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REGULAR MEETING OF 
CITY COUNCIL 

Notice is hereby given of the following Regular Meeting of Council: 
May 1, 2017 at 1:00 p.m. 

With immediate adjournment to Closed Meeting 
Regular Council reconvenes at 6:00 p.m. 

Council Chamber 
City Hall 

AGENDA 
For On-Table Additions, see items 9b and 12 Attachment 1 

Call to order. 

REMOVAL OF ITEMS FROM THE CONSENT AGENDA 

1. MOTION to remove items from the Consent Agenda.

EXCLUSION OF THE PUBLIC 

2. MOTION:
THAT pursuant to Section 90 of the Community Charter, members of the public be
excluded from the Closed Meeting of Council immediately following the Regular
Meeting of Council on the basis that the subject matter of all agenda items to be
considered relate to matters listed under Sections 90(1)(a), 90(1)(e), 90(1)(k), and
90(1)(l) of the Community Charter:

(a)  personal information about an identifiable individual who holds or is being
considered for a position as an officer, employee or agent of the municipality 
or another position appointed by the municipality; 

LIVE WEBCAST / TELECAST:  Please note Regular Meetings, Public Hearings, Open Council 
Workshops, Evening Meetings and some Special Meetings of City Council are being streamed and are 
accessible through the website at http://www.newwestcity.ca/ 
IMPORTANT REMINDER: Submissions on land use bylaws (e.g. OCP amendment, rezoning, etc) are 
not permitted after a public hearing has been scheduled for the bylaw, unless the bylaw has been either 
adopted or defeated. 
PUBLIC HEARING NIGHT:  Public Hearings, when scheduled, commence at 6:00 pm. The Regular 
Meeting of City Council will reconvene immediately following the closure/adjournment of the Public 
Hearing. 
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 (e)  the acquisition, disposition or expropriation of land or improvements, if the 

council considers that disclosure could reasonably be expected to harm the 
interests of the municipality; 

 
(k)  negotiations and related discussions respecting the proposed provision of a 

municipal service that are at their preliminary stages and that, in the view of 
the council, could reasonably be expected to harm the interests of the 
municipality if they were held in public; 

 
(l) discussions with municipal officers and employees respecting municipal 

objectives, measures and progress reports for the purposes of preparing an 
annual report under section 98 [annual municipal report]; 

 
Purpose of the meeting:  

Personnel, property, reporting, and negotiations matters 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
3. MOTION to adjourn the Council Meeting in open session and proceed to Closed 

Session. 
 
RECONVENE TO REGULAR COUNCIL 
 
4. MOTION to reconvene to the Regular Meeting of Council at 6:00 p.m. in the 

Council Chamber. 
 
REVIEW AND ADOPTION OF CONSENT AGENDA 
 
5. The Consent Agenda - Council members may adopt in one motion all 

recommendations appearing on the Consent Agenda or, prior to the vote, request an 
item be removed from the Consent Agenda for debate or discussion, voting in 
opposition to a recommendation, or declaring a conflict of interest with an item. 
 
REVIEW of items previously removed from the Consent Agenda. 
 
REQUEST for any additional items to be removed from the Consent Agenda. 
 
MOTION to remove additional items from the Consent Agenda (if applicable). 
 
MOTION to approve the recommendations for items remaining in the Consent 
Agenda. 
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ADDITIONS TO THE AGENDA 
Urgent/time sensitive matters only 
 
6. MOTION to Add or Delete Items from the Agenda. 
 
UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

 
7.  No Items 
 
PROCLAMATIONS 
 
8. Proclamations, Mayor Coté 

a. Emergency Preparedness Week, May 7-13 
b. Tzu Chi Day, May 14, 2017 
c. Hyack Week, May 20-28, 2017 

 
REPORTS FOR ACTION AND STAFF PRESENTATIONS 
 
9. Arrival of EVO Car Sharing in New Westminster, Director of Engineering 

Services 
 a. Report 
 b. Presentation  
 
CONSENT AGENDA 
 
Chief Administrative Officer 
 
10. Provincial Property-based Taxes in the Metro Vancouver Region 
 
City Clerk 
 
11. Minutes of the March 6, 2017 Regular Council for Adoption 
  
Acting Director of Development Services 
 
12. Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area: Full Draft of Conservation Area, 

Administrative Policy, and Design Guidelines 
 Attachment 1 (On-Table) 

 
13. Street Naming Bylaw for ‘Mabel Street’ in Queensborough – Bylaw for Three 

Readings 
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14. 630 Ewen Avenue (Affordable Housing Project): Housing Agreement 
Principles - for Endorsement 

 
15. 231 Twelfth Street (Gas Works Building): Site Safety and Demolition Process 
 
Director of Engineering Services 
 
16. Request for Licence to Occupy – Quayside Community Board 
 
Director of Parks and Recreation  
 
17. Queen's Park Universal Washroom Design 
 
Land Use and Planning Committee 
 
18. 1102, 1110, 1116 and 1122 Salter Street: Official Community Plan Amendment 

and Rezoning to Allow a 78 Unit Residential Development, Park and Road 
Dedication - Bylaws for First and Second Readings 

 
ITEMS REMOVED FROM THE CONSENT AGENDA 
 
 
PRESENTATIONS AND DELEGATIONS – 7:00 
 
19. Open Delegations 
 
BYLAWS 
 
20. Official Community Plan (Land Use Designation Amendment) for 1102, 1110, 

1116 and 1122 Salter Street Bylaw No. 7916, 2017 
TWO READINGS 

 
21. Zoning Amendment (1102, 1110, 1116 and 1122 Salter Street) Bylaw 7917, 2017 

TWO READINGS 
 
22. Street Naming (“Mabel Street” in Queensborough) Bylaw No. 7902, 2017 

THREE READINGS 
 
23. Bylaws for adoption: 
 

a.  Heritage Revitalization Agreement (1023 Third Avenue) Bylaw No. 
7871, 2016  

ADOPTION 
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b. Heritage Designation Bylaw (1023 Third Avenue) No. 7872, 2016  

ADOPTION 
 

c. Downtown New Westminster BIA Parcel Tax – Primary Area Bylaw No. 
7911, 2017 

ADOPTION 
 

d. Downtown New Westminster BIA Parcel Tax – Secondary Area Bylaw 
No. 7914, 2017 

ADOPTION  
 

e. Uptown New Westminster BIA Parcel Tax Bylaw No. 7912, 2107 
ADOPTION  

 
f. Tax Rates Bylaw No. 7913, 2017 

ADOPTION  
 
NEW BUSINESS 
 
24.  
 
ANNOUNCEMENTS FROM MEMBERS OF COUNCIL 
 
 
NEXT MEETING 
 
May 15, 2017 
 
A Regular Council meeting will convene at 2:00 p.m. and immediately adjourn to a Closed 
meeting, and then the Regular meeting will reconvene at 6:00 p.m.  Both meetings will be 
held in the Council Chamber on the 2nd Floor at City Hall. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
  
 
 



R E P O R T  
Engineering Services 

To: Mayor Coté and Members of Council Date: 5/1/2017 

From: Jim Lowrie 

Director of Engineering Services 

File: 16.3210.15 

Item #: 39/2017 

Subject: Arrival of EVO Car Sharing in New Westminster 

RECOMMENDATION 

 THAT Council receive this report for information. 

PURPOSE 

This report aims to inform Council about the introduction of EVO car sharing into New 

Westminster in accordance with the goals of the Master Transportation Plan. 

BACKGROUND 

The City of New Westminster first engaged with car sharing in 2006, when Council resolved 

that at least 12 dedicated parking spaces should be reserved for non-profit car sharing 

organizations in the City.  Today, there are 16 MODO vehicles and also 2 Zipcar vehicles in 
the city, and the demand for car sharing services continues to grow in the City.   

To illustrate the positive impact of car sharing, in Vancouver there are 4 car share operators 

(Modo, ZipCar, Car2Go and EVO) and over 2,200 car share vehicles are now available to 

members.  This number is increasing to 2,500 vehicles by the end of June this year. Recent 

data suggests that 26% of Vancouver residents are members of car share programs (See: 

http://vancouver.ca/files/cov/Transportation-panel-survey-2015-final-report.pdf).  

Like MODO and Zipcar, EVO is a membership-based service available to all qualified 

drivers in the community.  Members have access to all EVO vehicles (in other locations as 

well as in New Westminster) 24 hours/day, 7 days/week.  The service is app-driven and in 

particular serves shorter time and distance trips to enhance mobility within the community.  

9a.

http://vancouver.ca/files/cov/Transportation-panel-survey-2015-final-report.pdf
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All EVO vehicles are the Toyota Prius hybrid model, equipped with roof racks and bike 

racks. In addition to its Vancouver fleet, EVO also has a fleet in North Vancouver.  New 

Westminster’s fleet will be of a similar size to this, involving the initial deployment of 40-50

car sharing vehicles in the city.   

Car sharing makes it easier to go car-lite (reducing vehicle distances travelled) or car-free 

(eliminating car ownership).  It helps members save money while still having access to a car 

when they really need one, as the costs of maintaining and insuring a personal vehicle 

continue to rise.  Car sharing reduces the number of cars on the road, freeing up road space 

for other uses, including parking.  Metro Vancouver studied car sharing in the region in 2014 

and found that each car share vehicle took between 5 and 11 private vehicles off the road (for 

further information please go to  http://www.metrovancouver.org/services/regional-

planning/PlanningPublications/1507_PPE_MV_Car_Share_Study_14Oct20HR.pdf).   

EXISTING POLICY/PRACTICE 

In 2014 Council adopted a Car Sharing Policy to frame and encourage ongoing car sharing 
growth (for more information, please see Council Report 485/2014 dated 12/8/2014, entitled 

Car Sharing Program Update).  Expanding car sharing falls within the guidelines of this 

policy (please see Attachment 1, City of New Westminster Car Sharing Policy), and 

advances the goals of the Master Transportation Plan (MTP), the Official Community Plan 

(OCP), Envision 2032 and the Community Energy & Emissions Plan (CEEP), in that it is a 

sustainable transportation option that reduces the number of single occupancy vehicle trips 

taken, distance driven and the level of car ownership. It is helping to move New Westminster 

towards the targets of reducing distance driven and increasing sustainable mode share. 

The City’s guiding documents prioritize the use of sustainable modes such as walking,

cycling, taking transit and/or combinations of transportation modes whenever possible, to 

tackle our city’s traffic and pollution challenges. This also promotes the health and wellbeing
of the community, by increasing levels of physical activity and facilitating a greater sense of 

connection to place.  A one-way car sharing service such as EVO helps the City to increase 

the number of lower emissions vehicles in the community, and gives community members 

the opportunity to access all that the community has to offer, using a combination of modes.   

DISCUSSION 

The one-way trip model that EVO offers differs from the existing two-way trip model (as 

offered by MODO and Zipcar) in that it features a home zone, within which vehicles can be 

picked up and dropped off anywhere (except private parking lots and metered spaces).  

Please see Attachment 2, EVO Home Zone Map for the initial home zone designation.   

EVO monitors its fleet and how vehicles are used within the home zone to maximize the use 

of all cars for cost-effectiveness; the objective is to avoid having vehicles sit idle for long 

http://www.metrovancouver.org/services/regionalplanning/PlanningPublications/1507_PPE_MV_Car_Share_Study_14Oct20HR.pdf
http://www.metrovancouver.org/services/regionalplanning/PlanningPublications/1507_PPE_MV_Car_Share_Study_14Oct20HR.pdf
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periods of time. As a result, the impact of car sharing on residential neighbourhoods (such as 

cars being left unused taking up parking for long periods of time, or many cars frequently 

being dropped off in one particular area) is minimized. EVO operates a fleet management 

team to optimize car usage on an ongoing basis, which does involve relocating vehicles 
when necessary.   

 

The initial home zone proposed for New Westminster is the result of market analysis EVO 

conducted and discussions held with the City, and aims to provide a starting point that meets 

EVO’s goals of minimizing car sharing impact and optimizing cost effectiveness for its fleet.  

The home zone does not cover all neighbourhoods at this time, but it is a dynamic entity that 

can be modified depending on the demand for and use of vehicles and EVO will monitor it 

according to the demand for one-way car sharing in the city.  The vehicle booking process is 

app-driven, and customer support is similar to the other car sharing providers; customer 

service is based in the Lower Mainland and is accessible 24 hrs/day 7 days/wk.   

 

EVO is purchasing residential parking permits for its fleet, which is important because car 
sharing works best when services are available near members’ homes.  EVO will also be 

paying for some designated parking spaces (on-street or in City parking lots). The locations 

and costs of the designated parking spaces are currently being finalized and will be in place 

before EVO deploys here; the rates that EVO will pay will reflect market value of the spaces.  

In addition, EVO is approaching larger employers such as Royal Columbian Hospital, to 

include EVO in their parking management strategies. The City is encouraging RCH to 

provide EVO spaces in their parking areas to encourage employees to use EVO instead of 

personal vehicles for work, which will help address the concern that hospital employees are 

parking on the City’s streets.  City Hall is likely to be a hub for EVO car sharing activity, 

and will also have several dedicated parking spaces as a result.  All arrangements will be 

reviewed regularly, to balance demands for parking in the city. 

  
EVO’s official New Westminster launch date is 19th May 2017 and a marketing promotions 

and media campaign has already begun in the community.  It features pop-up EVO education 

teams at specific locations (e.g., Hyack Square), a booth at community events (such as the 

Hyack Festival), and inclusion in the ongoing Walk New West Walking Challenge, in the 

context of combining modes to make walking more accessible.  EVO is offering incentives 

such as free driving minutes for community members to sign-up.  Of EVO’s existing 

membership, approximately 400 members actually live in New Westminster, so their support 

is also being leveraged as part of the marketing and promotions roll-out. 

 

Car sharing is being promoted internally as part of the City’s ongoing Fleet Vehicle Review, 

which also covers the use of personal vehicles for work purposes.  The City’s fleet vehicles 

are being reviewed in a context of expanding car sharing availability in New Westminster 
and the City’s Car Sharing Policy. The EVO model supports this work in that it offers 

multiple vehicles for pick-up and drop-off anywhere within New Westminster’s home zone, 

which covers most civic locations as well as the Uptown and Downtown business districts.  
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FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 

The City is promoting EVO through the website and social media, in addition to events such 

as the Walking Challenge. It is important to note, however, that EVO’s operations are

managed by them, and therefore there are not administrative costs to the City. EVO is 
purchasing residential parking permits for their fleet and paying for dedicated parking. 

OPTIONS 

The following options are presented for Council’s consideration:

1. THAT Council receive this report for information;

2. THAT Council provide alternative direction to staff.

Staff recommends Option 1. 

CONCLUSION 

The arrival of one-way trip car sharing is a significant advancement for New Westminster 

and the next step in the evolution of car sharing here.  It advances the City’s sustainability

goals, in line with existing policy as well as regional emissions targets.  EVO’s one-way trip

model complements our pre-existing two-way trip model as offered by MODO and Zipcar, 

to promote the use of multiple transportation modes for residents, while also offering the 

City a greater variety of options for managing its own fleet operations and efficiency.  The 

City’s partnership with EVO aims to be collaborative and responsive regarding the

management of the parking balance in New Westminster and the expansion of car sharing 

service in the community going forward. 

For more information about EVO, please visit https://evo.ca/. 

ATTACHMENTS 

Attachment  1  -  City of New Westminster Car Sharing Policy 

Attachment  2  -  EVO Initial Home Zone Map 

This report has been prepared by:   

Antonia Reynolds, Active Transportation Coordinator 

This report was reviewed by:   

Lisa Leblanc, P.Eng., M.Sc., Manager, Transportation 

https://evo.ca/
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  Approved for Presentation to Council 

   

 
 
 
 

 

 

 

Jim Lowrie, Eng. L, MBA 
Director of Engineering Services 

 Lisa Spitale 
Chief Administrative Officer 
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City of New Westminster Car 

Sharing Policy   

Corporation of the City of 
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# 



ENGINEERING 
POLICY 

Policy Title: CAR SHARING 

Issue Date: 2014 NOVEMBER 

Revised Date: 

Prepared by: ANTONIA REYNOLDS, TDM COORDINATOR 

Document #: 

Objectives 

The purpose of this policy is to reduce the number of single occupancy vehicle trips taken and 
the number of private cars people own in the community.  It supports the aspirational CEEP 
(Community Energy and Emissions Plan) goal of a 30% reduction in total GHG emissions by 
2030 and supports the directions laid out in the City’s Master Transportation Plan (MTP). The 
policy covers criteria to be met in assessing both existing and prospective locations of shared 
cars and describes the processes involved. 

Background 

Car sharing works best if there is alternative transportation (walking, cycling, transit) nearby that 
citizens are willing to use to satisfy their transportation needs 90% of the time (to and from work, 
etc). Car sharing does not stop people from buying cars and parking them in their neighborhood 
unless they can commute via transit. While car sharing is less expensive than car ownership, it 
is not cheaper if used from 9-5, 5 days a week to commute to work. 

Policy 

The City supports car sharing and wants to promote it in neighbourhoods, business districts and 
in new developments in New Westminster.  To this end, the City will: 

• Encourage and develop partnerships between the City, developers, Translink and the car
share providers/organizations to integrate car sharing opportunities into the transportation
landscape in conjunction with use of public transit and alternative forms of transportation
such as walking and cycling



:Car Sharing 2014 

EDMS # 626986 

• Establish dedicated parking spaces for the exclusive use of car share organizations as
required, with at least two spaces located within one block of each of New Westminster’s
five Skytrain stations

• Encourage developers to take advantage of incentives contained in the City’s Zoning Bylaw:
 Developer parking relaxation option (one car share vehicle and space to replace 5

parking spaces)
 Stipulations around TDM planning before any permits are granted

• In existing neighbourhoods:
 Ensure new car share locations are evaluated in context of the considerations below
 Conduct public consultation involving the local Residents Association to gain

consensus on the best location for a car
 Implement public education about car sharing and how it might work for residents as

part of the consultation process

• Review car-sharing parking in instances where the character of a location changes (e.g. due
to rezoning/other land use changes or the development of parking issues), to confirm its’
suitability for continued use as car share parking

• Place vehicles where they can be accessible for members 24 hours x 7 days/week (avoid
limiting to residents in a given neighborhood or building)

• Ensure on-street car-share parking does not impede or affect the movement of traffic from
outside the neighborhood (preferred locations are near parks, on residential streets).  Avoid
locations next to drop off zones, areas with frequent parking issues, loading zones,
entrances to buildings, grocery stores or convenience stores

• Apply the following considerations when evaluating all potential new car share locations:

Considerations 

Good candidates for car sharing are areas that have good public transportation access near 
Skytrain/frequent bus service.  It is possible to live in these areas without owning a vehicle, 
using car sharing only for car-orientated, occasional trips.   

While applying relaxations around parking for new developments, it is important to also 
ensure that residents have the option to choose transit and car sharing to meet their 
needs in any given neighborhood (Without the availability or willingness to seek alternatives 
to personal car ownership, neighborhoods can become clogged with vehicles unable to park). 

Depending on the nature of a project, an agreement with a developer may place a vehicle 
either in a new development or in the neighbourhood surrounding it.   
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EVO Home Zone map 

**From a customer-service standpoint, it is easier to enlarge the zone down the road, 

rather than needing to shrink it. 
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ABOUT BCAA 
A mission-driven services organization committed to delivering peace of 
mind to our 853,000+ Members and customers across B.C. and the 
Yukon (serving 1 in 3 households) 

BC’s 3th Most Loved Brand (Ipsos Reid 2015)   

The most trusted company among BCAA Members (BCAA Trust 
Research, Oct'13 conducted by Ipsos Reid) 

Roadside 
Assistance 

Insurance Auto Repair 

Travel Car Sharing 
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• Demographic 

changes 
• Urbanization 
• Economic Forces 
• Environmental 

Priorities 

CHANGING BEHAVIORS 



CHANGING BEHAVIORS 

of North American  
17 year olds had a drivers 

license in 2010, down more 
than two thirds from 1978 

45% 

44% of millennials make an 
effort to replace driving 

with other options 

35% 
say losing their computer 
would have the greatest 
negative impact on their 

lives vs. 28% for their car 



EVO CAR SHARE 
From here to there, with room for your friends. 
Welcome to the evolution of car sharing. 

5 

Toyota Prius C Hybrid 
Spacious - four doors, five seats, with  
room for your groceries & four friends. 



HOW IT WORKS 

                                                                                            

6 



EVO HOME ZONE 

                                                                                            

7 



EVO STATS SO FAR 

                                                                                            

8 



IMPACT OF FREE FLOATING CAR SHARING IN VANCOUVER 
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Based on a 2015 Car2go Study 1  
 

• Each car share vehicle removed an estimated nine vehicles from 
Vancouver’s roads 
 

• 8,200 vehicles removed in total 
 

• Car2go in Vancouver reduced overall VMT by up to an estimated 
37.5 million miles 
 

• Each Vancouver car share vehicle eliminated up to 11 metric tons of 
GHG emissions per year 
 

• Car2go Vancouver also prevented up to an estimated 10,000 metric 
tons per year of GHG emissions from polluting Vancouver air 

1 Transportation Sustainability Research Center. July 2015  
 



NEW WESTMINSTER METRICS 

10 

DENSITY 

TRANSIT 

New Westminster has a population density similar to 
the Vancouver core, with a strong reliance on transit. 
Both the downtown core and Sapperton have a young 
population. 

   Sapperton 



• Feedback from our existing 
members and non-members 
 

• Creating Evo relevance in 
British Columbia  
 

• New Westminster’s growing 
density and Millennial 
population  
 

• Link to Transit 
 

 
11 

EXPANSION  



INTEREST 

How interested are you trying in a car sharing service like Car2go or Evo? 
All respondents answering who have not used Car2go and Evo (n=2,455) 

12 

Vancouver Burnaby New 
West 

North 
Van Richmond 

Total Interested 53% 52% 43% 39% 44% 

 Very interested 14% 10% 11% 4% 11% 

 Somewhat interested 39% 42% 32% 35% 33% 

Lux Insights Quantitative Research, November 2016 
 



HOME ZONE BOUNDARIES 

13 

City of New 
Westminster 
boundary 

Potential home zone: 5 
sq. km. which implies 
about 50 cars.  



• To build a car sharing service for 
New Westminster residents that is 
complimentary to existing mobility 
modes already in place 

 
• Align with the City of New 

Westminster and long term 
strategies around transportation 
and environment 

 
• Foster a relationship of 

information sharing and 
partnership 

 
• Working together to identify 

parking locations and strategy 
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WORKING TOGETHER  



SUCCESS FACTORS 
  
• Density 

 
• Municipal partners 

 
• Council approved policies and 

procedures  
 

• Residential and permit parking  
 

• Limited parking restrictions and 
subsided parking  

15 



Questions? 

16 



R E P O R T  
Office of the Chief Administrative Officer 

To: Mayor Coté and Members of Council Date: 5/1/2017 

From: Lisa Spitale 

Chief Administrative Officer 

File: 05.1035.10 

Item #: 200/2017 

Subject: Provincial Property-based Taxes in the Metro Vancouver Region 

RECOMMENDATION 

That Council receive this report for information 

PURPOSE 

The purpose of this report is to provide Council with a recent report prepared by Metro 

Vancouver. 

BACKGROUND 

Attached with this covering memo is the report from Metro Vancouver titled “Provincial 
Property-based Taxes in the Metro Vancouver Region” dated April 4, 2017 (Attachment 1). 
The report provides key findings in three areas; they are: the Home Owner Grant; School 
Property Tax; and the Property Transfer Tax. 

OPTIONS 

There are two options for Council’s consideration; they are:

Option 1 – Receive this report for information; or

Option 2 – Provide staff with further direction.

Option 1 is recommended. 

10.
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ATTACHMENTS 

 
Attachment 1: Provincial Property-based Taxes in the Metro Vancouver Region 

 

 

 

This report has been prepared by: 

Lisa Spitale, Chief Administrative Officer 

 

 

 

  Approved for Presentation to Council 

  

 
  Lisa Spitale 

Chief Administrative Officer 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Attachment 1:
Provincial Property-based Taxes
in the Metro Vancouver Region



metrovancouver 

BC 

ﾷｾ＠

••• 

Metro 
Vancouver 

If you own property in 

Metro Vancouver. you 

are paying more than 

your fair share. 

ＢＧＭＡＭ ＭＭ Ｍｾ＠

Provincial Property-based Taxes 
in the Metro Vancouver Region 

April4, 2017 



Provincial Property-based Taxes 
in the Metro Vancouver Region 

Executive Summary 

Home Owner Grant Position Paper 

School Property Tax Position Paper 

Property Transfer Tax Position Paper 

Cascadia Partners Report 



PROPERTY TAX SYSTEM NEEDS REFORM 
METRO VANCOUVER HOMEOWNERS SHOULDER TAX BURDEN 

RESIDENTIAL HOUSEHOLDS 

1,006,372 
METRO VANCOUVER 

NUMBER OF RESIDENTIAL HOUSEHOLDS 

METRO VANCOUVER BC 

SCHOOL PROPERTY TAX 

$695 
METRO VANCOUVER 

AVERAGE PER HOUSEHOLD 

54% 

RECEIVED BY I RECEIVED BY REST 
METRO VANCOUVER OF THE 

NORTHERN AND RURAL HOME OWNER GRANT 

0% fo 

ELIGIBLE IN ADDITIONAL $200 TO ELIGIBLE 
METRO VANCOUVER HOMEOWNERS OUTSIDE 

METRO VANCOUVER 

PROPERTY TRANSFER TAX 

75% 
METRO VANCOUVER 

SHARE OF PROPERTY TRANSFER TAX PAID 



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

On April29, 2016 the Board of Directors for the Metro Vancouver Regional District (MVRD) passed a 

motion requesting an update of a 1988 Metro Vancouver study entitled Real Property Taxation Issues in 

Greater Vancouver focusing on Metro Vancouver's overall property tax burden and benefits relative to the 

rest of the Province. 

Cascadia Strategy Consulting Partners Ltd. (Cascadia}, an independent team of subject matter experts in 

public finance and economics, was requested to update the 1988 MVRD study, focusing specifically on the 

Home Owner Grant, Provincial School Property Tax, and Property Transfer Tax. This document outlines 

how each have been impacted by rising property values, resulting in increased Provincial tax burden within 

the region. 

This document was presented to the Metro Vancouver Financing and Intergovernmental Committee 

February 15, 2017. Key findings are summarized below and detailed in the following sections. 

Home Owner Grant 

Between January 2014 and December 2016, the composite home price index in Metro Vancouver rose by 

48%, while the Provincial Home Owner Grant threshold increased by only 9% from $1.1M to $1.2M. 

• The Province recently increased the threshold to $1.6M to allow 91% of qualified property owners 

in B.C. - and 82% in Metro Vancouver- to access the full grant. 

• 67,000 more homes would be eligible for the Home Owner Grant in the MVRD if eligibility within the 

region were set at the Provincial average of 91%, saving $570-$845/year. 

School Property Tax 

School Property Tax is applied at different rates depending on school district and property class. The 

amount of School Property Tax does not perfectly correlate with regional school expenditures, especially in 

Metro Vancouver where gross School Property Tax comprises 61% of school expenditures compared with 

31% in the rest of the Province. 

• Net School Property Tax paid per household is 3 times higher in the MVRD than in the rest of the 

Province ($695 average in the MVRD vs. $223 average in other regions). 

• Education spending in the MVRD lagged School Property Tax growth by 12% since 2012. 

o Education spending would have increased by over $450M/year in the region (rather than 

$160M/year) if it kept pace with School Property Tax growth (adding $290M per year). 

• The MVRD paid $700M/year more School Property Tax than other regions combined in 2016 (71% 

contribution with 54% of the population). 

PROVINCIAL PROPERTY-BASED TAXES IN THE METRO VANCOUVER REGION 



Property Transfer Tax 

Metro Vancouver's relative share of total Property Transfer Tax (PTT) revenue is estimated to have 

increased from 68% in 2010 to 75% in 2016, due to increased home assessment values, the 3% PTT 

applied to the value of homes over $2M, and the 15% Foreign Buyers Tax, predominantly in Metro 

Vancouver. 

• Provincial PTT revenue is estimated to have doubled in two years, increasing from $1.1 B/year to 

$2.28/year\ with the MVRD contributing $900M. 

• MVRD currently contributes an estimated 75% of total Provincial PTT revenue; $1.1 B/year more 

PTT than the rest of the Province combined. 

• PTT owed on the purchase of a representative MVRD home has increased by nearly $5,000 since 

2014. 

"Note: Since the ｰｲ･ｲ･ｮｾｩｯｯ＠ of this report on ｆ･｢ｲｵｾｲｹ＠ IS, 2017. the 8C Provincial ｇｯｶｾｭｲｮ･ｾｬ＠ hcls rl'duccd the fore<asl for 2016/17 Property Transfrr Tax (m) ｲ｣ｶｭｵｾ＠ from $2.204M (frorn lhe First 

ｏｵ｡ｲｴｾｲｬｹ＠ Report 2016/1]) to $2,1)25M (from the 2017/18 Budget and fisc:al Plan released ｾｲｵ｡ｲｹ＠ 21. 2017) to reflecl slower growth in Province-wide real e;tate markets. 
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POSITION PAPER ON THE HOME OWNER GRANT 

INTRODUCTION 

• From January 2014 to December 2016, the composite home price index for the Lower 

Mainland increased by 48%. In the same period, the Home Owner Grant threshold value 

increased by only 9%. 

• In the past decade, Metro Vancouver's share of total Grant issuance declined from 53% 

to 46%, despite its population growth outpacing the rest of the Province. 

• Metro Vancouver's declining share of the Grant was accelerated by the introduction of 

the Northern and Rural Home Owner Grant in 2011 providing an additional $200 for 

eligible homes in northern and rural areas. 

• Since 2011, Grant eligibility within Metro Vancouver has decreased from 91% to 82% 

resulting from rising residential property values outpacing the Grant threshold value. 

• 67,000 more homes would be eligible for the Home Owner Grant in the MVRD if eligibility 

within the region were set at the Provincial average. 

PURPOSE OF THIS POSITION PAPER 

This Position Paper proposes a change to the method of setting the annual Home Owner Grant 

threshold level, such that 91% of Metro Vancouver residential properties would be eligible for the full 

Grant. In 2017, this change would increase the Grant threshold value from $1.6M to $2.2M within 

region, making over 67,000 additional residential properties eligible for the full Grant in the MVRD. 

This document is being presented as supporting information to the following recommendation: 

That the Province of Brit;sh Columbia set the Home Owner Grant threshold at a higher level in 

the Metro Vancouver Regional District than in other regions of the Province, such that 91% of 

residential properties fall below the threshold, to reflect increased values within the region and 

protect homeowners facing tax increases without corresponding income growth. 

The existing Provincial legislation currently does not refer to multiple Grant threshold levels, and 

therefore this position may require legislative changes or clarification. 

DEFINING THE PROBLEM 

In 2016, 12,400 residential properties became ineligible for the full Grant in the MVRD resulting from 

rising assessed property values outpacing the 2016 Grant threshold increase.1 These homeowners 

now owe $570-$845 in additional annual property tax, typically without a corresponding increase in 

' BC Assessment Authority. Assessed Values In IM GVRD (acoessad December 2016). 
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income. Since 2011, Grant eligibility2 within Metro Vancouver has decreased from 91% to 82% 

resulting from rising residential property values outpacing the Grant threshold value. While the 

region added 56,300 residential properties between 2011 and 2016, the total value of the Home 

Owner Grant issued regionally has decreased from $325M in 20111o an estimated $320M in 2016.3 

There is currently a single Home Owner Grant threshold Province-wide, despite substantial 

differences in property value across regions. As result, regions with relatively low property values 

may exceed 99% Grant eligibility. Whereas within Metro Vancouver, Grant eligibility region-wide in 

2016 was approximately 82%4, with eligibility as low as 20% in some municipalities5, compared to 

estimated Grant eligibility of 97% in the rest of the Province. 

Metro Vancouver Home Owner Grant Value and Eligibility 

·vear 

2016 

2015 

2014 

2013 

2012 

2011 

Grant 
Threshold 

•• • ••••• 
$1,200,000 

$1,100,000 

$1,100,000 

$1,295,000 

$1,285,000 

$1,150,000 

Total Number 
of Residential 
Properties in 

the MVRD 

740,2827 

727,366 

716,917 

704,093 

693,382 

684,018 

PROPOSED CHANGE 

Number of 
Residential 
Properties 

Under 
Threshold 

Percentage of 
Eligible 

Residential 
Properties 

'"· !!it'''··'·-···,··· I: .. 

82% 

85% 

624,250 87% 

635,368 90% 

626,245 90% 

622,078 91% 

Number of 
Basic Grant 
Claimants 

($570 since '07) 

Number of 
Additional 

Grant 
Claimants 

($845 since '07) 

342K (46.2%) I 148K (20.3%) 

346K (47.6%) I 150K (20.6%) 

352K (49.1%) 147K (20.5%) 

361K {51.3%) 146K (20.]0,1,) 

363K (52.4%) 140K ＲＰＮＲｸＢｾＩ＠

351K {51.3%) 152K (22.2%) 

Total 
Home 
Owner 
Grant 
Value 

$325M 

$331M 

$327M 

$325M 

This Position Paper recommends a change to the method of setting the Home Owner Grant 

threshold level, such that 91% of Metro Vancouver residential properties would fall below the Grant 

threshold.9 Rather than applying a single Grant threshold Province-wide, the threshold would be set 

at a different level for Metro Vancouver based on the distribution of residential property values within 

the region. In 2017, this change would increase the Grant threshold value from $1.6M to $2.2M 

within region, making 67,000 additional residential properties eligible for the full Grant value. The 

proposed method would be applied on an annual basis. and the Grant threshold would change 

annually within Metro Vancouver depending on changes in assessed value in that year. 

2 Gn111l eiglblllty Is deft ned as the number of properties falling ha\llng a value below the Grant threshold value. 
3 Mini&tl'y of COmmunity, Sport, and Cuii\Jral Devei()IJment. Local Government Slalfstlcs 2006-2015 (accessed December 2016}. 
• Excluded from tltese figures are First Nations Reserves, the Lower Mainland Reg lanai District and University Endowment Lands. 
' District of West Vancouver has en &PIJroldmete eligibility of 19.5%, the nelrtlowest being Village of Anmore at approximately 44.9% ellglbllty. 
• Based on the 2016 Home Ownet Grant Threshold thls would have fallen to 506,865. 
7 Note: The estimated numbef' of households In Metro Vancoul/8r In 2016 Ia 1,006,372 (BC Data, 2016). Regional household count Is used In this 
report to calculate the household impact of tall revenue cdlected from the le$ldentlal ーｲｑｴＺｾ･ｲｴｹ＠ c;Jass. The number of househords is <ifferent from ltle 
number of residential properties reported by BC assessment (estimated at 740,282 in 2016) as one unique parctll may have more than one household. 
• EsUmaled based on rv&idential assessed value trends between 2015 and 2016. 
9 91% cA properties are estimated to currently be eligible for the Gr.mt at:ross the Prolllnce (Including Metro Vancouver). 
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Single Threshold Model vs. Fixed Percentage Eligibility Model (Illustrative) 

Current Model: Single Threshold Value 

! $3,500,000 

Proposed Model: Fixed Percentage Eligibility 

!: $3,500,000 

j $3,000,000 

ｾ＠

Thresholds Set 
to Flxed91% 
Eligibility 

ReglonC 
Threshold 

j $3,000,000 

ｾ＠ $2,500,000 
::r:: 

! $2,500,000 ..,--· 
• $2,000,000 Single Threshold 1 

ｾ＠ $1,500,000 ----------

ｾ＠ $1,000,000 

1 $5oo.ooo 

::;) $0 

Region A Region B Region C 

.! 
$2,000,000 

! $1,500,000 

ｾ＠ $1,000,000 ... 
! $500,000 
D. 

::;) $0 

ReglonB 
Threshol -- . 

Region A 
Threshold 

Region A Region B Region C 

The change would not mean that 91% of residential properties in all municipalities within Metro 

Vancouver would be eligible for the Grant, rather a single threshold would be set for the region 

increasing Grant eligibility for all Metro Vancouver residents. 

Objectives for the Proposed Change 

• Protect Metro Vancouver residents who have recently exceeded, or are close to 

exceeding the Home Owner Grant threshold value and face a $570-$845 annual 

property tax increase. 

• Address disproportionately low Grant funding in Metro Vancouver relative to the rest of 

the Province (Metro Vancouver receives 46% Grant funding with 54% of the population). 

• Establish a method for setting the Grant threshold which is responsive to annual 

increases (or decreases) in property value, which can be calculated objectively. 

• Improve regional affordability, respecting that high assessed property value does not 

necessarily reflect a resident's income or ability to pay. 

POSITION PAPER ON THE HOME OWNER GRANT 
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POSITION PAPER ON THE SCHOOL PROPERTY TAX 

INTRODUCTION 

• School Property Tax rates in the MVRD are set such that the region's share of net School Property Tax 

tracks its share of assessed values (rather than school expenditures). 

• School Property Tax paid per household is 3x higher In the MVRD than In the rest ofthe Province ($695 

average in the MVRD vs. $223 in other regions). 

• Education spending in the MVRD lagged regional net School Property Tax growth by 12% since 2012. 

o Education spending would have increased by $290M/year within the region if spending kept 

pace with net School Property Tax growth over the last five years. 

• The MVRD paid $700M/year more School Property Tax than other regions combined in 2016 (71% 

contribution with 54% of the Provincial population). 

PURPOSE OF THIS POSITION PAPER 

This Position Paper proposes that the Provincial Government adjust School Property Tax rates to achieve a 

more equitable alignment of School Property Tax revenue and school expenditures across regions. Currently, 

the region's share of net School Property Tax tracks Its share of assessed values rather than school 

expenditures. As the reglon's share of assessed value has grown, its share of net School Property Tax has 

increased from 65% to 71% between 2006 and 20161
, while school expenditures In the MVRD are currently 

49% of the Provincial total.2 This document is being presented as supporting information to the following 

recommendation: 

That school property tax be calculated annually on a regional basis to reflect the provincial average 

threshold of school district expenditures which was 46% in 2016. 

1 Ministry of Community, Sport, and CultUral Development, Local Government S1atistiC$ 2016 (acoessed De camber 2016. 
2 BC Sdlool Di&bict Revenue and Expendllure Tables (aocessed December 2016) . 
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DEFINING THE PROBLEM 

School Property Tax paid per household is 3x higher in the MVRD than in the rest of the Province (estimated 

$695 average in the MVRD vs. $223 average in other regions)-3 Since 2012, School Property Taxes paid within 

Metro Vancouver have grown by 19%, while school expenditures have increased by only 7%. If school 

expenditures kept pace with School Property Tax revenues, education spending within the region would have 

inc:reased by $290M/year. 

On average Province-wide, gross School Property Tax is 46% of school expenditures, however this amount 

varies significantly by region.4 In the MVRD, School Property Tax is currently 61% of the region's school 

expenditures, compared to 31% in the rest of the Province. Gross School Property Tax as a percentage of school 

expenditures varies from 111% in some School Districts to 4% in others.s6 The MVRD paid $700M/year more 

School Property Tax than other regions combined in 2016 (7196 contribution with 54% of the Provincial 

population). 

PROPOSED CHANGE 

This Position Paper proposes that the Province adjust School Property Tax rates annually based the School 

District' s share of expenditures rather than based on its relative share of assessed property value. In the MVRD, 

where gross School Property Tax is currently 61% of the region's school expenditures, adjusted School Property 

Tax rates would decrease gross School Property Tax as a share of school expenditures closer to the Provincial 

average of 46%. School Property Tax rate adjustments would apply for both residential-c:lass properties, in 

addition to commercial properties (which currently have the same School Property Tax rate Province-wide), 

based on the relative share of school expenditures in each School District. 

