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Development Services 

To: Mayor Coté and Members of Council 

in Open Council Workshop 

Date: 11/28/2016 

From: Jackie Teed 

Acting Director of Development 

Services 

File: 13.2525.20 

Item #: 425/2016 

Subject: OUR CITY 2041 - Feedback Received Regarding Draft Infill Housing 

Design Guidelines 

RECOMMENDATION 

THAT Council provide comment to staff regarding the infill housing design 

guidelines as outlined in the “Summary of Questions for Council” section of this 
report, which can be used by staff to create the next draft of the design guidelines. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This report outlines the results of the most recent consultation for the OUR CITY 2041 

process for the Infill Housing Design Guidelines for laneway/carriage houses, and small 

scale townhouse and rowhouse projects. The Our Future City workshops presented display 

boards summarizing the key criteria, and both staff and the consultants retained to assist with 

this work were available to answer questions. Community members also had the option to 

provide feedback through an online survey which included the same material. 

Whether participating in person or online, people were asked to either “Agree” or “Disagree” 
with proposed guidelines and provide additional comments. Overall, the feedback was 

positive and only minor revisions were proposed. This was especially the case with 

townhouses and rowhouses.  

2.
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This report has two focuses. The first is on the design guidelines related to laneway and 

carriage houses where people felt that more refinement was needed; specifically: property 

density, smaller second floor, building separation, and parking design. Staff is requesting 

direction from Council on each of these items before moving forward with editing the Infill 

Housing Design Guidelines. 
 

The second focus is on parking requirements. Participants were presented with three 

scenarios related to parking requirements from laneway and carriage houses, and asked to 

rate each one. The preferred option was for three units to be permitted (the main house, 

secondary suite, and laneway/carriage house) and for only two parking spaces to be required. 

Staff is requesting direction from Council on this requirement.   

 

The next step will be for staff to create the next draft of the Infill  Housing Design Guidelines 

based on the feedback from the community and the direction from Council. Another next 

step will be for staff to begin to identify which of the guidelines should be implemented as 

guidelines (included in the Official Community Plan) and which should be implemented as 

regulations (included in the Zoning Bylaw). Staff will also begin to explore the approval 

process and trial period for these new housing forms. Staff expect to report back to Council 

on this work early in 2017.  

 

PURPOSE 

 

This report contains a summary of feedback regarding the Infill Housing Design Guidelines 

for Laneway and Carriage Houses, and for Townhouses and Rowhouses, received during the 

recent OUR CITY 2041 community consultation. This report requests that Council provide 

direction based on the feedback received.  

 

BACKGROUND 

 

Previous Council Direction 

 

In January 2014, Council endorsed a general scope, work plan and budget for the Official 

Community Plan (OCP) review process. The purpose of the revised OCP is to provide a 

renewed vision for New Westminster to the year 2041 and a regulatory framework to guide 

future growth of the city.  
 

The results of public consultation events titled “A Community Conversation on Housing,” 
which were held between November 2015 and February 2016, were presented to Council on 

April 25, 2016. The report recommended that staff begin an implementation strategy for the 

housing forms that received the highest level of support during consultation: laneway and  
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carriage houses (66% of participants in support), townhouses (57% support), and rowhouses 

(56% support). The implementation strategy was to include exploring three overarching 

questions:  

 

 What regulations are needed? (e.g. minimum lot size, parking, building size)  What design guidelines are needed? (e.g. related to privacy and overlook, 
landscaping, building design) 

 What does the approval process look like? 
 

Staff retained Ramsay Worden Architects to assist with the drafting of design guidelines for 

these infill housing forms. They created the draft Infill Housing Design Guidelines that were 

presented to Council on the September 19, 2016.  

 

Implementation strategies for other ground oriented housing forms, such as duplexes and 

single detached dwellings on a small lot, will be developed after the completion of the OCP. 
 

Laneway and Carriage House Test Sites 

 

There are just over 6,000 properties in the mainland of the city that are zoned for single 

detached dwellings. This total does not include properties in Queensborough, which are not 

being considered during this Official Community Plan update, since this neighbourhood has 

its own community plan. To better understand how the guidelines could apply to properties 

in New Westminster, staff worked with Ramsay Worden Architects, to test some typical site 

sizes. The guidelines have been further refined since the test images were created, but they 

still help visualize laneway and carriage houses on properties. In addition to Figure 11 and 

12, Attachment 8 includes examples of site plans with laneway and carriage houses on 

different size properties.  
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Figure 9: Example of a carriage house on a lot that is 50 feet wide and 120 feet deep. 

  
 
Figure 10: Example of a laneway house on a lot that is 40 feet wide and 132 feet deep.  

      
 

 

PROCESS 

 

Community Consultation Process 

 

The last major milestone of public consultation included six events which were held over 

three Saturdays. Although the main focus of the workshops was to obtain feedback on the 
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draft Land Use Designation Map, there was also opportunity to review and provide feedback 

on the draft Infill Housing Design Guidelines. Display boards presented the key criteria and 

both staff and the consultants were available to answer questions. Community members also 

had the option to provide feedback through an online survey which included the same 

material. The survey was posted from September 22 to October 23, 2016.  
 

Participants were asked to either “Agree” or “Disagree” with the proposed guidelines and 
provide additional comments. Participants were also presented with three scenarios related to 

parking requirements for laneway/carriage houses, and asked to rate each of them with stars, 

with one star for the least preferred and five stars for the most preferred scenario.   

 

The materials used for the Our Future City events are included in Attachment 1 and the 

feedback received is included in Attachment 3. The feedback received through the online 

survey is included in Attachment 4. Email and twitter feedback received is included in 

Attachment 5.  

 

A detailed summary of the public consultation events, including how they were advertised 

and the demographics of participants, and the feedback received was outlined in a November 

7, 2016 Council report.   

 
Summary of Participation  

 

Overall, the public consultation was considered to have been a success and a large amount of 

detailed feedback was gathered. The in person events also provided an opportunity to answer 

participant questions and discuss in detail how the infill housing options could look in their 

neighbourhoods. In total, 495 people attended the Our Future City events and 216 people 

provided feedback through the online survey, for a total of 711 people (although it is 

expected that people may have both attended the events and completed the survey).  

 

Event participants and survey respondents were asked to share information about themselves. 

Providing the information was voluntary and was not given by all participants, but the 

information collected did give an idea of participant demographics. The results were 

compared to data from the 2011 Census or National Household Survey (see additional detail 

in Attachment 2). The key findings are illustrated in Figures 1, 2 and 3 and include:  

 
Over Represented  

 Middle age people (between 36-50 and between 51-65)  

 Connaught Heights, Glenbrooke North, McBride Sapperton and West End  
 

Under Represented 

 Children and youth (under 20) and to a lesser extent young adults (20-35)  Renters   Moody Park, Brow of the Hill  
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Figures 1 & 2: Summary of Results - What is Your Age? Do You Rent or Own?  

     
 

 

Figure 3:  Summary of Results - In what neighbourhood do you live? 
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Other Consultation  

 

Committee Consultation  

 

Staff presented the draft Infill Housing Design Guidelines to the New Westminster Design 
Panel and the Advisory Planning Commission. Excerpts from the draft minutes are included 

of each Attachment 6.  

 

Development Community Consultation 

 

Builders, developers, architects, designers, a representative of the Urban Development 

Institute and a representative of Canadian Mortgage and Housing Corporation attended a 

meeting to discuss the draft Infill Housing Design Guidelines. A total of nine people 

attended. Their feedback largely discussed the challenges and successes of designing and 

constructing similar infill housing forms in other municipalities. Their feedback is 

summarized in Attachment 7.  

 

SUMMARY OF FEEDBACK 

 

Laneway and Carriage House Design Guidelines  

 

For the purpose of the Official Community Plan, a laneway house is a detached rental unit at 

the rear of an existing single detached lot with a lane. A carriage house is a detached rental 

unit at the rear of a single detached dwelling, but is on a lot which does not have a lane. The 

guidelines are intended to ensure that laneway and carriage houses are designed to fit within 

existing neighbourhoods, and have minimal impact on streetscapes and neighbours. The 

guidelines cover a wide range of topics including building size, setbacks, open space, and 

parking.  

 

Community Feedback on Laneway/Carriage House Design Guidelines  

 

Generally, participants continued to express support for the City moving forward with 

allowing laneway/carriage houses. Many participants want to see this process move forward 

quickly so that they will be able to build a laneway/carriage house in the near future. Many 

participants were worried about the guidelines being too restrictive and wanted to see an 
appropriate amount of flexibility to maximize people’s opportunity to build, while still 
achieving a livable, well-designed infill house.  

 

As indicated in Figure 4, most design guidelines that were the focus of consultation received 

a high level of support (over 75% Agree). There were four exceptions: 
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 Property Density (49% disagree): The guidelines proposed that the total floor space 
permitted on a property would stay the same. So the size of laneway/carriage house 

would be limited by the size of the lot and main house. Participants that disagreed 

with the guideline felt that the density permitted should be higher than the current 

maximum floor space ratio of 0.5. They felt that the limit proposed was far too 

restrictive and would prevent too many people from building a laneway/carriage 

house. Many felt that this guideline was counterproductive to the overarching 
objective of allowing infill. People felt that a higher floor space ratio is needed and at 

the very least should permit a laneway/carriage house that is the same size as a 

permitted garage. 

 

 Small Second Floor (31% disagree): The guidelines proposed that the second floor 
would be smaller than the first (a maximum of 60% of the size of the first floor). 

Many participants were interested allowing a second floor that is larger than what the 

guidelines proposed. Some felt that 70% or 80% would be a better number. Many 

others felt the second floor should be the same size as the first and that including a 

restrictive maximum percentage would limit creativity. A smaller number of 

participants felt that an even smaller second floor should be permitted.   

 

 Building Separation (30% disagree): The guidelines proposed that the minimum 
distance between the main house and the laneway/carriage house would be 16 feet. 

While participants supported the principle of building separation they also wanted 

there to be a level of flexibility to make sure that home owners would be eligible to 

build a laneway/carriage house. Participants preferred a case-by-case analysis that 

took the lot-specific context into account (e.g. location of existing home on the lot, 
location of trees on the lot). Others felt that there should be a smaller requirement 

(e.g. 10 or 12 feet) or no requirement at all based on the feeling that there were too 

many rules governing laneway/carriage houses.  

