
  

 

  

CONSULTATION SUMMARY REPORT  

ON 

PROPOSED REVISIONS (JUNE 2015)  

TO THE  

FACULTY HOME OWNERSHIP PROGRAM 
      

Report prepared by  

UBC Housing & Relocation Services  

January 28, 2016 

 

 



 

Consultation Summary Report on Proposed Revisions to FHOP  

1 
 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 

1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ..................................................................................................................... 2 

2. BACKGROUND ................................................................................................................................. 3 

3. PROCESS .......................................................................................................................................... 5 

3.1. Engagement Timeline ............................................................................................................... 5 

3.2. Invitations and Stakeholder Engagement ................................................................................. 5 

3.2.1. Invitations ........................................................................................................................ 5 

3.2.2. Stakeholder Engagement .................................................................................................. 6 

4. FEEDBACK RESULTS.......................................................................................................................... 6 

4.1. Deans and Department Heads Feedback .................................................................................. 6 

4.2. Faculty Members Feedback ...................................................................................................... 7 

4.3. Faculty Association ................................................................................................................... 8 

5. NEXT STEPS ...................................................................................................................................... 9 

APPENDICES ............................................................................................................................................ 9 

Appendix 1: List of Consultation Activities Undertaken ..........................................................................  

Appendix 2: Web Copy ..........................................................................................................................  

Appendix 3: Notifications and Invitations ...............................................................................................  

Appendix 4: Email to Faculty Association ...............................................................................................  

Appendix 5: Survey Results Analysis Report by McClanaghan.................................................................  

Appendix 6: PowerPoint presentation at Townhall Sessions...................................................................  

Appendix 7: Deans and Department Heads Survey Report on Frequency of ...........................................  

                      Housing Concerns in Recruiting ..........................................................................................  

Appendix 8: Townhall Meeting Notes ....................................................................................................  

Appendix 9: Individual Faculty Submissions ...........................................................................................  

        9.1.   Alex Bigazzi, Jennifer Klenz, Pauline Johnson, Giovanni Gallipoli, and Jeremy Seamans .......  

        9.2.   PowerPoint Presentation by Christopher Rea, Matilde Bombardini, and Andrew     

                  Rechnitzer to Provost .........................................................................................................  

Appendix 10: Faculty Association Letter Submission ..............................................................................  

 



 

Consultation Summary Report on Proposed Revisions to FHOP  

2 
 

Consultation Summary Report:  Proposed Revisions (June 2015) to the Faculty Home Ownership 

Program (FHOP) 

This summary report provides a summary of consultation activities undertaken for the June 2015 
proposed changes to the UBC Faculty Home Ownership Program (FHOP) on the Vancouver campus, and 
a compilation of the feedback received in that process.  
 
The success of the Faculty home Ownership Programs is dependent on a balance of considerations, and 

ultimately must work effectively for the university as a strategic tool for recruiting and retention purposes. 

The consultation described in this report is one part of the research needed to refine this program. Other 

considerations such as affordability to the university, strategic priorities of the university, legal and 

taxation factors, and unique needs and expectations of new recruits who are not yet here to participate 

in consultation, are addressed separately from this report.   

Participation rates in the process since July 2015 have been as follows:  

 266 of 2435 eligible existing faculty members participated (11%) in the survey; 

 44 existing faculty members attended one or other of the town hall meetings; 

 5 individual submissions (from 8 faculty members); 

 the Faculty Association submitted a letter; 

 40 combined Deans and Department Heads (across 12 faculties) participated in the Deans’ survey on 

housing affordability and recruitment; 

 all Deans provided insights through Council of Deans meetings. 

 

1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
Since Board approval in June 2015 to consult on some proposed revisions to the FHOP, a series of 

consultation activities has been undertaken with stakeholders. These activities took place between July 

and December 2015 and included surveys, correspondence, outreach meetings with stakeholders or 

interested parties, town hall meetings, and on-going discussion. Below is the summary of key consultation 

activities and participation.  

Some of the key messages received from Deans’ and Department Heads include:   

 Affordability of suitable housing options in Metro Vancouver is a significant recruitment concern 

according to 70% of the respondents to the Deans’ survey, and resulted in loss of approximately 18 

top candidates last year (Deans’ survey). 

 Certainty of a baseline offering for housing support pre-approved for all new recruits is important 

during recruitment negotiations. 

 Flexibility in terms of additional options is also an important tool in recruiting discussions; 
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 Grand parenting of the DPA/MIA for existing faculty members is important to Deans and Department 

Heads for their relationship with faculty to whom they made commitments. 

 There is a sense that housing affordability is a potentially growing issue in terms of faculty retention 

according to 30% of the respondents to the Deans and Department Heads survey. 

The key messages received from faculty members included a preference for: 
 
 full geographic flexibility and choice on where to use the home ownership loans; 

 a program that is guaranteed to everyone equally whether on or off-campus; 

 higher value ($)  for the PIRL 1 to improve buying power;  

 indexing  the program in some way; 

 more faculty-friendly design / format/ size of  on-campus units (rental and lease); 

 explore idea of offering off-campus rentals. 

Many Faculty respondents expressed concerns about: 

 phase-out of DPA/MIA; 

 increased indebtedness; 

 10-year loan term (too short); 

 incentivizing on-campus living (they felt that this critical support should not be contingent on living 

on-campus because it’s more expensive,  and format and designs are not ideally suited to faculty 

preferences (particularly families)). 

 

The Administration also received feedback on the FHOP from several individuals (letters attached in 

Appendix 9).   

 

The Faculty Association (FA) submission requested grand-parenting of the DPA and MIA for all existing 

eligible faculty members. No other concerns were noted, and the FA was appreciative that the university 

would be consulting directly with the faculty.  

2. BACKGROUND 

 
The Faculty Home Ownership Program (FHOP) is one important component of the broader UBC Housing 

Action Plan approved in September 2012 with purpose of mitigating housing affordability challenges for 

students, faculty and staff, for recruitment and retention purposes. (The Faculty Staff Rental Program is a 

companion component). 

In February 2014, UBC’S Board of Governors approved implementation of a 3-year pilot Faculty Home 

Ownership Program (FHOP) to provide support for faculty on the Vancouver campus who wished to 

purchase a principal home.  The pilot program included two options: a 2nd Mortgage Loan option (still 

operational), and an on-campus Restricted Resale Capped Appreciation option (now closed). The Down 
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Payment Assistance (DPA) and Mortgage Interests Assistance (MIA) programs, implemented in 2009, still 

remain in operation.  

Since approval of the pilot program, a revised legal context prompted further review of the Capped 

Appreciation option. Following such review, in spring 2015, a President’s Working Group (PWG) 

recommended closure of the Capped Appreciation option (designed but not yet built).  The PWG also 

understood this as an opportunity to introduce potential revisions to the remainder of the FHOP menu to 

both compensate for loss of the Capped Appreciation option, and address early feedback being received 

during the first cycle of the on-campus 2nd Mortgage Loan option.  

The Presidents Working Group comprised the following interests and representation: 

 Chaired by Faculty member Nassif Ghoussoub  

o who consulted with faculty focus group between meetings as required 

 President’s Office 

 Provost Office 

 VP Finance  

 Treasury 

 UBC Counsel 

 VP Human Resources 

 Housing & Relocation Services 

 UBC Properties Trust  

 UBC Board of Governors - Chair of Finance Committee 

The Presidents Working Group concluded its work with recommended revisions to the FHOP in June 2015 

that included: 

 introduction of a new tiered Prescribed Interest Rate Loan option (PIRL);  

 continuation of the 2nd Mortgage Loan option pending review at conclusion of that pilot in 2017 

 a phase out of the DPA and MIA;  

 all applications to the limited resource to be reviewed in a merit-based selection process. 

In June 2015, the Board approved consultation on the proposal, prior to final consideration of the 

proposal. 

Since October 2015, the UBC Executive has been monitoring consultation results and guiding preparation 

of follow-up recommendations for consideration by the Board of Governors in early 2016. The UBC 

Executive includes the following interests and representation: 

 President’s Office* 

 Provost Office* 

 VP Human Resources* 



 

Consultation Summary Report on Proposed Revisions to FHOP  

5 
 

 VP Finance* 

 UBC Counsel* 

 VP Development and Alumni Engagement 

 VP Research & International 

 VP Students 

 VP External Relations and Communications 

 

Those marked with an asterisk form a working sub-committee, between Executive meetings, and also 

receive technical support from UBC Treasury, Housing & Relocation Services, UBC Counsel, and Strategic 

Decision Support. 

3. PROCESS 

 

3.1. Engagement Timeline 

 
Board direction to consult on the proposal was received in June 2015.  Consultation activities were 

undertaken between July and December 2015 via website updates, broadcast emails, surveys, 

correspondence, outreach meetings with stakeholders, town hall meetings, and on-going discussion.    

Scheduled consultation activity and notification dates are listed in Appendix 1 of this report.  

3.2. Invitations and Stakeholder Engagement 

 

3.2.1. Invitations  

 

 A broadcast email notification was sent to all faculty members on the Vancouver campus that are 

eligible for the FHOP (tenure stream), on June 26, 2015, directing them to view a description of the 

proposed FHOP revisions posted to the website (Appendix 2 & 3).  

 Advance notice of the posting and faculty email blast was sent to Deans and Department Heads and 

the Faculty Association on June 25, 2015 (Appendix 3 & 4). 

 A broadcast email was sent on July 14/15, 2015 to all eligible faculty, inviting them to participate in 

an on-line survey of faculty member opinion on the proposal, open between July 14 and September 

14, 2015 (Appendix 3). 

 An invitation was sent October 13 to all Deans and Department Heads asking them to complete a 

survey by October 20, 2015 on the frequency of housing affordability as a recruiting issue over the 

past year (Appendix 3). 

 All eligible tenure stream faculty were invited via broadcast email on November 16, 2015 to attend 

Townhall Meetings to be held on November 30 and December 1, 2015 (Appendix 3).   
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3.2.2. Stakeholder Engagement 

 

 The description of the proposed FHOP revisions posted on the website and shared with the faculty 

members, Deans and Department Heads is shown in Appendix 2. 

 A list of the survey questions distributed to all faculty members’ is shown on Page 16 of Appendix 5.  

The survey asked respondents to rank the importance of the Working Group principles, in their 

opinion, and then asked them questions about the effectiveness of the June 2015 proposed revisions 

to the FHOP in order to better serve those objectives, and whether they supported those revisions.  

 The purpose of the Townhall meetings was to allow faculty members an opportunity to meet the 

Administrative team, ask questions, and share feedback on the proposal in person, beyond what the 

survey may have enabled.   Senior administrators attended from the President’s Office, the Provost 

Office, Human Resources, Treasury, UBC Counsel, Housing & Relocation Services. A copy of the 

PowerPoint presentation used at the Townhall meetings is provided in Appendix 6.   

Participation rates in the process were as follows:  

 266 existing faculty members participated (11%) in the survey; 

 220 completed entire survey, and 46 completed partial; 

 44 existing faculty members attended one or other of the town hall meetings; 

 8 faculty members provided individual feedback on the proposed FHOP revisions through emails, 

letters, or in one case, a meeting and presentation; 

 the Faculty Association submitted a letter; 

 40 combined Deans and Department Heads (across 12 faculties) participated in the Deans’ survey on 

housing affordability and recruitment; 

 all Deans provided general insights and group dialogue through Deans’ retreat and Council of Deans 

meetings. 

4. FEEDBACK RESULTS 

 
4.1. Deans and Department Heads Feedback    

Some of the key messages received from Deans and Department Head feedback obtained through 

multiple sources including a short survey, group discussion at the Deans’ Retreat, Council of Deans 

meetings, and ongoing discussion, include:  

 Affordability of suitable housing options in metro Vancouver is a significant recruitment concern 

according to 70% of the respondents to the Deans’ survey. It was reported that housing affected 

approximately 70 recruitment negotiations and resulted in loss of approximately 18 top candidates 

last year (Deans’ survey). 

 Certainty of a baseline offering for housing support is important during recruitment negotiations and 

not as effective to tell recruits they must apply and approval is not certain.  Recruiters felt that the 
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current Down Payment Assistance (DPA) / Mortgage Interest Assistance (MIA) has been effective in 

this way. 

 Flexibility in terms of additional options is also an important tool in recruiting discussions. 

 Honouring commitments and promises made by Deans to their faculty hired since the DPA/MIA 

program began is a very important relationship issue and grand parenting of the DPA/MIA for all 

those currently eligible until the end of their promised term is important to Deans and Department 

Heads. 

 There is a sense that housing affordability is a potentially growing issue in terms of faculty retention 

according to 30% of the respondents to the Deans’ survey.  

A more detailed report of the Deans and Department Heads survey results is provided in Appendix 7. 

4.2.  Faculty Members Feedback 

 
Individual faculty members (266 respondents) provided their feedback on both the Working Group 
principles and also on the proposed FHOP revisions through: a Faculty Survey, Town hall meetings, letters 
and presentations.  
 
The key messages received from faculty members regarding their priority ranking of principles behind the 
proposal were: 

 Improving faculty ability to choose location/ type of home was most frequently cited as the highest 

priority principle (185 respondents, 69.8%). 

 Recruitment and Retention of world class faculty was the 2nd most frequently cited priority principle 

(172 respondents, 64.9%). 

 17.7% supported the acquisition of home ownership without creating a long term entitlement as a 

priority principle.  

 Only 9% ranked incentivizing faculty to live on campus as a priority principle. 

 Only 9% ranked tax efficiency and effective use of capital as a priority principle. 

The key messages received from faculty members regarding their support for the proposal were:  
 Approximately 70% agreed with PIRL 1, intended to support more choice and flexibility in housing 

location, and better tax efficiency, than exists in the current FHOP, while approximately 21% 

disagreed. 

 Approximately 58% agreed that PIRL 2 would help incentivize faculty to live on-campus; while 

approximately 32% disagreed. 

 38% of respondents supported the proposed PIRL 3 as a means of enabling UBC to recruit and retain 

world class faculty, and 57.5% of respondents to that question also expressed concerns regarding the 

inequality of only offering this as a merit based option to leadership and outstanding faculty. 

 Approximately 35% would support the trade-off of replacing/phasing out the $45k DPA/$50k MIA if 

it was the only way to afford the PIRL Options, but a larger approximately 44.5% disagreed. 

Amongst supplementary comments offered in the open-ended questions, the following themes emerged: 
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 Flexibility: People liked the greater geographical choice on where to use the home ownership loans 

(82 mentions). 

 Increased Indebtedness: There was concern that the proposed solution required increased 

indebtedness (82 mentions). 

 Don’t incentivize on-campus: There was concern about fairness in giving more to people who live on-

campus (70 mentions). 

 Inequality: There was concern about inequality if the process is merit-based just for leadership and 

outstanding faculty; these respondents preferred all faculty eligible given all strategically important 

(64 mentions). 

 Level of $ Support: There was concern the purchasing power of the proposed PIRLS was still not 

enough in the Vancouver market (60 mentions). 

 Payback Term Length:  There was concern that the 10 years payback term was too short and then 

people would need to payback or refinance and that may be difficult (29 mentions). 

Other items that arose in discussion at the Townhall meetings included:  

 indexing the program so that its impact does not diminish as market changes; 

 design of on-campus units (rental and lease) need to address unique faculty design / format/ size 

needs. Want larger size 3 bedrooms 13-1500 sf suitable for raising a family;  

 the university should explore another form of capped appreciation type project or co-development 

project that faculty can buy and resell at cheaper than market; 

 the university should explore off-campus rental options for people – e.g. in city, downtown. 

A more detailed report of the faculty member survey results is provided in Appendix 5. Full meeting notes 

of the two Townhall Meetings are provided in Appendix 8. Individual letters were also received from P. 

Johnson, J. Klenz, J. Seamans, A. Bigazzi, G. Giovanni. These letters reinforced the themes above. Some 

also suggested further ideas including that the university should not seek market value for leases from 

developers in the neighbourhoods, but instead leverage its ownership of the land to help faculty by 

reducing lease costs to developers for each unit that the developer agrees to sell to a faculty member at 

reduced cost. Copies of these letters are provided in Appendix 9.1. Three faculty members, C. Rea, M. 

Bombardini and A. Rechnitzer, submitted a powerpoint (Appendix 9.2) to the Provost office that proposed 

modifications to the proposal under discussion by grandparenting the DPA and MIA to all existing eligible 

faculty, extending the PIRL payback period from 10 to 30 years, allowing use of the PIRLs without 

geographic restriction, and increasing the PIRL value to $330k to enable purchase of family size homes 

(approx. 1500 sf). 

4.3. Faculty Association 

 
The Faculty Association (FA) indicated in a letter (October 22, 2015) that it would like to see grand-
parenting of the DPA and MIA for all faculty members currently eligible for these programs so they could 
choose from these options if they were unsuccessful in applying for the PIRL options.  No other concerns 
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were noted, and the FA was appreciative that the university would be consulting directly with the faculty 
through survey.  
 
A copy of the Faculty Association letter is provided in Appendix 10. 

5. NEXT STEPS 

 
The consultation results from this process regarding the June 2015 Proposed Revisions to the FHOP will 

be reported to the Board of Governors (target February 2016), along with any associated 

recommendations for consideration in response.    
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List of Consultation Activities Undertaken 

 
 

The consultation activities undertaken with recruiters and faculty members since June 2015 have included the following:  

Consultation Activity Date 

Activity for obtaining Faculty Member perspective 
 

Faculty Association Email to Faculty Association on June 25, 2015, July 14, 2015 
Eric Eich, Lisa Colby and Sophia Xian attended the meeting with 
Faculty Association  
Letter received from Faculty Association on Oct 22 2015 

Email notification to all Vancouver campus tenure stream faculty  
regarding FHOP  changes 

June 26, July 15, 2015   

Proposal details posted on the Website  June 26, 2015 to present  

Faculty Survey July 15 – September 15, 2015 

Correspondence from faculty members August 24, 2015 email received from Pauline Johnson 

July 17, 2015 email received from Jennifer Klenz 

September 12, 2015 letter received from Jeremy Seamans 

November 24, 2015 email received from Alex Bigazzi 

January 6, 2015 letter received from Giovanni Gallipoli 

Meeting with Faculty members C. Rea, M.Bombardini, A.Rechnitzer (at 
their request) 

November 18, 2015 

Town Hall Meeting (2 sessions of identical agenda) November 30, 2015, December 1, 2015  

Activity for obtaining Recruiter perspective (Deans and Department Heads) 
 

Emails to Deans regarding upcoming June 2015 proposed revisions June 25, July 14, 2015 

Individual Dean Discussions with Vice Provost (Hugh Brock) June 2015 

Associate Vice Deans  October  2015  
Gave notice of upcoming Deans and Department heads survey to 
start building annual data on recruitment losses due to housing 
affordability. 

Deans’ Survey on housing affordability and recruitment  October 13 – October 28, 2015 

Deans’ Retreat Discussion October 30, 2015 discussed  faculty survey results 
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Consultation Activity Date 

Council of Deans Meetings December 9, 2015 discussed results of faculty feedback from 
Townhall meetings and potential additional revisions. 
June 24, 2015 discussed proposal details and invited feedback 
April 8, 2015  discussed upcoming changes 
 

Meeting with Faculty Housing Action Plan Policy Development 
Committee  

January 6 2016 

Website Activities  (All faculty and public) 
 

Proposal (of June 2015) made public July 15, 2015 
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Proposed Changes for Discussion July 

2015 

 

UBC is consulting with faculty between July 14, 2015 to September 14, 2015 on 
the creation of some additional loan options within the Faculty Home Ownership 
Program, through the introduction of a tiered 10-year Prescribed Interest Rate 
Loan (PIRL) option. These proposed loans are meant to give faculty greater 
flexibility to purchase homes both on and off campus, in a way that does not 
generate taxable benefits for faculty participants. 