Objectives for the Proposed Change 

• Achieve a more equitable alignment between School Property Tax revenue and school expenditures 

across regions, such that School Property Tax is based on funding needs rather assessed value. 

• Address disproportionately high School Property Tax in Metro Vancouver relative to the rest of the 

Province (Metro Vancouver contributes 7196 with 54% of the population). 

• Improve School Property Tax equity for businesses by adjusting rates based on regional values. 

• Improve regional affordability, respec:ting that high assessed property value does not necessarily 

reflect a resident's income or ability to pay. 

' BC Data Household Estimates (accessed January 2017). Ministry of Community. Sport. •nd Cultural Development {acwssed December 2016}. 

• After the Home OWner Grant, net School Tax is 50% of school expenditures in the MVRD and 20% in other regions {Provincial average" 34%). 
6 Ministry of Community, Sport, and Cultural Development, Local Government Statistic. 2016 (accessed December 2016). 
8 BC School District Revenue and Expenditure Tables (accessed December 2016). 
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SCHOOL PROPERTY TAXES PAID 

$223 
Average School tax 
per household in 
rest of BC 

$695 
Average School tax 
per household in 
Metro Vancouver 

3X PER 
HOUSEHOLD IN METRO 

VANCOUVER 

SCHOOL PROPERTY TAX REVENUE GROWS FASTER 
THAN SCHOOL EXPENDITURES 

School Property Tax Revenue 

ｾＬ＠ School Expenditures .. .. -------- ｟ＬｾＧ＠·-----·-
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Education spending would have increased by over $290 million per year in 
Metro Vancouver if it had kept pace with School Tax growth since 2012 

RECOMMENDATION 

Adjust Metro Vancouver's school property tax collected on an 
annual basis to reflect the provincial average. 
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POSITION PAPER ON THE PROPERTY TRANSFER TAX 

INTRODUCTION 

• Provincial Property Transfer Tax (PTT} revenue increased by 44% between 2015 and 2016, 

and is forecast to increase by over 50% between 2016 and 2017. 

• PTT revenue is increasing due to high transaction volumes and values, the introduction of 

the 3% tax bracket on value exceeding $2M (announced February 2016), and the additional 

PTT on residential property transfers to foreign entities (announced August 2016). 

• The $200K PTT bracket was originally intended as a wealth tax in 1987 when only 5% of 

homes exceeded $200K (now over 95% exceed this value). 

• Metro Vancouver's relative share of total provincially collected PTT revenue is estimated to 

have increased from 68% in 2011 to 76% in 2017. In two years, Metro Vancouver's 

contributions are estimated to have increased PTT revenue by $900M, more than doubling 

the $767M generated in Metro Vancouver in 2015. 

• PTT owed on a representative MVRD home has increased by nearly $5,000 since 2014. 

PURPOSE OF THIS POSITION PAPER 

This Position Paper proposes that the Provincial Government direct an increased share of PTT 

revenue towards regional housing initiatives. PTT has generated windfall revenue in recent years, 

while rates of working poverty1 and homelessness remain among Canada's highest. 60,000 

households in the region currently spend more than half of their income on shelter.2 An estimated 

4,000 people in the region have an immediate need for housing3• Approximately 5 people become 

homeless within Metro Vancouver each week.4 This document is being presented as supporting 

information to the following recommendation: 

That the Province of British Columbia invest the MVRD's share of unbudgeted Property 

Transfer Tax revenue, its share of new funds from the 3% bracket, and the additional 

foreign home buyers tax, within the Metro Vancouver region and that this funding be 

invested in local government infrastructure, transit and affordable housing at the 

direction of Metro Vancouver local governments; 

1 Defined as spending more than 50% of income on shelter. 
2 Worl<ing Poverty in Metro Vancouver. Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives (June 2016). 
3 Based on 2016 income assistance cases that are no f»<ed address within Metro Vancouver. 
ｾ＠ Cascadia Strategy Consulting Partners; assuming 6% annual growth In the regional homeless pop1.1latlon. 
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DEFINING THE PROBLEM 

Provincial PTT Brackets. In 1987, the Provincial Government introduced the PTT and originally 

applied a tax rate of 1% on the first $200K in value, and 2% on additional value over $200K for all 

transfers of real estate in the Province.5 The $200K bracket was intended as a wealth tax in 1987, 

when only 5% of homes exceeded this threshold.6 However, currently more than 95% of MVRD 

properties exceed the $200K threshold, and therefore revenue collected from the Pn far exceeds 

its original intent. 

New Tax Bracket for Homes over $2M. In February 2016, the Province introduced a new tax 

bracket of 3% for transaction value greater than $2M, which further increases Pn tax burden 

disproportionately for the MVRD. 

As a result of rising transaction volume and values, and outdated PTT brackets, Pn revenue in the 

MVRD increased by an estimated $500M in 2016, and $900M over the last two years. MVRD's 

share of revenue has increased from 68% in 2011 to an estimated 76% in 2017. Since 2011, PTT 

growth in the MVRD has outpaced the rest of the Province by 85%, adding over $800M more Pn 

compared other regions. However, this increased PTT tax burden within the MVRD has not led to 

proportional increases in affordable housing investment. 

PROPOSED CHANGE 

This Position Paper proposes that the MVRD's share of unbudgeted PTT7 , its share of new funds 

from the 3% bracket, and the additional foreign home buyers tax be redirected to investments in 

regional affordable housing initiatives and measures to prevent and decrease homelessness and 

working poverty. 

Objectives for the Proposed Change 

• Increase the supply of low-income and supported rental housing units, making it possible for 

someone earning minimum wage to pay for accommodations with one-third of their income. 

• Decrease working poverty within the MVRD, which currently affects 8% of households. a 

• Address disproportionately high PTT revenue in Metro Vancouver (MVRD contributes 76% of 

PTT with 54% ofthe population) by re-investing PTT revenue within the region. 

• Prevent and decrease homelessness, by investing in community programs, supported 

housing, and transitionary programs to find sustainable housing solutions for all residents. 

• Increase investment in housing initiatives using unbudgeted and new PTT revenue, so as not 

to affect existing Provincial investments and services. 

s Taxable transactions include: transfer of fee simple, right to purchase or agreement for sale, lease or lease modiflcat!on agree manes, Bfa e8tate, 
foredosura, Crown grant, escheat, ｦｯｲｦ･ｾｵｲ｡＠ or quit daim, transfer as a result of corporate reorganization. 
6 Real Estate Board of Greater Vancouver (2017). 
' Defined as being In excess of the next years' Provincial revenue forecast. 
8 Worl<lng Poverty In Metro Vancouver, Canadian Centre for Policy Alt&mallves (June 2016). 
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PROPERTY TRANSFER TAX 
A GROWING WINDFALL FOR THE PROVINCE 

Originally a 'wealth tax' on the top 5% of homes, the higher brackets 
now apply to over 95% of homes in Metro Vancouver 
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$1.5 BILLION FROM 

GROWTH IN PROPERTY TAX REVENUE METRO VANCOUVER 

METRO VANCOUVER 

2010111 2011n2 2o12113 2013114 2014/15 2015116 2o16111 
PROJECTED 

In 2016-17 Metro Vancouver is projected to contribute 
$1.5 Billion to the province in PTT revenue. 

*METRO VANCOUVER FOREIGN BUYER TAX 

PROPERTY TRANSFER TAX 
SHARE OF TOTAL REVENUE 

25% 75% 

METRO VANCOUVER 

RECOMMENDATION 

Invest the unbudgeted revenue generated within the MVRD from the PTT 
back into local government infrastructure, transit and affordable housing 

in the Metro Vancouver region. 
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INTRODUCTION 

On April29, 2016 the Board of Directors for the Greater Vancouver Regional District (GVRD) passed 

a motion requesting an update of a 1988 Metro Vancouver (GVRD) study entitled Real Property 

Taxation Issues in Greater Vancouver focusing on Metro Vancouver's overall property tax burden 

and benefits relative to the rest of the Province. The motion read as follows: 

That the GVRD Board refer to staff the 1988 GVRD study, related to the provincial portion of the 

property taxes paid by Metro Vancouver residents, to bring fotward to the Intergovernmental 

and Finance committee to pursue updating, in light of the unprecedented increases in 

assessments experienced in the region. 2 

Cascadia Strategy Consulting Partners Ltd. (Cascadia), an independent team of subject matter 

experts in public finance and economics, was requested to update the 1988 GVRD study, focusing 

specifically on the Home Owner Grant, Provincial School Property Tax, and Property Transfer Tax. 

This report is submitted for review by the GVRD Finance and Intergovernmental Committee to 

support discussions on regional policy direction and collaboration with the BC Provincial 

Government ("the Province"), to improve affordability and tax fairness for residents and businesses 

within Greater Vancouver. 

Report Terms of Reference 

The terms of reference for the updated report includes the following sections: 

1. Property Tax Overview. Summarizes property tax policies within Page2 

Greater Vancouver and analyzes revenue trends for each component 

of regional property taxes. 

2. Provincial School Property Tax Analysis. Reviews Provincial PageS 

School Property Tax across Districts in relation to school expenditures, 

and analyzes revenue trends within Greater Vancouver. 

3. Home Owner Grant Analysis. Analyzes Grant levels and eligibility Page 10 

within Greater Vancouver, focusing on how rising values have affected 

regional distribution. 

4. Property Transfer Tax Analysis. Reviews how Property Transfer Tax Page 14 

(PIT) and the additional 15% tax on foreign purchases of residential 

property impacts transactions in Greater Vancouver. 

2 Nota: this report was originally plenned for oompletion by Septembet" 2016; however the Greater Vancouver Regionel District did not receive accesa 
to sufficient data until December 2016. 
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1. PROPERTY TAX OVERVIEW 

There are two main factors that affect property taxes3: relative assessed property value, and the 

amount of tax revenue needed to fund community services and assets. In Greater Vancouver, the 

amount of tax revenue required is determined annually by the local municipality, the Provincial 

government (via the School Property Tax), and other government agencies providing services. 

Municipalities are responsible for issuing property tax bills on behalf of all agencies and remitting 

revenue owed. 

Property taxes do not increase or decrease in direct correlation to assessed values, because rates 

vary each year depending on growth of assessed value across property classes . If assessed value 

increases by more than annual new funding needed by local and Provincial government agencies, 

property tax rates decrease to control the amount of revenue collected. If assessed value within a 

particular neighbourhood of a municipality increases disproportionately, then taxes owed in other 

neighbourhoods of the same municipality may decrease due to their lower relative value. 

Property Tax Components in Greater Vancouver 

Each government agency collecting property taxes independently sets a property tax rate. 

Municipalities set a property tax rate to fund general municipal expenses, the Provincial government 

sets a School Property Tax rate4 , TransLink sets a rate to fund transit investment and operations, as 

do other agencies such as the Greater Vancouver Regional District, Municipal Financing 

Association, and BC Assessment Authority. Variable tax rates are applied across residential, 

business, industrial, and other property classes, changing each year based on assessed value.5 

Property Tax Components within Greater Vancouver in 201667 
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Provincial Government: Gross School Tax (before deducting the 

home oVJI'ler grant) totalled $1.68 within Greater Vancouver; 36% of 
property tax in the region and 66% of the gross amount of property 
tax remitted to the Province. 

General Mun lclpal Revenue: Metro Vancouver municipalities 
generated $2 .3b In general revenue through the property tax to fund 
general municipal expenses In 20 16, approldmately 53% of property 
tax in the region. 

Transportation: Trans Link collected $336M o1 property tax revenue 

in 2016; 8% of property tax in the region and 22% of regional 

transportation funding. 

Other: An additional $1 09M of combined property tax revenue is 
used to fund BC Assessment, the Municipal Finance Authority, and 
the Greater Vancouver Regional Disbict. 

36% 

53% 

8% 

3% 

3 Property tax bills Include both \lllriable rate tuxes, and user fees far water, sewer, garbage, and recycling. The section focuses on variable rate taxes. 
• As explained in Seclion 2, the Provincial School Property Tax comp(lflanl of the proparty tax does. not correspond to local school expenditures acrn&S 
School Districts; ralhar the School Property Tax is used to fund province-Void& ･ｾｃｰ･ｮ､ｬｴｵｲ･｡ Ｎ＠
5 Nota: different property tax rates are applied for eeoh property class de pending on the tax burden for aach component of reg ionaJ property !axes, and 
the relative assessed v&luas within each property cia&&. 
• Source: Local Government Data, Ministry of Community, Sport, and CultUral Development, Munldpal Taxes and Charge& {2016). 
7 Note: lnclud111s commercial and resldenUal property liilll revenue; excludes horne owner grant&: property tax revenue gltlW!h rasults from annual rate 
changes and increases to the property lax base. 
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Property Tax Burden within Greater Vancouver Across Classes (2016) 

Property tax rates are set at different levels depending on the property 

class (e.g. residential, business, industrial, etc.). Within Greater 

Vancouver in 2016, residential properties comprise 93% of properties 

and contribute 56% of total property tax revenue. Business class 

properties comprise 6% of properties and contribute 37% of property 

tax revenue. Industrial properties comprise 1 o/o of all properties and 

contribute 6% of revenue, with other property classes (e.g. utilities, 

fann, supportive housing, etc.} provided the remaining 1% of revenue. 

Property Tax Growth in Greater Vancouver 

Annual growth of property tax is controlled by each of the respective government agencies, based 

on funding needs within a legislative framework.8 The five-year average annual growth rate of total 

property taxes within Greater Vancouver (including all property classes) is 3.8%. 

Growth of Combined Property Tax Components in Greater Vancouver: 2006- 2016 
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Allocation of Incremental Property Tax Across Components within Greater Vancouver 

The table below summarizes property tax growth rates and incremental allocation by component. 

Property Tax Annual Property Tax Five-Year Average Incremental Tax@ 
Component (2016) Annual Growth Rate Historical Rate 

Gross School Property 
$1.68910 (36%) 3.8% $59M(36%) 

Tax 

General Municipal $2.38 (53%} 4.0% $92M{56%) 

Translink $336M(8%) 3.0% $10M (6%) 

Other Agencies $110M (3%) 3.2% $4M(2%) 

T otai!Average $4.38 (100%) 3.8% $165M (100%} 

e Municipal, Pn:llllnclal, and Transllnk property taxes are governed by the Local Government Act (or locel Charter), the Sc:tlool Act, and the South 
Colil$1 British Columbia Transporta11on Authority Act respectively. 
e Sou roe: Local Government Data. Ministry of Community, Sport, and CuHural Dolllillopmenl, !1/lunic:ip;lll Taxo$end Charges (2016) 
10 MinisUy of Community, Sport. and Culture! Development rev.enue reporting a11cludes home O'M"'er grant and non-residential tax credifl!i. 
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Property Taxes Grow at a Different Rate than Property Values 

Greater Vancouver has experienced significant growth in assessed property values in recent years, 

however property taxes have increased more slowly. Variable property tax rates have consistently 

decreased within Greater Vancouver to ensure that revenue collected does not exceed annual new 

funding needs for the government agencies setting property tax. Conversely. if assessed values 

within Greater Vancouver had held constant or declined. then property tax rates would have 

increased to generate the required level of revenue. 

Index of Property Value Growth vs. Property Tax Growth 11 
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Since 2006, the growth of 
property value has outpaced 
property tax by 87%, with 
property tax rates declining to 
control revenue. 

The annual property tax increase for a specific homeowner depends on their relative change in 

assessed property value compared to other owners within their municipality and region. Even though 

a given property•s assessed value has increased. its property taxes may decrease depending on 

how its value changed relative to other properties in the same class. 

"Market Change" vs. "Non-Market Change" In Assessed Value 

Total assessed value changes results from two factors: ·Market Change" and Ｂｎｯｮｾｍ｡ｲｫ･ｴ＠ Change". 

Market Change results from increased demand for the existing supply of properties. Non-Market 

Change results from additions or changes to supply resulting from new development, construction, 

and changes in property class or zoning. Non-Market Change slows property tax growth for existing 

property owners by funding incremental revenue with "net new" assessed value. 

Although total property taxes have grown at 3.8% year. 1.5% - 2.0% of this annual growth resulted 

from Non-Market Change12 {e.g. new construction, development, changes in property 

class/zoning)13, meaning that tax growth for average existing property owners unaffected by Non-

Market Change is less than 3.8% (approximately 2.3 - 2.8% ). 

u Source: Local Government Data, Ministry of Community, Sport, and Cunural Development, Municipal Assessed Values, TaxM and Charges (2016) 
12 BC Asses&ment Authority (2016). 
13 •Non-Market Change• (NMC), includes changes in assessed velue from the following faclol$: New construction authOI'i.zad under local building 
authority permit (pe!Tilltted improvements); New development or •size" cllange.s to land -Including subdivisions, land assemblies and C01l$(11idatlons 
(Plans Cancellations); new/expired tenures on Crown/exempt land; Property class and exception changes: and Zoning changes (e.g. changes to 
density, use, and resulting property value). 
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2. PROVINCIAL SCHOOl PROPERTY TAX ANAlYSIS 

Context 

BC School District operating grants are funded by the Provincial general budget, which is in turn 

funded partially by the School Property Tax. The School Property Tax is a property tax applied at 

different rates depending on the School District and property class. The amount of School Property 

Tax within a given region does not always correlate with school expenditures, especially in Greater 

Vancouver where gross School Property Tax comprises 61% of school expenditures (compared to 

31% in the rest of the Province). The Province has the authority to collect School Property Tax under 

the School Act, however the Act does not detail a methodology for setting annual tax rates across 

School Districts. 

The School Property Tax is the primary component of regional property tax which is reduced by the 

Home Owner Grant (see Section 3), although the Grant may also offset other municipal or regional 

property taxes if the amount of School Property Tax owed is less than the Grant value. In this report, 

"gross School Property Tax" refers to the gross reported value of the School Property Tax without 

deducting the Grant value. "net School Property Tax" refers to School Property Tax revenue after 

deducting the Grant value. 

Summary Findings 

• School Property Tax rates in Greater Vancouver are set such that the region's share of net 

School Property Tax tracks its share of assessed values, rather than regional cost drivers for 

school expenditures (e.g. enrollments), which grow at a slower rate than assessed value. 

• As Greater Vancouver's share of assessed value has grown, its share of total Provincial net 

School Property Tax has increased from 65% to 71% between 2006 and 2016, and its share 

of the Home Owner Grant has decreased from 53% to 46%. 

• Since 2012, net School Property Tax within Greater Vancouver has grown by 19%, while 

local expenditures have increased by only 7%. If expenditures kept pace with School 

Property Tax revenues, education spending within the region would have increased by 

$290M/year. 

• Within the GVRD, gross School Property Tax is 61% of school expenditures on average. In 

other School Districts in the rest of the Province. School Property Tax is only of 31% of 

school expenditures, reflecting an indirect subsidy from Greater Vancouver to other regions. 

• Gross School Property Tax as a percentage of school expenditures varies from 111% in 

some School Districts to 4% in others across the Province. 
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GVRD's Share of School Property Tax Tracks its Share of Assessed Value 

School Property Tax rates in Greater Vancouver are set such that the region's share of net School 

Property Tax tracks its share of assessed values.14 As the region's relative assessed value has 

grown, Greater Vancouver's share of net School Property Tax has increased from 65% to 71 o/o 

between 2006 and 2016. Over the same period, the region's share of the Provincial population has 

increased from 52% to 54%, and its share of school expenditures has increased from 48% to 49%. 

Greater Vancouver's Relative Share of Assessed Value and Net School Property Tax151
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School Property Tax within GVRD Grows Faster Than Expenditures 

Since 2012, net School Property Tax within Greater Vancouver has grown by 19%, while local 

expenditures have increased by only 7%. This is because net School Property Tax collected has 

tracked the region's relative share of assessed value, rather than regional cost drivers for school 

expenditures (e.g. enrollments), which grow at a slower rate than relative assessed value. If school 

expenditures kept pace with School Property Tax revenues, education spending within the region 

would have increased by $290M/year. 

Index of GVRD School Property Tax Revenue to School Expenditures (2012 base year)1718 
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14 Note: It Is unclear If this correlation is the ｯ｢ｪ･･ｾｶ･＠ of the methodology for setting School Property Tax or a consequence of the methodology. 
15 MlnlstJy of Community, Sport, and Cultural Development. Locel Government StatisUcs 2018 (aocnsed December 2016). 
16 Be School District Revenue end Expenditure Tables (accessed December 2016). 
17 Minislly of Community, Sport, and cunural Development. Local Government Stetistics 2016 (aoce&&ed December 2016). 
18 BC School District Revenue and Elcpendltura Tables (aoeeased December 2016). 
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Greater Vancouver School Property Tax Share of Expenditures 

On average Province-wide, gross School Property Tax is 46% of School District expenditures1920, 

however this amount varies depending on the region. In the GVRD, School Property Tax is currenUy 

61% of the region's District-attributable school expenditures, compared to 31% in the rest of the 

Province. The GVRD paid over $700M/year more School Property Tax than the rest of the Province 

combined in 2016 (71% contribution with 54% of the population). 

Gross School Property Tax as a Percentage of School Expenditures2122 
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School Property Tax Share of Expenditures Varies Significantly by District 

Gross School Property Tax as a percentage of attributable expenditures varies from 111% in some 

School Districts to 4% in others across the Province. If the School Property Tax as a relative share 

of School District expenditures in Greater Vancouver was the same as the Provincial average, 

School Property Tax within the region would decrease by approximately $390M annually. 

Gross School Property Tax Relative Share of School Expenditures by District2324 
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18 Alter tne Home owner Uranl, net School ｾ＾ｲｯｰ･ｲｴｹ＠ lax comprises 50% Dlllistriel eKpendltuteS In tile c.:;vKil ano 1 Y'Yo In otner re!Jons (t>rov. avg. = 
34%). 
20 Note: oxcludei prtmal)' and secondary educeUon expandltuAIII attributable to School Oistrids; Including norHltlrtbutable expendilures tile estimated 

share of expenditures funded by gross Sc:toool Property Tax Is 39% In 2016 {aoun;e; BC Budget and Fiscal Plan 2018117). 
21 Mni&try of Cclmmunlty, Sport, and Cultural Development, Local Government Statisliet 2016 (accessed December 2016). 
22 BC School Olstrtct Revenue end Expenditure Tables (a<:<:essed December 2016). 
23 Ministry of Community, Sport, and Cultural Development, Local Oovernment Statiatica 2016 (accessed OoGembllf 2016). 
24 BC School OiS1Jtc.t Revenue and Expenditura Tebles (accessed December 2016). 
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Summary of School Property Tax and Expenditures Across Districts (2016) 

Gross District School 5-Yr Avg. 5-Yr Avg. 

# 1 S h I 0 . t . 25 School E d"t Property Tax School E d't 
c oo 1s net P rt T xpen 1 ures C t 'b t P rt T xpen 1 ures 

I 
rope y ax ( .

11
. )27 on n u 10n rope y ax G th 

{millions)'fi ml IOns (%) Growth row 

39 Vancouver $557.2 $500.1 111.4% 
63 sa·ailfd1 'fj(j]j '$'72.9 97.2% 
38 Richmond $"156.9 $1943 77:7% 
41 ｦＺｩｬＡｩＡｬｾｬＩｹ＠ ' $159'.2 $224.2 tr.o% 
4a ｊｓｅＡｉＮｾ＠ ｔｾｓｫｹ＠ $32:7 "$48:0 6i3:1% 
45 West Vancouver $47) I $70.3 67.9% 
44 North Vancouver $85.9 $145.6 59.0% 
40 NeW-wesimln&ter 

ｉｾＺｾ＠ I '$63.5 '$1)% 
35 ｾｾＡＡＡＡｙＮ＠ ... $176.7 44.8% 

23 (;entral Okanagan $85.3 $193.9 44Ji% 
43 ｾｬＡ｟ｩｾｬＡＧｬ｟ｾ｟＠ $1fi6 $282.3 4i7% 
19 ｾｾｬｳｴｯｫ･＠ "$4.4 -$10.7 41.3% 
37 Delta $61:9 sfso.5 41.1"% 
'78 Fra-ser--Cascade $7.3 $19.0 38.5% 
67 ｯ｟ｾ･ｩｧ｡ｮｳｫｂｦｩ｡＠ $212 $56'.!5 1 '37.5% 
36 ﾧＮｾｾｌＮ＠ $228.0 ｾﾧＡｾｉ ｦ＠ 37.1% 
68 ｟ｎ｡ｮ｡ｬｭ｟ｾ｟Ａｬｲｲｬｾｾ＠ ＭＤＴＳｾＱＭ $118.7 3ef3% 
61 Greater Victoria seo:o $1'78:6 33.7% 
34 AbbotSfOO:f $57.5 $172.7 33.3% 
4'2 ｍｾｾＨｾ＠ ｾｾｾｾｾｾｦｵ＠ ｍＡＡｩＡｾＮｯｶＮＢｓ＠ $4f:i ﾧｾｾ［＿｟ ｛＠ 32.0% 
73 l(amloops/Thompson $43.8 $138.0 31:7% 
62 Sooke $29.2' $92.8 31.5% 

26 koojenay-Columbia s1o:o $35.1 28.6% 
72 ｃ｡ｬＡＡｾｾ＠ _Ri\'E!f ih4.5 $51'.6 28.5% 
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so Peace River North $f4:9 $58.5 25.4% 
69 OualiCum --- -----···- $15.3 $43.8 23:6% 
59 Peaee River South $9.8 $42.2 23.3% 
7o A.Jb&mi · - $8.8 $38.6 22.8% 
71 ＡＺ＿ｅＮｦＡｬ｟ｯｾＮｙｾＮｬｾＮ＠ $16.3 $74.8 ::!"1.'9% 
4'i Powell River '"$5.0 $23.-t) 21:8%' 
'8 ｒｏｯｩ･ｮｾＢｙ＠ ｛ＮＸｫｾ＠ __ $1{0 $50.5 ＿ｦｊｾ＠
5 ｾｯｵｴｨｾ｡ｳｴ｟＠ ｋｯｾ｡ｹ＠ $11.2 $55-:-3 20.3% 

ｾＭ Sunshine Coast ＭＤＷｾＴ＠ $36:5 2o.2% 
6 ｾｾｾ＠ ｍＢｾｵｮｾｩｩｩ＠ $6.6 $35.3 18.8% 

52 ｦｾｾｬｩＡ＠ ＱＳＭｾｾｾｾＭＮ＠ ' $5.6 $27.'6 1B.S% I 

63 ｎＬＹｾＡＧＡｾＹＡＡＱＱﾧｨｵｳｷ｡ｰ＠ Ｍｾｦｩｬ ｬ＠ $59.0 11H% 1 
54 f:!ulkley ｶｾ［ｾｵ･ｹ＠ _ $3.9 '$2i4 J 17.5% 
58 Nioola-Similkameen $4.3 $25.4 17.0% 
74 -Goi'tl'tF.ill $2.8 $18.0 15.4% 
51 Boun-dary $2.1 $15.5 "13.5% 

28 Quesnel $4:5 ＤＳｾ｛Ｓ＠ i3'.i)% 
lis vancouver island North $2:2 $18:3 ｩＲｾＱＥ＠
27 Csriboo--Chilcotin $5.7 $5"{7 11.0% 
16 Arrow Cakeg--------- $0,6 -$7:7 ＭＡＺｾｾﾷ＠

84 vancouver Island West $ii6 $7.6 7.7% 

ＱＱｬｾｾ［ｴｾｩｩＺＺ＠
$(J:ij s1o::r ｴ＿ｾｩ＠
$3.1 $52.8 5.9%; 

·-----.I 
$2.8 $7i4 3.8%' 

ｾ＿ＮＹＭｾ＠ $1'78.3 44.s%1 

ｔｾ＠ I ｾｾＭＧＡｬｬＡＡｴＮｴＺ＠ ﾷｾﾷＳＡＱＱ｟ｾＴ＠ ｾＵｾｾｾｾＭＢＧ＠ 4'5.8%! 

'
5 School Property Tax revenue is reported municipally and has been aggregated by School District for this analysis. 

•• Ministry of Community, Sport, and Cunural Development, Local Government Statisfics 2016 {accessed October 2016). 
"BC School District Revenue and ExpendRure Tables Ｈ｡｣｣ｴｾｳｳ･､＠ DEICilmber 2016). 
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School Property Tax on Commercial Properties: Fixed Rate Province-Wide 

School Property Tax rates on business class and industrial class properties are the same Province-

wlde.281n 2016, a commercial property with $1M assessed value would have $5,400 In School 

Property Tax In each municipality within British Columbia. However, the average commercial 

property value varies significantly across regions. In Vancouver, where the average commercial 

value exceeds $4M, the average School Property Tax paid per commercial property is nearly $23K. 

In Surrey, where the average commercial property value is $2M, the average School Property Tax 

paid per commercial property is approximately $11K. The table below estimates the average 

commercial property value and School Property Tax by GVRD municipality. 

Average Commercial Property Tax Across Greater Vancouver Municipalities 

A 
Average Average Taxes on Value of: 
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28 In 2016, the Schaal Property Tax rate an business and industrial class properties was set at 0.0054 or $5.40 per $1,000 in value 
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"" BC Assessment Property Value Data (20 16). See Appendix D far list of Actual IJ$& Codes Included In dala$el. Properties >$200M exduded. 
;10 This is cslculated using Provincially--applied rates to the average value of cammert:ial properties in the region. Tax credits ere not deducted. 
" Scl1oal Property Tex paid by a typical commercial property with the denoted assessed value. Rates are Identical across ｭｵｮｩ｣ｩｰｳｬｩｾ･ｳＮ＠
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3. HOME OWNER GRANT ANALYSIS 

Context 

The Home Owner Grant is a Provincial program that reduces the amount of property tax paid by an 

owner on their principal residence. The current "basic" grant is $570. Seniors (age 65 and older}, 

veterans, people with disabilities (or those living with a person with a disability) may qualify for an 

"additional" grant of $275, for a total of $845. 

The Grant is primarily used to offset residential--class Provincial School Property Tax. If the Grant 

amount is greater than the School Property Tax owed, the remaining Grant amount is used to offset 

other property tax and is retained by the municipality. 

The Grant is reduced by $5 for every $1,000 of assessed value above a threshold, which for 2016 

was set at $1,200,000. This means the basic grant was fully reduced for homes valued at 

$1,314,000 for 2016 (i.e. $570 + 5 x $1,000 = $114,000 + $1,200,000 = $1 ,314,000). Homeowners 

must pay at least $350 in property taxes before claiming the basic grant and $100 before claiming 

the additional grant. 

In 2017, the Province announced an increase to the Grant threshold from $1.2M to $1.6M such that 

91% of qualified property owners in BC would be eligible to claim the full Grant (with an estimated 

82% eligibility within the GVRD}. Since 2006 Provincial eligibility has declined from 95% to 91%. 

Summary Findings 

• From January 2014 to December 2016, the composite home price index for the Lower 

Mainland increased by 48%. In the same period, the threshold value increased by only 9%. 

• In the past decade, Greater Vancouver's share of total Grant issuance declined from 53% to 

46%, despite its population growth outpacing the rest of the Province. 

• Greater Vancouver's declining share of the Grant was accelerated by the introduction of the 

Northern and Rural Home Owner Grant in 2011 providing an additional $200 for eligible 

homes in northern and rural areas. 

• Since the Grant is primarily deducted from School Property Tax, GVRD's decreasing Grant 

eligibility have caused net residential School Property Tax to increase. In the GVRD, the 5· 

year average annual growth in net residential School Property Tax was 6%; compared to 0% 

for the rest of the Province. 

• Since 2011, Grant eligibility within Greater Vancouver has decreased from 91 o/o to 82% 

resulting from rising residential property values outpacing the Grant threshold value. 

• 67,000 more homes would be eligible for the Home Owner Grant in the GVRD if eligibility 

within the region were set at the Provincial average of 91 %. 
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Declining Real Value of the Home Owner Grant (in $2006} 

The real value of the Grant has declined over time due to inflation, decreasing at approximately 1% 

to 2% annually. The nominal value of the basic and additional grant has remained at $570 and $275 

respectively since 2006, when they were both increased by $100. If the basic grant value were 

discounted by the Consumer Price Index (CPI) for Greater Vancouver-"32 since 2006, its value in real 

terms in 2016 would be $500 (compared to the $570 nominal value). The graph below shows the 

effect of gradually decreasing purchasing power for the basic grant amount over the last decade. 

Nominal Basic Grant Value vs. Real Basic Grant Value 
(discounted based on annual rate of change in CPI with 2006 base year) 
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Home Owner Grant Threshold Lags Rising Property Values 

Nominal 
Basic Grant 
Value 

Real Basic 
Grant Value 
(discounted at 
rate of CPI) 

From January 2014 to December 2016, the composite home price index for Lower Mainland has 

increased by 48%33.1n the same period, the Grant threshold value increased by 9% (from $1.1M to 

$1.2M), resulting in declining Grant eligibility within the region. The percentage of properties eligible 

for the Grant has declined in the GVRD by approximately 2% annually, from 90% in 2013 to 82% in 

2016, resulting in $11M less Grants annually for residents.34 The graph below shows how the 

threshold value has tracked the composite home price index in the Lower Mainland. 

Grant Threshold Value vs. Lower Mainland Composite Home Price Index 
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32 Statl&tlcr. Canada, Consumer Price Index for Greater Vancouver 2006·2016 (accessed October 2016). 
M Canadian Real Estate Association, Home Price Index (9CCessed October 2016). 
34 Ministry or Community, Sport, and Cultural Development. Locel Govemment StaUsUcs 2006·2015 (estimated for 2016). 
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Greater Vancouver's Declining Share of the Home Owner Grant 

From 2006 to 2016, Greater Vancouver's share of total Grant issuance has declined from 53% to 

46%35, despite its population growth outpacing the rest of the Province. In 2017, this decline is 

forecast to continue based on home price trends in the GVRD relative other regions. Greater 

Vancouver's declining share of the Grant was accelerated by the introduction of the Northern and 

Rural Home Owner Grant in 2011, which offers an additional $200 to homeowners in the northern 

and rural areas of BC (outside of Greater Vancouver, Fraser Valley, and Capital Regional Districts). 

Home Owner Grant Issuance In Greater Vancouver vs. Rest of Province 

Greater Vancouver Share of Population: 

51.8% 52.0% 52.0% 52.3% 52.6% 52.7% 53.1% 53.4% 53.6% 53.7% 53.9% 

8 Greater Vancouver Share of Home Owner Grant Issuance: $450 
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Grants Deducted from Other Property Tax 

If the Grant amount is greater than the School Property Tax owed, the remaining Grant amount is 

used to offset other property tax and is retained by the municipality. The share of the Grant applied 

to other property tax in Greater Vancouver is less than half that of the rest of the Province. 

Grants Deducted from Other Property Tax in Greater Vancouver vs. Rest of Province36 

(2006-2015 sourced from the Province*; 2016 forecasted based on home price trends) 

Rest of Province Shll/'e of Grant Applied to Other Property Tax: 
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36 Ministry of Community, Sport, and Cultural Development, Local Govemment S18tlstlcs 2006-2015 (aec68sed October 2016). 
36 Source: Ministry of Community, Sport, and Cultural Development Local Government Statl&Ucs 2006-2015 (accessed Oc!ober 2016). •Note: 2015 
Grants deducted from other tax not yet reported; 2015 values estimated based on 2014 percentage Ghare of total Grant lt&uance. 
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Greater Vancouver's Growing Net Residential-Class School Property Tax 

Since the Grant is primarily deducted from residential-dass School Property Tax, Greater 

Vancouver's decreasing Grant levels have caused net residential-class School Property Tax to 

increase faster than it would have otherwise. In Greater Vancouver, the 5-year average annual 

growth in net residential-class School Property Tax was 6%; compared to 0% for the rest of the 

Province3738• The 5-Year average annual growth of gross residential-class School Property Tax 

revenue in Greater Vancouver was 3.8%, compared to 0.6% for the rest of the Province. This 

difference between the annual growth of gross vs. net residential-dass School Property Tax is 

shown by the grey area in the chart below. 

Index of Net Residential-Class School Property Tax (base year: 2006) 
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Alternative Grant Models39 (for discussion) 

Greater 
Vancouver 

Rest of 
Province 

Depending on the guiding principles and objectives for the Home OWner Grant Program, the 

following potential alternative Grant models may be considerecf4°: 

1. Fixed Percentage Eligibility by Region. Each region within the Province could establish a 

different Grant eligibility threshold value reflecting the distribution of property values, while 

maintaining the Provincial average at 91% eligibility. 

2. Different Grant Levels by Region. Each region could establish a different Grant level, while 

keeping the average at $570 for the basic grant and $845 for the additional grant. 

3. Eliminate the Grant Threshold, Lower Grant Levels. The Grant eligibility threshold could 

be eliminated, while decreasing Grant levels to maintain revenue neutrality. 

4. Different Grant Levels by Length of Ownership. Grant levels could be determined based 

on the length of time residents have owned their home, with lower Grant levels for newer 

owners. 

37 MiniatJy of Community. Sport. and Cuftural Development, Local Government Sls1istic:s 2006-2015 Ｈ［ｾｾ｣｣･ｳｳ｡､＠ October 2016). 
""Net rasidential Provincial property tams by region a&Umated baaed on Mlnlstty of Community, Sport. and CuHural Development reporting of a&&e&&ed 
values and effective residential tax rattl!l by municipality. 
:ae Note: the allsmatlve models above could be implemented without Impacting total Provincial expenditures. 
•• Cascadia I$ nat racommend ing or endorsing any of 1he potendal attamatlva Grant models, ralher providing them for discuS&ion purposes. 
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GVRO Home Owner Grant Eligibility (2016) 
--- - - -

Municipality 

I 

Total Number of 
Residential 
Properties 

Total Homes 
Total Homes Under Exceeding 2016 

2016 Threshold Threshold 

___ _J ___ _ 

---- 2,164 __ Ｑ ｟ ＬＸＷｾ Ｑ＠ 86.4% 294 13.6% 

69,938 55,1441 78.8% 14,794 21.2% 

Bowen Island Municipality 

City of Bumaby 

City of Coquitlam 

City of Langley 

City of Maple Ridge 

City of New Westminster 

City of North Vancouver 

City of Pitt Meadows 

I City of Port CoquiUam 

-------------------
L City of Port Moody 

City of Richmond 

City of Surrey 

City of Vancouver 

City of White Rock 

Corporation of DeHa 

t District of North ｖ｡ｮ ｾ＠
I 
District of West Vancouver 

Township of Langley 

Village of Anmore 

Village of Belcarra 

VIllage of Lions Bay 

I Total/ ａｶ･ｮｾｧ･＠

=t 
_l 

_l 

Ｔ ｾ Ｙ Ｍ ｾ Ｑ＠ 41,364 ] 94.1% 

9,194 9,162 99.7% 

27,735 27,280 98.4% 

21,890 21,394 97.7% 

-----
16,568 14,600 88.1 o/o 

6,368 6,229 97.8% 

18,920 18,825 99.5% 

11,680 11,227 96.1% 

68,590 58,251 1 84.9% : 

139,719 130,692 1 93.5% 

181,2861 111,no 65.0% 

8,225 ＷＬＱＷ ｾ＠ 87.2% 

30,703 30.091 - ＹＸＮ ｾ＠

29,084 17,92o 61.6% 1 

15,903 1 3,095 19.5% 

36,661 34,081 93.0% 1 

797 358 44.9% 1 

322 171 1 53.1%1 

571 ... j 72.9% 

740,28241 __ 607,111 82.0% 

2,600 5.9% 

32 0.3% 

---·· 
1.6%1 455 

496 _ 2.3% ] 

1,968 11.9% 

139 2.2% 

ssl-- o.5% 

ｾ ｾ＠10,339 . 

