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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
It didn’t have to be this way.
TransLink could have not wasted so much of our money on silly gimmicks and instead put
precious tax dollars into important things like maintaining the Expo Line properly and
avoiding massive shutdowns.
We could have had TransLink executives and a board of directors held accountable by our
elected officials when they greenlit bad projects that didn’t move a single person a single
inch, when they acted in an unaccountable, high-handed way, or when they continually came
in for more money and more perks.
The premier, the minister of transportation and the TransLink Mayors could have pushed
harder to stop TransLink waste before it got out of hand, before we had dozens and dozens
of examples of our money being devoured by bad planning and a poisoned corporate culture.
Our elected leaders could have stood up for us, reminding the board and the executives that
they had been handed a sacred trust – and firing them when they failed the taxpayers and
riders footing the bill.
The TransLink Mayors could have worked together to prioritize their $7.5 billion wish list,
thinking instead about what the region and its taxpayers could bear, not what they could
package politically.
The TransLink Mayors did not have to pitch a new sales tax. TransLink did not have to
allocate $4 million of your tax dollars to try and “educate” the public to vote yes. The
provincial government did not have to spend $5 million to prepare a mail-in ballot on a tax
few are excited about.
As a new independent accounting analysis of the TransLink Mayors’ spending plan reveals,
they could have funded their wish list without a sales tax that will hurt struggling seniors
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and financially-squeezed families, already facing another expensive year of property tax,
MSP, Hydro, ICBC, Ferries, EI, and CPP hikes.
The 50-page analysis, done by a Certified Management Accountant, shows that local
government – Metro Vancouver, TransLink and the 21 Metro municipalities – will see an annual
revenue growth rate of 4.8 per cent over the next decade.
By earmarking just 0.5 per cent of that 4.8 per cent growth rate to transportation priorities,
the TransLink Mayors could have generated enough revenue to spare us the sales tax.
Their cities would still see 4.3 per cent growth, a rate far exceeding the inflation and the
growth at the federal and provincial levels. This contribution would have likely enhanced
their position in TransLink discussions, giving them the greater voice they claim they crave.
It could have all been so different, if only someone on the TransLink file had shown real,
gritty, tough leadership. Where were the leaders willing to do the hard work, pushing back
against raising taxes and finding the money within government’s ever-growing revenues?
Where were the other organizations which were supposed to be watching out for small
business owners and cash strapped working families? Why weren’t they pushing for less
TransLink waste and other funding options?
In the absence of common sense leadership from our elected officials, voters must step into
the vacuum. Taxpayers should visit www.NoTransLinkTax.ca to learn more about this failure
in leadership. Lower Mainlanders must vote no to the TransLink sales tax, and force these
politicians to fix TransLink and aggressively address waste in the system. From there, they
can prioritize their plan and earmark a portion of the revenue windfall local governments are
projecting to fund transportation.
It can all be so different – but only if taxpayers show the politicians the way.
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INTRODUCTION
TransLink has wasted too much of our money to be trusted with any more of it. Like pouring
water into a leaky bucket, we know what will happen to money entrusted to TransLink: much
of it will be wasted.
Crushing TransLink’s culture of waste must be the first task of our elected officials. They
took the easy way out, failing to follow former Alberta premier Ralph Klein’s tenet: “Any
politician can raise taxes, it's a no-brainer. We have to give people a break. The only way
taxes are going is down.”
The TransLink Mayors went the no-brain route, raising taxes, deciding that fighting for
taxpayers, and going up strong against the TransLink Board, TransLink executives and
Transportation Minister wasn’t worth it.
“Members of the Mayors’ Council are committed to exhausting all available options before
asking households and businesses to increase the amount that they pay in fees or taxes,”
the TransLink Mayors’ Report says (p. 34). This is demonstrably false. Rather than attacking
the waste at TransLink, 18 of 21 mayors voted to demand a tax increase. Instead of pushing
the Minister of Transportation to help crush TransLink’s culture of waste, they asked for a
tax increase. The TransLink Mayors begged for a portion of provincial sales tax – demanding
efficiency from the provincial government – but failed to look at TransLink itself, or anywhere
else within local government, for savings.
TransLink Mayors exhausted only one option: tax hikes. They exhausted the tax increase
possibilities, considering carbon taxes, sales taxes, road pricing, vehicle levies and others.
But they never considered finding money within the $7 billion (and growing) which local
government, Metro Vancouver and TransLink collect in the Lower Mainland each year. They
failed to push hard enough for taxpayers to get TransLink to end their silly record of waste.
Instead, they demanded more from taxpayers already reeling from years of tax increases.
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THIS IS A TRANSLINK TAX
The TransLink Mayors and other tax supporters are desperate to avoid using the word
“TransLink.” They fully understand that the majority of taxpayers know TransLink has
wasted incredible amounts of money over the past decade.
But they cannot escape the facts: this is a tax increase to fund TransLink. TransLink will
build whatever projects are built. TransLink will own whatever is built. TransLink will
manage, or mismanage, whatever is built. TransLink will operate whatever is built. TransLink
will maintain whatever is built.
This TransLink tax will bloat TransLink’s operating budget from $1.4 billion this year to $2.2
billion a decade from now (TransLink Mayors’ Plan, p. 31). That’s more money for TransLink. It
will also drastically increase TransLink’s debt servicing costs: from 1 of every 12 dollars
collected by TransLink today to 1 of every 6 dollars collected in 2025.
“TransLink, which is responsible for providing the regional transportation system…” says p.
20 of the TransLink Mayors’ document. “The Mayors’ Council charges TransLink to take a
more direct role as a convener of multi-partner dialogue and transportation planning,” adds
p. 21.
Indeed, TransLink is mentioned 55 times in that document, despite the politicians’ and
apologists’ cynical efforts to pretend TransLink isn’t part of the plan. Any attempt to sever
TransLink from this tax is political spin.
Further, this is another tax source for an agency that already has a ton of them. TransLink’s
17 cents per litre gas tax, 5 cents per litre share of the federal gas tax, BC Hydro levy, evergrowing property tax, and 21% parking tax led the independent transit commissioner to say,
“TransLink’s funding formula is the best in Canada.”
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TRANSLINK’S RECORD OF WASTE
The TransLink list of waste is sickening:
Six boards of directors, making three-quarters of a million dollars every year. All meeting
behind closed doors. More than 400 staffers making six figures. Executives cashing in
bonuses and claiming car allowances while raising taxes and fares. The Main Street poodle
on a pole.
The transit police dog squad leaving explosive material on a commercial jetliner during a
training exercise. Installing 13 TV screens at a cost of $40,000 each – and having more than
half of them out of service a year later. Bonuses of 25% for every employee who works on a
Sunday. At least $60,000 a month leasing an empty building – called “outright waste” and a
“poor financial decision” by the SkyTrain union head.
Tens of millions of dollars in Compass Card and fare gate cost overruns – plus being three
years late. Paying stakeholders with charitable donations to get feedback on a survey –
spending Delta’s Mayor likened to “a drunken sailor… it’s terrible.”
Moving to a shiny new office building in Sapperton while paying hundreds of thousands of
dollars for unused office space in Surrey. A quarter-billion dollars in revenue lost to fare
evasion since 2000.
Failing to address bus driver assaults. Blundering sound wall design and installation along
the Golden Ears Bridge route – a waste the Pitt Meadows mayor described as, “roll the
windows down and throw the money out of the window.”
There’s many, many more examples of TransLink waste: keep watching
www.NoTransLinkTax.ca and the No TransLink Tax Facebook page for those.
As Derek Corrigan said, TransLink is the beast that eats money. And now TransLink Mayors
want to give it a $7.5 billion buffet, funded by taxpayers.
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CAN’T TRUST TRANSLINK
Given that record of waste, it’s no wonder TransLink has lot the confidence of so many
taxpayers. Further, TransLink has misled taxpayers about how they would address
taxpayers’ concerns.
Despite a public declaration by TransLink chair Marcella Szel that 2013 executive pay had
been frozen at 2012 levels and bonuses had been eliminated, every single TransLink
executive was paid more in 2013 than the year before.
TransLink CEO Ian Jarvis got the biggest jump in pay – which included $83,700 in bonuses.
Jarvis made $422,406 in salary, bonuses and taxable benefits in 2013, plus $45,609 in
pension contributions and other benefits, for a total compensation package of $468,015.
That’s nearly 7% more than in 2012.
Every other TransLink executive got raises too:
 CFO Cathy McLay was paid $383,905, up from $330,753, including a $31,721 bonus.
 Human Resources head Sandra Hentzen was paid $325,459, up from $289,958,
including a $26,922 bonus.
 Bus company president Haydn Acheson was paid $329,130, up from $296,034,
including a $27,540 bonus.
 SkyTrain boss Fred Cummings was paid $321,736, up from $293,443, including an
$18,643 bonus.
 Communications boss Bob Paddon was paid $311,844, up from $307,857, including a
$17,507 bonus.
 COO Doug Kelsey was paid $377,702, up from $377,054, including a $22,400 bonus.
So much for the pay freeze. Further, TransLink and its subsidiaries paid 434 people more
than $100,000 in 2013, up from 393 people the year before. That includes the Transit Police,
where 56 of 154 officers made six figures.
TransLink grossly overpays its executives compared to transit systems in Toronto, Montreal,
Portland and Seattle.
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Over the past few years, CTF, political and media scrutiny of TransLink has forced multiple
high-level audits, all of which have come back with recommendations on how TransLink can
be more efficient. These audits didn’t drill down into specific program spending, which
would have revealed millions more in savings.
Further, the TransLink commissioner found that while frontline bus service is being
squeezed, corporate costs continue to grow at TransLink head office. “Even excluding
Compass card and fare gates, and studies, corporate costs increased by 11.2% between 2012
and 2015, which significantly exceeds inflation,” the commissioner wrote.
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THE GROWING TAX BURDEN
Governments are usually careful to make sure their taxation schemes are competitive with
neighbouring jurisdictions. Virtually every government, at every level, compares themselves
to their peers to ensure they are not driving out taxpayers with unnecessary higher rates.
The B.C. government is no different. Buried in the back of every provincial budget document
is Table A3, comparing six tax scenarios for families, individuals and seniors in every
province in Canada.
Not too long ago, these charts showed B.C. had the lowest personal income taxes in the
country, which used to be the source of much back-slapping and self-congratulation for the
BC Liberals.
Unfortunately for taxpayers, that is no longer true. In four of the six scenarios listed in the
2013-14 budget document, B.C. now trails other provinces.
In the most common scenario, Saskatchewan and Ontario are beating us on provincial
income taxes alone, and B.C. has fallen to third place on total tax burden behind Alberta and
Saskatchewan.
According to Statistics Canada, the average B.C. household makes about $70,000 a year.
Using the closest B.C. budget scenario – a double-income family of four, making $60,000 a
year – taxpayers pay $1,362 in provincial income tax in B.C., compared to $1,035 in
Saskatchewan, and $1,164 in Ontario. Alberta sits at $1,777.
Add in property, sales, fuel, carbon and Medical Services Premium taxes, and that average
B.C. family pays $6,736 in provincial taxes – nearly $2,800 more than Alberta and $1,600
more than Saskatchewan.
Alberta’s lack of sales and MSP taxes catapult them into first place. It’s no small amount –
it’s like a new, extra $50 bill in your pocket every single week of the year plus a $200
Christmas bonus, just for living in Alberta.
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Worse yet, B.C. taxpayers are losing ground compared to just five years ago. The 2009-10 B.C.
Budget noted the total provincial tax burden for the $60,000 per year family was $5,759,
almost a thousand dollars less than it is today. That’s the biggest five-year jump, in real
dollars, in the country – an extra $20 bill handed over to the B.C. government, every single
week of the year.
Just this year, B.C. taxpayers face Hydro increases, ICBC hikes, a lower basic personal
income tax exemption, CPP and EI hikes, BC Ferries fare increases, another Medical Services
Premium tax increase, and property tax hikes.
And now TransLink Mayors want us to add another $250 million to our annual tax burden.
With fewer than 1 million households in the Lower Mainland, that’s a tax increase – visible
and hidden – of $258 per household.
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WHY SALES TAXES ARE BAD
These tax increases are no surprise to the TransLink apologists. The B.C. Chamber of
Commerce offers an elegant case against sales taxes in their own policy manual – a policy
they are now violating by supporting this TransLink tax hike.
The Chamber points out that the Provincial Sales Tax, on which TransLink’s tax is modeled,
hurts B.C.’s ability to attract investment and new economic activity. The Chamber notes, “It
is critical that attention is paid to any tax changes that will negatively impact B.C.’s
exporters’ ability to compete in other markets. The PST is a significant impediment in this
regard” (p. 104). It adds that the PST (and, by extension, the TransLink tax) “embeds cost at
every stage of production” (p. 104).
This adds strength to the No TransLink Tax campaign argument that this tax will be passed
down to consumers through higher prices.
Further, the Chamber policy manual argues that small business is most affected by sales
taxes. “One of B.C.’s largest productivity challenges is the difficulty small businesses face in
accessing capital to invest in innovation or productivity enhancements. [The PST has] a
disproportionate impact on these small business compared to larger firms in terms of
addressing productivity” (p. 105).
In essence, small business will be punished again by a new TransLink tax, damaging their
productivity in order to transfer billions of dollars to TransLink, a wasteful government
agency.
Finally, it is B.C. Chamber of Commerce policy to “find ways to reduce the administrative
burden of the PST” (p. 106).
This new tax requires the creation of a separate collection bureaucracy, new rules, new
forms, new audits, and new remittance procedures. Point of sale terminals and accounting
procedures will need to be upgraded at the cost of thousands of dollars each. It is unclear
what items will or will not be taxed, and whether purchasers from beyond the Lower
Mainland will be taxed. Instead of following its own policy manual, the Chamber is endorsing
a massive increase in red tape.
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The TransLink tax will especially hurt lower income individuals and households. With no
rebate for the poor, this is considered a “regressive” tax. Many items are taxed with PST,
and are therefore very likely be taxed by TransLink:
 cleaning products
 car repairs
 laundry soap
 tires
 furniture
 cosmetics
 towels
 hair care supplies
 sheets
 toothpaste
 blankets
 toothbrushes
 tools
 razors
 adult clothing
 deodorant
 adult footwear
 nail polish
 diapers
 sunscreen
 belts
 musical instruments
 umbrellas
 sports equipment
 liquor
 TVs
 cable TV
 cameras
 cell phones
 MP3 players
 Internet access
 computers
 long distance phone calls
 legal services
 vehicle leases
 and many, many other goods and
 all car sales (new and used)
services.
 oil changes
Many of the items on this list are necessities, which both rich and poor need to purchase.
This new TransLink tax will makes all of these items, along with many others, more
expensive.
The TransLink sales tax will also reinforce and promote the established behavior of Lower
Mainland taxpayers heading south and east to save money.
While TransLink Mayors claim the 0.5% sales tax won’t incent people to shop elsewhere,
they ignore the fact that the 17 cent per litre TransLink gas tax is already causing this
phenomenon. Now those gasoline purchasers will have a reason to stop and shop.
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Mission and Abbotsford have become a mini version of the United States. Consider massive
savings in gas purchases, added to the savings on groceries, milk, cheese, flights, and
consumer goods, and it’s no wonder why Whatcom County is seeing its highest number of
Canadian visitors since the mid-1990s.
WHAT ABOUT OTHER PRIORITIES?
The TransLink Mayors’ push to allocate federal and provincial grant dollars to TransLink is
also a concern, as it will likely reduce the partnership money available for local government
to tackle other issues, such as water and sewer. Further, it could slow investment in other
government priorities, such as health care and education.
Interestingly, it was a TransLink board chair who raised that possibility. In the March 2013
edition of Policy Options magazine, TransLink chair Nancy Olewiler wrote a piece called,
“Think twice about all that spending on transportation.”
“A society of slow growth may be the tipping point for transportation,” wrote Olewiler,
whose argument applied to roads, bridges and massive transit projects. “Slower growth may
change the assumptions that go into our projections for new transportation capacity. That
possibility is something for planners to think about before they take long-term decisions to
pump billions of dollars into infrastructure spending, at the expense of investments in
health or education, which we will need to improve our quality of life.”
Olewiler’s piece was stunning because it was the first time a TransLink official has admitted
that taking taxes for TransLink means less for priorities such as health, education,
emergency services, water, sewer or others. Taxpayers cannot afford everything.
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THE PATTULLO TOLL BRIDGE: MAYORS’ ATTEMPT TO HOODWINK DRIVERS
The Pattullo Toll Bridge is included in the TransLink Mayors’ wishlist for only one reason: to
give a high-profile reason for drivers to vote for their TransLink sales tax. As a toll bridge, the
Pattullo could, and would, go forward no matter the outcome of the plebiscite.
As TransLink executive vice president of strategic planning Bob Paddon told Black Press in
October: “Regardless of the outcome of the referendum, we need to get this finished. This is
a tolled facility that generates its own revenue, so it can go on its own merits.” Amusingly,
Paddon backtracked afterward, claiming an initial $90 million a year funding gap would
have to be addressed before tolls kicked in. However, given the province’s stated
commitment to contribute one-third of the bridge replacement cost, that initial investment
is more than covered.
There is no reason to include the Pattullo Toll Bridge in this plebiscite, except for TransLink
supporters to deflect criticism from drivers. The Pattullo is a safety issue - replacing a 76year-old bridge that may not stand up to an earthquake shouldn't be a way to troll for a few
votes to fund a fancy subway in Vancouver.
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SURREY HAS A ‘PLAN B’ FOR LIGHT RAIL
Not only is there already a Plan B for the Pattullo Toll Bridge in the case of a No vote, the
Mayor of Surrey has also indicated her own plan to go ahead with light rail in her city.
“I know what my Plan A is, and I know what my Plan B is,” Hepner told the media. “I’m going
to have that Plan B ready to go off the shelf if [the plebiscite] doesn’t translate into a yes.”
Hepner has previously noted Surrey would pursue public-private partnerships and
development money along light rail lines to pay for construction.
This should come as no surprise. Surrey’s previous mayor, Dianne Watts, wisely skipped
TransLink and appealed directly to the federal government for funding for Surrey’s light rail
plans. Just before leaving office, Ottawa granted the project “screened in” status, the next
step in developing a business plan for light rail and potentially funding it. “This decision to
have Surrey’s application for federal funding move on to the next stage is a significant step
forward in making a Light Rail Transit system a reality in our city,” Watts said at the time.
So, of the three major infrastructure projects in the plan, two would likely happen (the
Pattullo and Surrey light rail), even with a No vote. Vancouver mayor and council have failed
to come up with a plan B for their top priority, the Arbutus subway.

