
address this issue.  

To address the latter scenario, many municipalities and provincial/federal programs have 
investigated strategies to lower development costs or provide direct financial support (e.g. capital 
grants) to qualifying affordable housing projects.  Both the Peel and Mississauga housing 
strategies propose a number of incentives ranging from making lands development ready through 
pre-zoning, providing public lands for development, implementing inclusionary zoning and other 
affordable housing policies, encouraging second units, providing financial incentives, and many 
others.  While these strategies can be effective at encouraging a greater supply of affordable 
housing, this discussion paper focuses on market housing supplied by the private sector.

2.4 Trends in New Home Prices and Development Costs in Peel Region

As illustrated by Figure 1, both home prices and Development Charges have been on the rise in 
Caledon and Mississauga since 2010.  
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Figure 1 (continued on following page)

  
Note:  Caledon Development Charge includes both water and wastewater servicing however the 

average housing price may include properties that do not have Regional water/wastewater 
services
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Figure 1 (continued from previous page)

The three charts illustrate how the different market areas have trended since 2010, with the 
average price of a single and semi-detached home increasing by 178% and 31% in Mississauga 
and Caledon respectively over this time.  New condominium apartments in Mississauga City 
Centre have increased by approximately 83% since 2010.  

At the same time, Development Charges have also been increasing in both municipalities.  
Overall, the rate of increase over the past 8 years has been similar in both municipalities for all 
housing types.  The Development Charge for single and semi-detached homes have increased by 
137% and 120% and apartments have increased by 112% and 106% in Mississauga and Caledon 
respectively.  The Development Charge for a small unit, which could be an apartment, townhome 
or any other unit under 700 square feet (Mississauga definition) or 750 square feet (Peel 
definition), has increased by 165% and 135% in Mississauga and Caledon respectively.  
Currently, Development Charges in Mississauga are marginally higher than in Caledon (see 
Appendix D for more data).  

Figure 1 also illustrates the current and historical proportion that Development Charges represent 
of the average sale price of new homes.  Due to the fact that Development Charges have 
increased at a quicker rate than new single/semi-detached home prices in Caledon, the 
Development Charge as a proportion of the average sale value is now higher than it was in 2010.  
Development Charges comprised only 7% of a new single/semi-detached home price in 2010, 
which has grown to 11.5% as of 2018.  This trend is also observed for new apartments in 
Mississauga City Centre, however the proportional change has been more modest (4.5% in 2010 
and 6.5% in 2018).  
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The exact opposite trend has been observed for single and semi-detached homes in Mississauga, 
where Development Charges accounted for around 6.5% of the purchase price in 2010 and only 
5.5% in 2018.  This is due to the fact that home prices have increased more rapidly than 
Development Charges.  

2.4.1 Hard Construction Costs Trends and Observations

It is important to note that in addition to rising Development Charges, virtually all costs that a 
developer encounters are increasing on an annual basis.  These costs include consultant fees, 
financing costs, construction costs, and many others.  While the rate at which these others costs 
are increasing will vary, they also contribute to the cost of delivering housing.   

For example, hard construction costs have been increasing as illustrated by Figure 2.  Cost 
consultants Turner and Townsend have provided historical hard construction cost estimates for 
high-rise apartments and single/semi-detached homes in Peel Region.  While these costs have 
typically increased around the rate of inflation between 2010 and 2016 (1-2%), construction costs 
have increased more significantly in recent years (5% - 6%).  The recent growth in construction 
costs have been due to macro-economic trade impacts, labour shortages, competition amongst 
builders, rising price of materials and commodities, and other similar factors. Some reports have 
noted that costs have increased even more rapidly over the past two years.  

Figure 2 

Source:  Turner & Townsend; Notes:  Cost per square foot of buildable GFA; does not include soft costs; Rates assume 
typical standards/condition and assume ideal soil and site conditions, rates have not been adjusted to current dollars.   
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To illustrate the impact of rising construction costs, consider the following example.  Assuming a 
single/semi-detached home size of 1,800 square feet and the low-end1 of the range provided in 
Figure 2 ($150 per sq.ft.), this home would cost approximately $270,000 to build (in addition to 
other site preparation costs, soft costs, developer profit, and land purchase), relative to a 
Development Charge of nearly $90,000.  While these hard construction costs have increased by 
around 26% since 2010, the higher rate of growth experienced over the past two years is having a 
significant impact on the overall delivery cost of housing.

1 Low-end of the range has been used due to the fact that the high-end of the range ($420 per sq.ft.) would represent a super-luxury 
product.  The Altus Cost Guide for 2019 recommends a hard cost price range of $115-$215 per sq.ft. for a single-family home with 
unfinished basement and over $400 per sq.ft. for a custom built single family home.   

Appendix 1
8.2



The City of Mississauga, Region of Peel, Town of Caledon  Page 14 
The Effect of Development Related Costs on Housing Affordability 
NBLC Docket 18-3196

3.0 Housing Prices and Costs – The Factors Influencing these 
Fundamental Inputs of Real Estate Development

This section reviews how home prices and costs are established and the connection between these 
two fundamental factors that impact real estate development.  

3.1 Housing Prices Are Determined By Market Demand – Not Costs 

NBLC has over 42 years of experience completing housing market research in Canada.  The 
majority of our experience involves assisting private developers with determining highest and 
best use of their property through market research and analysis.  We arrive at the highest and best 
use by determining the most marketable housing types, achievable pricing, product positioning 
(e.g.   mid-market, luxury), sales absorption rates, target purchasers and marketable suite mix, 
required project amenities, and other similar items.  Often, we use these inputs to prepare a
financial pro forma analysis to determine project viability, land values, and profit.  

When deciding how to price homes, it is important to consider both demand and supply 
conditions in the local market area.  This generally involves an analysis of the following:
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The process of  establishing pricing typically begins by characterizing the demand-side of the 
market, which includes identifying target purchasers (e.g. first-time buyers, young professional 
singles and couples, families, move-down buyers, seniors), assessing recent growth patterns and 
projections, defining the market strengths and weaknesses of the site and area (e.g. nearby 
schools and parks, strong regional employment opportunities, transit improvements are proposed 
nearby, busy intersection/traffic congestion, etc.), preferences of target purchasers (e.g. mid-rise 
buildings, stacked townhomes, high-rise towers), impact of lending rates and regulations (e.g. 
mortgage stress test impact on pool of first-time buyers, foreign buyer tax impact on investors, 
etc.), and other similar analyses.    

Once the demand-side has been adequately characterized, the supply of housing in the local 
market is assessed.  This is completed by surveying other comparable housing developments that 
are actively marketing to understand how the competitive supply is priced, the rate at which 
product is absorbed by the market, the positioning and amenities included, and other 
design/market features that warrant review.  

Understanding the resale market is also an important consideration, as purchasers will often 
consider both a new-build and an existing home when making a purchase.  Pricing must therefore 
remain competitive with both comparable existing homes and other new housing developments.  
Other factors such as proposed development projects, price trends, future transit investments, 

Demand 

Population Growth and Projections 

Demographics and Incomes 

Target Purchaser Groups 

Purchaser Preferences 

Local Employment Opprtunities 

Property Market Strengths and 
Weaknesses 

Neighbourhood Amenitities 

Project Location 

Lending Rates and Regulations 

Future/Planned Transit and 
Infrastructure Investments 

Supply 

Sale values and absorption of other 
marketing projects "the competition" 

Project positioning, interior features 
and finishes, and amenities of 
competitive projects 

Provision of parking/storage lockers 
and associated pricing at competitive 
projects 

Sale values and market performance 
of resale homes "secondary 
competition" 

Review of development applications 
to understand future supply "future 
competition" 
Assess growth and land use policies 
impacting future development 
patterns 
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growth management and land use policies, and other similar considerations are also evaluated 
when determining how to price and position a new housing development.  

Ultimately, developers are seeking to determine the maximum they can charge purchasers and 
still sell their project within a predetermined time frame.  If a developer sells very few homes, 
this is generally a sign that pricing was too high for the project (or some other project flaw).  On 
the other hand if the entire project sells out immediately, the developer may have priced the 
project too low.  Developers carefully examine supply and demand to ensure this does not 
happen, instead charging the maximum the market will bear to achieve a healthy sales absorption.  
Developers also monitor supply and demand conditions throughout a sales campaign, often 
increasing pricing throughout the process at specific thresholds (e.g. at 50% sales, 70% sales, 
beginning of construction, completion of construction).  Some developers will also not release all 
units within a development project at the same time, in order to adjust pricing or other elements 
based on the market experience of the initial phase.  This is an important consideration, as 
developers can, and often do, increase pricing if the market supports such an increase, regardless 
of any shift in development costs.  

In conclusion, the development costs associated with a project never come into consideration 
when determining the achievable market price of a new home.  
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3.2 Factors that Influence Housing Development Costs

The costs of building housing generally fall into one of four discrete categories:

1. Hard Construction Costs
2. Soft Development Costs
3. Developer Profit
4. Land Cost

The following provides a brief description of each cost category, including commentary related to 
how these costs are determined.  

3.2.1 Hard Construction Costs

Hard construction costs encompass all of the materials and labour required to physically construct 
a building.  These costs include construction contracts, building materials, appliances, site 
servicing, landscaping, site preparation (e.g. demolition, excavation, grading), parking, and other 
related costs.   Hard construction costs will vary from project to project as factors such as 
topography and grading, geotechnical issues, site contamination, building materials (e.g. concrete 
vs wood), the height of a building, surface vs. underground parking, and other similar 
considerations can all impact construction costs.  

Hard construction costs are dictated by the market, albeit a different market than home prices:

Developers will purchase building materials in the market like any other commodity, which 
are subject to fluctuations in price.  Macro-economic trade impacts (e.g. steel tariffs) can also 
impact the price of materials and other commodities. 

Similar to building materials and commodities, developers must pay the market price for 
labour, which can fluctuate based on availability, unions, and other factors.

Competition amongst builders can also increase the cost of building materials and specialized 
labour under particular supply and demand conditions.  

Overall, once the specifics of a development project are well known, hard construction costs 
become relatively fixed.  

3.2.2 Soft Development Costs

Soft development costs include all of the other costs that a developer will encounter when 
developing real estate.  These items include the government imposed development related 
charges identified earlier in this paper, as well as a host of other costs such as:
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The consultant team - typically consisting of urban planners, architects, urban designers, 
landscape architects, engineers, lawyers, public consultation experts, and others. 

Project marketing costs (e.g. sales centre, news ads, billboards, radio advertisement, etc.).

Sale commission fees – paid to the sales team hired by the developer. 

Construction financing costs.

Development and construction project management.

General overhead and cost contingency.

General legal fees.

Project/construction insurance costs.

Others.

Similar to hard costs, soft development costs can also shift depending on the specific 
development project.  Factors such as project scale and absorption rates can impact development 
timing, which can affect financing and other carrying costs.  These costs can also shift depending 
on the approvals required, size of the property (e.g. building permit fees), value of the land (cash 
in lieu of parkland), the section 37 agreement negotiated, rising Development Charges, and 
others. 

Rising development related charges therefore directly increase the soft development costs of 
delivering new homes.    

3.2.3 Developer Profit

Developers require a certain profit threshold to undertake a development project.  They are 
investing their skill and equity, as well as taking on significant risk in order to make a profit that 
is superior to the rate of return through some other investment vehicle.  In our experience, most 
active developers seek a target profit of 15% of gross project revenue.  

If an acceptable profit cannot be achieved, developers will seek development opportunities in 
other markets, invest in other real estate classes, or choose another investment vehicle altogether.    

3.2.4 Land Acquisition Cost

The value of land is directly connected to the market strength of an area.  Typically strong market 
areas support higher land values than weaker market areas. This is expanded on in the following 
section.  
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3.3 The Economics of Real Estate Development 

The economics of development are based on two fundamental inputs: revenues and expenses.  