On June 9, 2015 the UBC Board of Governors approved exploration and consultation on the potential 

creation of a new 10-year, tiered Prescribed Interest Rate Loan (PIRL) option within the FHOP. The 

PIRL option includes three tiers, described below, along with links to more detailed descriptions of the 

loans. When you have read through this page and program descriptions, you can provide your 

thoughts on these options through the Have Your Say page. 

In order to implement the tiered PIRL loan option, the existing Down Payment and Mortgage Interest 

Assistance program would be phased out. 

 Off-Campus PIRL options (Tier 1) 

 On-Campus PIRL options (Tier 2) 

 Eligibility and Application 

 PIRL Top-UP for Outstanding merit (Tier 3) 

 Eligibility and Application 

http://www.hr.ubc.ca/housing-relocation/faculty-home-ownership-program-vancouver-campus/
http://www.hr.ubc.ca/housing-relocation/faculty-home-ownership-program-vancouver-campus/have-your-say/
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Prescribed Interest Rate Loan (PIRL) – Tier 1 and Tier 2: 

The Tiered PIRL is a proposed new loan option within UBC’s limited pilot Faculty Home Ownership 

Program (FHOP) that would provide approved participants their choice of: 

 Tier 1 ($125,000 Off-Campus): a one-time, 10-year repayable, $125,000 loan for purchases off-

campus anywhere in Metro-Vancouver, except Bowen Island; OR 

 Tier 2 ($250,000 On-Campus): a one-time, 10-year repayable, up to 25% of the purchase price of 

a property to a maximum of $250,000 loan for purchase (sale or resale) on-campus 

In addition: 

 UBC will require faculty to pay annual interest at the Canada Revenue Agency (CRA) prescribed 

interest rate (March 2015: 1%) so that no taxable benefit will be received by the individual faculty 

member 

 Any portion of the Tier 2 Loan over $125,000 will be secured by a mortgage over the property that 

will be subordinate to the First Mortgage provided by a financial institution. 

 PIRL loans are repayable after 10 years or earlier if there is a change to your eligibility that 

triggers early repayment 

You can find a more detailed description of the PIRL – Tier 1 here, and Tier 2 option here. 

Eligibility and Application for Tier 1 and 2 loans through the 

FHOP process: 

Eligibility to apply for the PIRL Tier 1 or Tier 2 loans would be the same as is currently in effect for 

the Participating Interest 2nd Mortgage Loan option.You can find the FHOP eligibility and allocation 

page here. 

 All full-time tenured or tenure-track faculty on the Vancouver campus are eligible to apply to the 

overall Faculty Home Ownership Program (FHOP). 

 Spots are limited so the applicants are sorted and approved in a merit based selection process 

with input from the Deans. 

 Approval for participation in the FHOP in turn would allow participants to use whichever of the 

following options within the program that they prefer (Tier 1, Tier 2 or the pre-existing Participating 

2nd Mortgage Loan); 

http://www.hr.ubc.ca/housing-relocation/files/2015/08/PIRLTier-1-July-15-2015.pdf
http://www.hr.ubc.ca/housing-relocation/files/2015/08/PIRLTier-2-July-15-2015.pdf
http://www.hr.ubc.ca/housing-relocation/faculty-home-ownership-program-vancouver-campus/restricted-faculty-2nd-mortgage-loan/
http://www.hr.ubc.ca/housing-relocation/faculty-home-ownership-program-vancouver-campus/eligibility-allocation-occupancy-policies/


APPENDIX 2 
Web Copy 

 Once approved for the FHOP, participants would have 15 months to sign a binding purchase and 

sale agreement. Otherwise, the approval would expire and they may reapply again the following 

year.Prescribed Interest Loan (PIRL) – Tier 3 Top Up 

The PIRL – Tier 3 Top Up is a proposed new loan option 

within UBC’s FHOP that would grant selected outstanding 

faculty and senior leadership positions, sponsored through 

the Provost office: 

 a one-time 10-year top-up loan in addition to any other Faculty Home Ownership Program loan 

option, to a combined maximum of $500,000, 

 for the purpose of supplementing the purchase of a principal residence purchase within Metro-

Vancouver, excluding Bowen Island. 

 This loan is subject to the same CRA interest rate and repayment conditions and triggers as the 

Tier 1 and Tier 2 loans. You can find more detailed information on the PIRL – Tier 3 Top Up here. 

Eligibility and application for PIRL – Tier 3 Top-Up option: 

Faculty interested in this more limited option, may enquire directly through the Provost Office or the 

Housing & Relocation Services office more details. Consideration and approval by the Faculty 

Housing Allocation Committee (FHAC) or Provost is required in order to access this top-up loan 

option. 

For a table comparing the existing and proposed loan options, please click here. 

If you require further information or have any questions, please contact the Faculty Staff Housing & 

Relocation Services office at 604-822-5350 or info.facultyhousing@ubc.ca 

For a printable PDF version of this webpage, please click here. 

 

Housing & Relocation Services 

Level 3, 3313 Shrum Lane, Wesbrook Village 

Vancouver, BC Canada V6T 1W5 

Tel 604 822 6115 

Email hr.info@ubc.ca 

 

 

http://www.hr.ubc.ca/housing-relocation/files/2015/08/PIRLTier-3-Top-Up-July-15-2015.pdf
http://www.hr.ubc.ca/housing-relocation/files/2015/08/UBC-FHOP-Loan-matrix-July-15.pdf
mailto:info.facultyhousing@ubc.ca
http://www.hr.ubc.ca/housing-relocation/files/2015/08/Printable-FHOP-Proposed-Changes-for-Discussion-July-2015.pdf
mailto:hr.info@ubc.ca
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Have Your Say 
Welcome to the conversation! UBC invites faculty input on some new proposed 
changes to the pilot Faculty Home Ownership program currently in effect for 
tenured and tenure-track faculty on the Vancouver campus 

A preliminary consultation survey will take place between July 14, 2015 to September 14, 2015 and 

UBC encourages all affected faculty to participate. All tenured and tenure-track faculty should 

receive a link to the survey via a direct email July 14, 2015. There will also be an additional 

consultation opportunity later in the Fall. 

To give faculty greater flexibility to purchase homes both on and off-campus, the University is 

proposing to add a new tiered 10-year, Prescribed Interest Rate Loan (PIRL) option for approved 

faculty. For a table comparing the existing and proposed loan options, please click here. The new 

program includes: 

 PIRL -Tier 1: An option for off-campus purchases in the form of a loan (not a mortgage) of up 

to $125,000; OR 

 PIRL – Tier 2: An option for on-campus resale or new purchases in the form of a second 

mortgage loan for 25% of the purchase price (max $250,000) with only that portion over $125,000 

secured as a mortgage, and with no obligation to share appreciation, and no taxable benefits. 

 PIRL – Tier 3 Top-up: a top up option to $500,000 for senior leadership and outstanding 

faculty, in the form of a second mortgage loan, to be administered at the discretion of the Provost 

office and Housing Allocation Committee. 

 In order to provide the liquidity and funding for these broader options within the FHOP 

program, it is proposed the current Down Payment Assistance and Mortgage Interest 

Assistance loans program would be phased out. 

Find out more about the above potential options here. 

Tell us what you think about the proposed changes, fill out the survey between July 14, 2015 

to September 14, 2015.  

Others who wish to provide feedback but did not receive an email invitation to complete the survey 

are encouraged to contact the Faculty Staff Housing and Relocation Services office at 604-822-

5350 or info.facultyhousing@ubc.ca. 

 

 

 

http://www.hr.ubc.ca/housing-relocation/files/2015/08/UBC-FHOP-Loan-matrix-July-15.pdf
http://treasury.ubc.ca/mortgage-downpayment-assistance-program/
http://treasury.ubc.ca/mortgage-downpayment-assistance-program/
http://www.hr.ubc.ca/housing-relocation/faculty-home-ownership-program-vancouver-campus/proposed-changes-for-discussion-july-2015/
mailto:info.facultyhousing@ubc.ca
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For a printable PDF version of this webpage, please click here. 

 

Housing & Relocation Services 

Level 3, 3313 Shrum Lane, Wesbrook Village 

Vancouver, BC Canada V6T 1W5 

Tel 604 822 6115 

Email hr.info@ubc.ca 

Find us on 
   

Back to top  

 

   

 

http://www.hr.ubc.ca/housing-relocation/files/2015/08/Printable-Have-Your-Say.pdf
mailto:hr.info@ubc.ca
http://www.hr.ubc.ca/housing-relocation/faculty-home-ownership-program-vancouver-campus/have-your-say/
http://www.hr.ubc.ca/housing-relocation/faculty-home-ownership-program-vancouver-campus/have-your-say/
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June 25, 2015 

 
To: Deans and Department Heads, 

 
The University Community on Campus – UBC’s Housing Action Plan (HAP) was adopted by the Board of 

Governors in September 2012 to support UBC’s strategic plan, academic mission, and use of the University’s 

land base to help ensure UBC’s continued research excellence and contribution to BC’s economy. More 

specifically, its policies aim to address recruitment and retention of high quality faculty, staff and students by 

helping mitigate the challenges of finding affordable housing in the context of the Metro Vancouver housing 

market. 

 
As part of the HAP, in February 2014 the Board of Governors approved a three year 150 unit Faculty 

Homeownership Program (FHOP) comprised of two options: a second mortgage loan option; and a 

Capped Appreciation (CA) option. 

 
Changes to Provincial regulations in September 2014 have since affected UBC’s ability to proceed with this 

Capped Appreciation option. In this light, a President’s Working Group was established in January  of 2015 to 

review the consequences of closing the Capped Appreciation project and to explore potential alternative 

program options focused on: supporting the recruitment and retention of world-class  faculty; incentivizing 

faculty to live on campus; promoting tax efficiency and effective use of capital; improving faculty’s ability to 

choose location and type of property; and supporting  acquisition of home ownership without creating a long-

term entitlement. 

 
This Working Group made a series of recommendations, and on June 9, 2015 the UBC Board of 

Governors directed the following change to the Faculty Home Ownership: 

 

1) Cancellation of Capped Appreciation option, effective immediately: Because of changes to 

Provincial regulations introduced in September 2014, UBC is cancelling the Capped Appreciation 

option within the Faculty Home Ownership Program. 
 

 
2) Participating Interest Second Mortgage Loan option continues unchanged: This option provides 

approved faculty the opportunity to acquire new housing in Wesbrook Village. The option will 
continue unchanged as part of the three-year Faculty Home Ownership Pilot Program and will be 
in effect until further review at the end of the pilot period. 

 
The Board of Governors also asked the Administration to initiate consultation on some potential 

program improvements, including: 

 

3)   Further proposed loan option variations to the FHOP: The Board of Governors asked the 

Administration to develop, explore and consult on new loan option variations within the FHOP 

based on the principles identified by the working group. 
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Details of proposed changes in that context will be available on-line in July and faculty will have an 

opportunity to provide preliminary feedback through an on-line survey that will be posted and 

distributed at the same time. UBC will be encouraging all faculty members to participate over the 

summer recognizing that additional consultation opportunities will be scheduled in the fall before 

any final decisions regarding these changes are considered by the Board of Governors. 
 
The University will be informing all faculty members of 1, 2 and 3, above this week.  The Faculty Home 

Ownership Program website will also be updated to reflect these announcements. 

 
Through these changes, UBC remains committed to providing financial support for faculty home ownership 

for recruitment and retention purposes. The University will continue to create and explore housing options 

for tenure and tenure-track faculty that will help UBC to compete with peer universities and recruit the caliber 

of faculty needed to remain a globally-significant university. 

 
For further information, please visit our website and if you have any questions please contact Lisa Colby 

Managing Director, Housing & Relocation Services department (604.822.2089 – lisa.colby@ubc.ca). 

 
Thank you, 

 

 
 
Anji Redish, Interim Provost and Vice-President Academic designate 

 

 
Lisa Castle, VP Human Resources 

 

 
 

 
Hugh Brock, Associate Provost Academic Innovation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://planning.ubc.ca/vancouver/planning/policies-plans/faculty-home-ownership-program-ubcs-vancouver-campus-welcome
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From: UBC Faculty Housing 

Sent: Friday, June 26, 2015 12:17 PM 

Subject: Update Regarding Faculty Home Ownership Program 
 

 
Dear Tenured and Tenure-Track Faculty Member, Vancouver Campus, 

 

 
Please find attached an important update from the Housing & Relocation Services office regarding 

changes to UBC's Faculty Home Ownership Program that were approved by the Board of Governors 

on June 9, 2012. 

• The immediate change is closure of the Capped Appreciation option described 

in the attachment. 

• The 3 year trial of the Participating Second Mortgage Loan program for on campus housing 

will continue as planned. 

• The Board has also asked for exploration of some additional changes to the FHOP, so stay 

tuned to the Faculty Home Ownership Program website <here> for further information and 

consultation opportunities in the summer and fall. 

 
If you have any further questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at 604-827-

2296 or dougal.forteath@ubc.ca. 

 
Sincerely, 

 

 
Dougal Forteath 
Manager, General Housing Services IHousing & Relocation 
Services The University of British Columbia IVancouver Campus 
3rd floor, 3313 Shrum Lane IWesbrook Village! Vancouver, BC Canada V6S 
OCB Phone 604 827 2296 I 
dougal.forteath@ubc.caIwww.hr.ubc.ca/housing-relocation/ 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

mailto:dougal.forteath@ubc.ca
http://www.hr.ubc.ca/housing-relocation/
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June 26, 2015 

Dear Tenured and Tenure-Track Faculty Member, Vancouver campus, 

The University Community on Campus - UBC's Housing Action Plan (HAP) was adopted by the Board of 

Governors in September 2012 to support UBC's strategic plan, academic mission, and use of the 

University's land base to help ensure USC's continued research excellence and contribution to BC's 

economy. More specifically, its policies aim to address recruitment and retention of high quality faculty, 

staff and students by helping mitigate the challenges of finding affordable housing in the context of the 

Metro Vancouver housing market. 

As part of the HAP, in February 2014 the Board of Governors approved a three year 150 unit Faculty 

Homeownership Program (FHOP) comprised of two options: a second mortgage loan option; and a 

Capped Appreciation (CA) option. 

Changes to Provincial regulations in September 2014 have since affected UBC's ability to proceed with 

this Capped Appreciation option. In this light, a President's Working Group was established in January 

of 2015 to review the consequences of closing the Capped Appreciation project and to explore 

potential alternative program options focused on: supporting the recruitment and retention of world-

class 

faculty; incentivizing faculty to live on campus; promoting tax efficiency and effective use of capital; 

improving faculty's ability  to choose location and type of property; and supporting  acquisition of home 

ownership without creating a long-term entitlement. 

This Working Group made a series of recommendations, and on June 9, 2015 the UBC Board of 

Governors directed the following change to the Faculty Home Ownership Program 

1) Cancellation of Capped Appreciation option, effective immediately: Because of changes to

Provincial regulations introduced in September 2014, UBC is cancelling the Capped Appreciation

option within the Faculty Home Ownership Program.

2) Participating Interest Second Mortgage loan option continues unchanged: This option

provides approved faculty the opportunity to acquire new housing in Wesbrook Village. The

option will continue unchanged as part of the three-year Faculty Home Ownership Pilot

Program and will be in effect until further review at the end of the pilot period.

The Board of Governors also asked the Administration to initiate consultation on some potential 

program improvements: 

3) Further proposed loan option variations to the FHOP: The Board of Governors asked the

Administration to develop, explore and consult on new loan option variations within the FHOP

based on the principles identified by the working group.

Details of proposed changes in that context will be available on-line in July and faculty will have an 

opportunity to provide preliminary feedback through an on-line survey that will be posted and 

distributed at the same time. UBC will be encouraging all faculty members to participate over the
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summer recognizing that additional consultation opportunities will be scheduled in the fall before any 

final decisions regarding these changes are considered by the Board of Governors. 

 
Through these changes, UBC remains committed to providing financial support for faculty home ownership 

for recruitment and retention purposes. The University will continue to create and explore housing options 

for tenure and tenure-track faculty that will help UBC to compete with peer universities and recruit the 

caliber of faculty needed to remain a globally-significant university. 

 
For further information, please visit our website and if you have any questions please contact the 

Housing and Relocation Services office at 604-822-5350 or info.facultyhousing@ubc.ca . 

 
 
Thank you, 
 
 

 
Lisa Colby, MCIP 

 
Managing Director 

Faculty-Staff Housing & Relocation Services 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

mailto:info.facultyhousing@ubc.ca
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From: UBC Faculty Housing 

Sent: July-15-15 3:24 PM 

Subject: Update: Faculty Home Ownership Program Consultation 

 

To all tenured and tenure track faculty on the Vancouver campus, 

 

Please find attached an important follow-up notice to an email from our office on June 26, 2015, 
regarding proposed changes to UBC's Faculty Home Ownership Program (FHOP). 

 
 

Detailed information about proposed changes for consultation endorsed by the Board of Governors is 

now available. The attachment above contains a brief overview of those changes, links 

to more detailed descriptions and also includes a link to a preliminary feedback survey 

open from July 14 to Sept 14, 2015.There will also be further opportunity for input in the 

Fall. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to 604-822-5350 or 

info.facultyhousing@ubc.ca. 

 
 
Dougal Forteath 

 
Manager, General Housing Services I Housing & Relocation Services 

The University of British Columbia I Vancouver Campus 
3rd floor, 3313 Shrum lane 1 Wesbrook Village! Vancouver, BC Canada VGS OC8 

Phone 604 827 2296 

info. facultyhousing@ubc . ca www.hr.ubc.ca/housing-relocation / 
 

mailto:info.facultyhousing@ubc.ca
http://www.hr.ubc.ca/housing-relocation
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To All Tenured and Tenure-track Faculty on the Vancouver campus: 
 

Further to recent correspondence on June 25, 2015, which described the Board of Governors' direction 

to explore and consult on potential changes to the Faculty Home Ownership Program, we're writing to 

advise that  details on the proposed changes and an opportunity for faculty members to provide 

preliminary  feedback, are now available. 

 
As background, in January 2015, the President established a Working Group to explore alternatives 

focused on the following principles: 

 
 supporting the recruitment and retention of world-class faculty, 

incentivizing faculty to live on campus, 

 promoting tax efficiency and effective use of capital, 

 improving faculty's ability to choose location and type of property, 
and 

 supporting acquisition of home ownership without creating a long-term entitlement. 

 
The Proposed Changes now shared for discussion are: 

 
 In addition to the current Participating 2nd mortgage loan option  the proposal is to add three 

new tiered 10-year, Prescribed Interest Rate Loan (PIRL) alternative options within the Faculty 

Home Ownership Program, as follows:: 

 
o PIRL Tier 1:would allow participants a loan (not a mortgage) of up to $125,000 for off 

campus purchases within Metro Vancouver (except Bowen Island); 

 
o PIRL Tier 2: would allow participants a second mortgage loan for 25% of the purchase price 

(max $250,000 only portions above $125,000 secured by second mortgage) for on-campus 

resale or new purchases in any neighborhood on the Vancouver campus; 

 
o PIRL Tier 3 Top Up: in addition to other loan options, to a combined total of $500,000 (only 

portions above $125,000 secured by second mortgage) in the form of a second mortgage 

loan, for senior leadership and outstanding faculty only at the discretion of the Provost 

office and Allocation Committee. 

