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Abstract 

Vancouver has long been labelled as one of the most expensive housing markets in the 
world. With increased policies encouraging more redevelopment, this paper seeks to figure out 
whether new construction changes the land values of nearby land. The study relies on tax roll 
data, building permits, and parcel boundaries to examine the effect across four East Vancouver 
neighbourhoods. Parcels are regressed on redevelopment. Exposure to new builds is measured 
in narrow distance bands around each parcel and separated by construction type. A 
fixed-effects model is used to track each parcel's history over time, comparing exposed parcels 
to those not yet exposed as a control group. The results indicate that a first nearby build is 
associated with a small amount of extra annual growth in land values of adjacent land, 
suggesting redevelopment raises property values rather than easing affordability. Since nearby 
construction raises surrounding land values, existing landowners capture those gains rather 
than housing becoming more affordable. 

Keywords: Housing affordability; Residential redevelopment; Land values; Property-value 
spillovers; Infill housing; East Vancouver. 

1. Introduction 
Vancouver is one of the world’s most expensive housing markets. Surveys label Greater 

Vancouver severely unaffordable, ranking fourth in 95 major markets [1]. The mortgage payment 
on a home absorbs around 79.4% of the median pre-tax income [2]. 

To address this, the government has implemented policy reforms that encourage larger 
redevelopments in previously limited single-family zones. This raises the question of whether 
private, market-driven residential redevelopment affects the assessed land values of nearby 
lots. 

The existing research on spillover effects from new construction is limited and difficult to 
apply in generalized forms. Studies that focus on subsidies and tax-incentivized projects often 
capture the effects of the policy instead of the actual properties. Therefore, these estimates can 
be large, ranging from 12-17% [3]. Studies that focus on private construction find much smaller 
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price effects, but the standard ring-based method struggles to separate the impact of new 
buildings from the reasons those sites were chosen for development in the first place [4,5]. 

        ​ This paper addresses that gap by using annual property assessments, building permits, 
and parcel boundaries for four East Vancouver neighbourhoods from 2014 to 2026, tracking 
how each parcel’s assessed value changes as new construction appears nearby. Exposure to 
new builds is measured in narrow distance bands around each parcel and separated by 
construction type. The analysis tracks each parcel through time. Parcel-level panel regressions 
with parcel and year‑pair fixed effects compare each parcel to its own assessment history, using 
parcels not yet exposed as controls for those already exposed. 

2. Data 

2.1 Setting 

The study area is comprised of four adjacent neighbourhoods in East Vancouver, British 
Columbia, chosen because they share the low-density residential character and private 
redevelopment activity central to the analysis: Grandview-Woodland, Hastings-Sunrise, 
Kensington-Cedar Cottage, and Renfrew-Collingwood. 

Redevelopment in these neighbourhoods is mostly private and unsubsidized, consisting 
of single-lot teardown-and-replacement, laneway house construction in rear yards, and a 
smaller volume of small-scale multifamily conversion. 

At the end of the panel, the city enacted a policy that changed the development rights on 
primary residences. Specifically, in October 2023, Vancouver replaced its old single-family 
zoning rules with the R1-1 Residential Inclusive zone, allowing up to six units on a lot. In June 
2024, the city further updated five other restricted zones to follow British Columbia’s Bill 44 
housing rules [6,7]. This policy raises the redevelopment option value: the amount one would 
pay for the right to build. All parcels in the study area were affected, but the effects on price are 
absorbed during the regression via year-pair fixed effects. 

2.2 Data sources 

The analysis uses four administrative sources, all publicly available. 

Assessed land values 

Annual BC Assessment tax-roll data from 2014 to 2026 are used in the study. The 
quantity chosen is assessed land values instead of total property value because land value 
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reflects a parcel’s location and redevelopment potential. If the study had used building value, the 
estimate would be affected by a multitude of factors, including depreciation, inspections, 
renovations, and more. Focusing on land value helps isolate changes related to nearby 
construction. An assessment does not reflect market conditions at one exact date. For 
assessment year t, the market valuation date is July 1 of the previous year. Then, on October 
31st, the property’s physical condition and permitted use are fixed. 