 

 Parking Type (26% disagree): The guidelines proposed that a maximum of one space 
would be in a garage (enclosed parking) but would count towards the total permitted 

size of the unit. Many participants that disagreed with this guideline felt that more 

enclosed/garage parking should be permitted as part of the laneway house building. 

Many others felt that enclosed/garage parking space should not count towards the 

total permitted floor space.   
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Figure 4:  Summary of Results - Laneway and Carriage House Design Guidelines 

 
 

 Other Feedback on Laneway/Carriage HouseDesign Guidelines 

 

The Advisory Planning Commission feedback related to laneway/carriage houses was 

focused on increasing the total density permitted and allowing units to be located above 

garages. A reduction in the number of parking stalls required was suggested when in close 

proximity to transit.  

 

The New Westminster Design Panel felt the design guidelines were well written and 

illustrated, and provided clear direction. Panel members felt that requiring three parking 

stalls was too many and would limit the amount of greenspace. The Panel members also felt 

that the density calculation was too restrictive. Some minor revisions were also suggested.  
 

Detailed feedback was received from the development community regarding the 

laneway/carriage house design guidelines, including access, servicing requirements, and 

setbacks. It was also recommended that the density calculation for the laneway/carriage 

house be separate from the main house for ease of implementation. They also felt that the 

proposed density and the requirement for a second storey that is 60% of the size of the first 
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storey were both too restrictive. They also felt that to be successful only one parking space 

should be required. It was also suggested that additional incentives for single story units 

should be added.  

 

Laneway and Carriage House Parking Requirements  

 

One of the main topics staff was gathering feedback on was laneway/carriage house parking 

requirements. Staff identified three main options:  

 

1. Three Units and Three Parking Spaces: This scenario would allow three units – the 

main house, a secondary suite (in the main house) and a laneway/carriage house. One 

parking spot would be required for each unit (three total).  

2. Two Units and Two Parking Spaces: This scenario would only allow two units – the 

main house and either a secondary suite (in the main house) or a laneway/carriage 

house. One parking spot would be required per unit (two total).  

3. Three Units and Two Parking Spaces: This scenario would allow three units – the 

main house, a secondary suite (in the main house) and a laneway/carriage house. Only 

two parking stalls total would be required.  
 

Community Feedback on Laneway/Carriage House Parking Requirements  

 

Participants were asked to rate each option out of five stars, with five stars indicating that 

they strongly like the option and one star indicating they dislike the option.  

 
Option One: Three Units and Three Parking Spaces  

 

Overall this option received the lowest support (19% five star ratings, 2.8 average stars). 

Many participants felt that providing three parking spaces on one site was too much. Some 

were concerned about the impact on open space and the amount of paving required. Others 

felt that less of a priority should be put on providing parking, feeling that parking needs are 

changing or that design should not be dictated by parking.  

 

Some felt that the City should use the City of Vancouver as a model and only require one 

parking space. Others suggested that there should be flexibility regarding the number of 

parking spaces for properties well served by transit or in areas where there is sufficient on-

street parking.  

 

Participants that were in support of this option felt that it was important to provide parking 
on-site since there is already a high demand for parking space, including on-street, in many 

neighbourhoods. Some participants were worried about the impact of illegal secondary 

suites, and the additional parking demand they would generate.  
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Option Two: Two Units and Two Parking Spaces 

 

There was also limited support for this option (26% five star ratings, 3.2 average stars). 

Participants felt that requiring a choice between a secondary suite and a laneway house 

would limit the availability of housing and was counterproductive to the principles of 
increasing housing choice and accommodating growth.  

 

Option Three: Two Units and Two Parking Spaces 

 

The support was strongest for this option (44% five star ratings, 3.6 average stars). People 

supported this option because they did not feel three parking spaces should be provided on-

site. Reasons for this opinion included a feeling that there is a reduced demand for cars, there 

would be an impact on open space, and a smaller number of properties would be eligible. 

Many also hoped that the lack of parking would help encourage people to use sustainable 

modes of transportation rather than owning a car.  

 

Some expressed that while they liked this option best, they would have preferred an option 

that allowed three units but only one parking space.  

  

People also noted that some owners would have the flexibility of providing more parking on 
their site if they chose to. In this way it would be up to their discretion, based on their needs, 

rather than based on City requirements.  

 

Participants were also supportive of this option because it allowed both a secondary suite and 

laneway house which would allow for increased housing choice, facilitate affordability, and 

would help accommodate growth.  

 

The participants that were opposed to this option felt that it would be impractical to expect 

that the three units would not generate a high demand for parking, especially given how 

many cars are sometimes owned by one household. 

  

Townhouse and Rowhouse Design Guidelines 

 

Both townhouses and rowhouses are ground oriented units which share a wall with a unit on 

at least one side. Townhouses are stratified to allow multiple owners. Rowhouses are 
developed as freehold lots, meaning that each unit is on its own lot. For the purpose of the 

Official Community Plan infill discussion, the projects being considered would be small 

scale (e.g. five to ten units) and side-by-side (e.g. not stacked). 

 

The design guidelines focused on the following forms: 

 

 Street Fronting (Townhouse and Rowhouse): All units on shallow mid-block lots 
would face the street. This is a traditional form that creates an attractive streetscape 
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with front doors and yards. Units also have back yards. This format also has the 

flexibility of being either a townhouse (strata) or a rowhouse (fee simple). 

 Courtyard (Townhouse): A project on deep lots could be a courtyard style 
development, where units face an internal courtyard. The two end units would be 

required to face the street. Due to the layout this format could only be a townhouse 

(strata), not a rowhouse (fee simple). 

 

Community Feedback on Townhouse/Rowhouse Design Guidelines  
 

Generally, participants were supportive of this form of infill housing. Most of the concerns 

raised were in regards to the location of townhouses and rowhouses in the city, rather than on 

their design. As outlined in Figure 6, all questions received a high support level (over 75% 

Agree).  

 

Figure 5:  Summary of Results - Townhouse and Rowhouse Design Guidelines 
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Other Feedback on Townhouse/Rowhouse Design Guidelines 

 

The Advisory Planning Commission feedback focused on suggesting additional locations 

were townhouses and rowhouses should be permitted in the city.  

 

The development community recommended a higher density for townhouses and rowhouses 

to ensure that the project would be economically viable. Flexibility was also seen as an 

important factor for ensuring successful projects and for allowing creativity. There was also 

a lot of discussion about the impact of sloping properties, especially on how height should be 

calculated.  

 

DISCUSSION  

 

This section provides a summary of the proposed changes to the laneway and carriage house 

design guidelines, organized as follows: 

 

1. Property Density  

2. Building Separation  

3. Parking Design 
4. Number of Parking Spaces 

5. Small Second Floor 

 

This section focuses on the more substantial changes proposed to the design guidelines for 

laneway and carriage houses. Staff would like feedback from Council prior to moving 

forward with making these changes.  

 

No major changes are proposed for the design guidelines for townhouses and rowhouses so 

these forms are not discussed in this section of the report.  

 

1. Property Density 

 

The design guideline related to property density proposed that the total floor space ratio 

(FSR) for single detached dwelling properties remain the same as today (0 .5 FSR). This 

would mean that the floor space of the main house plus the laneway/carriage house could not 
be more than 0.5 FSR. Where a home is already built to the maximum, a laneway/carriage 

house would not be permitted.  

 

The guidelines as initially proposed were based on the following objectives:  

 

 help ensure that these new units could be added in a way that fits the existing 
neighbourhood context, by not allowing additional building bulk on a property. 
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 incentivise keeping existing houses that are below the maximum density permitted by 
providing an alternate way to achieve the maximum.  

 

 not precluding options to incentivize preservation of heritage homes by ensuring that 
density incentives for Heritage Revitalization Agreements are still viable and of  an 

appropriate size for neighbourhoods.  

 

 factor in concerns from the community about the size and bulk of single detached 
dwellings currently permitted under existing zoning, by not permitting additional 

building bulk.  

 

Proposed Alterations to Property Density Approach  

 

As outlined in the Summary of Feedback section of this report, this design guideline received 

the lowest level of support (51% support) of all the proposed guidelines. Due to the feedback 

received, to increase the number of eligible properties, and to continue ensuring that all of 
the aforementioned design guideline objectives are met, staff proposes modifying the density 

permitted, as follows: 

 

 Allowing laneway/carriage houses to use the area which is currently permitted for 
detached accessory structures (such as garages), as illustrated in Figures 8 and 9. 

Home owners would be able to build either a laneway/carriage house OR a garage (or 

other detached accessory structure), 

 

 Allowing a small increase in the permitted size of the laneway/carriage house, when 
the additional density is “unused” density from the principle dwelling (i.e. the main 
house is not built to the maximum density), 

 

 Keeping the proposed 950 square foot maximum size for a laneway/carriage house, 
 

 Considering any further increase through the negotiation of a Heritage Revitalization 
Agreement that protects the heritage merit of the principle dwelling, 

 

 Make additional modifications to the existing Zoning Bylaw regulations (described 
below) to ensure concerns about building bulk are addressed.  

 

Proposed Alterations to Zoning Bylaw Regulations 

 

There are two principal single detached dwelling district zones on the mainland of New 

Westminster, which would need to be amended to implement this approach: RS-1 and NR-1. 

A summary of the existing regulations and the proposed alterations are detailed below. 
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Summary of Existing Zoning Bylaw Regulations 

 

As outlined in Figures 6 and 7, these zoning districts currently allow a 0.5 floor space ratio 

(FSR) for the principal house (with additional conditions requiring basement space and cellar 

exemptions in the NR-1 district). 
 

Detached accessory structures such as garages, sheds, carports and workshops are permitted 

in addition to the FSR for the principal building. In RS-1 a maximum site coverage of 10% is 

permitted for detached accessory structures. In addition, the RS-1 district allows a site 

coverage of 10% for attached accessory structures (e.g. attached garages and carports, decks 

porches and balconies). In NR-1, the combined total site coverage of detached and attached 

accessory structures must not exceed 15%. 