 
Faculty members would be required to apply through the Faculty Home Ownership Program 

application process to access each of these options. 

 
 Phasing out the current Down Payment Assistance ($45,000) and Mortgage Interest Assistance 

($50,000) loans programs. The funds will be repurposed for the PIRL loan options described 

above. 

 
 All variations above are proposed as part of a $50 million FHOP investment capped at $10 

million per year, extended from 3 years to 5 years, for approved faculty. 

 
 The Participating 2nd mortgage loan option in effect since June 2014 would continue 

unchanged as one of the options within the FHOP, for the duration of the pilot program. 
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Full information about proposed changes is available online at on our website. 

 
Your feedback is important to us: 

 
 Preliminary feedback can be provided through a survey available here: 

https: //survey.ubc.ca/s/FH0Pconsultation2015/ over the summer and until September 14, 2015, and UBC 

is encouraging all full time tenured and tenure track faculty members on the   Vancouver campus to 

participate. 

 There will be additional consultation opportunities for faculty members in the Fall. 

 
Through these changes, UBC remains committed to providing financial support for faculty home 

ownership for recruitment and retention purposes.  UBC will continue to create housing options for 

tenure and tenure-track faculty that will help UBC to compete with peer universities and recruit the 

caliber of faculty needed to remain a globally significant university. 

 
For further information, please visit our website and if you have any questions please contact the 

Faculty Staff Housing & Relocation Services office at 604 822 5350 or info.facultyhousing@ubc.ca 

 
Best Regards, 
 
 

 

Lisa Colby Managing 

Director 

Faculty Staff Housing & Relocation Services 

tisa.colby@ubc.ca 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

mailto:info.facultyhousing@ubc.ca
mailto:tisa.colby@ubc.ca
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From: UBC Faculty Housing  
Sent: October-13-15 2:54 PM 
To:  
Cc: Colby, Lisa <lisa.colby@ubc.ca>; Xian, Sophia <sophia.xian@ubc.ca>; Eich, Eric <eric.eich@ubc.ca>; 
Fast, Selina <selinaf@mail.ubc.ca>; Armstrong, Rebecca <Rebecca.Armstrong@ubc.ca>; Tom-Wing, 
Margaret <margaret.tom-wing@ubc.ca>; Ko, Ivy <ivy.ko@dentistry.ubc.ca>; Murphy, Michael 
(m.murphy) <m.murphy@ubc.ca>; Koleva, Eli <Eli.Koleva@ubc.ca>; Lee, Rebecca 
<rebecca.lee@ubc.ca>; Falbo, Rosanna <falbo@allard.ubc.ca>; Rogers, Carolyn 
<carolyn.rogers@ubc.ca>; Beretta, Jocelyn <jocelyn.beretta@ubc.ca>; Chang, Paula 
<Paula.Chang@sauder.ubc.ca>; Minchenko, Svetlana <minchenko@science.ubc.ca> 
Subject: Recruitment and Housing Affordability Survey 
 
To all Deans on the Vancouver campus, 
 
In the interest of trying to gain a better understanding of how housing affordability in Metro Vancouver 
impacts the recruitment efforts of your faculty we have created a brief, 5-question survey to 
understand the unique recruiters’ perspective on this issue.    
At your discretion, we ask that you distribute this survey freely to all your department heads for their 
completion by Tuesday, October 20, 2015, using this link: 
https://survey.ubc.ca/surveys/WnsKCmTNrVprHPMGqWcSZ7FCDcm97h/recruitment-and-housing-
affordability/  
 
These questions ask about the number of recruitment negotiations in the past year in which housing 
affordability became a significant issue or a deal breaking issue in the past year.    It is our hope that by 
asking these surveys to be completed at the Department Head level, there is a closer familiarity to the 
details of each recruiting situation over the last year, and the number of these negotiations requiring 
memory of these subjective questions is more manageable at the department level.      
 
While we have other methods for collecting information directly from faculty that are already employed 
at UBC, the  information we collect in this survey will be used to  better define  the nuances and scale of 
this housing affordability issue from a recruiter’s perspective.    It will help inform ongoing discussions 
related to UBC’s Faculty Home Ownership Program revisions currently under consultation. 
 
Your assistance is greatly appreciated.  
 
If you have any questions about this survey, or ideas on other ways to measure the recruiting 
perspective,   please feel free to contact me personally or Sarah Tarcea, Housing Programs Coordinator, 
at sarah.tarcea@ubc.ca or 604-822-5350.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Sophia Xian 
 
Sophia Xian MA Economics, PMP 

Manager, Housing Programs | Housing & Relocation Services | Department of Human Resources 
The University of British Columbia | Vancouver Campus 
302- 3313 Shrum Lane | Wesbrook Village| Vancouver, BC  Canada V6S 0C8 
Phone 604-827-2296 | Sophia.Xian@ubc.ca 

www.hr.ubc.ca/housing-relocation/ |www.hr.ubc.ca/facultyownership/ 

 
 

https://survey.ubc.ca/surveys/WnsKCmTNrVprHPMGqWcSZ7FCDcm97h/recruitment-and-housing-affordability/
https://survey.ubc.ca/surveys/WnsKCmTNrVprHPMGqWcSZ7FCDcm97h/recruitment-and-housing-affordability/
mailto:sarah.tarcea@ubc.ca
mailto:Sophia.Xian@ubc.ca
http://www.hr.ubc.ca/housing-relocation/
www.hr.ubc.ca/facultyownership/
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From: UBC Faculty Housing  
Sent: November-16-15 2:03 PM 
To: Tarcea, Sarah <sarah.tarcea@ubc.ca> 
Subject: Public Information Sessions on Proposed Changes to the Faculty Home Ownership Program – 
November 30, 2015 and December 1, 2015 
 
Dear Faculty Member, 
 
You are invited to attend an information session on the proposed changes to the Faculty Home 
Ownership Program. This session is a key component of the overall consultation process, and is 
intended as a follow up to the online survey that you were invited to participate in over the summer. 
The Offices of the President and Provost and Vice-President Academic will host this session with the 
staff from Treasury, Housing and Relocation Services and University Counsel. You are encouraged to 
attend this session to ask questions, seek clarification and provide your feedback on these proposed 
changes.  
The main proposed changes include adding the three new tiered, 10-year Prescribed Interest Rate Loans 
(PIRLs) options within the Faculty Home Ownership Programs as well as possibly phasing out the Down 
Payment Assistance and Mortgage Interest Assistance Programs to help fund the new proposed loan 
options. For more information on the current Faculty Home Ownership Program options and proposed 
changes, please click here.  
  
There will be two sessions on the following dates/times, please choose the session that is most 
convenient for you: 
Monday, November 30, 2015 from 11:00 am to 1:00 pm 
Tuesday, December 1, 2015 from 4:00 pm to 6:00 pm  
Both sessions will be take place in the Graduate Student Centre Ballroom, located on the lower floor at 
6371 Crescent Road. Light refreshments will be served, and you may wish to bring your lunch to the 
Monday session.  
If you would like to attend one of the above sessions, please RSVP to info.facultyhousing@ubc.ca, or call 
604-822-5350 by November 25, 2015. 
UBC remains committed to providing financial support for faculty home ownership for recruitment and 
retention purposes. UBC will continue to create housing options for tenure and tenure-track faculty that 
will help UBC to compete with peer universities and recruit the caliber of faculty needed to remain a 
globally-significant university. 
Please feel free to contact us if you have any questions or comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Eric Eich 
 

Lisa Castle 

Vice-Provost and Associate Vice-President 
Academic Affairs  
eric.eich@ubc.ca 
 

Vice President, Human Resources             
lisa.castle@ubc.ca 

 

 

http://planning.ubc.ca/vancouver/planning/policies-plans/faculty-home-ownership-program/proposed-changes-discussion-july-2015
http://planning.ubc.ca/vancouver/planning/policies-plans/faculty-home-ownership-program/proposed-changes-discussion-july-2015
http://planning.ubc.ca/vancouver/planning/policies-plans/faculty-home-ownership-program-ubcs-vancouver-campus-welcome
mailto:info.facultyhousing@ubc.ca
mailto:eric.eich@ubc.ca
mailto:lisa.castle@ubc.ca
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June 25, 2015 
 

To: 
 

Deena Rubuliak, Executive Director, Faculty Association 
Mark MacLean, President, Faculty Association 

 

 
 

The University Community on Campus – UBC’s Housing Action Plan (HAP) was adopted by the Board of 

Governors in September 2012 to support UBC’s strategic plan, academic mission, and use of the 

University’s land base to help ensure UBC’s continued research excellence and contribution to BC’s 

economy. More specifically, its policies aim to address recruitment and retention of high quality faculty, 

staff and students by helping mitigate the challenges of finding affordable housing in the context of the 

Metro Vancouver housing market. 
 

As part of the HAP, in February 2014 the Board of Governors approved a three year 150 unit Faculty 

Homeownership Program (FHOP) comprised of two options: a second mortgage loan option; and a 

Capped Appreciation (CA) option. 
 

Changes to Provincial regulations in September 2014 have since affected UBC’s ability to proceed with 

this Capped Appreciation option. In this light, a President’s Working Group was established in January  

of 2015 to review the consequences of closing the Capped Appreciation project and to explore potential 

alternative program options focused on: supporting the recruitment and retention of world-class  

faculty; incentivizing faculty to live on campus; promoting tax efficiency and effective use of capital; 

improving faculty’s ability to choose location and type of property; and supporting  acquisition of home 

ownership without creating a long-term entitlement. 
 

This Working Group made a series of recommendations, and on June 9, 2015 the UBC Board of 

Governors directed the following change to the Faculty Home Ownership: 
 

1) Cancellation of Capped Appreciation option, effective immediately: Because of changes to 

Provincial regulations introduced in September 2014, UBC is cancelling the Capped Appreciation 

option within the Faculty Home Ownership Program. 
 

 
2) Participating Interest Second Mortgage Loan option continues unchanged: This option provides 

approved faculty the opportunity to acquire new housing in Wesbrook Village. The option will 
continue unchanged as part of the three-year Faculty Home Ownership Pilot Program and will be 
in effect until further review at the end of the pilot period. 

 
The Board of Governors also asked the Administration to initiate consultation on some potential 

program improvements, including: 
 

3)   Further proposed loan option variations to the FHOP: The Board of Governors asked the 

Administration to develop, explore and consult on new loan option variations within the FHOP 

based on the principles identified by the working group. 
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Details of proposed changes in that context will be available on-line in July and faculty will have an 

opportunity to provide preliminary feedback through an on-line survey that will be posted and 

distributed at the same time. UBC will be encouraging all faculty members to participate over the 

summer recognizing that additional consultation opportunities will be scheduled in the fall before any 

final decisions regarding these changes are considered by the Board of Governors. 
 

The University will be informing all faculty members of 1, 2 and 3, above this week.  The Faculty Home 

Ownership Program website will also be updated to reflect these announcements. 
 

Through these changes, UBC remains committed to providing financial support for faculty home 

ownership for recruitment and retention purposes. The University will continue to create and explore 

housing options for tenure and tenure-track faculty that will help UBC to compete with peer universities 

and recruit the caliber of faculty needed to remain a globally-significant university. 
 

For further information, please visit our website and if you have any questions please contact Lisa Colby 

Managing Director, Housing & Relocation Services department (604.822.2089 – lisa.colby@ubc.ca). 
 

Thank you, 
 

 
 

Anji Redish, Interim Provost and Vice-President Academic designate 

 

 
Lisa Castle, VP Human Resources 

 

 
 

 
Hugh Brock, Associate Provost Academic Innovation 

http://planning.ubc.ca/vancouver/planning/policies-plans/faculty-home-ownership-program-ubcs-vancouver-campus-welcome


APPENDIX 5 
Survey Result Analysis Report by McClanaghan 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

UBC FHOP Options 
Survey Feedback Received 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prepared by: 
 
McClanaghan & Associates 
November 9, 2015 
Contact: Dale McClanaghan 604-644-9844 
 



APPENDIX 5 
Survey Result Analysis Report by McClanaghan 

 

2 | P a g e  
 

Table of Contents 
Background ................................................................................................................................................... 3 

Survey Feedback ........................................................................................................................................... 3 

Guiding Principles ......................................................................................................................................... 5 

Recruitment and Retention of World Class Faculty .................................................................................. 5 

Incentivize faculty to live on campus ........................................................................................................ 6 

Tax efficiency and effective use of capital ................................................................................................ 6 

Improve faculty ability to choose location and type of property ............................................................. 6 

Support acquisition of home ownership without creating a long term entitlement ............................... 7 

Emerging Themes/Priorities ..................................................................................................................... 7 

Exploring the Different Options Presented ................................................................................................. 8 

Prescribed Interest Rate Loan (PIRL) Tier 1 Option .................................................................................. 8 

Prescribed Interest Rate Loan (PIRL) Tier 2 Option .................................................................................. 9 

Prescribed Interest Rate Loan (PIRL) Tier 3 Option ................................................................................ 10 

Replacement of the current down payment assistance and mortgage assistance programs ................ 10 

General Conclusion and Findings: .............................................................................................................. 11 

About The Survey Respondents ................................................................................................................. 13 

Current Housing/Living Arrangements ................................................................................................... 13 

Housing Tenure ....................................................................................................................................... 14 

Location of Current Rental Housing ........................................................................................................ 14 

Own Other Property in Metro Vancouver .............................................................................................. 14 

Age profile of respondents ..................................................................................................................... 15 

Family and household composition ........................................................................................................ 15 

Appendix A - The Survey Instrument.......................................................................................................... 16 

Appendix B: UBC Faculty Homeownership Program (FHOP) Existing and Proposed Loan Options  -   

Comparison Table ....................................................................................................................................... 18 

Appendix C: Sub-group Analysis  ................................................................................................................ 19 

 



APPENDIX 5 
Survey Result Analysis Report by McClanaghan 

3 | P a g e

 Background 
The UBC Board of Governors adopted a Housing Action Plan in September 2012.  A key focus of the Plan 

was to improve housing choice and affordability for UBC faculty, staff and students and to assist in the 

strategic recruitment and retention of the highest calibre of faculty for the University’s continued 

research and training excellence.   

In February 2014, the Board approved a three (3) year, pilot program (now in the 2nd year) for approved 

faculty that supplemented a pre-existing Down Payment Assistance (DPA) and Mortgage Interest 

Assistance (MIA) program that has been available to faculty under certain conditions since 2009.  The 

strategy that was developed included two (2) options. The first option was a Restricted Participating 

Interest Second Mortgage Loan financed by UBC Properties Trust.  The second option was a Restricted 

Resale Capped Appreciation to be developed and sold by the UBC Properties Trust.  Applicants go 

through a selection and approval process for participation in these options. 

The Capped Appreciation Option has since been closed due to challenges arising from changes in 

Provincial regulations.  However, the Second Mortgage Loan option remains fully operational. 

In the fall of 2014, a President’s Working Group (PWG) was established to review the implications of 

closing the Capped Appreciation option above, and as a result of their review recommended the Board 

direct the Administration to consult on some proposed additional revision to the remaining FHOP that 

might better address feedback received during the first year of the pilot program. 

More specifically, the PWG proposed the potential introduction of a new 10 year, tiered (3 level) merit-

based Prescribed Interest Rate Loan (PIRL) option within the overall FHOP, along with a phase –out of 

the Down Payment Assistance (DPA) and Mortgage Interest Assistance (MIA) program.  The proposed 10 

year PIRL option is meant to give faculty greater flexibility to purchase homes both on and off campus 

than is now available under the current FHOP 2nd Mortgage Loan option alone, and it does not generate 

taxable benefit for faculty participants because interest is paid each year at CRA rates.  The Board 

approved the initiation of the consultation in June 2015. 

As part of the consultation, faculty members were invited to provide preliminary feedback on the 

proposed PIRL option through an on-line survey that was administered between July 14, 2015 and 

September 14, 2015.  An invitation to participate in the survey was sent to all those affected by the 

proposed changes.  This included 2,435 tenure stream faculty members and librarians currently eligible 

for FHOP. 

Survey Feedback 
There were 266 individuals who responded to the survey, representing 11% of those invited to 

participate.  This included 220 individuals (83%) who completed the entire survey and 45 individuals 

(17%) who provided a partial response.  The survey included a mix of open-ended and closed-ended 

questions designed to explore the values and preferences that were most important to faculty members 

who participated in the survey.  This report provides an overview of the responses received across the 

different questions and highlights the different themes to emerge through the survey. The survey tested 



APPENDIX 5 
Survey Result Analysis Report by McClanaghan 

 

4 | P a g e  
 

the relative levels of support for the guiding principles and explored various options presented. A summary of the findings and the associated 

comments are as follows:  

Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6

PIRL Tier 1 option 

aims to support more 

choice and flexibility 

in housing location 

and format, and in a 

more tax efficient 

way, than is currently 

available through the 

FHOP.  Agree or 

disagree with option?

Do you agree or 

disagree that the 

PIRL Tier 2 option 

would help 

incentivize faculty 

to live on campus?

Tier 3 strategy is to enable UBC 

to recruit and retain world 

class faculty. Do you have any 

comments on this option?

If the only way to afford 

the PIRL options is to 

replace/phase out the 

current $45K Down 

Payment Assistance 

(DPA) and the $50K 

Mortgage Interest 

Assistance (MIA) 

programs, would you 

support this trade-off?

Any other 

comments 

you wish to 

share?

Agree and Strongly Agree 165 (69.9%) 137 (57.6%) 57 (37.5%) 79 (35.1%) n/a

Disagree & Strongly Disagree 49 (20.8%) 76 (32.0%) 80 (52.6%) 100 (44.5%) n/a

Comment Themes: Total

Theme 1: Inequality, concern 

about inequality if competitive 

merit-based process.  Think 

everyone should get something 

rather than just some superstars.

3 3 38 9 11 64

Theme 2: Flexibility - Like the 

greater geographical choice
56 18 1 5 2 82

Theme 3: Indebtedness - Don’t 

want increased indebtedness for 

fac members as solution

31 8 11 25 7 82

Theme 4: Don't incentivize on 

campus. Not fair to give more $ 

for people who want to live on 

campus

3 58 0 2 7 70

Theme 5: Purchasing Power. Level 

of $ support not enough
26 11 3 12 8 60

Theme 6: 10 Year Payback term is 

too short / problematic
11 4 7 3 4 29

Theme 7: Prefer DPA/MIA 

Programs
1 0 3 54 13 71

Other Comments variety: 10 0 3 4 19 36

Total 141 102 66 114 71 494

 UBC FHOP OPTIONS: 

SUMMARY OF SURVEY 

FINDINGS                  
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Guiding Principles 
The survey was designed to look at ways to address issues related to the high cost of housing in the 

Vancouver housing market in order to support the recruitment and retention of highly trained faculty 

and staff members.  As part of the process, the President’s Working Group had identified a number of 

key policy principles to guide and inform the University’s decision around the proposed revisions.  These 

principles were consistent with the original, broader Housing Action Plan 2012 principles, but were more 

focused on the FHOP component and informed by feedback received during the first year of the FHOP 

pilot.   

The more recent consultation process which included the administration of a survey included a series of 

questions which were to learn more about the priorities and preferences of faculty and staff and 

included the following questions: 

1. Of the policy principals identified by the President’s Working Group, which are the most important 

to you (Please choose 1 or 2 options) 

2. This PIRL Tier 1 option aims to support more choice and flexibility in housing location and format, 

and in a more tax efficient way, than is currently available through the FHOP. Do you agree or 

disagree with the introduction of this option? Please provide additional information on why you 

agree or disagree with this option. 