CUT CONGESTION?
The TransLink Mayors continue to claim this tax will “cut congestion.” Over the coming
weeks, the No TransLink Tax campaign will bust that myth.

Join the Campaign

www.NoTransLinkTax.ca
14

No TransLink Tax: A Better Plan
GIVING TRANSLINK A BLANK CHEQUE
Instead of fighting to make TransLink executives responsive to taxpayers’ concerns, or to
hold them responsible for the millions and millions they have wasted, the Yes side has
become TransLink’s biggest apologists. Their message: just close your eyes, ignore
TransLink’s record, and cut them a bigger cheque.
This tax has no sunset clause. Even after the TransLink Mayors’ spending spree is done, we
will keep on paying. And it could go up: As Yes strategist Bill Tieleman told CKNW, future
provincial governments could raise the TransLink tax: “Any government can raise taxes if
they wish and they have in the past,” Tieleman said. “Governments change taxes all the
time.”
That should send a chill down the spine of every hard working taxpayer in the region. Further,
TransLink has not properly costed this plan, and given TransLink’s track record of overruns
and mismanagement, it seems like a lock that this tax hike won’t be enough to cover it. Bob
Paddon, TransLink’s executive vice president of strategic planning, admitted that important
detail to 24 Hours Newspaper: “The work (earlier estimates) we did was, again, several years
ago. We want to bring it up to 2015 dollar estimates. It’s going to take at least half a year
probably for the consultants to be able to complete the work. I just don’t think we’ll have
this work completed prior to the conclusion of the referendum.”
Given TransLink’s record on projects like the Compass card and fare gates, it seems like a
lock that the price tag for the TransLink Mayors’ wish list will increase. As Bob Mackin
reported, the TransLink tender documents say TransLink wants technical services that
include cost estimates by late summer that are “+/- 30% cost confidence.” It’s shocking
that such a wide window would even be considered.
TransLink will again run short of money, and more taxes – likely road pricing or a sales tax
increase – will be pushed on taxpayers.
No matter what, voters deserved to know the full cost of the TransLink Mayors’ wishlist
before we vote – but TransLink has again let taxpayers down.
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CRUNCHING THE NUMBERS
The No TransLink Tax campaign engaged Sacha Peter, a certified management accountant
and former elected Cultus Lake Park Board chair, to consider the TransLink Mayors’ wishlist,
and explore various funding options.
From his executive summary:
The Mayors’ Council of TransLink has issued a vision that represents an expansion to the
2014 Base Plan document. The expansion plan envisions an incremental $7.5 billion in
capital expenditures. The originally proposed new revenue source has now been superseded
by the upcoming plebiscite on the Metro Vancouver Congestion Improvement Tax (CIT).
TransLink taxation has historically risen approximately 4.5% compounded annually from
2005‐2014. Municipal revenue collection in the GVRD has also risen by 5.0% for own‐
purpose property taxation. The TransLink 2014 Base Plan assumes fare and tax collections
will increase by 2.4% per year for 10 years, while the Mayors’ Council Vision, due to the
implementation of the CIT, anticipates revenue growth of 4.8% per year for 10 years from
2014 levels.
The upcoming proposed CIT, if using existing PST rules, will collect approximately $240
million in its first year and is estimated to grow in proportion to the Provincial Sales Tax, or
about 3.9% per year. Over a 10‐year period, the CIT is projected to collect $2.8 billion in
revenues, which will be used to pay capital and operating costs associated with a proposed
expansion of the TransLink system.
Mechanisms involving revenue savings can be used to fund the equivalent of the proposed
CIT.
Realizing an annual savings of 1.4% on municipal own‐purpose taxation and TransLink taxes
for 10 years would result in the equivalent of CIT collections in 2015 present value dollars.
If all Metro Vancouver municipal revenues, including those derived from sales of municipal
services (water, sewage, garbage, etc.), and projected TransLink revenues are considered, a
0.59% annual revenue savings would be required to raise funds equivalent to the CIT.
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The Pattullo Bridge replacement appears to be self‐financing (including payment of
principal and interest of the non‐partnered capital costs) with the assumption of existing
traffic patterns and the establishment of a Port Mann Bridge‐style toll. As the Pattullo
Bridge replacement is the most significant road network improvement of the Mayors’
Council Vision and also apparently self‐financing, it should be separately considered in
context of the overall Transit plan. This would result in a 13% reduction in capital cost
requirements of the expansion plan.
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RECOMMENDATION #1: VOTE NO
Voting NO is the opportunity for taxpayers to push back against TransLink, its record of
waste, its lack of fiscal restraint, and its years of mismanagement. A NO vote would send a
message that the public has no confidence in the current TransLink administration, board,
executive and form. It would force the provincial government and mayors to radically change
the current operation and structure.
Voting NO can also send the message that Lower Mainland residents are taxed enough. The
Fraser Institute calculates that 42% of the average Canadian family’s income is now spent
on taxes, both overt and hidden. Adding another TransLink tax on top of the parking,
gasoline, Hydro and property taxes TransLink already collects, will further erode families’
finances. Add in the dozen or so other tax and fee increases that government is bringing in
this year, and the wallet gets lighter and lighter.
TransLink tax supporters like to suggest that a NO vote will only send their favored message
to government: that somehow the region doesn’t want transportation investment. This is
just political spin; politicians are sophisticated enough to understand that there is great
concern over TransLink mismanagement, the growing tax burden, and a lack of priorities set
out by elected officials.
A NO vote will not cause “Carmageddon,” as some like to suggest. It will force change on
TransLink. It will not prevent a Pattullo toll bridge from being built, or the Surrey light rail
line from being developed. But it will force politicians at all levels to work together to finally
fix TransLink, cut TransLink waste, and find money from within their ever-growing budgets to
put into transit.
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RECOMMENDATION #2: FIX TRANSLINK
As outlined in this report, TransLink is clearly broken. It is run by a secretive board of
directors that avoids the public at all costs – and when they do get dragged before taxpayers
and riders, misleads us on issues like executive pay freezes.
There is the grossly overpaid executive suite, with individuals who are not held accountable
for their waste, their poor management decisions, their lack of leadership, and their
mismanagement. Instead, they are rewarded with ever-growing pay packages, bonuses,
vehicle allowances and other perquisites.
There is the Mayors’ Council which meekly goes along with TransLInk management,
demanding a tax increase from taxpayers while failing to address TransLink’s long list of
waste and poor decisions. When in their own city hall, these mayors rarely shy away from
using their offices as bully pulpits to lobby senior levels of government, get changes to
legislation and programs, and fight for what they perceive is the public good.
Yet, when those same mayors get together to talk TransLink, they weakly suggest that
legislation prevents them from holding TransLink accountable. Meanwhile, taxpayers and
their advocates, along with whistleblowers and the media, have pushed back relentlessly on
TransLink waste and even won legislative changes.
The mayors even hesitate on taking the two TransLink Board of Director seats granted to the
mayors’ council. Those seats should go to two mayors willing to be absolute bulldogs for the
public good; people willing to fight for taxpayers against waste and poor administration
decisions.
The Mayors’ Council could have led the way for taxpayers – demanding TransLink change its
wasteful ways before sending a tax increase to the public for a vote. As Derek Corrigan said,
“I have steadfastly opposed the governance structure of TransLink and I have made this
clear dozens of times. I won't ask people for more money when I have no control over how it
will be spent. This is particularly true given the TransLink history of mismanagement.”
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Our elected leaders could have pushed back against the provincial government and
demanded change on behalf of taxpayers. Instead, the majority decided they would demand
more tax money from taxpayers to hand over to TransLink.
RECOMMENDATION #3: PRIORITIZE THE WISHLIST
Leadership is about priorities. As Mayor Derek Corrigan points out, the TransLink Mayors’
document is a wishlist, not a plan. It’s a political document designed to throw as much at the
wall as possible in a cynical effort to get a YES vote. The inclusion of the Pattullo Toll Bridge
is the biggest example, but none of these commitments are set in stone.
Federal and provincial contributions have yet to be negotiated, business plans have yet to be
written or proven out, bus routes have to be analyzed and prioritized, the two largest
projects don’t have accurate, up-to-date costs (and won’t until after the vote on the tax), and
no order for the projects is laid out. The TransLink tax itself is nebulous and devoid of any
rules, procedures, items lists, or other elements which taxpayers deserve to know before
they vote.
The region needs to be led by politicians who can make priorities. There is a reason we built
one rapid transit line per decade (the Expo line in the 1980s, Millennium in the 1990s,
Canada in the 2000s and Evergreen in the 2010s): they are incredibly expensive, and the
Lower Mainland is still a reasonably small tax base. We can’t afford to do more than one at a
time, and we have to give the opportunity for the tax base to recover from these major
expenditures, or taxpayer-funded agencies risk drowning in debt. We have to find cheaper
ways of delivering this service, eliminate wasteful spending and incorrect priorities,
reallocate current tax sources, and find alternative ways to fund items.
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RECOMMENDATION #4: REALLOCATE 0.5% OF PROJECTED GROWTH IN LOCAL GOVERNMENT
REVENUES TO FUND NEW TRANSLINK PROJECTS
Local government revenue in the Lower Mainland has been growing far faster than any other
level of government. As Table 6 (p. 22) in the Revenue Analysis of Metro Vancouver
Municipalities, TransLink, and the Congestion Improvement Tax independent review shows,
Metro Vancouver and the 21 GVRD-area municipalities have seen their combined revenue
grow an average of 5.7% every year since 2005. Table 7 (p. 22) shows the Vancouver annual
inflation rate during that time was 1.5%, meaning municipal revenue grew nearly four times
faster than inflation. Table 8 (p. 22) goes even further, showing local government revenue
grew twice as fast as provincial government revenue, and two-and-a-half times faster than
the federal government. These radically different revenue growth rates are illustrated in
Figure 4 (p. 23).
For those looking for an alternative way to fund transportation projects, this rapid growth is
key. The TransLink Mayors could have generated the same amount of money as they plan to
take from taxpayers through the TransLink sales tax by simply earmarking 0.5% of local
governments’ revenue growth to TransLink. Instead of growing at an average of 4.8% per
year, as conservatively projected in this analysis, total local government revenue (TransLink,
Metro Vancouver and the 21 member municipalities) would grow at average 4.3% per year,
with the remaining 0.5% allocated to transportation projects.
The Pattullo Toll Bridge would be removed from the plan. As outlined above, it will proceed
with or without approval through this plebiscite.
As Table 32 (p. 49) shows, the remainder of the plan could be funded with a 0.49%
reallocation of the annual growth in local government revenues. This could be further
reduced if the plan was stretched out over 12 or 15 years, or if TransLink Mayors aggressively
pushed TransLink to stop wasting so much money.
This is new money, and would not involve cuts to current services. This is revenue from
growth coming to the region over the next ten years, and taxpayers would simply be asking
councils to make due with a 4.3% annual growth rate in their municipal treasuries, rather
than a 4.8% growth rate. That 4.3% annual growth rate would still be far higher than the
provincial or federal government growth rates.
Join the Campaign

www.NoTransLinkTax.ca
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This would not solve the systemic waste issues with TransLink. TransLink Mayors should
push hard for better executives and managers, more accountable governance, and an end to
TransLink’s penchant for wasting tax dollars. However, if the TransLink Mayors truly are
comfortable enough with the way TransLink is run to pour $250 million more per year into it,
than allocating future growth, rather than raising sales taxes, would be the preferable
option.
In short, voting NO to the TransLink sales tax merely pushes TransLink Mayors to find other
options – such as reallocating a small portion of revenue generated by growth in the region.