 
 

Figure 6: RS-1 Zoning District – Illustration of What is Permitted Now  

 
Principle Dwelling: 0.5 Floor Space Ratio 

AND 

Attached Accessory Structures : 

(e.g. balconies, decks, porches, attached garages) 

 

10% Site Coverage 

AND 

Detached Accessory Structures: 

(e.g. detached garages, sheds) 

 

10% Site Coverage 
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Figure 7: NR-1 Zoning District – Illustration of What is Permitted Now  

 

 
Principle Dwelling: 0.4 Floor Space Ratio PLUS 

0.1 Floor Space Ratio for the basement 

AND 

Attached and Detached Accessory Structures: 

(e.g. balconies, decks, porches, garages, sheds) 

 

15% Site Coverage 

 

Summary of Proposed Changes to the Zoning Bylaw Regulations 

 

Implementation of this approach would require the following changes to the Zoning Bylaw 

regulations.  

 

 Floor Space Ratio for Detached Accessory Structures or Laneway/Carriage Houses : 
Staff proposes using a floor space measure of 0.10 FSR (the equivalent to a site 

coverage of 10%) for detached accessory building. This floor space ratio would 

replace the current site coverage regulations for detached accessory buildings. Instead 

of building a detached accessory structure home owners could choose to build a 

laneway/carriage house with the same 0.1 FSR. This would allow a maximum FSR of 

0.6 (0.50 + 0.10) on each property. 

 

 Laneway/Carriage House Floor Space Ratio Bonus : Staff proposes allowing an 
additional 0.05 FSR for the laneway/carriage house if the principle dwelling was not 

build to the maximum (i.e. if the FSR of the main house is 0.45 or lower, an 

additional 0.05 FSR could be allocated to the laneway/carriage house). This would 

allow a maximum laneway/carriage house FSR of 0.15.  
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 Attached Accessory Structures: Staff proposes removing the site coverage measure for 
attached accessory structures (decks balconies, attached garages) and replace it with a 

maximum deck, balcony and porch calculation to achieve the objective of addressing 

building bulk.  

 

 Parking Exemption: Staff proposes removing the floor space ratio exemption for an 
attached garage in the RS-1 zone in order to match the existing regulations regulation 

in the NR-1 zone. 

 

Figure 8: RS-1 Zoning District – Illustration of Proposed Approach  

 
Principle Dwelling: 0.5 Floor Space Ratio 

AND 

Detached Accessory Structures: 

(e.g. detached garages, sheds) 

 

0.1 Floor Space Ratio  

OR 

Laneway/Carriage House: 

 

0.1 Floor Space Ratio PLUS 

0.05 Floor Space Ratio IF the Floor Space Ratio for 

the Principle Dwelling is 0.45 or less 
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Figure 9: NR-1 Zoning District – Illustration of Proposed Approach  

 
 

Principle Dwelling: 

 

0.4 Floor Space Ratio PLUS 

0.1 Floor Space Ratio for the basement 

AND 

Detached Accessory Structures: 

(e.g. detached garages, sheds) 

 

0.1 Floor Space Ratio  

OR 

Laneway/Carriage House: 

 

0.1 Floor Space Ratio PLUS 

0.05 Floor Space Ratio IF the Floor Space Ratio for 

the Principle Dwelling is 0.45 or less 

 

Question for Council: Do you support the direction proposed which would allow a 

maximum total density of 0.6 FSR for the main house plus a laneway/carriage house, 

with no other detached accessory building being permitted? 

 

2. Building Separation  

 
While participants supported the principle of building separation they also wanted there to be 

a level of flexibility to make sure that home owners would be eligible to build a 

laneway/carriage house. Staff proposes making building separation a guideline (rather than a 

regulation) in order for there to be greater flexibility (e.g. a Development Variance Permit 

will not be required for a property specific modification). However, staff would like the 

guidelines to outline the conditions under which a reduced building separation would be 

considered, such as when it would allow a tree to be preserved.  

 
Question for Council: Do you support the direction proposed where building 

separation would be made a guideline that includes a list of circumstances (e.g. 

protecting a tree) under which the requirement could be reduced? 
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4. Number of Parking Spaces 

 

The results of the consultation, which aligns with feedback received during past rounds of 

consultation, indicates a preference for allowing three units (principle dwelling, secondary 

suite, and laneway/carriage house) and two parking spaces. Staff supports this direction. 
Although this option has the potential to have the greatest impact on on-street parking, 

requiring three parking spaces would greatly limit the number of eligible properties. Limiting 

the number of units of a site (allowing a laneway/carriage house or a secondary suite) is seen 

as not achieving the objective of increasing housing choice and could increase the amount of 

illegal suites.  

 
Question for Council: Do you support the direction proposed that three dwelling units (a 

principle dwelling, secondary suite and laneway house) be permitted and only two 

parking spaces be required? 

 

3. Parking Type  

 

Some participants disagreed with the guidelines that indicated that only one enclosed parking 

space (garage) would be permitted. Participants felt that more enclosed/garage parking 

should be permitted as part of the laneway house building and should not count towards the 
total permitted floor space. Some participants wanted this flexibility in order to build a 

laneway/carriage house as a second floor above a full garage.  

 

Staff proposed these guidelines as a way to reduce the bulk and size of the laneway house. 

This direction helps to meet staff’s objective of addressing concerns from the community 

about the size and bulk of single detached dwellings currently permitted by existing zoning, 

by not permitting additional building bulk. Additionally, carports and parking pads are more 

likely to remain available for parking (or hard surface open space) rather than be converted 

to living or storage space. This approach is consistent with how other municipalities which 

have permitted laneway/carriage houses have addressed the conversion to dwelling space. 

 

Staff proposes not making changes to the proposed guidelines in this case.  

 
Question for Council: Do you support the direction of maintaining the current guideline 

which limits a property with a laneway/carriage house to one enclosed garage parking 
space (with the other required space being a parking pad or carport), which would count 

towards the Floor Space Ratio?   

   

5. Small Second Floor  

 

Some participants were interested allowing a second floor that is larger than what was 

proposed (60% of the size of the first floor). Some felt a higher percentage should be 

permitted (e.g. 70%, 80%, or 100%), while others felt that including a restrictive maximum 
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percentage would limit creativity. Staff is conducting additional research on how this 

regulation is working on other municipalities that have taken the same approach and will 

report back to Council.  

 

SUMMARY OF QUESTIONS FOR COUNCIL 

 

Before moving forward with making changes to the design guidelines, staff is seeking 

additional direction from Council on the proposed changes.  

 

1. Property Density 

Do you support the direction proposed which would allow a maximum total density of 

0.6 FSR for the main house plus a laneway/carriage house, with no other detached 

accessory building being permitted? 

 

2. Building Separation  

Do you support the direction proposed where building separation would be made a 

guideline that includes a list of circumstances (e.g. protecting a tree) under which the 

requirement could be reduced? 

 
3. Number of Parking Spaces 

Do you support the direction proposed that three dwelling units (a principle dwelling, 

secondary suite and laneway house) be permitted and only two parking spaces be 

required? 

 

4. Parking Type  

Do you support the direction of maintaining the current guideline which limits a property 

with a laneway/carriage house to one enclosed garage parking space (with the other 

required space being a parking pad or carport), which would count towards the Floor 

Space Ratio?   

 

NEXT STEPS 

 

Based on the direction received from Council staff will refine the draft Infill Housing Design 

Guidelines. Additional minor refinements will be made based on the feedback received 
during consultation. One example will be removing the minimum size required for 

laneway/carriage houses, which will allow the opportunity for people to build smaller 

laneway or carriage houses (if the remainder of the guidelines can be met). Other changes 

will be made to help clarify the intent, when feedback indicated that it was not clear. For 

example, defining the density permitted in the basement of a townhouse and rowhouse.  
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Next Steps Include:  

 

 Determining which guidelines should be implemented as development permit area 
design guidelines and which should be implemented as regulations. Those that should 

be regulations would be incorporated into the Zoning Bylaw. Those that should be 

guidelines would be included in a Development Permit Area in the Official  

Community Plan. The basics, such as setbacks, height and density, will be 

regulations. As a starting principle staff intends to keep many as guidelines with 
certain conditions to be met to allow flexibility as appropriate.  

 

 Adding new categories of guidelines. During the consultation additional categories of 
guidelines were suggested. For laneway/carriage house staff will explore new 

guidelines for passive house and for single storey projects that would allow aging in 

place. For townhouses and rowhouses staff will add additional clarification about 

measuring height and regulating basements, taking the impact of sloped sites into 

account.   

 

 Implementation Strategy. Staff will develop an implementation strategy for both 
housing forms. This work will include creating draft zoning districts, exploring the 

best way to implement these new zoning districts, and determining what the approval 

process would be for people wanting to build these forms. This research will also 

explore what type of trial period would be appropriate, in order to test, assess and 

refine the guidelines and regulations.  

 

Staff expects to complete this work over the winter and report back to Council on the 

findings in early 2017. After an update to Council the next steps would be to:  
 

 Present revised regulations and guidelines to the New Westminster Design Panel and 

Advisory Planning Commission. 
 

 Present to Council the Development Permit Areas and the Zoning Bylaw amendment 

bylaw (for first and second readings). 
 

 Public hearing for the Zoning Bylaw amendment bylaw. 

 
 

INTERDEPARTMENTAL LIAISON 

 

The OCP is being developed as a coordinated interdepartmental process, focused on creating 

a single, commonly-held vision that is supported by the community and understood by all 

potential audiences. Interdepartmental teams are involved with research and analysis, and 

will continue to be invited to contribute their insights and feedback.  
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OPTIONS 

 

The following options are presented for Council’s consideration:  
 

1. That Council provide comment to staff regarding the Infill Housing Design 
Guidelines as outlined in the “Summary of Questions for Council” section of this 
report, which can be used by staff to create the next draft of the design guidelines. 

 

2. That Council provide staff with alternative direction. 

 

Staff recommends Option 1. 

 

ATTACHMENTS 

 

Attachment 1: Our Future City Workshop Materials 

Attachment 2: Summary of Consultation Activities 

Attachment 3: Excerpt of Raw Notes from Our Future City Workshops 

Attachment 4: Online Survey and Raw Notes 

Attachment 5: Written Feedback 
Attachment 6: Committee Feedback 

Attachment 7: Development Community Feedback 

Attachment 8: Laneway and Carriage House Test Sites 
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Our Future City Workshop Materials 

  



September - October 2016

OURC ITY

OUR FUTURE CITY WORKSHOP

BUILDING SIZE
What: The size of a laneway/carriage 
house would be between 350 and 950 
square feet. 