3. Do you agree or disagree that this PIRL Tier 2 option would help incentivize faculty to live on 

campus? Please provide additional information on why you agree or disagree with this option. 

4. This strategy (Tier 3) is to enable UBC to recruit and retain world class faculty. Do you have any 

comments on this option? 

5. If the only way to afford the PIRL options is to replace/phase out the current $45K Down Payment 

Assistance (DPA) and the $50K Mortgage Interest Assistance (MIA) programs, would you support 

this trade-off? Please provide additional information on why you agree or disagree with this choice. 

6. Do you have any other comments you wish to share? 

Under the first questions, respondents were asked to consider the policy principles identified by the 

President’s Working Group, and to identify the 1 or 2 principles which are the most important to them.  

The specific choices that were offered included: 

 Recruitment and Retention of World Class Faculty 

 Incentivize faculty to live on campus 

 Tax efficiency and effective use of capital 

 Improve faculty ability to choose location and type of property 

 Support acquisition of home ownership without creating a long term entitlement 

The following provides an overview of the responses received. 

Recruitment and Retention of World Class Faculty 

Among those who responded to the survey, 172 respondents (65%) identified the recruitment and 

retention of world-class faculty as one of the most important principles when assigning importance to 

the list of principles provided.  Based on the responses received, this principle was the 2nd most 

frequently identified priority.  
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 Frequency Percent 

Identified among top choices 172 64.7% 

Not identified as a choice 94 35.3% 

Total Responses 266 100% 

 

Incentivize faculty to live on campus 

Among those who responded to the survey, 25 respondents (9%) identified incentivize faculty to live on 

campus as one of the most important principles when assigning importance to the list of principles 

provided.  Based on the responses received, this principle was the 4th most frequently identified priority.  

 Frequency Percent 

Identified among top choices 25 9.4% 

Not identified as a choice 241 90.6% 

Total Responses 266 100% 

 

Tax efficiency and effective use of capital 

Among those who responded to the survey, 24 respondents (9%) identified tax efficiency and the 

effective use of capital as one of the most important principles when assigning importance to the list of 

principles provided.  Based on the responses received, this principle was the 5th most frequently 

identified priority.  

 Frequency Percent 

Identified among top choices 24 9.0% 

Not identified as a choice 242 91.0% 

Total Responses 266 100% 

 

Improve faculty ability to choose location and type of property 

Among those who responded to the survey, 185 respondents (69.5%) identified improving faculty ability 

to choose location and type of property as one of the most important principles when assigning 

importance to the list of principles provided.  Based on the responses received, this principle was the 

most frequently identified priority.  

 Frequency Percent 

Identified among top choices 185 69.5% 

Not identified as a choice 94 35.3% 

Total Responses 266 100% 
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Support acquisition of home ownership without creating a long term entitlement 

Among those who responded to the survey, 47 respondents (17.7%) Support acquisition of home 

ownership without creating a long term entitlement as one of the most important principles when 

assigning importance to the list of principles provided.  Based on the responses received, this principle 

was the 3rd most frequently identified  priority.  

 Frequency Percent 

Identified among top choices 47 17.7% 

Not identified as a choice 219 82.3% 

Total Responses 266 100% 

 

In looking at the overall assignment of the priorities, the table below shows the general distribution of 

responses in terms of those who identified the principle as their single most important choice as well as 

those who identified a specific principle as being among one of their top ranked choices when assigning 

priorities.  In looking at the responses received, the findings suggest that the ability to choose location 

and type was the most frequently cited priority by survey respondents followed by the recruitment and 

retention of world-class faculty. Support for home ownership was identified as a major consideration by 

47 respondents or 17.7%.  

 Single 
Choice 

Combined Total Percent 

Improve faculty ability to choose location and type of property 33 152 185 69.8% 

Recruitment and retention of world class faculty 34 138 172 64.9% 

Support acquisition of home ownership without creating a long 
term entitlement 4 43 47 17.7% 

Incentivize faculty to live on campus 3 22 25 9.4% 

Tax efficiency and effective use of capital 4 19 24 9.1% 

 

Emerging Themes/Priorities 

In terms of the values or principles identified by survey respondents as being most important to them, 

the findings suggest that: 

 Almost 70% of all respondents noting that improving faculty ability to choose location and type 

of property was the most frequently cited priority with 185 respondents (69.8%) reporting this 

to be the case. 

 Recruitment and retention of world-class faculty emerged as 2nd most frequently cited priority 

among those who responded to the survey with 172 respondents (64.9%) reporting that this 

was among their top ranked priorities.   

 Support acquisition of home ownership without creating a long term entitlement was 

identified by a core group of respondents as being most important with 47 respondents (17.7%) 

identifying this as being among the principles that they ranked as important; 

 A method to incentivize faculty to live on campus or as a method for supporting tax efficiency 

and the effective use of capital were less likely to be ranked as most important by those who 

responded to the survey. 
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Exploring the Different Options Presented 
Respondents were given a number of different options to consider and were asked to indicate the 

degree to which they can see the benefits as described. 

Prescribed Interest Rate Loan (PIRL) Tier 1 Option 

The survey noted that the PIRL Tier 1 option aims to support more choice and flexibility in housing 

location and format, and in a more tax efficient way, than is currently available through the FHOP. 

Respondents were asked to indicate if they agree or disagree with the introduction of this option? 

Among those who responded to this question, 165 respondents (70%) reported that they agree or 

strongly agree with this option while 49 respondents (21%) reported that they disagree or strongly 

disagree with this option.  

 Frequency Percent 

Strongly agree 89 37.7% 

Agree  76 32.2% 

Disagree 24 10.2% 

Strongly disagree 25 10.6% 

Don’t know 22 9.3% 

Total responses to question 236 100% 

No response 29  

Total surveys received 265  

 

Respondents were asked to provide additional information around the underlying judgements or 

rationale for their answers to this question including their reasons for being in agreement or 

disagreement with the choice as presented.  The following reflect some of the key themes to emerge 

through the open-ended comments received from the 139 respondents (52%) who provided additional 

comments related to this question.   

 Of those who provided additional comments related to this question, 91 respondents (65%) 

indicated agreement or support for the option presented. 

 Among those who expressed support a number suggested that this option would allow for greater 

choice both in terms of location and choice.   

 There were also a number of respondents who indicated that they were generally supportive of this 

option but who indicated that they did not feel that the level of support offered through this option 

would be adequate given the current housing market conditions in the Greater Vancouver area and 

that UBC may need to consider increasing the amount of assistance available.  There were 

approximately 28 respondents who identified the level of assistance as a significant consideration.  

Of those 10 respondents noted that in spite of the challenges identified, for the most part, they liked 

the idea that was being presented.   

 There were approximately 39 respondents (28%) indicated that they disagreed with the option as 

presented.  Among those who indicated that they disagreed with the option presented, more than 

half indicated that they preferred the current options. 
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 A number of respondents also noted that down payment assistance is very important to them and 

that it is their opinion that one of the greater challenges is to save the 10% to 20% down payment 

that is needed rather than access to additional debt.  

 A number of respondents indicated that $125,000 in assistance would not be adequate given the 

housing market conditions in Greater Vancouver.   

 Other types of challenges or considerations that were raised among those who were not in 

agreement with the option as presented included concerns around general inequality of access and 

the fact that the option is not available to everyone.  In particular, it was noted that this option 

would currently exclude existing owners.   

Prescribed Interest Rate Loan (PIRL) Tier 2 Option 

Respondents to indicate their level of agreement or disagreement with the statement that PIRL Tier 2 

option would help incentivize faculty to live on campus. Among those who responded to this question, 

137 respondents (58%) reported that they agree or strongly agree with the statement that PIRL Tier 2 

option would help incentivize faculty to live on campus. At the same time, 76 respondents (32%) 

indicated that they disagree or strongly disagree with this statement.  Among those who indicated that 

they did not agree with this statement, the majority of respondents indicated that they felt that there 

should be greater flexibility and choice around this option. 

 Frequency Percent 

Strongly agree 53 22.3% 

Agree  84 35.3% 

Disagree 38 16.0% 

Strongly disagree 38 16.0% 

Don’t know 25 10.5% 

Total responses to question 238 100 % 

No response 27  

Total surveys received 265  

 

Respondents were asked to provide additional information around the underlying judgements or 

rationale for their answers to this question including their reasons for being in agreement or 

disagreement with the choice as presented.  The following reflect some of the key themes to emerge 

through the open-ended comments received from the 128 respondents (48%) who provided additional 

comments related to this question: 

 Of those who provided additional comments, approximately 68 respondents (53%) were generally in 

agreement that the option presented would help incentivize faculty to live on campus.  

 Of those who indicated that they were generally in agreement with this option, the general view 

was that this type of support would be welcome.   

 As with the previous question there were 60 respondents (47%) who indicated that they did not 

agree with the option as presented. Of those who indicated that they did not agree with the option, 

approximately 35% indicated that they were concerned about the level of support that was available 

under this option.  
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 A number of respondents also noted that there were limitations related to the range of housing 

choices available on campus.   

 A small number of respondents also noted that the inclusion of this option could result in increased 

competition and pressure on the on campus housing stock while other felt that the types of 

incentives and support offered by the university should try to optimize the range of housing choices 

available to faculty and staff both on and off campus. 

Prescribed Interest Rate Loan (PIRL) Tier 3 Option 

In the third option (PIRL Tier 3), respondents were asked if the Tier 3 strategy would enable UBC to 

recruit and retain world class faculty and if they have any comments on this option. Among those who 

responded to this question, 57 respondents (38%) reported that they generally support this option in 

terms of helping UBC to recruit and retain world class faculty while 80 respondents (53%) reported that 

in general they did not agree with the Tier 3 option as presented in terms of enabling UBC to recruit and 

retain world class faculty.  There were also 15 respondents (10%) who indicated that they were unsure 

and 113 respondents (43%) who did not answer this question.  

In general, those who supported this option saw the need for this type of intervention if UBC was to 

remain competitive in terms of their recruitment of world class faculty.  However, some also thought 

that it had the potential to create a very unequal system within the University and noted that this type 

of option would not necessarily support the University’s objective around retention.  

The table below shows the general distribution of the responses that were received to this question. 

 Frequency  Percent 

Agree  57 37.5% 

Disagree 80 52.6% 

Don’t know 15 9.9% 

Total responses 152 100.0% 

No response 113  

Total surveys completed 265  

 

Replacement of the current down payment assistance and mortgage assistance 

programs 

Respondents were asked if the only way to afford the PIRL options is to replace/phase out the current 

$45K Down Payment Assistance (DPA) and the $50K Mortgage Interest Assistance (MIA) programs, 

would they support this trade-off?   

Of those who responded to this question, 100 respondents (44%) reported that they did not agree with 

replacement or phase out the current $45K Down Payment Assistance (DPA) and the $50K Mortgage 

Interest Assistance (MIA) programs if it was the only way to afford the PIRL options. An additional 46 

respondents (20%) indicated that they were unsure.   

There were 79 respondents (35%) who indicated that they were in agreement with replacing or phasing 

out the current $45K Down Payment Assistance (DPA) and the $50K Mortgage Interest Assistance (MIA) 

programs, if it was the only way to afford the PIRL options as presented.  It should be noted, however, 
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that only a limited number of respondents indicated that they were in strong agreement with this 

choice. 

 Frequency Percent 

Strongly agree 24 10.7% 

Agree  55 24.4% 

Disagree 31 13.8% 

Strongly disagree 69 30.7% 

Don’t know 46 20.4% 

Total responses to question 225 100.00% 

No response 40  

Total surveys received 265  

 

Respondents were asked to provide additional information around the underlying judgements or 

rationale for their answers to this question including their reasons for being in agreement or 

disagreement with the choice as presented.  The following reflect some of the key themes to emerge 

through the open-ended comments received from the 124 respondents (47%) who provided additional 

comments to this question: 

 Of those who responded, 54 respondents (44%) indicated that they preferred the current programs 

with a number of respondents indicating that they had personally benefitted from these programs. 

 A small number of respondents indicated that they had mixed feelings about the choices that were 

being offered and could see some challenges with the elimination or replacement of the current 

programs.   

 A number of respondents also felt that it would be better if the University were to offer an 

expanded range of options rather than replace the current options. 

General Conclusion and Findings: 
The survey demonstrated a high degree of alignment with the guiding principles that were used to 

inform the various housing options. The values and principles identified by survey respondents as being 

most important to them, the findings suggest that: 

 Almost 70% of all respondents noting that improving faculty ability to choose location and type 

of property was most important with 185 respondents (69.8%) reporting this to be the case. 

 Recruitment and retention of world-class faculty emerged as 2nd most important among those 

who responded to the survey with 172 respondents (64.9%) reporting that this was among their 

top ranked priorities.   

 Support acquisition of home ownership without creating a long term entitlement was identified 

by a core group of respondents as being most important with 47 respondents (17.7%) 

identifying this as being among the principles that they ranked as important; 

 A method to incentivize faculty to live on campus or as a method for supporting tax efficiency 

and the effective use of capital were less likely to be ranked as most important by those who 

responded to the survey. 
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The evaluation of the proposed housing program options indicated strong receptivity to the PIRL Tier 1 

(70% in favour) and Tier 2 (57.6% support) for respective program designs. PIRL Tier 3 had support from 

only 38% and 38 responses commented specifically perceived inequality fostered by the eligibility 

criteria.  

 PIRL Tier 1 Option aims to support more choice and flexibility in housing location and format, 

and in a more tax efficient way, than is currently available through the FHOP. Respondents were 

asked to indicate if they agree or disagree with the introduction of this option? Among those 

who responded to this question, 165 respondents (70%) reported that they agree or strongly 

agree with this option while 49 respondents (21%) reported that they disagree or strongly 

disagree with this option. 

 PIRL Tier 2: Respondents to indicate their level of agreement or disagreement with the 

statement that PIRL Tier 2 option would help incentivize faculty to live on campus. Among those 

who responded to this question, 137 respondents (58%) reported that they agree or strongly 

agree with the statement that PIRL Tier 2 option would help incentivize faculty to live on 

campus. At the same time, 76 respondents (32%) indicated that they disagree or strongly 

disagree with this statement.  Among those who indicated that they did not agree with this 

statement, the majority of respondents indicated that they felt that there should be greater 

flexibility and choice around this option. 

 PIRL Tier 3: In the third option (PIRL Tier 3), respondents were asked if the Tier 3 strategy would 

enable UBC to recruit and retain world class faculty and if they have any comments on this 

option. Among those who responded to this question, 57 respondents (38%) reported that they 

generally support this option in terms of helping UBC to recruit and retain world class faculty 

while 80 respondents (53%) reported that in general they did not agree with the Tier 3 option as 

presented in terms of enabling UBC to recruit and retain world class faculty.  There were also 15 

respondents (10%) who indicated that they were unsure and 113 respondents (43%) who did 

not answer this question. A significant number of respondents provided a comment on their 

preference for the retention of the present program; (54 or 35% of those responding to this 

question).   

 

While some respondents understood that there are challenges with the implementation of the current 

FHOP options, there was broad-based consensus that a wider range of options and choice is better in 

order to effectively deal with the types of housing-related challenges experienced in the Vancouver/ 

Greater Vancouver market.  

While the survey findings suggest that there is general agreement or support for the proposed 

Prescribed Interest Rate Loan (PIRL) options presented in the survey.  A number of respondents who felt 

that they would need to have additional information around the technical details of the program 

including: 

 the level/amount of assistance available; 

 the eligibility criteria that would be used;  

 the range of potential program choices available; 

Some of these questions might be best explored through a series of focus group sessions with different 

staff/faculty members.   
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About The Survey Respondents 
The survey also included a number of questions around the current housing arrangements as well as 

social and demographic profile of survey respondents.  This included the following questions: 

1. Where do you currently live? 

2. Do you rent or own? 

3. If you rent your home, where is it located? 

4. Do you own other property in Metro Vancouver? 

5. Please Indicate your age ( 

6. Please indicate how many children under the age of 18 live in your household 

This section provides additional details about those who responded to the survey including information 

on their current housing and tenure arrangements as well as information on their general family 

composition.  In looking at the general range of responses received, the findings suggest that the 

majority of respondents were smaller households in the 35 to 54 age cohort.  Respondents were equally 

divided between renters (49%) and owners (49%) and 2% indicated they had other arrangements.  The 

findings also suggest that the majority of respondents were living in Vancouver or the Greater 

Vancouver region (78%) while a small number of respondents were living on the UBC campus (22%).  

The following tables provide specific details about the current housing and living arrangements of those 

who responded to the survey. 

Current Housing/Living Arrangements 

Respondents were asked to provide some additional details around their current living arrangements.  

The question was designed to gather additional information on the number of respondents who were 

currently living on campus at UBC compared to those living elsewhere in the City of Vancouver or in 

another municipality within the Greater Vancouver area.  Of those who responded, 22% reported that 

they live on campus while 65% reported that they live in Vancouver.  There were also 29 respondents 

(13%) who reported that they live in other communities within the Greater Vancouver region.  

Geographic location for current living arrangements 

 Frequency Percent 

On-campus (UBC) 47 21.7% 

City of Vancouver 141 65.0% 

Other municipality 29 13.4% 

Total responses to question 217 100.0% 

No response 48  

Total surveys received 265  
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Housing Tenure 

When asked about their housing and tenure arrangements, the respondents were evenly split between 

renters and owners (48.6% respectively). There were also a small number of respondents (2.8%) who 

reported that they live in other types of arrangements. 

Tenure arrangements 

 Frequency Percent 

Own 106 48.6% 

Rent 106 48.6% 

Other arrangements 6 2.8% 

Total responses to question 218 100.0% 

No response 47   

Total surveys received 265   

 

Location of Current Rental Housing 

Of those who reported that they were renters, the majority (61%) reported that they were living in the 

Greater Vancouver region while approximately 34% reported that they were living on the UBC campus 

with Village Gate being the most frequently cited response among those living on campus. 

Housing choice location 

 Frequency Percent 

On UBC Campus (Village Gate) 35 33.0% 

On UBC Campus (Market Rental) 1 0.9% 

Metro Vancouver 65 61.3% 

Other location 5 4.7% 

Total responses to question 106 100.0% 

No response 159  

Total surveys received 265  

 

Own Other Property in Metro Vancouver 

Respondents were also asked if they own other property (i.e. a 2nd property) in Metro Vancouver.  Of 

those who responded, only a small number of respondents reported that they owned other property in 

the Metro Vancouver region (6%). 

 Frequency Percent 

Yes 12 5.8% 

No 194 94.2% 

Total responses to question 206 100.0% 

No response 59  

Total surveys received 265  
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Age profile of respondents 

The majority of respondents (75%) were in the 35 to 54 age cohort while 36 respondents (17%) were 55 

or older.  There were also 18 respondents (8%) who were between the ages of 18 and 34. 

Age profile of survey respondents 

 Frequency Percent 

18-34 18 8.3% 

35-54 164 75.2% 

55+ 36 16.5% 

Total responses to question 218 100.0% 

No response 47  

Total surveys received 265  

 

Family and household composition 

When asked about their family and household composition, 94 respondents (43%) reported that they 

did not have any children under the age of 18 living in their household while 123 respondents (57%) 

reported one or more children under the age of 18 living in their household.  There were also 12 

respondents (6%) who reported three or more children under the age of 18 living in their household. 