Join the Campaign

www.NoTransLinkTax.ca
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1. Executive Summary
The Mayors’ Council of TransLink has issued a vision that represents an expansion to the 2014
Base Plan document. The expansion plan envisions an incremental $7.5 billion in capital
expenditures. The originally proposed new revenue source has now been superseded by the
upcoming plebiscite on the Metro Vancouver Congestion Improvement Tax (CIT).
TransLink taxation has historically risen approximately 4.5% compounded annually from 2005‐
2014. Municipal revenue collection in the GVRD has also risen by 5.0% for own‐purpose
property taxation. The TransLink 2014 Base Plan assumes fare and tax collections will increase
by 2.4% per year for 10 years, while the Mayors’ Council Vision, due to the implementation of
the CIT, anticipates revenue growth of 4.8% per year for 10 years from 2014 levels.
The upcoming proposed CIT, if using existing PST rules, will collect approximately $240 million
in its first year and is estimated to grow in proportion to the Provincial Sales Tax, or about 3.9%
per year. Over a 10‐year period, the CIT is projected to collect $2.8 billion in revenues, which
will be used to pay capital and operating costs associated with a proposed expansion of the
TransLink system.
Mechanisms involving revenue savings can be used to fund the equivalent of the proposed CIT.
Realizing an annual savings of 1.4% on Metro Vancouver municipal own‐purpose taxation and
TransLink taxes for 10 years would result in the equivalent of CIT collections in 2015 present
value dollars.
If all Metro Vancouver municipal revenues, including those derived from sales of municipal
services (water, sewage, garbage, etc.), and projected TransLink revenues are considered, a
0.59% annual revenue savings would be required to raise funds equivalent to the CIT.
The Mayors’ Council Vision can also be implemented in a longer timeframe than 10 years to
reduce overall annual costs, at the expense of having a higher total cost. If proposed 10‐year
revenue collections by the CIT are instead extended to a 15‐year collection cycle, the annual
revenues required would be approximately 30% less than baseline projections. A 12‐year
collection cycle would result in a CIT approximately 15% less than baseline.
The Pattullo Bridge replacement appears to be self‐financing (including payment of principal
and interest of the non‐partnered capital costs) with the assumption of existing traffic patterns
and the establishment of a Port Mann Bridge‐style toll. As the Pattullo Bridge replacement is
the most significant road network improvement of the Mayors’ Council Vision and also
apparently self‐financing, it should be separately considered in context of the overall Transit
plan. This would result in a 12% reduction in capital cost requirements of the expansion plan.
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2. Purpose
The purpose of this report is to project future revenues derived from municipalities within the
Metro Vancouver and TransLink region. A comparative analysis is provided between
TransLink’s projected revenues in their “2014 Base Plan” and how it relates to revenue
projections of the Mayors’ Council Vision as updated on June 12, 2014. The latter plan
incorporates a proposed increase in revenues through the implementation of a new revenue
source.
This revenue source, decided after the release of the Mayors’ Council Vision1, is the Metro
Vancouver Congestion Improvement Tax (CIT). The CIT will help pay for the associated
increases in capital and operating expenditures that will be incurred in excess of the 2014 Base
Plan.
This report will explore potential avenues to fund the Mayors’ Council Vision using municipal
revenues through a reduction in future revenue growth.
The paper additionally examines some financial modelling scenarios concerning the Pattullo
Bridge replacement and tolling.

3. Limitations
This report does not consider the following:



Revenues associated with First Nations within Metro Vancouver, primarily Tsawwassen
First Nation;
Revenues derived from the University Endowment Lands;

As audited financial statements for calendar year 2014 are not available from relevant
government entities, this report only considers information up to 2013. Comparisons made
between TransLink and municipalities (which use the calendar year for their fiscal year) and
senior government agencies (which use a March 31 fiscal year end date) will use the calendar
year for the year end; i.e. a 2013 date for the provincial or federal government refers to their
April 1, 2012 to March 31, 2013 fiscal year.
While the 2014 fiscal year is over for municipalities, their actual financial results as of the date
of this report are still not known; hence 2014 will be an extrapolated year.

1

The original report contemplated a share of the carbon tax, which was rejected by the provincial government as
an option.
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4. Assumptions and inputs
By default, dollar expenditures are in 2015 dollars, consistent with the presentation in Table 1
of the Mayors’ Council Vision Report. Any other projections (for inflationary purposes or for
present value calculations) will be explicitly noted.
All instances of the phrase “Metro Vancouver” are also used interchangeably with the Greater
Vancouver Regional District (GVRD), the legal name of the entity.
The following documents were primarily utilized to compile this report:








TransLink Annual Reports (statutory and performance), 2005 to 2013;
TransLink 2014 Financial and Performance Report as at September 30, 2014;
Regional Transportation Investments – a Vision for Metro Vancouver, June 12, 2014
(henceforth abbreviated as the “Mayors’ Council Vision”);
Mayors’ Council Vision Appendices, June 12, 2014;
TransLink 2014 Base Plan and Outlook, October 30, 2013;
Review of the South Coast British Columbia Transportation Authority (TransLink)
(Internal Audit & Advisory Services, Ministry of Finance), October 2012
Pattullo Bridge Review Consultation, June 2013

The Mayors’ Council Vision document and appendices have subsequently been watermarked
with a “To be updated” phrase due to the narrowing of the proposed TransLink funding
mechanism. This may have a material impact on the figures reported in this document. In
particular, the “new revenues” projected by the Mayors’ Council is to have a different collection
amount and profile over time than what the proposed CIT will collect.
For TransLink revenue extrapolations, this report will use the Mayors’ Council Vision (the lower
rate of an incremental $1.8 billion to be raised), which will have the effect of understating the
revenue growth of the 10‐year plan. For revenue calculations of the CIT, the CIT proceeds are
calculated and this figure is used for subsequent calculations with respect to funding this
amount using municipal revenue streams.
This report does not examine the validity of expenses. This report assumes the cost of the
various proposed capital projects are what is stated in the aforementioned documentation. In
general, this report is focused on revenues and not expenses.
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5. TransLink – Overview of Funding Model
TransLink, formally the South Coast British Columbia Transportation Authority, derives its
authority from the South Coast British Columbia Transportation Authority Act (Bill 43 – 2007).
The initial creation of the entity was via the Greater Vancouver Transportation Authority Act
(Bill 36 – 1998), receiving Royal Assent on July 30, 1998 and amended multiple times
henceforth. This authority includes Part 3, which defines the ability for TransLink to fund its
operations.
Specifically, this includes the following major categories of revenues:









Fare collections – Current policy is limiting to a 2%/year increase2 (s. 29);
Fuel Tax – 17 cents per litre (s. 27.1/27.11);
Property Tax – Limited to a 3%/year increase (s. 196);
Parking Tax – 21% levied on commercial off‐street parking spaces (s. 30.1);
Hydro Levy ‐ $1.90 per month per BC Hydro customer (unchanged since 1991) (s. 28);
Replacement Tax ‐ $18 million/year, levied through property taxes (s. 25(7.1));
Tolls – Currently only the Golden Ears Bridge (s. 29/29.01/29.1);
Government Transfers – Federal funding (Gas Tax sharing, Building Canada fund for
capital projects only), Provincial funding.

TransLink also receives interest income through investment of cash reserves, and maintains a
real estate portfolio.

2

TransLink fares can be modified with the assent of the Mayors’ Council (s.29, s.197, s.223 of the SCBCTA Act);
however, the Mayors’ Council report indicates that “Routine increases beyond 2% per year may be feasible if
legislation is amended, but increased fares have the effect of reducing ridership.”
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6. TransLink – Historical Revenue Analysis (2005‐2014)
The date range considered for the review of TransLink’s audited financial statements is from
2005 to 2013. The 2014 audited financial statements and performance report are not yet
available3. The 2014 results are obtained from the forecasted results from the 3rd quarter
financial and performance report.
On January 1, 2011, TransLink underwent a change in accounting as it was determined they
were a local government and thus adopted Canadian Public Sector Accounting standards
(PSAB). As a result, there were several reclassifications of revenue entries that make
comparisons prior to 2011 with present statements difficult4. Specifically, the accounting for
government grants with PSAB versus the prior GAAP standards is significantly different.
PSAB requires deferral of received government grants and revenues are recognized through the
duration that TransLink is required to hold the asset5 which the grant funded. There are
significant deferrals for previously paid‐for federal gas tax funded projects and the Canada Line
contribution. This has the effect of reducing government grant revenues for 2011 in relation to
prior years using the old accounting standard.
At the end of 2013, the government grant deferral account had $1.24 billion outstanding. Of
this amount, $330 million comprised of advance payments that have not been spent, while
$908 million were deferred due to the asset holding period.
This deferral mechanism in PSAB will have the effect of slowing down the reported growth of
government contribution revenues for TransLink. For example, in 2013, $180.1 million in
capital and operating grants were received, but only $84.6 million was recognized as revenue.
The difference of $95.5 million would have been recognized as revenue in 2010’s statement,
but not with existing ones.
Likewise, funds that were received in advance for the Golden Ears Bridge construction and the
Canada Line construction have been classified as deferred liabilities and recognized as revenues
as the terms of the respective funding contracts amortize.
The last explicit increase in taxation was in 2012 when fuel taxes were raised 2 cents per litre
via Section 27.11 of the SCBCTA Act (denoted in shaded green on Table 1).
Table 1 and Figure 1 illustrates historical trends of revenue collections for TransLink.
3

Expected at the end of March or early April.
They did retrospectively provide comparative figures for the 2010 year, but comparisons to years prior to this are
not available using the PSAB standard.
5
For instance, in the federal Gas Tax program, it requires TransLink to acquire specific transit assets, maintain
them over a set holding period and repay funds if the assets are sold before the holding period.
4
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2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

CAGR

Revenues
Taxation

499,717

554,092

568,784

560,110

575,753

689,846

682,350

714,414

741,307

740,987

4.5%

Transit (Fares, Advertising)

292,402

309,472

327,609

359,911

366,768

437,905

444,743

460,600

495,575

498,188

6.1%

11,293

29,580

33,748

38,859

39,421

41,870

18,371

20,253

19,619

12,846

90,186

Golden Ears Bridge Tolls
AirCare
Gov't Capital contributions (2005-2010)

26,653

21,278

15,975

19,037

17,497

19,549

227,155

263,622

323,921

217,070

171,022

126,834

7,496

19,269
82,263

85,164

84,558

9,053

23,078

23,345

23,337

23,273

23,337

22,203

20,500

26,058

31,662

34,208

34,003

5,581

5,771

Operating contributions (2005-2010)
Government transfers (2011+)
Amortization of deferred concessionaire credit
Interest income

15,338

21,362

28,522

24,415

Misc. revenue
Gain/(Loss) on disposal of asset
Total Revenues

41,600
1,061,265

1,169,826

1,264,811

1,180,543

1,181,085

1,366,561

1,310,878

1,421,470

(167)

3,671
6,716

1,443,565

1,451,804

3.5%

Taxation Breakdow n
Fuel Tax

254,628

264,327

267,637

262,298

259,820

323,212

311,804

335,275

349,050

339,495

3.2%

Property Tax

216,824

240,582

246,891

255,741

264,092

271,760

280,225

288,736

298,351

304,946

3.9%

Parking Taxes

11,500

31,841

36,539

15,400

15,600

58,419

53,703

53,207

56,642

58,882

Hydro Levy

16,621

17,189

17,566

17,913

18,245

18,618

18,761

19,244

19,295

19,664

8,758

17,995

17,837

17,857

17,952

17,969

18,000

560,110

575,752

689,846

682,350

714,414

741,307

740,987

Replacement Tax
Other
Total Taxation

144

153

152

499,717

554,092

568,785

1.9%

4.5%

Table 1 ‐ Historical Revenues, TransLink (2005 – 2014 Q3) ($000)6

6

2014 results are updated forecast figures provided by TransLink. The 2014 entry for Replacement Tax is assumed to be $18 million; the 3rd quarter report did
not break down this number with the Property Tax collections. It is likely the actual Property Tax collections will be slightly higher as this figure reliably
increases at the legislated maximum rate of 3% per year.
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TransLink Revenues by Source Category
600,000
Fuel Tax
Property Tax

500,000

Other Taxes (Parking, Hydro)
Transit (Fares, GEB Tolls)

Revenues ($000)