Project revenues are driven by the sale value of homes as well as other sources such as parking 
spaces, storage lockers, and ground-floor commercial space within an apartment building.  Once 
project revenues have been estimated, developers will then begin to calculate all anticipated 
project costs.  As evaluated in the previous section 
of this paper, these costs will include all hard and 
soft development costs, the latter of which will 
include the development related charges.  As 
illustrated by Figure 3, developers will then 
subtract all development hard and soft costs, as
well as their required profit from the estimated 
revenue of the project.  The remaining amount, or 
residual amount, is referred to as the Residual 
Land Value (RLV).  The RLV represents the price 
a developer could pay for the land to construct the 
housing project and make an attractive profit.  

The RLV will result in one of two scenarios:

RLV is equal to or higher than the asking price of land in the market:  If the RLV of a 
proposed development is greater than the asking price of developable land in the market, a 
developer can, in theory, purchase the land and build the project while also meeting their 
profit expectation.  If a developer is able to acquire land below the supportable RLV, and no 
cost overruns occur, the developer’s profit will be enhanced.

RLV is below the asking price of land in the market:  In this situation, the housing 
development would not be considered viable because a developer would not be able to afford 
the price of land in the market and still meet their profit expectation.  This project would 
therefore not move forward.  

If development costs increase, the amount subtracted from the project’s revenue will also 
increase, which results in a lower RLV.  In other words, the developer would pay less for the 
development site because costs have increased.  The RLV is impacted because the other elements 
of the equation (Figure 3) are more or less fixed.  Developers are not likely to reduce their profit 
expectation as discussed earlier in this report.  Developers also cannot simply increase the price 
of homes beyond what the market will support.  If the market does support an increase in the 
price of new homes, developers are likely to increase pricing regardless of any change in 
development costs.  

Figure 3:  Development Economics Illustration
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Instead, developers will pay less for land when faced with rising development costs.  Rising costs 
can be due to rising development related charges, rising hard construction costs, rising interest 
rates, new government regulations impacting lending practices, and many others.  Rising 
development related charges would be treated no differently than a developer discovering soil 
contamination issues at a property they are considering purchasing.  Similar to the example 
provided in the Coriolis Report summarized in Section 2 of this report, a developer will not pay 
market value for a site with soil contamination issues and attempt to recapture the increased cost 
by increasing the sale value of homes beyond what is supported in the market.  Rather, if the soil 
remediation costs will require $2.0 million in added project costs, the developer will pay $2.0 
million less for the property, as determined by the impact of the cost increase on the residual land 
value.  The same will be true for any developer who is considering the purchase of a development 
site knowing that Development Charges are expected to increase the following year(s).  

3.4 Discussion

The commentary in this chapter illustrates the differences in how housing prices and development 
costs are determined in the market.  Ultimately, supply and demand conditions in the market 
determine how much a developer can charge a purchaser for a home.  This is illustrated by the 
fact that Development Charges have increased at similar rates in Mississauga and Caledon, 
however the market fundamentals for low-density homes in Mississauga are much stronger than 
in Caledon, which supports new home prices that are twice as expensive on average (Chapter 2.4 
– Figure 1).  The local supply and demand conditions support the level of price growth observed 
in Mississauga due to the City’s strategic location in the region, waterfront accessibility, local and 
regional transit accessibility, broader employment opportunities, and many other market factors.  

If market pricing was determined by costs alone, the price of a single-family home in Mississauga 
and Caledon would be similar.  If market pricing was determined by supply and demand 
conditions, but developers could unilaterally increase pricing when faced with increasing costs, 
the price of single and semi-detached homes in Caledon would have increased more rapidly than 
what was observed between 2010 and 2018.  Rather, the market has supported a specific price 
threshold in both Caledon and Mississauga, which has been met by developers regardless of any 
shift in development costs.  

The impact of rising development costs reduce the RLV of a project, which is simply the amount 
that a developer can afford to pay for a development site.  Generally, in communities where 
market pricing supports land values that well exceeds the value of other competing uses (retail, 
gas stations, low-density residential, etc.), there should be no impact to the viability, pricing, and 
supply of residential development.  In these situations, developers will continue to purchase 
developable land in the market and charge purchasers an amount that is supported by local supply 
and demand conditions. 

However, if the RLV of a residential development site is reduced below the value of other 
competing uses or below the expectation of a land owner, a developer will not be able to purchase 
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the property and would not be able to build the project.  If the viability of residential development 
is impacted on a large scale, the supply of housing will be reduced as developers will be unable to 
build new housing.  If supply does not meet demand, the price of both new and existing homes 
will increase, which is a function of basic housing economics (i.e. a large pool of buyers 
competing for a small amount of space).  

Finally, it is acknowledged that if development costs were lower, it would be possible for some 
new development to proceed at “lower” pricing. For example, there are many communities in 
Peel Region that currently do not support viable development.  This is due to the fact that the 
local supply and demand conditions do not support pricing that is able to cover all development 
costs (including land purchase) and produce an attractive profit.  It is possible that if development 
costs were lower, some of these projects would be able to move forward with lower relative 
pricing.  It is important to note that the lower pricing levels are still determined by the market, 
however the project might be able to proceed because development costs were lower.  
Conversely, rising development costs will further erode the possibility of these projects being 
constructed.  

The type of project described above can be supported by the public-sector with financial 
incentives and other tools to broaden the supply of housing brought to market as identified in 
housing strategies (e.g. Mississauga’s Housing Strategy:  Making Room for the Middle).  This 
topic is expanded on further in Chapter 5 of this paper.  
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4.0 Development Case Studies in Peel Region

The following chapter has selected six development case studies to illustrate the economic 
principals discussed in this report.  The purpose of this chapter is to exemplify how the 
development industry determines the built-form of a project (e.g. lot size, surrounding context, 
planning controls, market), achievable market pricing (e.g. supply and demand conditions), 
development costs, the supportable land value of the project (i.e. property purchase price), and 
overall project viability.

The analysis also isolates the relative impact of Development Charges and other development 
costs on a housing project.  In consultation with the City of Mississauga, Town of Caledon, and 
Region of Peel, we have selected the following case studies to illustrate a broad range of possible 
housing projects:

Mississauga - High-rise condominium apartment in Mississauga City Centre

Mississauga - High-rise condominium apartment in Port Credit

Mississauga – Mid-rise condominium apartment along the Dundas Street Corridor

Mississauga – Stacked townhome development in Erin Mills

Caledon – Mid-rise condominium apartment in Bolton

Caledon – Single-detached subdivision 

For each case study, we have developed a “prototypical” development concept that is considered 
reflective of local development patterns and market dynamics.  The prototype development 
concept prepared for each case study therefore includes an assumed lot area, building floorplate, 
density, and unit yield estimate. We have also prepared a market scan for each case study to 
understand the local market and provide inputs for the proforma analysis.  Relevant inputs gained 
from the market scan include:  pricing, suite mix and unit sizes, market absorption, density and 
height, project positioning, parking requirements, sale values of parking and storage lockers (if 
applicable), and other relevant items.  

The following subsections briefly describe each case study, with the full built-form analysis and 
market data available in the appendix of this report. 

4.1 Case Studies

4.1.1 Mississauga City Centre – High-Rise Condominium Apartment
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Mississauga City Centre serves as Mississauga’s 
downtown and is one of the city’s most vibrant and 
urban communities. The area offers a variety of retail 
services at Square One Shopping Centre as well as an 
art gallery, performing arts centre, post-secondary 
institution and recreational centres. City Centre also 
provides access to local and regional transit via the 
Square One Bus Terminal and the Cooksville GO Train 
station. In addition to the abundance of services and 
amenities, City Centre also hosts community festivals 
and displays of public art at Celebration Square, which 
contributes to the area’s desirability. Over the past two 
decades, Mississauga City Centre has experienced a 
proliferation of high-rise residential activity primarily 
in the form of condominium apartments. 

Reflective of many development projects in the local area, as well as planning policies and 
guidelines, we have assumed a 35-storey tower that accommodates approximately 372 units on a 
lot size of just under 1 acre.  The assumed density is a floor space index (“FSI”) of approximately 
6.9.  To attract a wide range of purchasers, a broad suite mix will be offered, however the average 
unit size will be relatively small at 645 square feet overall.  It is likely that half of the units 
offered will qualify as a “small unit” under the Development Charge by-law.

As determined by the market scan, many of the new condominium projects to come to market
over the past year have offered units just below $800 per square foot (PSF) at project launch.
Many of these projects have since increased pricing to exceed this threshold, including the Edge 
Towers project: Tower 1 (323 units) is 82% sold with remaining units currently priced at $844 
PSF and Tower 2 (422 units) is 37% sold with remaining units currently priced at $874 PSF.  The 
third tower in M City launched last year at an average price of $792 PSF and is currently 52% 
sold.  

Based on the performance of other projects in the local area as determined by the market scan, we 
assume the prototype concept can be priced at $800 PSF at project launch. This would result in 
an average end-price of $516,000, however a range of suite types and unit prices would be 
offered (e.g. $516,000 for a 645 square foot unit, $800,000 for a 1,000 square foot unit).  This 
pricing recommendation would be competitive with the supply currently for sale in the market at 
other competing pre-construction condominium projects (e.g. below the pricing observed at Edge 
Towers but slightly higher than M City tower 3).  

Further, as observed in other marketing projects in City Centre, we assume parking spaces will be 
provided at a ratio of 0.8 spaces per unit (including visitor spaces) and can be sold for $35,000 
per space with all parking underground.  Storage lockers are also assumed to be sold for $4,000.  

Figure 4:  Mississauga City Centre Prototype
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The performance of competitive projects in the local area will likely support an absorption rate of 
15 units per month over the sales program.  

4.1.2 Mississauga Port Credit – High-Rise Condominium Apartment

Port Credit is a highly desirable neighbourhood along Mississauga’s waterfront with high real 
estate values. The area offers a broad range of commercial and retail services along Lakeshore 
Road East with access to regional GO Rail service and the proposed Hurontario LRT, which all 
contribute to Port Credit’s attractiveness. The area has experienced recent growth in higher 
density formats with the development of high-rise and mid-rise apartment buildings near the 
Hurontario Street and Lakeshore Road East intersection, including the 185-unit ‘Port Credit 
Village’ townhouse development on the southeast corner. While the area has experienced limited 
development activity relative to the broad market appeal, this is due to a lack of easily 
developable sites and built-form impacts with the adjacent low-density neighbourhoods. 

Typical of local projects and the type of development 
likely to occur in the area looking forward, which was 
also informed by a review of the Port Credit Built 
Form Guide, we have assumed a 15-storey tower with 
approximately 97 condominium units and an FSI of 
around 5.3.  It is likely that new high-rise 
development in Port Credit will be a modest scale 
relative to Mississauga City Centre and other 
locations in Peel Region.  Many new projects in the 
Port Credit area target a more affluent end-user 
purchaser, largely consisting of seniors and move-
down households.  As such, larger unit sizes are 
typical, and we assume an average size of 900 square 
feet for this development concept.  The larger unit 
size reduces the number of units within the building, 
and also the number of unit that would qualify as a “small unit” by the Development Charge by-
law (assume 25% would qualify).

Given the setback and other built-form requirements, as well as the modest building size, we 
assume a lot area of approximately 0.5 acres with generous front façade stepbacks and rear lot 
setbacks.  Parking spaces will be provided at a ratio of 1.25 spaces per unit (reflective of the 
target purchase group and including visitor spaces) and can be sold for $35,000 per space with all 
parking underground.  Storage lockers are also assumed to be sold for $4,000.  The performance 
of competitive projects in the local area will likely support an absorption rate of 7 units per month 
over the sales program.