 Frequency Percent 

0 94 43.3% 

1 56 25.8% 

2 55 25.3% 

3 11 5.1% 

More than 3 1 0.5% 

Total responses to question 217 100.0% 

No response 48  

Total surveys received 265  
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Appendix A - The Survey Instrument 
 

The Survey Instrument 

 

1. Of the policy principals identified by the President’s Working Group, which are the most 

important to you (Please choose 1 or 2 options) 

a. Recruitment and Retention of World Class Faculty 

b. Incentivize faculty to live on campus 

c. Tax efficiency and effective use of capital 

d. Improve faculty ability to choose location and type of property 

e. Support acquisition of home ownership without creating a long term entitlement 

 

2. This PIRL Tier 1 option aims to support more choice and flexibility in housing location and 

format, and in a more tax efficient way, than is currently available through the FHOP. Do you 

agree or disagree with the introduction of this option? 

a. Strongly agree 

b. Agree 

c. Disagree 

d. Strongly disagree 

e. Don’t know 

Why do you agree or disagree? 

 

3. Do you agree or disagree that this PIRL Tier 2 option would help incentivize faculty to live on 

campus? 

a. Strongly agree 

b. Agree 

c. Disagree 

d. Strongly disagree 

e. Don’t know 

Why do you agree or disagree? 

 

4. This strategy (Tier 3) is to enable UBC to recruit and retain world class faculty. Do you have 

any comments on this option? 

 

5. If the only way to afford the PIRL options is to replace/phase out the current $45K Down 

Payment Assistance (DPA) and the $50K Mortgage Interest Assistance (MIA) programs, would 

you support this trade-off? 

a. Strongly agree 
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b. Agree 

c. Disagree 

d. Strongly disagree 

e. Don’t know 

Why do you agree or disagree? 

 

6. Do you have any other comments you wish to share? 

 

7. Where do you currently live? 

a. UBC 

b. City of Vancouver 

c. Other Municipality 

 

8. Do you: 

a. Rent your home 

b. Own your home 

c. Other arrangement 

 

9. If you rent your home, where is it located? 

a. On UBC campus in Village Gate Homes 

b. On UBC campus in market rental 

c. Metro Vancouver 

d. Other Location 

 

10. Do you own other property in Metro Vancouver? 

a. Yes 

b. No 

 

11. Please Indicate your age: 

a. 18-34 

b. 35-54 

c. 55+ 

 

12. Please indicate how many children under the age of 18 live in your household: 

a. 0 

b. 1 

c. 2 

d. 3 

e. More than three
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Appendix B: UBC Faculty Homeownership Program (FHOP) Existing and Proposed Loan Options - Comparison Table    (July 14, 2015) 

2nd Mortgage Loan (2ML) Tier 1 Prescribed Interest Rate 
Loan (PIRL )  

Tier 2 PIRL Tier 3 “Top-Up”  PIRL Down Payment 
Assistance(DPA) 

Mortgage Interest 
Assistance(MIA) 

Status Existing and would continue to end of 
pilot. 

Proposed New Proposed New Proposed New Proposed Closure Proposed Closure

Value 33% purchase price/ 
Max  $330,000 
(All secured as 2nd mortgage) 

$125,000 

(Not secured as mortgage) 

25% of purchase price  Max 
$250,000 
(Portion over $125k secured as 
mortgage) 

Up to $500,000 

(Portion over $125k secured as 
mortgage) 

$45,000 $50,000 

Faculty 
Eligibility 

FT tenure or tenure track faculty who 
do not currently own homes in Metro 
Vancouver.  
Merit based application process 
through the FHOP Allocation 
Committee. 
Principal residence only. 

FT tenure or tenure track faculty who 
do not currently own homes in Metro 
Vancouver.  
Merit based application process 
through the FHOP Allocation 
Committee. 
Principal residence only. 

FT tenure or tenure track faculty 
who do not currently own homes 
in Metro Vancouver.  
Merit based application process 
through the FHOP Allocation 
Committee. 
Principal residence only. 

FT tenure or tenure track faculty who 
do not currently own homes in Metro 
Vancouver.  
Merit based application process 
through the FHOP Allocation 
Committee. 
Principal residence only. 
Reserved for exceptional senior 
leadership cases with Special Provost 
endorsement. 

FT tenure or tenure 
track within 10 years 
of start date. 

Principal residence 
only. 

FT tenure or tenure track 
merit within 10 years of 
start date. 

Principal residence only. 

Geographical 
Limit 

On-Campus only  in designated new 
projects, Wesbrook Place  

All Metro Vancouver excluding Bowen 
Island 

On-Campus only (all UBC 
neighbourhoods); includes new or 
resale   
(excludes UEL) 

All Metro Vancouver excluding Bowen 
Island 

All Metro Vancouver 
including Bowen 
Island 

All Metro Vancouver 
including Bowen Island 

Taxable Benefit Yes No No No Yes. Annual forgiven 
portion taxable. 
Prescribed interest 
rate on balance of 
loan 

Maybe1

Interest 0% Annual interest.  
Participating Interest 33% of sale or 
appraised price at time of repayment. 

Annual interest at Canada Revenue 
Agency (CRA) prescribed interest rate 
(currently 1%). Reset to new CRA rate 
every 5 years. 

Annual interest at CRA rate 
(currently 1%). Reset every 5 years. 

Annual interest at CRA rate (currently 
1%). Reset to new CRA rate every 5 
years. 

No No 

Loan term 30 Years 10 years 10 years 10 years Forgivable loan term 
of 5 years 

Monthly payment received 
over 5 year term 

Repayment 
Trigger 

Per EAO policies 
(Incl: If leave UBC or acquire other 
home) 

Per EOA policies 
(Incl: If leave UBC or acquire other 
home) 

Per EOA policies 
(Incl: If leave UBC or acquire other 
home) 

Per EOA policies 
(Incl: If leave UBC or acquire other 
home) 

Subject to eligibility, 
$9000 forgiven 
annually over 5 years 

If eligible, monthly 
payments continue for 5 
years 

Stackable? 
(May be used with other 
loan options) 

With either DPA or MIA but not both With PIRL Top-Up only With PIRL Top-Up only With PIRL Tier 1 or 2 or 2ML With 2ML only With 2ML only 

1 Each situation is unique, depends on the amount of the mortgage loan assumed, the employee’s tax status and the prescribed interest rate for tax purposes at the time when the option is advanced for that employee. 

http://planning.ubc.ca/vancouver/planning/policies-plans/faculty-home-ownership-program/faculty-home-ownership-program-repayment-resale
http://planning.ubc.ca/vancouver/planning/policies-plans/faculty-home-ownership-program/faculty-home-ownership-program-repayment-resale
http://planning.ubc.ca/sites/planning.ubc.ca/files/images/planning-services/forms-documents/Eligibility%20Allocation%20Occupancy%20Policies%20Administrative%20Recommendations1.pdf
http://planning.ubc.ca/vancouver/planning/policies-plans/faculty-home-ownership-program/faculty-home-ownership-program-repayment-resale
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Appendix C: Sub-group Analysis  
Sub-group Analysis by Age  

This section provides an overview of the responses received from across respondents in the different 

age cohorts including respondents between the ages of 18-34, 35-54 and 55 and older.  The discussion 

includes the ranking assigned to the different principles identified by the President’s Working Group as 

information on the feedback received across the different options presented (PIRL Tier I, 2 and 3).  It 

also includes some general information on their current housing and living arrangement.  

General observations and findings: 

 The younger age cohorts (18-34 and 35-54) tended to assign a slightly higher priority to the ability 

for faculty to choose location and type of property compared to those in the older age cohorts 

(55+). 

 Those in the 18-34 age cohorts assigned a higher priority to the recruitment and retention of world 

class faculty when compared to the other age cohorts.  

 The level of agreement with the PIRL Tier 1 option as presented was relatively consistent across the 

different age cohorts with most of the respondents indicating agreement with the option as 

proposed. 

 The level of agreement with the PIRL Tier 2 option as presented received the highest level of 

agreement or support from those in the youngest age cohort.  However, the level of agreement (i.e. 

strongly agree versus agree) was stronger among those in the older age cohorts (35-54 and 55+). 

 There was general disagreement with the PIRL Tier 3 across all of the age cohorts although those in 

the older age cohort were more likely to be in support of this option when compared to those in the 

younger age cohorts.  

 In terms of their general family and household composition, those in the older age cohort (55+) 

were more likely to have no dependents.  They were also more likely to own. 

 Those in the 35-54 age cohorts were more likely to have at least one dependent (65%).   

 In terms of tenure approximately 51% of those in the 35-54 age cohorts were owners while 47% 

were renters.  There were also 2% who reported other types of living arrangements. 

 Those in the 35-54 age cohorts also reported that they came from a diverse range of background 

with 25% of all respondents in this age cohort reporting that they came from outside of British 

Columbia including Austria, India, Korea, France, Singapore and the United States. 

 In terms of those in the younger age cohort (18-34) the majority were single person households 

(67%) and the majority were renters (78%).  They also came from a diverse range of backgrounds 

with 25% reporting that they were from outside of British Columbia. 

 

Priorities by age 

 18-34 % 35-54 % 55+ % 

Improve faculty ability to choose location and type of property 14 78% 120 73% 22 61% 

Recruitment and retention of world class faculty 13 72% 105 64% 24 67% 

Support acquisition of home ownership without creating a long 
term entitlement 

3 17% 26 16% 7 19% 

Incentivize faculty to live on campus 0 0% 17 10% 2 6% 



APPENDIX 5 
Survey Result Analysis Report by McClanaghan 

 

20 | P a g e  
 

Tax efficiency and effective use of capital 2 11% 16 10% 2 6% 

 18  164  36  

 

Support for the different options by age 

Prescribed Interest Rate Loan (PIRL) Tier 1 Option 

 18-34 % 35-54 % 55+ % 

Strongly agree 8 44% 56 33% 15 42% 

Agree  6 33% 54 33% 13 36% 

Disagree 2 11% 19 12% 2 6% 

Strongly disagree 1 6% 19 12% 4 11% 

Don’t know 1 6% 16 10% 2 6% 

Total responses to question 18 100% 164 100% 36 100% 

 

Prescribed Interest Rate Loan (PIRL) Tier 2 Option 

 18-34 % 35-54 % 55+ % 

Strongly agree 3 17% 37 23% 11 31% 

Agree  10 56% 54 33% 13 36% 

Disagree 2 11% 27 17% 9 25% 

Strongly disagree 1 6% 29 18% 0 0% 

Don’t know 2 11% 17 10% 3 8% 

Total responses to question 18 100% 164 100% 36 100% 

 

Prescribed Interest Rate Loan (PIRL) Tier 3 Option 

 18-34 % 35-54 % 55+ % 

Agree  3 25% 43 39% 11 41% 

Disagree 8 67% 56 51% 15 56% 

Don’t know 1 8% 12 11% 1 4% 

Total responses 12 100% 111 100% 27 100% 

No response 6  53  9  

Total surveys completed 18  164  36  

 

PIRL as a replacement for the current down payment assistance and mortgage assistance programs 

 18-34 % 35-54 % 55+ % 

Strongly agree 0 0% 20 12% 4 11% 

Agree  4 22% 36 22% 15 42% 

Disagree 7 39% 19 12% 4 11% 

Strongly disagree 5 28% 56 34% 6 17% 

Don’t know 2 11% 33 20% 7 19% 

Total responses to question 18 100% 164 100% 36 100% 

 



APPENDIX 5 
Survey Result Analysis Report by McClanaghan 

 

21 | P a g e  
 

Sub-group Analysis by Family and Household Composition 

This section provides an overview of the responses received from across respondents in different family 

and household arrangements including single person households (no dependents), households with 1 

dependent as well as larger family households (households with 2 or more children under the age of 18). 

The discussion includes the ranking assigned to the different principles identified by the President’s 

Working Group as information on the feedback received across the different options presented (PIRL 

Tier I, 2 and 3).  It also includes some general information on their current housing and living 

arrangement.  

General observations and findings: 

 Households of all compositions overall supported the top two principle s of improving faculty ability 

to choose location and type of property and recruitment and rention of world class faculty. 

However, those in smaller households (no children under the age of 18 or households with 1 child 

under the age of 18) tended to play a greater emphasis on support acquisition of home ownership 

without creating a long term entitlement slightly more when compared to the larger households.  

 The level of agreement with the PIRL Tier 1 option as presented was relatively consistent across the 

different family and household types with those in the smaller households (no children under the 

age of 18 or households with 1 child under the age of 18) indicating a slightly higher level of 

agreement with the option when compared to the larger households (households with 2 or more 

children under the age of 18). 

 The level of agreement with the PIRL Tier 2 option as presented was relatively consistent across the 

three groups (households with no children under the age of 18, households with 1 child under the 

age of 18 and households with 2 or more children under the age of 18). 

 The majority of respondents across the different family and household arrangements did not 

express a strong degree of support for the PIRL Tier 3 option as presented. This was relatively 

consistent across all groups. 

 The level of disagreement with the replacement of the current DPA and MIA with the proposed PIRL 

options was also relatively consistent across the different household groups with smaller 

households (no children under the age of 18) and larger family households (2 or more children 

under the age of 18) expressing the highest level of disagreement with the proposed phasing out or 

replacement of the current program options.  Households with only 1 child under the age of 18 

tended to be slightly more open to considering the alternatives as presented including the phasing 

out or replacement of the current options. 

Priorities by family and household composition: 

 No 
children 
under 18 

% 1 child 
under 

18 

% 2 or more 
children 
under 18 

% 

Improve faculty ability to choose location and type of property 65 69% 42 75% 48 72% 

Recruitment and retention of world class faculty 58 62% 37 66% 47 70% 

Support acquisition of homeownership without long term 
entitlement 

17 18% 12 21% 7 10% 

Incentivize faculty to live on campus 8 9% 4 7% 6 9% 

Tax efficiency and effective use of capital 11 12% 3 5% 6 9% 

Total respondents 94  56  67  



APPENDIX 5 
Survey Result Analysis Report by McClanaghan 

 

22 | P a g e  
 

Support for the different options by family and household composition 

Prescribed Interest Rate Loan (PIRL) Tier 1 Option 

 No 
children 
under 18 

% 1 child 
under 18 

% 2 or more 
children 
under 18 

% 

Strongly agree 30 32% 28 50% 21 31% 

Agree  33 35% 21 38% 19 28% 

Disagree 8 8% 4 7% 10 15% 

Strongly disagree 11 12% 2 4% 11 16% 

Don’t know 12 13% 1 2% 6 9% 

Total responses to question 94 100% 56 100% 67 100% 

 

Prescribed Interest Rate Loan (PIRL) Tier 2 Option 

 No 
children 
under 18 

% 1 child 
under 18 

% 2 or more 
children 
under 18 

% 

Strongly agree 16 17% 18 32% 17 25% 

Agree  33 35% 23 41% 21 31% 

Disagree 19 20% 9 16% 9 13% 

Strongly disagree 13 14% 3 5% 14 21% 

Don’t know 13 14% 3 5% 6 9% 

Total responses to question 18 100% 56 100% 67 100% 

 

Prescribed Interest Rate Loan (PIRL) Tier 3 Option 

 No 
children 
under 18 

% 1 child 
under 18 

% 2 or more 
children 
under 18 

% 

Agree  24 41% 14 37% 19 37% 

Disagree 29 49% 21 55% 28 53% 

Don’t know 6 9% 3 8% 5 10% 

Total responses 59 100% 38 100% 52 100% 

No response 35  18  15  

Total surveys completed 94  56  67  

 

PIRL as a replacement for the current down payment assistance and mortgage assistance programs 

 No 
children 
under 18 

% 1 child 
under 18 

% 2 or more 
children 
under 18 

% 

Strongly agree 5 5% 9 16% 10 15% 

Agree  25 27% 18 32% 12 18% 

Disagree 13 14% 9 16% 7 10% 

Strongly disagree 32 34% 12 21% 23 34% 

Don’t know 19 20% 8 14% 15 22% 

Total responses to question 18 100% 56 100% 67 100% 
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Sub-group Analysis by Tenure (Owners and Renters) 

This section provides an overview of the responses received from across respondents living in different 

types of arrangements (owners and renters). The discussion includes the importance assigned to the 

different principles identified by the President’s Working Group as well as the feedback received from 

respondents on the different options presented (PIRL Tier I, 2 and 3).   

General observations and findings: 

 Renters tended to place slightly higher importance on the ability for faculty to choose location and 

type of property when reviewing the principles established by the President’s Working Group while 

owners placed a slightly higher importance on the recruitment and retention of world class faculty. 

 The level of agreement with the PIRL Tier 1 option as presented was relatively consistent across 

both owners and renters in terms of their level of support.  However, renters tended to be more 

likely to express stronger agreement with the option as presented when compared with the 

responses provided by those who were owners. 

 The level of agreement with the PIRL Tier 2 option as presented was relatively consistent across 

both owners and renters. 

 The level of support for the PIRL Tier 3 option was relatively consistent across both owners and 

renters.  However, in both cases more than half of all respondents indicated that they did not agree 

with the option as presented. 

 While the level of disagreement with the replacement of the current DPA and MIA with the 

proposed PIRL options was also relatively consistent across owners and renters, owners were more 

likely to indicate that they strongly disagreed with the proposed phase out or replacement of the 

current options. 

 In terms of the general profile of owners and renters who responded to the survey, the findings 

suggest that the renters who responded to the survey were more likely to report a greater diversity 

in their backgrounds with 27% of all renters reporting that they were from outside of British 

Columbia compared to approximately 20% of owners. 

 Renter households were also more likely to report that they did not have any children under the age 

of 18 living at home when compared to owners.  Based on the responses received approximately 

44% of renters who responded to the survey reported that they did not have any children under the 

age of 18 living at home compared to 43% of all owners.   

 Larger family households (households with 2 or more children under the age of 18 living at home) 

were more likely to be renters (32%) compared to owners (28%).  

Priorities by tenure (renters and owners) 

 Renters % Owners % 

Improve faculty ability to choose location and type of property 80 76% 72 68% 

Recruitment and retention of world class faculty 64 60% 73 69% 

Support acquisition of homeownership without creating long term 
entitlement 

18 17% 15 14% 

Incentivize faculty to live on campus 12 11% 7 7% 

Tax efficiency and effective use of capital 11 10% 9 9% 

Total respondents 106  106  
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Prescribed Interest Rate Loan (PIRL) Tier 1 Option 

 Renters % Owners % 

Strongly agree 43 41% 36 34% 

Agree  31 29% 40 38% 

Disagree 11 10% 11 10% 

Strongly disagree 10 9% 11 10% 

Don’t know 11 10% 8 8% 

Total responses to question 106 100% 106 100% 

 

 

Prescribed Interest Rate Loan (PIRL) Tier 2 Option 

 Renters % Owners % 

Strongly agree 27 26% 23 22% 

Agree  37 35% 37 35% 

Disagree 16 15% 21 20% 

Strongly disagree 12 11% 17 16% 

Don’t know 14 13% 8 8% 

Total responses to question 106 100% 106 100% 

 

Prescribed Interest Rate Loan (PIRL) Tier 3 Option 

 Renters % Owners % 

Agree  27 36% 29 41% 

Disagree 41 55% 36 50% 

Don’t know 7 9% 6 9% 

Total responses 75 100% 71 100% 

No response 31  35  

Total surveys completed 106  106  

 

PIRL as a replacement for the current down payment assistance and mortgage assistance programs 

 Renters % Owners % 

Strongly agree 11 10% 13 12% 

Agree  26 25% 28 26% 

Disagree 20 19% 9 9% 

Strongly disagree 30 28% 35 33% 

Don’t know 19 18% 21 20% 

Total responses to question 106 100% 106 100% 

 



Faculty Home Ownership Program

Proposed Revisions 2015

Faculty Information Meetings  

November 30 & 

December 1, 2015
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Financial Reality…
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Optimal FHOP Menu 
Bundle

Recruiters’ 
Needs

Appeal for Faculty 
member   

(Recruit and 
Retention)

Affordability to 
University

Board and University 
Policy Context

External Bank 
Support

Admin /  Logistical / 
Legalities

Other Challenges  Considerations
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FHOP Timeline 

 Board Approved pilot FHOP in 2014, operational Spring 2014

 79 faculty members have been approved through Faculty 

Allocation Committee (chaired by Vice Provost Academic Affairs)

 15 faculty members have signed binding purchase agreements

 Remainder still eligible to use approval before March or Sept 2016

 Provincial Regulation changes led to UBC closing Capped 

Appreciation program in 2015, before presales

 President’s Working Group (PWG) established to simultaneously  

review the FHOP and propose possible revisions to address 

feedback

4
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FHOP Timeline

 PWG developed proposal to address feedback on geographic

flexibility and tax efficiency

 Board of Governors, June 2015, thanked PWG for its work and

asked Administration to consult on the potential FHOP revisions

 Current status:

 FHOP revision ideas not yet approved – under discussion

 Posted online July 2015

 Survey July 15-Sept 15 – Results to be shared today

 Today we are here in person to listen to those who missed the survey,

or have further thoughts or questions.