400,000

Government Transfers

300,000

200,000

100,000

‐
2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

Figure 1 ‐ Historical TransLink Revenues by Category

Revenues through direct taxation have increased 4.5%, compounded annually. Fare collections
have increased 6.1%. Overall, total revenues have increased 3.5% compounded annually, but
this number is distorted by the deferral of revenue recognition on government grants.
Fuel taxes since 2010 have been adversely affected by increased fuel efficiency of the
automobile fleet and revenue leakage from fuel sales outside the GVRD (specifically motorists
that fuel their vehicles in the USA and Abbotsford, both of which have fuel taxes less than that
within the GVRD).
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Translink Total Revenues to Total Expenses
Total Revenues

Total Expenses

1,500,000
1,400,000
1,300,000

($000)

1,200,000
1,100,000
1,000,000
900,000
800,000
700,000
600,000
2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

Figure 2 ‐ Historical TransLink Total Revenues to Total Expenses

Since 2009, expenses have generally been in alignment with revenues. Notably from 2007
onwards, there have been increased financial burdens associated with the Golden Ears Bridge
and the Canada Line, in addition to significantly increased amounts of interest expense
payments and amortization of capital assets.
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7. TransLink – Extrapolation of revenue and expenditure trends
There are two extrapolations of revenues that have been made available by TransLink.
One is in the 2014 Base Plan document, as seen on Table 2; the other is in the Mayors’ Vision,
as seen on Table 3.
Both of these use “funded” amounts, which excludes the revenue impact from a partial amount
of government transfers, interest income, amortization of deferred concessionaire credits, and
emission testing (AirCare) revenues7. The comparison to the historical TransLink results is thus
an “apples‐to‐apples” comparison with past data.
Material revenue differences between the “status quo” base plan document and the Mayors’
Vision are:





In 2016 and onwards, a “new revenue” estimate is incorporated into the Mayors’
Council Vision. This information is likely obsolete due to the announcement of the CIT
plebiscite and will be updated by TransLink;
Transit revenues in 2018 and onwards are anticipated to increase in the Mayors’ Council
Vision, presumably due to increased ridership on transit.
Total 10‐year CAGR of the user fee and transportation tax revenues from the “status
quo” plan is 2.4%, while the equivalent number for the Mayors’ Council Vision is 4.5%.

The cumulative 10‐year difference in Transit revenues and taxation between the Mayors’
Council Vision and the 2014 Base Plan document is $1.8 billion, mostly back‐loaded into the
second half of the 10‐year comparison period. This is primarily attributable to the “new
revenues” contemplated by the Mayors’ plan.
Figure 3 is an illustration of the extrapolated revenues (taxes and transit fees) between the
2014 Base Plan, the Mayors’ Council vision as stated, and the Mayors’ Council vision as
amended by an estimate of CIT collections.
The Mayors’ Council plan incorporates the latest 2014 forecast figures for its revenue
projections; the 2014 Base Plan document uses slightly more stale information for revenue
estimates, but their 2014 projection is within 0.13% of the revenues projected in TransLink’s 3rd
quarter forecast.

7

The accounting explanation for this is complicated. TransLink keeps a “statement of operations”, which reflects
PSAB, and a “funded statement of operations”, which excludes certain items that may distort operational results
(such as the recognition of deferred revenues that do not equate to cash inflows).
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Translink Historical and Projected Transit and Tax
Collections
Transit and Tax Revenues (2005‐2014)
2014 Base Plan Transit and Tax Revenues
2014 Mayors' Council Transit and Tax Revenues
2014 Mayors' Council with CIT
2,300
2,200
2,100
2,000
1,900
1,800
1,700
($M)

1,600
1,500
1,400
1,300
1,200
1,100
1,000
900
800
700
2005

2007

2009

2011

2013

2015

2017

2019

2021

2023

2025

Figure 3 ‐ TransLink Historical and Projected Transit and Tax Collections

Beyond the revenue exclusions associated with the funded statement of operations, Figure 3
does not include one‐time gains (e.g. anticipated Oakridge property disposal), senior
government contributions and interest income revenues.
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Funded 2014 Base Plan Projections
Transit Revenues
Toll Revenues
User Fees

2014
518.2
39.6
557.8

2015
551
41.1
592.1

2016
572
42.6
614.6

2017
596.8
44.1
640.9

2018
618.5
45.5
664.0

2019
640.6
46.9
687.5

2020
661.9
48.4
710.3

2021
681.2
49.7
730.9

2022
701
51.1
752.1

2023
720.7
52.5
773.2

2024
747.6
54.2
801.8

2025
775.5
55.9
831.4

CAGR
3.7%
3.2%
3.7%

Tax Revenues
Motor Fuel Tax
Property Tax
Parking Rights Tax
Other Taxes
Taxation Revenues

337.8
304.9
56
37.7
736.4

335.7
314.1
56.9
38
744.7

334.7
323.5
57.7
38.4
754.3

333.7
333.2
58.6
38.7
764.2

332.7
343.2
59.5
39.1
774.5

331.8
353.5
60.3
39.4
785.0

330.9
364.1
61.3
39.7
796.0

330.1
375
62.2
40
807.3

329.3
386.3
63.1
40.3
819.0

328.5
397.9
64.1
40.6
831.1

327.5
409.8
65.1
40.9
843.3

326.5
422.1
66.1
41.3
855.9

‐0.3%
3.0%
1.5%
0.8%
1.4%

1294.2

1336.8

1368.9

1405.1

1438.5

1472.5

1506.3

1538.2

1571.1

1604.3

1645.1

1687.4

2.4%

Total Transit and Tax Revenues

Table 2 ‐ TransLink 2014 Base Plan Revenue Projections, 2014‐2025 ($M)
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Funded Mayors' Council Vision Plan
Transit Revenues
Toll Revenues
User Fees
Tax Revenues
Motor Fuel Tax
Property Tax
Parking Rights Tax
Other Taxes
New Revenue
Taxation Revenues
Total Transit and Tax Revenues

2014
518.2
39.6
557.8

2015
543.8
41.1
584.9

2016
566.1
42.6
608.7

2017
596.1
44.1
640.2

2018
627
45.5
672.5

2019
660
46.9
706.9

2020
692.1
48.4
740.5

2021
718.0
50.0
768.0

2022
746.0
51.0
797.0

2023
772.0
84.0
856.0

2024
800
103
903.0

2025
835.5
113.3
948.8

CAGR
4.4%
10.0%
4.9%

337.8
304.9
56
37.7

335.7
314.1
56.9
38
744.7

333.7
333.2
58.6
38.7
114.4
878.6

332.7
343.2
59.5
39.1
116.7
891.2

331.8
353.5
60.3
39.4
119.1
904.1

330.9
364.1
61.3
39.7
121.4
917.4

330.0
375.0
62.0
40.0
310.0
1117.0

329.0
386.0
63.0
40.0
316.0
1134.0

329.0
398.0
64.0
41.0
322.0
1154.0

328
410
65
41
329
1173.0

327.0
422.3
66.0
41.3
337
1193.7

‐0.3%
3.0%
1.5%
0.8%

736.4

334.7
323.5
57.7
38.4
112.2
866.5

1294.2

1329.6

1475.2

1518.8

1563.7

1611.0

1657.9

1885.0

1931.0

2010.0

2076.0

2142.5

4.8%

4.8%

Table 3 ‐ TransLink Mayors’ Council Vision Revenue Projections (2014‐2025) ($M)8
Funded Mayors' Council Vision Plan
Transit Revenues
Toll Revenues
User Fees
Tax Revenues
Motor Fuel Tax
Property Tax
Parking Rights Tax
Other Taxes
New Revenue
Taxation Revenues
Total Transit and Tax Revenues

2014
518.2
39.6
557.8

2015
543.8
41.1
584.9

2016
566.1
42.6
608.7

2017
596.1
44.1
640.2

2018
627
45.5
672.5

2019
660
46.9
706.9

2020
692.1
48.4
740.5

2021
718.0
50.0
768.0

2022
746.0
51.0
797.0

2023
772.0
84.0
856.0

2024
800
103
903.0

2025
835.5
113.3
948.8

CAGR
4.4%
10.0%
4.9%

337.8
304.9
56
37.7

335.7
314.1
56.9
38
744.7

333.7
333.2
58.6
38.7
246.0
1010.2

332.7
343.2
59.5
39.1
255.6
1030.1

331.8
353.5
60.3
39.4
265.6
1050.6

330.9
364.1
61.3
39.7
275.9
1071.9

330.0
375.0
62.0
40.0
286.7
1093.7

329.0
386.0
63.0
40.0
297.9
1115.9

329.0
398.0
64.0
41.0
309.5
1141.5

328
410
65
41
321.5
1165.5

327.0
422.3
66.0
41.3
334.1
1190.8

‐0.3%
3.0%
1.5%
0.8%

736.4

334.7
323.5
57.7
38.4
236.8
991.1

1294.2

1329.6

1599.8

1650.4

1702.6

1757.5

1812.4

1861.7

1912.9

1997.5

2068.5

2139.6

4.8%

4.7%

Table 4 ‐ TransLink Mayors' Council Vision Revenue Projections, updated with CIT (2014‐2025) ($M)

8

“New Revenue” consisting of a blend of carbon taxes, mobility pricing and supplementary revenue sources. Rendered obsolete by the CIT proposal, with
estimated revenues on Table 4.
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In Table 2, Table 3 and Table 4, grey shaded boxes are extrapolations from previous years’ data.
Significant items in Table 3 and Table 4 that deviate from the 2014 Base Plan document are
highlighted in green. The Mayors’ Council Vision projects a higher amount of transit revenues
(through higher transit utilization and fare collections) and the introduction of higher tolling in
2023.
The Mayors’ Council plan does not anticipate any changes in any other taxation collections
other than the implementation of “New Revenue”. This was not known to be the CIT at the
time of its publication and hence the revenue profile shown on Table 3 is not reflective of what
would occur if the CIT is implemented. The potential revenues collected from the CIT are
discussed in a subsequent section in this document and also projected on Table 4.
The CIT proposal is estimated to raise $632 million in additional revenues beyond the original
Mayors’ Council vision (Table 15).
Table 2, Table 3 and Table 4 do not project revenues associated with senior government
funding, one‐time revenue gains or interest revenues.
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8. GVRD – Municipal Revenues Review
The Ministry of Community, Sport and Cultural Development (MCSCD) publishes statistics from
municipalities across the province9. The data available covers 2005 to the fiscal year ended
December 31, 2013. This section will examine Metro Vancouver municipal revenue trends over
this time period.
MCSCD provides a Schedule 401 report, which is an overview of revenues from all
municipalities in British Columbia. It includes revenues from the following sources:








Own purpose taxation and grants in lieu;
Sale of Services (e.g. sewage, water, garbage);
Transfers from Federal, Provincial, Regional and other governments;
Investment Income;
Developer Contributions;
Disposition of Assets;
Other Revenues.

MCSCD also provides a Schedule 901 report, which is an overview of revenues from all regional
districts in British Columbia. This includes:










Electoral Area and Local Government Requisitions;
Grants in Lieu;
Sale of Services;
Transfers from Federal, Provincial, Regional and other governments;
Investment Income;
Developer Contributions;
Disposition of Assets;
Other Revenues;
MFA Debt Payments on behalf of Member Municipalities.

Municipalities, in the aggregate, collect approximately 80% of their revenues through own‐
purpose10 taxation, grants‐in‐lieu, and sale of services. The remainder is collected through
government transfers, investment income, developer contributions and other revenues. Within
British Columbia, municipalities compete for a sizable portion of revenues from senior levels,
most of which are applied for capital grants.
9

Ministry of Community, Sport and Cultural Development, "Local Government Statistics," [Online]. Available:
http://www.cscd.gov.bc.ca/lgd/infra/statistics_index.htm
10
Own‐purpose taxation is distinct from taxation that municipalities collect on behalf of other agencies (e.g. School
taxes, BC Assessment, Municipal Finance Authority, etc.). The cash is collected by the municipality but this is not
own‐purpose taxation.
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Smaller municipalities are disproportionately affected by one‐time government grants or
developer contributions; for example, in 2013, slightly over half of Anmore’s revenues were
through developer contributions. The other three smallest municipalities in Metro Vancouver
are Belcarra, Bowen Island and Lions Bay – these four smallest municipalities of the 21 in Metro
Vancouver consist of 0.3% of revenues collected.
Even for larger municipalities, the one‐time nature of grants can cause considerable
“lumpiness” in total revenue collections from year‐to‐year. To avoid the aberrant effects of
one‐time grants or developer contributions, data obtained from 9 years of audited financial
statements are used for extrapolative purposes.
From 2005 to 2013, total municipal revenue collection (consisting of the 21 municipalities and
also the regional district) has increased from $3.63 billion to $5.64 billion, representing 55%
growth over the total time period, or approximately 5.7% compounded annually.
If revenues are only considered from own‐purpose taxation and grants in lieu, municipal
revenue collection in this category, from 2005 to 2013, increased from $1.56 billion to $2.32
billion, or 48% growth, or approximately 5.0% compounded annually.
Revenues derived from the sale of services, from 2005 to 2013, increased from $1.39 billion to
$2.14 billion, or 54% growth, or approximately 5.6% compounded annually.
Comparing revenue growth to other benchmarks
The BC Consumer Price Index11 (CPI) over the same 2005 to 2013 period grew a total of 11%, or
approximately 1.3% compounded annually. The Vancouver CPI grew a total of 12%, or
approximately 1.5% compounded annually (Table 7).
When comparing GVRD municipal revenue collection trends against those of the BC
Government and the Government of Canada12 (Table 8), GVRD municipalities have exhibited a
growth rate just over double that of the BC Government and 2.5 times that of the Government
of Canada.
TransLink’s taxation revenue growth (Table 1) correspondingly is higher than CPI levels and
provincial and federal government revenue levels, and is also nearly as high as GVRD area
revenue growth.