Why: This would allow for a range of 
unit sizes while still ensuring that the 
new unit is secondary to the main 
house. 

PROPERTY DENSITY
What:  The total floor space permitted 
on a property would stay the same. So 
the size of a laneway/carriage house 
would be limited by the size of the lot and 
main house. This means a house built to 
maximum density would not be able to 
build a laneway/carriage house. 

Why: This would allow increased housing 
choice while maintaining the existing 
neighbourhood character by not allowing 
more density than currently permitted. 

SMALL SECOND FLOOR
What: The second floor would be 
smaller than the first (a maximum of 
60% of the size of the first floor). 

Why: This would make the building look 
shorter and less bulky. It will also allow 
more light into surrounding yards.

Photo Credit: Smallworks.ca

BUILDING INTO THE ROOF LINE 
What:  The second floor would have to 
be built into the roof line.   

Why: This would allow a more useful 
second floor while keeping the building 
height lower. It will make the building 
less bulky and allow more light into 
yards. 

Photo Credit: lanefab.com

We are considering allowing Laneway and Carriage Houses in 
the city. Before we move forward we want to know what you 
think about the draft design criteria we have created.

LANEWAY AND COACH HOUSE DESIGN: 
Building Size

WHAT DO YOU THINK?

Agree Disagree

Use a dot to tell use whether you 
agree or disagree with the direction 
proposed. Use Post-It Notes to tell 
us why. 

Agree Disagree

Agree Disagree

Agree Disagree



September - October 2016

OURC ITY

OUR FUTURE CITY WORKSHOP

PRIVATE OUTDOOR SPACE

UPPER FLOOR OPEN SPACE

BUILDING SEPARATION

LANDSCAPING

What: The new laneway/carriage 
house would be provided with a private 
outdoor space. The space would be 
at least 160 square feet, which would 
provide room for patio furniture and a 
barbeque. 

Why: This would make the unit a more 
livable and functional place to live for 
the occupant. 

Photo Credit: lanefab.com

What: The laneway/carraige house 
could have additional open space on a 
second floor balcony but this space has 
to be oriented and screened to reduce 
overlook.

Why: This would provide additional 
outdoor space while maintaining 
privacy between homes. 

What: The new laneway/carriage 
house would be located at the back 
of a property. The minimum distance 
between the main house and the 
laneway/carriage house would be 16 
feet. 

Why: This would help ensure adequate 
open space, light and privacy for the 
new unit and the main house.

What: Landscape design should 
incorporate stormwater management 
and must consider tree protection. 
Planted areas would be required 
between the laneway house and the 
lane.

Why: This would help achieve other 
City objectives and would create an 
attractive interface between the lane 
and the new unit. 

LANEWAY AND COACH HOUSE DESIGN: 
Open Space and Landscaping

WHAT DO YOU THINK?

Agree Disagree

Use a dot to tell use whether you 
agree or disagree with the direction 
proposed. Use Post-It Notes to tell 
us why. 

Agree Disagree

Agree Disagree

Agree Disagree



September - October 2016

OURC ITY

OUR FUTURE CITY WORKSHOP

UPPER FLOOR WINDOWS

FENCING AND SCREENING

PEDESTRIAN ACCESS

PARKING TYPE

What:  Upper level windows would be 
designed to minimize overlook into 
neighbours’ yards. Windows could be 
oriented to the lane or side street (on a 
corner lot). Other windows would not 
be at eye level (e.g. skylights, clerestory 
windows and floor level windows).

Why: This would protect privacy of 
adjacent houses while still allowing 
natural light into the unit.

Photo Credit: lanefab.com Photo Credit: lanefab.com

New 
Unit

Main 
House

What: Fences would be used on the 
sides and back of the property to 
increase privacy. Landscape screening 
would also be encouraged. 

Why: This would provide privacy for the 
new laneway/carriage house as well as 
for adjacent houses. 

New 
Unit

Main 
House

What:  A 3 foot wide path that connects 
the new unit to the front street would 
be required. 

Why: This access route is meant to 
make it easy for emergency services, 
pizza delivery and visitors to find the 
new unit. It would also mean that the 
residents of the unit have easy access to 
the main street. 

New 
Unit Main House

What:  Parking pads (neither covered 
nor enclosed) would be encouraged. A 
maximum of one of the space could be 
a carport (covered parking). A maximum 
of a space would be in a garage (enclosed 
parking) but would count towards the 
total permitted size of the unit.

Why: Parking pads are preferred since 
enclosed garages add building bulk and 
can be converted to living or storage 
space. Pads can be used for other 
purposes (e.g. play space) but are readily 
converted back when needed for parking. 

LANEWAY AND COACH HOUSE DESIGN: 
Privacy, Access and Parking

WHAT DO YOU THINK?

Agree Disagree

Use a dot to tell use whether you 
agree or disagree with the direction 
proposed. Use Post-It Notes to tell 
us why. 

Agree Disagree

Agree Disagree

Agree Disagree



September - October 2016

OURC ITY

OUR FUTURE CITY WORKSHOP

3 UNITS AND 3 PARKING SPOTS
This scenario requires one stall per 
unit and is consistent with bylaw 
requirements.

Pro: It is likely to meet parking 
demand on-site and result in less 
demand for on-street parking. 

Con: Properties would need to be 
larger to accommodate all the 
parking spots, meaning fewer 
properties would be eligible 
and the potential uptake of this 
program will be lower. It could also 
mean a reduction in the quality 
and quantity of open space.

2 UNITS AND 2 PARKING SPOTS
This scenario requires one stall per 
unit and is consistent with bylaw 
requirements. 

Pro: It is likely to meet parking 
demand on-site and result in less 
demand for on-street parking. 

Con: It is possible that an illegal 
secondary suite would be added 
after the Laneway/Carriage House 
is approved. This would mean the 
parking demand would end up 
not being met and the suite might 
not be up to safety and livability 
standards.

3 UNITS AND 2 PARKING SPOTS
This scenario, which requires two 
parking stalls for three units, is 
not consistent with current bylaw 
requirements. 

Pro: More properties may be eligible 
due to the reduced standard. It also 
means that it more is likely for a 
higher quality and quantity of open 
space to be provided. 

Con: Since the parking demand 
would likely not met on-site, there 
might be an impact on on-street 
parking.
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LANEWAY AND COACH HOUSE DESIGN: 
Number of Parking Spaces
We want input on the amount of parking required for Laneway 
and Carriage Houses. We think there are three main options, 
each with pros and cons. Review the options and let us know 
what you think.

WHAT DO YOU THINK?
Use a dot to rank each of the 
options out of five stars. 

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

3

4

5

don’t like

strongly like

don’t like

strongly like

don’t like

strongly like



September - October 2016

OURC ITY

OUR FUTURE CITY WORKSHOP

STREET FRONTING PROJECT TYPE

FRONT SETBACK

SIDE SETBACK

Street

What:  All of the units on shallow mid-
block lots would face the street.

Why: This is a traditional form that 
creates an attractive streetscape with 
front doors and yards. Units also have 
back yards. This format also has the 
flexibility of being be either a rowhouse 
(fee simple ownership) or a townhouse 
(strata ownership).

What: The side yard between buildings 
would be 6 feet, which is larger than 
what is required for a single detached 
dwelling. 

Why: This setback would help reduce 
shadowing on neighbours and optimize 
daylight between buildings. It would 
also allow a planted buffer in the side 
yard. 

6 Feet

6 Feet

What: The front yard setback for centre 
units would be 14 feet, which is more 
typical of a townhouse development. 
The front yard setback for end units 
would be 19 feet, which is closer to what 
is require for single detached dwellings.

Why: These setbacks would help new 
townhouses fit in with neighbouring 
single detached dwellings, while still 
maximizing the usable open space 
behind the townhouse units.  

19 Feet

14 Feet

TOWNHOUSE AND ROWHOUSE DESIGN: 
Street Fronting Projects

Lane

WHAT DO YOU THINK?

Agree Disagree

Use a dot to tell use whether you 
agree or disagree with the direction 
proposed. Use Post-It Notes to tell 
us why. 

Agree Disagree

Agree Disagree

We are considering allowing Laneway and Carriage Houses in 
the city. Before we move forward we want to know what you 
think about the draft design criteria we have created.



September - October 2016

OURC ITY

OUR FUTURE CITY WORKSHOP

COURTYARD PROJECT TYPE

COURTYARD SIDE SETBACK

COURTYARD FRONT SETBACK

Street

Lane What: A project on deep lots could be 
a courtyard style development, where 
units face an internal courtyard. The 
two end units would be required to face 
the street. The permitted size of the 
development would be slightly higher 
than a street-facing project.

Why: This format  would allow deep lots 
to be used efficiently, which helps makes 
the economics of the project work. The 
two end units would also create an 
attractive streetscape.  

What: The side yard between buildings 
would be 14 feet, which is larger than 
what is required for a single detached 
dwelling. 

Why: This setback would help reduce 
shadowing on neighbours and optimize 
daylight between buildings. This area 
would also be open space for townhouse 
units. 

14 Feet

14 Feet

Street

La
n

e

What: The front yard setback for centre 
units would be 14 feet, which is typical 
of a townhouse development.

Why: This setback would ensure that 
new townhouses would help to create 
an attractive streetscape with front 
doors and yards. 

14 
Feet

14 
Feet

Street

La
n

e

TOWNHOUSE AND ROWHOUSE DESIGN: 
Courtyard Projects

WHAT DO YOU THINK?

Agree Disagree

Use a dot to tell use whether you 
agree or disagree with the direction 
proposed. Use Post-It Notes to tell 
us why. 

Agree Disagree

Agree Disagree



September - October 2016

OURC ITY

OUR FUTURE CITY WORKSHOP

BUILDING SIZE

BUILDING HEIGHT

PRIVATE OUTDOOR SPACE

LANDSCAPING

What: The maximum frontage (property 
width) of a project would be 150 feet 
which will limit the scale and number of 
properties that can be consolidated into 
one project. This also limits the number of 
units possible. 