9,027 

63,516 

1,054 12.8% 

612 2.0%1 

38.4% 

80.5% 

2,580 7.0% 

439 55.1% 

151 46.9% 

155 27.1% 

133,171 18.0o/o 

•• Nota: The estimated number of households in Metro Vancouver In 20161s 1,006,372 (BC Date, 2016). Regional household count i& used in this 
report to calculate the household impact of tax revenue collected from the resldenUal property class. The number of households is different from the 
number af r&Sidentlal properties reported by BC asse.,;sment (estimated at 740,282 In 2016) as one unique parc:el may hava more than one household. 
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4. PROPERTY TRANSFER TAX ANALYSIS 

Context 

In 1987, the BC Government introduced the Property Transfer Tax (PTT) (then called the "Property 

Purchase Tax"), a sales tax on the market value of all real estate transfers in the Province.42 The 

current PIT rates are: 1% on the portion of value under $200K, 2% on the portion of value between 

$200K and $2M, 3% on the portion of value over $2M. Full or partial exceptions apply for transfers 

related to first time home buyers, buyers of newly built homes, marriage breakdowns, relatives 

transferring principal residences, charities, and other scenarios. 

On February 16, 2016, a new tax bracket of 3% for value greater than $2M was introduced, whereas 

previously the PTT had been 2% for all value greater than $200K. At the same time, the Provincial 

government announced a new exemption for buyers of newly built homes. Until the February 2016 

announcement, PIT brackets and rates were unchanged since its inception. 

Additional PIT on Residential Property Transfers to Foreign Entities 

On August 2, 2016, an additional15% tax on residential property transfers to foreign entities (foreign 

nationals, foreign corporations, taxable trustees) was implemented in Greater Vancouver.43 For 

example, for a home valued at $2M, the tax amounts to $300K44, paid in addition the existing $38K 

PIT. The additional tax does not apply to non-residential properties. 

Summary Findings 

• Provincial PTT revenue increased by 44% between 2014/15 and 2015/16, and is forecast by 

the Province to increase by over 50% between 2015/16 and 2016/17. 

• PIT revenue is increasing due to high transaction volumes and values, the introduction of 

the 3% tax bracket on value exceeding $2M (announced February 2016}, and the additional 

PTT on residential property transfers to foreign entities (announced August 2016}. 

• The $200K PTT bracket (at which point additional value below $2M is taxed at 2%) was 

originally intended as a wealth tax in 1987 when only 5% of homes exceeded $200K (now 

over 95% of homes in the GVRD exceed this value). 

• Greater Vancouver's relative share of total PTT revenue is estimated to have increased from 

68% in 2010/11 to 75% in 2016/17. In two years, Greater Vancouver is estimated to have 

increased PTT revenue by $900M, more than doubling the $767M generated in 2014/15. 

• PIT owed on the purchase of a representative GVRD home has increased by nearty $5,000 

since2014. 

ｾｔ｡ｸ｡｢ｬ･＠ transactions Include: transfer of fee simple, right to purchase or agreement fOf sale, lease or lease modification agreements, life eatate, 
foreclosure. Crown grant, escheat, forfeiture or quit daim, trensrer a! a result of corporate reorganlzallon. 
ｾｔｨ･＠ additional tax does not app!y to properties located on Taawwassen First Nation lands. 
44 This is the value ot the additional 15% tax on foreign home buyers. 
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Property Transfer Tax: Outdated Progressive Tax Brackets 

PTT increases at an accelerating pace as the transaction value grows due to its progressive tax 

brackets. The $200K PTT bracket (at which point additional value below $2M is taxed at 2%) was 

set in 1987 when only 5% of homes exceeded $200K {now over 95% exceed this value). The figure 

below shows how benchmark home prices have grown relative to the $200K bracket since 1987. 

Benchmark Home Price Growth In Relation to $200K PTT Bracket: 1987·201645 
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PTT Revenue Growing at 34% per Year on Average Since 2013/14 

Provincial PTT revenue increased by 44% between 2014/15 and 2015/16, and is forecast by the 

Province to increase by over 50% between 2015/16 and 2016/17.4647 PTT revenue growth in 

2016/17 is forecast to accelerate due to the introduction of the 3% tax bracket on transactions 

exceeded $2M (announced February 2016) and the additional PTT on residential property transfers 

to foreign entities (announced August 2016). These changes, in addition to rising transaction values 

and volume led to an adjustment of the Provincial forecast for 2016/17 annual PTT revenue from 

$1.28 at the start of the fiscal year"8 to $2.28 in September 2016.49 

Provincial Property Transfer Tax Annual Revenue 2010/11 to 2016/17 
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ｾ＠ BC Provincial Budget and Fiscal Plan (2016117). 
• 9 BC Provincial Government, ｆｩｮｾｴ＠ Quarterly Report (September, 2016). 

ｾ｜＠
ｲＣｾＨ｜･＼ｴＮｴ＠ , 

ｾ･ｾｾ＠ ｦｯ｜ｬ･ｾｩＬＬＬ＠
Ｎｾ＠ ,)ta ' ＧＡｾ［Ｈ＠ ｾﾷ＠ ,,, 

G<!,,''l ,, 

I 
2014/15 2015/16 2016/17 

$165M Additional 
Foreign Buyer Tax in 
16/17 (forecast) 

$28 In Property 
Transfer Tax Excluding 
ForeignBuyerTaxin 
16/17 (forecast} 

16 

PROVINCIAL PROPERTY-BASED TAXES IN THE GREATER VANCOUVER REGIONAL DISTRICT 



GVRD's Share of PTT Revenue Increased 8% Since 2010/11 

Greater Vancouver's relative share of total PTT revenue has increased from 68% in 201 0/11 to an 

estimated 75% in 2016/17,50 driven by disproportionately high transaction volume and values, the 

introduction of the additional3% bracket over $2M, and the additional15% tax on foreign buyers of 

residential properties. In two years, Greater Vancouver is ･ｳｴｩｭ｡ｴｾ､＠ to have increased PTT revenue 

by $900M, more than doubling the $767M generated in 2014/15. Over same the period, PTT 

revenue in the rest of the Province has increased by an estimated $241M (+81%.) 

Total PTT Revenue In Greater Vancouver Relative to the Rest of the Provlnce51525as«s 
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PTT Growth in the GVRD Outpaced Other Regions by 85% Since 2010/11 

Since 2010/11, PTT revenue growth in Greater Vancouver has outpaced other regions by 85%, 

adding over $BOOM more PTT revenue compared to the rest of the Province. While PTT revenue 

growth for Greater Vancouver and the rest of the Province was roughly correlated from 201 0/11 to 

2013/14, since then PTT revenue growth in Greater Vancouver has significantly outpaced other 

regions in the Province as shown in the figure below. 

PTT Revenue Index in the GVRD Relative to the Rest of the Province51
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60 Note: the Province does nat report PTT revenue by reg ian earlier than June 16. The data used to estimstad Grestar VancaUYer's relative share of 
Provincial PTT revenue Is based on property transactions data provided to the GVRD with a confidence inlelval of +I- 1 O%. 
it BC Assessment Transactions Data (acceased December 2018). 
0.2 BC Provincial Government, Rr&t ｑｵ｡ｲｴ･ｾｹ＠ Report {September, 2018). 
S! BC Provincial Budget and A seal Plan (20 1 6/17). 
64 Assu mptian: 7% PTT exemption ellglbi lily basad an monthly share of GVRD value . 
.. Nate: Si nee the presentaUan of this report an February 15, 2017, the BC Provincial Government has reduced the torecast far 2016117 Property 
Tramrier Tax (PTT) revenue from $2,204M (from the ｆｩｮｾｴ＠ Quertel'ly Report 2016/17) to $2,025M (from the 2017/18 Budget and Fiscal Plan released 
Fe01uary 21, 20 17) to refloot slower growth in Province·wlde real estate markets. 
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Note: Provincial Property Transfer Tax Data Availability 

While the Province reporls annual total Province-wide PIT revenue in its annual Budget and Fiscal Plan, it has only 

reported detailed PIT data (including transaction volume, transaction volume, and PTT revenue by region, etc.) since 

June 2016.56 Any PTT data reporled in this reporl between June 2016 and November 2016 is sourced from this 

recent release of Provincial data; while any regional PTT data reporled prior to June 2016 has been estimated basad 

on property transactions date provided by the BC Assessment Authority. 57 

Impact of Additional 15% Foreign Buyer Tax in Greater Vancouver 

Following the introduction of the additional 15% tax on foreign buyers of residential properties, total 

PTT revenue in Greater Vancouver decreased below the seasonality-index value for the month of 

August (including revenue from the new 15% tax}. Additional revenue from the 15% tax on foreign 

home buyers has been offset by an overall reduction in transaction values and volume. 

Total PTT Revenue In Greater Vancouver Relative to the Rest of the Province 

"iii $300 
c; 

ｾ＠ $250 

"E 
$200 

:§.. 
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---- nau..-ln 

Jun '16 Jul'16 

---:::! dex ------ --------,..- ......... ,.. PTT Revenue In 
- Rest of Province 

_ GVRD PTT Revenue 
(Including 15% Foreign 
Buyer Tax) 

Aug '16 Sep '16 Oct '16 Nov '16 + Introduction of Additional15% Foreign Buyer Tax 

Greater Vancouver's share of total PTT revenue relative to the rest of the Province decreased in 

August 2016, after the introduction of the additional15% tax on foreign buyers, from 75% to 68%, 

but by November 2016 (the last month of data available at time of writing) has increased to 75%. 

Greater Vancouver Share of Total PTT Revenue Compared to the Rest of the Province 
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ＭＢｾ＠ BC Provincial Opan Data Website (assaased January 2016). 
"' BC A$Sassed Property Transactions Custom Reporting for lha GVRO (provided December 2016}. 
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Application of Property Transfer Tax Brackets in Greater Vancouver (2016) 

I 

Number and %of Number and %of : Number and %of 
I 

Municipality Properties Under i Properties Over Properties Over 

: $200K I $200K $2M 

Unlvel'$lty Endowment Lands 0(0.00%) 1,168 (100.00%) 445 (38.1 0%) 

City of North Vancouver 16(0.09%) 17.182 (99.91%) 934 (5.43%) 

City of Vancouver 205 (0.11%) 190,669 (99.89%) 45,070 {23.61%) 

City of Bumaby 274 (0.38%) 71,120 (99.62%) 6,494 (9.10%) 

Village of Lions Bay 4 (0.69%} 573 (99.31%) 77 (13.34%) 

City of Port Moody 142 (1.21%) 11,634 (98.79%) 200 (1.70%) 

Corporation of Delta 448 (1.44%) 30,709 (98.56%) 399 (1.28%) 

City of Richmond 1,229(1.74%) 69,248 {98.26%) 6,854 (9.73%) 

Tsawwassen First Nation 11 (2.42%) 443 {97.58%} 22 (4.85%) 

District of Wes1 Vancouver 4()6 (2.53%) 15,627 {97.47%) 11,511 (71.80%) 

---- -

Village of Belcarra 9 (2.67%) 328 {97.33%) 96{28.49%) 

City of Port CoquiUam 549 (2.83%) 18,874 (97.17%) 48 (0.25%) 

Lower Mainland Rural 123 (3.05%) 3,915 (96.95%) 287 (7.11%) 

----- -··-·---- -- ··--·--

City of Coqultlam 1.401 (3.10%) 43,804 (96.90%) 749 (1.66%) 

Village of Anmore 29 (3.52%) 796 (96.48%) 232 (28.12%) ____ .,. __ 
City of White Rock 370(4.47%) 7,903 (95.53%) 684 (8.27%) 

City of New Westminster 1,087 (4.85%) 21,336 (95.15%) 138 (0.62%) 

-----
To'lllllShip of Langley 2,182 (4.91%) 42,256 (95.09%) 1,104 (2.48%) 

Bowen Island Municipality 116(4.94%) 2,234 (95.06%) 141 (6.00%) 

District of North Vancouver 1,504(5.15%) 27,680 (94.85%) 5,128 (17.570M 

-------· 
City of Surrey 9,409 (6.60%} 133,209 (93.40%} 5,292 (3.71%) 

City of Maple Ridge 2,666 (8.09%) 30,298 (91.91%) 133 (0.40%) 
.. - ........... ,. ____ 
City of Pitt Meadows 664 {8.50%) 7,146 (91.50%} 46 (0.59%) 

City of Langley 2,402 {19.07%) 10,197 (80,93%) 39(0.31%) 

Total/ Average 25,246 (3.2o/.) 758,349 (96.8%) 86,123 (11.0%) 
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LOCAL GOVERNMENT MATTERS 
www.localgovernmentmatters.com 

ｾＴ＠ metrovancouver 
ｾ＠ SERVICES AND SOLUTIONS FOR A LIVABLE REGION 



There is no Report with this Item. 
Please see Attachment(s). 
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REGULAR MEETING OF 
CITY COUNCIL 

March 6, 2017 at 2:00 p.m. 

With immediate adjournment to Closed Meeting 

Regular Council reconvenes at 6:00 p.m. 
Council Chamber 

City Hall 

MINUTES 
PRESENT: 
Mayor Jonathan Coté 

Councillor Bill Harper 

Councillor Patrick Johnstone 

Councillor Jaimie McEvoy 

Councillor Chuck Puchmayr 

Councillor Mary Trentadue 

Councillor Lorrie Williams 

STAFF: 
Ms. Lisa Spitale  - Chief Administrative Officer 

Ms. Jan Gibson  - City Clerk 

Mr. Dean Gibson - Director of Parks and Recreation 

Mr. Gary Holowatiuk - Director of Finance & Information Technology 
Mr. Jim Lowrie  - Director of Engineering Services 

Ms. Jackie Teed  - Acting Director of Development Services 

Mr. Roger Emanuels - Manager of Design and Construction 

Mr. Eugene Wat - Manager of Infrastructure Planning 

Ms. Jessie Wang - Development and Project Engineer 

Ms. Britney Quail  - Planning Analyst 

Ms. Lynn Roxburgh  - Senior Policy Planner 

Ms. Biliana Velkova  - Arts Coordinator 

Mr. Philip Lo  - Council and Committee Clerk 

The meeting was called to order at 2:43pm. 

11.



March 6, 2017 Regular Council Minutes - Draft  Page 2 

Doc #1005420 

REMOVAL OF ITEMS FROM THE CONSENT AGENDA 

1. MOVED and SECONDED
THAT items 22, 23, 33, and 34a be removed from the Consent Agenda.

CARRIED. 
All members of Council present voted in favour of the motion. 

EXCLUSION OF THE PUBLIC 

2. MOVED and SECONDED
THAT pursuant to Section 90 of the Community Charter, members of the

public be excluded from the Closed Meeting of Council immediately

following the Regular Meeting of Council on the basis that the subject

matter of all agenda items to be considered relate to matters listed under

Sections 90(1)(a), 90(1)(e), 90(1)(k), 90(1)(l), and 90(2)(b) of the

Community Charter:

(a) personal information about an identifiable individual who holds or 

is being considered for a position as an officer, employee or agent of 

the municipality or another position appointed by the municipality;  

(e) the acquisition, disposition or expropriation of land or 
improvements, if the council considers that disclosure could 

reasonably be expected to harm the interests of the municipality;  

(k) negotiations and related discussions respecting the proposed 

provision of a municipal service that are at their preliminary stages 

and that, in the view of the council, could reasonably be expected to 

harm the interests of the municipality if they were held in public; 

(l) discussions with municipal officers and employees respecting 

municipal objectives, measures and progress reports for the 

purposes of preparing an annual report under section 98 [annual 

municipal report]; 

90(2) 

(b) the consideration of information received and held in confidence 

relating to negotiations between the municipality and a provincial 

government or the federal government or both, or between a 

provincial government or the federal government or both and a third 

party; 
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Purpose of the meeting: 

Personnel, property, negotiations and reporting matters 

CARRIED. 
All members of Council present voted in favour of the motion. 

ADJOURNMENT 

3. MOTION to adjourn the Council Meeting in open session and proceed to

Closed Session.

MOVED and SECONDED 
THAT the Regular Council meeting in Open Session be adjourned and 

proceed to Closed Session. 

CARRIED. 
All members of Council present voted in favour of the motion. 

RECONVENE TO REGULAR COUNCIL 

4. MOTION to reconvene to the Regular Meeting of Council at 6:00 p.m. in

the Council Chamber.

MOVED and SECONDED 
THAT the Regular Council meeting be reconvened in Council Chamber. 

CARRIED. 
All members of Council present voted in favour of the motion. 

REVIEW AND ADOPTION OF CONSENT AGENDA 

5. Items 22, 23, 33, and 34a were removed from the Consent Agenda.

MOVED and SECONDED 
THAT the remaining items on the Consent Agenda be approved. 

CARRIED. 
All members of Council present voted in favour of the motion. 

ADDITIONS TO THE AGENDA 
Urgent/time sensitive matters only 
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6. MOVED and SECONDED
THAT the following items be added to the Agenda:

45a. Sanctuary Schools;

45b. Consideration of a Sister City Relationship with the Tsilhqot’in
Nation. 

CARRIED. 
All members of Council present voted in favour of the motion. 

PRESENTATIONS 

7. May Day Draw

The following are the May Day Royal Suite draw results: 

Position Representative & 
Royal Knight 

School 

Medal Bearer Jadyn Gibson 

Callum Whyte 

Richard McBride 

Elementary  

Register Bearer Victoria Reina 

Alex Drake 

Lord Kelvin Elementary 

1
st
 Maid of Honour Emma Vanderven 

Nicolas Blaison 

Qayqayt Elementary 

2
nd

 Maid of Honour Charlotte Johnson 

Ryan De La Torre 

Connaught Heights 

Elementary  

1
st
 Flower Girl Kisa Gavac 

Luke Murdoch 

Queensborough Middle 

School 

2
rd

 Flower Girl Christina Hodges 

Peter Darwish 

Lord Tweedsmuir 

Elementary  

3
rd

 Flower Girl Samantha Black 

Roy Brenan 

Herbert Spencer 

Elementary 

May Queen Zoe Bishop 

Trey Sidhu 

FW Howay Elementary 

UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

8. No Items

STAFF PRESENTATIONS AND REPORTS FOR ACTION 

9. Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area: Draft Design Guidelines ,

Acting Director of Development Services

a. Staff Report
b. Staff Presentation
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Britney Quail, Planning Analyst, summarized the staff report dated March 

6, 2017, noting the following: 

 Design guidelines do not change existing zoning; instead, they provide
an additional layer to evaluate form, character, and neighbourhood

context;

 In contrast to the Design Guidelines adopted in 1999, the draft Design
Guidelines focus on compatibility with the existing streetscape rather

than on a specific historic style of construction;

 The draft guidelines would be presented to the public for consultation;
and

 The Queen’s Park Neighbourhood Heritage Study Working Group has
provided input since beginning of the process, and the Community

Heritage Commission will be provided with workshop on the Design

Guidelines as well.

Margot Long, Consultant from PWL Partnership, and Don Luxton, 

Heritage Consultant, provided a presentation to Council on the draft Design 

Guidelines, noting that the language of the Design Guidelines should not be 

overly prescriptive and should correspond to language contained within the 

Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada  

Council suggested that it may be practical for the Design Guidelines to  not 

prescribe specific styles. 

Jackie Teed, Acting Director of Development Services, suggested that it 

may be best practice to present drafts to Council prior to public 

consultation, and that the final draft would be brought to Council for final 

endorsement. 

MOVED and SECONDED 
THAT Council endorse in principle the structure and scope of the draft 

Design Guidelines for the Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area as 
presented in this report for use in community consultation. 

CARRIED. 
All members of Council present voted in favour of the motion. 

CONSENT AGENDA 

10. City of New Westminster Public Art Plan Development
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MOVED and SECONDED 
THAT Council approve the staff recommendation supported by the Public 

Art Advisory Committee to allocate $5000.00 from the Public Art Reserve 

Fund to support the development of a Public Art Plan for the City of New 

Westmimster. 

CARRIED. 
All members of Council present voted in favour of the motion. 

11. Request from Hyack Festival Association to re-allocate 2017 Festival
Grant funding awarded for the Hyack Grand Prix to the 2017 Parade
Float

MOVED and SECONDED 
THAT Council approve re-allocation of the Hyack Festival Association’s 
2017 Festival Grant funding, less the amount of in-kind services required to 

carry-out a reduced scope event, from the Hyack Grand Prix to the Parade 

Float design. 

CARRIED. 
All members of Council present voted in favour of the motion. 

12. Community Heritage Commission Resignation and Appointment

MOVED and SECONDED 
THAT Council rescind the appointment of Tobi May to the Community 

Heritage Commission; and, 

THAT Council appoint Lynn Radbourne to the Community Heritage 

Commission with the term ending January 31, 2019. 

CARRIED. 
All members of Council present voted in favour of the motion. 

13. Moody Park Residents’ Association Representative on the
Neighbourhood Traffic Advisory Committee

MOVED and SECONDED 
THAT Council appoint Philip Walkinshaw as the Moody Park Residents’ 
Association representative to the Neighbourhood Traffic Advisory 
Committee with the term ending January 31, 2018. 

CARRIED. 
All members of Council present voted in favour of the motion. 

14. Restorative Justice Committee Amendment to Terms of Reference
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MOVED and SECONDED 
THAT the Restorative Justice Committee Terms of Reference be amended to 

include one representative from the Victim Assistance Association Board. 

CARRIED. 
All members of Council present voted in favour of the motion. 

15. Minutes for Adoption

MOVED and SECONDED 
THAT the following minutes be adopted: 

a. January 30, 2017 Public Hearing

b. January 30, 2017 Regular meeting

c. February 6, 2017 Regular meeting

d. February 18, 2017 Special Regular meeting

CARRIED. 
All members of Council present voted in favour of the motion. 

16. 1319 Third Avenue (Steel and Oak): Increase of Seating Capacity

MOVED and SECONDED 
THAT the Council support the application by passing the following 

resolution: 

WHEREAS New Westminster City Council considered a staff report 

regarding an application from Steel and Oak Brewing Company Ltd 

located at 1319 Third Avenue to increase the capacity of their Brewery 

Lounge from 20 persons to 30 persons; 

WHEREAS the location is in an industrial area that is removed from 

nearby residences;  

WHEREAS there are no social, recreational, and public buildings nearby;  

WHEREAS the operating of 9 AM to 11 PM seven days a week are 

acceptable; 

WHEREAS the establishment is not expected to negatively affect traffic 
patterns or parking, and noise is not expected to be an issue because of the 

small size and early closing hours;  

WHEREAS if the application is approved, the impact is  expected to be 

positive in that more residents will be able to enjoy the venue;  
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WHEREAS the applicant placed a sign in front of the business for 30 days 

and two newspaper notices providing details regarding the application 

inviting the public to submit comments to the City; and 

WHEREAS the City received two written correspondences supporting the 

application and none opposing it; 

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED: 

THAT New Westminster City Council support the application submitted by 

Steel and Oak Brewing Company Ltd to increase the capacity of their brew 

lounge at 1319 Third Avenue, New Westminster from 20 persons to 30 

persons. 

CARRIED. 
All members of Council present voted in favour of the motion. 

17. 700 Royal Avenue (Douglas College): Development Variance Permit
No. DVP00623 to vary Sign Bylaw requirements - Consideration of
Issuance

MOVED and SECONDED 
THAT Council issue notice that it will consider a resolution to issue 
DVP00623 to vary Sign Bylaw requirements at 700 Royal Avenue (Douglas 

College) to allow a second, larger fascia sign, at an Opportunity To Be 

Heard on March 27, 2017. 

CARRIED. 
All members of Council present voted in favour of the motion. 

18. 100 Braid Street (466 Rousseau Street) Urban Academy: Development
Permit - Consideration of Issuance

MOVED and SECONDED 
THAT Council authorize issuance of Development Permit Application 

DPS00045 for 100 Braid Street (466 Rousseau Street). 

CARRIED. 
All members of Council present voted in favour of the motion. 

19. 425 Columbia Street (Columbia SkyTrain Station): Construction Noise
Bylaw No. 6063, 1992 - Request for Exemption

MOVED and SECONDED 
THAT Council grant an exemption from the Construction Noise Bylaw No. 

6063, 1992 to Tall City Telecom Solutions Inc. from March 8, 2017 to 

March 24, 2017 between 8:00 pm and 7:00 am to enable installation of 
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hardware for cellular access in the Columbia SkyTrain Station loca ted at 

425 Columbia Street and adjacent tunnel. 

CARRIED. 
All members of Council present voted in favour of the motion. 

20. 295 Francis Way (Parcel O): Housing Agreement (295 Francis Way)
Bylaw No. 7909, 2017 and Housing Agreement (295 Francis Way)
Amendment Bylaw No. 7910, 2017 – Bylaws for Three Readings

MOVED and SECONDED
THAT Council consider Housing Agreement (295 Francis Way –
Affordable Non-Market) Amendment Bylaw No. 7910, 2017 and Housing

Agreement (295 Francis Way – Market Rental) Bylaw No. 7909, 2017 for

First, Second and Third Reading.

THAT Council, following adoption of Housing Agreement (295 Francis 

Way – Affordable Non-Market) Amendment Bylaw No. 7910, 2017 and

Housing Agreement (295 Francis Way – Market Rental) Bylaw No. 7909,

2017, direct the Mayor and Corporate Officer to sign and execute the 

Housing Agreements. 

CARRIED. 
All members of Council present voted in favour of the motion. 

21. East Tenth Avenue at Cumberland and Coquitlam Street Intersections
(Metro Vancouver Regional District Watermain Project): Construction
Noise Bylaw No. 6063, 1992 - Request for Exemption

MOVED and SECONDED 
THAT Council grant an exemption from the Construction Noise Bylaw No. 

6063, 1992 to Metro Vancouver Regional District on Sunday, March 19, 

2017 from 7:00 am to 8:00 pm to enable completion of the installation of 

the watermain on Tenth Avenue at Cumberland Street and Coquitlam Street 

intersections. 

CARRIED. 
All members of Council present voted in favour of the motion. 

24. Update on Improvements to the Rotary Crosstown Greenway (5th - 8th
Street) for Walking and Cycling

MOVED and SECONDED 
THAT Council receive the staff report dated March 6, 2017 for 

information. 

CARRIED. 
All members of Council present voted in favour of the motion. 
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25. Update on the Sapperton Transportation Plan

MOVED and SECONDED 
THAT Council receive the staff report dated March 6, 2017 for 

information. 

CARRIED. 
All members of Council present voted in favour of the motion. 

26. Pedestrian Crossing Improvement Program

MOVED and SECONDED 
THAT Council receive this report for information and endorse the program 

of pedestrian crossing improvements recommended for construction in 

2017. 

CARRIED. 
All members of Council present voted in favour of the motion. 

27. Proposed Energy Step Code for Building Energy Efficiency: Scope and
Next Steps for Implementation

MOVED and SECONDED 
THAT Council receive this report for information. 

THAT Council direct staff to identify an approach with proposed timeline 

for implementing the new Step Code, and report back to City Council with 

recommendations. 

CARRIED. 
All members of Council present voted in favour of the motion. 

28. WITHDRAWN

29. Temporary Relocation of Queen’s Park Arenex Programs and Services
Update

MOVED and SECONDED 
THAT Council receive the staff report dated March 6, 2017 for 

information. 
CARRIED. 

All members of Council present voted in favour of the motion. 

30. 260 Twelfth Street (Calvary Worship Centre and John Knox Christian
School): Rezoning from Public and Institutional Districts (Medium
Rise) (P-2) to Comprehensive Development Districts (260 Twelfth
Street) (CD-68) – Bylaw for First and Second Readings
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MOVED and SECONDED 
THAT Council consider Zoning Amendment Bylaw 7905, 2017 for First 

and Second Reading and forward the Bylaw to a Public Hearing on March 

27, 2017. 

CARRIED. 
All members of Council present voted in favour of the motion. 

31. 350 Johnston Street: Development Variance Permit No. DVP00621 for
Frontage – Notice of Opportunity to be Heard

MOVED and SECONDED
THAT Council issue notice that it will consider a resolution to issue

Development Variance Permit (DVP00621) to permit the creation of two

lots with frontages of 9.18 percent of their perimeters at 350 Johnston

Street at the Regular Meeting of Council on March 27, 2017.

CARRIED. 
All members of Council present voted in favour of the motion. 

32. 408 – 412 East Columbia Street: Rezoning and Development Permit for
Proposed Six-Storey Mixed-Use Retail, Office and Residential Rental
Building – Preliminary Report

MOVED and SECONDED
THAT Council direct staff to process the Rezoning and Development Permit

application for the subject properties located at 408 to 412 East Columbia

Street based on the process outlined in the report dated February 6, 2017.

CARRIED. 
All members of Council present voted in favour of the motion. 

ITEMS REMOVED FROM THE CONSENT AGENDA 

22. 2017 Pavement Management Update

In response to questions from Council, Roger Emanuels, Manager of 

Design and Construction, noted the following: 

 The City’s road conditions were ranked as below average compared to
the rest of Metro Vancouver prior to the start of the Pavement

Management program;

 Conditions on the Major Road Network have improved, and funding
could be adjusted to address the backlog of local roads requiring

improvements;
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 Pavement replacement have typically been drive by utility replacement
work; some utility work may need to be reprioritized to expedite

necessary road work; and

 There were some issues with previous crack-sealing work.

Discussion ensued, with Council noting the following: 

 A temporary road patch done correctly by contractors may be able to
last a number of years;

 A separate repair fund for spot repairs could be separated out within the
Pavement Capital Budget; and

 Concerns were expressed about pavement repair costs for this year as
contractors services may be in demand due to weather conditions.

In response, Mr. Emanuels advised that paving tenders have already been 

issued to secure pricing and contractor schedules. 

MOVED and SECONDED 
THAT Council receive the staff report dated March 6, 2017 for 

information. 

CARRIED. 
All members of Council present voted in favour of the motion. 

23. Amendment to Subdivision Control Bylaw Schedule "B" Design
Criteria Section 6 Lighting and Traffic Signals

Council suggested installing lights at specific locations which have the 

capability to video record intersections as well as perform other functions. 

Eugene Wat, Manager of Infrastructure Planning, noted that the proposed 

amendment updates the electrical design criteria to include LED lights, and 

that there is a provision in the Bylaw to allow for integration of smart 

technology. 

Jessie Wang, Development and Project Engineer, noted that considerations 

for future technology needs include electric vehicle charging stations as 

well as other Intelligent City initiatives. 
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MOVED and SECONDED 
THAT Council grant three readings to Subdivision Control Amendment 

Bylaw No. 7908, 2017 to amend Schedule ‘B” Design Criteria Section 6

Lighting and Traffic Signals. 

CARRIED. 
All members of Council present voted in favour of the motion. 

Committee Recommendations 

33. Access Ability Advisory Committee:  Inclusion & Promotion of
Accessibility Information at Public Events

Council noted that New West Pride had conducted an accessibility audit of 

City events, and presented the results and recommendations to the Access 

Ability Advisory Committee. 

MOVED and SECONDED 
THAT the City of New Westminster encourage all public events to include 
accessibility information in their promotion and to plan for inclusion. 

THAT this recommendation be referred to the Festivals Committee, and for 

staff to work with the Festivals Committee on a policy which supports the 

principles of accessibility during the evaluation of events, and that the 

policy be brought back to Council. 

CARRIED. 
All members of Council present voted in favour of the motion. 

Correspondence for Information 

34. a. Ministry of Children and Family Development letter dated 
February 15, 2017 regarding the Community Poverty Reduction 
Initiative and the New Westminster Community Poverty Reduction 
Strategy 

Council noted that the letter from the Ministry of Children and Family 

Development thanked the City for is participation in poverty-reduction 

initiatives, the Living Wage policy, and various housing initiatives, and 

thanked staff for their work on these initiatives.  Council also suggested 

that Federal politicians are also aware of staff’s work on these initiatives.

MOVED and SECONDED 
THAT the correspondence from the Ministry of Children and Family 
Development dated February 15, 2017 be received for information. 

CARRIED. 
All members of Council present voted in favour of the motion. 
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PRESENTATIONS AND DELEGATIONS – 7:00 

Procedural Note: Council recessed at 7:05PM and reconvened at 7:13PM 

35. Proclamation:  World Poetry Day (March 21, 2017) and National
Poetry Month (April 2017), Mayor Coté

Mayor Cote proclaimed March 21, 2017 to be World Poetry Day, and April 
2017 to be National Poetry Month, in the City of New Westminster. 

36. Poetry Presentation, Alan Hill, Poet Laureate

Biliana Velkova, Arts Coordinator, announced that Alan Hill has been 

appointed as the Poet Laureate for the City of the New Westminster. 

Alan Hill thanked Council via recorded message, and presented a poem 

entitled “King of Glenbrooke North”.

37. New Westminster Hospice Society, Kay Johnson, Chair

Kay Johnson, Chair of the New West Hospice Society, provided a 

presentation to Council regarding the work of the Society, including the 
Compassionate City model, which is focused on providing end-of-life care 

to those who require additional support.  Ms. Johnson noted the following: 

 The City has already undertaken several age and dementia-friendly
initiatives;

 The City of New Westminster could be officially established as a

Compassionate City by adopting the Compassionate City Charter;

 There are currently no hospice beds in New Westminster, and that the
community would like to see the return of hospice beds in the City;

 While most hospices receive funding through Fraser Health, additional
fundraising through grants and partnerships are necessary; and

 Care for marginalized groups, and groups that do not typically have
access to these services, should be encouraged.

MOVED and SECONDED 
THAT the request for endorsement and partnership from the New West 

Hospice Society be referred to the Community and Social Issues Committee 

with a report back to Council. 
CARRIED. 

All members of Council present voted in favour of the motion. 
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38. Human Trafficking/Sexual Exploitation, Youth and Child Exploitation
in BC and Locally, with Strategies to Stop It, Cathy Peters

Cathy Peters provided a presentation to Council regarding human 

trafficking and sexual exploitation, noting the following: 

 Bill C-36 passed two years ago and focused on criminalizing the buyers
of sex, which is considered to be the source of harm;

 Police forces and municipalities are not aware of the law and have not
enforced it in the Metro Vancouver region;

 The Province of Ontario and most major cities in Canada have
enforcement against human trafficking; and

 Increased enforcement along with education of Police and youth could
make a difference.

Ms. Peters requested that a letter of support from the City for addressing 

this issue at UBCM in 2017, and also requested a meeting with the Police 

Chief. 

Discussion ensued, with Council noting the following: 

 The Police Board and the BC Teachers’ Federation convention may be
appropriate venues for raising the issue;

 Prostitution has become less visible, with the internet being used to
solicit customers; and

 The establishment of massage parlours in the City has to go through
public hearing process.

39. Open Delegations

Tony Antonias, Special Advisor to the Arts Commission, announced the 

production of the musical “Anything Goes” by the Royal City Musical 
Theatre Company at the Massey Theatre, from April 6 to April 23. 

Patrick Mulvaney, resident of New Westminster, suggested that the Tree 

Protection and Regulation Bylaw No. 7799 may be too restrictive, and may 

be protecting owners who are negligent in caring for their trees.  Mr. 

Mulvaney also suggested that the Bylaw may not have been well-

advertised, that the building permit process was frustrating, and expressed 

concerns with staff workload. 
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MOVED and SECONDED 
THAT Mr. Mulvaney’s concerns be referred to staff with a report back to 
Council. 

CARRIED. 
All members of Council present voted in favour of the motion. 

Dean Gibson, Director of Parks and Recreation, noted that a public forum 

and a follow-up report on the Tree Protection and Regulation Bylaw could 
be presented to Council in the spring. 

Council suggested that the Bylaw fine structure could be reviewed by 

Council at that time. 

Ross Eichendorf, resident at 443 Garrett Street, expressed concerns 

regarding the proposed height as well as the public consultation process for 

the development at 408 - 412 East Columbia Street.  Mr. Eichendorf noted 

that the developer requested to only meet with the executive of the 

McBride-Sapperton Residents’ Association and not the full membership,

and with insufficient notification. 

Council noted that the project is currently at the very beginning stages, and 

that there will be future consultation opportunities. 

Larry Church, resident of New Westminster, noted the following: 

 Acknowledged staff member Stephen Blore for his work on the Braid
Street parking lot and shuttle service for Royal Columbian Hospital

employees;

 The Official Community Plan consultation process has been excellent;

however, the proposed density which was rejected along Fifth Avenue
may be introduced elsewhere in the city; and

 There is currently a lack of school-zoned land in the City.

Lynn Roxburgh, Senior Policy Planner, noted that the Local Government 

Act contains specific requirements for consulting with the School District 

with regards to school zoning, and that the consultation is ongoing and is 

not necessary reflected on the draft land use map 

Harry Robson, resident at 1930 Seventh Avenue, suggested that it may be 

beneficial to develop both sides of 20
th

 Street.  Mr. Robson suggested that 

high rises could maximize enjoyment of the land away from traffic and the 

SkyTrain, with the resulting densification benefiting from transit proximity. 
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Mr. Robson suggested that the mix of high rises and houses has worked 

well in other cities.  

Mike Bohn and Robert Petrusa, from the Connaught Heights Residents’ 
Association, noted the following: 

 Opposition was expressed opposition to the potential height of high
rises in the Connaught Heights neighbourhood;

 Support was expressed for density around the 22
nd

 Street SkyTrain
station;

 Noted current traffic issues and expressed concerns about further
segregation of the neighbourhood due to increased traffic volume along

20
th

 Street;

 It was uggested that there may be a lack of vision for the neighbourhood
and a lack of clear communication regarding the future of the

neighbourhood.

Council suggested that the neighbourhood could develop vision statements 

that could be presented to staff and translated into the Official Community 

Plan. 

Nadine Oneill , resident of Queen’s Park neighbourhood, expressed support
for the City’s work on the proposed Heritage Conservation Area.  Ms.

Oneill noted the importance and uniqueness of heritage in the 

neighbourhood. 

Pat McLellan, resident of Queen’s Park neighbourhood, expressed support

for the proposed Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area.  Ms. McLellan

noted the rise of land values and pressure for redevelopment, resulting in 

the loss of heritage homes in the neighbourhood. 

Dean Gurney, expressed concerns regarding the date criteria for the levels 

of protection proposed for the Heritage Conservation Area, and suggested 

that consistency between periods of protection between Vancouver and 

New Westminster may be desirable. 

Jackie Teed, Acting Director of Development Services, noted that public 
consultation on the three proposed tiers of protection within the Heritage 

Conservation Area would begin shortly. 

Kathleen Langstroth and Maureen Arvanatidis, from the Queen’s Park 
Residents’ Association and the New Westminster Heritage Preservation

Society, suggested that houses up to 1940 could be moved up to the 
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Advanced Protection category in the proposed Heritage Conservation Area, 

while providing protection for mid-century modern houses as well. 

Ms. Langstroth and Ms. Arvanatidis invited Council on a tour of the 

Queen’s Park neighbourhood to highlight the heritage homes from different

eras. 

Colleen McDonald, resident of Queen’s Park, expressed support for the
Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area.

Alison Quinnell , resident of Queen’s Park, expressed support for the

Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area, with full protection for pre-

1940’s houses.

BYLAWS 

40. Zoning Amendment (260 Twelfth Street) Bylaw No. 7905, 2017
TWO READINGS 

MOVED and SECONDED 
THAT Zoning Amendment (260 Twelfth Street) Bylaw No. 7905, 2017 be 

given first reading. 
CARRIED. 

All members of Council present voted in favour of the motion. 

MOVED and SECONDED 
THAT Zoning Amendment (260 Twelfth Street) Bylaw No. 7905, 2017  be 

given second reading. 

CARRIED. 
All members of Council present voted in favour of the motion. 

41. Housing Agreement (295 Francis Way – Affordable Non-Market)
Amendment Bylaw No. 7910, 2017

THREE READINGS 

MOVED and SECONDED 
THAT Housing Agreement (295 Francis Way – Affordable Non-Market)
Amendment Bylaw No. 7910, 2017 be given first reading. 