 Feedback will inform development of recommendations for Board

consideration in early 2016.
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Senior Administrative Priority and Oversight

 Original President’s Working Group that developed the proposal: 

 President’s Office

 UBC Counsel

 Provost Office

 Treasurer

 VP Finance and Operations

 VP Human Resources

 Chair of Finance Committee, Board of Governors

 UBC Properties Trust

 Housing & Relocation Services

 FHOP Discussions now being led by the UBC Executive

6
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In Attendance 

 Representatives here today listening and available to assist with

information in discussion:

 Provost Office (Eric Eich)

 President’s Office (David Farrar)

 VP Finance and Operations/ Treasurer Office (Linda Josh, Julia

Manton)

 VP Human Resources (Lisa Castle)

 Housing & Relocation Services (Lisa Colby, Sophia Xian)

 UBC Counsel (Michal Jaworski)
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Presentation Overview

 Context - Housing Action Plan 

 Overview of Faculty Home Ownership Program

 Existing Programs 2014

 Proposed Changes 2015 

 Update - Faculty Online Survey Results – Highlights Oct 2015

- Timing of discussions with banks

 Any Questions or Additional Feedback

 Next Steps - Revisions/Recommendations to Board Feb 2016
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What is the Housing Action Plan?

 One tool in the recruitment toolbox

 Strategic Initiative Adopted - September 2012

 Recognizes Vancouver’s unique housing market challenges

 19 policies to improve housing choice and affordability for faculty, 

students and staff.

 Some address additional faculty staff rental support

 Some are non-monetary measures;

 One of these policies was to provide more direct assistance in 

Faculty Homeownership, which has led to the Faculty Home 

Ownership Program (FHOP)
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Existing Faculty Home Ownership Program (FHOP)

 February 2014, Board authorized 3-year pilot phase for:

 150 units/loans over 3 years through 2 options

 2nd Mortgage Loan Option 

- participating interest (33% up to max 330K) 

- 30-year loan, 0% annual interest, generate taxable benefits

- on-campus only in new designated projects

- for full time tenure or tenure track faculty 

 Restricted Resale Capped Appreciation Option (now closed)

 Eligibility, Allocation & Occupancy Policies endorsed by Board 

10
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Existing DPA/MIA

Down Payment Assistance & Mortgage Interest Assistance

 Implemented in 2009

 Down Payment Assistance $45,000 (forgivable over 5 years)

 Mortgage Interest Assistance $50,000 (received over 5 years)

 May be used anywhere in Metro Vancouver

 Eligibility: for new full time tenure-track and tenured faculty within 

10 years of appointment
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Proposal Principles 

 In Spring 2015, President’s Working Group recommended

review of FHOP in context of  following principles:

o Recruit and retain World Class Faculty

o Incentivize faculty to live on campus

o Tax efficiency and effective use of capital

o Improve faculty choice to choose location and type of property

o Support acquisition of home ownership without creating long-term

entitlement

 June 2015 – Board endorsed consultation on the Working

Group proposal

 Proposal posted online July 2015, and survey sent to tenure

stream faculty for feedback

12
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Description of Proposed FHOP Revisions:

 Phase out of the existing Down Payment Assistance and 

Mortgage Interest Assistance Programs; 

 2nd Mortgage Loan options continues to end of pilot phase;

 Add new tiered, 10-year Prescribed Interest Rate Loan 

(PIRL) options;

 Availability of PIRL loans capped within overall cost of FHOP 

program;  

 FHOP program extended to 5 years, may be renewable for 

2nd cycle subject to BOG review and approval.

13
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PIRL Option Details

• Tier 1 : $125,000 anywhere in Metro Vancouver (except Bowen)

• Tier 2 : 25% of purchase price up to $250,000 on campus; resale or new

• Tier 3 : Top-up of 1 or 2 to max combined $500,000; only for unique 

recruiting/retention situations.

• Structure of all loans identical:

• Annual Interest at CRA prescribed rate (currently 1%);

• No taxable benefit

• One time loans; 10 year term; no repayment of principal required until end of 

10 years

• Participation requires approval by Faculty Housing Allocation 

Committee

14

APPENDIX 6
Presentation at Townhall Sessions



PIRL 1 Option Details – Purchasing Power 

Approximate potential purchasing power under Tier 1 PIRL ($125,000), if  

considered by banks as equity, and assuming 25 yr amortization period, 4.68% 

interest rate on first mortgage,  1% CRA rate on 10 yr PIRL loan, 5% downpayment

and modest previous debt and monthly household costs.

Caution: Values provided as examples only and not offered as advice in any way.

Individual circumstances will vary; independent financial advice is highly recommended 

before selecting the right program for you.
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Sample  

hhd

income 

No program

With own 5% 

DPCan afford

DPA ($45k

forgiveable)

Can Afford

PIRL 1 2nd Mortgage Loan

88k $ 253.7k home
+ $19k upfront costs

$ 300k home
+ 21 k upfront costs

$ 379k home
+ 8K upfront costs

$ 384k home
+ 26K upfront costs

134k $ 486k home
+35k upfront costs 

$ 532k home
+37k upfront 

closing costs

$ 611k home
+42k upfront 

closing costs

$ 737k home
+50k upfront costs

178k $ 725.8k home
+ 52k upfront costs

$ 771k home
+53k upfront costs

$ 850k home
+58k upfront costs

$ 1.08M home
+ 74k upfront costs
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Consultation 

 Outreach to Deans, Faculty Association, Faculty 

Members underway

 Faculty Consultation 

 On-line Survey: July - September 2015 (see the next slide 

for response highlights)

 Faculty Information Meetings: Nov 30 and Dec 1, 

2015
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Survey Highlights – Response Rate

 All tenure stream faculty on Vancouver campus 
surveyed (2435)

 266 individuals responded to survey (11%)

 220 completed entire survey, and 46 completed partial.

 Questions Tested:

 Relative level of support for the guiding principles

 Support for new PIRL options

 Whether these supported the principles they were intended to 
support

 Open-ended opportunity for people to add own comments or 
concerns
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Survey Highlights – Priorities 
 Of the principles identified by the President’s Working 

Group:

 70%: Improving faculty ability to choose location/ type of home 

was most frequently cited priority (185 respondents, 69.8%)

 65%: Recruitment and Retention of world class faculty was 2nd

most frequently cited priority (172 respondents, 64.9%)

 All other principles were far less frequently ranked as priority:

 17.7% for supporting the acquisition of home ownership without 

creating a long term entitlement;

 6% for incentivizing faculty to live on campus;

 6% for tax efficiency and effective use of capital
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Survey Highlights – PIRL Options Support

 Approx 70% agreed with PIRL 1, intended to support more choice and 
flexibility in housing location, and better tax efficiency, than exists in the 
current FHOP

o Approx 21% Disagreed

 Approx 58% agreed that PIRL 2 would help incentivize faculty to live on-
campus;

o Approx 21% Disagreed

 52% of respondents offered comment on the proposed PIRL 3 as a 
means of enabling UBC to recruit and retain world class faculty, and 57.5% of 
those expressed concerns re the inequality of only offering this as a merit 
based option to leadership and outstanding faculty

 Approx 35% would support the trade-off of replacing/phasing out the 
$45k DPA/$50k MIA if it was the only way to afford the PIRL Options

o Approx 44.5% Disagreed

19

APPENDIX 6
Presentation at Townhall Sessions



Survey Highlights – Supplementary Comments

Amongst supplementary comments offered in the open-ended 
questions, the following themes emerged:

 Flexibility (people  like the greater geographical choice): 82 mentions

 Indebtedness (concern that solution requires increased indebtedness): 82 mentions

 Don’t Incentivize on-campus (concern about fairness in giving more to 
people who live on-campus); 70 mentions

 Inequality (concerns about inequality if process is merit-based just for leadership and 

outstanding faculty, prefer everyone eligible): 64 mentions

 Level of $ Support (not enough): 60 mentions

 Payback Term Length (10 years not enough): 29 mentions

Individual Correspondence and Letters (5)
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Next Steps

 Questions?

o Is there anything we missed in the summary feedback 

you would like to add?

o Feedback Forms for those who missed the survey

 Results being reviewed and recommendations being 

developed for Board of Governors in New Year 

(Target: February 2016)
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PIRL 10 yr Refinancing Assumptions

 Assumes could be manageable for faculty member if:

 Faculty member salary growth 3-4%

 Home price appreciation 3%

 First mortgage term 25 years

23
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Bank Support for PIRL & 

Affordability for UBC

 Goal is to have PIRL considered as equity – particularly 
PIRL 1, but further conversation needed with banks at senior 
level

 Learning what works for faculty members before Treasury 
concludes high level talks with banks

 If no bank support, further program design thinking required

 Must be financially sustainable to UBC to be able to 
continue offering to future generations faculty

 Liquidity an issue because limited cash reserves at 
university, and many strategic demands including all capital 
projects, and major IT infrastructure projects
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 APPENDIX 7 

Survey of Deans’ and Department Heads’ Perspectives on 
Frequency of Housing Cost as a Challenge in Recruiting over the Past Year 
 

Summary Results: Prepared October 27, 2015, Lisa Colby, Housing & Relocation Services 
 

Introduction 
On October 20, a survey was sent out to Deans and Department Heads on the Vancouver campus asking 

five questions about the frequency with which housing affordability became a significant recruiting issue 

in their department within the last year. The objective of the survey was to start building an annual record 

of the number of times that housing affordability is negatively affecting recruitment. 
 

This survey did not explore qualitative choice questions regarding different programs. 
 

To date, there have been 41 responses from 35 department heads and 5 deans.  Respondents were 

spread across 11 of 12 faculties. 
 

UBC Departments Departments that Participated Response Rate 

110 approx. 36 32% approx. 

UBC Faculties Faculties with at least 1 respondent Response Rate 

13 12 92% 
 
 

By way of context, HR records indicate that UBC hired 55 faculty members (50 tenure stream faculty, 

plus 5 Librarians) and 1111 other staff between October 1, 2014 and October 1, 2015. 
 

There were approximately 55 hires in the subset of faculties and departments from which survey 

responses were received. 
 

The findings of the survey are summarized below. 
 

Findings 
Question 1: 
The majority of respondents (28 of 41, or 69%) indicated that the affordability of suitable housing options 
in Metro Vancouver was a significant issue during recruitment negotiations with faculty in the period 
October 2014 – 2015, affecting approximately 69-74 negotiations within their collective departments. 

 
Question 2: 
Twelve out of 41 respondents (29%) indicated that affordability of suitable housing in Metro Vancouver 
was a significant issue during recruitment negotiations with staff in the period October 2014 – 2015, 
affecting approximately 20-25 negotiations within their collective departments. 

 
Question 3: 
Nine of the 41 respondents (21%) indicated that they lost some of their top candidates in the past year 
due to housing affordability concerns, to the best of their knowledge, affecting approximately 18 
individuals collectively across their departments. 

 
Question 4: 
Twelve of 41 respondents (29%) indicated that they had first-hand knowledge of high calibre potential 

faculty candidates that declined to apply for positions in their department due to concerns about 
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affordability of housing in Metro  
Vancouver (Oct 2014 to Oct 2015). The total instances referenced was approximately 12, although 7 
respondents said “yes” without specifying how many.  In those instances, therefore, each was assumed to 
represent 1 person who declined to apply. 
 
Question 5: 
 

Respondents were also invited to provide any further comments they wished to add from a recruiter’s 
perspective. Additional commentary was provided by 36 of 39 respondents. 
Highlight themes from this additional commentary was as follows: 

 20 reinforced that housing was a significant recruiting issue. 
 3 said Vancouver’s location or UBC’s reputation ultimately outweighed housing 

concerns in recruiting. 

 11 respondents (28%) also reinforced that housing affordability in Metro Vancouver 
affects faculty retention. 

 3 noted that they did not hire this year, so while they answered 0 to the frequency 
question, it was not indicative of the scale of the problem when they do have the 
opportunity to hire. 

 2 noted that the quality of rental, or additional support finding rental is an 
important area to mitigate the affordability issue.
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UBC CAMPUS + COMMUNITY PLANNING 

FACULTY HOME OWNERSHIP PROGRAM (FHOP) 

November 30, 2015 

Meeting notes from a Faculty Town hall Meeting regarding proposed revisions to the Vancouver Campus’ 
Faculty Home Ownership Program, held at the Student Graduate Centre, Graduate Student Society 
Ballroom, 6371 Crescent Road, UBC, Vancouver, BC 

PRESENT:  (From the sign-in sheets) 
For privacy reasons names are not shown. 
 
Approximately 30-persons were present. 
 
ALSO PRESENT:  
Eric Eich, Vice-Provost and Associate Vice President Academic Affairs, Provost Office 
Lisa Castle, Vice President, Human Resources 
Lisa Colby, Director, Faculty Staff Housing and Relocation Services 
Linda Josh, Managing Assistant Treasurer, Treasury  
Julia Manton, Manager, Contracts, Leases & Housing, Treasury 
Sarah Tarcea, Housing Programs Coordinator, Faculty Staff Housing and Relocation Services 
David Farrar, representing the President’s Office 
Michal Jaworski, Legal Counsel, Office of the University Counsel 
 
Kera McArthur, Director of Communication, Finance Department, Facilitator 
Susan Campbell, Recording Secretary 
______________________________________________________________________________  
 
The meeting was called to order at 11:00 a.m. 

 Introductions and Logistics – Kera McArthur  

Participants were informed of the safety exits and other logistical aspects pertaining to meeting.  
Mr. Eric Eich, Vice-Provost and Associate Vice President Academic Affairs, Provost Office was 
introduced. 

 Welcome and Background – Eric Eich, Vice-Provost and Associate Vice President Academic   
Affairs, Provost Office – Power point presentation 

 Provided background information to the issue; 

 Expressed the Provost’s understanding of the challenges and commitment to the issue; 

 Outlined the purpose of the session today which was to listen;  

 Apologized for the delayed timeline; 

 Introduced the administration offices involved in the program and those present from the 
Administration team;  

 Brief Chronology – The Presidents’ Working Group concluded their work and sent 
recommendations to the Board of Governors.  The Board of Governors asked the 
Administration to consult with Faculty members and other stakeholders before it made any 
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decisions, and this is now part of that process; before Administration reports back to the 
Board of Governors in the New Year.   

 Challenge: UBC cannot solve a housing market problem being felt all across the Vancouver 

metro area but can help mitigate. 

 Careful attention was paid to the strategic recruitment and retention needs of the 

university.  

 Value input from all faculty, to combine with other important considerations (e.g. 

recruiter needs, affordability to the university) as final recommendations are developed 

over the next month or two for the consideration by the Board in the New Year.  

 Provided highlights of the FHOP timeline. 

 Introduced Lisa Colby, Director, Faculty Staff Housing and Relocation Services to provide 

further detail on proposal and other feedback to date. 

Proposal Revisions – Lisa Colby, Director, Faculty Staff Housing and Relocation Services 

 Provided a refresher on details of the proposal revisions  

 Outlined the high level survey results (from faculty survey July-Sept 2015) 

 Outlined next steps 

 Ask final Questions: 

 Did we miss any feedback in the summary? 

 Are there questions on any aspects of the proposal? 

 Any further comments before recommendations are developed for Board of 
Governors in New Year? 

 Participants were reminded that if they did not do survey yet, that there are hard 
copies of another survey available on tables at this session if they wish to 
complete it.   

 
3. Questions/Answers and Comments – Kera McArthur, Facilitator 

The following abbreviations will be used in the meeting notes and mean: Q=Question, A=Answer, 
C=Comment.  Note:  All questions and comments are from meeting participants and all answers are from 
UBC representatives and are consolidated in one response. 

 
C: Participant:  The survey results showed that faculty had a strong disinterest in living on 

campus.  The housing units on campus are so tiny and not viable for people with small 
children and personally I am only interested in living off campus.  We live off campus in 
East Vancouver, obviously not the most expensive place in Vancouver, so the off campus 
options are really the only viable options for us. However, I can tell you that a 1,500 square 
foot duplex in East Vancouver is $1.5 M. I would strongly advocate that you allow us to 
use the $45 K down payment assistance program with the prescribed interest rate loan 
(PIRL) option 1 because that starts to make a real difference.  This recognizes costs to UBC, 
but it is necessary given the realities of the housing market.  You have a slide that says 
you can purchase a unit for $375,000 but where, that unit must be so far out there.  I don’t 
know, we are not willing to go way out there for housing.  I am advocating the $45 K down 
payment assistance program should be stackable with the prescribed interest rate loan 
options of 1 or 2. 
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Q: Participant: I would encourage programs to have a wider geographic range, including on 
to the islands for people who don’t mind a longer commute because it would allow faculty 
to save money on housing costs. That is one thing.  I agree that $45 K should be stackable 
with the prescribed interest rate program options 1 or 2 although I actually thought we 
might get more. I left Toronto because of the down payment assistance/mortgage interest 
assistance program and I am surprised that the new prescribed interest rate programs 
seem to be less money.  For the Chair of the Department, the lack of programs make 
recruitment difficult. I like forgivable (loans) like down payment assistance and mortgage 
interest assistance although I am concerned that prescribed interest rate loans create a 
lot of indebtedness to UBC. 

A: UBC:  Yes, understand that it makes it difficult to recruit. 

C: Participant: I like that $45K can go to the property transfer tax – there are really two 
different types of money. 

Q: Participant: What happens to your participation in the prescribed interest rate loan 
program when you move?  Can you transfer the program to the new property you 
purchase? 

A: UBC:  That is really a good question. Right now in the current 2nd mortgage loan program, 
for example, when you sell the first property you purchase under the program, you must 
exit the program and are expected to repay.  There may need to be more thought on how 
it could work in the proposed PIRL program to accommodate transition through life 
changes such as wanting a bigger unit when another child is born, within the 10 year 
payback period.  I don’t have an answer to it yet – that level of detail is not yet defined, 
but it is something that needs further thought. 

Q: Participant: What happens to the housing market if it crashes when you’ve purchased 
with a prescribed interest rate loan?  The program assumes that the housing market will 
continue to grow but what happens if it doesn’t? 