Why: This would make sure that these are 
small projects that fit next to and across 
the street from single detached dwellings. 

Lane

Street

What: Units can be up to 2½ floors. For 
street fronting projects, the end units on 
could only be 2 floors due to their closer 
proximity to neighbouring houses.

Why: This would make livable units 
while also ensuring that these new 
townhouses work well as neighbours to 
single detached dwellings.

What: Private outdoor space would be 
located in the backyard of each unit. 
The space would be a minimum of 160 
square feet.

Why: This would ensure the units are 
livable and functional.

Open 
Space

What: Landscape design should 
incorporate stormwater management 
and must consider tree protection. 
Planted areas would be encouraged 
within the parking area to break up the 
size of continuous parking. 

Why: This would help achieve other City 
objectives such as tree protection and 
stormwater management.

What: Fences would be required 
between back yards to increase privacy 
of the private outdoor space. Landscape 
screening would also be encouraged. 

Why: This would provide privacy for the 
each of the units as well as for adjacent 
homes. 

FENCING AND SCREENING

TOWNHOUSE AND ROWHOUSE DESIGN: 
Building Size WHAT DO YOU THINK?

Agree Disagree

Use a dot to tell use whether you 
agree or disagree with the direction 
proposed. Use Post-It Notes to tell 
us why. 

Agree Disagree

Agree Disagree

Agree Disagree

Agree Disagree



September - October 2016

OURC ITY

OUR FUTURE CITY WORKSHOP

PARKING DESIGN

TOWNHOUSE PARKING

ROWHOUSE PARKING

What: Parking pads (which aren’t 
covered or enclosed) would be 
encouraged. A detached carport (i.e. that 
is separate from the building) would be 
permitted but the size (number of stalls) 
per carport would be limited.

Why: Parking pads are preferred they 
do not add building bulk and can’t be 
converted to storage space. It is also use 
for other uses (e.g. play space) but are 
readily converted back when needed for 
parking. 

What: Townhouse projects would be 
required to provide one stall per unit 
plus one visitor parking space.

Why: Parking for a townhouse is in a 
common area which is shared by all the 
owners. This shared parking area can 
include visitor parking which could be 
used by a visitor of any unit.

What: Rowhouse project would be 
required to provide one space per unit. 
No visitor parking is required. 

Why: Each rowhouse would be on 
its own property (even though the 
unit shares walls with other units). 
One parking space is provided on the 
property of each unit and no visitor 
parking is included as there is no 
common (shared) space to locate it. 

TOWNHOUSE AND ROWHOUSE DESIGN: 
Parking

WHAT DO YOU THINK?

Agree Disagree

Use a dot to tell use whether you 
agree or disagree with the direction 
proposed. Use Post-It Notes to tell 
us why. 

Agree Disagree

Agree Disagree
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Summary of Consultation Activities  

  



 

SUMMARY OF CONSULTATION ACTIVITIES  
 
Our Future City Workshops  
 
The purpose of these events was to get community feedback on the first draft of the land 
use designation map. Community members were invited to any one of the events to learn 
more about the draft map, which shows the types and locations of land uses that will be 
encouraged over the next 25 years.  
 
The same material was presented at each of the morning and afternoon sessions. 
Community members could attend whichever session worked best for them regardless of 
location. Childcare was provided at each event, which was run by staff from the Parks 
and Recreation Department. The fact that childcare would be offered was included in the 
event advertisements so that parents knew the option was available to them. The 
childcare was well used. Coffee, water and light snacks were provided at each event. 
Each participant also got a discount at a food truck.  
 
These events were seen as a success. The event format worked well and achieved the 
objective of getting detailed feedback regarding the draft land use designation map. A 
large amount of feedback was gathered, questions were answered, and community 
members were able to hear what each other thought of the scenarios.   
 
The raw notes from the events are included in Attachment 3. 
 
Event Details 

1. Saturday, September 24, 2016 at Lord Kelvin School   
Morning Session Attendance: approximately 115 people 
Afternoon Session Attendance: approximately 55 people 

2. Saturday, October 1, 2016 at Connaught Heights School   
Morning Session Attendance: approximately 70 people 
Afternoon Session Attendance: approximately 70 people 

3. Saturday, October 15, 2016 at Richard McBride School    
Morning Session Attendance: approximately 85 people 
Afternoon Session Attendance: approximately 100 people 

 
Event Format   Open house (30 minutes) – Participants reviewed and provided feedback on 

presentation boards with the draft vision, goals, and policies. Presentation boards 
on the Infill Housing Design Guidelines were also displayed.  

 Welcome and Introduction Presentation (30 minutes) – The presentation provided 
background and summarized the purpose of the workshop and the OUR CITY 
process. 



 

 Table Discussion (50 minutes) – Participants spent time at a table, at which a staff 
member reviewed the land use designation map with a focus on one of the 
following areas:  

o McBride Sapperton and Massey Victory Heights 
o Moody Park, Glenbrooke North and Queen’s Park 
o Brow of the Hill 
o West End and Connaught Heights  
o 22nd SkyTrain Station area 

Participants started by introducing themselves and what their interest in the area 
was before beginning to discuss and provide feedback on the map.  

 Closing Comments (10 minutes) 

 Open House (30 minutes) – Participants had additional time to provide any last 
comments on the materials, and to ask staff any unanswered questions.  

 
Consultation Materials (see Attachment 1)  Vision, Goals and Policy Boards asked people to review each of the components 

and provide feedback regarding anything that was missing, redundancies, or 
suggestions for different language.   The “How is the Different” Board outlined the changes between the map in the 
current Official Community Plan and the draft future land use designation map.   Land Use Map Colour Definitions Boards provided detail about what the colours 
on the Map mean, and what land uses would be permitted. Pictures were used to 
give participants a better idea of what the land use could look like.   The Future Land Use Map Board presented the land use designation map and 
outlined the most common land use designations.   Infill Housing Boards used illustrations, photos and words to highlight the key 
criteria included in the. The feedback from these boards will be outlined in a 
future Council report.  

 
Advertising  
The advertising for the events began three weeks prior to the first event. The events were 
advertised through:   Postcards that were sent to all owners, tenants and businesses in the City.  Postcards that will be distributed to the schools so they could be sent to parents of 

students.   Postcards and posters were distributed to Residents’ Association Presidents at the 
Residents’ Association Forum.   Postcards and posters were distributed to and displayed at City facilities.   Ads in the Record, including a post-it note on the front page directing people to 
the page the ad was on.  



 

 Ads on Record online.   Notices in CityPage (in print and online)  Ads on the City’s billboards.  Audience specific Facebook ads.   Posts on both the City’s Facebook and Twitter accounts.  Updated posted on the City website under “What’s Happening” and on the project 
page (www.newwestcity.ca/ourcity).  Invitations sent to the OUR CITY mailing list.  Invitations sent to members of City Committees and Residents’ Associations.   Presentations were made to relevant City Committees and the Residents’ 
Association Forum.   Advisory Group members helped promote the events through their social 
networks.   Media coverage also helped promote and draw more people to these events. 

  
Demographics  
The first display boards presented at the events asked participants to tell use a little bit 
about themselves. Answering the questions was voluntary, but the majority of people did 
provide information. The purpose of asking the questions was to better understand 
whether the respondents were representative of the city as a whole. The tables below 
compare the information provided by participants to data from the 2011 Census or 
National Household Survey.  The key findings include:   Young people (under 35) where under-represented   Middle aged people (between 51-65) were over-represented   Renters were significantly under-represented   Brow of the Hill was under-represented  Connaught Heights and Glenbrooke North were over represented (and less so 

West End)  
 

Additional antidotal questions (that cannot be compared to statistics) were asked. Some 
of the findings from these questions included:   The majority (63%) of people that attended have lived in New Westminster for 

more than 10 years.  The majority of participants were part of a household that was either a family with 
kids (41%) or a couple (33%).   The majority of people (60%) expected to be living in the same home they do 
now. 
 

 
 
 
 



 

Table A: Summary of Results: What is Your Age? 

AGE Percent of 
September 
24 (Lord 
Kelvin) 

Respondents 

Percent of 
October 1 

(Connaught 
Heights) 

Respondents 

Percent of 
October 15 
(Richard 
McBride) 

Respondents 

Percent of 
TOTAL 

Respondents 

Percent of 
Residents    

(2011 
Census) 

Difference

19 and 
below 

0% 2% 3% 2% 18% -16% 

20-35 14% 7% 15% 12% 24% -12% 
36-50 19% 26% 32% 26% 25% 1% 
51-65 45% 42% 35% 40% 21% 19% 
66 and 
above 

23% 23% 14% 19% 13% 3% 

 
Table B: Summary of Results: Are You a Renter or an Owner? 

  Percent of 
September 
24 (Lord 
Kelvin) 

Respondents 

Percent of 
October 1 

(Connaught 
Heights) 

Respondents

Percent of 
October 15 
(Richard 
McBride) 

Respondents 

Percent of 
TOTAL 

Respondents 

Percent of 
Residents    

(2011 NHS) 

Difference

Own 92% 90% 93% 92% 56% 36% 
Rent 8% 10% 7% 8% 44% -36% 
 
Table C: Summary of Results: Where Do You Live?  