Therefore, the assessed value for roll year t is a combination of two different moments: 
market pricing from mid-year t−1 and the property’s condition and zoning the following fall. 

On another note, assessed land value is a modelled estimate produced through a mass 
appraisal system, not a transaction price. This aids the research because the system provides 
an annual observation for every parcel instead of just the parcels that were transacted [9,10]. 

 

Land value instability complicates interpreting the regression estimates. The market 
moves dramatically with steep rises and recoveries. Annual growth is therefore not a stable 
quantity across the panel. This is a characteristic of the East Vancouver land market. 

A parcel's annual growth therefore depends heavily on which years it is observed in. A 
parcel with no construction within 25 m recorded +29 log points in 2017 and −13 in 2020. 

Parcel geometry 

Parcel boundaries are taken from ParcelMap British Columbia. The dataset holds a total 
of 38,380 parcels. The study focuses on Subdivision-class parcels, meaning normal lots that are 
owned by a single person, leaving 30,541 parcels. Of those, 3,428 parcels could not be 
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matched to a record in the assessment tax roll, which meant they were excluded from the final 
panel. This leaves a final set of 27,113 parcels. Each parcel holds an ID that is used to match 
the lot to the assessment roll, lot-area data, and title class data. Distances between the parcels 
are measured from the centre point of one lot to the centre point of the next, known as a 
centroid. 

 

The parcels in the study area are mostly uniform in size. This aids the research as 
parcels of similar size and shape face similar redevelopment economics, so a development 
nearby represents an event that is comparable across most of the study area. 

Building permits 

New construction is identified through building permits issued by the City of Vancouver, 
which were accessed through the municipal open data API. The records identify the issue date, 
address, and type. Since the data only goes back to 2017, the first three years of the 
assessment period are unobservable. 

To break down how different types of construction lead to different effects, build events 
are classified into three groups: rebuilds, laneways, and multifamily. A rebuild is defined as the 
demolition and replacement of the main building, including duplexes, which replace the main 
building and have a similar effect in terms of scale and market valuation. Laneway builds are 
detached secondary homes built in the rear of the yard with no changes to the main building. 
Multifamily builds refer to the construction of multiple units, apartments, or townhouses. 
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Construction activity peaks at the beginning of the sample and declines to its lowest point 
in 2020-2021 before recovering. The mix of construction also changes over time. The 2026 
figures represent a partial year. 

Transit distance 

The distance from each parcel's centre to the nearest SkyTrain transit station is built from 
the City's rapid transit station layer, with the median distance being 1,075 metres. No new 
stations were opened in the study area across the study period. 

2.3 Variables 

As mentioned earlier, the study tracks 27,113 parcels per year-pair across 12 consecutive 
year-pairs, from 2014-2015 to 2025-2026. This generates a total of 323,023 parcel-year 
observations, which is 2,333 short of the expected 27,113 × 12. This discrepancy is due to three 
reasons: 1,976 observations were removed because a parcel was missing a land value for a 
given year; 355 observations from 66 parcels were reclassified mid-panel; and some extra data 
filters are presented in Section 3.3. 
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The outcome variable is a year-to-year change. d_log_land measures the change in the 
log of the assessed land value between consecutive years for the same parcel. Land values are 
kept in nominal terms instead of adjusting for inflation. This is because the fixed year effects in 
the regression would account for market-wide changes over time. 

        ​ A parcel’s exposure to nearby construction is measured in three ways. First, an indicator 
variable shows whether a parcel has at least one project within a given distance band. Second, 
count variables measure the number of nearby projects. Third, a variable measures the distance 
to the nearest construction. 105,284 observations out of 323,023 do not have a build within 100 
m and carry a fill value, excluded whenever the distance measure is called. 

2.4 Treatment 

A build event is defined as a new residential building permit, marked by the location and 
year it was issued. From 2017 to 2026, there were 3,458 build events. The analysis also 
includes Strathcona, an area just west of the study area, to ensure that parcels on the western 
edge wouldn’t be labelled wrongly if there was construction nearby. Strathcona had 32 build 
events; including them did not change the results in any significant way. 