CARRIED. 
All members of Council present voted in favour of the motion. 
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MOVED and SECONDED 
THAT Housing Agreement (295 Francis Way – Affordable Non-Market)

Amendment Bylaw No. 7910, 2017 be given second reading. 

CARRIED. 
All members of Council present voted in favour of the motion. 

MOVED and SECONDED 
THAT Housing Agreement (295 Francis Way – Affordable Non-Market)
Amendment Bylaw No. 7910, 2017 be given third reading. 

CARRIED. 
All members of Council present voted in favour of the motion. 

42. Housing Agreement (295 Francis Way – Market Rental) Bylaw No.
7909, 2017

THREE READINGS 

MOVED and SECONDED 
THAT Housing Agreement (295 Francis Way – Market Rental) Bylaw No.

7909, 2017 be given first reading. 

CARRIED. 
All members of Council present voted in favour of the motion. 

MOVED and SECONDED 
THAT Housing Agreement (295 Francis Way – Market Rental) Bylaw No.

7909, 2017 be given second reading. 

CARRIED. 
All members of Council present voted in favour of the motion. 

MOVED and SECONDED 
THAT Housing Agreement (295 Francis Way – Market Rental) Bylaw No.

7909, 2017 be given third reading. 

CARRIED. 
All members of Council present voted in favour of the motion. 

43. Subdivision Control Amendment Bylaw No. 7908, 2017
THREE READINGS 

MOVED and SECONDED 
THAT Subdivision Control Amendment Bylaw No. 7908, 2017 be given first 

reading. 

CARRIED. 
All members of Council present voted in favour of the motion. 
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MOVED and SECONDED 
THAT Subdivision Control Amendment Bylaw No. 7908, 2017 be given 

second reading. 

CARRIED. 
All members of Council present voted in favour of the motion. 

MOVED and SECONDED 
THAT Subdivision Control Amendment Bylaw No. 7908, 2017 be given 
third reading. 

CARRIED. 
All members of Council present voted in favour of the motion. 

44. Bylaws for adoption:

a. Five-Year Financial Plan (2017-2021) Bylaw No. 7906, 2017
ADOPTION 

MOVED and SECONDED 
THAT Five-Year Financial Plan (2017-2021) Bylaw No. 7906, 2017 be 

adopted. 

CARRIED. 
All members of Council present voted in favour of the motion. 

b. Electrical Utility Amendment Bylaw No. 7901, 2017
ADOPTION 

MOVED and SECONDED 
THAT Electrical Utility Amendment Bylaw No. 7901, 2017 be adopted. 

CARRIED. 
All members of Council present voted in favour of the motion. 

NEW BUSINESS 

45a. Sanctuary Schools 

Council acknowledged the work of the School District and the leadership 

that has been demonstrated through the sanctuary schools policy. 

MOVED and SECONDED 
THAT a letter be sent from Mayor and Council acknowledging the New 

Westminster School District’s approval of the Sanctuary School Policy.

CARRIED. 
All members of Council present voted in favour of the motion. 
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45b. Consideration of a Sister City Relationship with the Tsilhqot’in Nation 

MOVED and SECONDED 
THAT the following Closed resolution be publically released:  

THAT Council consider entering a Sister City Relationship with the 

Tsilhqot’in Nation.

CARRIED. 
All members of Council present voted in favour of the motion. 

CORRESPONDENCE FOR ACTION 

46. MOVED and SECONDED
THAT Council receive and refer the following correspondence to staff for

consideration and response:

a. Poets.ca The League of Canadian Poets letter received February 15,

2017 regarding taking part in the annual Poetry City challenge

b. Beauty Council Western Canada letter dated February 15, 2017

regarding BeautySafe and Certificate of Qualification – Business

License Amendment
CARRIED. 

All members of Council present voted in favour of the motion. 

ANNOUNCEMENTS FROM MEMBERS OF COUNCIL 

Councillor Harper thanked staff who participated in Innovation Week events, 

noting that the events promoted the City as a tech centre, and helped the City 

develop relationships with senior levels of government and tech start-ups.  Council 

thanked the following Innovation Week sponsors: Amazon, VanCity, and Landcor 

Data Corporation. 

Councillor Williams announced that author Madeleine Thieu, author of “Do Not 
Say We Have Nothing”, will be attending a fundraiser for the One To One 
Literacy Society, reading excerpts from her book and answering questions from 

the audience. 

NEXT MEETING 

March 27, 2017 
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An Open Council Workshop will be held which begins at 12:00 p.m.  Following 

that, a Regular meeting will convene at 2:00 p.m. and immediately adjourn to a 

Closed meeting.  There will be a Public Hearing at 6:00 p.m., and immediately 

following the Public Hearing, the Regular meeting will reconvene.  All meetings, 

including the Hearing, will be held in the Council Chamber on the 2nd Floor at 

City Hall. 

Public Hearing 

 43 Hastings Street Zoning Amendment Bylaw (Hastings Street Unzoned
Right of Way) No. 7899, 2017

If approved by Council on March 6, 2017: 

 260 Twelfth Street Zoning Amendment (Calvary Worship Centre and John
Knox School) Bylaw No. 7905, 2017

Opportunity to be Heard 

 43 Hastings Street Road Closure and Dedication Removal Bylaw No. 7898,
2017 

If approved by Council on March 6, 2017: 

 700 Royal Avenue (Douglas College): Development Variance Permit No.
DVP00623 to vary Sign Bylaw requirements

 350 Johnston Street: Development Variance Permit No. DVP00621 for
Frontage

ADJOURNMENT 

ON MOTION, the meeting was adjourned at 10:03pm. 

JONATHAN COTÉ JAN GIBSON 
MAYOR CITY CLERK 



R E P O R T  
Development Services 

To: Mayor Coté and Members of Council Date: 5/1/2017 

From: Jackie Teed 

Acting Director of Development 

Services 

File: 13.2605.40 

Item #: 182/2017 

Subject: Queen's Park Heritage Conservation Area: Full Draft Conservation 

Area and Administrative Policy 

RECOMMENDATION 

THAT Council endorse the proposed provisions of the Queen’s Park Heritage 
Conservation Area.  

THAT Council endorse the draft Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area Design 
Guidelines for inclusion in the Heritage Conservation Area policy.  

THAT Council endorse the proposed provisions of the Queen’s Park Heritage 
Conservation Area Administration Policy.  

THAT Council direct staff to proceed with the next steps towards establishing a 

Heritage Conservation Area in the Queen’s Park neighbourhood, as based on the 
policy provisions and next steps outlined in this report.  

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The consultation phase of the Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area process is complete 
and staff is prepared to proceed with next steps. Outlined in this report are the proposed 

provisions of the Heritage Conservation Area policy (listed starting on page 3 of this report), 

the draft mandatory design guidelines (starting on page 6 of this report and in full on table) 

and the proposed provisions of an administration policy (listed starting on page 7 of this 

12.
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report). Overall, the Queen’s Park Conservation Area Policy would provide protection for 
houses built in 1940 or earlier, and would provide mandatory design guidelines for new 

construction. 

PURPOSE 

The purpose of this report is to request Council endorsement for: a) the policy provisions for 
the proposed Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area; b) the draft design guidelines; and 
c) the provisions of the administration policy, as the basis for drafting the necessary bylaws 

for Council consideration of First and Second Reading.  

POLICY AND REGULATIONS 

Heritage Conservation Areas 

Enabled through Section 614 of the Local Government Act, a Heritage Conservation Area is 

a distinct neighbourhood, characterized by its historic value, which is identified in a City’s 
Official Community Plan (OCP) for heritage conservation purposes. The Heritage 

Conservation Area is an area management tool, which would include both heritage 

protection for existing buildings and design control for new construction. The goal of a 

Heritage Conservation Area is to ensure change is respectful of existing heritage character.  

A Heritage Conservation Area provides a layer of regulation in addition to that of the OCP 

and the Zoning Bylaw, which continue to apply to the properties along with other city-wide 

policies and bylaws. The Heritage Conservation Area would not remove development 

entitlements associated with zoning. All properties, protected or not, would continue to be 
able to build to the density and other requirements listed in the property’s zoning, though the 
manner in which properties were altered would be subject to the City’s approval. Design 

control over entirely new construction could apply for any property in the area, if the level of 

heritage protection assigned to that property allowed the owner to replace an existing 

building.  

The inclusion of a property within a Heritage Conservation Area does not require the 

permission of the property owner. The usual notification requirements apply to the Public 

Hearing that is required for the Bylaw that establishes the Heritage Conservation Area. Upon 

the implementation of a Heritage Conservation Area, there is no requirement for 

compensation to a property owner by the City.  

BACKGROUND 

Previous Council Direction  

On April 10, 2017, staff reported back to Council on the results of community consultation 

on the proposed Heritage Conservation Area for the Queen’s Park neighbourhood. Council 
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received a large number of delegations related to the proposal and directed staff to provide 

additional information and analysis.  

On April 24, 2017, Council hosted a workshop to discuss the potential impacts of a Heritage 

Conservation Area on property values, potential future incentives houses protected in a 

Heritage Conservation Area, the general process for seeking a demolition permit in the 
Heritage Conservation Area, and options for structuring the Heritage Conservation Area 

policy.  

On April 24, 2017, Council endorsed a policy draft which would protect houses built in 1940 

and earlier, including demolition review and renovation design review. The policy would 

also require all new construction on any property in the neighbourhood to comply with 

mandatory design guidelines. Properties with buildings built after 1940 would not be 

protected under the proposed Heritage Conservation Area.  

 PROPOSED POLICY PROVISIONS 

There are three policy areas for which staff is seeking Council endorsement in order to 

proceed with drafting the bylaws necessary for the Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation 
Area, as follows and detailed below: 

A. Proposed Conservation Area Policy Provisions 

B. Draft Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area Design Guidelines  

C. Proposed Administration Policy Provisions 
 

A. Proposed Conservation Area Policy Provisions 

There are approximately 700 residential properties (zoned RS-1, RS-2, RS-5, or RS-6) which 

would form part of the Heritage Conservation Area. Approximately 500 of those properties 

would be protected, and require Heritage Alteration Permits for changes to the existing 

building (including demolition). The provisions of the policy which would be used to create 

the required bylaws would be as follows: 

 The Heritage Conservation Area would apply to the Queen’s Park neighbourhood, 
bounded on the north by Sixth Avenue, on the south by Royal Avenue, on the west by 

Sixth Street, and on the east by the 75.5 acre Queen’s Park. 
 

 All single detached dwelling buildings constructed in 1940 or earlier, current ly listed 
on the Heritage Register, or Designated would be in the Advanced (Protected) 

category of the Conservation Area. For these properties, the following activities 

would require that the owner obtain a Heritage Alteration Permit from the City prior 

to obtaining other required City permits: 
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o Construction activities on the front, sides or visible roof of the existing 

principal building; 

o Demolition of the existing principal building; 

o Construction of a new principal building or new accessory buildings, and 
associated landscaping; and 

o Subdivision or consolidation of the lot. 

 

 All single detached dwelling buildings constructed in 1941 or later would be in the 
Limited (Non-Protected) category of the Conservation Area. For these properties, the 

following activities would require that the owner obtain a Heritage Alteration Permit 

from the City prior to obtaining other required City permits: 

 

o Construction of new principal building or accessory buildings, and associated 

landscaping; and 

o Subdivision or consolidation of the lot.  

 

 Multiple-unit residential buildings which are on property zoned under a Single 
Detached Dwelling district would form part of the Heritage Conservation Area and 

would be subject to the provisions according to their year of construction. 

 

 Properties within the Queen’s Park neighbourhood zoned for Commercial (C), 
Institutional (P), Mid-rise multiple-dwellings (RM), and Town house/ multiple-unit-

residential (RT) would not form part of the Heritage Conservation Area, and as such 

would not be subject to the provisions.  

 

 No Schedule of Protected Properties would be established within the Heritage 

Conservation Area. Properties currently on the Heritage Register or Designated would 

remain as such, as well as be added to the Advanced (Protected) category. 
 

 For Advanced (Protected) category houses, some work that may not otherwise require 

a Building Permit may require an HAP, including:  
 

o Alterations to the location, dimension or framing of any door or window on the 

front façade or side elevations of a protected building; 

o Alterations to the design or material composition of any verandah or porch 

(including railing) on the front façade or side elevations of a protected 

building; 

o Addition of skylights and solar panels to roofs, if visible from the street; 

o Alteration of the design or material of significant architectural details. 
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 For Advanced (Protected) category houses, the following work would not require an 
HAP: 

 

o Interior renovations, changes to the back of the building, and changes to the 

non-visible rear roof, including additions of skylights and solar panels to these 

areas; 

o Changes to an existing non-residential accessory building; 
o Regular maintenance and repairs to the building, which would include 

reroofing with similar material, painting, or replacing worn siding or porch 

boards with in-kind materials. Regular maintenance would not include removal 

or replacement of heritage elements or a change in design, material or general 

appearance; 

o Changes to existing landscaping and/or landscape maintenance including 

weeding, mowing, annual or seasonal planting, dirt bed planting, and pruning 

of shrubs; and 

o Removal of trees (unless a Designated Heritage Tree), which would instead 

remain subject to the City’s Tree Protection and Regulation Bylaw 7799, 2016. 
 

 The Heritage Conservation Area would include mandatory design guidelines for 
existing Advanced (Protected) category houses, and all new building construction and 

their associated landscapes. Laneway or carriage house construction would be 

required to meet both the Heritage Conservation Area design guidelines and the 
laneway/ carriage house design guidelines, should Council approve that housing form.  

 

 Advanced (Protected) category houses would not be required to retroactively upgrade 
their building to the standards of the design guidelines. Only new construction would 

be required to meet these standards. Furthermore, new construction on one portion of 

the property would not trigger required upgrades on other areas of the property.   

 

 For Limited (Non-Protected) houses, an HAP is not required for changes to the 
existing principal building unless the structure is substantially altered (70% or more of 

the house is dismantled or removed, as identified in current Building Permit 

regulations) at which point the design guidelines for new construction would apply 

and an HAP would be required. 

 

 The Official Community Plan and the Zoning Bylaw would continue to apply to the 
properties in the Heritage Conservation Area along with other city-wide policies and 

bylaws. 

 

 

 

 



City of New Westminster May 1, 2017 6 

 

Agenda Item 182/2017 

B. Draft Queen’s Park Residential Building Design Guidelines  

The conservation area would include mandatory design guidelines for renovations to 

Advanced (Protected) category houses, and all new construction (including associated 

landscaping). The design guidelines are proposed to contain three sections: 1) New 

Residential Buildings; 2) Alterations to Heritage Buildings; 3) Landscape Design. They 
would be an additional layer of regulation above the zoning: the existing single detached 

dwelling zoning regulations would continue to apply, though variances could be sought to 

accommodate compliance with the design guidelines and the principles of heritage best 

practices. 

A final draft of the Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area Design Guidelines, as prepared 
by Donald Luxton and Associates, is included in this report as Attachment 1. The design 

guidelines would be finalized regarding layout and further illustrations of the concepts 

described in the design guidelines prior to Council consideration of First and Second 

Reading of the necessary bylaws.  

The design guidelines include the following general provisions: 

1) The design guidelines for new house construction are based on the best practices of 

“fitting in” with existing heritage structures on surrounding properties along the 

streetscape, and applying New Westminster’s traditional architectural character elements -

- referred to in the design guidelines as “Traditional Style”. This means that, in contrast 
to the current Queen’s Park Historic District Residential Design Guidelines (1999), the 

new building Design Guidelines are not based on any specific historic style (e.g. 

Craftsman, Edwardian, or Arts & Crafts). Best practice in architectural design for 

heritage areas is not to copy existing styles. 

 

2) The design guidelines for protected houses are primarily based on the Standards and 

Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada. This document is a 

nationally applied best practice manual for heritage conservation projects, and was 

adopted by Council in 2008. The goal of the guidelines are to ensure changes or additions 

to existing heritage structures are compatible with and do not detract from the heritage 

character of the building.  

 
3) Landscape design guidelines are included which are mandatory for all new building 

construction, and would be voluntary for existing buildings regardless of their level of 

protection. These guidelines were created based on best practices in landscape 

architecture including enhancing the pedestrian experience, increasing biodiversity and 

the use of naturalized plant species. The design of the landscape was identified as a key 

component of the heritage character of the neighbourhood requiring protection. 
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C. Proposed Administration Policy Provisions 

The Heritage Conservation Area Administration Policy would outline the requirements and 

process for demolition and renovation of Advanced (Protected) category buildings, new 

building construction, and requesting removal from the Advanced (Protected) category of the 

Heritage Conservation Area. Attachment 2 includes a diagram illustrating the general steps 
for demolition and renovation applications.  

The following provisions are proposed for each application type: 

Applications for Exterior Renovations 

 Renovation applications would require submission of photographs of the existing 
house, a design rationale, and proposed site plan and elevations, including proposed 

list of materials. 

 

 Applications would be evaluated by staff against the design guidelines (Attachment 
1).  In cases where interpretation of the design guidelines requires further analysis, the 

Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada, adopted 

by Council in 2008 as a best-practice manual for the evaluation of heritage projects in 

the City, would be the guide. Staff would work with applicants to address any aspects 

of the proposal that did not meet the intent of the design guidelines. 

 

 The City would have the authority to deny an HAP until the proposed changes were 
deemed to be consistent with the design guidelines. 

 

 Staff recommends that Council delegate the authority for approval of renovation 
HAPs to the Director of Development Services. 

 

 Applicants would have the option to appeal to Council should they disagree with the 
decision of Council’s delegate. 

 

 Staff recommends that no fee be charged for renovation permits. The estimated cost 
for these applications would be recovered through slightly higher charges for 

demolition and new building HAP, and OCP amendment applications. 

 

 Once an HAP has been issued, the applicant would be able to apply for other required 
City permits. 

Applications for Demolition 

 Demolition application would require submission of a heritage assessment prepared 
by a heritage professional with membership in the Canadian Association of Heritage 
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Professionals (CAHP). Applicants could choose to also provide other information in 

support of their application, such as conditions assessment, restoration quotes, etc. 

The preparation of all submission materials would be at the cost of the applicant. 

  Applications would be evaluated by staff using an evaluation check-list to ensure 

transparency and consistency. To complete the checklist, staff would evaluate the 

application against guidelines (Attachment 3) which were informed by the 
neighbourhood’s Statement of Significance (2017), a Neighbourhood Context 
Statement (2008), and the work of the Queen’s Park Working Group (2015). The 
evaluation would take into consideration: 

 

o potential to achieve density entitlements without eliminating heritage value; 

o heritage merit of the building; and, 

o condition of the building, including the degree to which heritage elements 

remain. 

 

 The checklist would provide a “score”, with applications achieving below a certain 
baseline score being considered reasonable for demolition. The City would have the 

authority to deny an HAP for applications achieving a score equal to or above the 

baseline score. 

 

 Staff recommends that Council delegate the authority for approval of demolition 
HAPs to the Director of Development Services. 

 

 Applicants would have the option to appeal to Council should they disagree with the 
decision of Council’s delegate. 
 

 Should the demolition HAP be rejected, the owner would be able to apply for a 
renovation HAP which would be reviewed according to that process. The City would 

work with the applicant to identify how the existing entitlements could be achieved 

through renovation to the existing building, in compliance with the design guidelines. 
 

 Should the demolition HAP be approved, the applicant would be able to apply for a 

demolition permit. 
 

 Demolition HAPs would have an expiry date of three years from issuance, which 
would allow owners to plan ahead. 

 

 Staff recommends that a fee of $2,360.00 be charged for demolition HAPs. This fee 
represents the estimated cost recovery for Development Services staff review 

($930.00) and a cost recovery charge for Legislative Services notification ($500.00) 
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where required, plus an estimated one-third cost recovery ($930.00) for renovation 

HAPs, for which staff recommends no fee. 

 

 In addition, an applicant would be required to pay in the order of $1,500.00 as a 
consultant fee for their heritage assessment. This would mean a total cost for the HAP 

application of about $3,860.00. This would not include fees associated with the 

Building or Demolition Permit, should the application be approved. 

Applications for New Building Construction 

 New building construction applications would require submission of proposed site 

plan and elevations, including proposed list of materials, and a street context 
rendering. 

 

 Applications would be evaluated by staff against the design guidelines (Attachment 
1). This would include an analysis by staff of the characteristics of the streetscape and 

buildings on both sides of the subject property’s block to determine the key aspects 

within which the new building must seek to “fit in”. Applicants would be encouraged 
to apply for their HAP permit and receive this evaluation prior to finalizing the design 

of their new house. 

 

 The City would have the authority to deny an HAP until the proposed building were 
deemed to be consistent with the design guidelines and “fit in” with the streetscape 
context. 

 

 Staff recommends that Council delegate the authority for approval of new building 
HAPs to the Director of Development Services. 

 

 Applicants would have the option to appeal to Council should they disagree with the 
decision of Council’s delegate. 
 

 Staff recommends that a fee of $1,860.00 be charged for HAPs for new construction. 
This fee represents the estimated cost recovery for Development Services staff review 

($930.00), plus an estimated one-third cost recovery ($930.00) for renovation HAPs, 

for which staff recommends no fee. 

 

 Once an HAP has been issued, the applicant would be able to apply for other required 
City permits. 

Applications to Move Between Protection Levels 

 The owner of a property in the Limited (Non-protected) category could apply to the 
City to have their property protected. The owner of a property in the Advanced 
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(Protected) category could also apply to have their property protected more strongly. 

Such applications would be made via the following: 

 

o Voluntary application to list the house on the Heritage Register or to Designate. 
This application would follow the current City process for such applications. 

No fee is currently associated with these applications.  

o Application for a Heritage Revitalization Agreement. Though the City would 

explore incentives for the Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area as a next 
step should the Heritage Conservation Area be approved, there would remain 

the opportunity for property owners to negotiate additional incentives in 

exchange for full restoration and Designation of the house. 

 

 The intent of the Heritage Conservation Area is to protect buildings from 1940 and 
older, and to ensure the design of new buildings “fits in” with neighbourhood 
character. The demolition HAP application process provides the appropriate means 

for owners to have their property evaluated to determine if it may be removed from 

protection through demolition. As such, it is unlikely that staff would support 

applications to move from the Advance category into the Limited category. However, 

an owner could apply to the City to do so, regardless of the building’s  construction 
date, through an Official Community Plan (OCP) amendment, as follows: 

 

o Given that this would effectively permit the building to be demolished or 

renovated without the requirement for City review, such an application would 

be evaluated using the same submission requirements and evaluation criteria as 

the demolition HAP application process. 

o Applications would be processed under the City’s typical OCP application 
process for heritage-related land use applications, including review by the 

Community Heritage Commission and Advisory Planning Commission, and 

would be considered for adoption by Council. 

o Staff recommends $2,790.00 would be charged for these applications. This fee 

represents the estimated cost recovery for Development Services staff review 
($930.00) and a cost recovery charge for the mandated Public Hearing 

($930.00), plus an estimated one-third cost recovery ($930.00) for renovation 

HAPs, for which staff recommends no fee. 

o In addition, an applicant would be required to pay in the order of $1,500.00 as a 

consultant fee for their heritage assessment. This would mean a total cost for 

the HAP application of about $4,290.00. This would not include fees 

associated with the Building or Demolition Permit, should the application be 

approved. 
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DISCUSSION 

Role of Consultation 

Public, committee, heritage advocate, and working group consultation has been the source of 

the options used to shape the proposed policy provisions for the conservation area which 

would be used to guide decision-making on conservation area applications. The City has also 
received feedback that property owners believe the City, not citizens, should make decisions 

regarding individual applications under the conservation area policy. As such, staff 

recommends that public consultation and review by the Community Heritage Commission 

not be included as part of the evaluation of HAP applications under the conservation area, 

other than amendments to the Official Community Plan. 

The Queen’s Park Working Group and the Technical Review Panel, established through the 
Heritage Control Period, are proposed to be dissolved by August, 2017.  

Delegation of Authority 

Under the proposed Heritage Conservation Area policy, approximately 500 properties would 

be required to apply for Heritage Alteration Permits (HAPs). As detailed above, staff 

recommends that all Heritage Conservation Area HAPs be delegated to the Director of 

Development Services. However, staff has identified the following four options for 

processing such permits:  

1) Delegate All Heritage Alteration Permits  

Council could delegate authority over decision-making for all Heritage Alteration Permits in 
the Queen’s Park neighbourhood to the Director of Development Services. This would 
include applications for exterior renovations on protected properties, applications for 

demolition of protected properties, and design review of new house construction.  

2) Council Consideration of Demolition Permits Only 

Council would consider all demolition Heritage Alteration Permit applications  and would 

delegate authority over decision-making for renovation and new building construction 

Heritage Alteration Permits to the Director of Development Services. An applicant could 

appeal the Delegate’s decisions to Council. The Director could also defer a decision to 
Council, should they feel it appropriate. 

3) Council Consideration of All Heritage Alteration Permits 

Council could consider all renovation, demolition, and new building construction Heritage 

Alteration Permits. This would be in keeping with the City’s current practice for HAPs for 

changes to protected property, though minor applications are delegated to the Director of 



City of New Westminster May 1, 2017 12 

 

Agenda Item 182/2017 

Development Services as described in the City’s Heritage Alteration Permit Procedures 
Bylaw. 

4) Council Committee Consideration of Heritage Alteration Permits  

Council could establish a standing committee of Council to consider HAPs for issuance. A 

Council committee could be delegated authority to issue HAPs by Council for some of all 
types of HAPs. Such a committee would: 

 

o Consist of three members of Council; 

o Convene once per month; 

o Receive staff reports on applications. Staff would be available to answer 

questions; and 

o If public input were considered necessary, receive correspondence from the public. 

Notification of applications within a certain radius would be needed, and would be  

an additional requirement for applicants. 

Implications of Not Establishing a Schedule 

Staff proposes that no Schedule of Protected Properties be established within the Heritage 

Conservation Area. Without such a Schedule, Advanced (Protected) category properties 

would be able to apply for demolition through the Heritage Alteration Permit Process, 
whereas if a Schedule were established, an OCP amendment would be required. 

Without a Schedule, the properties in the Advanced category will not have a high enough 

level of protection to be eligible for use of BC Building Code alternate compliance methods. 

These methods acknowledge that applying Building Code requirements to existing buildings 

is, in many cases, impractical and may compromise historic appearances or the historic 

authenticity of the building. 

However, property owners would still be able to become eligible through voluntarily placing 

their building on the City’s Heritage Register, or Designating. 

CONSULTATION  

Should Council direct staff to proceed with the Heritage Conservation Area policy and draft 

the appropriate bylaws, the policy and its bylaws would be brought forward to the following:  

Advisory Planning Commission 

Although not required by legislation for the establishment of a conservation area, a special 

Advisory Planning Commission meeting for a formal recommendation has been scheduled 

for May 9, 2017. As is the City’s practice, notice of the Commission’s discussion of the 
policy would be mailed to all property owners whose properties would be affected by the 

proposed policy.  
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Community Heritage Commission  

The policy would be brought forward on-table to the Community Heritage Commission for a 

formal recommendation at the May 3, 2017 Community Heritage Commission meeting.  

Queen’s Park Working Group  

The policy would be brought forward on-table to the Queen’s Park Working Group for a 
formal recommendation at the May 2, 2017 meeting. 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 

Based on past applications (since 2012), the City should receive the following number of 

Heritage Alteration Permit applications under the Heritage Conservation Area: 

 Renovation: six to ten per year  Demolition: two to three per year. It is anticipated that the number of demolition 

applications may increase in the short term, but would settle back to a three-a-year 
average. 

 NEXT STEPS 

Should Council proceed with the Heritage Conservation Area policy, the following next 

steps would be undertaken: 

Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw 

Staff would work with City Solicitors to draft an Official Community Plan (OCP) 

Amendment Bylaw, which would bring the Heritage Conservation Area policy into force for 

First and Second Reading. Should Council move the bylaw to Public Hearing, notice would 

be mailed to every household in the Queen’s Park neighbourhood. In keeping with City 

practice, Public Hearing notification sign(s) would not be posted as the Official Community 

Plan Amendment affects more than ten properties.   

Amendments to Related Procedures Bylaws  

Should a Heritage Conservation Area be implemented, the following four bylaws would be 

required to be updated to reflect the Heritage Conservation Area policy: 

1. Heritage Alteration Permit Procedures Bylaw 7859, 2016 

2. Heritage Procedures Bylaw 7606, 2013 

3. Protected Heritage Properties Minimum Standards of Maintenance Bylaw 6498, 1998 

4. Development Services Fees Bylaw 7683, 2014 

Specifically, the Minimum Standards of Maintenance Bylaw would include reduced 

standards to better reflect neighbourhood wide requirements and the Heritage Alteration 
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Permit Procedures Bylaw would be amended based on Council’s direction resulting from this 
report. Fees would be as proposed in this report.  

Incentives Work Plan 

Staff would prepare a work plan for research and analysis of the incentive options presented 

to Council in the staff report of April 24, 2017. Staff would request Council’s endorsement 
of the work plan at the same time as requesting First and Second Readings of the necessary 

Heritage Conservation Area bylaws. 

Timeline 

Action Proposed Date 

Administrative process to Council for review and comment May 1, 2017 

Consideration of First and Second Reading of OCP 

Amendment Bylaw 

May 15, 2017 

Public Hearing and Consideration of Third Reading and 

Adoption  

June 13, 2017 

 

INTERDEPARTMENTAL LIAISON 

Staff has consulted with the City solicitor throughout development of the Heritage 

Conservation Area policy provisions.  

OPTIONS 

1. That Council endorse the proposed provisions of the Queen’s Park Heritage 
Conservation Area.  

 

2. That Council endorse the draft Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area Design 

Guidelines for inclusion in the Heritage Conservation Area policy.  
 

3. That Council endorse the proposed provisions of the Queen’s Park Heritage 
Conservation Area Administration Policy.  

 

4. That Council direct staff to proceed with the next steps towards establishing a 

Heritage Conservation Area in the Queen’s Park neighbourhood, as based on the 
policy provisions and next steps outlined in this report.  

 

5. That Council provide staff with alternative direction.  

 

Staff recommends options 1, 2, 3 and 4.  
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QUEEN’S PARK HERITAGE CONSERVATION AREA 
DESIGN GUIDELINES 
OVERVIEW AND RATIONALE 
The Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area Design Guidelines are based on an 
examination of the existing conditions of the area and an analysis of how best to 
manage the character of the historic building stock, while allowing change in the area, 
including new construction. The underlying principles of the Guidelines are based on 
respect for the integrity of individual buildings and the original design concept for each 
structure, as well as the integration of each building within a unified vision for Queen’s 
Park. The Guidelines provide for the conservation of the character of the Queen’s Park 
neighbourhood by managing change in a way that complements established 
streetscapes, and maintains the historic integrity of protected buildings.  

The Queen’s Park neighbourhood is defined by its entire collection of buildings, 
streets, and landscapes, and it is essential that these different components work 
together to provide a harmonious appearance. The overall framework for the design of 
the area should be to achieve cohesive and visually appealing streetscapes based on 
Traditional Architectural Character.  

Examples included in these guidelines should not be considered the only options 
available to designers. The design of new buildings should remain an expression of 
contemporary times while still respecting Traditional Architectural Character. 
Depending on the complexity of a project, building owners are encouraged to retain 
suitable design professionals who can provide sound advice and prepare project 
designs and solutions in keeping with these Design Guidelines. 

New Construction (Section A) 
Design concepts for proposed new construction should blend harmoniously with the 
historic elements of the area and particularly of the immediate streetscape context. 
Sensitivity to historic precedent and a thorough understanding of New Westminster’s 
Traditional Architectural Character is necessary to conceive appropriate designs. By 
understanding and following the principles of form, rhythm, and detailing outlined in 
these Design Guidelines, it should be possible to create new buildings that are 
successfully integrated with the character of the Queen’s Park neighbourhood. The 
new construction Guidelines are mandatory for all new buildings including new 
accessory buildings. The Guidelines are recommended for renovations to non-
protected buildings.  

Protected Buildings (Section B) 
In all applications dealing with protected buildings, the Parks Canada Standards and 
Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada will be used as the basis 
for review. These standards outline principles and procedures for the appropriate 
treatment of historic buildings and structures, including different levels of intervention, 
such as additions. These Design Guidelines provide additional, specific guidance for 
appropriate interventions, and also for infill and new construction within the Queen’s 
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Park neighbourhood’s historic context. This section of the Design Guidelines is 
mandatory for protected buildings.  
 
Residential Landscapes (Section C) 
The residential landscapes of the Queen’s Park neighbourhood have been identified as 
important character elements of the community. To ensure they are sensitively treated 
and that they enhance positively the historic qualities of the neighbourhood, this section 
of the Design Guidelines provides advice on how to achieve thoughtful and appropriate 
residential landscapes. The residential landscape Design Guidelines are mandatory 
where new buildings are being constructed. The Guidelines can also serve as 
inspiration to residents who choose to update their gardens. 
  
Sustainability Considerations (Section D) 
Increasingly, there is an understanding of the vital need for sustainable building 
practices and energy conservation. New buildings and additions will be required to 
meet Provincial requirements through the BC Building Code.  
Some additional considerations for the heritage buildings are included in this section.  
 
Existing Non-Protected Buildings  
Existing non-protected buildings are not subject to the mandatory design guide 
requirements. However, it is encouraged that renovations of these buildings and 
landscapes be done with the design guidelines in mind.  
 
Existing buildings bear witness to the design aesthetic of a particular time period. 
Existing, non-protected buildings are encouraged to be renovated in a manner 
appropriate to their style and context. Contemplated changes should be appropriate to 
the form and style of the existing structures. There is no requirement to alter existing 
buildings to reflect a historic “theme;” yet as best practice changes should maintain the 
integrity of the building’s original style. New additions, or attempts to unify previously 
constructed additions, are encouraged to work towards a harmonious appearance, 
relative to the original building’s overall form, scale, design and materials.  
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SECTION A. NEW CONSTRUCTION 
 
OVERVIEW AND RATIONALE 
This section of the Design Guidelines should be followed for new residential and 
accessory buildings in the Queen’s Park neighbourhood and is also encouraged for 
proposed changes to existing, non-protected buildings. A high proportion of the houses 
in the neighbourhood possess a common palette of materials, leading to a sense of 
cohesion within the neighbourhood, however there is no dominant, defining architectural 
style of Queen’s Park. Instead, the historic character of the neighbourhood is achieved 
through a variety of historic styles that together constitute New Westminster’s 
Traditional Architectural Character. Residents and visitors appreciate the Queen’s Park 
neighbourhood as an intact and historic neighbourhood and the whole neighbourhood 
has a heritage character, even as new homes have been added. The Design Guidelines 
reinforce the community desire to ensure new development is respectful of the existing 
context. 
 
Today, in recognition of current housing standards, availability and cost of construction 
materials, and sustainability concerns, a comprehensive design approach is needed to 
execute high-quality standards and complementary design in the neighbourhood. The 
following Guidelines will help new buildings and existing, non-protected buildings within 
Queen’s Park achieve design outcomes that strengthen the historic identity of the 
neighbourhood. The Guidelines will also help prevent designs that detract from the 
historic qualities of the neighbourhood. 
 
GENERAL PROVISIONS 
Design concepts for new developments should blend harmoniously with the historic 
elements of the Queen’s Park streetscape. This requires sensitivity to historic precedent 
and a willingness to be subordinate to that precedent. A thorough understanding of the 
materials and design elements used in the Traditional Architectural Character of New 
Westminster is essential in conceiving appropriate designs. By understanding and 
following the principles of form, rhythm, and detailing outlined in these Design 
Guidelines, new designs can be developed that successfully integrate within the 
Queen’s Park historic context. 
 
The harmonious character of Queen’s Park depends on its built and landscaped form 
working together within cohesive and visually appealing streetscapes. To achieve this 
goal, architectural styles that are clearly out of place within the historic evolution of 
Queen’s Park should be avoided. The tendency to design individual houses in isolation 
from the context of the streetscape can lead to a discordant appearance. Caution 
should be exercised when developing designs for renovation and new construction, to 
avoid introduction of inappropriate elements into the historic streetscape. 
 
INTENT: COMPATIBLE DESIGN 
Compatible design does not require new design to replicate the historical styles of the 
Queen’s Park neighbourhood; however, an intelligent, sensitive design approach is 
necessary to honour Traditional Architectural Character.  
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The historic residential properties in the Queen’s Park neighbourhood do not compete 
with each other in terms of landscape design, site planning, building massing and 
composition, and quality and calibre of material. All of these attributes instead contribute 
to a consistent, cohesive streetscape. In order to be compatible, new design should 
achieve the following:  

• compatible landscape design, parking access and overall site planning;  
• compatible massing and visual scale of the building relative to the streetscape 

context;  
• sensitive building placement having regard to adjacent sites, privacy and 

overlook, and preservation of open space between buildings; and  
• consistency of proposed grades with natural, existing grades, particularly near 

property lines. 
 

 
Example of compatible, contemporary house within the surrounding context of an historic area 

 
The following sections specifically outline building designs and elements that are 
recommended, acceptable, or not recommended. New buildings in the Queen’s Park 
neighbourhood must follow these Design Guidelines; existing, non-protected buildings 
are also encouraged to follow these Guidelines. 
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A.1 SITING, SHAPE and ACCESSORY BUILDINGS 
 
Intent: New buildings must be placed on the site in a manner that follows the historic 
precedent set by properties in the surrounding streetscape, with particular attention to 
protected properties. 
 
General Provisions: 
The siting and shape of new principal buildings must harmoniously fit into the existing 
streetscape. This includes appropriate setbacks consistent with neighbouring properties 
and shapes that are complementary to the established Traditional Architectural 
Character. Buildings on corner sites must be treated as though there are two principal 
façades and should be set back appropriately.  
 
On lots with lane access, or on larger lots without lane access, garages and accessory 
buildings should be constructed at the rear of properties, and must be designed to be 
compatible with, but subordinate to, the house. Garage doors should never be part of 
any street-facing façade of the principal building, including side façades that are highly 
visible. Garage doors should also be set back within the façade to appear less 
prominent. 
 
Approach:  

RECOMMENDED ACCEPTABLE NOT RECOMMENDED 
• Setbacks that are 

respectful to, and 
consistent with, 
neighbouring 
properties along the 
streetscape.  
 

• Rectangular building 
shapes with peaked 
(gabled) roof forms. 

 
• Garages and 

accessory buildings 
placed at the rear of 
the property, not 
easily visible to the 
public. 

• Setbacks that simply 
meet the zoning 
regulations, but do not 
negatively impact 
neighbouring heritage 
properties. 
 

• Garages and 
accessory buildings 
placed on the lot such 
that zoning regulations 
are met, but are 
somewhat visible to 
the public. 

• Setbacks that are not 
consistent with the 
existing streetscape. 
 

• Non-rectangular 
building shapes. 

 
• Flat rooflines. 

 
• Garages and 

accessory buildings 
highly visible to the 
public; garage doors 
should never be 
placed on any publicly 
visible façade of a 
principal building. 

 
A.2 SCALE, MASSING and PROPORTION  
 
Intent: The volume, height, massing and relative size of new buildings and additions 
must follow the established parameters set by protected properties.  
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General Provisions: 
Principal buildings must be compatible with and generally consistent in scale (volume, 
including height), massing (where volume is placed) and proportion (relative size) to 
neighbouring buildings within the streetscape context. New development must not 
overwhelm the streetscape.  
 
Building envelopes are prescribed in the Zoning Bylaw to establish minimum standards 
for sites to perform favourably towards neighbouring sites with respect to height, 
shadowing, privacy, and overlook. The building envelope is not a basis for generating 
building form, nor is it anticipated that buildings should fill the building envelope. New 
building heights should be visually consistent with the character of the Queen’s Park 
neighbourhood. 
 
Approach:  

RECOMMENDED ACCEPTABLE NOT RECOMMENDED 
• Building volumes and 

heights that are 
respectful to and 
consistent with the 
existing houses in 
the neighbourhood. 
 