A: UBC: The existing second mortgage loan program floats with the housing market due to 
no annual interest but the participating interest feature at time of repayment at the end, 
so UBC assumes both the risk and the reward of the housing market with the faculty 
member.  But, the new (PIRL’s) programs are different because the payback terms are not 
based on participating interest.  The proposed PIRL (Prescribed Interest Rate Loan) terms 
instead require the borrower to pay back the principle plus annual prescribed interest. 
UBC would not share in the appreciation, nor the depreciation of the market with the 
faculty member. But UBC would consider things like an extension of the payback period 
in the case where the housing market crashes.  The key consideration in any new program 
is that whatever is provided must be renewable for future faculty.  Treasury is flexible and 
looks at individual circumstances but, you do enter in knowing that UBC requires 
repayment.  Ultimately, the risk is with the faculty members.  There are faculty members 
who have said that they didn’t want to share appreciation with UBC, such as in the case 
of the second mortgage assistance.   

Q: Participant: For $125,000, is it actually a personal loan? 
A: UBC:  Yes, it is not a registered mortgage. 
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Q: Participant: Do the prescribed interest rate loans have tax implications because they are 

personal loans? 
A: UBC:  We are trying to have the banks recognize the loans as equity – that is the goal. The 

CRA will view these as loans for the purposes of taxable benefits. 
 

Q: Participant: How does the $125,000 work when you buy property – say you want to buy 
a property worth $850,000?  Can you give me an idea of it step-by-step? 

A: UBC:  You take out a loan with UBC and a separate1st mortgage loan with the bank.  After 
ten-years, your equity in the property and salaries will have increased and you could then 
refinance with the bank at that point to repay the prescribed interest rate loan. 

Q: Participant: Could we use the loan as down payment? 
A: UBC:  The goal would be that the prescribed interest rate loans would be seen as equity. 
  
C: Participant: The prescribed interest rate loan must be repaid in 10-years.  Personally, I 

used the down payment assistance program and that was great and I was really happy 
with that.  It is important that the $45,000 be understood to be a valuable recruitment 
tool.  Berkley has a $50,000 forgivable loan program.  These forgivable loans also work 
toward retention and I really think you could incorporate a piece of that. 

 
Q: Participant:  The restricted housing stock doesn’t work for families.  Why do Tier 3 people 

get to live off campus?  It doesn’t seem fair that they get flexibility when everyone else is 
restricted?  The on-campus housing supply does not fulfill housing demand. 

A: UBC:  At this point the three different prescribed interest rate loans slide was reviewed. 
The PIRL Tier 1 option ($125,000) was to allow full flexibility for strategic recruitment 
(could purchase anywhere); the PIRL Tier 2 option ($250,000) was to provide an incentive 
to encourage faculty to choose living on campus.  The PIRL Tier 3 option (top-up to 
maximum $500k) was to allow the top-up option for key strategic candidates regardless 
of whether they were using either a PIRL 1 or PIRL2 base,   

 
Q: Participant: Are prescribed interest rate loans seen as equity by banks?  Do banks decide 

if they are equity?  Does the Canada Revenue Agency decide? Does the Canada Mortgage 
Housing Corporation? 

A: UBC:  That is a question for the bank.  The Canada Revenue Agency is okay with loans 
from employers, they don’t question it. 

Q: Participant: Wouldn’t it trigger mortgage insurance? 
A: UBC:  The banks would decide in context of CMHC standards and requirements because 

they always work together, in cooperation with the Canada Mortgage Housing 
Corporation. 

 
Q: Participant: Will other banks follow suit if one bank wishes to treat the prescribed interest 

rate loan as equity?  Or do we have to go around to each bank? 
A: UBC:  Banks are competitive, so if one sees it as equity, others might also – but it’s up to 

them.  UBC will explain the program to the lenders, it won’t be up to the participants. 
 
C: Participant: Going back to the gentleman that spoke first, there is no affordability near 

campus – what is a reasonable commute? What about fairness? I liked the Capped 
Appreciation program, I think it was an excellent program but I know that it was flawed 
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with tax costs and legal implications.  Is there some way to look at Capped Appreciation 
again?  I would like to live on campus but the current units are not built for us because 
they are not practical and don’t fit our needs but I would like to live on campus.  I don’t 
have a problem with the actual size of the units but I don’t like how the units are actually 
laid out. 

C: Participant: Binning Tower sold out in a day, which meant that faculty couldn’t compete 
for units there.  The units at Binning were quite desirable for faculty but the majority of 
them were sold to investors, which made them too expensive for faculty. 

A: UBC: The Facilitator asked for an explanation about the Restricted Resale Capped 
Appreciation concept for the audience:  what it is and why it didn’t go forward. 
Accordingly, the meeting received an explanation from Ms. Colby.  In summary, there 
were taxable benefit implications that could have been an upfront deterrent for some 
buyers – particularly those not intending to stay in the units for many years.  At the 
request of faculty, the university was willing to test its potential in spite of the taxable 
benefits, but was going to do so on an 80% presale basis before building.   Before that 
could occur, new Real Estate Development Marketing Act regulations were introduced 
late 2014 that increased liability risk to Board members, including volunteer faculty staff 
and students to unreasonable levels,  and the decision was made to shut that option  
down..    

Q: Participant: I am married and I want to buy off campus and I like the prescribed interest 
rate loan.  What is the timeline?  I am looking to make a purchase as soon as possible 
because I am basically postponing my decision to buy right now. 

A: UBC: The proposal will go to the Board of Governors in February at the earliest, and could 
therefore be operational by late spring at the earliest. It is difficult to be more precise 
than that.   

For those currently approved in the 2nd Mortgage Loan program cycle that expires in 
March  2016 and trying to decide what to do (whether to use the 2nd Mortgage loan option 
or wait for the PIRL program), there could be extensions of participants’ purchase 
deadlines if the PIRL concept is not decided upon in time.  We also expect that there will 
be more new units on campus (eligible for purchase through the 2nd mortgage loan 
program) available in spring 2016.    

C: Participant: My colleague had to go and she wanted me to tell you this.  She has been 
looking at the numbers and she has crunched numbers, for example, it would take 
$4700/month to purchase a $1 million home with a prescribed interest rate loan and right 
now she makes $5,000 a month.  This makes it all but impossible for her to afford a house 
and so she is leaving.  How will UBC retain faculty if they can’t afford a home? 

Q: Participant: Regarding the second mortgage loan program, what about when you do the 
improvements on the home with your own money?  In that case UBC gains from the 
improvements but they haven’t had to invest any of their own money? 

A: UBC: We would need to get back to you on that, please follow up with me after the 
session.   
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Q: Participant: My second question is what about off campus?  It still does not help us to buy 

anything within campus.  Is UBC investing in its own properties? 
A: UBC:  One of the President’s Working Group approved principles of the program is to 

encourage faculty to live on campus in order to allow a unique university on campus to 
evolve and that is why the Prescribed Interest Rate Loan (PIRL) Tier 2 option incentivizes 
on campus purchase.  But the PIRL Tier 2 can be spent on resale units in which UBC has 
no investment interest. 

 
Q: Participant: I have two questions. What is the timeline for the down payment assistance 

program/mortgage interest assistance program to disappear? Would it be spring 2016?   
A: UBC: Yes, technically according to the proposal.  The latest direction is that people would 

be grandfathered out of the program.  The cancellation may be effective right away for 
new recruits who are hired after the program was cancelled.   

Q: Participant: My second question - why was the second mortgage loan program restricted 
to certain properties? I would like to live on campus but I don’t find the properties eligible 
under the second mortgage loan program. 

A: UBC:  The second mortgage loan program is only available for purchases of new 
properties. It’s because of financing – the university does gain as part of a new sale, which 
helps to sustain the program.  

 
C: Participant: There are properties that are available on campus but they are not desirable 

for most faculty.  UBC should also note that the bank won’t lend you money unless you’re 
a permanent resident and you have 20% for a down payment. 

 
Q: Participant: Why have so few faculty actually purchased in the program so far?   
A: UBC:    We don’t know exactly and it is likely a combination of factors.  It could be that the 

housing on-campus is still too expensive for what faculty want or can purchase.   It could 
be that ongoing discussion of revisions and new programs has made people want to wait 
and see what else may be on offer.  And it could be that people are taking their time, 
because they are not required to have made a purchase yet – the first cycle participants 
have until March 31, 2016 to sign a binding sales agreement, and the 2nd cycle have until 
September 2016. 

 
Q: Participant: At this time there are two options? 
A: UBC: The Administration has said the down payment assistance program/ or the 

mortgage interest assistance program will be grandfathered, and the 2nd mortgage loan 
program also remains operational.  Currently you can use the 2nd mortgage loan program 
with the down payment assistance program. But the proposal is that you would not use 
them together, you would have to choose one or the other. 

 
C: Participant: There is a pattern of development on south campus that is not good and 

won’t be until the developers start thinking about who they are selling to. 
 
Q: Participant: I found the timing trigger of repayment right after death harsh in the second 

mortgage loan programs requirements?  This was actually really surprising to me.  It might 
be good to rephrase the way that is written to reflect some flexibility on the timing going 
forward. 
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A: UBC: I know it sounds harsh for a family to worry about repaying after a faculty member’s 

death, but UBC does not require repayment immediately after death – there is allowance 
for up to one year, and the policy allows UBC some discretionary ability with these loans 
where compassionate circumstances merit additional time.   If that intent is not 
adequately communicated in the materials we can take another look at its wording.  

 
Q: Participant:  If the Canada Revenue Agency rate can be reset, is it likely to increase?  Can 

the interest rate be set for longer than 5-years? 
A: UBC: The Canada Revenue Agency publishes the rate and loans charged at this rate do 

not incur taxable benefits.  If the Canada Revenue Agency rate goes down, your rate goes 
down, if the rate goes up your rate stays the same for 5-years. 

 
Q: Participant: Do Canada Revenue Agency rates stay lower than bank rates? 
A: UBC: Yes, historically. 
Q: Participant: It is better to pay tax instead of the Canada Revenue Agency rate? 
A: UBC:  For the individual it is cheaper to pay no interest on the second mortgage loan and 

then pay tax,  but the CRA rate on the PIRL is very competitive and the most tax efficient 
way to structure an employer loan.  

C: Participant: Better to pay to UBC than Canada Revenue Agency. 
 
C: Participant: Lots of people have mentioned that they would like to live on campus, but 

for some of us, living in the City is important for our work because of things like 
networking so this doesn’t work for everyone to live on campus. Would love to see UBC 
develop rental options in the city for its faculty. 

 
4. Wrap Up and Next Steps – Kera McArthur, Facilitator 

• Thank you all for coming - your contributions are valued and questionnaires will still be 
received for another week if you want to take them away. 

• We will forward your comments to the Board of Governors for consideration. 

• We will be back in touch.  

5. Closure 

 The Faculty Home Ownership Program meeting was closed at 12:30 p.m. 
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UBC CAMPUS + COMMUNITY PLANNING 

FACULTY HOME OWNERSHIP PROGRAM (FHOP) 

December 1, 2015 

Meeting notes from a Faculty Town hall meeting regarding the Vancouver campus’ Faculty Home 
Ownership Program, held at the Student Graduate Centre, Graduate Student Society Ballroom, 6371 
Crescent Road, UBC, Vancouver, BC 

PRESENT:  (From the sign-in sheets) 
For privacy reasons names are not shown. 
 
Approximately 17-persons were present. 
 
ALSO PRESENT:  
Eric Eich, Vice-Provost and Associate Vice President Academic Affairs, Provost Office 
Lisa Castle, Vice President, Human Resources 
Lisa Colby, Director, Faculty Staff Housing and Relocation Services 
Linda Josh, Managing Assistant Treasurer, Treasury  
Julia Manton, Manager, Contracts, Leases & Housing, Treasury 
Sarah Tarcea, Housing Programs Coordinator, Faculty Staff Housing and Relocation Services 
David Farrar, representing the President’s Office 
Michal Jaworski, Legal Counsel, Office of the University Counsel 
 
Kera McArthur, Director of Communication, Finance Department, Facilitator 
Susan Campbell, Recording Secretary 
______________________________________________________________________________  
 
The meeting was called to order at 4:05 p.m. 

1. Introductions and Logistics – Kera McArthur  

Participants were informed of the safety exits and other logistical aspects pertaining to meeting.  
Mr. Eric Eich, Vice-Provost and Associate Vice President Academic Affairs, Provost Office was 
introduced. 

2. Welcome and Background – Eric Eich, Vice-Provost and Associate Vice President Academic   Affairs, 
Provost Office – Power point presentation 

 Provided background information to the issue; 

 Expressed the Provost’s understanding of the challenges and commitment to the issue; 

 Outlined the purpose of the session today which was to listen;  

 Apologized for the delayed timeline; 

 Introduced the administration offices involved in the program and those present from the 
Administration team;  

 Brief Chronology – The Presidents’ Working Group concluded their work and sent 
recommendations to the Board of Governors.  The Board of Governors asked the 
Administration to consult with university community before it made any decisions, and this is 
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now part of that process; before Administration reports back to the Board of Governors in the 
New Year.   

 Challenge: UBC cannot solve the housing market problem being felt all across the Vancouver 
metro area but can help mitigate. 

 Careful attention was paid to the strategic recruitment and retention needs of the 
university.  

 Value input from all faculty, to combine with other important considerations (e.g. recruiter 
needs, affordability to the university) as final recommendations are developed over the next 
month or two for the consideration by the Board in the New Year.  

 Provided highlights of the FHOP timeline. 

 Introduced Lisa Colby, Director, Faculty Staff Housing and Relocation Services to provide 
further detail on proposal and feedback to date. 

Question: 
The following abbreviations will be used in the meeting notes and mean: Q=Question, A=Answer, 
C=Comment.  Note:  All questions and comments are from meeting participants and all answers are from 
UBC representatives and are consolidated in one response. 

 
Q: Participant:  Do you have comparable prices for 2 or 3 bedroom apartments on campus 

(referring to the slide comparing a decade of house prices for Metro Vancouver and 
Westside Vancouver)? Can we get a graph that shows that? 

A: UBC:  We don’t have that data with us however we could try to get that. 
 
Q: Participant:  Who was on the President’s Working Group (PWG) and what were they are 

asked to do?   
A: UBC: I will outline all those involved on my next slide. As to their assigned purpose,    the 

President’s Working Group was tasked to advise the Board on what to do about the 
Restricted Resale Capped Appreciation (RRCA) option which ran into challenges last year as 
a result of recent changes to Real Estate Development Marketing Act (REDMA) regulations 
in late 2014, and, to also come back with other FHOP option ideas if RRCA had to be shut 
down. .  They (PWG) have since reported back to the Board to close the Restricted Resale 
Capped Appreciation Program option in light of legal advice received,  and they have 
developed the proposed FHOP revisions under discussion today (possible new menu 
options for the FHOP).  

Q: Participant:  Who was on it?  (PWG) 
A: UBC: Presented a slide that listed the UBC departments who participated on the President’s 

Working Group. 
C: Participant:  There was no faculty representation at all. 
A. Faculty interests were considered in the discussions through the Provost office. In addition, 

the Chair of the President’s Working Group was a faculty member, Dr. Nassif Ghoussoub.  
 

Proposal Revisions – Lisa Colby, Director, Faculty Staff Housing and Relocation Services 

 Provided a refresher on details of the proposal revisions  

 Outlined the high level survey results 

 Outlined next steps 
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 Ask final Qs: 

 Did we miss any feedback in the summary? 

 Are there questions on any aspects of the proposal? 

 Any further comments before recommendations are developed for Board of Governors in 
New Year? 

 Participants were reminded that did not do survey yet, that there are hard copies of the 
survey available if they wish to complete it.   

  
3. Questions/Answers and Comments – Kera McArthur, Facilitator 
 

The following abbreviations will be used in the meeting notes and mean: Q=Question, A=Answer, 
C=Comment.  Note:  All questions and comments are from meeting participants and all answers are from 
UBC representatives and are consolidated in one response. 

 
Q: Participant:  One of my colleagues tried to buy and there were no units available - I am 

talking about families that is what I am talking about, you said that 79 people got it but 
now there are none available? 

A: UBC: You are correct the supply is diminishing.  There were over 350 of these units 
available for purchase since faculty members were first approved in June 2014 and many 
of these have been purchased since that time by the public as they are available on the 
open market.  There are approximately 50 units still available for sale.  And more units 
(approximately 200) will come on to the market next spring.  

Q: Participant: What are you talking about? 
A: UBC:  There are two more campus lots recently sold to developers on campus and those 

units will be available for purchase on a presale basis by the general public or people 
approved through the 2nd mortgage loan program by next spring.  They are under design 
now.  I don’t have more detailed information than that with me however I can get more 
information for you. 

Q: Participant:  My question is about the grandfathering of the down payment assistance 
program and what is the timeline?  How long will that grandfathering be in effect? 

A: UBC:  It means that people currently here and eligible for the down payment assistance 
program would remain eligible for the rest of their 10 year eligibility period. For example, 
if you started with UBC, as faculty, one year ago you will have nine years eligibility left to 
purchase using the program, and if you started nine years ago you will have one year left.  
It is based on a 10-year eligibility from the time of your appointment.  New faculty would 
not receive it; so in this manner it would be phased out. 

Q: Participant:  A couple of my colleagues and I went and made a presentation to Lisa (Colby) 
last year and I am curious about that. Based on last year’s attempt what I want to say is 
that faculty want maximum flexibility, they don’t want restrictions.  With these three tiers, 
these PIRL’s (Prescribed Interest Rate Loan), what I think is that I think UBC is trying to be 
too clever.  UBC is actually reducing flexibility. Faculty won’t be on campus and these 
proposals won’t work. And similarly with that top-up for super high performers, well I say 
that all UBC faculty are excellent but are some better?  That is a good question. Are you 
saying that if we have a competing offer from somewhere else we wouldn’t be 
constrained by this, and we wouldn’t ask the Dean to put this in this box because it does 
seem to me that you are making one plan that is the maximum that UBC can afford.  What 
you are saying is that if it is for too few and there is no chance of being selected you would 
rather spread it over many and that should enable faculty to bridge the gap and especially 
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that 10-year repayment plan.  UBC should just simplify this program and make it less 
restrictive.   

A: Facilitator:  To sum up your points, I heard you say that UBC should simplify the program, 
create more flexibility, and optimize the number of offers per year and the amount of 
money. 

Q: Participant:  Could I get some background information on why the down payment 
assistance programs and mortgage interest assistance programs were there, along with 
flexibility, and why was there a decision to remove that, why is that being phased out? 

A: UBC:  This was really about affordability for the university and simplifying the number of 
options on the table . The DPA (down payment assistance) were really gifts from the 
university and the President’s Working Group came up with a sustainable program and 
the PIRL’s (Prescribed Interest Rate Loan) are sustainable for future generations because 
they are repaid.  People also felt the offer should be for a specific length of time. 

Q: Participant:  I am not clear, you said something about 150-people – what number of PIRL’s 
are there that are available?  Is this an on-going thing that will be available?  With respect 
to retention – one wants to become more competitive, is UBC interested in us trying to 
get job offers from other places because if that is the case I am game because I think that 
UBC is making that part of the deal and the way it is structured really encourages that. 
Make it loose - is the selection really about going out and getting yourself a job offer.  
Regarding that half a million loan that is nice but it already exists and UBC usually keeps 
quiet about that.  What about Gavin Stewart because I know that he got it and that he 
came here with that.  Is that about transferring money from slush funds and using money 
that is actually for all of us and yet it is only helping senior leadership. Are senior 
leadership mechanisms going to be limited or are the rest of us going to have that same 
option and saying that I am awesome.  My main problem is the number of units that are 
available. Last time we had this consultation, I asked how many 3 bedroom units and I 
forget the percentage but it was appalling and I asked UBC Properties Trust to ask the 
developers to build 40% more 3 bedroom units and the answer was affirmative that they 
could do that. On a salary of $178,000 a year we could do housing for $850,000 but that 
doesn’t buy 3 bedrooms on campus right now.  My number one thing is affordability and 
what is UBC doing about that? 