As determined by the market scan, there have been few projects to come to market in Port Credit 
in recent years.  However, the two projects that have launched in recent years have carried a 

Figure 5:  Port Credit Prototype
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premium over other market areas in Mississauga.  Strong pricing and absorption rates are driven 
by the positive market attributes of the community.  We therefore assume the project can be 
priced at $850 PSF at project launch, which would result in an average overall end-price of 
$765,000.  It is expected that some smaller units could be priced lower and some larger suites 
would be over $1.0 million.  

Tanu is a condominium project currently selling in Port Credit.  The project is 15 storeys, 
contains 204 units, and is priced at $877 PSF.  Since it began sales in October 2018, 71% of the 
total units have sold.  The average unit size is just over 915 square feet. This project, along with 
the existing condominium apartments in the local area, would be considered the core competitive 
supply for any new project to come to market.  Many of the existing condominium apartments 
around the intersection of Hurontario Street and Lakeshore and on Port Street are priced between 
$700 and $900 PSF based on recent resale transactions, with much of this supply over ten years 
old.  The positioning of Port Credit Prototype would be competitive with this supply.  

4.1.3 Mississauga Dundas Corridor – Mid-Rise Condominium Apartment

The Dundas Street Corridor is a major route within the City of Mississauga stretching almost 20 
km from Oakville in the west to Etobicoke in the east. Although there are a variety of retail and 
commercial services along the Dundas Corridor, there is currently limited market appeal for 
higher density housing. The few mid-rise apartments that have been developed are mainly 
concentrated near Cawthra Road or Erin Mills Parkway. However, the City has initiated the 
Dundas Connects master plan to create a planning framework that is intended to encourage 
intensification and convert the corridor into a mixed-use, transit-oriented route supported with 
bus rapid transit.  Notwithstanding this initiative, market demand is likely to be modest over the 
near to mid-term given the current context.  

Given the lack of significant market activity, 
we have also reviewed the Dundas Connects 
master plan to understand the type of mid-rise 
development that is expected along this 
corridor looking forward.  This analysis has 
led us to assume a five storey “slab” style 
building on a rectangular lot of approximately 
1.4 acres.  With an assumed average unit size 
of 800 square feet, the building will yield 95 
units with about half of the suites qualifying 
as a “small unit” by the Development Charge
by-law.  The average unit size is reflective of the building targeting a larger range of purchasers 
relative to the Mississauga City Centre and Port Credit case study, which will include small units 
that are popular amongst investors, first time purchasers, and singles as well as larger suites for 
seniors, move-down purchasers, and couples/families priced out of the low-density market. The 

Figure 6:  Dundas Street Prototype
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building has an assumed FSI of 1.5. We also assume the building would be wood-framed, 
resulting in construction cost savings.  

There is only one mid-rise project actively marketing along the Dundas Street corridor, which is 
The EV Rolaye Condos located on Dundas Street West near the University of Toronto 
Mississauga campus.  The project launched in 2016 at an average price of $666 PSF and is 86% 
sold.  The remaining 14% of suites are priced $683 PSF.  Overall the project has sold at an 
average absorption rate of 3.3 sales per month.  

We have assumed the prototype building can be priced at $650 PSF, however the price would 
include a parking space.  Parking would be provided both at surface level and underground and 
be provided at a ratio of 1.1 spaces per unit (including visitor spaces).  The pricing would result in 
an average end price of $520,000, with smaller units driving a lower end price and larger units 
driving a higher end price.  The pricing assumed takes into consideration the options that 
purchasers would have in the market, which includes some older apartments, townhomes, and 
even a select number of semi-detached homes within the western and eastern segments of the 
Dundas corridor that are priced between $450,000 (older apartments) and $600,000 (townhomes).
The pricing level assumed, and the decision to include parking in the purchase price, would allow 
the project to remain competitive with the local housing supply and achieve an absorption rate of 
3 sales per month.   

The lack of mid-rise activity in Mississauga is not uncommon and frequently referred to as a 
“missing middle” housing type in the GTHA context.  This is due to developers pursuing higher 
density projects that offer higher profits or single family projects that are higher priced and 
comparatively easier to gain approval for and market.  Mid-rise buildings will also share many of 
the same costs as a high-rise project, however the costs are spread over a smaller saleable floor 
area. They also face competition from other comparable development forms, such as stacked 
townhomes. 

4.1.4 Mississauga Erin Mills – Stacked Townhome

Stacked townhomes are essentially a three or four-storey apartment building that “looks and 
feels” like a ground-oriented townhome building.  These buildings are often “half sunken”, with 
entrances to units accessible by a small staircase down a level and another set of entrances a half 
storey above grade.  Stacked townhomes can be very attractive to first time purchasers as they are 
an entry level product offering for young families and professionals.  They typically 
accommodate larger units than condominium apartment buildings, achieve significantly lower 
maintenance fees due to the lack of amenities, and offer a ground-oriented product type that many 
purchasers desire.  However, given the lack of elevator service and the abundance of stairs, older 
populations have not responded well to this product.

Stacked townhomes have become very popular in the GTHA as the price of single-family homes 
have escalated to unaffordable levels.  This is also true in Mississauga, which has seen several 
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stacked townhome projects launch over the past several years.  Stacked townhomes are attractive 
to developers because they can be implemented through a large scale and phased development of 
multiple blocks or as a modest infill project.  Stacked townhomes are also attractive to developers 
as they can be much cheaper to construct than high-rise or even mid-rise apartment buildings, 
especially if wood-frame construction is utilized.

We have assumed a smaller scale infill 
stacked townhome project as a prototype.  
The prototype therefore includes two 
three-storey stacked townhome blocks on 
a 0.5 acre site with an FSI of 
approximately 0.9.  This built-form, 
including site design and setbacks, is 
informed by other marketing and built 
projects in Mississauga and the City’s 
Draft Urban Design Guidelines for Back 
to Back and Stacked Townhouses.
Utilizing an average unit size of 850 square feet, the project would yield approximately 39 
residential units.  The larger average unit size would accommodate a wide range of smaller one-
bedroom units and larger three bedroom suites.  It is assumed that only 30% of suites would 
qualify as a “small unit” by the Development Charge by-law.  

There are five stacked townhome projects currently marketing in the City of Mississauga, 
totalling nearly 650 units.  While the average price of the remaining available supply is 
approximately $640 PSF, it is noted that location will play a significant impact in how prices are 
established.  Two of the most recent projects to launch in November/December of 2018 launched 
with pricing between $640 and $670 PSF, with the former located in the Clarkson neighbourhood 
and the latter located in Lakeview.  Both of these projects are within a 25 minute walk of a GO 
Station.  Another stacked townhome project (WayUrban Towns) launched in March 2018 within 
Erin Mills and is currently priced at $581 PSF.  

We have assumed the prototype building can be priced at $600 PSF and would include a parking 
space in the purchase price.  Parking would be provided both at surface level and underground 
and be provided at a ratio of 1.1 spaces per unit (including visitor spaces).  The pricing would 
result in an average end price of $510,000.  This pricing would be higher than the WayUrban 
Towns project currently selling in Erin Mills, however this project has experienced strong sales 
absorption, selling 120 units in only 10 months and reaching 70% sales (construction financing 
threshold) in only 4 months.  This project launched in March 2018 at an average price of $525 
PSF, which has increased considerably to $581 PSF at the time of our survey.  The pricing level 
assumed for the prototype, and the decision to include parking in the purchase price, would allow 
the prototype to remain competitive with the competitive supply in the local area and achieve an 
absorption rate of 3.5 sales per month.  

Figure 7:  Stacked Townhome Prototype
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4.1.5 Caledon Bolton Downtown – Mid-Rise Apartment

Bolton is Caledon’s most populous community with a historic downtown core that has a full 
complement of local retailers and services with access to several nearby hiking trails and 
recreational opportunities. The area has a small-town charm while still being in close proximity to 
larger urban areas. Bolton’s existing residential development is comprised predominantly of 
single-detached homes on the fringe of the downtown core. In regard to higher density formats, 
there has only been one condominium apartment building developed in Bolton - River’s Edge by 
Armour Heights Developments.

River’s Edge is a five-storey and 72 unit adult lifestyle building that targeted more affluent move-
down and senior purchasers that began sales in 2007.  The majority of units are two-bedroom or 
larger at an average unit size of 1,128 square feet.  The large unit sizes and significant amenity 
offering (indoor pool, gym, guest rooms, underground parking with car wash, large lobby area, 
and outdoor landscaped space) is designed to attract local populations that are used to larger 
living spaces and may require more amenities to be enticed to move to a condominium.  

There is a development application for another 5-storey and 73 unit condominium building 
immediately adjacent to River’s Edge that is currently under review by the Town.  While this 
project has not yet begun marketing, it is likely that it will be positioned similarly to River’s
Edge, targeting move-down and senior households in the local and surrounding area.  

We have therefore assumed a prototype 
that shares similarities with these two 
projects.  The prototype includes a five-
storey and 72 unit building on a 1.2 acre 
rectangular site with an FSI of 1.6.  The 
average unit size will be approximately 
1,000 square feet given the target 
purchaser group.  One parking space 
will be included in the purchase price 
and an additional space will be available 
for purchase for $15,000.  Parking will 
be both surface and underground and be provided at a rate of 1.5 spaces per unit (including visitor 
parking), which will allow some purchasers to have two parking spaces given the rural context.
Due to the large average unit size, it is assumed only 20% of units would qualify as a “small unit” 
by the Development Charge by-law. 

To understand potential pricing, we have reviewed resale data within the River’s Edge project, 
with units typically selling for under $700,000 with an index price of between $610 and $650 
PSF.  The units at the higher end of the range took multiple months to sell, with one of the units 
taking seven months to sell.  This indicates that while demand exists at this pricing level, the 

Figure 8:  Bolton Mid-Rise Prototype
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market depth is shallow.  It therefore appears it would be difficult to market 72 units at a price 
above $600 PSF and maintain a healthy absorption rate.  We therefore assume an average index 
price of $575 PSF, which should result in an absorption rate of 2 sales per month with an average 
index price of $575,000.  

4.1.6 Caledon Mayfield West – Single-Detached Homes

The Town of Caledon has experienced strong low-density residential housing development 
through greenfield subdivisions over the past decade.  Low-density housing starts in the Town 
averaged just over 465 units per year between 2010 and 2014, which has increased to an annual 
average of nearly 610 new units since this time.  At the time of our survey, there were seven 
actively marketing projects in the Town currently selling single-detached homes.  In total, there 
were 1,236 total single-detached lots within these projects, of which 90% were sold, meaning 
there were only 125 units available for sale.  It is noted that most of these projects have a 
combination of single and semi-detached homes as well as townhomes available for sale.  

The Mayfield West area had the largest concentration of actively marketing single-detached 
projects in Caledon. Three of the seven projects were located in this area, totaling 892 lots (about 
70% of the total lots).  While there are a wide variety of single-detached homes available for sale 
in the market, the most popular offering by far is a 36 foot lot ranging in size between 2,300 and 
2,950 square feet.  

We have therefore assumed a 2,650 square foot single-detached home on a 36 foot lot as the 
prototype.  The subdivision will contain 40 total units and will require 2.0 hectares of land at a 
density of 20 units per hectare.  The project will require on-site parkland dedication of 5% of the 
lot area and approximately 275 metres of local roads (assumes each home is 36 feet * 40 units = 
1,440 feet; assume 2 units on each side of the street and a 25% gross up = 900 feet or 275
metres).  We assume pricing would start at $415 PSF, which result in an end-price of just under 
$1.1 million.  This pricing would be directly comparable to the Stowmarket Springs subdivision 
(similarly sized 36 foot lot homes) currently marketing in Mayfield West as well as other 
competitive projects in Caledon.  This pricing would likely support an absorption rate of 2.5 sales 
per month. 