• Raised first floor. 
 

• Building massing that 
respects the 
Traditional 
Architectural 
Character of the 
Queen’s Park 
neighbourhood. 

• Building envelopes that 
simply meet zoning 
regulations, but do not 
overwhelm 
neighbouring heritage 
properties. 

• Building volumes that 
are noticeably larger 
than neighbouring 
properties and/or 
overwhelm the 
streetscape. 
 

• Building heights in 
excess of the 
historic/established 
standard. 

 
A.3 ARCHITECTURAL CHARACTER 
 
Intent: New buildings and additions should have an architectural character that 
respects the Traditional Architectural Character of the Queen’s Park neighbourhood. 
Articulation and texture should follow the rhythm set by protected properties.  
 
General Provisions: 
The existing residential buildings in Queen’s Park include a variety of styles and 
expressions that establish the Traditional Architectural Character. The Guidelines do not 
require that new building design or renovations replicate historic architectural styles or 
motifs. New construction and renovations to existing buildings should be evaluated 
carefully within their context to understand an appropriate architectural approach.  
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The architectural style for a new building should be consistent with the overall 
Traditional Architectural Character of Queen’s Park. Styles that do not relate to the 
historic evolution of the area should not be used either as a model or as an inspiration. 
New construction should show respect for historic methods, forms and detailing in an 
honest modern idiom, and should be sympathetic to the existing streetscape and 
surrounding buildings. 
 
New construction or additions should not be detailed with applied historic ornamentation 
that is “pasted on” or with a mix of elements from different historic periods. Certain 
architectural features should not be visible from the street, including metal chimney 
flues, skylights, and open-riser porch steps (staircases should resemble traditional 
models with closed risers). 
 
Approach:  

RECOMMENDED ACCEPTABLE NOT RECOMMENDED 
• Architectural 

character that is 
respectful to and in 
keeping with 
Traditional 
Architectural 
Character. 
 

• Open lower level 
front porches or 
verandahs, with 
closed-riser 
staircases. 

• Contemporary 
architectural character 
that does not detract 
from the Traditional 
Architectural Character 
of the neighbourhood.  

• Applied historic 
ornamentation. 
 

• Street-visible metal. 
 

• Chimney flues. 
 

• Inauthentic, “historic-
style” details and 
ornamentation. 

 
• Open-riser staircases 

to porches or 
verandahs. 

 
A.4 WINDOWS and DOORS 
 
Intent: Windows and doors must be placed on new buildings and additions in a manner 
that is similar to the pattern established by protected properties.  
 
General Provisions: 
The form and detailing of windows and doors should be carefully considered in plans for 
new construction. Window shapes and sizes vary with the architectural style of each 
building. Historic buildings in Queen’s Park generally employ window openings 
composed of a punctured void in a solid wall, the glass being inset, with a proper reveal, 
sill and trim. In new construction, windows and doors do not need to be exact 
reproductions of historic styles, as long as they are sympathetic with the character of 
Queen’s Park. 
 
Where possible, the style of windows and doors selected should match the prevailing 
vertical emphasis of the historic building types, and be placed on the building face in 
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such a way as to reference the established rhythm of openings in the historic façades. 
The alternation of solids and voids (walls to openings) in the façade establishes a 
pattern that may be sensed by observing the building from a distance. This pattern is 
perceived as a rhythm by the passerby, and a sympathetic relationship between old and 
new construction may be achieved by incorporating similar rhythmic patterns. Windows 
should be recessed in a traditional manner, not set flush with the facing material. Odd-
shaped windows or random placement are not recommended; wooden frame and sash 
windows with an historic appearance are encouraged. 
 
Historically, doors were wooden, with carved or moulded detail, often with inset glass 
panels. Original hardware was typically cast brass. New doors should be 
sympathetically detailed, and appropriate materials should be used. Proper 
consideration should be given to the design and lighting of doors and entries as they are 
a highly visible part of each building’s façade. 
 
Approach:  

RECOMMENDED ACCEPTABLE NOT RECOMMENDED 
• Vertically oriented 

windows recessed 
from the building face. 
 

• Window and door 
openings with 
appropriate, 
dimensional lumber 
trim. 

 
• Traditional wooden-

sash windows 
(generally double-
hung or casement). 

 
• Traditional steel-sash 

windows. 
 

• True divided sashes 
(without false 
muntins). 

 
• Wooden or clad 

wooden windows. 
 

• Wood-framed storm 
windows. 

 
• Wooden doors that 

• Vinyl or metal windows 
that are similar in 
appearance to historic, 
traditional windows 
and are not white. 
 

• Contemporary-style 
doors of contemporary 
material composition, 
excluding vinyl or 
metal. 

• Narrow-profile vinyl 
windows. 
 

• White vinyl windows. 
 

• Metal or vinyl doors. 
 

• Doors with inauthentic 
“historic-style” 
windows. 

 
• Metal-sash windows 

that are inappropriately 
detailed and do not 
resemble historic, 
traditional windows. 

 
• Windows with fake 

muntins. 
 

• Mirrored or reflective 
glass. 
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respect traditional 
appearance (without 
non-historic window 
embellishments). 

 
A.5 MATERIALS 
 
Intent: Materials on new buildings and additions should respect the Traditional 
Architectural Character of New Westminster. 
 
General Provisions: 
Attention to materials, without the addition of false details, helps blend new with old. The 
historic buildings in Queen’s Park generally employ wood frame construction, and were 
generally clad with wooden or stucco materials, such as horizontal lapped siding, cedar 
shingles, or roughcast “rock-dash” stucco. For new construction, non-combustible 
building materials may need to be considered on side façades, where required by the 
Building Code. In such cases, non-combustible materials should resemble and 
complement materials used on other façades. 
 
The use of materials should conform to the overall context of the heritage buildings in 
Queen’s Park, which derived their character from the honest use of materials and a 
simple and logical deployment of their forms and proportions. In new construction, 
wooden siding should be smooth, horizontal, thin (typically 9cm wide, but no more than 
15cm wide), and closely resemble traditional lapped wooden siding. Where appropriate, 
corner boards and window trim should be used, and applied over the siding. Wooden 
siding and trim should be properly painted.  
 
Additional considerations include: 

• Mortar stucco was historically used in a roughcast or “rock-dash” finish. New 
stucco should replicate this look; textured, swirled or heavily stippled stucco 
should not be used.  

• Metal trim should not be used with stucco as it invariably gives a cold and 
modern appearance.  

• Wooden trim should be used to alleviate the blank appearance of unrelieved 
stucco façades. 

• Many of the historic buildings of Queen’s Park feature an open front entry porch 
or verandah, either projecting outwards or inset within the building envelope. 
These open, welcoming elements facing the street are an integral part of 
traditional architecture. When a porch/verandah is proposed for a new building or 
as an addition to an existing building, balustrades and railings should be 
composed of “traditional” materials, such as wood; metal, glass and vinyl are not 
recommended. 

 
Approach:  

RECOMMENDED ACCEPTABLE NOT RECOMMENDED 
• Smooth wood • Duroid, fiberglass, • Combed or textured 
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resembling traditional 
lapped wooden 
siding, typically 9cm 
wide, but no more 
than 15cm wide. 
 

• Sawn cedar shingles, 
as siding and roof 
cover. 

 
• Board-and-batten 

siding. 
 

• Sidings that resemble 
traditional wood 
siding, when used in 
an appropriate 
manner. 

 
• Roughcast or “rock-

dash” stucco. 
 

• Stone column bases 
or foundations. 

 
• Brick or stone used to 

construction 
functional masonry 
elements.  

 
• Wooden elements on 

porch/verandah 
(balustrades, stairs, 
etc.). 

 
• Tongue-and-groove 

wooden soffits. 

asphalt or other 
appropriate roofing 
shingles that resemble 
sawn cedar shingles. 
 

• Smooth pattern fibre-
cement sidings that are 
detailed to resemble 
traditional wood 
sidings or shingles. 

 
• Metal or vinyl soffits in 

darker colours. 

lumber (e.g., textured 
wood or wood-grain 
fibre-cement sidings). 
 

• Vertical or diagonal 
wooden sidings (other 
than board-and-
batten). 

 
 

• Split cedar shakes as 
siding or roof cover. 
 

• Cement tile, metal, 
rubber or slate/slate-
like roof cover. 

 
• Unfinished cedar 

siding. 
 

• Plywood as a primary 
material. 

 
• Aluminum, vinyl or 

plastic sidings. 
 
• Smooth-finished, 

swirled or heavily 
stippled stucco. 

 
• Masonry as a primary 

facing material. 
 

• Cultured stone, 
ceramic tile or brick 
facing.  
 

• Metal, glass and vinyl 
on porches/verandahs. 
 

• White metal or vinyl 
soffits. 
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A.6 DRIVEWAYS 
 
Intent: The pedestrian-friendly streetscape and landscape design of the Queen’s Park 
neighbourhood should be emphasized by minimizing expanses of impermeable paving 
and acknowledging the role of historic driveway layouts. 
 
General Provisions: 
Many heritage homes have traditionally had separate accessory buildings for parking – 
i.e. coach houses. These were often located at the rear of the property. As such, many 
examples of homes include a long driveway that goes through the side yard to the back 
of the property. This is the case especially on blocks where a back lane does not exist. 
Although large paved areas are not considered environmentally sustainable, this 
historical layout has the advantage of providing views to the back of the property and 
hiding automobile uses. There are several options to take advantage of existing long 
driveways or to reduce the impact of large paved areas: 

• Incorporate pavers with a grass strip down the centre. 
• Utilize permeable pavers for the driveway. 
• Utilize the driveway space for other activities such as a children’s play area or 

basketball court, etc. 
• Line the driveway with interesting edges – planter beds, stone walls, landscape 

“rooms” opening from the side. 
• Reduce driveway width to minimum dimensions (3m width for one car; 6m width 

for two cars). 
 

Approach: 
RECOMMENDED ACCEPTABLE NOT RECOMMENDED 

• Location of house, 
garage and/or 
accessory buildings 
should minimize the 
extent and visibility of 
driveway. 
 

• A green driveway 
incorporating turf or 
other plants, 
permeable paving, 
and planted edges. 

 
• An overhead 

structure such as a 
pergola, if 
sympathetic with 
house design.  

 
• Multiple purposes for 

• Minimal width of 
paving, (i.e. less than 3 
metres wide for a 
single garage door, or 
6 metres wide for 
double). 
 

• Use of concrete unit 
pavers for driveway. 

 
• Existing paved areas, if 

unused but retained, 
may be enhanced by 
the addition of 
temporary planted 
containers. 

• Extensive paved 
areas. 
 

• Asphalt. 
 

• Driveways wider than 
garage doors or 
structure. 
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driveway when not in 
use by cars. 

 
 

     
Examples of very successful green driveways. 
They read as garden spaces, not roadways.  

Strategies include the use of a turf strip down the 
centre; permeable paving stones; and planted 
edges.

 
 

    
AVOID extensive paved areas such as asphalt or concrete, especially where it doesn’t serve any function.
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Where paved areas exist, consider adding plantings along the sideyard or in containers (if the paved area 
is not in use). Paved areas can also be designed to be useful for childrens’ play or sports
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A.7 LIGHTING 
 
Intent: The installation of subtle lighting that does not interfere with neighbouring 
properties or streetscape experience. 
 
General Provisions: 

• Install subtle lighting that does not interfere with neighbouring properties and/or 
streetscape. 

• Use lighting that is directed towards the feature or path it is intended to highlight. 
• Apply Dark Sky Lighting Principles. 

 
Approach: 

RECOMMENDED ACCEPTABLE NOT RECOMMENDED 
• Apply Dark Sky 

Lighting Principles. 
 

• Porch, entryway and 
pedestrian path 
lighting. 

 
• Use low-energy 

illumination sources 
and fixtures. 

• Lighting that follows 
current City bylaws 
and provides a sense 
of safety. 

• Avoid faux-heritage 
style lighting fixtures, 
if not consistent with 
the age of the house.  
 

• Soffit lighting. 
 

• Very bright and direct 
lighting. 

 
 

 
 
A.8 ATTACHMENTS 
 
Intent: Attachments are not to detract from the architectural features of the house. 
 
General Provisions: 
Owners may wish to add features to their homes that could be obtrusive and 
incongruous within an area of historic older buildings (such as satellite dishes or other 
antennas, exterior generators, or air conditioning units).  
 
Approach:  

RECOMMENDED ACCEPTABLE NOT RECOMMENDED 
•  Location not visible 

from the primary 
street. 
 

• Colour which matches 
the surrounding 
environment or a 
neutral muted colour. 

 

• Location which is 
visible from the street, 
but is screened using 
materials consistent 
with the principal 
building or screened 
with landscaping. 
 
 

• Location highly visible 
from the primary street.  
 

• Advertising or letting 
on the attachment. 
 

• Polished metal or 
reflective surfaces.  
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These are general guidelines only, and each attachment should be judged on its own 
merits. 
 
NOTE: ADDITIONS TO EXISTING NON-PROTECTED BUILDINGS 
Owners are encouraged to upgrade or add to existing buildings in a manner that respects 
each building’s existing design, as well as the overall historic context of the area. It is not 
intended that non-heritage buildings should be altered to achieve a “heritage look.” These 
Guidelines can be used for general direction, but the existing situation for each building 
should be reviewed to understand the best approach to any proposed upgrades. 
 
Any additions to existing, non-protected buildings should respect the intent of these 
Guidelines. In each case, the existing streetscape should be considered so that each 
building can be a “good neighbour” within the Queen’s Park neighbourhood’s historic 
context. 
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The following images portray examples of contemporary residential design that would 
either be compatible or incompatible with their surroundings. 
 

 
Compatible (new house [right] respects and is subordinate to adjacent heritage house in massing, height 

and roof form, but is not a replica of the architectural design) 
 

 
Incompatible (new house [centre] overwhelms the streetscape and uses materials and details that never 

existed in the neighbourhood) 
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Compatible (new house [right] utilizes traditional materials and forms and is similar in massing and 

roofline, but is not a replica of the original; note the carport would not be recommended) 
 

 
Incompatible (new house uses materials and details that never existed in the neighbourhood, despite 

featuring a gabled roof and following a traditional massing) 
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Compatible (duplex utilizes traditional materials and forms, but does not simply mimic a heritage house) 

 

 
Incompatible (new house [right] overwhelms the streetscape due to its massing though uses a similar 

material as the existing house [left]) 
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SECTION B. PROTECTED BUILDING DESIGN 
GUIDELINES 
 
OVERVIEW AND RATIONALE 
This section of the Design Guidelines should be followed for any proposed changes or 
additions to the front or sides of protected buildings in the Queen’s Park neighbourhood 
(including those already designated or listed on the Heritage Register). These 
Guidelines are based upon the Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of 
Historic Places in Canada, which define the principles of good conservation practice. 
 
GENERAL PROVISIONS 
The character of the area is expressed most significantly through its heritage building 
stock, when traditional forms and materials were used, based on an honest use of local, 
natural materials. Houses generally reflect some form of historical style, especially in 
reference to British-inspired forms. This demonstrates the origins of many early 
residents of the area. Heritage buildings should be conserved in a manner appropriate 
to their authentic period and style. Alterations to existing historic buildings should 
respect original design intention, predominant materials and proportions. 
 
In all applications regarding protected buildings, the Standards and Guidelines for the 
Conservation of Historic Places in Canada (Parks Canada, 2010) will be used as the 
basis for review. The Standards and Guidelines outline principles and procedures for 
the appropriate treatment of historic buildings and structures, including different levels of 
intervention as well as additions. These Design Guidelines provide additional guidance 
for appropriate interventions within the Queen’s Park neighbourhood.  
 
Owners of heritage buildings are encouraged to gather as much information as possible 
before undertaking any alterations. Historic photos, archival records and a careful 
examination of the building itself often yield valuable clues as to original appearance, 
materials, lost details, placement of colours, etc. This is especially true for windows and 
doors, or other signature elements of the building. Each building also tells its own story, 
as later changes may cover evidence of what the building originally looked like.  
 
B.1 FORM, SCALE AND MASSING 
 
Intent: The original form, scale and massing of protected properties should be 
preserved and when necessary, rehabilitated or restored.  
 
General Provisions: 
Whenever possible, original forms, materials and details should be uncovered or left in 
place, and preserved. The original massing, form and scale of protected buildings 
should be maintained through any proposed interventions, including additions. Any 
proposed new garages or accessory buildings should be constructed at the rear of 
properties. 
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Approach:  
RECOMMENDED ACCEPTABLE NOT RECOMMENDED 

• The original form, 
scale and massing 
should be preserved; 
new additions should 
respect these 
elements and should 
be compatible with, 
subordinate to, and 
distinguishable from 
the original 

• Additions that respect 
the original form, scale 
and massing of the 
original building, but 
are not fully 
distinguishable from 
the original 

 

• Additions that 
overwhelm the original 
form, scale and 
massing of the original 
building or that are not 
compatible with the 
original 

 

 
B.2 ADDITIONS TO PROTECTED BUILDINGS 
 
Intent: Additions should conform to the existing massing of the protected building. 
 
General Provisions: 
Additions should conform to the existing massing of the protected building. This is 
crucial in maintaining the character of Queen’s Park; obtrusive modern interventions 
can completely overwhelm an existing structure. It is, however, considered good 
heritage practice that new construction be distinguishable from the existing building and 
can reflect a more contemporary inspiration. It is crucial that any new construction blend 
sensitively where it joins with an older building. 
 
Approach: 
Reference should be made to the Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of 
Historic Places in Canada, which discusses additions under Standards 11 and 12 
(below), as well as in the “Other Considerations: New Additions to Historic Places” 
section. 
 

• (Standard 11) Conserve the heritage value and character-defining elements 
when creating any new additions to a historic place and any related new 
construction. Make the new work physically and visually compatible with, 
subordinate to and distinguishable from the historic place. 

• (Standard 12) Create any new additions or related new construction so that the 
essential form and integrity of a historic place will not be impaired if the new work 
is removed in the future. 

 
B.3 ARCHITECTURAL DETAILS 
 
Intent: Original architectural details on protected buildings must be preserved and when 
necessary, rehabilitated or restored. 
 
General Provisions: 
When developing design proposals for protected buildings, they should be examined to 
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determine what original architectural details remain and may be rehabilitated. The 
historic character of protected buildings in Queen’s Park is dependent on a variety of 
architectural details; in some cases these features have been lost or obscured by many 
years of weathering, inappropriate renovation or lack of maintenance.  
 
Approach:  

RECOMMENDED ACCEPTABLE NOT RECOMMENDED 
• Not every detail of 

every building may be 
feasibly restored, but 
surviving features 
should be retained 
and repaired 

• Inappropriate later 
additions should be 
removed or replaced 

• Building details 
should be compatible 
with the date the 
building was 
constructed and be 
based on 
documentary or 
physical evidence 

 

• Replicas of original 
materials may be 
considered if the 
original is too far 
deteriorated to 
rehabilitate 

 

• Inappropriate new 
architectural details or 
ad hoc decorations 
should not be added, 
such as fake Victorian 
‘gingerbread’ 

 
B.4 WINDOWS AND DOORS 
 
Intent: Original windows and doors on protected buildings should be preserved and 
only rehabilitated or replaced when necessary. 
 
General Provisions: 
There is a variety of fenestration in the Queen’s Park neighbourhood, but a majority of 
the early buildings originally had double-hung or casement wooden sash windows and 
wooden doors. In some later houses, historic steel sash was used, and should be 
retained. For protected buildings, every attempt should be made to retain the original 
windows or to replace inappropriate later windows with replicas of the originals. Historic 
windows should not be replaced with metal or vinyl windows. If the original windows 
have been replaced, restoration should be considered.  
 
Windows that are blocked in whole or in part should be opened and properly reglazed. 
Window openings that have been changed in size should be returned to their original 
dimensions and appropriate window sash reconstructed. Replacement of original 
windows should only be undertaken as a final resort in cases of extreme deterioration, 
in which case only wood sash windows with matching profiles and divided lights should 
be used. Original doors, transoms, sidelights and hardware should be retained, repaired 
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and restored whenever possible. 
 
Approach:  

RECOMMENDED ACCEPTABLE NOT RECOMMENDED 
• Original windows and 

doors should be 
preserved or 
rehabilitated as 
necessary (including 
historic steel sash). 
 

• Wood-framed storm 
windows are highly 
encouraged to improve 
window performance. 
 

• When additions are 
proposed, or when 
rehabilitation work will 
occur, the following 
Guidelines are 
recommended: 
o Vertically oriented 

windows recessed 
from the building 
face 

o Window and door 
openings with 
appropriate, 
dimensional lumber 
trim 

o Traditional wooden-
sash windows 
(generally double-
hung or casement) 

o True divided sashes 
(without false 
muntins) 

o Wooden or clad 
wooden windows 

o Wooden doors that 
respect traditional 
appearance (without 
false, non-historic 
window 
embellishments) 

• Replicas of original 
windows may be 
considered if the 
original is too far 
deteriorated to 
rehabilitate. 
 

• Replicas of original 
doors may be 
considered if the 
original is too far 
deteriorated to 
rehabilitate. 

 

• Metal or vinyl windows 
(except for historic 
steel sash). 
 

• Metal or vinyl doors. 
 

• Doors with inauthentic 
“historic-style” 
windows. 

 
• Windows with fake 

muntins. 
 

• Mirrored or reflective 
glass. 
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B.5 MATERIALS 
 
Intent: Original materials on protected buildings should be preserved and new 
interventions must be in-keeping with existing materials.  
 
General Provisions: 
Original materials should be left in place, or exposed when covered over but intact, in 
order to ensure visual continuity. Any new materials used in alterations or additions 
should respect both the style and age of each individual building. 
 
Original wood siding and trim should be repaired, painted and maintained to a generally 
acceptable standard. Through lack of proper maintenance, wooden elements may 
decay to the point where replacement is necessary; in these cases, the original 
configuration, assembly and appearance of wooden elements should be replicated. 
 
The traditional roofing material in Queen’s Park was sawn cedar shingles. The use of 
sawn cedar shingles is strongly encouraged on the roofs of historic buildings; other 
materials that replicate the appearance of sawn cedar shingle roofs may be considered. 
 
Approach:  

RECOMMENDED ACCEPTABLE NOT RECOMMENDED 
• Original materials 

should be preserved or 
rehabilitated as 
necessary; when they 
are missing or too far 
deteriorated, 
replication of the 
original materials 
should be considered 
 

• When additions are 
proposed, the following 
materials are 
recommended, 
depending on their 
compatibility with the 
original structure: 
o Smooth wood 

resembling 
traditional lapped 
wooden siding, 
typically 9 
centimetres wide, 
but no more than 15 
centimetres wide 

• Duroid, fiberglass, 
asphalt or other 
appropriate roofing 
materials that 
resemble sawn cedar 
shingles 
 

• Combed or textured 
lumber (i.e., textured 
wood or wood-grain 
fibre-cement sidings). 
 

• Vertical or diagonal 
wooden sidings (other 
than board-and-
batten). 

 
• Split cedar shakes as 

siding or roof cover. 
 

• Cement tile, metal, 
rubber or slate/slate-
like roof cover. 

 
• Unfinished cedar 

siding. 
 

• Plywood as a primary 
material. 

 
• Aluminum, vinyl or 

plastic sidings. 
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o Sawn cedar 
shingles, as siding 
and roof cover 

o Board-and-batten 
siding 

o Sidings that 
resemble traditional 
wood siding, when 
used in an 
appropriate manner 

o Roughcast or “rock-
dash” stucco 

o Wooden elements 
on porch/verandah 
(balustrade, stairs, 
etc.) 

• Smooth-finished, 
swirled or heavily 
stippled stucco. 
 

• Masonry as a primary 
facing material. 

 
• Metal, glass and vinyl 

on porches/verandahs 

 
B.6 ATTACHMENTS 
 
Intent: Attachments are not to detract from the architectural and heritage features of the 
house. 
 
 
General Provisions: 
Owners may wish to add features to their homes that could be obtrusive and 
incongruous within an area of historic older buildings (such as satellite dishes or other 
antennas, exterior generators, or air conditioning units).  
 
Approach:  

RECOMMENDED ACCEPTABLE NOT RECOMMENDED 
•  Location not visible 

from the primary 
street such as on 
concealed roof 
planes, behind 
raised parapets or 
on accessory 
buildings. 

 
• The historic fabric of 

a building should not 
be unnecessarily 
disturbed or 
destroyed. 
 

• Colour which 

• Location which is 
visible from the street, 
but is screened using 
materials consistent 
with the principal 
building or screened 
with landscaping. 
 
 

• Location highly visible 
from the primary street.  
 

• Advertising, branding 
or other visible letting 
on the attachment. 
 

• Polished metal or 
reflective surfaces.  
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matches the 
surrounding 
environment or a 
neutral muted colour. 
 

 
 

 
 
These are general guidelines only, and each attachment should be judged on its own 
merits. 
 
B.7 COLOUR SCHEME SUGGESTIONS 
 
Intent: Exterior colour schemes for protected buildings are encouraged to be 
appropriate to their original style and time period. 
 
General Provisions: 
For historic buildings, an authentic colour scheme is encouraged but not required. The 
historic colour scheme of a building is often an attractive and appropriate solution for the 
building’s architectural character: the original builders knew from experience and 
tradition what colours would look best on various building elements. When the original 
scheme can be determined, a close match or an updated interpretation would be 
promoted. 
 
Paint was historically gloss enamel, and the use of at least semi-gloss finishes is 
encouraged. Window sash and doors would be painted in high-gloss finishes. Generally, 
the historic buildings in the Queen’s Park neighbourhood would have had an average of 
three applied colours; a fourth colour is sometime seen in the gable ends: 
 

• For Pre-1900 (Victorian era) buildings: a mid-range body colour, a darker trim 
colour and a dark (often black) window sash colour. White was not historically 
used on these buildings. 
 

• For buildings built between 1900s-1920s (Edwardian era): a mid-range or dark 
body colour, a lighter trim colour and a dark (often black) window sash colour. 
White was not historically used on these buildings. 
 

• For buildings built between 1920-1940s (Period-Revivals) buildings: generally a 
mid-range palette with a variety of trim and sash colours, dependent on the 
predominant style. Warm white was often used on Colonial Revival buildings. 

 
Approach: 

RECOMMENDED ACCEPTABLE NOT RECOMMENDED 
• Colour schemes that 

distinguish details in 
• Colours that do not 

reflect the historic 
• Colours, which would 

not have been used 
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appropriate historical 
fashion. 
For example: browns, 
greens, deep reds, 
gold or tan, greys, 
cream and buff. 

 

colour scheme. historically.  
For example: bright 
oranges, yellows and 
blues or purple, bright 
whites and all 
fluorescent colours. 

 
 

 
Streetscape view of historically inspired colourful houses in Queen’s Park 

 
 
NOTE: ADDITIONS TO EXISTING NON-PROTECTED BUILDINGS 
Owners are encouraged to upgrade or add to existing buildings in a manner that respects 
each building’s existing design, as well as the overall historic context of the area. It is not 
intended that non-heritage buildings should be altered to achieve a “heritage look.” These 
Guidelines can be used for general direction, but the existing situation for each building 
should be reviewed to understand the best approach to any proposed upgrades. 
 
Any additions to existing, non-protected buildings should respect the intent of these 
Guidelines. In each case, the existing streetscape should be considered so that each 
building can be a “good neighbour” within the Queen’s Park neighbourhood’s historic 
context. 
 
  

DL&A | PWL DRAFT APRIL 2017 
26 

 



 DRAFT - QUEEN’S PARK HERITAGE CONSERVATION AREA DESIGN GUIDELINES 

SECTION C. LANDSCAPE DESIGN GUIDELINES 
 
OVERVIEW AND RATIONALE 
The residential landscapes in the Queen’s Park neighbourhood are quite successful, 
with residents taking pride in garden design and maintenance. They are diverse, with a 
tendency to reflect the architectural style of the home and express the personal style of 
the resident. A pedestrian strolling through the neighbourhood might see in turn a formal 
design of clipped hedges; a wildly floral cottage garden; a front-yard vegetable garden; 
a garden of native plants; a contemporary xeriscape garden, and more. This diversity of 
styles makes the residential landscape an important factor in the neighbourhood’s 
streetscape. The residential landscapes are richly layered and well-composed, creating 
a strong impression. 
 
As new developments occur, these guidelines provide a resource for enhancing the 
neighbourhood’s landscape character. In new construction, the design of the 
architecture and the landscape should ideally happen in tandem, so that the house and 
garden will be in harmony, as was the case historically. Homeowners, builders and 
developers should consider retaining a landscape architect or designer as well as an 
architect. 
 
The intent of the heritage design guidelines in the landscape is not to mandate a certain 
historical style, even when the house may protected. Contemporary landscape 
expressions can suit a heritage home, especially since gardens are inherently changing 
places where plants grow, die, and are replaced. The intent is to ensure that the 
landscape design of residential homes contributes to the existing character of the 
neighbourhood and to encourage variety and individual expression, not to mandate 
uniformity. 
 
The design elements and approaches suggested in these guidelines are largely based 
on existing patterns seen within the neighbourhood. The guidelines are performance-
based rather than style-based. Layout is the most important element in contributing to 
the streetscape character, followed by quality of hard materials, then plant materials. 
This means there is no requirement to plant only “heritage” species in a garden. 
 
GENERAL PROVISONS 
The following landscape design principles should be considered: 
• The residential landscape design should be well-crafted and sensitive to the 

character of the neighbourhood. The result should be layered, rich, attractive, and 
reflect the Queen’s Park heritage. 

• The residential landscape design should enhance the streetscape interface to create 
a safe and pleasant walking environment for pedestrians. 

• The selection of landscape materials should enhance the aesthetics and unique 
character of the neighbourhood.  

• The landscape design must promote landscape best practices and maintenance. 
The selection of trees and planting should enhance biodiversity. 
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• The public open space should reinforce the heritage quality and character of the 
neighbourhood. 

 
C.1 TREES 
 
Intent: Mature trees should be preserved so that they may continue contributing to the 
environmental benefits and character of the neighbourhood. 
 
General Provisions: 
Mature trees are one of the unique characteristics of the Queen’s Park neighbourhood. 
Wherever possible, all existing trees on the property should be retained, protected, and 
integrated into the site layout and planning. All existing trees to be retained or removed 
must meet current City standards. Refer to the City of New Westminster’s Tree 
Protection and Regulation bylaw for information on tree removal, protection and 
permitting requirements.  
 
Approach: 

 
 

RECOMMENDED ACCEPTABLE NOT RECOMMENDED 
• All existing trees 

should be preserved. 
 

• New construction and 
garden layout should 
be designed to 
accommodate existing 
trees as a design 
feature. 

 
• If appropriate, 

valuable trees could 
be designated as 
Heritage Trees. 

• Existing trees 
preserved as per 
current City bylaws. 

• Removal of valuable 
mature trees due to 
new construction. 
 

• Construction or other 
activity that is likely to 
damage or 
compromise the future 
health of existing 
trees. 
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Mature trees add environmental and aesthetic value to the neighbourhood; the twisting branches of a 
maple tree add a filigree effect to screen the home 
 
C.2 HARDSCAPE  
 
Intent: Existing heritage landscape features in private gardens should be preserved and 
celebrated. New landscape features should complement the traditional character of the 
neighbourhood. 
 
General Provisions: 
Many homes in Queen’s Park have landscape features that contribute to the public 
realm and heritage character of the neighbourhood. Historic elements must be retained 
and rehabilitated or restored, including: stone fences or retaining walls and statuary.  
 
Approach:  

RECOMMENDED ACCEPTABLE NOT RECOMMENDED 
• Existing heritage 

landscape features 
above should be 
preserved and 
rehabilitated. 
 

• Landscape features 
should be enhanced 
with new planting. 

 
• New garden layout 

should be well-
designed to highlight 
the value of these 
landscape features. 

 
• Landscape features 

• The use of high quality 
contemporary 
materials. 
 

• Discrete heritage 
features, such as 
stones, statuary, or 
pieces from non-
preservable features, 
are relocated or 
repurposed within the 
garden. 

 
• Landscape features 

which use 
contemporary 
materials such as 

• Removal of heritage 
landscape features. 
 

• Very contemporary 
features that are 
incongruous with the 
traditional character of 
the neighbourhood. 

 
• Landscape features 

made of aluminum 
(fences and gates). 

 
• Use of cultured stone, 

plasticized wood 
products, or 
stamped/coloured 
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Stone walls add a lot of character to the neighbourhood and should be maintained. 

     
Loose stones or antique ceramic pipes can also be repurposed to define planter edges. 
 
C.3 SITE LAYOUT 
 
Intent: Good layout is the fundamental basis of successful heritage design. Good layout 
will balance the needs for privacy and community; minimize impermeable surfaces; 
provide useful garden space; respond to architectural form; and allow room for growth. 

which use stone, 
wrought iron, wood, 
or metals that 
develop patina such 
as copper and zinc. 

metal or concrete. 
 

• Concrete pavers. 

concrete (especially 
red, brown, green and 
blue). 

 
• Asphalt paving. 

 
• Artificial turf. 

 
• Mulch or gravel, 

except underneath 
plantings. 
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General Provisions: 
It is not the intent of the Guidelines to mandate any specific historic or regional style. 
Gardens provide residents with an opportunity for personal expression, which 
contributes to the overall character of the neighbourhood. 
 
Impermeable surfaces such as driveways and walkways should be minimized. 
 

• Living vegetation should be the primary focus in the front yard. Of the landscaped 
front yard space not taken up by driveways and walkways, plantings (i.e. trees, 
shrubs, perennials, and non-lawn groundcover) should make up at least 35%. 
Lawn may cover a maximum of 50% of landscaped front yard. Hardscape 
landscape features, such as patios, decks, and paved dining areas should cover 
a maximum 15% of landscaped front yard. 

• The neighbourhood provides many examples of both heritage and contemporary 
approaches.  

• Take cues from the house design. For example, a symmetrical house façade 
may inspire a symmetrical garden. 

• For properties with a generous side yard, allow screened views towards the 
back. 

• Take advantage of views towards the Fraser River by using vegetation or built 
elements to frame these views. (Do not remove valuable mature trees to facilitate 
views.) 
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Approach:  

RECOMMENDED ACCEPTABLE NOT RECOMMENDED 
• Garden layout should 

accounting for house 
footprint, windows and 
doors, views, 
circulation, existing 
features, privacy, 
permeability, and best 
practices of 
sustainability. 
 

• Forms should be 
compatible with style 
of the house. 

 
• Provide an overall 

sense of richness and 
layering that 
contributes to the 
streetscape 
pedestrian 
experience. 

 
• A small yard should 

include at least 1 tree 
in the front yard, while 
larger yards should 
have at least 3-5 trees 
or shrubs. 

 
• If desired by the 

resident, a garden 
style can reflect the 
heritage style of the 
home; this may be a 
well-researched 
period garden, a site-
specific restoration, or 
a contemporary take 
on heritage elements. 

• Garden layouts 
meeting City 
standards, including 
adequate vegetation 
coverage.  
 

 

• Removal of trees to 
facilitate views – 
pruning may be 
acceptable under 
arborist 
recommendation.  
 

• Garden layouts that 
prioritize vehicles over 
pedestrians.  

 
• Gardens consisting of 

only turf lawn or non-
vegetated materials.  

 
• It is not encouraged to 

conspicuously 
replicate an old-
fashioned style, if that 
style is older than the 
house. 
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Examples of a front yard where plantings (trees, shrubs and groundcover) of various heights and 
positions are used to a sense of depth, volume and space. The house is both screened and revealed by 
the plants. 
 
C. 4 VIEWS AND PERMEABILITY 
 
Intent: The streetscape should be enhanced, which will provide safety, comfort and 
interest for pedestrians. Showcase residential homes and gardens by allowing select 
views from the public realm, while maintaining a sense of privacy and ownership. 
 
General Provisions: 

• Historically, fences were only used symbolically and were low. This provided a 
semi-public visual open space in the front yard. 

• Elements along the front property line should be either low (under 1.25 metres) 
or permeable (with gaps allowing select views to the house). 

(a) These can include plantings, fences, trellises, stone walls, etc. 
(b) Consider emphasizing the pedestrian entry to the home by using an entry 

trellis or gateway where the walkway meets the sidewalk. 
• Often, a narrow strip (under 0.5 metres) of special material (i.e. paving stones, 

planting, etc.) is located at the property line next to a taller element such as a 
fence. Consider using this type of layering to enhance character. 

• The boundaries between neighbouring lots are not always strictly delineated. 
Front lawns could appear to be shared between neighbours, especially in the 
case of subdivided lots. 

• Utilize landscape elements to screen views to elements such as parked 
recreational vehicles and to create a sense of privacy in the backyard. 
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Approach: 
RECOMMENDED ACCEPTABLE NOT RECOMMENDED 

• Any proposed fencing 
along the front lot line 
should be low and 
permeable (under 
1.25 metres), made 
from authentic 
materials such as 
wood or metal. 
 

• Any proposed fence 
should not necessarily 
enclose the front yard 
completely. 

 
• Elements along the 

front lot line, including 
structures and plants, 
should not be all of 
uniform height; gaps 
allow select views 
inward, while taller 
elements screen 
features as necessary 

 
• Elements along the 

front lot line should be 
designed to have 
depth – for example, 
plants of various 
heights on either side 
of any fence; lower 
elements that provide 
interest along the 
sidewalk 

• Simple, readymade 
fencing or low hedge 
that is not higher than 
1.25 metres. 
 

• If it is a corner lot, 
hedge may be planted 
along one edge to 
allow private use of 
backyard. 

 
• It is not necessary to 

have a fence if not 
desired. 

 
• Complete enclosure 

by fence if required for 
safety and security 
purposes, as per 
current bylaws. 

 
• Trimmed boxwood; 

taller plants with a 
looser habit that allow 
screened views are 
acceptable 

 

• Front lot line planted 
along its whole length 
with plants that have 
the potential to grow 
into a tall hedge 
exceeding 1.25 
metres. 
 

• Chainlink fences. 
 

• Proposed planting 
along the front lot line 
should not be a dense 
and uniform hedge 
that would completely 
block views; cedar 
and laurel should be 
avoided. 
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A light fence provides a balance of enclosure and permeability. Although the fence does not always 
completely enclose the space, it can still add character and a sense of ownership. 
 

 
A very light metal fence allows the bright planting beyond to be visible. 
 
 

     
Examples of a front lot line where the low, continuous line of a fence or hedge is punctuated by 
occasional taller plants and structures. This “sawtooth” effect adds interest and can be used for deliberate 
screening. 
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C.5 GRADING DESIGN 
 
INTENT: Design solutions should take advantage of grade change to add interest to the 
streetscape. 
 
General Provisions: 
Many homes are sited at a grade above that of the street. This offers an opportunity to 
add interest to the streetscape through retaining walls and planter boxes. If possible, 
universal access should be facilitated by a sloped access path of less than 5% grade.  
 
Approach: 

 
 
 

     
Historic stone retaining wall with plantings.  New stone retaining wall, with plantings above and 

below to add interest. 

RECOMMENDED ACCEPTABLE NOT RECOMMENDED 
• Existing heritage 

retaining walls 
should be 
preserved. 
 

• New walls from 
natural materials, 
such as stone. 

 
• Terraced retaining 

walls that 
incorporate planting. 

 
• Plantings are 

incorporated with 
the wall, above and 
below. 

• Contemporary 
boardform concrete 
wall under 1.25 
metres. 
 

• Architecturally finished 
concrete walls under 
1.25 metres. 

 
• Sloped grade 

vegetated with turf or 
other plantings. 

 
• Sloped grade with 

rocks or boulders and 
plantings. 

• Timber retaining walls, 
such as rail ties. 
 

• Stacked unit wall (i.e. 
Allan Block). 

 
• Non-planted retaining 

areas.  
 

• Plain slopes with no 
visual interest or  
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Plantings are layered to provide depth and 
colour above a retaining wall, giving a glimpse of 
the fountain.  