 Percent of 
September 
24 (Lord 
Kelvin) 

Respondent
s 

Percent of 
October 1 

(Connaught 
Heights) 

Respondents

Percent of 
October 15 
(Richard 
McBride) 

Respondents 

Percent of 
TOTAL 

Respondents 

Percent of 
Residents 

(2011 
Census) 

Difference

Brow of the 
Hill 

18% 9%   12% 23% -11% 

Connaught 
Heights 

5% 35% 4% 14% 3% 11% 

Downtown 5% 6% 1% 4%  17% -13% 

Glenbrooke 
North 

12% 16% 18% 15% 6% 9% 

Massey 
Victory 
Heights 

3% 1% 8% 4% 5% -1% 

McBride 
Sapperton 

5% 4% 40% 17% 16% 1% 

Moody Park 23% 6% 6% 12% 8% 4% 



 

Queen’s 
Park 

5% 7% 7% 7% 4% 3% 

Queensboro
ugh 

5% 1% 1% 3% 11% -8% 

West End 18% 14% 6% 13% 7% 6% 
 
Table D: Summary of Results: How Long Have You Lived in New Westminster  

AGE Percent of 
September 24 
Respondents 

Percent of 
October 1 

Respondents 

Percent of 
October 15 
Respondents 

Percent of 
TOTAL 

Respondents 
Less than one 
year 10% 4% 12% 9% 

1-4 years 10% 13% 19% 14% 
5-10 years 12% 12% 18% 14% 
Over 10 years 68% 71% 51% 63% 
I don’t live in 
New West 0% 0% 1% 0% 

 
Table E: Summary of Results: Describe Your Household  

AGE Percent of 
September 24 
Respondents 

Percent of 
October 1 

Respondents 

Percent of 
October 15 
Respondents 

Percent of 
TOTAL 

Respondents 
Single Person 16% 18% 6% 13% 
Couple 31% 22% 47% 33% 
Roommates 1% 1% 1% 1% 
Family with 
Kids 

39% 46% 37% 41% 

Empty Nester 9% 12% 7% 9% 
Other? 4% 1% 2% 3% 
 
Table F: Summary of Results: Where do you hope to be living in the future?   

AGE Percent of 
September 24 
Respondents 

Percent of 
October 1 

Respondents 

Percent of 
October 15 
Respondents 

Percent of 
TOTAL 

Respondents 
Living in the same place 51% 51% 76% 60% 
Living in a smaller place in 
New West 

12% 17% 9% 13% 

Living in a larger place in New 
West 

22% 13% 8% 14% 

Living outside of New West 7% 16% 1% 8% 
Other? 7% 4% 5% 5% 
 
 



 

Infill Housing Design Guidelines Online Survey    
 
At the same time as the workshops, an online survey focused on the draft Infill Housing 
Design guidelines was launched. The survey was posted from September 22, 2016 to 
October 23, 2016. In total, 215 people provided feedback through the survey.  
 
A copy of the survey questions and the raw notes are included in Appendix 4.  
 
Advertising  
 
The survey was advertised through Facebook ads. Emails were also sent to the OUR 
CITY mailing list, residents’ associations and City committees. The project webpage, 
Facebook and Twitter were also used for promotion. Information was posted on the 
project webpage and on the City’s home page (under “What’s Happening”). Participants 
at events were also made aware that the online survey was another way to provide input.  
 
Demographics  
 
Three voluntary demographic questions were asked at the end of the survey. The 
questions help staff understand whether the respondents were representative of the city as 
a whole. The tables below compare the information provided by participants to data from 
the 2011 Census or National Household Survey.  The key findings include:   Children and youth (under 20) where under-represented and less so seniors (over 

66)   Middle aged people (between 36-65) were over-represented   Renters were significantly under-represented   Brow of the Hill was under-represented  Glenbrooke North and the West End were over represented  
 

Table G: Summary of Results: What is Your Age? 

AGE Percent of 
Respondents 

Percent of 
Residents    (2011 

Census) 

Difference 

20 and below <1% 18% -18% 
20-35 27% 24% 3% 
36-50 45% 25% 20% 
51-65 20% 21% 1% 
66 and above 7% 13% -6% 
 

  



 

Table H: Summary of Results: Do You Rent, Own or Neither? 

 Percent of 
Respondents  

Percent of 
Residents      (2011 
NHS) 

Difference  

Own 87% 56% 31% 
Rent 13% 44% -31% 

 

Table I: Summary of Results: What Neighbourhood Do You Live In? 

 Percent of 
Respondents 

Percent of 
Residents 

(2011 
Census) 

Difference 

Brow of the Hill 7% 23% -16% 

Connaught Heights 6% 3% 3% 

Downtown 3% 17% -14% 

Glenbrooke North 11% 6% 5% 

Massey Victory Heights 2% 5% -3% 

McBride Sapperton 14% 16% 2% 

Moody Park 5% 8% -3% 

Queen’s Park 5% 4% 1% 

Queensborough 1% 11% -10% 

West End 14% 7% 7% 

Outside of the City 32%   

 
 
 
  



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachment 3 
Excerpt of Raw Notes from  
Our Future City Workshops  

  



 

RAW NOTES FROM OUR FUTURE CITY WORKSHOPS  
 
Laneway House / Carriage House Design Guidelines  
 
Building Size  allow smaller, starting at 250  too small at 250 sqft  Consider some 1000ft, based on lot size  In the west end and other areas there are several garages which are suitable to be 

converted to laneway homes. In order to avoid having to demolish these structures to 
allow construction of a new laneway home, the new guidelines must be flexible and 
allow for some concessions for existing buildings, subject to certain limits. Specifically, 
how you count the floor-space taken by built in parking garage space will be an issue. In 
the example provided the floor space exceeds 950sqft. A concession should be allowed 
for the parking space that was included in the building when completed. converting into a 
carport doesn’t make sense.  really like this kind of housing, small and boutique  perfect type of design  too restrictive, Vancouver allows 1020 sqft  allow smaller than 350 sqft  define sqft min + frontage for LWH  LWH need to have ability to have 2 rooms at least 900 sqft to be livable  consider larger LWH 1200 sqft   increase coach house size to maximize space and owner incentives  consider basement in LWH especially on sloped lot scenarios 

 
Property Density  Allow bonus for heritage homes  too limited, Vancouver allows laneway homes to be 16% of lot area  some consideration for more sqft to support limited development feasibility  probably shouldn’t allow a huge house with 1 or 2 suites in basement to do a laneway. An 

older smaller home that wants a laneway and a bit of an addition should be looked at  allow extra FSR for laneway houses above and beyond 0.5 FSR  combined house and laneway max 65% FSR  I think 10% more density should be added for laneway home with garage. Bby is 60% 
Van is 70%  55% is better  will families find the size limit attractive  it depends on lot size  FSR for LWH CH needs to be increased, should just do on % of lot instead  FSR 0.5 for laneways too low, 16% in Vancouver  FSR should be additional for coach house or laneway house  higher FSr to build laneway 



 

 yes to larger more square footage to allow families to stay in New West while having a 
mortgage helper  this is not affordable housing, and we want to increase affordability  up to avail FSR disagree 

 
Small Second Floor  allow bigger. Streetscape along lane not so important, also consider light into backyard  you should allow houses to have same size 2nd floor, easier to build passive houses  same size second floor - good idea 
 
Building into Roofline  We have a big garage. No issues with light. No issues with us or neighbours 
 
Private Outdoor Space  Maintain suitable outdoor lighting in the lanes to maintain safety in the lanes  private outdoor space should be recommended not required, same for plantings / 

landscaping  This private outdoor space would likely be used for parking  This private outdoor space will probably be a parking pad  what if laneway is for family? Shared space?  plants at laneway 160sqft patio? Combine it with 100 sq not necessary optimal  have the parking pad double as outdoor space? 160sqft a bit much for most lots  make a laneway committee? To observe the growth?  case by case study, review design to match the cultural landscape 
 
Upper Floor open Space  can the outdoor space be on 2nd floor only? I agree with this 
 
Building Separation  Building separation -allow variances to make it work  Need flexibility depending on current lot/house/tree location  this is vary dependent on the location of the existing house, too many variables  too restrictive for older houses on situated mid-lot  setbacks separation on a case by case basis  not all lots would allow for this (16 ft) agree, most wouldn’t  also consider coach carriage house on the side on main house, for lot size that is 

horizontal rather than vertical 
 
Landscaping  stormwater management yes, required planting, no. Two separate items  A few potted plants, that’s it  How many laneways can support planting in between house and lane? Seems like lane 

space is an issue  thick topsoil, bricks not pavement, disconnect downspouts  landscaping - mandate permeable surface 



 

 Do we want what Vancouver is suffering from? Bad  lack of trees and greenery become the new norm, sadly  native plants only  then need space for plants, but can close space for 13ft between main house, appealing 
aesthetically 

 
Upper Floor Windows  At least allow glass block windows at side to let is light without having to put them at eye 

level  and in case of fire? 
 
Fencing & Screening  landscape screening yes, high no visibility not peekaboo or old good neighbours fencing  Yuck, I want laneway tenants to enjoy backyard, they can have their own section too  should be recommended, not required.   Agree, recommend only 
 
Pedestrian Access  How do you easily do this? Can the path join  the house path? Do you have to cut a 

separate staircase in a 70 yr old retaining wall?  In most cases this is a desirable requirement, exceptions should be allowed where needed  Agree, recommend only  3 feet is not enough, 1 meter minimum. 4-5 feet would be better. Emergency crews 
require more room with all their gear  access to the lane is good enough  access to the lane is good enough - Good point  access to the lane is good enough - I agree  Good but allow for challenges with existing house walkways, trees etc.  if have lane then don’t need 

 
Parking Type  Agree, don’t count garage into floor space  Where do you expect all those people to park with no garage?  When the laneway house includes an enclosed garage, then the size will overall should be 

larger, as long as same living space is within the size limit  Main house 2x cars, laneway 2x cars, 1 spot in back doesn’t. 3 in front. No parking  The square footage of a parking garage built into a laneway house should not count 
equally towards the permitted size as the living space does  if house is a corner lot and big enough lot, ok to put second driveway at side  im split, yes parking pads are great to decrease congestion, but what happens to green 
backyards, more becomes paved  open carport does not address storage needs of laneway residents, sports equipment, tools 



 

 
General  laneway houses must not become separate property, must always be a rental or secondary 

accommodation for family of main house residents  Good idea. Cannot sell laneway house.  no to carriage houses, yes to lane houses with back lanes a must. Parking on site 
proportional to lot size 

 
 
Laneway House / Carriage House Parking Requirements  
 
Three Units and Three Parking Spaces  laneway vehicles tend to park parallel to the lane  This option will greatly reduce the eligible properties in the city for laneway carriage 

development  for coach and laneway housing scenarios there should be a requirement for 3 parking 
spots  3 unit allowed means too many cars! Already have problems with 2 units in the west end 

 
Two Units and Two Parking Spaces  coach house OR basement suite but not both (2 parking spots) for "single family" 

neighbourhoods  this should be implemented far from train so residents will not take street parking  2u/2p parking spots should only be allowed near train station or other parts of new west 
 