A: UBC:  Let me talk about the selection process – this was originally a 3-year pilot and 150 
spots, a merit based selection process.  We tried it out and now people are saying mid-
way through the pilot that they want some more tweaking. So this proposal is trying to do 
that: about it introduces new menu options (e.g. the PIRL Tier 1, 2 and 3) in addition to 
the 2nd mortgage loan.  But it is just more menu options or different ways to spend the 
same amount of money – not more money in total.  We can try to work with the 
developers to create more appealing unit designs for families.  But how many people will 
use the different types of PIRL’s or 2nd mortgage loans and how that is bundled (number 
of Tier 1,2 or 3 participants)  - that is unresolved at this point.  Whichever new proposed 
menu options end up of interest at the end of the day, will have to go through a modeling 
process to determine how many we can afford of each. 

Q: Participant:  Did you use modeling to see what faculty could afford to buy, when designing 
the PIRL proposal? 

A: UBC:  This was more about if you have a limited resource program (no additional money 
than the original pilot), how do you best allocate and structure the loans to help take the 
edge off (cannot solve) the housing affordability problem. The PWG listened to faculty 
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concerns about taxable benefits and geographic flexibility in its revision design.  The 
access rules (e.g. guarantee for all versus more for a selective number) would not change 
from the earlier FHOP.  In the original process, there was an Academic committee struck 
to talk about rules and access to the FHOP that would best serve the strategic academic 
recruitment and retention needs of the university.  The committee established that it was 
to be selective and merit-based.   They wanted people to apply, to get sponsorship from 
their Dean, and go through a review and allocation committee.  They decided it should 
not be a quota-based program, for example, to allow the program to be nimble and 
flexible.  It is the same in the new proposal.  The next stage is to determine which PIRL’s 
people are liking and then we will start costing different bundles.  However, we must 
always make the case using the same money as the original pilot.   

C: Participant:  This is way better than last time and, coupled with a plan working with 
developers, it could work.  Build 3 bedroom units that are not a hovel and they actually 
could work and are most suitable for families and you could cap at $1 M or $600,000 
because that would be doable or cap at $250,000 because that would be much better. 

C: Participant:  I completely agree and what I cannot understand is how UBC owns the land 
and yet lets developers build at the prices and the same developers build the same crap 
in the lower mainland.  Why doesn’t UBC have oversight on who they let build on their 
land? 

C: Participant:  UBC Properties Trust is a black box and UBC should dictate the cost of doing 
business here and not pre-empt business.  This is precisely the problem.  We need large 
affordable units and UBC needs to make it affordable.  I know that UBC cannot develop 
the land because of liability reasons but we need to increase the supply because we need 
more supply. 

A: UBC:  UBC Properties Trust was established to develop land that was given as an 
endowment to the university and they have to operate independently and on a market 
basis.  It is about the highest and best use to get market return on the endowment.  That 
in turn comes back to UBC as funding which UBC uses on the backend to fund this 
program.  We take a market return.   

C: Participant:  When I asked a developer why the prices were so outrageous that developer 
said UBC is charging market price on land leases so that seems to be just insane to me. 

C: Participant:  This is about value and that is the key but it works at cross purposes because 
it comes out of faculties’ pockets.  The faculty is taking the net amount of money - faculty 
members are agnostic because all they are saying is just make it cheaper. 

C: Participant:  I don’t oppose UBC Properties Trust using a portion of the land to maximize 
profit but can’t UBC just set aside a couple of properties for faculty to make it cheaper 
and don’t charge exorbitant costs and bring in a developer from say Squamish. 

C: Participant:  What I am trying to say is that generally if UBC Properties Trust reports to 
the Board of Governors and they charge market rates and maximize the profit upfront 
that is working completely at odds with this proposal.  That is antagonistic with the 
proposal.  I get it that developers want to achieve the highest market rate but ultimately 
it is the faculty member paying more money.  UBC Properties Trust is selling at market 
value and that is antagonistic to this proposal. 

A: UBC:  I don’t agree because the revenue money comes back to UBC, and UBC can use that 
money to fund the FHOP and other priorities. 

 
C: Participant:  Well I don’t agree with you, you could fund the system the other way around 
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and that is like an economic principle at play, I don’t know I am not an economist; so 
subsidize faculty and do it directly - don’t do it indirectly. 

C: Participant:  I have been following this discussion for quite a while, years it seems like, 
and I think you need to separate UBC Properties Trust from the university because the 
goals of UBC Property Trust are to make the most direct profit but mostly losing money 
because faculty moves away and that loses the long-term perspective and maybe it is not 
a bad idea to try and ask why do we need to outsource to UBC Properties Trust versus the 
academic side.  Maybe this in part is a challenge that should be overcome and you should 
go back to the President’s Office to make strategic decisions on how to use the land. 

Q: Participant:  One of the things that is not clear is how this is guiding discussion because it 
makes no sense to buy a house in Vancouver.  The other thing is that there is not clear 
data that was used in the decision-making process because I have never seen a 
townhouse in Vancouver for $500,000 although I would be happy to consider one.  It is 
just impossible.  I think that you need to get real data, data that you can feel good about.  
How accurate is the data that we are basing these decisions on? 

A: UBC:  Regarding your comment about the townhouse yes you could buy one for that price 
in the lower mainland but that would involve a commute.  With respect to the source of 
data it was MLS (multiple listing service) bench mark listing prices over the last ten years 
– a decade.  It is factual data and the intent was to show a comparison on how housing is
diverging.  Let’s go back to that slide and we can look at it further.

C: Participant:  That is worse.
C: Participant:  I hope that the decision-makers are not using that data – there is no

distribution of data or averages.  Hopefully someone questioned that data in the face of
what faculty actually makes.  Hopefully, there was a good questioning process.

A: UBC: There was an accurate range of faculty salary numbers looked at over time.  We
tried to keep the graph simple for the purpose of the presentation and have tables that I
can show you at the end of the meeting to show home prices throughout metro
Vancouver however there needs to be an understanding that the proposed program
unfortunately cannot alone enable you to buy your preferred home, rather it is hoped it
can help to take the edge off the price challenge.  The question becomes how to balance
the resource and whether to allocate in a way that makes a meaningful difference for a
few people or a small difference for many people.

Q: Participant:  What other data is there and what other decisions could be made?
Q: Participant: Why is the university not using all its lands or most of them to help solve this

problem?
A: UBC:  That is a fair question and we will take that comment back.  I am not the one to

debate that philosophical question  and cannot give you satisfactory answers other than
that  there are longstanding policies embedded in land use plans and agreements with
UBC Properties Trust that are behind how much land is developed for market versus
faculty housing or support.  In 2012 UBC looked at it and, through approval of the Housing
Action Plan, approved policy that said 20% of future units will be for faculty and staff
rental, plus a commitment to the new FHOP.   That was a commitment beyond the Land
Use Plan and Neighbourhood Plan documents which have no commitments at all for
affordable faculty and staff housing.  You are now challenging that balance again and I
can take that input back into the process but I can’t resolve it here tonight. .

Q: Participant:  I was in this room a couple of years ago and the tone then was frustration 
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from both faculty and administration and I am disappointed in that the President’s 
Working Group was absent of faculty representation given how important this is to the 
academic mission of the university – that was extremely disappointing.  It is extremely 
frustrating with little faculty.  Can’t be infinite faculty because we will say give us more 
money.  Could you email the modelling that went into the decisions that were made? Can 
we see the data that was used to come up with the decisions? Data around the 10-year 
$125,000 off campus as opposed to $250,000 on-campus and how those numbers were 
reached? As much information as possible about the modeling and how the modelling 
would affect faculty.  All the repercussions because that information would be wonderful 
to see.  Can we get those things? 

A: UBC:  I can try and find what information and records the PWG has of that nature 
Q: Participant:  Modelling information, minutes of meetings, audiotape; and, information 

from the President’s Working Group on how those decisions were reached? 
A: UBC:  I will take that back and see what we can do. 
Q: Participant:  I am new faculty here, I live on campus in a Village Gate home and I like living 

on campus and I would like to buy a 3 bedroom place.  I am not saying subsidize me 
because I made the choice when I moved here and sold my house.  I have no argument 
with that.  However, if UBC owns the land what it seems to me is that the land is what is 
expensive.  This is a $50 M program - what is the revenue that comes into UBC Properties 
Trust?  What about transparency here and how much is UBC making? 

A: UBC: UBC Properties Trust receives the money.   A part of that is used for the FHOP 
program and part is also put into student housing.  UBC Properties Trust has financial 
statements and the revenue - split between rental and sales comes straight to the 
university 

Q: Participant:  Student housing pays rent so UBC Properties Trust subsidizes the student. 
A: UBC:  UBC Properties Trust develops the land for sale – once the money comes to UBC we 

develop new student residences.  UBC can’t borrow money so it must self-finance student 
housing. 

Q: Participant:  Thank you for this discussion, I have been here following this issue for the 
past 6-years.  I have gone through all the stages of grief and I am no longer frustrated now 
because I am at the acceptance stage.  I need housing not a house.  I am beyond that now 
because I know that I can’t buy.  What about rental assistance that has flexibility in the 
Metro Vancouver area?  So the only option offered is to buy and that forces us into a 
frame – have you considered a rental assistance option? 

A: UBC:  That is a great comment and the discussion is happening right now.  The initial step 
in the Housing Action Plan was to commit to more of faculty staff rental and at reducing 
price.  And now the discussion is evolving into quality and diversity – should we be 
exploring inventory off campus and broadening our sophistication, variety about design 
and unit options.   

Q: Participant:  I would gladly trade for rental assistance and not being forced into this model 
which is highly destructive. 

A: UBC:  Thank you – those are fruitful comments. 
C: Participant:  I am a Computer Science person and in Computer Science we use “personas” 

and you have a person there that makes $150,000 and has two kids but can’t buy anything 
so what is the use of this?  You need to say here are 5 “personas” and they make this 
much and look they can’t afford a single unit on campus.  All this is a waste of time 
because no one can afford to buy.  Your first pilot was supported by 15-people that 
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actually bought and tied into an actual person and if the answer is no then that is not 
helpful for that “persona”.  I can answer all the questions oh wait someone has done it (a 
meeting participant passed the speaker an unnamed report).  Going to that table at the 
end, does PIRL 2 get me into a unit and I think the answer is no.  So what is the goal of the 
program and what classes help and you need to establish clarity about what the actual 
targets are.  Who are the targets of this program? There is not a person for a 3 bedroom 
unit that matches your table – no.  I am trying to understand who this is targeted to help? 

Q: Participant:  Has modelling been done?  Is this going to the board? 
A: UBC:  This is exploration at this point on whether the proposed revisions would appeal to 

you, and that feedback will go to the board and the proposal may change. 
Q: Participant:  Are you modelling any options that actually could be successful if a person is 

not a full professor at a salary range of $178,000? 
A: UBC:  Yes with PIRL 1, however that may involve a commute distance. 
Q: Participant:  PIRL 2 – do you have concrete data? 
A: UBC:  Yes, there were some affordable from resale inventory.  There were a few but not 

a lot on campus this year.  This is a more expensive area even for resale than the rest of 
Metro Vancouver and so PIRL 2 was more workable for higher incomes that could take 
more of an advantage.  Yes there are municipalities where PIRL 1 could help with a 1 or 2 
bedroom apartment.   Please give us feedback on whether there is any appeal to these 
proposed options – whether they are improvements or not. 

C: Participant:  I would like to go back to the earlier comment about rental assistance 
because I earn about $100,000 a year and have 1 child but I cannot afford an apartment 
on campus. I don’t understand PIRL 1 or 2 but I do understand that I can’t afford anything 
on campus.  So I think there needs to be more flexibility around more rentals off campus. 

Q: Participant:  Rental is one thing but I need 4 bedrooms.  I have 3 kids and so do others 
that I know, I am not the only one with 3 kids.  We only have 2 bedrooms so it is not done 
properly.  However, this is a step in the right direction but you are not there yet and I do 
believe something has to be done to improve the affordability of the units.  I say modelling 
is important but you need to factor in other things such as you have a salary of $178,000 
a year and you have $2,500 a month in daycare.   I have been trying to buy a 3 bedroom 
unit on campus for a long time.  I have investigated many places on campus and yet there 
is nothing because there are a lot of other factors to consider such as floor plans.  UBC 
Properties Trust goes to developers and they should say if you want to develop then 15% 
of the overall units must be 3 bedrooms and set aside for faculty, is there any legal reason 
you are not to do that?  Any legal reason that UBC Properties Trust can’t add that rider? 

A: UBC: Basically, legally, no reason it cannot be done.  However, it is about risk and cost and 
the university must accept a lower return.  The university has asked UBCPT to optimize 
its returns and UBC Properties Trust is acting on those instructions.  This issue (e.g. asking 
it to require development of 15% of units as 3 bedrooms for faculty) would require high 
level direction. 

Q: Participant:  It seems that there should be more flexibility – who appoints people to UBC 
Properties Trust? The Board (of Governors) appoints to UBC Properties Trust and not the 
President.  If you have recommendations to the President but UBC Properties Trust is not 
under academic but under the Board of Governors so any change to the mandate 
requiring larger units would need to go through the Board of Governors?  Is there a 
budget? 

A: UBC:  UBC Properties Trust has its own board and only exists to act in the best interests 
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of the university and it has a fiduciary duty to the university. So it has to ask what is in the 
best interests of the university and then it has to do that.  We can instruct but they can 
disregard.  They are a trustee and must act in the best interests and they would have to 
have a discussion with the Board as to whether they are willing to accept less money.  On 
the back end UBC will get millions less.  Yes, there is a budget. 
Q: Participant:  I asked about the lease rate from Adera and they said they had a cost 
working with UBC Properties Trust and if that is the only issue it is an ascending curve. 

A: UBC:  UBC doesn’t say here is the price rather it goes to market and puts out bids and  
sells to the one that most meets their needs.   

C: Participant:  These are fixed values and that is an ascending curve.  These are all fixed 
things and this is an exercise in futility.  UBC Properties Trust has to change its policy as 
it relates to faculty. 

C: Participant:  I filled out the last survey and I rent on the North Shore but I would like to 
rent on campus.  I am grateful that UBC is working on this and know that this isn’t just 
UBC because all employees are suffering in Vancouver.  I feel almost like I am in the 
periods of sorrow and grief but I know that it is not in my families best interest to buy in 
this market.  UBC cannot resolve this issue at this point of the market because it cannot 
resolve it because it is too much.  That leaves us with co-op living or rentals and we can 
be happy, but we need units to support families and we will put resources into retirement 
and invest it. I appreciate the attempt but I think we have run out of options.  My husband 
and I have looked at scenarios - $600,000 at 3% for 30-years versus $475,000 bank 
mortgage and UBC loan and we did all the calculations and at the end of one year we have 
savings and interest of $6,000.  We can do other calculations and if interest rates go up 
we could end up at the end of the term and we would be in a negative position.  Then we 
are losing money and despite tax implications I still think family would come out ahead 
rather than using PIRLs. 

Q: Participant:  I am quite new, renting at Village Gate and I have come to the conclusion 
that I can’t buy but I would still like some stability – can we get longer leases, say 5-years? 
Everything feels very short-term.  I feel like we are living from one year to the next.  Can 
you make it more stable?  I don’t have kids yet but regardless of renting or buying we will 
still need space for our family. 

A: UBC:  Usually leases are a year-long then month-to-month and that was meant to give 
you flexibility.  It can be renewed each year without limit.  We haven’t designed it to make 
you less secure.  We don’t have any interest in kicking people out.  The laws are in favor 
of renters. 

C: Participant:  The PIRL loan was a step in the right direction and can bridge a gap and as 
policy is being finalized it could work.  One of UBC’s main assets is the south campus land 
and we need to make some priority for its faculty. The faculty is a tremendous asset to 
the university and that is often thrown in the faculty’s face but they bring a lot of value to 
the university in what is actually a shrinking pie.  UBC is losing the strategic potential of 
the land to attract faculty.  I think that UBC was rash in discarding the (Capped 
Appreciation) plan.  Hire an external developer and build better units and extend the 
requirement of how long you live there before resale.  Again, I understand liability and 
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the Restricted Resale Capped Appreciation Program option created liability but only 2 or 
3 families actually signed up for the land. UBC should make the plan attractive at less 
financial cost to the developer. This should be modelled with lower land costs to build 
units to retain people and that could really help. 

C: Participant:  I appreciate the direction you are going in however I am interested in the 
rentals and realize that I will have to rent and then I went and got financial advice and 
they spoke of the equity not built up because I didn’t buy a home so now retirement is 
scaring me and there is the possibility of retiring in a rental market I can’t afford.  Do you 
have any mechanism to help if people do decide to stay here and then retire? My other 
comment is about financial advice, I came to UBC 5-years ago as a post-doc and it was 
really hard to find financial advice that made sense.  Is it possible for the university to 
have financial advisors that understands us, we would pay for that service? 

C: Participant:  I second that, we are new and we have found it hard to try and find things 
out. 

A: UBC:  We are starting a workshop series to cover some of these subjects for new faculty 
and these are great ideas and certainly we could explore that concept. 

4. Wrap Up and Next Steps – Kera McArthur, Facilitator

 Thank you all for coming - your contributions are valued.  For those who completed
questionnaires please leave them on the tables or return to us within a week.

 We will forward your comments to the Board of Governors for consideration.

 We will be back in touch.

5. Closure

The Faculty Home Ownership Program meeting was closed at 6:00 p.m.
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22 October 2015 

 
Lisa Colby 

Managing Director, 

Housing and Relocation Services, 

UBC 

 
Dear Lisa: 

 
Thank you for meeting with the Faculty Association to discuss the proposed changes to 

the Faculty Home Ownership Plan (FHOP). We appreciated that you reached out to do a 

direct consultation with us, and that you provided a comprehensive presentation of the 

changes that have been proposed. 

 
As I said in the meeting, we are concerned that there are existing faculty members who 

received a commitment under the old version of this plan to be able to access the two 

options that are to be phased out -- the $45K Down Payment Plan (DPA) and the $50K 

Mortgage Interest Assistance (MIA) -- who would not be guaranteed any assistance 

under the proposed changes. We would like to see all such faculty members currently 

eligible for the DPA and MIA grand-parented so that they could choose from these 

options if they were unsuccessful applicants for the new PIRL options. This would  

avoid potential grievances around this issue. We have no other objections to phasing 

out the DPA and MIA options. 

 
I am happy to see that you are undertaking a survey of faculty members and the   

Faculty Association does not see a need to conduct a separate survey on this issue.  We 

would appreciate it if you could share a summary of the survey results, please. 

 
The Faculty Association is pleased to see that the Board is actively engaged with the 

critical issue of housing for faculty members, and we thank the Board for this. 

 
Again, thank you for the opportunity to provide our feedback on the proposed changed 

to the FHOP. 

 
Sincerely, 

 

 
 

Mark Mac Lean 

President 

 
Cc: Dr. Eric Eich, Vice Provost, Academic Affairs 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Mailing Address: 112 – 1924 West Mall, Vancouver, BC V6T 1Z2 t 604 822 3883 f 604 222 0174 e faculty@interchange.ubc.ca 
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