AVOID the use of a plain grass slope. Consider 
enhancing the grade change with other strategies.

 
 
C. 6 PLANTING DESIGN 
 
Intent: Planting design should be richly layered and structured in order to promote good 
aesthetics and useful habitat. 
 
General Provisions: 

• Carefully select and configure trees and planting to create enclosure, screening, 
layering, filigree, filtering, revealing and skyline interrelationship with the built 
form: 

(a) Enclosure 
(b) Screening 
(c) Layering 
(d) Filigree 
(e) Filtering 
(f) Revealing 
(g) Skyline Interrelationship  

• Specimen Trees: Select a species and size appropriate for residential 
applications. Avoid placing a tree too close to the house. 

• Foundation Planting: A row of various shrubs right up against the house. This 
works particularly well when the main floor is raised above grade, with a heavy 
base of stone or wood. Plant material should be kept at an appropriate size to 
minimize blockage of views from windows. 

• Border Planting: Planting beds that line the front boundary, along the 
streetscape. The intent is not to plant a tall hedge that blocks views, but to keep 
a low perennial and shrub border that allows some screened views inwards. 

• Lawns: These provide play opportunity and a sense of openness. Select grass 
varieties that are low-maintenance and drought-tolerant. Consider alternative 
plants such as thyme or microclover. 
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Approach: 
RECOMMENDED ACCEPTABLE NOT RECOMMENDED 

• Landscape plantings 
should be custom 
designed to provide 
garden structure and 
cohesive layout. 
 

• New, high-quality 
specimen trees should 
be proposed where 
appropriate, and 
should contribute to 
the future character of 
the neighbourhood. 

 
• Trees, shrubs and 

groundcover should 
be laid out to provide 
aesthetic and habitat 
value. 

 
• Plant material should 

be used to 
complement the 
house and other 
landscape features, 
such as against a 
foundation wall or 
blank wall, or vines 
integrated with 
porches or trellises. 

 
• If desired, lawn area 

should be well-
integrated within 
overall composition to 
provide a restful 
pause, and to be 
useful for play and 
entertainment. 

 
• Boulevard plantings 

should be undertaken 
per City guidelines 

• Landscape plantings 
that are ready-made 
designs. 

• Landscape plantings 
that lack adequate 
variety of form and 
species, reflecting a 
bare-minimum 
approach to satisfying 
softscape 
requirements. 
 

• Plantings that are 
invasive, require high 
water usage, and do 
not promote habitat 
and biodiversity. 

 
• Yards that are entirely 

lawn and lack other 
plantings. 
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Low boxwood hedges can be used as a formal element to frame planting beds with shrubs or 
groundcover. 
 

     
Foundation planting works well against the solid wall of a basement or porch. 
 

     
Foundation plants should be selected for their 
maximum height, to ensure the foundation planting 
works well with the house. 

AVOID foundation planting where it may block the 
windows of a house, especially where the main 
floor is at grade
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C.7 WALKWAYS 
 
Intent: The pedestrian-friendly character of the neighbourhood should be emphasized. 
 
General Provisions: 
Walkways should be distinct from driveways. This enhances safety and the perception 
of a pedestrian-friendly, walkable neighbourhood. Consider extending the main entry 
walkway to the City curb with the same paving material. 

 
Approach: 

RECOMMENDED ACCEPTABLE NOT RECOMMENDED 
• Walkways should be 

distinct from 
driveways, leading 
from sidewalk to front 
door in a direct or 
indirect path. 
 

• Plantings should be 
integrated with 
walkways in formal or 
informal designs. 

 
• If desired and 

appropriate, 
walkways may be 
enhanced by 
pergolas or gates 
that emphasize the 
pedestrian entry. 

• Simple walkways with 
minimal impermeable 
surfacing from the 
sidewalk to the front 
door. 

• Use of driveway 
space as pedestrian 
walkway. 

 

     
Consider lining the front walkway with plantings. These can be formal clipped hedges, informal shrubs 
and flowers, or anything that works with the overall design and aesthetic. 
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Examples of walkways leading from the front entrance to the sideyard and backyard. Minimize the width 
of this pathway; consider unit pavers or stepping stones rather than concrete or asphalt; and use planting 
beds or turf to enhance the pathway experience. 
 

     
The front walkway need not be straight. These examples show a formal raised planter within the path, 
and a pathway circling around an existing tree to incorporate it into the design. 
 
 
C.8 WALLS, FENCES AND PERGOLAS 
 
Intent: The tradition of distinctive built elements in the residential landscape should be 
acknowledged and their successful integration into the garden layout should be 
encouraged. 
 
General Provisions: 

• Fences along the front yard are historically symbolic rather than for total privacy. 
Fences shall not exceed 1.22 metres in height to allow views through.  

• Side yard fencing shall not exceed 1.83 metres in height.  
• Small pergolas or archways where the front walkway meets the street are a 

historic way of emphasizing the pedestrian entrance to the residence. 
• Contemporary materials, patterns or expressions can be suitable. 
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• Many historic examples have a pergola over the side yard, as an extension of the 
house where the driveway passes beneath.  

• The City of New Westminster defines a retaining wall as “a structure constructed 
of any material and designed to hold back, stabilize or support an earthen bank 
resulting from differences in site grades”. Retaining walls in the front yards may 
be constructed up to a maximum height of 1.22 meters. 

 
Approach: 

RECOMMENDED ACCEPTABLE NOT RECOMMENDED 
• Existing heritage 

walls, fences and 
pergolas should be 
preserved if they 
are in good 
condition. 
 

• Consider 
researching and 
replicating original 
designs from site, 
if such information 
is available. 

 
• Fencing, walls and 

pergolas that have 
a cohesive palette 
of materiality and 
form. 

 
• Place structures in 

such a way as to 
emphasize 
circulation, privacy 
and activities 
within the site. 

 
• Integrate planting, 

including vines, 
with these 
structures. 

• A landscape design 
without any walls, 
fences or pergolas. 

• Walls, fences and 
pergolas in a 
decorative style that is 
significantly different 
from the architectural 
style of the house. 
 

• Gates for vehicles. 
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Examples of structures that emphasize pedestrian entry. They can be made of many 
materials and work well with depth and planting. Their design can be an opportunity to 
reflect the home’s architectural design. 

 

     
AVOID extensive areas of bare mulch or gravel. These should be used beneath plants, or as features 
such as dry riverbeds. 
 

     
AVOID unit blocks such as Allan Block for walls. Boardform concrete is an acceptable contemporary 

material.
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C.9 PLANT SELECTION SUGGESTIONS 
 
Intent: The development of a plant palette according to its site suitability and 
environmental benefits should be advocated, rather than mandating that specific plants 
be chosen for their perceived heritage value. 
 
General Provisions: 
It is not the intent of these Guidelines to mandate that only “heritage” varieties of plants 
be used in the garden. Any appropriate plant, whether native to British Columbia, used 
in early settler gardens, or recently introduced, can contribute to environmental 
sustainability and heritage character. It is more important that plants be in the right 
place, allowing for growth, composition, and views. 
 
The following should be considered when selecting new plant material: 

• Native plants (drought-resistant and require minimal water once established). 
• Plants with biodiversity and habitat value for birds and pollinators. 
• Specimen trees: High quality, rare or unique trees that can contribute to the 

arboretum character of the neighbourhood, eventually becoming valued mature 
trees. 

• Vines for use on pergolas, stone walls or house facades. 
Heirloom varieties of trees, shrubs, perennials or agricultural plants, if desired 
 

Approach: 
RECOMMENDED ACCEPTABLE NOT RECOMMENDED 

• Plants selected 
according to their 
values, such as 
habitat value, native 
provenance, 
edibility, drought 
tolerance, specimen 
value, heritage 
value, and more . 
 

• If desired, lawn 
species that 
requires less 
irrigation and 
maintenance; such 
as microclover, 
sedum, thyme or 
other groundcover. 

• Plants typically 
available at nurseries; 
species should be 
selected and placed 
according to their 
mature size and their 
sun/shade 
requirements. 
 

• Typical turf grass only 
with no accompanying 
planting. 

• Invasive plant species. 
 

• Plant species that may 
grow too large for their 
selected placement and 
block or damage the 
house. 

 
• Plant species that will 

not thrive in an 
unsuitable location. 
 

• Artificial turf or lawn 
monoculture. 
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SECTION D. SUSTAINABILITY CONSIDERATIONS 
 
Increasingly, there is an understanding of the value provided by sustainable building 
practices and energy conservation. Preserving heritage resources can impact all 
aspects of sustainability – social, environmental and economic. 
 
The social aspect is related to the ways that the conservation of historic places 
contributes significantly to the City’s unique sense of identity and help tell the story of a 
shared history. The environmental aspect is associated with minimizing waste by the 
retention and reuse of historical building material. The economic aspect is also 
captured in appropriate upgrades to ensure the energy efficiency of the heritage 
buildings. The protection of our existing building stock will therefore support New 
Westminster’s vision of becoming a more sustainable community. 
 
 
D1. EXISTING MATERIALS 
 
INTENT: The retention of existing materials should be encouraged. 
 
General Provisions: 
Building conservation is inherently sustainable, as it conserves embodied energy, 
reduces demolition that contributes to landfill sites, avoids impacts of new construction 
and minimizes the need for new building materials. There are many ways in which 
buildings can be upgraded without destroying heritage character-defining elements. 
Conservation projects also encourage local employment of specialized trades and 
professionals. 
 
 

RECOMMENDED ACCEPTABLE NOT RECOMMENDED 
• Retain as much of 

existing building 
envelope materials 
as possible, including 
siding.  

 

 
 

• Do not install 
rainscreen sidings, 
as they introduce life 
cycle considerations 
and impair heritage 
character through 
the removal of 
original material 

• Retain the original 
window sashes and 
doors, or to replace 
inappropriate 
replacements with 
replicas of the 
originals. Excellent 
thermal efficiency 
may be achieved 

• Replacement of 
original windows 
should only be 
undertaken as a 
final resort in 
cases of extreme 
deterioration. 
  

• Sympathetic 
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through the repair 
and maintenance of 
existing wooden 
windows.  
 

• Wood-framed storm 
windows will also 
aid with thermal 
efficiency and 
sound abatement.  

replacements of 
original windows 
should replicate 
the original profiles 
in wood. 

 
D.2 THERMAL AND ENERGY PERFORMANCE 
 
Intent: Encourage upgrades that balance heritage and energy efficiency. 
 
New buildings and additions will be required to meet Provincial requirements. 
Alternative methods of improved performance characteristics can be pursued for 
Heritage Register and Designated buildings.  
Energy upgrading measures for heritage buildings should be assessed against the 
Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada. For 
further information on how to sensibly improve the performance of heritage buildings, 
please refer to the Vancouver Heritage Foundation’s New Life, Old Buildings: Your 
Green Guide to Heritage Conservation (available online). Additional information on 
reducing operating energy demands is available on the Provincial Heritage Branch 
website. 
 
The following are recommended: 

• Mechanical Systems: Inefficient mechanical systems are one of the primary 
reasons why existing buildings are poor thermal performers. Consider installing 
new boilers, hot water tanks and energy-efficient appliances that achieve 
Energy Star ratings. 

• Insulation and Weather-stripping: Introduce extra insulation, especially in attic 
and basement spaces. Consider the use of weather-stripping and other draft-
proofing measures. 

• Additions: Should be built to Building Code standards of energy efficiency.  
 
 
D.3 SOLAR PANELS 
 
Intent: Support the installation of solar panels that do not detract from the heritage 
value of the building. 
  
Solar technologies are important for both environmental and financial reasons, and the 
number of solar system installations each year is growing. New visible technologies, 
however, may adversely impact the heritage values of the area, and their placement 
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should be carefully considered. Every effort should be made to minimize the visibility of 
a system from the street, and its impact on surrounding properties and public areas.  
 
The following are recommended: 

• Locate solar systems on concealed roof planes such as internal valleys or behind 
raised parapets, on new extensions or accessory buildings, within existing roof 
ridgelines and flush with the roof. 

• Ensure that the panels do not require visible structural modification of the roof. 
• Only solar cells should be located on the roof – any water storage tank or 

ancillary items are mounted on the ground (to the side of the structure) or within 
the roof; 

• Any frame or structural elements to place the panels should be colour co-
ordinated to blend with the existing roof colour. Replace light-coloured shingles 
with a darker shingle that would better blend with the panels. 

• Less bulky systems installed flush with the roofline are preferred. 
• Solar panels, tanks and other infrastructure should not display any form of private 

advertising or branding. 
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Attachment 2  

Heritage Alteration Permit Process Diagram 

 





 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Attachment 3  

Draft Evaluation Criteria for  

Heritage Assessments 

 





R E P O R T  
Development Services 

To: Mayor Coté and Members of Council Date: 5/1/2017 

From: Jackie Teed 

Acting Director of Development 

Services 

File: 05.1020.20 

Item #: 109/2017 

Subject: Street Naming Bylaw for 'Mabel Street' in Queensborough - Bylaw for 

Three Readings 

RECOMMENDATION 

THAT Council give three readings to Street Naming Bylaw No. 7902, 2017. 

PURPOSE  

The purpose of this report is to seek Council’s consideration of the naming of a street in 
Queensborough.   

BACKGROUND 

On January 9, 2017, Council reviewed and approved the street name ‘Mabel’, through the 
following resolution:   

THAT Council endorse “Mabel” as the name for the new street in Queensborough 
identified in this report and direct staff to prepare the necessary bylaw. 

POLICY AND REGULATIONS 

Street Naming Authority 

The Community Charter authorizes a local government to name new streets. 

13.
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Agenda Item 109/2017 

DISCUSSION 

 

The naming of ‘Mabel Street’ will commemorate a Queensborough resident who has made a 
significant contribution to the community. This name was endorsed by Council, in addition 

to the Queensborough Residents’ Association and the Community Heritage Commission. 
 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 

 

There is no initial cost to the City, as the project owner pays for the street name signs and 

their installation by City work crews. The cost to the City will include the maintenance of the 

street name signs. 

 

INTERDEPARTMENTAL LIAISON 

 

Staff from the Engineering Department (Infrastructure Planning) and Finance and 

Information Technology (GIS Group) has been a part of this process. The City Solicitor has 

reviewed the Street Naming Bylaw.  

 

OPTIONS 

 

The following options available for Council consideration are: 

 

1. That Council give three readings to Street Naming Bylaw No. 7902, 2017.  

 

2. That Council provide staff with alternative direction. 

 

Staff recommends option 1.  

 

 

 

ATTACHMENTS 

 

Attachment 1: Street Naming Bylaw No. 7902, 2017 

 

 
This report has been prepared by:  

Kathleen Stevens, Planning Assistant 

 

This report was reviewed by: 

John Stark, Acting Manager of Planning 
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  Approved for Presentation to Council 

   

 

 

 

 

 
Jackie Teed 

Acting Director of Development 

Services 

 Lisa Spitale 

Chief Administrative Officer 
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Street Naming Bylaw No. 7902, 2017 

  



Doc# 982560 

CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF NEW WESTMINSTER 

 

BYLAW NO. 7902, 2017 

 

A Bylaw to Name a Street in the Queensborough Area  

 

WHEREAS section 39 of the Community Charter, S.B.C. 2003, Chapter 26 authorizes 

Council to, by bylaw, assign a name or number to a highway, as defined under the 

Community Charter; 

 

NOW THEREFORE THE CITY COUNCIL of the Corporation of the City of New 

Westminster in open meeting assembled ENACTS AS FOLLOWS: 

 

1. This Bylaw may be cited for all purposes as “Street Naming Bylaw No. 

7902, 2017.” 

 

2. That portion of highway shown crosshatched on the sketch plan attached to 

and forming part of this Bylaw as Schedule “A” is assigned the name 

“Mabel Street”. 

 
READ A FIRST TIME this _______ day of ________________, 2017. 

 

READ A SECOND TIME this ________ day of _______________, 2017. 

 

READ A THIRD TIME this _________ day of __________________, 2017. 

 

ADOPTED this ________ day of ______________, 2017. 

 

 

       _________________________________ 

                 MAYOR 

 

 

       _________________________________ 

            CORPORATE OFFICER
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R E P O R T  
Development Services 

To: Mayor Coté and Members of Council Date: 5/1/2017 

From: Jackie Teed 

Acting Director of Development 

Services 

File: HA000014 

Item #: 188/2017 

Subject: 630 Ewen Avenue (Affordable Housing Project): Housing Agreement 

Principles - for Endorsement 

RECOMMENDATION 

THAT Council endorse the principles as outlined in this report as the basis for 

forming the legal framework for the Housing Agreement for the secured non -market 

rental housing project at 630 Ewen Avenue. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The City and W.I.N.G.S. have made a rezoning application at the subject site to enable the 

development of five non-market rental housing units for single mothers and their children. 

As a requirement for adoption, a Housing Agreement must be entered into to secure the 

residential units. This report presents the principles that would be part of that Housing 

Agreement.  

PURPOSE 

This application will enable development of a non-market residential building. The purpose 

of this report is to seek Council endorsement for the principles for the Housing Agreement, 

which would provide the legal framework for operating and maintaining the non-market 

rental units at 630 Ewen Avenue.  

14.
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BACKGROUND   

 

An application has been received to allow the construction of a five unit residential building 

at 630 Ewen Avenue. The property owner is the City of New Westminster and the property 

is being leased by the applicant, Women in Need Gaining Strength (WINGS). The applicant 
is proposing to develop and manage independent family housing that will be affordable and 

designed for single mothers and their children. 

 

EXISTING POLICY/PRACTICE 

 

Affordable Housing Strategy 

 

The second goal in the City’s Affordable Housing Strategy (2010) is to improve the choice of 

housing for New Westminster’s low and moderate income residents and households with 
unique needs. 

 

Mayor’s Task Force on Housing Affordability 

 

The Mayor’s Task Force on Housing Affordability makes recommendations to Council in 
support of the creation of new non-market housing for low- to moderate-income households, 
affordable rental housing and affordable home ownership. The development of an affordable 

housing project is one of the Strategic Priorities identified by the Mayor and Council .  

 

One of the first actions of the Task Force was to issue a Request For Proposals for the 

development of affordable housing on two small City-owned sites, including 630 Ewen 

Avenue. 

 

Family-Friendly Housing Policy 

 

The project has fewer than 10 units and therefore is not subject to the City’s Family-Friendly 

Housing Policy. The project is however family friendly as it is designed for smaller single 

parent families. Each of the five units has two bedrooms that are sized to provide a master 

bedroom and a second bedroom that could accommodate two single beds. The site is 

designed to provide covered and open play areas for children.  

 
Housing Agreements and Covenants  

 

The recommended process to secure non-market rental housing and unit mix is through 

entering into a Local Government Act Section 905 Housing Agreement with the developer 

that is paired with a Section 219 Covenant on title.  

 

The Housing Agreement would need to be considered and adopted by Council prior to 

entering into it.  
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The Housing Agreement would be signed prior to Final Adoption of the Rezoning and would 

be registered with the Land Title Office. A No-Stratification Covenant would also be entered 

into at the same time to ensure that a strata title subdivision plan for the units is not 

registered. 

 
ANALYSIS 

 

Principles for the Housing Agreement 

 

It is recommended that the following principles be adopted as the basis for drafting the 

Housing Agreement for the proposed secured non-market rental housing at 630 Ewen 

Avenue: 

 

1. The operator will operate five units (all two bedroom units) as rental units. 

 

2. The units will not be individually strata titled, and would be subject to a no 

stratification covenant registered on title. 

 

3. The rental tenure will be guaranteed in perpetuity. 

 
4. The occupancy of the units will be restricted to persons and households whose 

incomes are equal to, or less than, the incomes specified by the Housing Income 

Limits (HILs) as established from time to time by BC Housing for each respective 

unit size. The operator will conduct income screening. 

 

5. The housing will be independent family housing and is designed for single mothers 

and their children. 

 

6. The rental rates for the units will be charged as follows: 

 

a. Where a resident only receives Income Assistance, rent will be no greater than 

the shelter portion of that resident’s Income Assistance; 
b. Where a resident receives employment income or income from sources other 

than Income Assistance (or in addition to Income Assistance), rent will be no 

greater than the rent calculation based on the lesser of 70% of the HIL rates or 
30% of the resident’s total income as declared to the lessee or the operator  

c. Notwithstanding (a) and (b) above, the lessee or funder may make application 

to the City to amend the rental rates should financial circumstances warrant. 

 

7. The property shall be operated by a non-profit or charitable organization with a 

mission related to the provision of affordable housing. The operator may engage the 

services of a third party property manager if required. 
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8. The operator will be responsible for tenant selection and monitoring activities, 

including: 

 

a. Household income screening at lease commencement and on an annual basis 

thereafter 
b. Annual rent calculation based on provision 6. 

c. Establishment and maintenance of records (the rent roll) indicating the incomes 

of households and rent levels. 

 

9. The rental housing will be subject to the Residential Tenancy Act, as amended from 

time to time. 

 

10.  The operator will manage the units in accordance with the following: 

 

a. A copy of the Housing Agreement will be attached to the Tenancy Agreement. 

 

11.  The operator agrees that upon the written request of the City, but not more frequently  

 than annually, the operator will provide a report, in writing and including the rent    

 roll, confirming to the City’s satisfaction that the operator continues to provide rental 

 housing pursuant to this agreement. 
 

12.  All tenancy agreements must be one month or longer in length. 

 

13.  In the case where the operator wishes to cease operation or management, the 

operation and management will be transferred to a non-profit housing society with 

similar objectives. Approval of the new operator and/or manager must be obtained 

from the City, acting reasonably. 

 

14.  The operator will not require the tenant or any permitted occupant to pay any extra  

 charges or fees for sanitary sewer, storm sewer, water, or property tax. 

 

15.  Tenants will be provided unimpeded access to all common areas within and outside 

of the building with respect to accessing amenities. 

 

16.  If a rental unit is used or occupied in breach of the Housing Agreement or there is any 
other breach of the Agreement, the operator will pay a “Daily Amount” of $25 to the 
City for every day that the breach continues after forty-five (45) days’ written notice 
from the City to the operator stating the particulars of the breach. 

 

17.  If the building is demolished, any replacement building would need to comply with 

all of the terms of the Housing Agreement, unless the City agreed otherwise. 
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INTERDEPARTMENTAL LIAISON 

 

Should Council endorse these principles, the City Solicitor would prepare the Housing 

Agreement Bylaw and Housing Agreement documents for 630 Ewen Avenue for Council’s 
consideration. 
 

OPTIONS 

 

The following options are presented for Council’s consideration:  
 

1. That Council endorse the principles as outlined in this report as the basis for forming 

the legal framework for the Housing Agreement for the secured non-market rental 

housing project at 630 Ewen Avenue. 

 

2. That Council provide staff with other direction. 

 

Staff recommends Option 1. 

 

 

ATTACHMENTS 

 

Attachment 1: 630 Ewen Avenue - Site Map 

Attachment 2: 630 Ewen Avenue - Housing Agreement Letter 

 

 

This report has been prepared by:  

Tristan Johnson, Planning Analyst 

 

This report was reviewed by: 

John Stark, Acting Manager of Planning 

 

  Approved for Presentation to Council 

   

 

 

 

 

 
Jackie Teed 

Acting Director of Development 

Services 

 Lisa Spitale 

Chief Administrative Officer 
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Site Map for 630 Ewen Avenue 
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Housing Agreement Letter for 630 Ewen Avenue 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 



R E P O R T  
Development Services 

To: Mayor Coté and Members of Council Date: 5/1/2017 

From: Jackie Teed 

Acting Director of Development 

Services 

File: 13.2606.10 

Item #: 187/2017 

Subject: 231 Twelfth Street (Gas Works Building): Site Safety and Demolition 

Process 

RECOMMENDATION 

THAT City Council endorse the demolition process for the Gas Works Building as 

outlined in this report. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Province has raised site safety and security concerns with the Gas Works building at 231 

Twelfth Street. More specifically, there is evidence of people accessing and finding shelter in 

the building which, given its unstable structural condition, could result in injury or death. 

There is also concern about exposure to ground contaminants. As a result the Province, who 

owns the building, is requesting that the City process a demolition permit. Staff is 

recommending that Council endorse the demolition process that includes the submission of 

information which will ensure a more complete historic record of the 1886 building and site. 

PURPOSE 

The Province is seeking a demolition permit which would allow demolition of the Gas 

Works building to make the site safer. The purpose of this report is to seek Council 

endorsement of the demolition process, as outlined below. 

15.
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POLICY CONTEXT 

 

Official Community Plan Designation 

 

The current Official Community Plan (OCP) identifies the subject site as Comprehensive 
Development Permit Area #1 Lower Twelfth Street. The purpose of this Area is  to encourage 

a mix of land uses. The existing industrial and service commercial land uses will be 

encouraged and will be compatible with proposed residential and commercial land uses also 

intended for the area. This Area provides objectives and guidelines for the form and 

character of service commercial and residential development.  

 

The Objectives for the Area are to:  

 

 Create a compact, complete neighbourhood where residents can live, work, shop and 
play; 

 Encourage the provision of a variety of housing units to provide more housing 
choices; 

 Consider new residential uses that are compatible with existing uses (e.g., lofts or  
           live/work studios); 

 Ensure architectural designs complement the neighbourhood context;  Encourage the adaptive reuse of the Gas Works building as a community asset and use 

the structure as a basis for a viewing area and neighbourhood activities; 

 Link the area to the surrounding community with a reduced emphasis on the 
automobile (greenways, bike routes, transit and facilities); and 

 Design buildings to maintain or enhance the view corridors of the Fraser River. 
 

The Guidelines for the Area are to: 

 

 Ensure that development provides for a mix of residential and commercial uses that 
are organized in such a manner to provide for view corridors of the river, public open 

space, a public pedestrian and vehicular circulation system that relates to the existing 

patterns of New Westminster; 

 All streets shall have street trees and landscaping, and shall consider traffic calming 
measures, sidewalks, pedestrian road crossing, street furniture, public art, pedestrian 

lighting, and historic theme and materials in street design; 

 Form, orientation, and view corridors shall respect surrounding buildings to minimize 
visual intrusion; 

 Area themes shall be inspired by heritage reference with a contemporary response 
where appropriate (using architectural elements from the Gas Works building); 

 Review building design, lighting and signage in relation to Crime Through 
Environmental Design guidelines; 
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 Building should be sited to provide “eyes on the street” for crime prevention as well 
as a buffer (e.g., acoustic, visual) to the traffic corridor, for the surrounding 

neighbourhood; 

 Residential and commercial uses along the street shall have a building setback after 
the first two to three floors; 

 Building top should be complete with a distinguished feature or cornice line that 
screens mechanical structures and other elements from view; 

 Green roofs such as roof gardens and parkettes are encouraged; and  Employ technical approaches to sound insulation in building construction in this area 
(e.g., near high traffic streets or intersections). 

 

Updated Official Community Plan Designation 

 

If the updated OCP were to be adopted, the subject site would be located in the Lower 

Twelfth Street Study Area. The purpose of this area would be to develop a master plan that 

transitions from commercial service and industrial uses to a creative and non-traditional mix 

of land uses including ultra-light industrial, residential and retail and service commercial 

uses. Other catalyst projects that strongly support other City priorities would also be 

considered. Prior to consideration of rezoning applications, a master plan, including design 

guidelines, would be prepared which would determine the appropriate uses, location of uses, 

building forms and general expected densities. Further, this master plan would explore 

incorporation and adaptive reuse of existing heritage buildings and the provision of 

affordable ‘maker spaces’. This master plan would be subject to a public consultation 
process. The development of the master plan and design guidelines would possibly occur in 

tandem with an application for development of a catalyst project to set the standards for the 

Lower Twelfth Street Area. 

 

Zoning Bylaw 

 

The subject site is currently zoned Industrial (M-1), the purpose of which is to allow light 

industrial uses. 

 

BACKGROUND 

 

Site and Building 

 

The Gas Works is a 45,646 square foot (4,241 square metres) site, consisting of four lots and 

currently owned by the Province of British Columbia.  The remaining building on this 
property is the Gas Works building, constructed in 1886.  It is the oldest remaining industrial 

building in the city and one of only three similar structures in the Province. It has high 

heritage value both locally and provincially. The Gas Works building was added to the 

City’s Heritage Register in 1997. 
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See Attachment 1 for Site Location Map and Attachment 2 for the Statement of Significance. 

 

Ongoing Discussions with Province 

 

In 2008, the Province offered to transfer the property to the City as a Free Crown Grant. 
Since that time there has been ongoing discussion with the Province to determine the 

principles of such a transfer. A number of complex key issues have been the basis for these 

discussions, including: 

 

 Remediation, including requirements, extent of work, and responsibility;  Feasibility of conserving and restoring the Gas Works building; 

 Potential land use requirements and restrictions for Free Crown Grant lands. 
 

The Province and the City have recently been discussing the option of pursuing a Sponsored 

Crown Grant in order to transfer the subject site to the City. Possible uses for the site would 

include an affordable housing component which could address the needs of families and 
seniors and community amenities such as a non-profit child care facility and park space, with 

the latter containing commemorative art and interpretative features related to the Gas Works 

building.  Combined, the site would align with the City’s strategic priorities and be informed 
by the updated Official Community Plan. 

 

City Studies 

 

On June 15, 2009, City Council directed staff to proceed with three studies of the Gas Works 

site that covered the following topics:  

 

1) Contamination of Building 

 

This study was undertaken to examine whether the components of the building might be 

considered as contaminated.  It confirmed that there was asbestos in the roof, around the 

pipes and in the mastic on the walls. The bricks were not found to be contaminated.   
 

2) Engineering Considerations during Remediation 

 

This study looked at how to protect the building during removal of the contaminated soil.   

The consultants were asked to look at three approaches: 

 

i. Support the building in place and remediate underneath; 

ii. Move the building to another part of the site and then move it back after remediation; 

and 

iii. Dismantle the building, store it, and reassemble at the original location.    
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3) Land Use Study 

 

The purpose of the land use study was to determine viable land uses for the property, with a 

focus on community uses that would meet requirements of a Free Crown Grant. The 

consultant team developed three options for the site including fire hall, community centre, 
and open space/ park uses, which were taken out for public consultation.  

 

For the heritage building, the consultant presented three alternatives:    

 

i. Demolish the original Gas Works building and use the area as part of a park; 

ii. Remove the roof, retain the walls to create a walled courtyard in which there might  be 

community container gardening, benches, picnic areas; or 

iii. Restore the heritage building in its entirety for some form of community space.   

 

The first and second options received the most support from the community. 

 

Past Provincial Consultation Process 

 

Beginning in 2009, the Province conducted its own consultation process, including:  

  Remediation activities; 

 Environmental issues;  Timeframes; and  Consultation with First Nations. 
 

The Province has undertaken the following studies: 

  

 Hazardous Building Material Survey (2009)  Masonry Testing and Review (2016) 
 

Both reports indicate that the brick is not contaminated and that some is salvageable.  

 

Damage to Gas Works Building 

 

During a storm on Sunday, March 13, 2016, approximately one half of the roof on the Gas 

Works building caved in. Following the storm, the Province hired a Structural Engineer to 

ensure that the appropriate actions were taken to secure the site.  These included:  

 

 Securing and stabilizing the building walls;    Removing the remainder of the roof structure and surrounding debris;   Removing the debris from inside and adjacent to the building;  Reinforcing the existing perimeter fencing on the site; and   Posting new warning signs. 
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The City engaged a Structural Engineer to undertake a conditions assessment of the masonry 

walls of the Gas Works building.  In summary, the report, dated May 2016, had the 

following conclusions: 

 

 The condition of the masonry varied greatly around the building, with some areas 
greatly deteriorated due to water damage; 

 The accommodation of wider doors in the past has led to weakening of the walls;   The painting of the bricks has led to deterioration of the masonry joints; and   Compression tests of the bricks showed that some of the bricks were salvageable and 
could be retained but that further work would be required to ensure or increase 

comprehensive strength in the event that the building were to be retained.  

 

The Structural Engineer identified that the building could be retained as part of site 

remediation and as a permanent structure but that significant work would be required to 

stabilize it. If the building were to be retained, long term shoring and stabilization measures 

would be required and would include: 

 

 Repointing all of the masonry and rebuilding deteriorated masonry;  Installing through-wall anchors to tie the wythes of masonry together;  Further strength testing once the above measures were completed; and  Strategies to protect the brick from freeze-thaw impacts. 
 

DISCUSSION 

 

Site Safety and Security 

 

The Province recently advised the City that there is evidence of people accessing and finding 

shelter in the Gas Works building despite secure fencing and warning signs. Given the 

unstable structural condition of the building (now a shell without a roof), the Province is 

concerned that someone might be injured or die if the building were to collapse, and is 

requesting that the City issue a demolition permit so that the building can be quickly and 

safely removed.  

 

Of additional concern is the risk to first responders if the building were to collapse.  First 
responders would be obligated to investigate the site to determine if there were injured 

people underneath. The Province has retained a security company to check the site twice 

daily until the demolition takes place; however, this is not a sustainable option. 

 

Heritage Value 

 

Given the heritage significance of the Gas Works building, if the Gas Works building were 

to be demolished, staff would exercise due diligence to ensure that all reasonable information 

and documentation would be provided in order to ensure a complete historic record.  A 
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Statement of Significance and historic research have already been completed, but there is 

very limited documentation on the physical building (dimensions, etc.).  

 

Staff would therefore request that the Province provide, as part of the demolition application, 

substantial documentation of the building before it is demolished. This would include 
photographs, dimensioned drawings and a survey of the building footprint.  Additionally, the 

Province would be asked to notify the City’s Museum and Archives in the event that any 
historic artefacts were uncovered during the demolition process. 

 

Useable brick would be retained and stored on site in a City-provided container in order to 

re-purpose them as part of the site’s future development, such as in a feature element in a 
public park. 

 

Financial Implications 

 

Based on previous and ongoing studies, the cost to remediate the site is substantial, with 

costs increasing each year. The costs would be higher if the Gas Works building were 

retained and stabilized as part of the remediation process. Every effort has been made to 

proceed with retention of the building as a key component of the site development, but the 

costs to restore or rehabilitate the building has also risen dramatically since the roof collapse 
and the subsequent exposure of the interior to the elements.  

 

Tree 

 

The City Arborist has identified that there is one tree on the property located in the northwest 

corner.  As the Gas Works building is in the northeast corner of the site, and at a significant 

higher grade level, the tree would not be impacted by the demolition process.  If, in future, 

the retaining wall that runs adjacent to the tree is removed, or if the site is developed in a 

comprehensive manner, then the tree would require further assessment and possible 

protection as per the City’s Tree Protection and Regulation Bylaw. 
 

Conclusion 

 

The Gas Works building has deteriorated and been damaged to the point that demolition is 

now the most viable option. Restoration, while possible, would be very costly and would 
mean higher remediation costs for the area under the building. Demolition of the building 

and use of the area as a park was supported by the community in 2009 consultation. There 

would be opportunities to document the building and retain and reuse the bricks. Given this, 

and the site safety and security concerns, a timely demolition process is reasonable. 
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NEXT STEPS 

 

The City would ask that the Province submit the following information and documentation 

prior to the issuance of a demolition permit: 

  A demolition permit application; 

 A hazardous material report and filing of a “Notice of Project” with WorkSafe BC. 
This report would also be used to assess which bricks are salvageable; 

 A certified site survey for the entire site that also identifies the outline of the building, 
the interior spaces, the width of both exterior and interior walls (including room 

partitions); 

 Fully dimensioned elevation drawings of the exterior walls, interior walls (including 
room partition walls) and any architectural design elements (corbelling, louvered 

vents, arched window openings, etc.);  

 High quality digital photographs of each exterior and interior elevation, including 
room partitions, and all interior spaces, plus close-ups of architectural design 

elements; 

 Agreement to salvage as many whole bricks as possible and store them on site in a 
container provided by the City; and 

 Agreement to immediately notify the Manager of Museums and Heritage Services in 
the event that any artefacts are found so that they can be documented and assessed on-

site.  

 

Next steps by City staff would include: 

 

 Notification to the Community Heritage Commission and request for support to 
remove the Gas Works building from the City’s Heritage Register; 

 A report to Council asking for a resolution to remove the Gas Works building from 
the City’s Heritage Register; and 

 Notification to the Provincial Heritage Branch that the site had been removed from the 
City’s Heritage Register. 

 

Timeline 

 

The following timeline for next steps is proposed: 

 

April/May - Province submits all requested documentation including the hazardous  

    materials report  

  - Province files a “Notice of Project” with WorkSafe BC 

 

May/June - City issues Demolition Permit 
 

May/June - Demolition occurs 



City of New Westminster May 1, 2017 9 

 

Agenda Item 187/2017 

June  - Report to Community Heritage Commission 

  - Report to Council requesting removal of subject property from the Heritage 

    Register 

  - Provincial Heritage Branch notified 

 
INTERDEPARTMENTAL LIAISON 

 

After concerns expressed by the Province regarding recent loitering and squatting on site, the 

City of New Westminster Police and Fire Departments are conducting regular drive-by site 

surveillance.  

 

OPTIONS 

 

The following options are available for Council’s consideration: 
 

1) That Council endorse the next steps for demolition of the Gas Works Building as 

outlined in this report;  

 

2) That Council give staff alternative direction. 

 
Staff recommends Option 1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENTS 

 

Attachment 1: Site Location Map 

Attachment 2: Statement of Significance 

 

 

This report has been prepared by:  

Julie Schueck, Heritage Planner 

 

 

This report was reviewed by: 

John Stark, Acting Manager of Planning 
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  Approved for Presentation to Council 

   

 

 

 

 

 

Jackie Teed 

Acting Director of Development 

Services 

 Lisa Spitale 

Chief Administrative Officer 
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Site Location Map 

  



231 Twelfth Street

This map is a user generated static output from an Internet mapping site and
is for reference only. Data layers that appear on this map may or may not be

accurate, current, or otherwise reliable.
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Statement of Significance 



New Westminster Gas Works
Unique FPT Identifier

Address #

231-61

Description The New Westminster Gas Works is a small-scale one-storey industrial building of red 
brick construction with modest Victorian Italianate detailing. It is located on a large site in 
central New Westminster in close proximity to the CPR railway, on a deep setback from 
the street in a mixed residential context.

Description of 

boundaries

North Arm

Heritage value The New Westminster Gas Works is valued as the oldest remaining industrial building in 
New Westminster, as the city's oldest brick structure, and as one of only three early gas 
works buildings left in the province. Completed in 1886 for the New Westminster Gas 
Company, the Gas Works demonstrated the extent of the community's belief in its own 
growth and prosperity. At the time, a spur line of the CPR had been extended to New 
Westminster, causing an explosion in population and a boom in speculative development. 
These works supplied the city's first gas streetlights. The construction of a technologically 
advanced coal gasification plant - the first civic gas works constructed in the province - 
required the importation of American expertise. This building housed the Gas Work's retort 
house, exhauster room, purifying room and station metre room, and its long, rectangular 
shape reflects the original linear arrangement of the gasification process. It was purchased 
by the B.C. Electric Railway Company in 1926, who continued to use it for power 
generation until the 1930s. Despite its abandonment, it remains in substantially original 
condition.

Built four years prior to the gas works in Victoria and Nelson, the Gas Works is also 
significant as a rare surviving example of late Victorian-era industrial architecture. 
Indicative of its utilitarian purpose, this brick building displays a vernacular industrial 
design, with modest Victorian Italianate detailing. 

Furthermore, the Gas Works is valuable as a reflection of the early development patterns 
of New Westminster. It was necessary to locate the plant near the railway in order to 
facilitate the delivery of coal. At the time of construction, this site was isolated on the 
outskirts of downtown, adjacent to where the CPR terminated, and helped to establish the 
location of the City's original industrial area.