11

BC Stats, “Consumer Price Index / Household Spending,” [Online]. Available:
http://www.bcstats.gov.bc.ca/StatisticsBySubject/Economy/ConsumerPriceIndex.aspx
12
Ministry of Finance, "Fiscal Reference Tables, 2014," [Online]. Available: http://fin.gc.ca/frt‐trf/2014/frt‐trf14‐
eng.pdf.
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Total Own Purpose Taxation and Grants in Lieu
2005
Anmore
Belcarra
Bow en Island
Burnaby
Coquitlam
Delta
Langley (C)
Langley (T)
Lions Bay
Maple Ridge
New Westminster
North Vancouver (C)
North Vancouver (D)
Pitt Meadow s
Port Coquitlam
Port Moody
Richmond
Surrey
Vancouver
West Vancouver
White Rock
Total GVRD Munis
Regional District
Total GVRD Area

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

CAGR

498,203
568,950
782,230
826,702
827,310
971,698
1,065,003
1,129,746
1,276,652 12.5%
449,555
479,078
489,894
518,030
532,183
565,166
581,132
1,166,635
869,602 8.6%
2,875,125
3,159,384
3,342,111
3,668,583
3,871,865
4,033,174
4,269,798
4,416,210
4,561,369 5.9%
180,234,352
189,210,430
198,834,218
212,428,949
231,158,451
245,766,027
260,870,358
274,819,211
286,978,759 6.0%
88,727,204
94,051,120
99,633,930
106,685,336
114,559,666
121,657,996
126,333,064
130,927,241
137,732,157 5.7%
84,269,224
89,542,325
90,722,644
95,321,838
100,819,576
106,321,783
111,981,495
115,243,198
118,681,337 4.4%
16,255,596
16,784,548
17,837,528
18,392,579
19,594,595
20,747,903
21,477,168
21,742,828
22,758,899 4.3%
69,357,000
76,185,967
83,862,669
91,810,000
80,741,000
85,988,000
90,398,000
95,323,000
102,403,000 5.0%
842,865
1,042,895
1,088,335
1,149,663
1,145,644
1,199,804
1,286,719
1,323,082
1,354,113 6.1%
39,465,682
42,800,698
46,708,523
50,747,835
54,462,849
57,914,906
61,964,240
65,875,141
69,082,426 7.2%
40,291,246
43,128,103
46,224,702
49,331,223
53,427,667
55,092,816
57,701,448
60,334,664
64,092,594 6.0%
35,724,099
36,985,305
38,672,929
41,025,659
43,306,981
45,450,589
47,387,670
48,709,700
50,916,489 4.5%
61,207,566
64,613,372
67,666,875
71,431,184
73,915,542
76,613,343
79,496,497
81,110,252
84,633,279 4.1%
9,336,556
10,282,143
11,000,521
12,391,517
12,711,932
13,627,920
14,653,786
15,685,829
15,935,149 6.9%
34,190,420
36,005,037
38,885,945
41,987,418
45,575,019
49,249,410
51,828,415
53,606,523
56,274,980 6.4%
18,669,672
20,865,149
23,486,760
24,962,104
27,464,471
29,164,714
30,240,440
32,112,104
33,670,612 7.7%
130,203,013
138,857,298
147,763,602
153,852,811
166,049,647
173,566,796
179,974,432
179,608,666
190,688,210 4.9%
176,130,274
187,464,229
199,555,411
216,368,877
233,388,591
248,426,554
262,708,000
277,290,000
296,903,000 6.7%
482,322,000
507,511,000
533,377,000
551,114,000
589,202,000
605,602,000
619,885,000
642,281,000
655,504,000 3.9%
44,167,600
46,308,255
48,290,352
50,520,098
52,657,790
53,221,256
54,616,931
55,136,945
55,579,155 2.9%
14,424,171
15,067,407
15,930,208
16,882,558
17,782,929
18,792,279
19,391,529
19,952,210
20,992,425 4.8%
5.1%
1,529,641,423 1,620,912,693 1,714,156,387 1,811,416,964 1,923,195,708 2,013,974,134 2,098,111,125 2,177,794,185 2,270,888,207
34,344,447
35,933,738
38,482,396
39,610,195
40,481,080
42,614,629
44,948,002
43,980,497
46,989,056
4.0%
5.0%
1,563,985,870 1,656,846,431 1,752,638,783 1,851,027,159 1,963,676,788 2,056,588,763 2,143,059,127 2,221,774,682 2,317,877,263
13
Table 5 ‐ GVRD Area Own‐Purpose Property Taxes and Grants in Lieu (2005‐2013) ($)

13

The “Regional District” row refers to the GVRD entity; these include electoral area and local government requisitions.
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Total Revenue
Anmore
Belcarra
Bow en Island
Burnaby
Coquitlam
Delta
Langley (C)
Langley (T)
Lions Bay
Maple Ridge
New Westminster
North Vancouver (C)
North Vancouver (D)
Pitt Meadow s
Port Coquitlam
Port Moody
Richmond
Surrey
Vancouver
West Vancouver
White Rock
Total GVRD Munis
Regional District
Total GVRD Area

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

CAGR

1,640,635
1,722,488
1,755,597
4,064,017
12,175,023
9,753,296
2,634,190
9,794,877
5,719,955 16.9%
854,639
778,579
850,973
968,657
1,161,791
1,438,700
4,436,530
1,816,647
1,439,187 6.7%
4,679,321
4,933,861
5,323,482
5,899,718
6,618,196
6,976,341
7,199,527
7,703,121
6,604,570 4.4%
286,449,559
307,151,687
357,794,891
359,516,582
389,524,206
429,153,280
404,980,732
442,839,683
458,912,904 6.1%
161,761,583
165,569,132
188,917,484
197,772,122
211,023,692
245,126,360
257,538,582
278,142,999
280,219,959 7.1%
148,032,366
151,220,982
169,077,603
170,232,285
174,533,168
184,501,382
211,165,815
205,824,605
220,069,438 5.1%
35,094,713
57,989,265
45,522,123
39,896,626
39,443,822
50,727,793
40,558,088
42,994,727
44,726,987 3.1%
111,779,000
134,973,919
166,081,044
168,202,000
189,960,446
189,479,094
174,777,000
194,604,000
201,297,000 7.6%
1,381,080
2,089,609
1,795,602
2,067,760
3,737,557
2,654,808
2,928,776
2,482,438
2,501,240 7.7%
97,524,086
88,172,889
91,304,398
96,403,384
116,881,354
126,131,145
136,017,412
129,164,482
158,104,604 6.2%
107,270,094
117,201,248
120,876,806
126,161,545
133,360,200
161,221,789
162,632,767
166,143,099
185,409,556 7.1%
67,422,306
78,246,769
112,309,702
79,753,131
84,386,814
89,928,693
92,253,337
101,252,162
131,346,505 8.7%
128,126,449
120,113,704
125,641,455
136,506,112
142,920,512
157,993,130
167,275,087
161,052,832
171,382,271 3.7%
16,464,625
18,158,690
24,968,389
25,422,917
28,238,495
27,482,288
29,471,158
41,616,919
30,435,218 8.0%
64,331,249
75,214,228
87,540,719
119,412,478
87,464,535
96,896,889
105,445,019
98,698,127
94,427,632 4.9%
44,043,956
44,128,472
43,846,941
43,256,709
47,206,078
52,862,498
52,636,007
54,998,691
57,580,965 3.4%
261,896,713
300,334,769
476,329,555
352,862,961
367,980,155
382,600,000
422,669,000
400,311,275
454,003,583 7.1%
417,709,134
471,367,364
509,295,907
501,546,601
590,694,383
673,717,643
658,093,000
700,279,000
788,523,000 8.3%
1,052,078,000 1,058,870,000 1,128,162,000 1,161,849,000 1,288,150,000 1,355,668,000 1,401,680,000 1,444,530,000 1,488,298,000 4.4%
88,142,698
97,995,360
102,137,924
110,150,435
111,157,265
131,639,732
125,338,547
126,800,669
128,171,867 4.8%
23,962,798
33,772,229
27,512,024
28,325,570
32,711,132
34,164,470
34,718,543
32,839,820
34,839,937 4.8%
3,120,645,004 3,330,005,244 3,787,044,619 3,730,270,610 4,059,328,824 4,410,117,331 4,494,449,117 4,643,890,173 4,944,014,378
5.9%
512,085,952
539,190,096
556,857,541
528,543,940
549,140,294
601,959,459
656,836,101
677,928,937
696,065,233
3.9%
3,632,730,956 3,869,195,340 4,343,902,160 4,258,814,550 4,608,469,118 5,012,076,790 5,151,285,218 5,321,819,110 5,640,079,611
5.7%

Table 6 ‐ GVRD Area Total Revenues (2005‐2013) ($)
2005
BC CPI
Vancouver CPI

106.3
106.0

2006

2007

108.1
108.0

110.0
110.2

2008
112.3
112.8

2009
112.3
112.9

2010
113.8
114.9

2011
116.5
117.5

2012
117.8
119.0

2013
117.7
119.2

CAGR
1.3%
1.5%

Table 7 ‐ British Columbia Consumer Price Index (2005‐2013)
2005
BC Gov Total Revs
Fed Gov Total Revs

33,565
214,237

2006

2007

36,138
224,343

38,685
238,397

2008
40,023
245,525

2009
38,720
237,286

2010
37,978
222,103

2011
40,688
240,840

2012
41,808
249,107

2013
42,049
256,635

CAGR
2.9%
2.3%

Table 8 ‐ BC Government and Federal Government Revenues (2005‐2013)
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Government Revenue Index vs. BC CPI
BC CPI

Vancouver CPI

GVRD Area Revenues

BC Government Revenues

Federal Government Revenues

Translink Tax Revenues

160.0

Index Value (2005=100)

150.0

140.0

130.0

120.0

110.0

100.0
2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

Figure 4 ‐ Indexed Revenues by Government Source (2005‐2013) (2005 = 100)

In Figure 4, TransLink Tax revenues refers to the sum of: fuel tax, property tax, parking tax,
hydro tax and replacement tax revenues.
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9. GVRD – 10‐year Extrapolation of Revenue Collection
It is observed that the 2005‐2013 dataset includes a full economic cycle, specifically the
inclusion of the 2008‐2009 global economic crisis – which did not have a significant impact on
municipal property tax and service revenues during this time14.
Another statistical trend that is a driver of municipal revenues is population growth – revenue
collection would be adversely impacted by slowing population growth. Population statistics
(obtained from BC Stats and presented on Table 9) do not suggest a slowdown in population
growth:

Year Population Growth
2005 2,173,374
1.1%
2006 2,198,235
1.5%
2007 2,232,067
1.3%
2008 2,262,062
2,303,653
1.8%
2009
2.1%
2010 2,351,205
0.9%
2011 2,373,037
1.6%
2012 2,410,126
2,444,820
1.4%
2013

Year
2014

Population
2,473,321

Growth
1.2%

2015

2,505,357

1.3%

2016

2,539,677

1.4%

2017

2,576,104

1.4%

2018

2,613,136

1.4%

2019

2,650,553

1.4%

2020

2,688,403

1.4%

2021

2,726,316

1.4%

2022

2,764,267

1.4%

2023

2,802,271

1.4%

2024

2,840,078

1.3%

2025

2,877,627

1.3%

Table 9 ‐ Population Growth in the GVRD (Actual 2005‐2013, Projected 2014‐2025)

14

While real estate assessed values did decline after the 2008‐2009 economic crisis, municipalities adjust for this
by increasing property tax (mill) rates sufficient to collect the desired amount of revenues.
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Household count projections (BC Stats, Table 10) within the GVRD are expected to taper slightly
over the next 10 years.
Year
2014

Total Households
967,948

2015

985,026
1,003,177

Year
2005

Total Households Growth
830,001

2016
2017

1,019,354

2006

843,148

2018

1,035,110

2007

857,698

2019

1,050,841

2008

869,737

2020

1,066,488

2009

886,739

2021

1,082,240

2010

905,638

2022

1,097,618

2011

915,022

2023

1,113,341

2012

934,448

2024

1,128,699

2013

952,395

1.6%
1.7%
1.4%
2.0%
2.1%
1.0%
2.1%
1.9%

2025

1,144,290

Growth
1.6%
1.8%
1.8%
1.6%
1.5%
1.5%
1.5%
1.5%
1.4%
1.4%
1.4%
1.4%

Table 10 ‐ Household Count in the GVRD (Actual 2005‐2013, Projected 2014‐2025)

The population and household growth projected by BC Stats is evidence that growth trends
exhibited by Metro Vancouver municipalities over the past 9 years will continue in the future,
absent of any significant changes to external factors.
Both sets of statistics exhibit a tapering effect of approximately 10% of their historical values
and this tapering will be applied to revenue growth statistics from 2014 to 2025.
For own‐purpose taxation, the historical aggregate growth rate (from Table 5) is 5.0% CAGR,
while total revenue growth (from Table 6) is 5.7% CAGR. An exponential regression of the same
data yields a result that corresponds with the calculated CAGR, modelled on Figure 5 and Figure
6. In addition, projected growth rates in half‐percent lesser increments are calculated.
As discussed in the previous paragraph, despite the historical data trends on revenue collection,
given the tapering of statistical drivers of population growth and housing counts, the best 10‐
year projections would be the amount slightly less than historical revenue trends, or
approximately 4.5% CAGR for own‐purpose taxation and 5.2% CAGR for total revenues.
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Grow th
5.7%
5.2%
4.7%
4.2%

2014
5,962
5,933
5,905
5,877

2015
6,302
6,242
6,183
6,124

2016
6,661
6,566
6,473
6,381

2017
7,041
6,908
6,777
6,649

2018
7,442
7,267
7,096
6,928

2019
7,866
7,645
7,429
7,219

2020
8,315
8,042
7,779
7,522

2021
8,789
8,460
8,144
7,838

2022
9,289
8,900
8,527
8,168

2023
9,819
9,363
8,928
8,511

2024
10,379
9,850
9,347
8,868

2025
10,970
10,362
9,787
9,241

Table 11 ‐ Projection of total GVRD area revenues at specified growth rates ($M)

10,000

9,000
Total GVRD Area
Revenues

(Nominal $M)

8,000

5.7% Growth

7,000

5.2% Growth

6,000

4.7% Growth
4.2% Growth

5,000

Expon. (Total GVRD
Area Revenues)

4,000

3,000
2005

2010

2015

2020

Figure 5 ‐ Projection of total GVRD area revenues at specified growth rates and exponential regression
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Grow th
5.0%

2014
2,434

2015
2,556

2016
2,683

2017
2,818

2018
2,959

2019
3,106

2020
3,262

2021
3,425

2022
3,596

2023
3,776

2024
3,965

2025
4,163

4.5%
4.0%
3.5%

2,422
2,411
2,399

2,531
2,507
2,483

2,645
2,608
2,570

2,764
2,712
2,660

2,888
2,821
2,753

3,018
2,933
2,849

3,154
3,051
2,949

3,296
3,173
3,052

3,444
3,300
3,159

3,599
3,432
3,270

3,761
3,569
3,384

3,931
3,712
3,502

Table 12 ‐ Projection of own‐purpose taxation and grants‐in‐lieu of GVRD area at specified growth rates ($M)

4,000
Own‐Purpose GVRD
Area Revenues

3,500

5.0% Growth
(Nominal $M)

3,000
4.5% Growth
2,500
4.0% Growth
2,000
3.5% Growth
1,500
Expon. (Own‐Purpose
GVRD Area Revenues)
1,000
2005

2010

2015

2020

Figure 6 ‐ Projection of own‐purpose GVRD area revenues at specified growth rates and exponential regression
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10.