A permit records the start of construction, not its completion. The wait between the two is 
12 to 18 months for a rebuild, less for a laneway house, and 2 to 3 years for a multifamily 
project. The lag from the assessment data also extends that timeframe, meaning that the first 
year-pair in which a parcel is “exposed” carries a treated label over an untreated window. 
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Therefore, the headline number should be interpreted as a lower bound of the effect of a new 
build. 

        ​ A parcel is defined as exposed in year t if there was at least one build event that occurred 
on a different parcel within a specific distance band in that year. The parcel where the 
construction occurred is not counted because its land value will directly reflect the 
redevelopment instead of a spillover. 

Exposure is measured using three distance bands: 0-25 metres, 25-50 metres, and 
50-100 metres, based on the distance between parcel centroids. These narrow bands are used 
because the study strives to break down the effects of a spillover on individual lots. For the 
sample, 25 metres is the width of two typical lots. 

Exposure is cumulative and permanent. As nearby parcels are redeveloped, a parcel’s 
number of nearby projects and distance to the closest project are updated over time. When a 
build event takes place within the specified band, it remains in the exposure measure for the 
rest of the panel. The reported estimates are averages over time since construction. 

Build events are spread out throughout the panel, beginning at different times. The study 
uses parcels that have not been exposed to serve as a control group against parcels that have 
experienced redevelopment. 

 

By the end of the panel, around 26% of parcels have experienced build events within 
25m; that number rises to about 51% at 25-50 m. Over 95% of parcels are exposed at 100m. 

  

2.5 Initial observations 
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The comparison is made separately for each pair of years, so exposed and unexposed 
parcels are compared under the same overall market conditions. 

In 6 of the 10 year-pairs where both exposed and unexposed parcels could be compared, 
parcels with a nearby building grew faster. The comparison finds that a new build within 25 m is 
correlated with 0.183 log points of extra annual land-value growth. This is small compared with 
the large overall market changes from year to year. 

In the other year-pairs, the results showed the opposite. The estimates were negative 
from 2016 to 2019 because of a market downturn and the fact that construction had just started 
appearing. These early results may be affected by the timing lag from the permits and 
assessments. 

3. Methods 

3.1 Software 

The software used to carry out the modelling is R 4.6.0 on Windows 11. Spatial 
operations use sf 1.1-1; data manipulation uses dplyr 1.2.1 within tidyverse 2.0.0. City of 
Vancouver open data are retrieved through VancouvR 0.1.9. Clustered standard errors are 
computed with sandwich 3.1.3 and lmtest 0.9.40. Tables are formatted with gt 1.3.0. 

3.2 Assigning permits to parcels 
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        ​ Permits were assigned to the nearest parcel that wasn’t a road, as long as it was within 
20 metres. A lot of permits already sat inside the parcel that it was attached to, and 75% were 
within 5 metres. Under 6% were too far from any parcel to match and were dropped. 

Since distances are measured from a parcel’s centroid instead of the property itself, 
laneway houses, which sit at the back of the lot, may appear closer to the parcel next door than 
the parcel it's on. This means that treatment distance is measured with some error for laneway 
houses. 

3.3 Constructing the outcome 

Assessed land values are logged and differenced year over year within each parcel. A 
change is computed only when a parcel appears in two consecutive assessment years. All 
estimates are reported in log points, which is 100 times the change in log assessed land value. 
Since the estimates are all small, log points and percentages are interchangeable. For 
reference, 0.119 log points is roughly a tenth of a percentage point of extra growth per year. 

        ​ Aside from the filters applied during data collection, three checks are also applied. First, 
parcels with a land value under $1000 are dropped since they are unlikely to be actual market 
assessments. No parcels triggered this check. Second, observations where the land value 
swung by more than 0.75 log points in a year are removed. Such explosive changes are not 
caused by market factors but by reclassification. Two observations were removed through this 
check, and every parcel kept its place in the panel. Lastly, sixty-six parcels were reclassified 
mid-panel. These parcels were kept in the dataset until they were reclassified. A change in 
zoning will be reflected in the land value due to its new permitted use rather than a spillover. 
This check removed 0.11% of the panel. 

3.4 Estimation 

The panel is organized in year-pairs, with year-pair fixed effects absorbing all market 
growth between the two assessments. 