Three Units and Two Parking Spaces  2 spots! Not 3  Only in conjunction with better public transportation  Ride sharing and autonomous cars are likely to reduce the need for personal cars. Cars 

are parking 96% of the time. Utilization will increase  Only in conjunction with better public transportation  young people aren’t as interested in driving than older generation. Also self driving cars 
are coming. Don’t think well need as much parking in the future  we need to ensure the entire property is not paved in order to accommodate maximum 
parking (5?6?7? Cars)  Will we be car dependent in the future? Can we imagine housing with no parking?  want 1 spot only  laneway houses with suite 2 parking spaces  can we have laneway houses with no parking? Not everyone drives  no need for dedicated parking close to transit  especially near train station  use transit less cars  allow even one car space - open air for laneway houses within 10 min walk of skytrain  we are seeking more housing along transport routes, parking is not a prerequisite in this 
scenario  



 

Townhouse & Rowhouse Comments 
 
Street Fronting Projects  more of these should be fee simple not strata  front facing units make streets more interesting and walkable - big fan!  what about lots with significant slopes? Would front back designs work better 
 
Side Setback  please allow some experimentation for zero line development, makes a lot of sense - 

reference Netherlands  those of us wanting to downsize from a detached house need a small yard - this is a great 
option 

 
Front Setback  More social interaction happens when front yards are shallow, brownstone example east 

coast  What if neighbours also become a townhouse. Too much concern for street scape, too 
much regulation 

 
Courtyard Projects  in exchange for efficient use of space, what about designing a space for community 

events, ie BBQ patio  consideration for stacked townhouse with lock off suites in higher density areas  we need more of these types of development, so need to make them feasible  what size lots would these be? 
Building Size  ensuring age friendly units with options, to enable age-in-place within the neighbourhood  minimum unit sizes. Families come with a lot of stuff. What is livable  increasing density by 5x is not acceptable ever  so could you have a few townhouse properties on a block, or just one 
 
Private Outdoor Space   less front yard space, more backyard space for activity and privacy  less front yard space, agreed 3x 

 
Landscaping   Roof runoff should also be managed onsite, swales, thick topsoil, green roofs, etc  stronger wording, direction needed for tree canopy  if this style is built next to heritage house it will destroy that 1 by 1 
 
Parking Design  don’t re-invent the wheel. Incorporate wins from other places doing this 50+ years  parking pads should be encouraged  parking pads a plus! Used for gardens as I hope less drivers in the future  we like our cars - high volume of people takes that space away 



 

 parking pads should be required - unless a separate garage is built onsite  parking pads must be permeable, lattice or bricks  allows for people with cars to utilize the space  mandatory permeable surface  could have covers but be open on sides but no drain spouts, rain stays on site  How do you plan on encouraging this  if people use for storing their crap instead of cars, cluttered unattractive, will you regulate 
that?  stop worrying about parking, next generation will use transit / how can you be so sure? 

 
Townhouse Parking  for the amount of time visitors are present, they should park on the street. Dedicated 

space on a lot will be wasted  1 visitor parking stall is not enough  need more parking than this  is this the trend with a current car usage, ie no car or car share?  allow enclose parking for storage of lawnmower, hockey gear, bikes and strollers. Single 
family houses along the same lane will have detached garages so why limit TH?  TH should have garage space like single dwelling units, maybe side by side  visitor parking very difficult to accommodate in small townhouse development  one stall  as long as visitor parking stays as visitor parking unlike what has happened in many 
condos 

 
Rowhouse Parking  it would be great to have rowhouse as an option  most families have 2 cars  I like the idea of "own" property, but maybe parking stall could accommodate 2 cars?  with row houses there will be no open space 
 
General  would like to see townhouse at edge of single family neighbourhoods, only as opposed to 

midblock, but works for brow of the hill  rowhouses defined as fee simple - you own the land your home is on, Townhouses are 
strata  Keep ours a community. Learn why Vancouverites are leaving  pre-zoning is a big concern  Rowhouses are a great affordable alternative 
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Prev1ous 
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Progress 

Privacy Access & Parking 

Landscaping 

What: Landscape design should incorporate 

stormwater management and must consider 
tree protection. Planted areas would be 
required between the laneway house and the 
lane. 

Why: This will help achieve other City 
objectives and will create an attractiVe 
interface between the lane and the new unit. 

Do you agree with this direction? 

.. Agree I .. Disagree 

C) Next 

Help ｐｲｩｶ｡ｾｹ＠ About MetroQuesl 
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Prev10us 

Progress 

Privacy Access & Parking 

Upper Floor Windows 

What: Upper level windows would be 
designed to minimize overlook into 

neighbours' yards. Windows could be 

oriented to the lane or side street (on a 
corner lot}. Other windows would not be at 

eye level (e.g. skylights, clerestory windows 

and noor level windows). 

Why: This will protect privacy of adjacent 

houses while still allowing natural light into 

the unit. 

Do you agree with this direction? 

" Agree I " Disagree 

ｾﾷ＠

Optlonal comment 

Help Privacy About MelroQuest 

C) Next 

D 
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.. Agree 

Progress 

Privacy Access & Parking 

Fencing & Screening 

What: Fences would be used on the sides 
and back of the property to increase privacy. 
Landscape screening would also be 

encouraged. 

Why: This will provide privacy for tile new 

unit as well as for adjacent houses. 

.. Disagree 

0 Next ｾ＠

Help Privacy About Me!roQuest 
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Progress 

Privacy 

Parking Type 

What: Parking pads (neither covered nor 
enclosed) would be encouraged. A 

maximum of one carport (covered parking) 
would be permitted. A one car garage 
(enclosed parking) would be allowed but 
would count towards the total permitted size 

of the unit. 

Why: Parking pads are preferred since 
enclosed garages add building bulk and can 

be converted to living or storage space. 
Pads can be used for other purposes (e.g. 

play space) but are readily converted back 

when needed for parking. 
Do you agree with this direction? 

,. Agree I .. Disagree 

C) Next 

Helo Pnvacy About MetroQuesl 



 

2 Unit & 2 Parking 

3 Units & 3 Parking Spots 
This scenario would allow three units the main 

house, a secondary suite AND a Laneway/Carriage 

House. One parking spot would be required for each 

unit 

Number of Eligible Properties -Quantity of Open Space -Quality of 'Lanescape' -
Helo Privacy About Metroauest 
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Building Height 

What: Units can be up to 2Y. floors. For 

street fronting projects, the end units on 
could only be 2 floors due to their closer 

proximity to neighbouring houses. 

Why: This will make livable units while also 

ensuring that these new townhouses work 

well as neighbours to single detached 

dwellings. 

Do you agree with this direction? 

,. Agree I ,. Disagree 

Opt1ona1 comment C) Next 

Help Privacy About MetroQuesl 



 

Courtyard Projects Building Size 
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ParKing 

Private Outdoor Space 

What Private outaoor space woukl be 

located In the bacl<yara or each unit The 

space woul(l be a minimum or 160 square 

teet. 

Why: This will ensure the units are livable 

ana runct1ona1. 

Do you agree with Cl1is direction? 

" Agree I .. Disagree 

C) Next 

Help Pnvacy Allout MerroOuest 

D 
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Previous 
______:_:__:___ J 

Open Space & 
Landscaping 

Landscaping 

Parking 

What: Landscape design should incorporate 

stormwater management and must consider 
tree protection. Planted areas would be 

encouraged within the parking area to break 

up the size of continuous parking. 

W hy: This will help achieve other City 

objectives such as tree protection and 
stormwater management. 

Do you agree with this direction? 

,. Agree I " Disagree 

Optional comment C) Next 

Help PriVacy About Metroauest 



 
  



 

  



 

  



 

 

Courtyard Projects Building Size 

Q whattodo 

Open Space & 
Landscaping 

Rowhouse Parking 

Parking 

What: Rowhouse project would be required 
to provide ore space per unit. No visitor 

parking is required. 

Why: Each rowhouse will be on its own 
property (even though the unit shares walls 
wrth other units). One parking space is 

provided on the property of each unrt and no 
visrtor parking is included as there is no 
common (shared) space to locate it. 

Do you agree with this direction? 

.. Agree I " Disagree 

C) Next 

Help Privacy About MetroQuest 



RAW NOTES FROM ONLINE SURVEY  
 
Laneway House / Carriage House Design Guidelines  
 
Access Requirements  But, this should not be a dedicated access....shared access with the main house is 

perfectly acceptable.  Consideration of lane way access makes more sense.  Long concrete access paths to front 
streets contributes to impervious surfaces and reduces CO2 sequestration   Corner lots or double fronting lots might have better access from the side or rear street.  I think streets with laneway houses should be getting street addresses to make it a proper 
living space. Access from the front through the main houses entryways can negatively 
affect privacy for main house. And may require more fencing and reduction of play space 
of residents.  I think the objective should be easy access; not necessarily access from the front (by 
walking past the main house, thus eliminating privacy). If the development can provide 
easy access (for emergency vehicles or pizza delivery), and vehicle parking; why must 
there also be access to the front?  In general I agree.  However the picture is misleading.  Direct line of sight to the street 
should not be required.  Many of NW 'lanes' are actually separate streets and LWH can have unique street address 
on secondary street  Most laneway houses in Vancouver just access the laneway house through the back lane, 
so I don't see why this would be necessary.  Pervents smaller 4000 sq ft lots from possibly having carriage home like Vancouver. 
Surrey is 3000 sq ft lot which is a bit too small  Pictured yard may be an invitation to crime  This is easily done for new builds where the main house and laneway house are being put 
in but may be almost impossible for existing homes to add to due to current layout 
without having foot traffic passing through the main house private living area. Would be 
better for laneway houses to have identifying address (add LW-west to home address)  This should only be a requirement if the new unit is a second unit at the back of a 
property with no lane access. There needs to be some flexibility.  Who owns the path? Lane way home owner or main house owner?  Yes, if a driveway fulfills this requirement.  Access would be on the side street or alley   Don't need to provide free access to main street for laneway vistors and residents  For one there should be no laneway unit if no laneway. The laneway is the access and 
where housing is present the lnaeway should be a roadway - even if width makes it a one-
way road. This restriction again, limits laneway housing where current structures exist 
and house footprint does not allow for this 3 ft lane. this devalues heritage homes and it 
should be unnecessary where laneway is properly maintained and upgraded to roadway 
status.  i think you already on the whole have that around most homes, this would eat up even 
more real estate. laneways would not require that ,cottages would 