4.2 Analysis

4.2.1 Methodology 

NBLC has prepared a financial analysis for each of the prototype development concepts.  The 
methodology utilized in our analysis is a Residual Land Value (RLV) model, which was detailed 
in Section 3.3 of this paper (Figure 3).  The objective of the model is to establish a site’s 
estimated land value, assuming a developer requires the current market return rate of 15% profit 
on gross revenue.  This model accounts for all potential revenue attributed to the project and then 
subtracts all development costs and the developer’s profit.  The remaining amount is referred to 
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as the residual land value, which is then discounted to the present day.  To show evidence of 
financial feasibility, we seek to illustrate if a development would meet the following two tests:

1. a developer could earn a target profit of 15% of gross revenues; and,

2. the residual land value derived is equivalent to current market land values.  

Regarding the second test, NBLC has surveyed land transactions within the City of Mississauga 
and Town of Caledon for low, medium, and high-density development (Appendix C).  The 
results of the financial analysis will be evaluated relative to these comparable land transactions.   

It is important to note that there are situations where a project might not meet the above tests, but 
a developer would still move forward with the development.  This includes a situation where a 
land owner may already own a property and has capitalized the original cost from its former use 
as a retail site or some other venture. In these cases, where there is no effective land cost, the 
combined profit and land value return may still encourage investment.

4.2.2 General Assumptions Common to All Case Studies

The following assumptions are utilized for all of the case studies evaluated.  Other site-specific 
assumptions for each development concept are detailed separately within each pro forma analysis 
(Appendix E):

The net to gross efficiency is 85% for apartments and 100% for stacked townhomes and 
single-detached homes.  

A discount rate of 7% is used for all case studies in Mississauga.  A slightly higher discount 
rate of 8% is used for the apartment in Bolton and a slightly lower discount rate of 6% is used 
for the Caledon subdivision to reflect the different market conditions and overall risk.

The developer has a target profit of 15.0% of gross revenues.

Above and below grade hard construction costs are generated using the Altus Construction 
Cost Guide for 2019; landscaping, contingencies, and other related costs are calculated 
separately.  Local roads and site servicing costs are also calculated using the Altus 
Construction Cost Guide based on the length of roads within the project, which includes the 
costs of underground storm, sewer, water, electrical, street lighting, earthworks, curbs, 
asphalt, and sidewalks.  

Soft costs include all the other costs a developer encounters when developing real estate, such 
as consulting fees, Development Charges, HST, marketing and sales commissions, and other 
similar items. These costs are estimated/calculated as per the assumptions detailed in the 
model.  
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The analysis accounts for only the costs and revenues associated with the residential GFA of 
the project.  

Development Charges are based on the current rates in both Caledon and Mississauga.  

Cash-in-lieu of parkland is $9,520 per unit for the Mississauga apartment case studies as per 
the City’s current policy.  The apartment in Bolton requires a cash-in-lieu payment of 1 
hectare per 300 units, with the payment based on the residual land value of the site at the time 
of permit.  The subdivision will include on-site parkland dedication of 5% of the total site 
area. 

Revenues and costs are inflated by 2% annually. We assume pricing will increase by 3% at 
the start of construction (for the remaining 30% of suites) and again at construction 
completion (for all remaining units as calculated by the absorption rate).  

We assume no Section 37 contribution in any of the case studies.  Due to the uncertainty 
associated with the ultimate payment of Section 37, we have not included a cost in the 
financial model.  This does not mean that a payment or other community benefit would not be 
required.  Of note, the policy context in Mississauga City Centre does not provide the City 
with an avenue to request a Section 37 agreement.  

Parking and lockers are assumed to be saleable for the condominium in Mississauga City 
Centre and Port Credit only.  

Parking can be accommodated below grade, and no extraordinary costs are incurred in the 
construction of any underground parking facility.

All projects are either condominium or freehold in tenure and approvals will be granted for 
the proposed development concepts.  

We assume all case studies will require a zoning by-law and Official Plan amendment.  
Applications will also require all other standard applications where applicable (e.g. site plan, 
subdivision, DARC, Region of Peel review fee, condominium, building permits, etc.).  

We assume that there are no environmental remediation costs incurred by the developer aside 
from typical demolition and/or site preparation.  

All condominium apartments require a pre-sale of 70% prior to construction beginning.  

4.3 Results of the Financial Analysis

Table 1 illustrates the results of the financial analysis for each cast study.  The full pro forma, 
including a detailed list of all assumptions and calculations, is available in the appendix of this 
report.  The following describes some of the findings from the analysis.
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4.3.1 Mississauga City Centre and Port Credit High-Rise Condominium Apartments

Both the Mississauga City Centre and Port Credit markets support high pricing levels as well as a 
relatively healthy pace of sales.  The revenue associated with each project supports a very healthy 
land value within the Mississauga market once project costs and developer profit is accounted for.  
The Port Credit scenario supports a land value of $8.25 million, which is approximately $80 per 
square foot of gross buildable GFA, or nearly $85,000 per unit. The Mississauga City Centre case 
study supports land value of $18.0 million, which is approximately $64 per square foot of gross 
buildable GFA, or around $48,500 per unit.

The Port Credit case study results in a higher land value than the Mississauga City Centre 
prototype on a per square foot and per unit basis due to the following:

The assumed market pricing is higher on a per square basis for the Port Credit case study;

The Port Credit case study has lower softs costs:

The Development Charges paid, on a per square foot basis, is lower due to the fact 
that the Port Credit case study incorporates a larger average unit size.  There are 
therefore less units in the Port Credit case study, which results in a lower total 
Development Charge payment, notwithstanding the fact that there are a lower 
proportion of units that qualify as a small unit.   

Similar to the above, the cash-in-lieu of parkland payment is lower for the Port Credit 
case study because there is a lower unit yield in the building due to the larger unit 
size.  Cash-in-lieu of parkland is currently paid on a per unit basis.

Finally, the modest building size and steady absorption rate results in a shorter 
development timeline for the Port Credit scenario relative to the City Centre 
prototype.  This reduces financing and other carrying costs as well as the period over 
which the residual land value is discounted.  

Reviewing land transactions for high-density residential development in the City of Mississauga 
(Appendix C), both case studies evaluated here appear to be viable.  For example, the Tanu 
Condominium property in Port Credit sold for $56 per square foot of buildable GFA ($56,100 per 
unit) in 2017.  Similarly, multiple land transactions in Mississauga City Centre have ranged from 
$17 to $95 per square foot of buildable GFA ($15,000 - $84,000 per unit) over the past two years. 

These land values are also higher than the value that would be supported by lower intensity uses 
in most situations (e.g. retail property, single-storey commercial services, employment use).  It is 
therefore possible that higher costs could be absorbed (effectively reducing the land value of the 
projects) with project viability being impacted. 
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4.3.2 Mid-Rise Apartment (Dundas Corridor) and Stacked Townhome (Erin Mills)

The mid-rise apartment has a lower cost base than the high-rise apartments in Port Credit and 
Mississauga City Centre due to the wood framed construction and incorporation of a mix of 
surface and underground parking, however the weaker market location along the Dundas Corridor
results in lower pricing.  This results in a modest supportable land value of $3.3 million for this 
case study, which is approximately $37 per square foot of gross buildable GFA, or around 
$35,000 per unit.  

By comparison, the stacked townhome prototype supports a land value of $2.3 million, which is 
approximately $70 per square foot of gross buildable GFA or around $60,000 per unit.  The land 
value is higher than the mid-rise apartment on a per square foot and per unit basis because 
stacked townhomes are less expensive to construct (lower hard construction cost), the entire GFA 
is saleable (no common area, elevators, stairwells, etc.), requires less underground parking and 
the average unit size is slightly larger resulting in less units and lower Development 
Charges/cash-in-lieu payment (similar to Port Credit discussion).  

As noted previously, stacked townhomes are a very popular housing option in the GTHA, and 
Mississauga specifically.  They offer a similar product to mid-rise apartment without the common 
area amenities, elevators, ground-floor retail, and other features of a condominium apartment.  
The built-form can therefore be constructed more cheaply than an apartment and will also carry 
lower maintenance fees, which is attractive to purchasers.  The built-form is also more efficient 
than condominium apartments, as virtually the entire GFA is saleable.  These features result in 
stacked townhomes being very attractive to developers, and also explains why they tend to drive a 
higher land value than mid-rise apartment buildings.  

While stacked townhomes can often be a preferred building type relative to a mid-rise apartment 
for developers, they may not be appropriate in every situation.  For example, stacked townhomes 
often occur on larger infill sites that are somewhat insular from major roads and include multiple 
townhome blocks.  While they can also front major roadways, like the Dundas Street corridor, 
municipalities often will not prefer this outcome due to the lack of street animation caused by the 
absence of ground-floor retail.  The units fronting a major road can also be difficult to sell due to 
noise and other nuisance issues, which might cause the developer to discount the sale price of 
these units.  

A review of land transactions for stacked townhomes in Mississauga indicates that the case study 
appears to be a viable product in the City.  The land value supported by the mid-rise apartment 
case study also appears to result in a viable project based on a very limited sample of land 
transactions in the City for mid-rise apartments.  However, the land value is much lower than the 
other Mississauga case studies, indicating that if higher costs erode the land value any further, it 
is very possibly that a developer would not be able to purchase land in the market to build the 
project.  Further, relative to the high-rise case studies, the profit associated with the mid-rise 
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apartment is much lower, which further explains why developers have pursued high-rise sites 
over modest infill apartment opportunities. 

4.3.3  Mid-Rise Apartment (Bolton)

Much of the commentary related to mid-rise apartments remains constant between Mississauga 
and Caledon.  Due to the relative affordability of the ground-oriented housing in Caledon, 
apartments and stacked townhomes have not been a major component of new housing 
development in the Town.  The only apartment building constructed in Caledon, as well as the 
single application for a new apartment in Bolton, are targeting an older population and therefore 
elevator access and a strong package of common amenities are required for any project.  

Relative to the mid-rise apartment along the Dundas Corridor, the case study in Bolton supports a
much lower land value of $750,000 or approximately $9 per square of buildable GFA or nearly 
$10,500 per unit.  While the higher parking ratio results in higher hard construction costs 
compared to the Dundas Street case study, the soft costs in Bolton are lower due to the large 
overall unit size assumption (see similar discussion in Section 4.3.1).  The cash-in-lieu of 
parkland payment is also lower in this prototype relative to any of the other case studies because 
the payment is based on 5% of the value of the land at time of permit; the value of the mid-rise 
apartment site is modest.  

The land value will only result in a viable project if a developer could acquire a development site 
at the $9 per square foot / $10,500 per unit.  Currently, this would likely be challenging in the 
market, albeit not impossible.  It is also worth noting that at this land value, other lower intensity 
uses would compete (gas station, retail, etc.).  Any further increase in costs, relative to changes in 
market pricing, would significantly challenge the viability of mid-rise apartments in Caledon due 
to downward pressure on the residual land value.  

4.3.4 Single-Detached Homes (Caledon)

Finally, single-detached homes remain a strong development option where developable greenfield 
lands are available in the GTHA.  Caledon is no different in this regard, where developers are 
able to charge a healthy price for new homes as supported by the market.  Unlike condominium 
apartments, there is no market pressure to reach the 70% sales threshold in order to receive 
construction loan financing.  Rather, homes can be built as they are sold and site servicing 
becomes available.  

Construction costs are relatively modest relative to other development forms and pricing is high, 
as driven by the market.  This results in strong pricing and strong residual land values.  The 
residual land value supported by this development concept, which includes a 5% on-site parkland 
dedication, is approximately $4.7 million or $955,000 per acre.  The price per acre of low-density 
land transactions in Caledon have varied widely over the past two years, ranging from under 
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$100,000 per acre to nearly $1.7 million per acre.  In areas where market pricing is higher, the 
value of low-density land can greatly exceed this.  