Group comparisons 

To compare exposed and unexposed parcels, each parcel’s growth rate is first demeaned 
by year-pair. The average growth for that year-pair is subtracted from each parcel in that 
year-pair. This removes all market-wide fluctuations, regardless of direction, making it clear how 
much a parcel grew relative to others. Average growth is then compared between parcels with 
nearby construction and parcels without, both within each year-pair and pooled across all of 
them. 
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Linear regression 

Annual land‑value growth is regressed on measures of nearby construction, with parcel 
and year‑pair fixed effects. The main specification is: 

 

Where  measures how much parcel i's land value changed within the year pair t.  
are parcel fixed effects, controlling for parcel characteristics that stay the same throughout the 
panel. Individual parcel characteristics that are indicative of their appreciation are also 

absorbed.  are year‑pair fixed effects, controlling for the Vancouver real estate market.  is 
a vector of exposure measures such as distance, number of projects, and construction type. 
Standard errors are grouped by parcel. Two models are estimated. Model 1 includes nearby 
construction and a count of nearby projects. Model 2 adds indicators for construction type within 
25 m. The two models are compared using an F-test to see if Model 2 added any variables that 
delivered more detail. 

        ​ A separate specification then replaces the count variables in Model 2 with indicators for 
one, two, and three or more build events within 25 m. The estimate shows how the effect shifts 
with each new project. 

In the main model, the indicator variable records the first build event, while the count 
variable continues to increase for each new one. The effect of the first build event is the sum of 
the indicator and count coefficients. 

The total R2  is not useful because it includes the effects of the parcel and year controls. 
This causes the total R2  to be high even without the new build variables. The paper chooses to 
rely on the within-R2 value instead. This is because it includes the parcel and year effects, 
clearly stating the effect of new builds. The models show a small within-R2 value; this means 
new builds do have an effect but not a substantial one in determining the growth of land values. 

3.5 Robustness checks and sample restrictions 

Two filters were applied to the estimate after the first round of modelling. The first filter 
drops the 2026 year-pair because the coverage in that year is incomplete. The 2026 year is kept 
at the end because the data is incomplete, not wrong. The second filter involves dropping 
parcels at the start of the panel, between 2014 and 2016. This corrects a mislabelling of parcels 
in the pre-2017 permit gap. The resulting estimate from the second filter is the headline number 
of the paper. 
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Because a parcel can have more than one type of construction nearby in the same 
year-pair, the specification is rerun on the subset of parcels exposed to only one type. The 
estimate then reflects a single build type instead of overlapping builds. 

4. Results 

4.1 Effect by distance band 

Section 2.5 compares parcels with and without construction within 25m, one year-pair at 
a time. Table 7 pools the comparison and extends it to the 25-50 m and 50-100 m bands. 

 

The combined 0-25 m difference is 0.156, slightly lower than the 0.183 from Section 2.5. 
This is mostly due to weighting: the first comparison gives more weight to years with more 
exposed parcels, while Table 7 gives each observation equal weight. 

        ​ The difference becomes smaller as the distance band increases. The estimates point in 
the direction of spillover being concentrated at close distances, though the overlapping 
confidence intervals mean the pattern is not conclusive. Furthermore, the distance bands also 
overlap; a parcel that experiences a build event within 25m may also experience build events in 
the 25-50 m or 50-100 m bands. This means the outer bands do not represent parcels with only 
construction farther away. 

4.2 Regression results 

Table 8 shows the results of the two models from Section 3.4, plus a third version of 
Model 1 using the restricted sample from Section 4.5. Individual regression coefficients are 
estimated before being combined to show the effect of the first build event in each distance 
band. 
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The first build event within 25 metres results in 0.094 log points of additional annual 
growth, with each build adding 0.057. Both are significant at the 1% level. In the 25-50 metre 
band, the first-build coefficient is essentially zero (-0.002), while each additional build is 
associated with 0.081. The 50-100 metre coefficients are negative. 

        ​ Both sets of added variables improved the model. First, adding six nearby construction 
measures improves the model compared with using only parcel and year effects, F(6, 295893) = 
40.3, p < 0.001. Second, adding three construction types also improved the model, F(3, 295893) 
= 8.44, p < 0.001. 