Character-Defining 

elements

Key elements that define the heritage character of the New Westminster Gas Works 
include its:
- location on Twelfth Street, in close proximity to the CPR railway 
- industrial form, scale and massing as expressed by its one-storey height and linear, 
rectangular plan
- front gabled roof
- masonry construction with red-brick structural walls and cladding
- Victorian Italianate detailing such as corbelling in the raked cornice of the northwest 
gable with round louvred vents within each gable; frieze under the eaves; raised end wall 
parapets; and projecting window hoods
- regular fenestration with segmental arched window openings, and four original double-
hung 2-over-2 wooden-sash windows
- interior room configuration in linear compartments, reflecting the original industrial 
function
- interior features include brick demising walls, mortise-and-tenon heavy timber trusses, 
wooden roof rafters and shiplap roof boards

Functional Type Contributing Resources

 DESCRIPTION

 LOCATION

 FORMAL RECOGNITION

Street

Twelfth Street

Community

New Westminster

Postal Cadastral

PID 002 361 710

Type Era

Petroleum and Coal Products Facility Historic

Type#

Building1



New Westminster Gas Works

 COMMENTS and INFORMATION (not used by registrar)

Statute Enactment Date

Community Heritage Register Resolution July 14, 200



R E P O R T  
Engineering Services 

To: Mayor Coté and Members of Council Date: 5/1/2017 

From: Jim Lowrie 

Director of Engineering Services 

File: 02.0535.02 

Item #: 199/2017 

Subject: Request for Licence to Occupy - Quayside Community Board 

RECOMMENDATION 

THAT Council authorize the mayor and corporate officer to execute a licence to occupy 

agreement with the Quayside Community Board (under whichever name it choose to enter 

into the agreement)  substantially in the form attached to this report for vendor parking 

associated with the Quayside community festival to be held on August 19, 2017 subject to:  

a.  Receipt of a letter of consent from Metro Vancouver; and

b. Receipt of necessary liability insurance and associated society/corporate

registration from the Quayside Community Board.

PURPOSE 

The purpose of this report is to obtain approval from Council to allow temporary parking on 
a portion of the Combined Sewer Overflow (CSO) property at Poplar Landing for the 

Quayside community festival to be held on August 19, 2017. 

BACKGROUND 

The City has received a request from the Quayside Community Board to allow temporary 

parking on a portion of the CSO property for approximately 75-100 vehicles owned by 

vendors participating in the annual community festival. With recent closure of the surface 

parking lots at the Inn at the Quay and adjacent River Market, it is anticipated that there will 

be a general shortfall of parking necessary to support patrons and participants at this year’s 
event. 

16.
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The CSO property is jointly owned by Metro Vancouver and the City, and is currently 

occupied in part by the Metro Vancouver CSO detention facility, and the Quayside off-leash 

dog area.  The remainder of the site is presently unoccupied.   

 

EXISTING POLICY/PRACTICE 

 

The local Government Act enables the City to enter into a non-exclusive licence agreement 

with nonprofit organizations for such community events.  

 

DISUCUSSION 

 

On March 30
th

, staff met with representatives of the Quayside Community Board QCB and 

staff from Metro Vancouver to review the portion of property that may be available to allow 

temporary parking and to discuss operational details such as traffic control, directional 

signage, site access, etc.   

 

Figure 1 below shows conceptually the area requested by the QCB for vendor parking on the 

day of the community festival. Staff has evaluated the area and access points, and has 

determined that there would be no significant impact on neighbourhood traffic. The 

Quayside Community Board will be required to provide adequate signage and guidance to 
the users of the parking area to ensure orderly parking and vehicle ingress/egress from the 

site.  

 
Figure 1 - Site Plan of Proposed Parking 
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Metro Vancouver has provided their approval in principle, and are expected to provide a 

letter of consent to the City and the QCB. Metro Vancouver has requested that the QCB 

maintain clear access to the CSO facility in the event of emergency and to ensure the site is 

secured from trespass. 

 
The City’s standard form of licence (Attachment 1) contains a requirement that the licencee 

indemnify the City from all claims, damages, losses, actions, etc., that may arise from the use 

of the property, and to obtain a minimum $2 million comprehensive liability insurance. The 

licence contains no representation or warranty as to the condition of the property. 

 

As of the date of this report, the QCB is not a registered legal entity in the Province of BC. In 

order to enter into a licence agreement and obtain liability insurance, the QCB will likely 

require registration as a non-profit society under the Societies Act of BC. Alternatively, QCB 

may wish to enter into the license agreement with the City in the name of one of its member 

strata corporations. Staff await further instruction from QCB on this point. 

 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 

 

The City undertakes minimal grounds maintenance of this property generally limited to 

routine grass cutting and fencing repair and maintenance. Staff propose to place a small 
quantity of gravel and re-grade both entrance ways in order to facilitate vehicular access for 

this event and for future access to the site.  

 

INTERDEPARTMENTAL LIAISON 

 

This report has been prepared in consultation with the Parks & Recreation and Finance & IT 

Departments, and the City solicitor.  

 

OPTIONS 

 

The following options are presented for Council’s consideration:  
 

1. THAT Council authorize the mayor and corporate officer to execute a licence to 

occupy agreement with the Quayside Community Board (under whichever name it 

choose to enter into the agreement)  substantially in the form attached to this report 
for vendor parking associated with the Quayside community festival to be held on 

August 19, 2017 subject to: 

a.         Receipt of a letter of consent from Metro Vancouver; and 

b.        Receipt of necessary liability insurance and associated society/corporate    

      registration from the Quayside Community Board.  

 

2. That Council not approve a licence to occupy agreement with the Quayside 

Community Board for vendor parking;  



City of New Westminster                 May 1, 2017 4 

 

Agenda Item 199/2017 

3. Other 

 

Staff recommends Option 1. 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

Staff has received a request from the Quayside Community Board to temporarily use a 

portion of the CSO property at Poplar Landing for vendor parking on the day of the 

Quayside community festival. This report recommends that the City and the QCB enter into 

a licence to occupy agreement that would allow vendor parking subject to specific terms and 

conditions.  

  

ATTACHMENTS 

 

Attachment 1 – Licence to Occupy Agreement 

 

 

This report has been prepared by: 

Terry Atherton, P. Eng., Manager of Civic Buildings & Properties 

 
 

 

  Approved for Presentation to Council 

 

 

   

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

Jim Lowrie, Eng. L., MBA 

Director of Engineering Services 

 Lisa Spitale 

Chief Administrative Officer 

 

 

 

 



Attachment # 1
Licence to Occupy Agreement

Corporation of the City of 
^ NEW WESTMINSTER 

# 



LICENCE OF USE AGREEMENT 

THIS AGREEMENT dated for reference the __ day of _____ ｟Ｌｾ＠ 2017. 

BETWEEN: 

AND: 

The Corporation of the City of New Westminster 

511 Royal Avenue 

New Westminster, BC V3L 1H9 

("licensor") 

[LICENSEE NAME] 

[licensee address] 

("licensee") 

WHEREAS: 

A. The Licensor is the registered and beneficia l owner of the lands and premises located at 1400 

Quays ide Drive in the City of New Westminster, civically described as t he Muni Evers Park and 

more particularly described as PID: 012-237-281, LOT 2. SUBURBAN BLOCK 9, DOCK SQUARE 

& BED OF THE FRASER RIVER DL 2239, GROUP 1, PLAN NWP79290 (the "Lands"). 

B. Quayside Community Board has requested, and the Licensor has agreed to grant, a licence 

to use a port ion of the Lands, identified as Area "1" on the diagram attached as Schedule 

"A" to t his Agreement, referred to as (the "Licence Area"), for the purpose of vendor 

parking and associated equipment (collectively, the "Works") for a community event on 

August 19th, 2017 on the terms and conditions contained in this Agreement. 

NOW THEREFORE in consideration of t he premises and the covenants, agreements and terms 

contained in this Agreement, the parties agree as follows: 

Grant of Licence 

1. The Licensor, subject to the performance and observance by the Licensee of the terms and 

conditions contained in this Agreement, grants to the Licensee the right and non-exclusive 

licence (the "Licence") to enter upon the Lands (with vehicles, materials, equipment and 

personnel) for purposes of access to and egress from the Licence Area; and to enter upon, use 

and occupy the Licence Area to using and remove the Works and using the License Area as a 

parking area associated with a community event on August 19th, 2017, as more particularly 

described in the March 15, 2017 request to the Licensor, and generally to do all acts necessary 

for or incidental to the foregoing (collectively, the "License Purpose"). 
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Covenants 

2. The Licensee covenants and agrees: 

(a) to use the Licence Area for its intended use and no other purpose; 

(b) to obtain and maintain any and all permits, approvals or authorizations required for 

the Licence Purpose; 

(c) not to do anything, or permit any of its employees, agents, consultants, contractors, 

subcontractors, invitees or representatives to do anything on the Licence Area that 

may, in the reasonable opinion of the Licensor, interfere with, impede or diminish the 

Licensor's rights under this Agreement or in relation to the remainder of the Lands; 

and 

(d) to delineate the parking area on the License Area away from adjacent ditches and 

environmental monitoring wells, allow one lane access for emergency vehicles to 

access the existing building and provide all traffic management and associated 

equipment necessary to operate the License Area for the License Purpose. 

3. The Licensor covenants and agrees: 

(a) not to do anything, or permit any of its employees, agents, consultants, contractors, 

subcontractors, invitees or representatives to do anything on the Licence Area that 

may, in the reasonable opinion of the Licensee, interfere with, impede or diminish the 

Licensee's rights under this Agreement or in relation to the Licence Area or Works; 

and 

(b) that the Works made in respect of the Licence Area by or for the Licensee during the 

Term are and will remain the sole property of the Licensee despite the degree to 

which they may be annexed or affixed to the Lands or Licence Area and despite any 

rule of law or equity to the contrary. 

Term and Termination 

4. The Term of this Agreement shall commence on the 175
t day of August, 2017 (the 

"Commencement Date") and shall continue for a period of seven days from the 

Commencement Date (the "Term"), unless earlier terminated by either party in accordance 

with the provisions herein. 

5. If the Licensee is in default of any term of this Agreement, and the Licensor gives notice of 

this default in writing to the Licensee, the Licensee will cure such default to the satisfaction 

of the Licensor within 2 days of receipt of such notice. If the Licensee has not cured such 

default to the satisfaction of the Licensor within 2 days of receipt of such notice, the 

Licensor may terminate this Agreement by providing written notice to the Licensee. 
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6. Notwithstanding any other provision herein contained, either the Licensor or the Licensee 

may terminate this Agreement at any time by providing three (3) days writ ten notice to the 

other party. 

7. Upon expiry or earlier termination of this Agreement, the Licence will be at an end and of 

no furthe r force and effect, save and except that the Licensee will continue to be 

responsible for the fu lfilment of any of its obligations outstanding at the date of expiry or 

earlier termination. 

Fees and Expenses 

8. As consideration for the granting of the Licence, the Licensee will pay to the Licensor the 

sum of Ten Dollars ($10.00) ("Licence Fee"), t he receipt and sufficiency of w hich is hereby 

acknowledged by the Licensor. 

Damage and Repair 

9. The Licensee will maintain the Works and Licence Area in a good and safe condition, and will 

conduct its activit ies on the Licence Area in compliance with all laws and bylaws applicable 

to the Licensee. 

10. The Licensee will not knowingly damage or permit to be damaged any part of the Licence 

Area or Lands or any building or improvement, or personal property therein or thereon, and 

in the event of any such damage the Licensee w ill, at the Licensor's option acting 

reasonably, either promptly repair such damage at the Licensee's cost or pay to the Licensor 

the cost of such repair. 

Removal of Works and Restoration 

11. Within 2 days of expiration or termination of this Agreement, the Licensee will, at its sole 

cost and expense, remove the Works, including any equipment, structures and fixtures 

installed or placed on the Licence Area by or on behalf of the Licensee, and restore the 

Licence Area as nearly as may reasonably be possible to the condition it was in on the 

Commencement Date and to the reasonable satisfaction of the Licensor. 

12. If the Licensee fa ils to remove all of the Works within 2 days of expiration or termination of 

th is Agreement or to restore the License Area as required in section 11 above, the Licensor 

may remove the Works at the Licensee's sole cost and expense. The Licensee releases the 

Licensor and its personnel from and against all claims, suits, demands, awards, actions, 

proceedings, losses, costs (including reasonable legal costs on a solicitor-client basis), 

damages or expenses suffered or incurred by the Licensee or its invitees that arise out of 

any such removal by the Licensor. 
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Hazardous Substances 

13. The Licensee will not bring onto t he Lands and subsequently place, store, use, manufacture 

or release any hazardous materia ls on t he Lands. Hazardous Materials for purposes of this 

Section 13 means all explosives, radioactive materials, pollutants, contaminants, hazardous 

or toxic substances, special waste, or other waste, the storage, use, manufacture, or release 

of which into the environment is prohibited, controlled or regulated under any laws, 

regulat ions, orders, bylaws, permits or lawful requirement of any government authority in 

respect of the protect ion of the natural environment, or of plant, animal or human health, 

or in respect of the regulation and use of such wastes and substances. 

Indemnity 

14. The Licensee covenants to indemnify and save harmless the Licensor from any and all 

claims, damages, loss, costs, charges, actions, j udgments, penalties, orders, liens and 

liabilities of whatsoever nature (collectively, the "Claims") that may be made against or 

suffered or incurred by the Licensor which relate to or arise from this Agreement or t he 

Licensee's breach thereof, t he use and occupancy of the Licence Area by the Licensee or its 

employees, directors, officers, agents, contractors, subcontractor, invitees or others for 

whom the Licensee is at law responsible (collectively with the Licensee, "the Licensee 

Parties"), or any act, omission or negligence of the Licensee Parties or any of t hem, except 

that t he Licensee shall not be required to indemnify the Licensor for Claims that arise solely 

from the negligence or wilful misconduct of t he Licensor. 

Insurance 

15. The Licensee, at its cost and expense, will obtain and keep in force throughout the Term of 

this Agreement, commercial general liability insurance against claims for or personal injury, 

death and property damage or loss occurring on, in or about the Licence Area in an amount 

of not less than $2,000,000 per accident or occurrence. The Licensee's commercial general 

liability insurance policy will cover the Licensor as an additional insured. 

Access 

16. The Licensee may access the Licence Area through t he Lands in t he manner permitted by 

the Licensor in its reasonable discretion. 

Nature of Access 

17. The occupancy of the Licence Area and the Licensee's access thereto wi II under all 

circumstances be viewed as a licence only and will not create nor be deemed to create any 

interest in land in favour of the Licensee or any ot her person. 

No Assignment or Sublicensing 
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18. The Licensee will not assign or sublicense any of its rights or obligations under this 

Agreement. 

Builders Liens 

19. The Licensee will not permit any liens to be filed against or in respect of the Licence Area by 

reason of labour, services or materials alleged to have been supplied to the Licensee or 

furn ished in respect of the Licence Area during the term of this Agreement. If any lien is 

registered, the Licensee will obtain its discharge forthwith. 

No Warranties 

20. The Licensee agrees that the Licensor has made no representations or warranties as to the 

state of repair of the License Area or the suitability of the License Area for any purpose 

whatsoever. 

Miscellaneous 

21. In this Agreement all Schedules referenced form an integral part of this Agreement. 

22. This Agreement const itutes the entire agreement between the parties with respect to the 

subject matter hereof and cancels and supersedes any other understandings and 

agreements between the parties with respect thereto. 

23. This Agreement will not be amended except by a written agreement that is signed by each 

of the parties. No waiver of any obligation or any breach of any provision of this Agreement 

will be effective or binding unless made in writing and signed by the party purporting to give 

the same and, unless otherwise provided, will be limited to the specific obligation or breach 

waived. 

24. The Licensee will not assign or transfer this Agreement or any licence or any right or 

authorization granted under this Agreement without the prior written consent of the 

Licensor, which consent shall not be unreasonably withheld. 

25. This Agreement shall be construed and enforced in accordance with the laws of the 

Province of British Columbia and the federal laws of Canada applicable therein and shall be 

treated in all respects as a British Columbia contract. Time is of the essence of this 

Agreement. 

26. The parties covenant and agree that they shall execute and deliver all such further 

assurances and do or perform or cause to be done or performed all such acts and things as 

may be required to be performed to fully carry out the provisions and intent of this 

Agreement. 

27. Neither the expiration nor the earlier termination of this Agreement will release either of 

the parties from any obligation or liability that accrued prior to the expiration or 

CNW Doc II 1028308 Page 5 



termination. The provisions of this Agreement requiring performance or fulfilment after the 

expiration or earlier termination of this Agreement and such other provisions as are 

necessary for the interpretation thereof, and any other provisions hereof, the nature and 

intent of which is to survive termination or expiration of this Agreement, will survive the 

expiration or earlier termination of this Agreement. 

28. This Agreement will enure to the benefit of and be binding upon the respective successors 

and permitted assigns of the parties. 

Notices 

29. Any notice or communication requ ired to be given by a party under this Agreement shall be 

given by courier or facsimile, or if mailed, by registered letter, prepaid to the party at its 

respective addresses as follows: 

(a) If to the Licensor: 

511 Royal Avenue 

New Westminster, BC V3L 1H9 

Attention: 'Y 

Facsimile: 'Y 

(b) If to the Licensee: 

[insert licensee info] 

Attention: 

Facsimile: 

or such other address as may be furnished from time to time by a party. 

30. Any not ice, if delivered by courier or facsimile, shall be deemed to have been given or made 

on the date delivered or the date that a confirmation of receipt of the facsimile was 

recorded by the sender and if mailed correctly, shall be deemed to have been received on 

the third (3rd) business day after mailing. In the event of actual or imminent disruption of 

postal service, any notice shall be delivered by courier or facsimile. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the parties have executed this Agreement as of t he date written on the first 

page of this Agreement. 

SIGNED on behalf of THE CORPORATION OF THE SIGNED on behalf of [name of licensee] by its 

CITY OF NEW WESTMINSTER by its authorized authorized signatory 

signatory 
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R E P O R T  
Parks & Recreation 

To: Mayor Coté and Members of Council Date: 5/1/2017 

From: Dean Gibson 

Director of Parks and Recreation 

File: 1035.10 

Item #: 198/2017 

Subject: Queen's Park Universal Washroom Design 

RECOMMENDATION 

 THAT the universal access design concept for the Queen’s Park Washroom be 
endorsed as outlined in this report. 

PURPOSE 

The purpose of this report is to propose to City Council the concept of a universally 
accessible washroom to be incorporated into the replacement public washroom and 

concession structure slated to be built in Queen's Park. 

SUMMARY 

The existing washroom building in Queen's Park has reached the end of its service life and 
has become functionally obsolete.  The replacement of this structure has been included in the 

2017 Capital Budget.  Meeting the needs of current and future park users resulted in the 

exploration of a universal washroom design.  This concept provides efficiencies in use of 

space and increases the number of people served at one time. In addition, this design concept 

is inclusive to all and provides for equity when considering gender expression and identity.   

17.
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BACKGROUND 

In 2013 Council adopted the Queen's Park Master Plan which made the following 
recommendations regarding the Queen's Park washroom and concession building: 

The existing concessions/washroom building is reaching the end of its lifespan and 

will require future replacement. The existing washrooms do not have sufficient 
capacity for busy summer days and expanded washrooms are required.  It is 

recommended that new facilities provide, at minimum, 6 female and 4 male washroom 

stalls, change room facilities and an updated concession.  Storage for the playground 

leader program and the proposed community/children's garden (see CR#10) should 

also be considered. 

 

EXISTING POLICY/PRACTICE 

Preliminary steps have been taken to investigate the use of universal washroom designs in 
civic facilities.  The City does not currently have a facility that incorporates a washroom 

specifically designed for fully universal access. 

Envision 2032 

The Envision 2032 Sustainability Framework (2013) includes the following descriptions of 

success: 

 Most buildings in New Westminster enable persons with special needs to either visit 

or occupy the building full time, with all new buildings being adaptable and 

developed according to Universal Design principles; and, 

 Park and recreation programs are designed to be inclusive, providing opportunities 
for all ages, incomes and household types to participate fully. 

 

ANALYSIS / DISCUSSION 

Changes have been made to the BC Human Rights Code with the purpose of protecting 

gender identity and expression which includes provisions for ensuring facility access (i.e. 
public washrooms).  The addition of a universal washroom (sometimes referred to as gender 

neutral washrooms) was explored and presented to the Parks and Recreation Committee for 

feedback.  The Committee supported incorporating universal washrooms into future facility 

designs and specifically at the planned Queen’s Park washroom and concession structure.  
As a result, the current draft washroom plan incorporates a universal washroom where there 

are shared sinks, but separate fully private toilet stalls.  This draft plan is based on best 

practices and new legislation, updating the recommendation from the Queen’s Park Master 
Plan that outlined a need for increased washroom stall capacity.   

A recent example of a public universal park washroom is the Ambleside Fieldhouse in West 
Vancouver.  This facility provides individual washroom stalls with a common sink area, 
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similar to the design proposed for Queen’s Park.  See Attachment A - Queen's Park Universal 

Washroom Draft. 

Many park users using this washroom are parents with young children.  The universal design 

allows parents to walk into the washroom with their children that are of the opposite gender 

and assist them as required. 

Due to the popularity of the spray park and the lack of private spaces for people to change 

clothing for play in the water features, the proposed washroom plan also incorporates two 

private universal change stalls.  The addition of this dedicated change spaces was also 

identified in the recommendations of the Queen's Park Master Plan. 

 
Next Steps 

 

Pending endorsement of the universal washroom concept, staff will finalize the overall 

washroom/concession structure design concept for consideration by City Council in advance 

of tendering the construction of the facility. 

 

SUSTAINABILITY IMPLICATIONS 

 

The existing washroom facilities located in Queen's Park have reached end of life and the 

design is not able to meet the demands of the existing area over the summer operating 

season.  This washroom plays a vital role in supporting the users of the petting farm, spray 

park, playgrounds, picnic shelter rentals and other park users.  The expectation is that a 

universal washroom design would meet both the current demands of park programming and 

enhance the park user experience for years to come. 

 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 

 

The 2017 Capital Budget includes funding for the replacement of the Queens’ Parks 
washroom/concession structure.  Preliminary cost estimates have assumed the inclusion of a 

universal washroom area.  The financial impact of an alternate washroom configuration, such 

as appropriately sized conventional male and female washrooms plus a dedicated single use 

universal washroom, is likely to moderately increase the overall cost of constructing the 

washroom component of the structure due to the increased need for additional building 

structural components, plumbing systems and fixtures. 

 

INTERDEPARTMENTAL LIAISON 

 

Staff from the Parks and Recreation, Engineering and Human Resource Departments have 

participated in the development of this report. 

 
 

 



City of New Westminster May 1, 2017 4 

 

Agenda Item 198/2017 

OPTIONS  

 

The following options are presented for Council’s consideration: 
 

1. That Council endorse the proposed universal access design concept for the Queen’s 
Park Washroom as outlined in this report. 

 

2. That Council provides alternate direction to staff. 

 

Staff recommends Option #1. 

 

 

CONCLUSION 

Replacing the existing Queen's Park public washroom creates an opportunity to provide a 

design to serve park users in a new and better way.  The universal washroom design is a 
growing trend and this design concept will ensure that current and future needs are met. 

 

ATTACHMENT 

 

Attachment A - Proposed Queen's Park Universal Washroom Concept 

 

 

 

This report has been prepared by Jay Young, Manager of Queen's Park Arenex 

 
This report was reviewed by Steve Kellock, Senior Manager of Recreation Services & 

Facilities 

 

  Approved for Presentation to Council 

 

 

 

 
   

Dean Gibson 

Director of Parks and Recreation 

 Lisa Spitale 

Chief Administrative Officer 

 

 

 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachment A 

Proposed Queen’s Park Universal Washroom 
Concept 

 
 

  
  



 

 

 

 

 



R E P O R T  
Land Use and Planning Committee 

To: Mayor Coté and Members of Council Date: 4/24/2017 

From: Land Use and Planning Committee File: OCP00015 

REZ00128 

Item #: 174/2017 

Subject: 1102, 1110, 1116 and 1122 Salter Street: Official Community Plan 

Amendment and Rezoning to Allow a 78 Unit Residential Development, 

Park and Road Dedication - Bylaws for First and Second Readings 

RECOMMENDATION 

THAT Council consider Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw 7916, 2017 and 

Zoning Amendment Bylaw 7917, 2017 for First and Second Reading and forward the 

Bylaw to a Public Hearing on May 29, 2017.  

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

An application has been received to amend the Official Community Plan Land Use 

Designation and rezone the properties addressed as 1102, 1110, 1116 and 1122 Salter Street 

to allow a development with 78 residential units.  

The project supports a number of important City policies and objectives:  

1. It satisfies the intent of the existing Official Community Plan Land Use Designation

and the density identified for the site.

2. The proposal to construct townhomes and duplex dwellings on the north half of the

site is appropriate as that portion of the site will not change elevation significantly and

these two forms of housing place the parking under the dwelling to elevate the

residential floor space above the flood plain requirement. On the south half of the site

where the elevation of the site will be raised, row houses and compact lot dwellings

18.
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can be considered as they place parking at grade to the rear of their lot and the 

residential floor space is constructed near grade. 

 

3. The application provides a variety of housing forms and tenure types. The duplex, 

compact lot and row houses will be fee simple ownership while the townhouses will 
be strata ownership. 

 

4. All of the housing proposed is ground oriented and designed for families. 

 

5. The site is near transit and the commercial amenities located on Ewen Avenue. 

 

6. Both local schools and the Queensborough Community Centre and park are within a 

five minute walk. 

 

7. The project satisfies all flood plain requirements.  

 

8. The applicant has consulted with the Queensborough Residents’ Association and held 
a public Open House. The Association has supported the application. 

 

9. The project design was supported by the New Westminster Design Panel. The project 
design satisfies the intent of the Official Community Plan Development Permit Area 

Designation. 

 

10. The application has been supported by the Advisory Planning Commission. 

 

1. Comments & Analysis 

 

At its meeting held April 10, 2017, the Land Use and Planning Committee (LUPC) 

considered the attached staff report and adopted the above recommendation.  

 

1.1  Engineering requirements 

 

Engineering requirements are attached to the April 10, 2017 LUPC report. 

 

2. OPTIONS 

 

The following options are presented for Council consideration: 

 

1. That Council consider Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw 7916, 2017 and 

Zoning Amendment Bylaw 7917, 2017 for First and Second Reading and forward the 

Bylaw to a Public Hearing on May 29, 2017. 

 

2. That Council provide staff with alternative direction. 
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The Land Use and Planning Committee recommend option 1. 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENTS 

 

Attachment 1: Report from LUPC Dated April 10, 2017 

Attachment 2: Official Community Plan (1102, 1110, 1116 and 1122 Salter Street)  

Amendment Bylaw No. 7916, 2017 

Attachment 3: Zoning Amendment Bylaw (1102, 1110, 1116 and 1122 Salter Street) No.  

7917, 2017 

 

 

 

This report has been prepared by: 

Jim Hurst, Planner 

 

This report was reviewed by: 

John Stark, Acting Manager of Planning 

 

 

Submitted on Behalf of the Land Use 

and Planning Committee 

 

 

 

 Approved for Presentation to Council 

 

 

Jackie Teed 

Acting Director of Development 

Services 

 

 Lisa Spitale 

Chief Administrative Officer 

 

 

 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Attachment 1 

Report to LUPC dated April 10, 2017 

 

 









































































Attachment  



November 18, 2016 

 

Jim Hurst, RPP, MCIP 

Development Planner 

Development Services 

City of New Westminster 

511 Royal Avenue 

New Westminster, BC  

V3L 1H9 

 

jhurst@newwestcity.ca  

 

Dear Mr. Hurst  

 

Re: 1102, 1110, 1116 and 1122 Salter Street 

 

The Arlington Group was retained to undertake public consultation by the proponents of a 

comprehensive residential development proposed for a 2.08 hectare site (5.08 acre) site at 1102, 

1110, 1116 and 1122 Salter Street in Queensborough.  This consultation consisted of notification 

to nearby residents and marinas of upcoming processes, organization and hosting of an Open 

House on November 8, 2016, attendance at a meeting of the Queensborough Residents’ 

Association, also on November 8, 2016 and follow-up discussion with the City and residents. 

 

Notification of Residents  

Notices were prepared documenting the proposed change in the Official Community Plan from 

Residential - Compact Lot (RCL) to Residential - Medium Density (RM) and the four proposed 

zones for the site.  The notices provided a summary of the proposed land uses for the 78 housing 

units and an invitation to attend an Open House from 5:00-6:30 pm followed by a presentation to 

the Queensborough Residents’ Association, both on November 8, 2011 at the Queensborough 

Community Association.  The double sided notices also included a site plan, breakdown of land 

uses and three sketches for the development.  A total of 65 notices were hand delivered, with 59 

to residents and marinas within a 100 metre radius of the development on the October 29-30 

weekend and the remaining 6 to residents just beyond the 100 metre radius on October 31.  

Notices were distributed as follows: 

 14 dwellings from 111 to 220 Jardine Street  

 17 dwellings from 1016 to 1209 Salter Street   

 10 dwellings and marinas from 87 to 101 and from 1183 to  1209 South Dyke Road 

 5 dwellings from 167 to 197 Gifford Street 

 13 dwellings from 1147 to 1195 Sparks Court 

 6 dwellings on the west side of Gifford Street (Nov 31)  

A copy of the notice is contained in Appendix A. 

 

Results 

1. Hand Delivery of Notices 

Nearly two thirds of residents (42 or 65%) were home as the notices were delivered in the late 

afternoon and early evening.   An envelope with the information package was left in the 

mailboxes of those not home.  Awareness of the development was high due to the large area of 



the site, its visual prominence with preload, the vacant nature of the site for a number of years 

and the recent placement of numerous notification signs along all abutting roads.   

 

Those at home were quite receptive to receiving information about the proposed development 

and a significant number indicated they appreciated someone delivering this information on their 

doorstep.   

 

Several persons indicated they would pass the information package onto a family member who is 

more conversant in English or to the property owner.  Several others indicated they would not be 

able to attend the event on November 8 as they did not go out at night or for other reasons. 

 

Most doorstep inquiries concerned the land use mix and the specific residential use adjacent to 

their property.  The other most common inquiry concerned vehicular access to the development.  

The level of interest was highest for those living opposite the site on Jardine Street or the Sparks 

Court cul-de-sac, which backs onto the site.  Several specific questions and comments were 

raised by residents along Sparks Court.  These concerned previous construction activity on the 

site (e.g. preloading, noise and vibration from heavy equipment, settlement of buildings), the 

width of roads and contrast between their single family lots, the smaller compact lots proposed 

on the development site and the size of the row houses and townhouses.  

 

2. November 8, 2016 Open House 

Story boards documenting the proposed development were displayed at the Open House from 

5:00 to 7:00 pm in the Queensborough Community Centre.  The story boards consisted of a site 

plan, aerial view of the site and surrounding neighbourhood, existing and proposed streetscapes, 

the landscape plan and renderings of typical residential housing typologies.  An architectural 

package was available on a table showing the design rationale, building plans and layouts, 

individual lot areas, and area calculations for all residential uses.  Key excerpts from the 

Queensborough Community Plan (OCP) and the Zoning Bylaw were provided.  They included 

OCP Schedule B - Parks, Trails and Greenway Streets, Schedule C - Land Use Designations 

Map, Map 6 - Queensborough Street Hierarchy, Map 7 - Priority Street Network Improvements 

Identified by Residents, Section 11.0 - Land Use Designations in the OCP, and Development 

Permit Area Guidelines for #2 Compact Lots and #4 Intertidal areas.  From the Zoning Bylaw, 

the RT-3A, RT-2D and RT-2E zoning schedules were provided as well as the off-street parking 

requirements. 

 

A sign in sheet was provided at the door entrance.  It was signed by 5 persons, all from 

Queensborough.  Four were from the immediate area; the fifth person was a resident of Port 

Royal.  Appendix B contains a copy of the sign in sheet.  Three other persons, two adults and one 

child, attended the Open House.  One couple indicated an interest in a duplex unit or row house 

and inquired about building areas, floor layouts, prices and timing of the development.  Another 

person inquired about whether the road construction along Jardine Street would rebuild the entire 

street or consist of a ½ road.  He was concerned about the narrow width of the existing road, its 

poor condition and how drainage improvements would be addressed.  

 

Finally a double sided comment sheet was provided allowing residents to comment on six 

aspects of the project (land uses, architectural design, landscape plan and open space, foreshore 

dedication, vehicular access and parking, timing of development and mitigation of construction 



impacts). An open ended question was also included to cover any other subject area on which 

residents might wish to comment.  Appendix C contains a copy of the survey.  One person took a 

copy of the survey but none of the 50 available copies were filled out and deposited in the 

comments box that was provided. 

 

3. Queensborough Residents’ Association Meeting 

The Queensborough Residents’ Association (QRA) meeting took place from 7:00 pm to 8:45 

pm.  There were 22 persons in attendance in addition to Jim Hurst from the Development 

Services Department and three persons representing the applicant. 

 

The president of the QRA, Laurie David Moore, invited Jim Hurst to provide some background 

to the development proposal.  Jim provided information about the reason for the change in the 

Official Community Plan (OCP) as only the compact single family lots fit within the existing 

OCP.  He then indicated the location of the other three ground oriented land uses in the 

development proposal and how they contributed to housing diversity in the OCP.  Jim Hurst 

fielded a number of questions regarding the proposed development in in Queensborough in 

general.  These questions concerned road construction requirements, permitted uses below the 

minimum Flood Construction Level  of 3.53 m GSC, exemptions from habitable building areas, 

the use of the riparian area, the likely location of the proposed perimeter trail along the foreshore, 

and surveying challenges that occur in Queensborough. 

 

Graham Farstad then provided information on the consultation process leading up to the meeting 

and invited all those interested to fill out a comment sheet.  He then circulated an 11” x 17“ map 

of the land use designations and the parks, trails and greenways map in the OCP.  He noted the 

presence of other OCP and Zoning Bylaw excerpts relevant to the proposal and encouraged those 

present to review the materials on display on the table at the back of the room.  Graham Farstad 

then introduced the project architect Bernard Decosse. 

 

Bernard Decosse introduced and described the approximately 14 story boards on display.  Issues 

covered consisted of a description of the different land use concepts for the project, the project 

mix consisting of strata townhouses and fee simple compact single family homes, row houses 

and duplex units.  The project contains 18 duplex units (9 buildings), 10 compact single family 

lots with a maximum area of 3,000 square feet, 14 row houses and 36 townhouses for a total of 

78 dwellings.  The lot areas are similar to those in Port Royal.  The lot widths vary from 29 feet 

for interior lots to 40’ 7” for exterior lots.  Townhouses will have a mixture of 2 and 3 bedroom 

units. Typical two bedroom units will be 1,300 square feet while three bedroom units will be 

1,850 square feet.  Compact single family dwellings vary from 1,800 to 2,100 square feet in area.  

No secondary suites will be proposed in any of the residential components.  The zoning will not 

permit secondary suites and the design will make this virtually impossible.  Typical three storey 

units will feature an entrance foyer and double garage at grade with the living and dining areas 

and the kitchen on the second level.  Three bedrooms are located on the third or top level.  As a 

result there will be no opportunity for the dwellings to contain secondary suites. 

 

Habitable space is required to meet the Flood Construction Level of 3.53 metres but most of the 

development area will be below this elevation.  The Geotechnical report recommends ground 

elevations of between 2.0 and 3.0 metres along the western property line and 1.5 metres adjacent 

to Jardine and Salter Streets.  The elevations will be lower than the current elevations as the 



existing preload will be removed.  The streets, open space, areas around the buildings will be 

below the Flood Construction Level and well as the entrance foyer and garages of the dwelling 

units. 

 

Road accesses into the development will be from Jardine Street.  The main access road will 

consist of a 16.6 metre road dedication midway between Salter Street and South Dyke Road plus 

two 6.0 metre wide lanes.  Parking will meet all zoning requirements including visitor parking.  

Garbage trucks will have full access to the development. 

 

The children’s play area and open space (at the end of the dedicated road) will be turned over to 

the City and available for community use.  The community garden plots within the townhouse 

development will be available for use by strata owners.  

 

Perimeter roads will be reconstructed to be determined by the Engineering Department.  A recent 

meeting was held with Engineering concerning both Jardine and Salter Streets.  Traffic calming 

measures will be introduced for both streets.  While the precise road requirements have not been 

determined, Jardine Street will require a significant rise from the 0.61 metre elevation at Salter 

Street to a high point of 4.6 metres at its intersection with South Dyke Road. 

 

Bernard Decosse presented images of typical building streetscapes and added that additional 

variations will be developed in the next several weeks. 

 

Johnny Zhang then provided a brief presentation covering the landscape plan prepared by 

Maruyama Associates Landscape Architects. He noted that 160 new trees will be provided to the 

currently barren site and addressed landscaping around the patios, the open space area at the 

western end of the dedicated road, the community gardens and other landscape features along the 

central townhouse courtyard and the landscaping for the raingarden along parts of the site 

perimeter. 

 

Questions were raised throughout the various presentations.  The issues covered were identified 

in the aforementioned discussion.  No opposition to the proposed development was expressed.   

 

Following the presentations, a brief presentation regarding a single family rezoning took place 

followed by a proposal by a member the QRA and other business of the QRA.  Laurie Moore 

then closed the meeting and indicated he would write a letter to the City concerning the review 

of the Salter Street development by the QRA. That letter of support is included in Appendix D. 

 

4. Follow up Contacts 

No follow up calls were received in response to the notices which contained a telephone number 

contact, or following the November 8 Open House and meeting with the Queensborough 

Residents’ Association. 

 

5. Summary  

Notices were hand delivered distributed to 65 residents and businesses including all within a 100 

metre radius from the proposed development.  Nearly two thirds were present when the notices 

were delivered.  Two residents on Sparkes Crescent indicated concerns about the land uses or 

density. 
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Official Community Plan  

(1102, 1110, 1116 and 1122 Salter Street) 

Amendment Bylaw No. 7916, 2017 

 

 

 

 

 

 



CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF NEW WESTMINSTER 

BYLAW NO. 7916, 2017 

A Bylaw to Amend Official Community Plan Designation Bylaw No. 7435, 2011 

________________________________________________________________________________ 

WHEREAS the Local Government Act empowers a local government to adopt an Official 

Community Plan; 

AND WHEREAS the Corporation of the City of New Westminster has adopted “Official 

Community Plan Designation Bylaw No.  7435, 2011”; 

AND WHEREAS the Council has specifically considered whether consultation is required with: 

 (a) Qayqayt First Nation; 

 

 (b) Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure; 

 

(c) Ministry of Environment; 

 

(d) Federal Department of Fisheries and Oceans; 

 

(e) Port Metro Vancouver; and 

 

(f)  the Board of Education of School District 40; 

 

(g) any other persons, organizations and authorities it considers will be affected’ 

 

and whether such consultation, if required, should be early or ongoing; 

AND WHEREAS the Council has considered the amendment, between first and second reading of 

the bylaw, in conjunction with: 

(a) the City’s Capital Expenditure Program (as contained in the “Five Year Financial 

Plan Bylaw No. 7906, 2017”), and 

(b) the Solid Waste Management Plan 1995 and the 2002 Liquid Waste Management 

Plan of the Greater Vancouver Regional District; 

AND WHEREAS the Council has consulted with the Board of Trustees of School District No. 40 

and has sought its input as to the matters set out in section 881(2) of the Local Government Act in 

respect of the amendment; 

AND WHEREAS the Council has held a Public Hearing on the amendment; 

(a) AND WHEREAS the City wishes to amend the Official Community Plan designated in 

Bylaw No. 7435, 2011 by changing the land use designation for that property shown as 

Document #: 1019935 
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Block A outlined on the Plan to Accompany City of New Westminster Bylaw No. 7916, 

2017 attached to this Bylaw as Schedule 1, from (RLC) Residential – Compact Lot to 

Residential – Medium Density (RM) ; 

 

NOW THEREFORE the Council of the Corporation of the City of New Westminster in open 

meeting assembled hereby enacts as follows: 

1. This Bylaw may be cited as “Official Community Plan (Land Use Designation Amendment) 

Bylaw No. 7916, 2017”. 