Mayors’ Council – Projected Revenues

The Mayors’ Council on December 11, 2014 recommended an increase of 0.5% to the provincial
sales tax (PST), levied within the GVRD boundaries. The BC Government, via the Ministry of
Transportation, on December 18, 2014 re‐defined the taxation proposal to an entirely new tax
separate from the PST, to be named the Metro Vancouver Congestion Improvement Tax (CIT).
The Ministry was not specific with what differences there will be with how the CIT is levied
versus the PST.
For the purpose of this analysis, it is assumed the CIT is going to have a mechanism similar to
the PST. As of the date of this report, there is no other information on how the CIT would
function15.
The initial estimate for a 0.5% increase in the PST in the GVRD as published in the Mayors’
Council appendices was $250 million/year.
This report will attempt to fine‐tune the estimate to project the amount the CIT is expected to
collect over the next 10 years.
PST Revenues ($M) (Fiscal 2014/2015)

$

GVRD Population (2014)
BC Population (2014)
(%) GVRD Population (2014)
Estimated 0.5% CIT ($M) (2014, pro‐forma)
PST Yearly Growth Estimate

5,746

2,473,321
4,628,475
53.4%
$

219.3
3.9%

Table 13 ‐ Parameters estimating CIT revenues

In the 2014/2015 fiscal year, the PST is projected to collect $5,746 million province‐wide, or
approximately $821 million per percentage point levied.
Using population as a broad proxy for taxable economic activity16, the GVRD has 53.4% of BC’s
population. A pro‐forma PST increase of 0.5% within the GVRD would thus result in $219
million/year in fiscal 2014/2015 under the assumption the increased tax does not suppress
regional economic activity or lead to higher rates of cross‐border or cross‐regional shopping17.

15

In particular, the anti‐avoidance provisions would have to be quite complex.
There are no figures released by BC Stats breaking down GDP by region.
17
Budget 2002 implemented an increase of the Social Services Tax (as the PST was then legally called) from 7.0% to
7.5%. When examining the results in future budgets, it is very difficult to conclude if there was an impact on
taxable spending given other ambient economic variables. In Budget 2003, however, the Ministry of Finance did
16
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Due to the requirement of legislation for the CIT to be enacted, the earliest it could be enacted
is likely during a fall session of the BC legislature in 2015, to be put in force at the beginning of
2016.
According to the 2014 BC Budget, provincial sales tax growth across BC is projected to increase
3.9% per year for the next three years. If the TransLink plebiscite is approved, legislation would
likely be enacted to enable collection of the new tax in 2016, or approximately $237 million in
the first year.
Year (Nominal $M)
2016
236.8
2017
246.0
2018
255.6
2019
265.6
2020
275.9
2021
286.7
2022
297.9
2023
309.5
2024
321.5
2025
334.1
10‐Year Total
2,829.4
Table 14 ‐ Estimated Collection of CIT in 10‐year period

A total amount of $2.8 billion is estimated to be collected over a 10‐year period with the
modelling assumptions outlined in this section.
The proposed plebiscite on the CIT does not mention the CIT terminating when sufficient
funding is raised. The 10‐year period is arbitrary and determined by the 10‐year length as
projected by the Mayors’ Council Vision. It would not appear that the CIT would terminate
after 10 years, but that revenues derived from the CIT past the 10 year mark would be allocated
at a future date to other projects of interest at that time.
Otherwise, this report does not consider the impact of the present value of CIT revenues raised
in years 11 and beyond, which would consist of a material amount of funding.
The Mayors’ Council Vision document made discussion over a phased implementation of
revenue increases (with the first year collecting $112 million), but this proposal is now

report a negative $10 million adjustment to the 2012/2013 budgeted estimate. There were also significant
downward adjustments to projected personal and corporate income tax collections at this same time. Budget
2005 brought the rate from 7.5% to 7.0%.
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superseded by the proposed CIT, which will collect more revenues than initially indicated by
the Mayors’ Council Vision.

2016
2017
2018
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
Total

Mayors'
Council Vision CIT Calculation
112.2
236.8
114.4
246.0
116.7
255.6
119.1
265.6
121.4
275.9
310.0
286.7
316.0
297.9
322.0
309.5
329.0
321.5
337.0
334.1
2,197.8
2,829.4

Difference
124.6
131.6
138.9
146.5
154.5
(23.3)
(18.1)
(12.5)
(7.5)
(2.9)
631.6

Table 15 ‐ Revenue Difference in Mayors' Council Vision vs. CIT Calculation ($M)

The Mayors’ Council Vision contains an estimate of “New Revenue” for the 2016 to 2024
calendar years totaling $1.86 billion. The 2025 estimate on Table 15 is based on prior year
revenues and is an extrapolated figure (shaded in grey).
For a 10‐year period, a total of $2.83 billion of CIT would be collected, assuming 3.9% growth in
the taxation base, consistent with PST collections. Specifically, the collection of $2.8 billion
over the 10‐year period is significantly higher than the new revenues projected in the Mayors’
Vision.
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11.

Finding Alternative Revenue Options

This section explores the replacement of CIT revenues (Table 14) or $2.8 billion nominally over
10 years which would presumably fund the Mayors’ Vision.
New revenues (via the CIT) are being used as a proxy for incremental expenses (to fund the
Mayors’ Council expansion plan). While the Mayors’ Council plan appendix (page 103) states
the required shortfall to be bridged is $1.86 billion with new revenues, there is considerable
variability and risk with the assumptions behind this number, including capital contributions
from senior government agencies and also the timing of various capital projects18.
One option will examine is the replacement of the CIT with savings realized from aggregate
GVRD area revenues and determining how much of a revenue savings is required.
Another option to examine is spreading out the projected CIT revenues over a longer period of
time and examining the annual costs required if the desired CIT revenues were to be raised
over a 12 year or 15 year period.
This report will equate present value figures in 2015 dollars.
As this section is going to examine cash flows received at different periods of time, a suitable
discount rate must be selected to represent the time value of capital in consistent 2015 dollars.
The required funding will be equated to 2015 dollars using a 6% discount rate19. Table 16
illustrates that the present value of the projected CIT revenues in 2015 dollars is $2.04 billion.
Year (Nominal $M)
2016
236.8
2017
246.0
2018
255.6
2019
265.6
2020
275.9
2021
286.7
2022
297.9
2023
309.5
2024
321.5
2025
334.1
10‐Year Total
2,829.4

PV (2015 $M)
223.4
218.9
214.6
210.3
206.2
202.1
198.1
194.2
190.3
186.5
2,044.6

Table 16 ‐ 0.5% CIT in nominal and 2015 dollars, 10‐year projection

18

Notably, the financial components of the documentation TransLink has provided has been watermarked with a
“To be updated”, of which revenue projections will likely change.
19
The most recently available published business case for TransLink was the Burnaby Mountain Gondola proposal,
which used a discount rate of 6%. This report was published in October 2011.
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Examining revenue savings from GVRD municipalities and TransLink
This option explores the possibility GVRD municipalities, the GVRD itself, and TransLink,
collectively, to taper growth in revenues and uses the notional difference in revenues to replace
funding the CIT.
The baseline growth projections, as outlined in the earlier section in this document, assumes a
CAGR of total municipal revenues of 5.2% and own‐purpose20 taxation at 4.5%. TransLink’s
baseline growth projection, with the Mayors’ Council Vision as adjusted by the CIT, is 4.8%.
These growth factors will be projected for the separate entities.
For the purposes of this report, the municipal equivalent of “own‐purpose taxation” for
TransLink is the taxation consisting of the following revenues: fuel tax, property tax, parking tax,
hydro levy, replacement tax. The equivalent of total taxation for TransLink is all revenues
(including fare collections, tolls, interest and government funding) as outlined on the Mayors’
Council Vision projection (Table 4).
Scenario 1 – Finding savings with own‐purpose property tax revenues
Over a period of 10 years (2016‐2025) (Table 12, Figure 6), GVRD municipalities, the regional
district, and TransLink are expected to take in approximately $43.4 billion in own‐purpose
property taxes as projected in Table 17.
GVRD
TransLink

2016
2,645
991
3,636

2017
2,764
1,010
3,774

2018
2,888
1,030
3,918

2019
3,018
1,051
4,069

2020
3,154
1,072
4,226

2021
3,296
1,094
4,390

2022
3,444
1,116
4,560

2023
3,599
1,141
4,741

2024
3,761
1,166
4,927

2025 2016-2025
3,931
32,501
1,191
10,861
5,121
43,362

Table 17 ‐ Projected GVRD and TransLink own‐purpose taxes (Nominal $M)

In nominal dollars, this would represent a gross revenue requirement to save 6.5% of revenues
to pay for the $2.8 billion CIT over the 10 year period.
If, starting 2016, the GVRD municipal entities and TransLink found 1.31% of revenue savings
over each year during the same time period, and still continue to grow prior baseline growth
rates, this would effectively amount to $2.8 billion in savings (Table 18):
GVRD
TransLink

2016
2,610
978
3,588

2017
2,694
984
3,678

2018
2,781
991
3,772

2019
2,873
998
3,871

2020
2,969
1,006
3,975

2021
3,070
1,015
4,085

2022
3,177
1,023
4,200

2023
3,288
1,035
4,323

2024
3,405
1,045
4,450

2025 2016-2025
3,527
30,393
1,056
10,133
4,584
40,526

Savings
2,108
729
2,836

Table 18 ‐ 1.31% annual revenue savings (Nominal $M)

20

This also includes grants‐in‐lieu. In the instance of the regional district, it includes electoral area and local
government requisitions.
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When equating the figures on Table 18 to 2015 dollars, the savings would be a difference of
$1.9 billion, which is slightly less than the required amount to cover the CIT in 2015 dollars
(Table 19). This is due to the timing of cash flows.
GVRD
TransLink

2016
2,462
923
3,385

2017
2,397
876
3,273

2018
2,335
832
3,167

2019
2,276
791
3,066

2020
2,219
752
2,971

2021
2,165
715
2,880

2022
2,113
680
2,793

2023
2,063
649
2,712

2024
2,015
619
2,634

2025 2016-2025
1,970
22,014
590
7,427
2,559
29,441

Savings
1,408
489
1,896

Table 19 ‐ 2015 Present Value dollars with 1.31% annual revenue savings on own‐purpose taxes ($M)

The revenue savings sufficient to realize $2.04 billion in 2015 present value dollars is 1.41%:
GVRD
TransLink

2016
2,460
922
3,382

2017
2,392
874
3,266

2018
2,327
829
3,157

2019
2,266
787
3,053

2020
2,207
748
2,955

2021
2,152
711
2,862

2022
2,098
676
2,774

2023
2,047
644
2,691

2024
1,998
613
2,611

2025 2016-2025
1,952
21,900
584
7,388
2,536
29,288

Savings
1,521
528
2,050

Table 20 ‐ 2015 Present Value dollars with 1.41% annual revenue savings on own‐purpose taxes ($M)

Municipalities and TransLink would need to engage in a small amount of revenue savings,
approximately 1.4% compounded annually, in order to achieve a revenue stream equivalent to
the proposed CIT. While the initial savings are quite small (e.g. in 2016, the nominal savings are
approximately $48 million), over the duration of a decade time‐frame and consistently applying
1.4% savings, a considerable amount of revenues can be freed up for TransLink priorities.
Can municipalities afford to find these savings in revenues? An examination of the budgetary
balances of these municipalities (Table 21) reveals that collectively, in 2013 they accumulated a
net financial surplus of approximately $156 million and a cumulative net financial surplus
position of $1.9 billion. This financial cushion would suggest that municipalities do have
financial flexibility to fund TransLink initiatives.
A change in legislation would be required if the province wishes to change the structure of
regional transportation financing21.