For construction 25-50 metres away, the model uses two variables: one measuring whether 
there are any nearby projects and another counting the number of nearby projects. Having one 
project 25-50 metres away is not linked to meaningfully faster or slower land-value growth. 
However, each additional project in this distance range is linked to 0.081 more annual 
land-value growth, similar to the 0.057 effect of each additional project within 25 m. The variable 
counting the number of projects is more reliable because it isn’t affected by the shrinking group 
of unexposed parcels that the first-build variable is comparing itself to. 

The 50-100 m result is negative, but this does not mean that construction farther away 
lowers land values. By 2026, 91% of parcels in the study had a new build 50-100 metres away, 
leaving a small group of unexposed parcels that are likely unusual and unattractive to 
developers because of their smaller sizes, inability to access lanes, or more. This causes their 
land values to grow more slowly. A group so small and unusual can not be treated as a proper 
comparable population, so the paper doesn’t treat the negative result as an actual spillover 
effect. This is a main limitation of the research design. 

12 



4.3 Construction category 

Among the three types of build events, only laneway houses show a clear positive 
relationship with land-value growth. In Model 2, the laneway variable has a coefficient of 0.201, 
while the rebuild and multifamily variables do not show clear results (Table 8). 

Although the rebuild coefficient is near zero, that does not mean rebuilds have no effect. 
Rebuilds are the most common type of nearby construction, so parcels near rebuilds are often 
also counted as having nearby construction in general. The model had trouble separating the 
effect of a rebuild from the overall effect of nearby construction because of the overlap between 
the two variables. 

Table 9 deals with this issue by looking only at parcels exposed to one type of nearby 
construction, then comparing them with parcels with no nearby construction. These are simple 
average differences, not regression results, so they are not to be compared directly with the 
coefficients in Model 2. However, they do provide a clear comparison between the construction 
types. 

 

When the sample is limited to parcels exposed to only one construction category, both 
rebuilds and laneway homes have positive estimates. The laneway estimate is about twice as 
large as the rebuild estimate. The multifamily estimate is negative, but its confidence interval 
includes zero, based on only 911 observations compared with 18,766 for rebuilds. 

4.4 Does more construction do more? 

Table 10 directly estimates a separate effect for parcels with one, two, and three or more 
builds within 25 m. 
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The first project carries the largest effect. Increasing from one build event to two adds 
only 0.029 more annual land-value growth, which is small given the uncertainty around the 
estimates. This table states that one nearby project produces an effect of 0.119, which is 
different from 0.094 presented in Table 8 because of the difference in methods. Table 8 
assumes every extra build carries the same effect. This table estimates the effect of one project, 
two projects, and three or more projects separately, compared with parcels that have no nearby 
projects. For parcels with three or more build events, the estimate is much higher at 0.367. 
However, this group has only 2,233 observations, less than 1% of the data, and these parcels 
are likely on blocks with lots of redevelopment happening. This means the estimate likely 
reflects broader economic conditions rather than the direct effects of multiple builds. 

4.5 Robustness and sensitivity results 

The permit record begins in 2017, which means the parcels that may have been labelled 
as unexposed may have experienced build events before 2017. The data from the assessment 
provided a partial check through the year-built variable. It identifies that 493 parcels were 
redeveloped between 2014 and 2016. Accounting for the parcels whose centres lie within the 25 
metre distance band of those rebuilds, 1,893 parcels are affected (7.0% of the panel).   

After applying the check, the study re-estimates model 1 and finds that the effect of a first 
build within 25 metres rises from 0.094 to 0.119 log points (SE 0.028, 95% CI [0.064, 0.174]). 
This is expected because a parcel that was exposed being labelled as unexposed would only 
make the effect seem smaller. When the study removed the 2026 data, the group comparison 
estimate fell from 0.156 to 0.077, showing that the estimate is very sensitive to the data in 2026. 
However, removing 2026 would mean removing real data because construction is still occurring 
in that year. 

4.6 Summary 

Build events within 25 metres are linked to faster growth in the land value of nearby 
parcels. The estimate is 0.119 log points for the first new build. This result comes from the 
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sample that removes parcels near rebuilds that may have occurred before permit data began in 
2017. 