2. The Official Community Plan designation in Bylaw No. 7435, 2011 is amended by altering 

the land use designation for that property shown as Block A outlined on the Plan to 

Accompany City of New Westminster Bylaw No. 7916, 2017 attached to this Bylaw as 

Schedule 1, from (RLC) Residential – Compact Lot to Residential – Medium Density (RM) 

and by amending all associated maps to reflect such alteration. 

READ A FIRST TIME on an affirmative vote of a majority of all members of Council this 

______________ day of ______________, 2017. 

READ A SECOND TIME on an affirmative vote of a majority of all members of Council this 

______________ day of _____________, 2017. 

PUBLIC HEARING held this _________________day of_________________, 2017 

READ A THIRD TIME on an affirmative vote of a majority of all members of Council this 

______________ day of ________________, 2017. 

ADOPTED on an affirmative vote of a majority of all members of Council this ________ day of 

______________, 2017. 

 

 

              

Mayor       City Clerk 
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THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF NEW WESTMINSTER 

BYLAW NO. 7917, 2017 
 

A Bylaw to Amend Zoning Bylaw No. 6680, 2001 

_________________________________________________________________ 

  

WHEREAS the Council has adopted a zoning bylaw under Part 26 of the Local 

Government Act, and wishes to amend the bylaw; and 

 

THE CITY COUNCIL of the Corporation of the City of New Westminster, in 

open meeting assembled, ENACTS AS FOLLOWS: 

 

1. This Bylaw may be cited for all purposes as "Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 

7917, 2017." 

2. Zoning Bylaw No. 6680, 2001 is amended by: 

 

(a) adding as section 1071 the regulations attached to this Bylaw as 

Schedule 1; 

(b) changing to the Comprehensive Development Districts (1102 Salter 

Street) (CD-71)  the zoning designation of the lands shown as Block A 

and Block B outlined on the Plan to Accompany City of New 

Westminster Bylaw No. 7917, 2017 attached to this Bylaw as Schedule 2; 

(c) changing to the Queensborough Townhouse Districts (RT-3A) the zoning 

designation of the land shown as Block C outlined on the Plan to 

Accompany City of  New Westminster Bylaw No. 7917, 2017 attached to 

this Bylaw as Schedule 2; 

(d) changing to the Row House Districts (RT-2E) the zoning designation of 

the land shown as Block D outlined on the Plan to Accompany City of  

New Westminster Bylaw No. 7917, 2017 attached to this Bylaw as 

Schedule 2; 

(e) changing to the Single Detached Dwelling District (Compact Lots) (RT-

2D) the zoning designation of the land shown as Block E outlined on the 

Plan to Accompany City of  New Westminster Bylaw No. 7917, 2017 

attached to this Bylaw as Schedule 2; 

(f) changing to the Parks District (P-10) the zoning designation of the land 

shown as Block F outlined on the Plan to Accompany City of  New 

Westminster Bylaw No. 7917, 2017 attached to this Bylaw as Schedule 2; 

 

 

 

GIVEN TWO READINGS this                 day of                            2017. 

 

 PUBLIC HEARING held this                  day of                           2017. 

 

 GIVEN THIRD READING this               day of                           2017. 
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ADOPTED and the Seal of the Corporation of the City of New Westminster 

affixed this           day of                               2017. 

 

 
_________________________ 

               MAYOR 

 

            

       _________________________

                    CORPORATE OFFICER 



SCHEDULE 1 

 
1071 Comprehensive Development Districts (1102 Salter Street) (CD – 71) 

 

1071.1 The intent of this district is to allow two-family dwellings on compact lots in the 

Queensborough neighbourhood. 

 

Permitted Uses 

 

1071.2 The following uses and no others shall be permitted in the (CD – 71) district: 

 

1071.3 Single detached dwellings to (RQ-1) District standards 

 

1071.4 Duplexes 

 

1071.5 The keeping of not more than two boarders or lodgers or more than four foster or 

eight child care children within a dwelling unit 

 

1071.6 Home based businesses 

 

1071.7 Public utilities 

 

1071.8 Accessory buildings and uses provided that all accessory buildings and uses: 

 

If detached accessory buildings, 

 

a) shall not exceed one storey and 

 

(i) in the case of a peaked roof no portion of the roof shall exceed 15 feet  

(4.57 metres), or 

 

(ii) in the case of a roof having a pitch of 4:12 or less , no part of the roof 

shall exceed 12 feet (3.6 metres); in each case measured from the finished floor 

of the detached accessory building     

 

b) shall not be located in the required front yard; 

 

c) shall not be located closer than twice the width of the required side yard from the 

window of a habitable room on an adjoining site unless such window is above the roof 

line of such accessory building; 

 

d) shall not be located closer to a lane than 22 feet (6.71 metres), less the width of 

such lane; 

 

e) shall not be closer than 5 feet (1.52 metres) from side and rear site lines where such 

accessory building or use is a swimming pool or an enclosure of a swimming pool; 

 

f) shall be located not closer than a distance of 15 feet (4.57 metres) from the corner of 

the site at an intersection of a street and lane; 
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g) shall be located not closer than 4.5 feet (1.37 metres) from any rear or side site line 

bounded by a street; 

 

h) shall not cover more than ten percent (10%) of the site area; 

 

i) shall not be dormered; and  

 

j) shall be limited to one toilet fixture and one sink fixture and no other plumbing 

fixtures.               

 

If attached accessory buildings, 

 

a) that are accessory greenhouses, parking structures, swimming pool covers, decks, 

porches, or balconies shall be deemed to be accessory buildings; 

  

b) shall not exceed one storey nor a height of 15 feet (4.57 metres) measured from the 

finished floor of such accessory building; 

 

c) shall not be located in the required front yard; 

 

d) shall not be located closer than twice the width of the required side yard from the 

window of a habitable room on an adjoining site, unless such window is above the roof 

line of the accessory building; 

 

e) shall be located not closer than a distance of 15 feet (4.57 metres) from the corner of 

the site at an intersection of a street and lane; 

 

f) shall be located not closer than 5 feet (1.52 metres) from any rear or side site line 

bounded by a street; 

 

g) shall not cover more than ten percent (10%) of the site area. 

 

Height 

 

1071.9 The height of the principal building shall not exceed 31.0 feet (9.45 metres). 

 

Yard Requirements  

 

1071.10 Yards shall be provided of not less than: 

 

Property Line Requirement 

  

Front 13 feet (3.96 metres) 

Rear 5 feet (1.52 metres) 

Interior Side 8 feet (2.43 metres) 

Exterior Side 16 feet (4.88 metres) 

 

Site Coverage 
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1071.11 All principal buildings, in total, shall not cover more than fifty percent (50%) of 

the site area. 

 

Floor Space 

 

1071.12  Despite Section 120.80, for the purpose of this Schedule, floor space shall 

mean the horizontal cross-sectional area of the principal building to the outside of the 

outer walls of the building at each storey and determining the total of all such areas, 

excluding any flood control area which consists of areas located at grade that are used 

solely for the purpose of the parking of automobiles and the provision of access to the 

residential unit. 

 

1071.13 The maximum floor space permitted for any duplex dwelling shall not exceed 

3,480 square feet (323.3 square metres). 

 

Site Area and Site Frontage 

 

1071.14 The minimum lot size for any interior lot shall be not less than 3,600 square feet 

(342.01 square metres) with a frontage of not less than ten percent (10%) of its 

perimeter. 

 

1071.15 The minimum lot size for any corner lot shall be not less than 3,800 square feet 

(353.03 square metres) with a frontage of not less than ten percent (10%) of its 

perimeter. 

 

Off-Street Parking 

 

1071.16 Off-Street parking shall be provided in accordance with the provisions of 

Section 150 of this Bylaw 

 

. 



 

SCHEDULE 2 

 





There is no Report with this Item. 
Please see Attachment(s). 



CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF NEW WESTMINSTER 

BYLAW NO. 7916, 2017 

A Bylaw to Amend Official Community Plan Designation Bylaw No. 7435, 2011 
________________________________________________________________________________ 

WHEREAS the Local Government Act empowers a local government to adopt an Official 
Community Plan; 

AND WHEREAS the Corporation of the City of New Westminster has adopted “Official 
Community Plan Designation Bylaw No.  7435, 2011”; 

AND WHEREAS the Council has specifically considered whether consultation is required with: 

 (a) Qayqayt First Nation; 
 

 (b) Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure; 
 

(c) Ministry of Environment; 
 
(d) Federal Department of Fisheries and Oceans; 
 
(e) Port Metro Vancouver; and 
 
(f)  the Board of Education of School District 40; 
 
(g) any other persons, organizations and authorities it considers will be affected’ 

 

and whether such consultation, if required, should be early or ongoing; 

AND WHEREAS the Council has considered the amendment, between first and second reading of 
the bylaw, in conjunction with: 

(a) the City’s Capital Expenditure Program (as contained in the “Five Year Financial 
Plan Bylaw No. 7906, 2017”), and 

(b) the Solid Waste Management Plan 1995 and the 2002 Liquid Waste Management 
Plan of the Greater Vancouver Regional District; 

AND WHEREAS the Council has consulted with the Board of Trustees of School District No. 40 
and has sought its input as to the matters set out in section 881(2) of the Local Government Act in 
respect of the amendment; 

AND WHEREAS the Council has held a Public Hearing on the amendment; 

(a) AND WHEREAS the City wishes to amend the Official Community Plan designated in 
Bylaw No. 7435, 2011 by changing the land use designation for that property shown as 

Document #: 1019935 
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Block A outlined on the Plan to Accompany City of New Westminster Bylaw No. 7916, 
2017 attached to this Bylaw as Schedule 1, from (RLC) Residential – Compact Lot to 
Residential – Medium Density (RM) ; 
 

NOW THEREFORE the Council of the Corporation of the City of New Westminster in open 
meeting assembled hereby enacts as follows: 

1. This Bylaw may be cited as “Official Community Plan (Land Use Designation Amendment) 
Bylaw No. 7916, 2017”. 

2. The Official Community Plan designation in Bylaw No. 7435, 2011 is amended by altering 
the land use designation for that property shown as Block A outlined on the Plan to 
Accompany City of New Westminster Bylaw No. 7916, 2017 attached to this Bylaw as 
Schedule 1, from (RLC) Residential – Compact Lot to Residential – Medium Density (RM) 
and by amending all associated maps to reflect such alteration. 

READ A FIRST TIME on an affirmative vote of a majority of all members of Council this 
______________ day of ______________, 2017. 

READ A SECOND TIME on an affirmative vote of a majority of all members of Council this 
______________ day of _____________, 2017. 

PUBLIC HEARING held this _________________day of_________________, 2017 

READ A THIRD TIME on an affirmative vote of a majority of all members of Council this 
______________ day of ________________, 2017. 

ADOPTED on an affirmative vote of a majority of all members of Council this ________ day of 
______________, 2017. 

 
 
              
Mayor       City Clerk 
 

 





There is no Report with this Item. 
Please see Attachment(s). 



THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF NEW WESTMINSTER 
BYLAW NO. 7917, 2017 

 
A Bylaw to Amend Zoning Bylaw No. 6680, 2001 

_________________________________________________________________ 
  
WHEREAS the Council has adopted a zoning bylaw under Part 26 of the Local 
Government Act, and wishes to amend the bylaw; and 
 
THE CITY COUNCIL of the Corporation of the City of New Westminster, in 
open meeting assembled, ENACTS AS FOLLOWS: 
 
1. This Bylaw may be cited for all purposes as "Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 

7917, 2017." 
2. Zoning Bylaw No. 6680, 2001 is amended by: 
 

(a) adding as section 1071 the regulations attached to this Bylaw as 
Schedule 1; 

(b) changing to the Comprehensive Development Districts (1102 Salter 
Street) (CD-71)  the zoning designation of the lands shown as Block A 
and Block B outlined on the Plan to Accompany City of New 
Westminster Bylaw No. 7917, 2017 attached to this Bylaw as Schedule 2; 

(c) changing to the Queensborough Townhouse Districts (RT-3A) the zoning 
designation of the land shown as Block C outlined on the Plan to 
Accompany City of  New Westminster Bylaw No. 7917, 2017 attached to 
this Bylaw as Schedule 2; 

(d) changing to the Row House Districts (RT-2E) the zoning designation of 
the land shown as Block D outlined on the Plan to Accompany City of  
New Westminster Bylaw No. 7917, 2017 attached to this Bylaw as 
Schedule 2; 

(e) changing to the Single Detached Dwelling District (Compact Lots) (RT-
2D) the zoning designation of the land shown as Block E outlined on the 
Plan to Accompany City of  New Westminster Bylaw No. 7917, 2017 
attached to this Bylaw as Schedule 2; 

(f) changing to the Parks District (P-10) the zoning designation of the land 
shown as Block F outlined on the Plan to Accompany City of  New 
Westminster Bylaw No. 7917, 2017 attached to this Bylaw as Schedule 2; 
 
 

 
GIVEN TWO READINGS this                 day of                            2017. 
 
 PUBLIC HEARING held this                  day of                           2017. 
 
 GIVEN THIRD READING this               day of                           2017. 
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ADOPTED and the Seal of the Corporation of the City of New Westminster 
affixed this           day of                               2017. 
 
 

_________________________ 
               MAYOR 
 
            
       _________________________
                    CORPORATE OFFICER 



SCHEDULE 1 
 

1071 Comprehensive Development Districts (1102 Salter Street) (CD – 71) 
 
1071.1 The intent of this district is to allow two-family dwellings on compact lots in the 
Queensborough neighbourhood. 
 
Permitted Uses 
 
1071.2 The following uses and no others shall be permitted in the (CD – 71) district: 
 
1071.3 Single detached dwellings to (RQ-1) District standards 
 
1071.4 Duplexes 
 
1071.5 The keeping of not more than two boarders or lodgers or more than four foster or 
eight child care children within a dwelling unit 
 
1071.6 Home based businesses 
 
1071.7 Public utilities 
 
1071.8 Accessory buildings and uses provided that all accessory buildings and uses: 
 
If detached accessory buildings, 
 
a) shall not exceed one storey and 

 
(i) in the case of a peaked roof no portion of the roof shall exceed 15 feet  
(4.57 metres), or 
 
(ii) in the case of a roof having a pitch of 4:12 or less , no part of the roof 
shall exceed 12 feet (3.6 metres); in each case measured from the finished floor 
of the detached accessory building     

 
b) shall not be located in the required front yard; 
 
c) shall not be located closer than twice the width of the required side yard from the 
window of a habitable room on an adjoining site unless such window is above the roof 
line of such accessory building; 
 
d) shall not be located closer to a lane than 22 feet (6.71 metres), less the width of 
such lane; 
 
e) shall not be closer than 5 feet (1.52 metres) from side and rear site lines where such 
accessory building or use is a swimming pool or an enclosure of a swimming pool; 
 
f) shall be located not closer than a distance of 15 feet (4.57 metres) from the corner of 
the site at an intersection of a street and lane; 
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g) shall be located not closer than 4.5 feet (1.37 metres) from any rear or side site line 
bounded by a street; 
 
h) shall not cover more than ten percent (10%) of the site area; 
 
i) shall not be dormered; and  
 
j) shall be limited to one toilet fixture and one sink fixture and no other plumbing 
fixtures.               
 
If attached accessory buildings, 
 
a) that are accessory greenhouses, parking structures, swimming pool covers, decks, 
porches, or balconies shall be deemed to be accessory buildings; 
  
b) shall not exceed one storey nor a height of 15 feet (4.57 metres) measured from the 
finished floor of such accessory building; 
 
c) shall not be located in the required front yard; 
 
d) shall not be located closer than twice the width of the required side yard from the 
window of a habitable room on an adjoining site, unless such window is above the roof 
line of the accessory building; 
 
e) shall be located not closer than a distance of 15 feet (4.57 metres) from the corner of 
the site at an intersection of a street and lane; 
 
f) shall be located not closer than 5 feet (1.52 metres) from any rear or side site line 
bounded by a street; 
 
g) shall not cover more than ten percent (10%) of the site area. 
 
Height 
 
1071.9 The height of the principal building shall not exceed 31.0 feet (9.45 metres). 
 
Yard Requirements  
 
1071.10 Yards shall be provided of not less than: 
 

Property Line Requirement 
  
Front 13 feet (3.96 metres) 
Rear 5 feet (1.52 metres) 
Interior Side 8 feet (2.43 metres) 
Exterior Side 16 feet (4.88 metres) 

 
Site Coverage 
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1071.11 All principal buildings, in total, shall not cover more than fifty percent (50%) of 
the site area. 
 
Floor Space 
 
1071.12  Despite Section 120.80, for the purpose of this Schedule, floor space shall 
mean the horizontal cross-sectional area of the principal building to the outside of the 
outer walls of the building at each storey and determining the total of all such areas, 
excluding any flood control area which consists of areas located at grade that are used 
solely for the purpose of the parking of automobiles and the provision of access to the 
residential unit. 
 
1071.13 The maximum floor space permitted for any duplex dwelling shall not exceed 
3,480 square feet (323.3 square metres). 
 
Site Area and Site Frontage 
 
1071.14 The minimum lot size for any interior lot shall be not less than 3,600 square feet 
(342.01 square metres) with a frontage of not less than ten percent (10%) of its 
perimeter. 
 
1071.15 The minimum lot size for any corner lot shall be not less than 3,800 square feet 
(353.03 square metres) with a frontage of not less than ten percent (10%) of its 
perimeter. 
 
Off-Street Parking 
 
1071.16 Off-Street parking shall be provided in accordance with the provisions of 
Section 150 of this Bylaw 
 
. 



 
SCHEDULE 2 

 





There is no Report with this Item. 
Please see Attachment(s). 



Doc# 982560 

CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF NEW WESTMINSTER 

BYLAW NO. 7902, 2017 

A Bylaw to Name a Street in the Queensborough Area 

WHEREAS section 39 of the Community Charter, S.B.C. 2003, Chapter 26 authorizes 

Council to, by bylaw, assign a name or number to a highway, as defined under the 

Community Charter; 

NOW THEREFORE THE CITY COUNCIL of the Corporation of the City of New 

Westminster in open meeting assembled ENACTS AS FOLLOWS: 

1. This Bylaw may be cited for all purposes as “Street Naming Bylaw No. 

7902, 2017.” 

2. That portion of highway shown crosshatched on the sketch plan attached to 

and forming part of this Bylaw as Schedule “A” is assigned the name 

“Mabel Street”. 

READ A FIRST TIME this _______ day of ________________, 2017. 

READ A SECOND TIME this ________ day of _______________, 2017. 

READ A THIRD TIME this _________ day of __________________, 2017. 

ADOPTED this ________ day of ______________, 2017. 

_________________________________ 

      MAYOR 

_________________________________ 

   CORPORATE OFFICER

22.
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There is no Report with this Item. 
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THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF NEW WESTMINSTER 

BYLAW NO. 7872, 2016 

A bylaw of the Corporation of the City of New Westminster to designate the principal building 
located at 1023 Third Avenue as protected heritage property. 

________________________________________________________________________________ 

WHEREAS the Local Government Act, RSBC 2015, c.1 provides Council with authority, by bylaw, to 
designate  real  property,  in  whole  or  in  part,  as  protected  heritage  property,  on  terms  and 
conditions it considers appropriate; 

AND WHEREAS the registered owner of the land located at 1023 Third Avenue has entered into a 
heritage revitalization agreement in relation to the principal building currently located on the land 
as  authorized by Heritage Revitalization Agreement  (1023  Third Avenue) Bylaw No. 7871, 2016 
(the “Heritage Revitalization Agreement”), has  requested  that Council designate  that building as 
protected heritage property,  and has  released  the City  from  any obligation  to  compensate  the 
registered owner for the effect of such designation; 

AND WHEREAS  Council  considers  that  the  principal  building  located  at  1023  Third  Avenue  has 
significant heritage value and character and  is a prominent and valued heritage property  in  the 
City;  

AND WHEREAS Council considers that designation of the principal building  located at 1023 Third 
Avenue  as  protected  heritage  property  under  the  provisions  of  the  Local  Government  Act  is 
necessary and desirable for its conservation;  

NOW  THEREFORE  City  Council  of  the  Corporation  of  the  City  of  New  Westminster  enacts  as 
follows: 

1 TITLE 

1. This  Bylaw  may  be  cited  for  all  purposes  as  "Heritage  Designation  Bylaw  (1023  Third 
Avenue) No. 7872, 2016." 

2 INTERPRETATION 

2. In  this  Bylaw,  the  terms  “heritage  value”,  “heritage  character”  and  “alter”  have  the 
corresponding meanings given to them in the Local Government Act. 

3 DESIGNATION 

3. The principal building  located on  that parcel of  land having a civic address of 1023 Third 
Avenue, New Westminster, British Columbia, and legally described as PID: 005‐407‐524, Lot 
7 of Lots 15, 16 and 17 Suburban Block 6 Plan 2620, shown on the aerial photo attached 
hereto as Schedule “A”  (the “Building”),  is hereby designated  in  its entirety as protected 
heritage property under section 611 of the Local Government Act of British Columbia. 

23b.
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4 PROHIBITION 

4. Except as expressly permitted by Section 5 or as authorized by a heritage alteration permit 
issued by  the City, no person  shall undertake any of  the  following actions, nor  cause or 
permit any of the following actions to be undertaken in relation to the Building:  

(a) alter the exterior facade of the Building;  

(b) make a structural change to the Building including, without limitation, demolition of 
the Building or any structural change resulting in demolition of the Building; 

(c) move the Building; or 

(d) alter, excavate or build on that portion of land upon which the Building is located.  

5 EXEMPTIONS 

5. Despite  Section  4,  the  following  actions  may  be  undertaken  in  relation  to  the  Building 
without first obtaining a heritage alteration permit from the City: 

(a) non‐structural renovations or alterations to the interior of the Building that do not 
alter the exterior appearance of the Building; and 

(b) normal  repairs and maintenance  that do not alter  the exterior appearance of  the 
Building. 

6. For  the purpose of  section 5, “normal  repairs” means  the  repair or  replacement of non‐
structural  elements,  components  or  finishing  materials  of  the  Building  with  elements, 
components or finishing materials that are equivalent to those being replaced  in terms of 
heritage character, material composition, colour, dimensions and quality. 

6 MAINTENANCE 

7. The  Building  shall  be  maintained  in  good  repair  in  accordance  with  the  City  of  New 
Westminster  Heritage  Site  Minimum  Maintenance  Standards  Bylaw  No.  6498,  1998,  as 
amended or replaced from time to time, and, in the event that Bylaw No. 6498 is repealed 
and  not  replaced,  the  registered  owner  shall  continue  to  maintain  the  Building  to  the 
standards that applied under Bylaw No. 6498 immediately prior to its repeal. 

7 HERITAGE ALTERATION PERMITS 

8. Where a heritage alteration permit  is required under  this Bylaw  for a proposed action  in 
relation  to  the  Building,  application  shall  be  made  to  the  City  of  New  Westminster 
Development  Services  Department,  Planning  Division  in  the  manner  and  on  the  form 
prescribed, and the applicant shall pay the fee imposed by the City for such permit, if any. 

9. City Council, or its authorized delegate, is hereby authorized to: 
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(a) issue a heritage alteration permit for situations in which the proposed action would
be  consistent  with  the  heritage  protection  provided  for  the  Building  under  this
Bylaw and the Heritage Revitalization Agreement;

(b) withhold the issue of a heritage alteration permit for an action which would not be
consistent with the heritage protection provided for the Building under this Bylaw
or the Heritage Revitalization Agreement;

(c) establish and impose terms, requirements and conditions on the issue of a heritage
alteration  permit  that  are  considered  to  be  consistent  with  the  purpose  of  the
heritage  protection  of  the  Building  provided  under  this  Bylaw  and  the  Heritage
Revitalization Agreement; and

(d) determine whether the terms, requirements and conditions of a heritage alteration
permit have been met.

8 RECONSIDERATION BY COUNCIL

10. An applicant or owner whose application for a heritage alteration permit for alteration of
the  Building  has  been  considered  by  an  authorized  delegate  may  apply  for  a
reconsideration of the matter by Council, and such reconsideration shall be without charge
to the applicant or owner.

GIVEN FIRST READING this day of 2016.

GIVEN SECOND READING day of 2016.

PUBLIC HEARING held this day of 2016.

GIVEN THIRD READING this day of 2016.

ADOPTED and the Seal of the Corporation of the City of New Westminster affixed this

day of 2016.

_________________________________
MAYOR

_________________________________
CITY CLERK

7th November

7th November

28th

28th

November

November
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There is no Report with this Item. 
Please see Attachment(s). 



City of New Westminster 
 

CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF NEW WESTMINSTER 
 

BYLAW NO. 7911, 2017 
A Bylaw to impose a tax on frontage on owners of land 
pursuant to the provision of Section 200 of the Community Charter 
in the area of the Downtown of the City of New Westminster 
designated as a Business Improvement Area in the  
“Downtown New Westminster Business Improvement Area 
(Primary Area) Bylaw No. 7184, 2007”           
 

WHEREAS the Council of the Corporation of the City of New Westminster, hereinafter 
referred to as the Corporation, is empowered by the Community Charter to impose and 
levy a local service tax, by means of either or both a property value tax and/or a parcel 
tax, to pay for all or part of the cost of a business improvement area service; 
 
AND WHEREAS the Council did receive a request from the Downtown New 
Westminster Business Improvement Society to establish a Business Improvement Area to 
enable that Society to undertake certain works and services and to encourage and 
promote business within that area; 
 
WHEREAS by Bylaw No. 7184, 2007 the Municipal Council of the Corporation of the 
City of New Westminster designated an area of the downtown of the City of New 
Westminster as a Business Improvement Area in accordance with Section 215 of the 
Community Charter; 
 
AND WHEREAS the Council may levy a local service tax to be borne by the owners of 
real property classified as Class 5 (light industry) or Class 6 (business and other) within a 
Business Improvement Area in accordance with Section 216 and 200 of the Community 
Charter; 
 
AND WHEREAS it is deemed desirable and expedient to impose and levy a local service 
tax by way of establishing a parcel tax on land or improvements, or both,  benefiting from 
such service to meet such costs; 
 
THE CITY COUNCIL of the Corporation of the City of New Westminster ENACTS AS 
FOLLOWS: 
1. This Bylaw may be cited for all purposes as “Downtown New Westminster 
 Business Improvement Area (Primary Area) Parcel Tax Bylaw No. 7911,  2017”. 
 
2.    In this Bylaw, unless the context otherwise requires, 
 
  “Actual frontage” means the number of feet of a parcel 

23c.



City of New Westminster 

 of land which actually abuts on the work or highway; 

“Taxable frontage” of a parcel is the taxable frontage as defined by the 
Downtown New Westminster Business Improvement Area (Primary Area) 
Parcel Tax Roll Bylaw No. 7217, 2008; 

“Total taxable frontage” means the sum of the taxable frontage  
of the parcels of land which abut or are deemed to abut on the work or 
highway. 

3. A parcel tax shall be and is hereby imposed upon the owners of Class 5 and Class
6 land or improvements, or both, within the Downtown New Westminster
Business Improvement Area (Primary Area), the aforesaid tax to be hereinafter
referred to as the “Parcel Tax”.

4. The services provided for which the Parcel Tax is imposed is the planning and
implementing of a business promotion scheme by the Downtown New
Westminster Business Improvement Society to encourage and promote business
within the Business Improvement Area (Primary Area).

5. (1) The Parcel Tax shall be levied in each year on each parcel of land
aforementioned and the amount thereof, except as otherwise provided in this
bylaw, will be the product of the taxable frontage and the annual rate.
(2) The annual rate shall be $19.7945 per taxable frontage foot. 

6. For the purpose of imposing the Parcel tax under this Bylaw the Downtown New
Westminster Business Improvement Area (Primary Area) Parcel Tax Roll,
representing a total taxable frontage of 6,112.8 feet shall be used.

7. (1) The Parcel Tax shall be in force and be effective until the complete 
discharge and satisfaction by the Corporation of all obligations presently 
incurred, and to be incurred, in respect of the aforesaid service.  

(2) Without limiting the effect of subsection (1) of this section, the Parcel Tax shall 
raise the sum of $109,000 for each of the years 2008 and 2009, $115,000 for each of the 
years 2010 and 2011 and $121,000 for each of the years 2012 to 2017. 



City of New Westminster 

GIVEN THREE READINGS this                 day of      , 2017. 

ADOPTED and the Seal of the Corporation of the City of New Westminster affixed this      
day of                             , 2017. 

_________________________ 
MAYOR 

_________________________ 
CORPORATE OFFICER 

24th April



There is no Report with this Item. 
Please see Attachment(s). 



City of New Westminster 

CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF NEW WESTMINSTER 

BYLAW NO. 7914, 2017 
A Bylaw to impose a tax on frontage on owners of land 
pursuant to the provision of Section 200 of the Community Charter 
in the area of the Downtown of the City of New Westminster  
designated as a Business Improvement Area in the  
“Downtown New Westminster Business Improvement Area  
(Secondary Area) Bylaw No. 7185, 2007” 

WHEREAS the Council of the Corporation of the City of New Westminster, hereinafter 
referred to as the Corporation, is empowered by the Community Charter to impose and 
levy a local service tax, by means of either or both a property value tax and/or a parcel 
tax, to pay for all or part of the cost of a business improvement area service; 
AND WHEREAS the Council did receive a request from the Downtown New 
Westminster Business Improvement Society to establish a Business Improvement Area to 
enable that Society to undertake certain works and services and to encourage and 
promote business within that area; 
WHEREAS by Bylaw No. 7185, 2007 the Municipal Council of the Corporation of the 
City of New Westminster designated an area of the downtown of the City of New 
Westminster as a Business Improvement Area in accordance with Section 215 of the 
Community Charter; 

AND WHEREAS the Council may levy a local service tax to be borne by the owners of 
real property classified as Class 5 (light industry) or Class 6 (business and other) within a 
Business Improvement Area in accordance with Section 216 and 200 of the Community 
Charter; 

AND WHEREAS it is deemed desirable and expedient to impose and levy a local service 
tax by way of establishing a parcel tax on land or improvements, or both,  benefiting from 
such service to meet such costs; 

THE CITY COUNCIL of the Corporation of the City of New Westminster ENACTS AS 
FOLLOWS: 

1. This Bylaw may be cited for all purposes as “Downtown New Westminster
Business Improvement Area (Secondary Area) Parcel Tax Bylaw No. 7914,
2017”.

2. In this Bylaw, unless the context otherwise requires,
“Actual frontage” means the number of feet of a parcel 
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 of land which actually abuts on the work or highway; 

“Taxable frontage” of a parcel is the taxable frontage as defined by the 
Downtown New Westminster Business Improvement Area (Secondary 
Area) Parcel Tax Roll Bylaw No. 7218, 2008; 

“Total taxable frontage” means the sum of the taxable frontage  
of the parcels of land which abut or are deemed to abut on the work or 
highway. 

3. A parcel tax shall be and is hereby imposed upon the owners of Class 5 and Class
6 land or improvements, or both, within the Downtown New Westminster
Business Improvement Area (Secondary Area), the aforesaid tax to be hereinafter
referred to as the “Parcel Tax”.

4. The services provided for which the Parcel Tax is imposed is the planning and
implementing of a business promotion scheme by the Downtown New
Westminster Business Improvement Society to encourage and promote business
within the Business Improvement Area (Secondary Area).

5. (1) The Parcel Tax shall be levied in each year on each parcel of land
aforementioned and the amount thereof, except as otherwise provided in this
bylaw, will be the product of the taxable frontage and the annual rate.
(2) The annual rate shall be $14.975 per taxable frontage foot. 

6. For the purpose of imposing the Parcel Tax under this Bylaw the Downtown New
Westminster Business Improvement Area (Secondary Area) Parcel Tax Roll,
representing a total taxable frontage of 5,275.47 feet shall be used.

7. (1) The Parcel Tax shall be in force and be effective until the complete 
discharge and satisfaction by the Corporation of all obligations presently
incurred, and to be incurred, in respect of the aforesaid service.

(2) Without limiting the effect of subsection (1) of this section, the Parcel Tax shall 
raise the sum of $71,000 for each of the years 2008 and 2009, $75,000 for each of the 
years 2010 and 2011 and $79,000 for each of the years 2012 to 2017. 



City of New Westminster 

GIVEN THREE READINGS this                 day of      , 2017. 

ADOPTED and the Seal of the Corporation of the City of New Westminster affixed this      
day of                             , 2017. 

________________________ 
MAYOR 

________________________ 
CORPORATE OFFICER 

24th April



There is no Report with this Item. 
Please see Attachment(s). 



City of New Westminster 
 

CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF NEW WESTMINSTER 
 

BYLAW NO. 7912, 2017 
A Bylaw to impose a tax on frontage on owners of land 
pursuant to the provision of Section 200 of the Community 
Charter in the area of the Uptown of the City of New Westminster 
designated as a Business Improvement Area in the “Uptown New 
Westminster Business Improvement Area Bylaw No. 7657, 2014”           
 

WHEREAS the Council of the Corporation of the City of New Westminster, hereinafter 
referred to as the Corporation, is empowered by the Community Charter to impose and 
levy a local service tax, by means of either or both a property value tax and/or a parcel 
tax, to pay for all or part of the cost of a business improvement area service; 
 
AND WHEREAS the Council did receive a request from the Uptown Business 
Association of New Westminster to establish a Business Improvement Area to enable the 
association to undertake certain works and services and to encourage and promote 
business within that area; 
 
WHEREAS by Bylaw No. 7657, 2014 the Municipal Council of the Corporation of the 
City of New Westminster designated an area of the uptown of the City of New 
Westminster as a Business Improvement Area in accordance with Section 215 of the 
Community Charter; 
 
AND WHEREAS the Council may levy a local service tax to be borne by the owners of 
real property classified as Class 5 (light industry) or Class 6 (business and other) within a 
Business Improvement Area in accordance with Section 216 and 200 of the Community 
Charter; 
 
AND WHEREAS it is deemed desirable and expedient to impose and levy a local service 
tax by way of establishing a parcel tax on land or improvements, or both,  benefiting from 
such service to meet such costs; 
 
THE CITY COUNCIL of the Corporation of the City of New Westminster ENACTS AS 
FOLLOWS: 
 
1. This Bylaw may be cited for all purposes as “Uptown New Westminster 
 Business Improvement Area Parcel Tax Bylaw No. 7912, 2017”. 
 
2.    In this Bylaw, unless the context otherwise requires, 
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“Actual frontage” means the number of feet of a parcel of land which 
actually abuts on the work or highway; 

 
“Taxable frontage” of a parcel is the taxable frontage as defined by the 
Uptown New Westminster Business Improvement Area Parcel Tax Roll 
Bylaw No. 7671, 2014; 

 
“Total taxable frontage” means the sum of the taxable frontage of the 
parcels of land which abut or are deemed to abut on the work or highway. 

 
3. A parcel tax shall be and is hereby imposed upon the owners of Class 5 and Class 

6 land or improvements, or both, within the Uptown New Westminster Business 
Improvement Area, the aforesaid tax to be hereinafter referred to as the “Parcel 
Tax”. 

 
4. The services provided for which the Parcel Tax is imposed is the planning and 

implementing of a business promotion scheme by the Uptown Business 
Association of New Westminster to encourage and promote business within the 
Business Improvement Area. 

 
5. (1) The Parcel Tax shall be levied in each year on each parcel of land 

aforementioned and the amount thereof, except as otherwise provided in this 
bylaw, will be the product of the taxable frontage and the annual rate. 

 
(2) The annual rate shall be $67.3281 per meter of taxable frontage. 

 
6. For the purpose of imposing the Parcel tax under this Bylaw the Uptown New 

Westminster Business Improvement Area Parcel Tax Roll, representing a total 
taxable frontage of 1,746.67 meters shall be used. 

 
7.       (1) The Parcel Tax shall be in force and be effective until the complete 

discharge and satisfaction by the Corporation of all obligations presently 
incurred, and to be incurred, in respect of the aforesaid service.  

 
(2) Without limiting the effect of subsection (1) of this section, the Parcel Tax 
shall raise the sum of $117,600 for each of the years 2014 to 2018. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



City of New Westminster 

GIVEN THREE READINGS this                 day of                  , 2017. 
ADOPTED and the Seal of the Corporation of the City of New Westminster affixed this      
day of                             , 2017. 

_________________________ 
MAYOR 

_________________________ 
CORPORATE OFFICER 

24th April
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City of New Westminster 

CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF NEW WESTMINSTER
BYLAW NO. 7913, 2017 

A Bylaw for the levying of rates for Municipal and Regional 
District taxation for the year 2017 

THE CITY COUNCIL of the Corporation of the City of New Westminster 
ENACTS AS FOLLOWS: 

1. This Bylaw may be cited for all purposes as "TAX RATES BYLAW NO. 7913, 2017".

2. The following rates are hereby imposed and levied for the year 2017:

(a) For all lawful general purposes of the municipality, on the assessed value of land 
and improvements taxable for general municipal purposes, rates appearing in Column A 
of Schedule 1 attached hereto and forming a part hereof. 

(b) For the purposes of the Metro Vancouver Regional District, on the applicable 
assessed value of land and improvements taxable for that purpose, the rates appearing in 
Column A of Schedule 2 attached hereto and forming a part hereof. 

3. On July 5, 2017 the City Collector shall add to the unpaid taxes of the current year, for
each parcel and its improvements on the property tax roll, 5% of the amount unpaid after
July 4, 2017.

4. On September 6, 2017 the City Collector shall add to the unpaid taxes of the current year,
for each parcel and its improvements on the property tax roll, an additional 5% of the
amount unpaid after September 5, 2017.

5. The municipal tax collection scheme set out in Section 3 and Section 4 above shall apply
unless a property owner makes an election under Section 236 of the Community Charter,
on or before July 4, 2017, for the general tax collection scheme under Section 234 of the
Community Charter to apply (under the general tax collection scheme taxes for the year
are due on July 4 of the year).

GIVEN THREE READINGS this         day of 2017 

ADOPTED and the Seal of the Corporation of the City of New Westminster affixed this      
day of    2017. 

         MAYOR 

 CORPORATE OFFICER

Doc # 835435 v2 Page 2 

24th April
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CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF NEW WESTMINSTER
2017 TAXATION RATES - Municipal Purposes
Schedule 1 to Bylaw 7913, 2017

Tax Rate
             (dollars of tax per
         $1,000 taxable value)

Taxable A
Assessed General

Property Class Values Municipal

1 Residential 16,391,294,649 2.7415
2 Utilities 9,861,175 27.5741
3 Supportive Housing 14 2.7415
4 Major Industry 45,803,800 29.4223
5 Light Industry 226,486,300 15.4207
6 Business/Other 2,073,664,254 11.3385
8 Recreation/Non-Profit 17,550,000 2.7415
9 Farm 13,453 2.7415

18,764,673,645

Doc # 835435 v2  Page 3 
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CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF NEW WESTMINSTER
2017 TAXATION RATES - Metro Vancouver Regional District Purposes
Schedule 2 to Bylaw 7913, 2017

             (dollars of tax per
         $1,000 taxable value)

Hospital A
Assessed Regional

Property Class Values District

1 Residential 16,391,294,649 0.0462
2 Utilities 40,011,675 0.1616
3 Supportive Housing 14 0.0462
4 Major Industry 45,803,800 0.1570
5 Light Industry 226,486,300 0.1570
6 Business/Other 2,073,664,254 0.1132
8 Recreation/Non-Profit 17,550,000 0.0462
9 Farm 6,726 0.0462

18,794,817,418

Tax Rate
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