21

Completely beyond the scope of this report.
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Net Book Value

Municipalities

Annual Surplus

Acquisition of
Tangible Capital

Amortization

Assets

Expense

Consumption of

Change in Net

Net Financial

Net Financial

of Tangible
Write Downs of Acquisition of Inventory and
Capital Assets Tangible Capital Inventory and
Prepaid

Other

Financial
Assets (Net

Assets (Net
Debt) at Year

Assets (Net
Debt) at Year

Adjustments

Debt)

Start

End

Sold

Assets

Prepaids

Expenses

Anmore

2,784,402

3,543,724

780,891

0

54,561

0

24,450

0

100,580

3,201,972

3,302,552

Belcarra

17,610

132,135

260,737

0

0

22,368

22,760

0

146,604

(3,275,901)

(3,129,297)

Bow en Island

314,277

1,598,033

1,291,617

0

54,955

35,120

38,163

0

65,859

4,403,988

4,469,847

100,027,046

117,119,759

55,925,855

2,929,229

0

127,496

48,960

203,149

41,886,984

675,540,591

717,427,575

Coquitlam

75,314,995

82,656,686

33,592,911

2,708,276

0

1,354,724

1,479,769

1,231,086

30,315,627

166,327,330

196,642,957

Delta

36,731,615

47,313,550

19,644,277

4,281,309

0

0

471,910

(52,323)

13,763,238

106,471,051

120,234,289

Langley (C)

6,606,626

10,278,979

4,643,238

79,665

0

0

12,850

0

1,063,400

37,168,826

38,232,226

Langley (T)

23,402,000

67,731,000

29,939,000

1,598,000

0

2,226,000

2,241,000

612,000 (12,165,000)

28,362,000

16,197,000

Burnaby

Lions Bay
Maple Ridge

141,621

298,085

449,391

37,444

0

0

4,308

0

334,679

(258,830)

75,849

47,366,876

58,531,843

17,830,756

2,648,837

0

1,480,560

1,350,768

63,025

9,247,859

32,692,182

41,940,041

New Westminster

37,752,141

68,029,553

17,442,990

1,660,516

0

109,010

0

1,569,000

(9,713,916)

25,318,507

15,604,591

North Vancouver (C)

38,001,505

32,369,000

10,492,721 (19,672,000)

0

2,662,226

2,324,056

0

(3,884,944)

117,746,000

113,861,056

North Vancouver (D)

85,376,310

22,962,663

24,449,939

15,006,189

436,223

0

2,175,605

1,781,236

54,689

13,615,456

71,760,854

Pitt Meadow s

2,152,011

6,949,177

4,810,081

69,450

0

1,513,809

0

0

(1,431,444)

7,831,763

6,400,319

Port Coquitlam

13,628,380

14,126,157

11,534,077

1,772,150

3,596

244,221

62,310

0

12,630,135

40,821,527

53,451,662

Port Moody
Richmond

3,195,763

12,247,686

6,528,581

493,734

0

413,947

522,334

0

(1,921,221)

24,309,854

22,388,633

126,244,782

98,336,461

50,333,436

1,322,044

0

3,957,053

4,230,000

0

79,836,748

469,159,836

548,996,584

3,971,000 25,813,000 (83,792,000)

153,437,000

69,645,000

Surrey

213,963,000

423,764,000

94,198,000

6,336,000

0

4,309,000

Vancouver

180,596,000

304,393,000

174,708,000

13,235,000

0

547,000

939,116

18,301,624

14,211,528

0

872,683

1,197,325

5,159,385

4,530,849

3,745,379

343,674

0

541,032

937,301,814 1,396,701,240

567,369,655

20,279,551

West Vancouver
White Rock
Total (GVRD)

985,795 22,916,496

216,000

0

63,815,000 (269,534,000) (205,719,000)

979,253

0

(2,496,369)

(884,197)

(3,380,566)

506,140

0

4,682,697

34,189,840

38,872,537

20,287,267 29,493,626 156,099,972 1,724,790,193 1,880,890,165

Table 21 ‐ Annual Surplus and Changes in Net Financial Assets for GVRD Municipalities
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Scenario 2 – Finding savings with total tax revenues
This option is similar to Scenario 1, with the exception that total tax and service revenues are
taken into consideration.
Over a period of 10 years (2016‐2025) (Table 11, Figure 5) GVRD municipalities, the regional
district, and TransLink are expected to take in approximately $103.7 billion in total revenues as
projected in.
GVRD
TransLink

2016
6,566
1,761
8,327

2017
6,908
1,814
8,721

2018
7,267
1,866
9,133

2019
7,645
1,920
9,565

2020
8,042
1,973
10,016

2021
8,460
2,025
10,485

2022
8,900
2,082
10,982

2023
9,363
2,223
11,586

2024
9,850
2,276
12,126

2025 2016-2025
10,362
83,362
2,347
20,287
12,709
103,650

Table 22 ‐ Projected GVRD and TransLink total revenues (Nominal $M)

In nominal dollars, this would represent a gross revenue requirement to save 2.7% of total
revenues to pay for the $2.8 billion CIT over the 10 year period.
If, starting 2016, the GVRD municipal entities and TransLink found 0.55% of revenue savings
over each year during the same time period, and still continue to grow prior baseline growth
rates, this would effectively amount to $2.8 billion in savings (Table 23):
GVRD
TransLink

2016
6,530
1,751
8,281

2017
6,834
1,794
8,628

2018
7,153
1,836
8,990

2019
7,490
1,880
9,370

2020
7,844
1,923
9,766

2021
8,217
1,963
10,180

2022
8,609
2,009
10,618

2023
9,022
2,139
11,160

2024
9,456
2,180
11,636

2025 2016-2025
9,914
81,068
2,238
19,713
12,152
100,781

Savings
2,295
574
2,869

Table 23 ‐ 0.55% annual revenue savings on total revenues (Nominal $M)

Similar to Scenario 1, when translating the figures into 2015 present value dollars, a 0.59%
revenue savings is required to realize the CIT amount (Table 24):
2016
GVRD
TransLink

6,158
1,651
7,809

2017
6,077
1,595
7,673

2018
5,999
1,540
7,539

2019
5,924
1,487
7,410

2020
5,851
1,434
7,285

2021
5,780
1,381
7,161

2022
5,712
1,333
7,044

2023
5,645
1,338
6,983

2024
5,581
1,286
6,867

2025 2016-2025
5,518
1,246
6,764

58,244
14,291
72,535

Savings
1,638
411
2,050

Table 24 ‐ 2015 Present Value dollars with 0.59% annual savings on total revenues ($M)

A large component of total revenues is derived from the sale of municipal services (such as
water, sewage, and garbage). The sale of municipal services is typically performed on a cost
recovery basis22. The ability to realize these savings ultimately depends on municipalities being
able to target sufficient expenditure reductions on the provision of their services as these are
directly associated with revenue intake. This report makes no determination whether this can
be achieved.
22

Includes sufficient amounts for capital reserves and replenishment, although capital projects are frequently
assisted with senior government grants.
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Scenario 3 – Extending the time to raise revenues for the CIT
This scenario contemplates extending the amount of time to collect 10 years of CIT proceeds.
An analogy to this scenario is lengthening the amortization term on a home mortgage – while
the nominal amount collected would be higher. The purpose of this scenario would be to
reduce the initial amount of CIT collected.
Table 25 illustrates the collection of the CIT over a 15‐year schedule. Assuming a growth rate of
3.9% in the CIT, the initial amount of CIT that would need to be collected in 2016 would
decrease from $236.8 million to $165.6 million, or a 30% reduction.

Year
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027
2028
2029
2030
Total

15‐year CIT scenario
Nominal ($M) PV (2015 $M)
165.6
156.2
172.1
153.1
178.8
150.1
185.7
147.1
193.0
144.2
200.5
141.4
208.3
138.6
216.5
135.8
224.9
133.1
233.7
130.5
242.8
127.9
252.3
125.4
262.1
122.9
272.3
120.4
282.9
118.1
3,291.4
2,044.7

Table 25 ‐ Equivalent CIT collection (15 years)

Table 26 illustrates the collection of the CIT over a 12‐year schedule. Assuming a growth rate of
3.9% in the CIT, the initial amount of CIT that would need to be collected in 2016 would
decrease from $236.8 million to $201.1 million, or a 15% reduction.
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Year
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027
Total

12‐year CIT scenario
Nominal ($M) PV (2015 $M)
201.1
189.7
208.9
186.0
217.1
182.3
225.6
178.7
234.4
175.1
243.5
171.7
253.0
168.3
262.9
164.9
273.1
161.7
283.8
158.5
294.8
155.3
306.3
152.2
3,004.4
2,044.3

Table 26 ‐ Equivalent CIT collection (12 years)

Scenario 3’s equivalency depends on the fact that only 10 years of the proposed CIT is used for
the implementation of the Mayors’ Council Vision. It would seem unlikely that the revenues
raised over 10 years would be sufficient to satisfy the expansion plan. However, this scenario
may have validity if TransLink proceeds with their planned capital projects over a longer
duration than proposed.
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12. Mayors’ Council Vision – Pattullo Bridge Replacement Analysis
The Pattullo Bridge replacement is the only major road project that is included in the Mayors’
Council Vision23. The other road improvements planning for the major road network are for
minor upgrades and seismic investments (Page 25, Mayors’ Vision).
Traffic statistics for the Pattullo Bridge is published on a weekly basis by TransLink24 and
indicates that a weekday crossing typically is 78,700 vehicles (with roughly equal flow in both
directions) and weekend volume is typically around the 62,500 vehicle mark. The breakdown
by day can be found on Table 27.
Unlike the Golden Ears Bridge, which was a construction of an entirely new route, traffic
modelling on a tolled Pattullo Bridge should be easier to project with existing data. One may
anticipate that Alex Fraser Bridge crossings may increase slightly25 in response to a tolled
Pattullo Bridge, but otherwise one might expect Pattullo traffic should be consistent with
present data.
The reader is cautioned that using present traffic statistics may not necessarily be a reasonable
proxy for toll collections on a hypothetically tolled Pattullo as the Transportation Investment
Corporation’s (TIC) projections on Port Mann Bridge traffic were significantly less than
projections.
The TIC’s 2013‐2014 annual report projected net revenues of $121 million, while actual results
were $94 million. Management’s discussion and analysis stated:
TI Corp earned net revenue of $94 million, compared to its budget of $121 million due to lower than
expected traffic volumes. The traffic volumes were principally the result of the 2008 recession, drivers
avoiding the corridor during construction as well as the popularity of the new ExpressBus service now
crossing the bridge.

The author finds it unusual that the 2008‐2009 global economic crisis would have impact on
Port Mann Bridge traffic in 2013‐2014. In addition, while TIC’s incentives are aligned with
maximizing toll revenues, TransLink as a tolling agency would face conflicting priorities of
ensuring tolling achieves revenues sufficient to finance projects while maintaining popular
transit routes that may potentially take away from toll bridge traffic.

23

The three “major projects” in the Vision are the Millennium Skytrain extension to Arbutus; the Surrey LRT
project; and the Pattullo Bridge replacement.
24
While having this data is appreciated, it is in a very cumbersome format of individual .PDF files that contain a
daily sketch of one weeks’ detailed data. The author went through some effort to develop a method to
automatically import the data into one consolidated Excel spreadsheet.
25
Statistics collected by the Ministry of Transportation suggest a slight increase in Alex Fraser Bridge traffic after
the introduction of the tolled Port Mann Bridge, in addition to the adverse impact to Port Mann traffic after
construction of the South Fraser Perimeter Road was completed.
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While going into details of mechanisms on hypothetical tolling methods on the Pattullo Bridge
is beyond the scope of this paper, an attempt to estimate revenue streams will be done with
the baseline assumption of 27.0 million vehicles crossing a 4‐lane bridge on a yearly basis
(74,074 vehicles on an average daily basis). These figures are consistent with established traffic
counts obtained in 2014 (Table 27).
Pattullo Bridge Traffic Analysis
December 23, 2013 to December 21, 2014
Day
Counts
Vehicles
per day
Sunday
49
2,853,577
58,236
Monday
51
3,776,122
74,042
Tuesday
51
4,001,777
78,466
Wednesday
51
4,050,366
79,419
Thursday
51
4,107,852
80,546
Friday
51
4,132,043
81,020
Saturday
49
3,272,564
66,787
Total
353
26,194,301
74,205
Normalized
364
26,962,864
74,074
Table 27 ‐ Pattullo Bridge Traffic Analysis, December 23, 2013 to December 21, 201426

With the assumed traffic amounts, a projected toll of $3 per crossing will yield gross revenues
of $81.1 million per year. While the majority of traffic is cars, approximately 8% of the traffic
are larger sized. These vehicles (semi‐rig trucks, trucks with more than 3 axles, etc.) would
generate larger toll amounts.
Pattullo Bridge Tolling Revenue Analysis (Vehicle Count/day)
Day
Bin1
Bin2
Bin3/4/5
Sunday
56,524
1,354
358
Monday
67,402
4,394
2,246
Tuesday
71,367
4,712
2,388
Wednesday
72,286
4,751
2,381
Thursday
73,282
4,825
2,440
Friday
73,968
4,760
2,292
Saturday
63,574
2,446
767
Weekly Traffic (Vehicles)
478,403
27,242
12,872
Toll
$3.00
$6.00
$9.00
Yearly Revenue
$ 74,630,868 $ 8,499,504 $ 6,024,096
Consolidated Revenue:
$ 89,154,468
Table 28 ‐ Pattullo Bridge Revenue Analysis, hypothetical tolling27
26

TransLink had several bridge maintenance operations in 2014 which resulted in a lower weekend vehicle count;
in addition, January 5‐12, 2014 data was inadvertently lost due to a memory module failure in the counter.
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This report will use the lesser revenue number ($81.1 million per year) for toll projections as
there are likely to be promotions (such as offering discounts to HOV vehicles during peak times
similar to the Port Mann Bridge, or lesser charges in off‐peak times) and traffic count decreases
(as a result of toll aversion).
Experience with the TIC’s financial results would suggest a modest increase in operating
expenses and administration costs associated with the relevant toll collection as most of the
software and billing infrastructure is already established and readily supported by the TIC28.
With the assumption of a contribution margin of 80% of gross revenues, a net contribution of
$65 million per year in 2015 dollars would be anticipated with such a tolling mechanism.
The replacement of the Pattullo Bridge is estimated to have a capital cost of $980 million in
2015 dollars and “no net new operating costs”, a reference to the existing costs of maintaining
the old bridge being equivalent to future costs.
A new Pattullo Bridge will likely have operating cost savings. For example, the bridge will not
have the burden of old‐age related maintenance (such as seismic improvements and
rehabilitation of the bridge deck slated for 2015, estimated at $303 million in the 2014 Base
Plan) and the reduction of $264,000/year associated with nighttime safety lane closures.
Financially, if TransLink were to finance the entire $980 million29 construction cost of the
Pattullo Bridge with debt issued at 4.5%30, the capital costs of such a project would be self‐
financing and completely amortized at 25 years (Table 29) with a net toll receivable of $65
million per year, not adjusted for inflation. A toll increase of 2% per year would result in the
bridge being paid off in 19 years (Table 30).
This simplified debt amortization plan makes the assumption that tolls can be collected
immediately upon borrowing the capital, and that all of the funding is borrowed up front before
it is spent. If there was a two‐year lag from borrowing funds to the initial toll collection, with a
2% toll increase per year, the project would still be paid off in 25 years.