4.4 Observations from the Case Studies

The financial analysis illustrates the economic discussion from Section 3 of this paper.  
Developers will undertake a significant amount of research to determine what they can build on a 
property and the eventual highest and best use by accounting for all project revenues, which is 
based on market conditions, and then subtract all development costs and their required profit to 
arrive at a land value that they can afford to pay to acquire the development site.  In situations 
such as Port Credit and Mississauga City Centre, as well as stacked townhomes in Mississauga
and single-detached homes in Caledon, pricing appears to support a land value that exceeds lower 
intensity uses.  If development costs were to increase, which would negatively impact the residual 
land value, it is likely that developers would still be able to purchase land in the market assuming 
the magnitude of impact is not overly punitive.   

In other situations, such as mid-rise apartments in Mississauga and Bolton, the residual land value 
is lower due to lower project revenue as determined by the local market conditions and the built-
form.  The economics of building these types of projects are already marginal in some cases, and 
if costs were to increase quicker than market pricing looking forward, the viability of 
implementing the project will erode even further.

Figure 9 illustrates how total project revenues are broken out as a proportion of individual 
components (e.g. hard construction costs, soft development costs, developer profit, and the 
residual land value).  As noted previously, if the land is purchased below the supportable land 
value, the excess project revenue will be absorbed by profit. As demonstrated by Figure 9, and 
consistent with the economic commentary found throughout this report, the developer’s profit 
remains consistent amongst all case studies.  Profit is noted at 13% of total project revenue, rather 
than the 15% threshold identified, because profit is calculated on the sale of units only, net of 
HST.  Once HST is removed from the purchase price, profit is calculated based on 15% of the 
remaining amount.  Profit is also not calculated on revenue from other sources such as parking or 
storage locker sale. 

The hard construction costs as a proportion of total project revenue ranges from 37% for the 
stacked townhomes (lower construction costs, relatively high sales values) to 50% for the mid-
rise apartment in Bolton (moderate construction costs, relatively low sale values).  The other case 
studies range from 41% to 44%.  Soft costs were relatively similar for all case studies, ranging 
from 31% to 34%.  Finally, the land values varied widely, from only 3% in the Bolton apartment 
case study to 15% for the stacked townhome.  As noted, the land value is a direct reflection of 
project revenues and costs. 
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Figure 10 isolates the soft development costs for each case study, highlighting the seven largest 
items in this category.  HST (with the rebate accounted for) and Development Charges are by far 
the largest soft costs, representing roughly half of total project soft costs across the case studies.

In addition to Development Charges and HST, construction financing, sales commissions, 
consultant fees and cash-in-lieu of parkland make up the majority of remaining soft costs.  As 
noted, the subdivision will provide on-site parkland dedication (at a cost), but will not pay cash-
in-lieu.  The remaining 13%-15% of soft costs are made up of various other items such as 
property taxes, building permit and development applications, project/construction management, 
and others. 

The proportion of each soft cost fluctuates between the case studies because the total soft costs 
are not identical.  The fluctuation is also observed due to the following:

The proportion that Development Charges make up of total soft costs is dependent on the 
average unit size and overall number of units in the project as well as the number of units that 
might qualify as a “small unit” by the Development Charges by-law.  

HST costs will also fluctuate based on the unit purchase price and calculated rebate (also 
assessed based on the unit sale value).  

Financing costs will fluctuate based on the overall development timeline, which is why the 
two high-rise projects have higher financing costs than the small subdivision and stacked 
townhome project.  

Overall, this analysis illustrates that government imposed fees on development, especially HST, 
Development Charges, and cash-in-lieu of parkland, represent a significant proportion of the total 
soft costs of delivering new housing.  
  

Appendix 1
8.2



Th
e 

C
ity

 o
f M

is
si

ss
au

ga
, R

eg
io

n 
of

 P
ee

l, 
To

w
n 

of
 C

al
ed

on
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Pa

ge
 3

9 
Th

e 
Ef

fe
ct

 o
f D

ev
el

op
m

en
t R

el
at

ed
 C

os
ts

 o
n 

H
ou

si
ng

 A
ffo

rd
ab

ilit
y 

N
BL

C
 D

oc
ke

t 1
8-

31
96

Fi
gu

re
 9

 

A
pp

en
di

x 
1

8.
2



Th
e 

C
ity

 o
f M

is
si

ss
au

ga
, R

eg
io

n 
of

 P
ee

l, 
To

w
n 

of
 C

al
ed

on
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
Pa

ge
 4

0 
Th

e 
Ef

fe
ct

 o
f D

ev
el

op
m

en
t R

el
at

ed
 C

os
ts

 o
n 

H
ou

si
ng

 A
ffo

rd
ab

ilit
y 

N
BL

C
 D

oc
ke

t 1
8-

31
96

Fi
gu

re
 1

0 

A
pp

en
di

x 
1

8.
2



The City of Mississauga, Region of Peel, Town of Caledon   Page 41 
The Effect of Development Related Costs on Housing Affordability 
NBLC Docket 18-3196
  

5.0 Discussion Questions and Conclusions 

5.1 Do Development Costs Impact Housing Prices? 

As discussed throughout this paper, there is a common misunderstanding that the cost of 
constructing new housing determines the price at which new housing can be sold, and that any 
new development costs introduced due to government policy can be “passed on” to the buyer 
through higher sale prices. Though related, the market that determines the price of a home (i.e. 
the market of willing buyers and sellers), is fundamentally distinct from the market that
determines the cost of development. 

Developers and/ or owners will charge the maximum rent or sale value for a home that the market 
can bear at any given time, irrespective of the cost of constructing the home in the first place. In 
free markets, these prices are established by the characteristics of supply and demand. Developers 
spend a considerable amount of effort analyzing local supply and demand conditions to determine 
the maximum sale price the market will absorb.  This underpins the principle of the “willing 
buyer and seller”. As illustrated in this report, the nature of supply and demand supports different 
pricing levels in different areas.  If costs were the major determinant of housing prices, we would 
observe similar pricing for housing across a region.

If the market does support an increase in the price of new homes, developers are likely to increase 
pricing regardless of any change in costs.  This is often observed in housing projects, where the 
price of homes in a project increase over the sales period.  The price increase is often supported 
by natural appreciation in the market, as well as increased demand due to a project beginning 
construction and therefore limiting a purchaser’s risk and the time they must wait to occupy a 
unit.  Developers will respond to shifting market conditions and adjust pricing, regardless of any 
shift in construction costs.  To further exemplify this economic reality, if development costs 
decreased by 10%, but the market supports a price increase, developers are not likely to reduce or 
even maintain the price of homes in their project.  Rather, it is likely that they will increase the 
sale value of homes, as supported by the market.  

Development costs do not therefore come into consideration when pricing new homes.  As 
discussed in this paper, development costs and the developer’s required profit is subtracted from 
the estimated revenue of the project to determine how much the developer can afford to pay for 
the development site.  If the sale value of homes as determined by the market does not allow a 
developer to meet their profit expectation and/or purchase land in the market, they are not able to 
build the project and will search for another development opportunity.  In situations such as these, 
developers cannot simply increase pricing beyond what the market can support to offset 
development costs.
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5.2 How Do Rising Development Costs Impact a Housing Project Where Land 
Has Already Been Purchased and/or Begun Sales?

The only exception to the economic discussion in the previous commentary is situations where 
developers have already purchased a development site and have presold units, but have been 
unable to obtain a permit before the rate increase occurs (e.g. Development Charge).  In this 
situation, the burden of the increased fee must either be covered by the purchaser or by the 
developer.  Most pre-construction projects “cap” the purchaser’s exposure to rising Development 
Charges, however some do not.  In these situations, the purchaser will be responsible for covering 
all or a portion of the increase in Development Charges at the time of closing, which in effect 
increases the cost of purchase.  Where the purchaser’s exposure to rate increases are capped, the 
increase must be shared by the developer, effectively reducing the profit associated with the 
project.

In situations similar to the above, a housing project could cancel if increased development costs 
erode a developer’s profit to the point where it no longer makes financial sense to continue.  
These situations are difficult for developers because they have already purchased a site, begun 
selling units at market value, but costs have increased significantly beyond original estimations.  
Rising costs can be due to construction cost increases, the discovery of physical property 
complications requiring greater effort/costs (e.g. geotechnical issues, archaeological discovery, 
etc.), rising development related charges (e.g. Development Charges, cash-in-lieu of parkland), 
and many others.  In situations such as this, a project could cancel.  There has been several high 
profile condominium cancellations in the GTHA over the past two years due to rising hard 
construction costs as well as rising soft costs.  

Transition policies that phase in increased Development Charges and other development related 
charges are often implemented to offset this impact.  

5.3 How do Development Costs Affect Overall Housing Affordability 
Conditions?

Development costs can affect overall housing affordability in two ways:

First, if development costs exceed the market value of housing, developers will not invest and 
supply will not be created. As discussed throughout this report, this is due to rising costs eroding 
the supportable land value of a project below the threshold where developers can acquire land in 
the market and make an attractive profit. If supply falls below demand, affordability of all 
housing supply (new and resale) will increase.  Pricing will increase in this situation because 
there will be a larger pool of willing buyers (demand) competing for a relatively smaller number 
of homes (supply).  However, if market pricing supports land values that well exceeds the value 
of other competing uses (retail, gas stations, low-density residential, etc.), there should be no 
impact to the viability, pricing, and supply of residential development.  In these situations, 
developers will continue to purchase developable land in the market and charge purchasers an 
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amount that is supported by local supply and demand conditions. It is noted that NBLC has not 
assessed the impact of the proposed Development Charge rates on development viability.   

Second, it is acknowledged that if development costs were lower, it would be possible for some 
new development to proceed at “lower” pricing. For example, there are many communities in 
Peel Region that currently do not support viable development. This is due to the fact that the 
local supply and demand conditions do not support pricing that is able to cover all development 
costs (including land purchase) and produce an attractive profit.  It is possible that if development 
costs were lower, some of these projects would be able to move forward with lower relative 
pricing.  It is important to note that the lower pricing levels are still determined by the market.  

The above is a critical consideration.  The economics of development are such that if the 
achievable home price of a project does not cover all development costs, the project will not be 
built.  The developer will instead seek another development opportunity that displays greater 
evidence of viability.  This practice will result in only projects located in strong market areas 
being able to move forward, which is generally what is observed in the market currently.  This 
has the effect of limiting the number of more affordable housing options being supplied to the 
market in new development.  Notwithstanding the previous point, the active supply of housing 
will maintain relative affordability across the entire housing market (e.g. existing homes) if 
demand is being satisfied through new construction.  

The impact of lowering development costs to encourage a greater supply of housing at lower 
pricing is evaluated in the following discussion question.  

5.4 Will Reduced Development Related Charges Be Passed Along to 
Purchasers? 

In weaker market areas, where market pricing does not currently support development viability, 
reduced development costs can result in a project becoming viable.  It is therefore possible that a 
greater supply of housing could be implemented if development costs were lower.  However, for 
projects that do not require lower development costs to move forward, lowering these costs would 
either increase developer profits or result in increased land values.  As illustrated by Figure 3,
reducing development costs will reduce the amount that is subtracted from project revenues, 
which will increase the RLV (or be absorbed by profit if land can be acquired for less).  

In areas where market pricing already supports a viable project, it is unlikely that developers will 
pass along the cost savings to purchasers because the development sector is a for-profit industry.  
Excluding non-profit entities and a small number of for-profit projects that specifically target an 
affordable market (e.g. rent to own, second mortgage programs, etc.), developers are seeking to 
maximize profits just like any other for-profit company.  In competitive markets, available land 
will often have competing bids, which requires that developers be aggressive in order to acquire a 
development site.  It is therefore likely that in strong market areas, developers will pass the cost 
savings through to the land value, which will allow them to bid higher for the land.  As noted, if
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the land is acquired for less, the savings in costs are most likely to be absorbed by the developer’s 
profit.  