Analyzing different types of construction yields an uncertain result, as only laneway 
houses have a clear positive result. The results for rebuilds and multifamily projects are less 
certain. 

5. Conclusion 
5.1 Research Motivation 

The motivation of the paper was to understand and analyze how private residential 
redevelopment changes the land value of nearby lots. As citizens of Vancouver face increasing 
pressure from housing prices, it is important to determine whether the city’s policies actually 
solve the problem. If new construction drives up nearby land values while also providing more 
supply, the extent of the effects needs to be weighed. 

5.2 What the estimates support 

The estimate of 0.119 log points per year confirms that nearby land values do rise with 
redevelopment. In terms of scope, a parcel that’s exposed for the full ten years would gain about 
1.2 percent in assessed land value. 

Laneway houses have consistently shown the clearest positive effect, almost double the 
estimate for standard rebuilds. One possible explanation is that a laneway house can physically 
become a second home without removing the original one, which builds on redevelopment 
potential. 

5.3 What the estimates do not support 

Although the land-value spillover is confirmed, whether that translates into higher rents or 
displacement for residents is not tested in this paper and should remain tentative. 

First, the outcome measured in this analysis is a mass-appraisal estimate set on 
valuation data, not a transaction. Modelling errors and delays in the assessment timeline mean 
the spillover effect may not translate into a listing price. 

Second, the outcome selected was land value, which represents what a buyer would pay 
for the right to build something new. Land value rises with option value even if the existing 
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building is untouched. Rents and purchase prices are different quantities. Pennington [11] finds 
rents fall by 2% for parcels within 100m of new builds. Asquith, Mast, and Reed [12] find new 
builds in low-income areas reduce nearby rents by 6% compared to units farther away. The 
results are not contradictory; an increase in land value is compatible with a decrease in rent, so 
this paper's finding does not conflict with evidence that new builds lower rents. 

Third, most parcels in the population are owner-occupied, and for an owner who is not 
selling, a higher land value doesn’t cost anything. This is due to British Columbia’s property tax, 
which spreads the municipality’s budget across the total assessed value of all its property. When 
assessments rise together, the tax rate falls to match it, leaving the typical tax bill unaffected. A 
property’s tax bill only rises if it outperforms the citywide average. Since the effect is one-tenth of 
a percentage point per year, it only represents a slight deviation from the market. 

The fourth and most debated claim is that rising housing costs cause forced 
displacement. Hepburn, Louis, and Desmond [13] analyzed over six million eviction cases filed 
across 72 U.S. metro areas between 2000 and 2016 and found most evictions happened in 
low-income neighbourhoods that were not gentrifying. In fact, their research finds that eviction 
rates dropped more in gentrifying areas than in comparable non-gentrifying ones. 

In short, this study estimated an asset effect for property owners, but stopped short of 
linking that to rents or evictions. It does not form the link between new construction and housing 
costs. Questions regarding how this reflects in higher rents or evictions are for a separate study. 
The evidence is not clear. 

5.4 Directions for further work 

The next direct step is to see if the land value spillover translates into actual listing prices. 
Linking the panel to Land Title transaction data would show whether the modelled valuations 
and actual prices are related. Following that, rents should also be part of the data, found in 
CMHC rental market data. This links the estimate to occupancy costs. 

A harder problem is that developers choose which lot to build on, meaning the sites that 
get redeveloped were already attractive in the first place. One solution would be to use 
Vancouver’s fire and demolition records that locate buildings forced by an unrelated event, much 
like Pennington [11] using building fires in San Francisco. 

5.5 Implications 

Ultimately, the result is modest. It is confirmed that private redevelopment in East 
Vancouver causes slightly faster growth in nearby land values. Against Vancouver’s market 
swings, a tenth of a percentage point a year is not eye-catching. It is too small to be presented 
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as an argument against new builds, or policy targeting rezonings. This presents itself as a gain 
from redevelopment that shows up in land values of neighbouring owners. Some of the benefits 
of housing reform may go to people who already own nearby land, regardless of whether it 
lowers housing costs for anyone else. 
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