27

Bin1: 0‐6 meter length (most cars); Bin2: 6‐12.5 meter range (Buses, three‐axle trucks); Bin3/4/5: Larger than
12.5 meters. Consolidated revenue is for 364 days of the year.
28
Assumes two wholly‐owned provincial entities would be instructed to co‐operate with each other in the event
there is such an obvious business synergy to be realized, such as the centralized collection of tolls via the TIC.
29
Such a bond issue may be incompatible with TransLink’s internal debt leverage guidelines; also, in practice, such
a bond issue would likely be in multiple tranches rather than one large issue.
30
The most recent bond issue was TransLink bond series TL‐4, a $150 million issuance at a 4.495% yield to
maturity, for a 30.5 year term on December 2, 2013. Since this date, government bond yields have dropped
significantly and this would suggest TransLink would receive a lower yield if they launched an equivalent offering as
of the date of this paper.
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Year
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

Debt Principal
980,000,000
959,100,000
937,259,500
914,436,178
890,585,805
865,662,167
839,616,964
812,399,728
783,957,715
754,235,813
723,176,424
690,719,363
656,801,735
621,357,813
584,318,914
545,613,265
505,165,862
462,898,326
418,728,751
372,571,545
324,337,264
273,932,441
221,259,401
166,216,074
108,695,797
48,587,108

Tolls
65,000,000
65,000,000
65,000,000
65,000,000
65,000,000
65,000,000
65,000,000
65,000,000
65,000,000
65,000,000
65,000,000
65,000,000
65,000,000
65,000,000
65,000,000
65,000,000
65,000,000
65,000,000
65,000,000
65,000,000
65,000,000
65,000,000
65,000,000
65,000,000
65,000,000
50,773,528

Interest
44,100,000
43,159,500
42,176,678
41,149,628
40,076,361
38,954,798
37,782,763
36,557,988
35,278,097
33,940,612
32,542,939
31,082,371
29,556,078
27,961,102
26,294,351
24,552,597
22,732,464
20,830,425
18,842,794
16,765,720
14,595,177
12,326,960
9,956,673
7,479,723
4,891,311
2,186,420

Net Payment
20,900,000
21,840,500
22,823,323
23,850,372
24,923,639
26,045,202
27,217,237
28,442,012
29,721,903
31,059,388
32,457,061
33,917,629
35,443,922
37,038,898
38,705,649
40,447,403
42,267,536
44,169,575
46,157,206
48,234,280
50,404,823
52,673,040
55,043,327
57,520,277
60,108,689
48,587,108

Table 29 ‐ Simple Debt Amortization Schedule of Hypothetical Pattullo Bridge Construction ($)
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Year
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

Debt Principal
980,000,000
959,100,000
935,959,500
910,451,678
882,443,483
851,795,349
818,360,888
781,986,571
742,511,398
699,766,551
653,575,029
603,751,268
550,100,745
492,419,562
430,494,011
364,100,122
293,003,185
216,957,258
135,704,642
48,975,345

Tolls
65,000,000
66,300,000
67,626,000
68,978,520
70,358,090
71,765,252
73,200,557
74,664,568
76,157,860
77,681,017
79,234,637
80,819,330
82,435,717
84,084,431
85,766,120
87,481,442
89,231,071
91,015,692
92,836,006
51,179,236

Interest
44,100,000
43,159,500
42,118,178
40,970,325
39,709,957
38,330,791
36,826,240
35,189,396
33,413,013
31,489,495
29,410,876
27,168,807
24,754,534
22,158,880
19,372,230
16,384,505
13,185,143
9,763,077
6,106,709
2,203,891

Net Payment
20,900,000
23,140,500
25,507,823
28,008,195
30,648,134
33,434,461
36,374,317
39,475,173
42,744,847
46,191,522
49,823,761
53,650,523
57,681,183
61,925,551
66,393,889
71,096,937
76,045,927
81,252,616
86,729,297
48,975,345

Table 30 ‐ Simple Debt Amortization Schedule of Hypothetical Pattullo Bridge Construction with 2% toll growth ($)

The capital cost estimate does not take into account the prospect of senior government capital
grants; the Minister of Transportation in a February 2014 press conference indicated that the
province would be willing to contribute one‐third funding if the federal government would
contribute. From the perspective of TransLink, such funding would greatly alleviate the debt
burden of funding the replacement project.
There appears to be inconsistent reporting with how much, if any, partnership funding will be
associated with the Pattullo Bridge project. For example, page 103 of the Mayors’ Council
appendices indicates a capital expenditure of $892 million and $0 for “Partnership
Contribution”, while there is also a reference on page 34 of the Mayors’ Council Vision which
states over the 10‐year vision, a $90 million operating contribution from the province and $80
million in toll revenues will be realized.
In fairness to the Mayor’s Council, they disclose the following in a footnote in the Appendices
document (page 17):
The project cost for the Pattullo Bridge replacement project has been refined since preliminary cost
estimates were developed including those provided in the Pattullo Bridge Strategic Review Discussion
Guide. Cost estimates have been updated to reflect the most recent planning assumptions. The updated
estimated cost of a new Pattullo Bridge reflects inclusion of project development costs and costs of interest
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during construction; presentation of project costs in 2015 dollars; and approximately $25 million in capital
cost for a design approach that would not preclude the future possibility of expanding the bridge to six
lanes (at further cost at such a time). Cost estimates will continue to be refined as the project partners
better define the design, including scope, construction approach, phasing, connections, right‐of‐way
requirements, and so forth.

This report assumes a $980 million capital cost and no net impact on operating revenues
(compared to the old bridge), without any capital from senior governments.
Even though the bridge replacement would be self‐sustaining from a cost perspective, after the
initial capital cost has been paid off, the temptation to use toll revenues to fund other TransLink
programs may prove to be irresistible. An example of this would be to subsidize the Golden
Ears Bridge operation, which is not financially sustainable with existing toll collections.
However, section 29.1 of the SCBCTA Act explicitly restricts the collection of tolls to go towards
a designed project and using profitable tolling routes to subsidize other operations does not
appear to be in spirit with the existing legislation.
As the Pattullo Bridge replacement appears destined to be a tolled project, it will be the only
project in the Mayors’ Vision that can conceivably be performed on a financially sustaining basis
without being subsidized with other forms of taxes. It is recommended that if it is the intent of
TransLink to rebuild the Pattullo Bridge on a financially self‐sustaining basis, that this project be
considered separately from the overall regional transportation plan.
Conclusions:
1. The Pattullo Bridge’s estimated capital cost of $980 million can be self‐financed with
tolls using existing traffic for estimating toll collections, with interest and principal paid
off within 19 to 25 years of construction;
2. A replaced Pattullo Bridge would result in operational cost savings that are not
documented in the Mayors’ Council Vision.

Impact of removing the Pattullo Bridge from the Mayors’ Council Vision
If the Pattullo Bridge replacement project was to occur as a separate consideration as a self‐
sustaining financial entity, it would represent a decrease of 12%31 from the total capital costs of
the Mayors’ Council expansion plan.

31

Page 105 of the Mayors’ Council appendices has the nominal capital applied to the Pattullo Bridge at $1.18
billion over total capital spending of $9.82 billion for the whole expansion plan; observe that this figure does not
factor in any partnership funding. The $1.18 billion figure is larger than the $980 million stated in this case due to
expenditures on the old bridge and translation of nominal to 2015 dollar amounts.
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Appendix B contains another representation from the Mayors’ Council of capital spending on
the Pattullo Bridge – as this chart indicates no partnership funding on the Pattullo, the removal
of the bridge would result in a 25% reduction in net capital spending.
While there is not a 1:1 relationship between the amount of capital spending vs. the amount
collected through the CIT, the effect of tolling would serve to reduce the requirement for CIT
collections. If the Pattullo Bridge replacement is approved in 2016 and the new bridge is open
in 2019, a first‐order approximation would have 2019 tolling revenues of $65 million, which
would offset CIT by 24%. This is quite close to the aforementioned 25% reduction in net capital
spending on Appendix B.
The Mayors’ Council Vision appendices states only $81 million in tolls collected from the bridge
in their 2015‐2024 operational impacts (page 103).
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13.

Conclusion

This report considers historical records concerning the revenue collection growth of Metro
Vancouver municipalities, the regional district, and TransLink. All three entities are collecting
revenues at a rate faster than the provincial government, federal government, and above the
consumer price index.
Population and housing projections would suggest that the growth in revenues will only taper
slightly in the next 10 years.
The CIT is anticipated to raise $2.8 billion in funding over a 10 year period. This amount is
approximately 6.5% of own‐purpose taxation and TransLink taxation that is projected to be
received in the same 10 year period. If overall revenues are considered, the CIT is
approximately 2.7% of the total 10 year period.
The report states that an annual 1.41% savings in Metro Vancouver own‐purpose taxation and
TransLink taxes would result in the financial equivalent of the CIT being saved. Another metric
is an annual 0.59% savings in total revenue collections amongst Metro Vancouver and TransLink
entities.
The CIT requirement can be additionally streamlined by extending the length of time to
complete the projects associated with the CIT revenues from 10 years to 12 or 15 years; this
would reduce CIT collections by 15% and 30%, respectively, at the expense of overall higher
costs for the longer duration.
Finally, the capital requirement instigating the CIT can be reduced by separately considering the
Pattullo Bridge replacement as a tolled project and a financially self‐sustaining entity. A tolled
Pattullo Bridge can be paid off in approximately 20 to 25 years with existing traffic projections
and a Port Mann‐style tolling scheme.
These financial scenarios are summarized on Appendix C.
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Appendix A – GVRD Member Municipalities (21)
Anmore, Village of
Belcarra, Village of
Bowen Island, Municipality
Burnaby, City of
Coquitlam, City of
Delta, The Corporation of
Langley, City of
Langley, The Corporation of the Township of
Lions Bay, Village of
Maple Ridge, The Corporation of the District of
New Westminster, The Corporation of the City of
North Vancouver, The Corporation of the City of
North Vancouver, The Corporation of the District of
Pitt Meadows, City of
Port Coquitlam, The Corporation of the City of
Port Moody, City of
Richmond, City of
Surrey, City of
Vancouver, City of
West Vancouver, The Corporation of the District of
White Rock, The Corporation of the City of
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Appendix B – Mayors’ Council Vision, Expansion
EXPANSION: Incremental Capital 2015‐2024 ($millions)
Unconstrained Partnership Funding
Ten
Year
CAPEX
528
79

MRN‐Roads & Bikes
TL Cycling & Walking
B Line Vehicles
B Line Infrastructure
sub‐total B Line

9
84
92

sub‐total Bus

197
242
439

(170)
(143)
(314)

26
99
125

sub‐total Existing Rail

534
478
1,012

(342)
(224)
(566)

191
254
446

sub‐total New Rail

2,279
1,915
4,194

(1,757)
(1,104)
(2,862)

522
811
1,333

Rapid Transit‐Millennium to Arbutus
Rapid Transit ‐ Surrey LRT

Total Capex

528
79

(79)
(125)
(205)

Existing Rail‐Vehicles
Existing Rail Infrastructure & Facilities

Other

‐
‐

Net
Capex

88
209
297

Bus‐Vehicles
Bus Infrastructure & Facilities

Pattullo Bridge

Partnership
Contribution*

892

‐

892

30

‐

30

7,472

(3,946)

3,526

* Partnership contribution includes contributions from Gas Tax, Build Canada Fund programs and municipal contributions.
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Appendix C – Summary of revenue savings scenarios to CIT equivalency
Gross
Revenues
($M)
2,829

Impact of Revenue Measures (2016‐2025)
CIT Projection
Scenario 1: Annual reduction of 1.31% of own‐purpose taxation revenues
Scenario 2: Annual reduction of 0.55% of all revenue sources
Scenario 3a: 12‐year extension of CIT
Scenario 3b: 15‐year extension of CIT
Pattullo Bridge Replacement ‐ Self‐Financing (Gross)
Pattullo Bridge Replacement ‐ Self‐Financing (Net)

Savings Savings as
($M)
%/CIT
‐
0%

40,298
100,576

2,836
2,869

100%
101%

2,403
1,979

426
850

15%
30%

712
712

339
716

12%
25%

Table 31 ‐ Impact of Revenue Measures

Table 31 examines nominal dollar equivalency to the CIT. Gross Revenues for Scenarios 1 and 2 refers to the projected revenue
collection from all municipalities in Metro Vancouver, the regional district entity, and TransLink for the 2016‐2025 time period,
incorporating the projected savings. The Savings amount is the projected revenue saved over the 2016‐2025 time period from the
baseline growth projection.
For Scenario 3a and 3b, the Gross Revenues refers to the amount of CIT projected to be collected in 2016‐2025.
The Savings for the Pattullo Bridge Replacement self‐financing assumes a 1:1 proportionate decrease in required CIT funding relative
to the decrease in gross/net capital funding for the TransLink expansion plan. The Gross Revenues is the amount of bridge tolls
anticipated to be collected over the first full 10 years of operations.
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Impact of Revenue Measures (2016‐2025)

Scenario 1: Annual reduction of own‐purpose taxation revenues
Scenario 1 ‐> Scenario 3a: 12‐year extension of CIT
Scenario 1 ‐> Scenario 3b: 15‐year extension of CIT
Scenario 2: Annual reduction of all revenue sources
Scenario 2 ‐> Scenario 3a: 12‐year extension of CIT
Scenario 2 ‐> Scenario 3b: 15‐year extension of CIT

Pattullo Bridge Inclusive
Gross
Annual
Revenue
Revenue
Savings
Savings
6.5%
1.31%
5.5%
1.12%
4.6%
0.93%
2.7%
2.3%
1.9%

0.55%
0.48%
0.40%

Pattullo Bridge Exclusive
Gross
Annual
Revenue
Revenue
Savings
Savings
5.7%
1.16%
4.9%
0.99%
4.0%
0.82%
2.4%
2.0%
1.7%

0.49%
0.43%
0.35%

Table 32 ‐ Impact of Revenue Measures (percentages)

Table 32 examines nominal dollar equivalency to the CIT, represented in percentage form the revenue savings given the selection of
various scenario options.
The Gross Revenue Savings represents the amount of savings divided by the revenues over the projected 2016‐2025 time period; the
Annual Revenue Savings is the amount of annual savings necessary to be realized to achieve the gross revenue savings.
The Pattullo Bridge in Table 32 is assumed to not involve any partnership funding.
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