Building off the above, if development costs are reduced due to decreasing development related 
charges, such as Development Charges, the municipality will have a funding gap for growth 
related infrastructure and services that would have to be funded through another avenue, which 
would likely be property taxes.  There would also be no certainty that the reduction in 
development costs would be passed along to the purchaser, aside from the hope that some new 
housing would be developed due to the decrease in development costs.  

5.5 When Have Municipalities Reduced Development Related Charges? 

The waiving or deferring of Development Charges is a common incentive utilized by 
municipalities in Ontario for the development of affordable housing.  The term “affordable 
housing” is explicitly defined (e.g. rent geared-to-income, 100% of CMHC average market rent, 
etc.) and is granted to developers that will deliver the housing at the agreed upon “below market” 
price.  These cost savings are directly passed through to the purchaser/tenant, because developers 
have to build to a predetermined affordability level.  Development Charge waivers can be 
rationalized because the provision of affordable housing is determined to be worth the cost to the 
municipality.  However, it is important to note that this is not market housing.  

Some municipalities such as Hamilton have also deployed Development Charge waivers and 
other incentives to encourage high-rise development in their downtown at market rates.  This has 
nothing to do with affordability directly.  Rather, the market simply does not support pricing that 
results in a viable project, which means that no developer would be able to build without the 
incentives.  Hamilton is attempting to revitalize their downtown, and encourage more housing 
options, which is why they are offering the program.  The City is now considering removing the 
financial incentive package due to improvements in the market and achievable pricing.
Maintaining the incentives when they are no longer required, and without defined affordability 
targets, will result in increased developer profits and/or land values at the expense of the City.  

There are many other examples of municipalities that have introduced financial incentives in 
Ontario to achieve various policy/planning initiatives. 

5.6 Are there any implications for the City of Mississauga’s “making room for 
the middle housing strategy”?

The City of Mississauga has prepared an affordable housing strategy designed to address housing 
for middle income earners ($55,000 - $100,000 annual household salary).  The report targets the 
development of homes priced between $270,000 and $400,000 to maintain affordability for these 
middle income households, which currently do not exist in the market aside from condominium 
apartments and a limited selection of townhomes.  Housing at the above noted price levels is not 
implemented in the current for-profit market due to the following:
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Developers can charge more for homes, as supported by the market; and

The modest sale values noted above do not provide enough revenue to cover all development 
costs (hard and soft costs, land, and profit).  

Consideration could therefore be given to waiving, reducing, or deferring development costs (e.g. 
Development Charges) in exchange for developers delivering housing at an explicitly defined and 
guaranteed affordability level.  This would be a more appropriate response to encouraging the 
supply of more affordable housing types, relative to reducing development costs for all projects.  
The most appropriate implementation tool for providing a range of financial and non-financial 
tools would be through a community Improvement Plan or other similar mechanism.  This 
approach would however result in a funding shortfall that would have to be made up by another 
revenue source (e.g. property taxes).

5.7 Do Development Charges Affect One Particular Housing Type More Than 
Others?

The impact of Development Charges on housing type is directly attributed to the revenue 
associated with the specific project.  New single-detached homes anywhere in the GTHA are 
priced very high relative to other housing forms.  Low-density housing types are therefore often 
able to absorb the higher Development Charge with less impact to the project’s viability.  This is 
also true for apartments in strong market areas, where market pricing is high relative to the 
Development Charge.  Given that single-detached homes will often achieve a higher price than a 
semi-detached home, but both forms will be charged the same amount, the Development Charge
will impact the lower value unit more.  

On the other hand, apartments in weaker market areas will achieve lower overall project revenue 
but be charged the same applicable Development Charge as a building in a strong market area.
This is illustrated in the case study analysis, where Development Charges account for roughly 
7%-8% of total project revenue in the Port Credit and Caledon (subdivision) case study and 
between 9%-10% for the others.   This trend is also generally observed when viewing 
Development Charges as a proportion of the average sale value of new homes in Mississauga and 
Caledon, where Development Charges account for only 5.5% of the price of a new single/demi-
detached home in Mississauga and 11.5% of the price of a new single/semi-detached home in 
Caledon.  

The impact will also depend on how many units are in the development, the size of units and 
qualification as a small unit by the Development Charges by-law, and when the charge is 
ultimately paid.  

5.8 Is There a Significant Difference in Impact Depending on How Rates are 
Applied (e.g. per square foot, per hectare, etc.)?
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Currently, Development Charges are applied on a per unit basis.  From a high-level perspective, 
there is no evidence to suggest that the impact of Development Charges would increase or 
decrease if they were charged based on another metric, such as property or unit size.  The 
Development Charge rates are determined by estimating all capital costs and other items eligible 
to be funded through the Development Charges Act. The charge is then determined by converting 
the total required revenue to a per capita charge, which is then converted to a variable charge by 
housing unit type based on unit occupancy factors (see section 2.1.1).  While the application of 
how the charge is applied could shift, ultimately the total amount that the City is attempting to 
recover from new development will not change.  

Currently, the City’s Development Charges favour projects that incorporate larger units over 
more affordable smaller units. Table 2 illustrates this finding for a hypothetical 100,000 square 
foot apartment building.  The example highlights two scenarios, one where the average unit size 
is low (675 square feet) and one where the average size is larger (900 square feet).  The first 
scenario results in more units due to the smaller unit size, where 50% will qualify as a small unit 
relative to only 20% in the other scenario.  Due to the fact that there are more units in the first 
scenario, and the fact that the gap between the small unit and apartment charge is not excessive, 
the first scenario will pay almost 20% more in Development Charges. Of note, Table 2 does not 
include the City’s stormwater management charge. 

Table 2 

Shifting the Development Charge to a per square foot bases can address the situation noted in 
Table 2.  It would also address the low-density issue noted previously, where a smaller and less 
expensive semi-detached home would be charged the same as a more expensive and larger single-
detached home.  At the same time, many municipalities desire more family-sized units in 
apartment buildings, which the current Development Charge context appears to indirectly
support.  

Building Size - Gross (square feet)
Building Size - Net (square feet)
Development Charge - Apartments (per unit)
Development Charge - Small Units (per unit)

Scenario 1 Scenario 2
Average Unit Size 675 900
Unit Yield 126 94
% Small Unit 50% 20%
Total Development Charge Paid $6,227,635 $5,176,579
Development Charge Paid (per square foot) $62 $52

100,000
85,000
58,382
40,528

Example of Development Charges Paid for a Hypothetical Apartment
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It is noted that the current Development Charges Act does not currently allow for the residential 
charge to be applied by gross floor area (GFA) due to a lack of nexus between GFA and 
household size / demand for services.  

5.9 Does the Timing of When Development Charges are Charged Have an 
Impact on Housing Costs?

The timing of Development Charges can have an impact on the cost of delivering housing.  While 
most municipalities will require Development Charges to be paid at the time of building permit, 
some municipalities in Ontario have deferred the payment until a later date.  The period of 
deferral varies widely, however many municipalities requiring payment upon completion of the 
project.  Some municipalities will offer lengthier deferrals in exchange for affordable housing.  

The deferral of Development Charge payment can result in cost savings for a developer, who 
otherwise would be required to pay the charge out of pocket or through financing at the time of 
building permit and therefore prior to receiving revenue from the sale of units.  Deferring the 
payment allows a developer to avoid financing costs or out of pocket expenses, instead paying the 
charge with revenue received from the sale of homes.  The impact of a deferral will vary, as high-
rise projects with longer development time periods between building permit and project 
completion will benefit more than a smaller project.  Similarly, many subdivision projects in 
Caledon are required to pay some Development Charges at the time of draft plan approval.  The 
period between draft plan approval and project completion can be lengthy.  

5.10 What Is the Impact Of Rising Cash-In-Lieu Of Parkland Charges? 

As noted, cash-in-lieu of parkland is another development related charge encountered by the 
development industry.  The charge is a measureable proportion of total project soft costs, ranging 
between 3%-5% of total soft costs in the Mississauga case studies evaluated.  If the cash-in-lieu 
rate were to increase, this would be treated no differently than any other cost increasing as
discussed in this report.  The ultimate result of increasing soft costs would place downward 
pressure on land values, which depending on the specific market characteristics of the property, 
could negatively impact project viability.  However for other projects where viability is not 
impacted, the increase in costs is absorbed by the land value (i.e. purchase price of land) with no 
impact to the sale price of homes, assuming supply and demand conditions are not significantly 
affected. 

5.11 Overall Conclusions

Ultimately, developers and/ or owners will charge the maximum rent or sale value for a home that 
the market can bear at any given time, irrespective of the cost of constructing the home in the first 
place. If the maximum price supported by the market does not produce enough revenue to cover 
all development costs (including the purchase of land and an attractive profit), the developer will 
not build the project.  
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If development costs increase, which can be due to a variety of factors, developers will discount 
the amount they pay for a development site.  The land value is negatively impacted because other 
elements of the equation (Figure 3) are generally fixed:  the sale price of homes cannot exceed 
what the market of willing buyers are willing to pay and a developer is generally unwilling to 
reduce their required profit expectation.  Understanding that developers are already charging the 
maximum the market will support (and are likely to increase pricing if the market is supportive 
regardless of any shift in development costs) clearly illustrates that the only flexible variable in 
development economics is the purchase price of a development site.

In communities where market pricing supports land values that well exceeds the value of other 
competing uses (retail, gas stations, low-density residential, etc.), there should be no impact to the 
viability, pricing, and supply of residential development.  In these situations, developers will 
continue to purchase developable land in the market and charge purchasers an amount that is 
supported by local supply and demand conditions.  

However, if the land value of a residential development site is reduced below the value of other 
competing uses or below the expectation of a land owner, a developer will not be able to purchase 
the property and would not be able to build the project.  If the viability of residential development 
is impacted on a large scale, the supply of housing will be reduced as developers will be unable to 
build new housing.  If supply does not meet demand, the price of both new and existing homes 
will increase, which is a function of basic housing economics (i.e. a large pool of buyers 
competing for a small amount of space).

The case studies evaluated in this report illustrate this market commentary.  Some of the case 
studies had strong supporting land values such as the high-rise buildings in Mississauga City 
Centre and Port Credit, Stacked Townhomes in Mississauga, and single-detached homes in 
Caledon.  As such, much of the development occuring in Mississauga and Caledon is dominated 
by these housing forms.  While this report has not evaluated the impacts of the proposed 
Development Charge increase in any significant detail, it is possible that these types of projects 
will be able to absorb moderate cost increases without a major impact to project viability (subject 
to the magnitude of cost increase and other considerations mentioned in this report).  

On the other hand, the mid-rise apartments in Bolton and on Mississauga’s Dundas Corridor
produce much weaker land values and display weaker evidence of project viability.  This is not 
surprising given the fact that this built-form is a modest component of Mississauga’s 
development activity and only one apartment project has ever occurred in Bolton.

To encourage a greater supply of housing targeted to low and middle-income households, such as 
apartments in modest market areas, consideration can be given to waiving, reducing, or deferring 
development costs (e.g. Development Charges) in exchange for developers delivering housing at 
an explicitly defined affordability level through a Community Improvement Plan or other similar 
mechanism.  Reducing development related charges for all development projects is not 
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recommended as projects that do not require the incentives would absorb the cost savings through 
increased profit and/or by paying more for a development site.  There would be no guarantee that 
the savings in costs would be passed on to purchasers and the City would lose Development 
Charge revenue that would have to be funded through another source such as property taxes.  
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Appendix A:  Case Study Built Form Analysis

Case Study #1:  High-Rise Apartment in Mississauga City Centre
Mississauga City Centre serves as Mississauga’s downtown and is one of the city’s most vibrant 
and urban communities. The area offers a variety of retail services at Square One Shopping 
Centre as well as an art gallery, performing arts centre, post-secondary institution and recreational 
centres. City Centre also provides access to local and regional transit via the Square One Bus 
Terminal and the Cooksville GO Train station. In addition to the abundance of services and 
amenities, City Centre also hosts community festivals and 
displays of public art at Celebration Square, which 
contributes to the area’s desirability. 

Over the past two decades, Mississauga City Centre has 
experienced a proliferation of high-rise residential activity 
primarily in the form of condominium apartments, which 
contrasts with the existing stock of older purpose-built 
rental apartment buildings and ground-oriented housing in 
the surrounding area. The majority of the new high-rise 
development activity is predominately concentrated around 
Burnhamthorpe Road West near both the Hurontario Street 
/ Confederation Parkway intersections. 

Many of the recent high-rise projects in City Centre tend to 
have large podiums and are located on large parcels of 
land with heights exceeding 40 storeys (e.g. Amacon 
Blocks, Daniels Blocks, M City property).  Looking 
forward, these large properties located away from 
Hurontario will be in short in supply.  We have therefore 
examined the Edge Towers development as a 
representative project due to the smaller floor plates and 
location near Hurontario Street. 
Edge Towers is a multi-phase development by Solmar Development Corp. located at the 
southwest corner of Hurontario Street and Elm Drive. The first tower opened in October 2017 and 
is currently in pre-construction. It will have a 3-storey podium for a total of 35 storeys with 323 
units. The podium will have a floor plate of 1,118 m2 with a tower floor plate of 750 m2 for a total 
gross floor area (“GFA”) of 24,450 m2.

The second tower opened in May 2018 and is also in pre-construction. It will also have a 3-storey 
podium with an overall height of 40 storeys with 422 units. Similar to the first tower, the second 
tower will have a floor plate of 1,118 m2 with a tower floor plate of 750 m2 for a GFA of 28,500
m2. There is a proposed third tower expected to open at a future date that will have a podium floor 
plate of 1,197 m2 and tower floor plate of 750 m2 with a GFA of 36,000 m2. The overall floor 

Edge Towers 1 & 2 
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space index (“FSI”) of the development is expected to be 6.9.  While newer projects such as M 
City are proposing over 700 units per building, we believe the building scale of Edge to be a more 
typical scale to base the prototype on.  

The first two towers have similar suite mixes, with approximately 55% of the units being two-
bedroom or two-bedroom plus den and 45% being one-bedroom or one-bedroom plus den. The 
average unit size across both projects is approximately 660 square feet.  In addition to the 
surveyed comparable precedents, NBLC reviewed the January 2013 Downtown Core Built Form 
Standards (the “Standards”) to determine appropriate setbacks, tower step backs and tower 
floorplates. 

NBLC has assumed the prototype for the Mississauga City Centre to be a 35-storey tower atop a 
3-storey podium.  Following the recommendations outlined in the Standards and the requirements 
of By-law 0225-2007, NBLC has assumed that the podium is setback 3 metres from the property 
line. Furthermore, as outlined in the Standards, a tower floor plate of 750 m2 has been assumed 
and a tower step back of 3 metres to all podium edges. Based on the provided step backs and 
similar to the Edge Tower developments, the podium has a floor plate of 1,124 m2.  The ground 
floor height is assumed to be 4.5 metres for commercial uses and all residential floors have a floor 
height of 3.5 metres, for a total building height of 123.5 metres.

To arrive at a lot size, NBLC has assumed the FSI of the prototype would be 6.9, which is the 
overall FSI for the Edge Tower development. Based on an overall GFA of 27,372 m2, the site 
area for the prototype is 3,965 m2 (.98 acres). NBLC has assumed an average unit size of 645 ft2.
The smaller unit size is based upon the observed trend within the Edge towers and other projects 
in the area. It is assumed that no units will be located on the ground floor and the building will 
achieve a net to gross efficiency of 85%, therefore the unit yield is 372 units. It is assumed that 
there will be a fairly even split between 1-bedrooms and 2-bedroom unit types at 45% and 55% 
respectively. Parking is assumed to be underground.  
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Development Statistics for Prototype - Mississauga City Centre

Floor #
Floors 

Height 
(m)

Avg. Floor 
Plate Size 

(m2)

Average Unit 
Size (sf) 

# of 
Units

Total 
GFA (m2) 

Lot Area 
(m2) FSI

Precedents
Edge Tower 1 35 - 937 690 323 24,450 3,543 6.90
Edge Tower 2 40 - 937 641 422 28,500 4,130 6.90
Totals/Average: 38 - 937 660 373 26,475 3,837 6.90
Prototype
1 1 4.50 1,124 - - 1,124 - -
2-3 2 7 1,124 645 32 2,248 - -
4-35 32 112 750 645 340 24,000 - -
Totals: 35 123.5 999 645 372 27,372 3,965 6.90
Source: N. Barry Lyon Consultants Limited
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Case Study #2:  High-Rise Apartment in Port Credit
Port Credit is a highly desirable neighbourhood along 
Mississauga’s waterfront with high real estate values. The 
area offers a broad range of commercial and retail services 
along Lakeshore Road East with access to regional GO Rail 
service and the proposed Hurontario LRT, which all 
contribute to Port Credit’s attractiveness. The area has 
experienced recent growth in higher density formats with the 
development of high-rise and mid-rise apartment buildings 
near the Hurontario Street and Lakeshore Road East 
intersection, including the 185-unit ‘Port Credit Village’ 
townhouse development on the southeast corner.  

There are two new condominium projects in Port Credit. The 
first project, Tanu Condos by Edenshaw Developments, 
opened in October 2018 and is currently the only actively 
marketing high-rise project in Port Credit. The project is 
currently in pre-construction and is expected to be 15 storeys 
with 192 residential units. The site is located mid-block on 
Park Street East with a lot area of 3,072 m2. The building 
will have an approximate gross floor area (“GFA”) of 19,216 
m2 for an overall floor space index (“FSI”) of 6.26.  

The second project, Nola Condos by Fram Building Group 
and Slokker, opened in May 2016 and is the most recently 
sold out high-rise project in Port Credit. The project is 
currently under construction and will be 15 storeys in height 
with 70 residential units, including two semi-detached 
homes. The site is located on the southeast corner of High 
Street East and Ann Street with a lot area of 1,924 m2. The lot area of the apartment building, 
excluding the area for the semi-detached homes, is approximately 1,532 m2. The building will 
have a GFA of 8,231 m2 with a 5.37 FSI. 

Both of these projects have similar suite mixes, with approximately 60% of units being two-
bedroom or larger and 40% being one-bedroom or bachelor.  The average unit size across both 
projects was approximately 950 ft2, which is considered large relative to many other market areas 
in Mississauga and the GTHA for high-rise condominium buildings.  These projects are likely 
targeting move-down and senior purchasers.  

In addition to the recent precedents in the local market area, NBLC reviewed the November 2014 
Port Credit Built Form Guide (the “Guide”) to determine appropriate lot sizes, overall height, 
building design and maximum tower floorplates. The Guide recommends that a mid-block site 

Tanu Condos (Top) & Nola Condos (Bottom) 
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should be a minimum of 45 metres by 45 metres (2,025 m2), whereas a corner block site should 
be at least 40 metres by 45 metres (1,800 m2).

Based on the precedents and the Guide, and the limited availability of corner lots, NBLC believes 
that a 15-storey mid-block apartment building would be appropriate in Port Credit as a 
representative prototype. Notwithstanding the recommended minimum site area of 2,025 m2 for a 
mid-block property, the precedents provided a slightly smaller site area; therefore, NBLC has 
assumed a site area of 1,925 m2 (.48 acres), which is consistent with Nola Condos. Consistent 
with the Guide and the precedents, the prototype is setback 3-metres from the front and side 
property lines with a 23-metre depth from floors 1 to 10 to allow for maximum efficiency. To 
allow for a mixture of uses on the ground floor, the height of the first floor is 4.5 metres, while 
the remaining floors are 3 metres in height. To minimize potential adverse impacts to the 
surrounding neighbourhood, the building steps back 3 metres at floors 11 and 14. The step backs 
and floors at which the building steps back are similar to those seen in both Tanu Condos and 
Nola Condos. 

Following the recommendations from the Guide, the 
prototype has a tower floor plate between 540 m2 and 730 
m2. The overall GFA of the prototype is approximately 
10,288 m2, giving an FSI of 5.37 times the site area. It has 
been assumed that the prototype will have a similar suite 
mix to the precedents, with 40% of units being 1-bedroom 
types, 55% 2-bedroom types and 5% three-bedrooms.  We 
therefore assume an average unit size of approximately 900
ft2, which yields 97 total units, assuming no units are on the 
bottom floor and the building achieves a net to gross 
efficiency of 85%. Parking is assumed to be underground. 

 
 
 

Development Statistics for Prototype 1 - Port Credit

Floor # Floors Height  
(m) 

Avg. 
Floor 

Plate Size 
(m2) 

Average 
Unit Size 

(sf) 

# of 
Units 

Total GFA 
(m2) 

Lot Area 
(m2) FSI 

Precedents 
Tanu 15 - 1,227  897  192  19,216  3,072 6.26 
Nola 15 - 6,413  1,104  70  8,231 1,924 4.28 
Totals: 15  - 3,820  952  131  13,724  2,498  5.27  
Prototype 

1 1 4.5 730  - - 730  - - 
2-10 9 27 730  955  63  6,570  - - 
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11-13 3 9 636  955  18  1,908  - - 

14-15 2 6 540  955  10  1,080  - - 

Totals: 15  47  659  900  97  10,288  1,925  5.34  
Source: N. Barry Lyon Consultants Limited 

Case Study #3: Mid-Rise Apartment Along the Dundas Corridor
The Dundas Street Corridor is a major route within the City of Mississauga stretching almost 20 
km from Oakville in the west to Etobicoke in the east. Although there are a variety of retail and 
commercial services along the Dundas Corridor, there is currently limited market appeal for 
higher density housing. The few mid-rise apartments that have been developed are mainly 
concentrated near Cawthra Road or Erin Mills Parkway. However, the City has initiated the 
Dundas Connects master plan to create a planning framework that is intended to encourage 
intensification and convert the corridor into a mixed-use, transit-oriented route supported with 
bus rapid transit.  
 
The EV Rolaye Condos by YYZed Project 
Management and Nurreal Capital is the only actively 
marketing project along the Dundas Street Corridor. 
The project opened in November 2016 and is 
currently in pre-construction. The building is 
proposed at 7 storeys with 99 units and is located in 
the Erindale Village neighbourhood. The building 
proposes a gross floor area (“GFA”) of 12,415 m2

with a floor space index (“FSI”) of 3.7 on a site area 
of 3,480 m2 (0.86 acre). The project has a suite mix of 
approximately 60% two-bedroom or larger units and 
40% one-bedroom and one-bedroom plus den units, 
with an average unit size of 1,183 ft2. It is important 
to note that this project is still in the development 
approvals process and has not yet been approved. 

Given the lack of new mid-rise development along 
Dundas, NBLC also examined two older mid-rise 
buildings to help inform a representative built form prototype. The first building, Park 570 by 
Vandyk Properties Inc., opened in 2010 and is located near the Dundas Street East and Cawthra 
Road intersection. The building is 4 storeys in height with 180 units. It is located on 11,153 m2

(2.8 acre) property with a GFA of 18,816 m2 for an overall FSI of 1.69. In regard to suite mix, 
approximately 55% two-bedroom and two-bedroom plus den units and 45% are one-bedroom and 
one-bedroom plus den units, with an average unit size of 1,003 ft2.

The second building, Windows on the Green by Vandyk Properties Inc. (3170 Erin Mills 
Parkway), opened in 2012 and is located just north of the Dundas Street West along Erin Mills 

Park 570 (Top) & Windows on the Green (Bottom) 
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Parkway. The building is also 4 storeys in height with 150 units. Similar to the Park 570 building, 
it is located on a large property with a site area of 10,967 m2 (2.7 acres) and an overall GFA of 
15,904 m2 for an overall FSI of 1.69. This building has a higher proportion of one-bedroom and 
one-bedroom plus den units (approx. 60%) than Park 570 with remaining 40% being two-
bedroom or larger. The average unit size is slightly smaller than the other projects with an 
average of 945 ft2.

After completing a review of the available lots along the Dundas corridor, NBLC has assumed a 
rectangle lot with an overall area of 5,500 m2 (1.4 acre). Based on the lot shape, as well as the
vision for Dundas Connects, NBLC believes that a long building (80 metres) fronting onto 
Dundas is appropriate. Consistent with the Official Plan, the prototype is setback 5-metres from 
the property line and has allowed for a driveway and some parking to be located above ground to 
the rear of the building. To allow for maximum efficiency, the depth of the base of the prototype 
is 23 metres. The ground floor has a height of 4.5 metres with subsequent floors having a height 
of 3 metres, for an overall building height of 17.5 metres. 

In order to arrive at a floor plate, NBLC assumed a similar size floor plates as the buildings in the 
Dundas / Cawthra area according to the Dundas Connects 3-D mapping illustration. The podium 
of the building has a floor plate of 1,863 m2, and an overall GFA of 5,590m2. Above the 3-storey 
podium, the prototype steps back 3 metres on each side leading to a floor plate of 1,368 m2.  The 
overall GFA of the prototype is 8,325 m2. The prototype has an FSI of 1.51, which is 
approximately the average of the two approved projects along Dundas.

Based on the estimated average unit size of 8000 ft2, the prototype yields 95 units.  It has been 
assumed that the prototype will have a similar suite mix to the precedents, with 50% of units 
being 1-bedroom, 45% being two-bedrooms and 5% of units being three-bedrooms. Parking is 
assumed to be located above ground to the rear of the building, as well as below ground. 
  

 
Development Statistics for Prototype 1 - Dundas Corridor

Floor #
Floors 

Height 
(m)

Avg. Floor 
Plate Size 

(m2)

Average 
Unit Size

(sf)

# of 
Units

Total 
GFA 
(m2)

Lot
Area 
(m2)

FSI

Precedents
EV Royale 8 - - 1,183 96 12,415 3,480 3.57
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Windows on the Green 4 - 369 945 154 15,904 10,967 1.45
Park 570 4 - 437 1,003 180 18,816 11,153 1.69
Totals: 5 - 403 951 143 15,712 8,533 2.23
Prototype

1 1 4.5 1,863 950 12 1,863 - -
2-3 2 6 1,863 950 36 3,726 - -
4-5 2 6 1,368 950 26 2,736 - -

Totals: 5 17 1,698 800 95 8,325 5,500 1.51
Source: N. Barry Lyon Consultants Limited

Case Study #4: Stacked Townhome in Erin Mills
The majority of actively marketing stacked townhouse projects in Mississauga are large 
developments consisting of over 100 units that require large properties and therefore not 
considered appropriate as a representative built form likely to be seen on a significant scale 
looking forward.  Given the lack of recent precedents for infill stacked townhomes in 
Mississauga, NBLC surveyed two recently approved infill projects located near the Mississauga 
border within the City of Toronto.

The first project is located at 62 Long Branch Avenue on a 2,114 m2 (0.52 acre) lot and proposes 
two blocks of three-storey stacked townhomes containing a total of 28 units. The proposed gross 
floor area (“GFA”) is approximately 3,300 m2 for a floor space index (“FSI”) of 1.56 times the lot 
area. The project will consist of only two-bedroom units with an average unit size of 1,270 ft2.
Parking will be provided in an underground garage.  
The second project is located at 400 East Mall and 
proposes three blocks of four-storey stacked 
townhomes containing 62 units. The proposed GFA 
is 4,709 m2 with an FSI of 1.02 times the lot area. 
The project proposes a suite mix of approximately 
65% one-bedroom units and 35% two-bedroom 
units. Parking will also be provided in a single level 
underground garage.  

In addition to the surveyed precedents, NBLC 
reviewed the Draft Urban Design Guidelines for 
Back to Back and Stacked Townhouses (the 
“Guidelines”) as well as Zoning By-law 0225-2007 
(the “by-law”).  

Based upon the precedents, NBLC has assumed that 
the prototype will be located on a square lot with an 
overall area of approximately 3,400 m2 (0.84 acre). 
The two precedents found in Toronto have an 
average FSI of 1.29 times the property size, 
however the by-law has outlined a maximum FSI of 

62 Long Branch Ave (Top) & 400 East Mall (Bottom) 
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0.9 times the site area for stacked townhouses; therefore, this is the density that NBLC has 
assumed. 
  
The prototype has a front yard setback of 5.5 metres and is consistent with the Guidelines 
recommendation of 4.5 metres from the side property lines. The block length is approximately 34 
metres, which is below the Guide’s recommendation of a maximum block length of 41 metres. 
The two blocks are setback 15 metres from one another, consistent with the Guidelines. Based 
upon the stacked townhouse projects marketing in Mississauga, NBLC has assumed that the 
prototype will be 3-storeys in height, for an overall height of 9 metres, which complies with the 
maximum height of 10 metres set out in the by-law. 

Based upon the assumed lot size and the maximum allowable FSI, NBLC has assumed an overall 
GFA of 3,060 m2, which results in an average floor plate of 510 m2. According to the Guidelines, 
the minimum unit width is 4.5 metres, therefore the depth of the prototype is 14.85 metres. Based 
upon an average unit size of 850 ft2, the unit yield is 39 units. Based upon the precedents in 
Toronto, as well as the active marketing projects, NBLC has assumed a suite mix of 42% 1-
bedrooms, 55% two-bedrooms and 3% 3-bedrooms. Parking is assumed to be below grade with 
some surface spaces.  These are single-loaded stacked townhomes.  
 

    
Development Statistics for Prototype - Stacked Townhouse 

Floor #
Floors 

Height 
(m)

Avg. Floor 
Plate Size 

(m2)

Average Unit 
Size (sf) 

# of 
Units

Total 
GFA 
(m2)

Lot
Area 
(m2)

FSI

Precedents

62 Long Branch Ave. 3 11.7 555  1,270  28 3,301 2,114 1.56

400 East Mall 4 14 514  637  62 4,709 4,600 1.02
Totals: 4  13  535  954  45  4,005  3,357  1.29  

Prototype 

Block 1 3 9 510  955  17  1,530  - -

Block 2 3 9 510  955  17  1,530  - -

Totals: 6  9  510  850 39  3,060  3,400  0.90  

Source: N. Barry Lyon Consultants Limited
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Case Study #5: Mid-Rise Apartment in Bolton
Bolton is Caledon’s most populous community with a historic downtown core that has a full 
complement of local retailers and services with access to several nearby hiking trails and 
recreational opportunities. The area has a small-town charm while still being in close proximity to 
larger urban areas. Bolton’s existing residential development is comprised predominantly of 
single-detached homes on the fringe of the downtown core. In regard to higher density formats, 
there has only been one condominium apartment building developed in Bolton - River’s Edge by 
Armour Heights Developments.

River’s Edge is an L-shaped 5-storey, 72-unit adult lifestyle building. It opened in 2007 and is 
located along the Humber River in the downtown core. The site area is 6,879 m2 (1.7 acre) with a 
gross floor area (“GFA”) of 8,879 m2 for an overall floor space index (“FSI”) of 1.29. About 75% 
of the building consists of two-bedroom and two-bedroom plus den units with the remaining 25% 
being one-bedroom and one-bedroom plus den units. The average unit size is approximately 
1,128 ft2, which is significantly larger relative to many other market areas in Peel Region and the 
GTHA for mid-rise condominium buildings.  
In addition, NBLC examined a development proposal for 
a new 5-storey, 73-unit residential condominium 
apartment building located at 50 Ann Street, immediately 
adjacent to the River’s Edge building. The site area is 
3,616 m2 (0.9 acre) with a proposed gross floor area of 
7,001 m2 for an overall FSI of 1.94. This proposal is still 
in the development approvals process and is not yet 
marketing, so there is currently no available information 
regarding suite mix and unit sizing. 

Due to the scarcity of higher density development in
Bolton, NBLC has largely based the prototype on the 
proposed 50 Ann Street development. Additionally, 
NBLC has consulted the Town of Caledon Official Plan 
Section 5.10.4.5 “Bolton Settlement Area” to determine 
the appropriate built form. 

Because both precedents found in Bolton are on adjacent 
blocks of varying size, NBLC has assumed that the 
prototype will be built on a similar shaped (rectangle) lot 
of approximately 4,858 m2 (1.2 acre). The prototype has 
a ground floor height of 4 metres with all other floors having a height of 3.5 metres, for an overall 
building height of 17 metres. The prototype is a 5-storey building with a floor plate of 1,584 m2,
for an overall GFA of 7,920 m2. Based on a property size of 4,858, the prototype has an overall 
FSI of 1.63. 

River’s Edge (Top) & 50 Ann Street (Bottom) 
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NBLC has assumed an average unit size of 1,000 
ft2, which is the estimated average of the two 
precedents. Based on the prototype’s GFA and the 
assumed unit size, the prototype has 72 units. 
Similar to River’s Edge and the proposed 50 Ann 
Street, there will be a mix of surface and 
underground parking.  

Development Statistics for Prototype - Bolton
Floor #

Floors
Height 

(m)
Avg. Floor 

Plate Size (m2)
Average Unit 

Size (sf)
# of 

Units
Total GFA 

(m2)
Lot Area 

(m2) FSI

Precedents
50 Ann 5 20 1,400 877 73 7,001 3,617 1.94
River's Edge 5 20 1,776 1,128 72 8,879 6,880 1.29
Totals: 5 20 1,588 1,002 73 7,940 5,248 1.61
Prototype
1 1 3.9 1,584 1,000 14 1,584 - -
2-5 4 13.1 1,584 1,000 58 6,336 - -
Totals: 5 17 1,584 1,000 72 7,920 4,858 1.63
Source: N. Barry Lyon Consultants Limited

Case Study #6 Single-Detaches Homes in Caledon
The Town of Caledon has experienced strong low-density residential housing development 
through greenfield subdivisions over the past decade.  Low-density housing starts in the Town 
averaged just over 465 units per year between 2010 and 2014, which has increased to an annual 
average of nearly 610 new units since this time.  At the time of our survey, there were seven 
actively marketing projects in the Town currently selling single-detached homes.  In total, there 
were 1,236 total single-detached lots within these projects, of which 90% were sold, meaning 
there were only 125 units available for sale.  It is noted that most of these projects have a 
combination of single and semi-detached homes as well as townhomes available for sale.  

The Mayfield West area had the largest concentration of actively marketing single-detached 
projects in Caledon. Three of the seven projects were located in this area, totaling 892 lots (about 
70% of the total lots).  While there are a wide variety of single-detached homes available for sale 
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in the market, the most popular offering by far is a 36 foot lot ranging in size between 2,300 and 
2,950 square feet.  

We have therefore assumed a 2,650 square foot single-detached home on a 36 foot lot as the 
prototype.  The subdivision will contain 40 total units and will require 2.0 hectares of land at a 
density of 20 units per hectare.  The project will require on-site parkland dedication of 5% of the 
lot area and approximately 275 metres of local roads (assumes each home is 36 feet * 40 units = 
1,440 feet; assume 2 units on each side of the street and a 25% gross up = 900 feet or 275
metres).
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