 Many lanes in New Westminster actually have names. This is a great opportunity make 
lane houses face and orient to lane, activating those spaces and maintaining privacy along 
side of main houses. For those houses who do not have a named lane, then yes 3 ft guide 
is great.  Often when an ambulance is called, two ambulances and the fire truck arrives blocking 
the street completely making congestion impossible.  Pizza delivery...really?  Other services I get but pizza?  Yep right up there with police fire 
and ambulance- 2 of 3 services I have used in 26 years of living in the same house.  Well 
come to think of it, I have ordered pizza more than 3 times.  Good idea, sidewalks for the 
pizza guy or girl (it's always been a guy BTW)  Maybe the postie would have been a 
better comment but thanks for the laugh.  Terrible idea. Access should be easy, but not by "taking away" private areas of the main 
house. That walkway from the front might pass right by bedroom windows. Just make 
sure access guidelines are in place but don't dictate that it has to be from front nor pass by 
main house. This one is really dumb, sorry.  There needs to be more flexibility regarding access, although I agree with the principle I 
don't think that a single prescribed design solution will always accomplish the best 
overall result  There should be fewer restrictions on residential density to help address the housing 
crisis.  Why not access just to lane that it rests on ?  Why would this be relevant if the laneway home looks out on an accessible back alley? 

 
Building into Roofline  Again, I don't think laneway houses should be that elaborate.  No second floor period.  Allow some flexibility for low sloped and flat roofs  Constraining the majority of program to the ground floor would probably be best for 

downsizing boomers: fewer stairs and less house to maintain.  I love the idea of the option to add housing on the property. This way, some families may 
be able to stay together without the need to acquire more land.  I really like this idea. I would be opposed to any laneway or carriage homes which did 
not have to build into the roof line. The alternative is to have a three story equivalent 
structure next to your property which would be incredibly imposing and would have a 
significant and negative impact on the neighborhood.  Make them bigger so they can accommodate a family. Possibly up to 1500 sq ft on two 
floors  Special consideration and flexibilty should be offered to homes on steep lots = lots with 
large elvation difference from fronthe to back = a means for home owner to provide city 
with alternative home design on steep slope that still respects the intention of livability 
and sight lines.  adds more character  Clarify the ownership of the CH, and whether the main home would allow suites.  I agree. However, I home that owners have a option to design homes to their preference. I 
find the modern look is very attractive (i.e. the room is almost flat).  



 Provide more options. There should be no one size fits all. Provide flexibility for more 
Eco friendly innovations and designs. Allow for creativity with design and living space.   The current roofline allotted for a garage is a very shallow pitch. Wouldn't be able to add 
a second floor within this guidline  "There needs to before choic and variety than the one model, height restrictions need to 
be determined. I agree there should be no ""big box"". Consideration should  Be given for outdoor living space area in 2nd level. "  There should be fewer restrictions on residential density to help address the housing 
crisis.  This does make sense but the upper floor would be hot in summer.  Not the greenest 
choice to build into the attic space.  To reiterate my comment on the previous question, I do not understand why you are even 
entertaining the idea of restricting the design of lane way homes. Many small homes/ 
laneway homes are being built with the capability for rooftop gardens or outdoor living 
space. As citizens, we do not need counsel to be prescriptive with housing design.   Understandably this protects against a "big box" but must also allow for creativity and 
building innovation   While agreeing that this guideline apply at the gable ends it should not necessary be 
applied at the central part of the roof, provided that max height restrictions are complied 
with 

 
Building Separation  12 ft would be enough.  Again....to many rules.  The size of lot in New Westminster varies tremendously.  There 

are lots where this separation would prohibit a new residence.  Again, each homeowner 
should be able to create the space they want to meet their needs and desires.  Agree with the idea but there may be cases where an alternative layout might work. For 
example, someone with a narrow home on a 50-60+ ft wide lot may be able to locate a 
coachhouse beside their primary home but only with 4 ft of separation on either side, 
which would be allowed if subdividing. Another case would be a similar situation where 
the coachhouse is offset from the primary home. Perhaps separation could be measured in 
another way or flexibility could be provided for these situations. Also, allow for 
relaxations for character homes.  Good greif we are closer side by side to the next house than this. Are you trying to make 
it impossible to build a laneway or carriage house?  I think any shadowing would be less than overgrown trees which often occurs.  Many older homes do not maximize the width of their lots = have significantly large side 
yards. A 15 foot minimum would would overly impact thesee older homes = encouraging 
people to tear down old homes   Privacy is in the eyes of the homeowner. Some people don't care if the next unit is close 
to their main house  Setbacks from rear yard and side yard should also be larger than normal to protect 
neighbours. 



 Some large corner lots may have the main house oriented differently, so there should be 
flexibility to allow a laneway house to be built beside it -but the criteria should be limited 
to corner lots.  The depth of the lot should determine the min separation. 16 ft as bare min but more for 
larger lots.  The minimum should be at least 25 ft.  This may penalize existing homes.  This would not allow this type of construction on many existing lots.  We should ensure that this does not create conflict with laneway parking (garage or open) 
in a way that reduces homeowners to one-or-the-other decisions.  Perhaps geometric 
relaxations could accomodate integrating parking with laneway units.  16 ft seems really close.  Does it have to be minimum of 16 feet? I feel this can be a grey area, if owner wants 14 
feet separation based on the lot, does this get denied??  Exclude decks from the separation distance  i would like to see the set back at the front of main house reduced so there would be more 
room between homes  Most SFRs are not 16 feet apart in my neighbourhood.  This not take into account 
irregular shaped lots.  6 feet is enough.  There should be fewer restrictions on residential density to help address the housing 
crisis.  This could limit opportunitys for people with small lots and limit their ability to provide 
housing for elderly parents or children. unless there is a fire hazard, there should not be 
restrictions   this is should be more of a guiding rule as such measure can devalue existing properties 
where limitations are present - especially with heritage homes  This may cause the owner to tear down the older home that is set back to far on the lot. 
We would like to see the character homes helped to remain to preserve the character that 
this city is know for.  What happens if there is no back lane and these secondary units back onto someone's 
back yard? Privacy of single family homes and neighbourhoods should not be 
compromised. Build density in the appropriate designated areas and stop changing the 
OCP original designations!!   why would you choose 16 feet? 10 feet seems much more inclusive. Why should families 
on smaller lots not be able to build a laneway home to house family? It would be fair to 
assume that lower income families are living on smaller lots and would have a increased 
financial need to accommodate family. 

 
Building Size  150 feet seems small - three regular lots? Why not longer, it is character- dependent on 

streets.   200ft would be seem OK on a major thoroughfare.  350 is too small, 450 minimum  Allow them to be bigger so they can accommodate a family. Possibly up to 1500 sq ft on 
two floors 



 City of Vancouver has allowed laneway houses for years.   frontage needs to be larger.    Given the variety of lot sizes in New Westminster, we should be encouraging developers 
to purchase a consolidate lots to create effective, attractive, and efficient developments.  I think that the size limit for Laneway house should be around 700 square feet at the 
most.   I would like to see options larger than 950 square feet.  Limiting the size of projects to 150 feet and 8-10 homes ensures only "low cost" builders 
will take on such projects.  This means neighborhoods full of cheaply built small 
townhome developments that will start to drag down the value of the homes around them.  
Also, organizing a strata around 8-10 homes is much more difficult than organizing a 
strata of 40-100 homes.  The townhome / rowhome frontage should be 500 feet (or an 
entire city block) and builders should be allowed to create 36-50 townhomes depending 
on the size of the lots.  limits to linear length of projects will adversely impact viability from a development 
perspective and potentially limit supply of this important housing type  Not in favour of these types of projects  Please do not change the 5th St. - 6th St from single family to townhouse zoning. 
Strongly oppose.  Revise minimum floor area from 350 sq ft to 200 sq ft  Should be higher. Say 200 or 250 feet, possibly requiring more than one building.  smaller is better--   but with the right design it would be acceptable (and perhaps 
preferable) to have a series of townhouses along a street,  rather than a 4 or 5 unit 
townhouse dropped down in amongst pre-existing houses and ending up looking totally 
out of place  these should be restricted to medium infill neighbourhoods.  Would like to see max size increased to 1200 sqft.  Yes please.  Full block projects, even at modest geometries, tend to ruin the diversity of a 
block.  You should alllow laneway houses to be upto the size of the main house  350 is too small a living space.  450-1200 is better.  Front / Back duplex situations should be considered ..... drop the upper limit of sq. ft.  Ideally larger house (800-950 square feet). It would not be adequate to have a space that 
is small like 350 square feet. I would hope that there would be some leniency when trying 
to build a decent size carriage home. It would be unfortunate if people are forced to make 
350 square feet homes when a lot is able to accommodate larger home     Need to increase Max size slightly, for lots that can accommodate more.  on larger lots I would agree with larger than 950 square ft. I have looked at Vancouver 
and they allow up to 1200 sq ft  Parking for laneway/carriage house must be included in square footage of 350-950.  The size limit should only include living space. If the buidling includes a parking garage, 
it should not be included in the floor space  why is 350 sq ft the set  minimum?  Tiny houses are very livable and can be less than half 
the proposed minimum square footage.   Why not have the ability to be flexible, depending on the space of the lot?  



 350 square feet seems way too small for living quarters.  minimum should be at least 500 
square feet  If we build a laneway house we would have to move our two cars, which we still put into 
a garage, onto the street, along with rental from the tenants to also put cars onto the street.  
You cannot drive through the streets now.  One of your staff suggested we walk or bike 
to the grocery store,,,which is 1K away.  We are pushing 80 years old....do you think that 
this is an option??  Lane way house should be a minimum of 600 square feet. Especially when a garage is 
included. Living space should be a minimum of 400  Seems restrictive, should be based on lot size and family needs  Sizes should be dépendant on lit size and utilization of space. Perhaps two small same 
size homes front and back.  There should be fewer restrictions on residential density to help address the housing 
crisis.  upto 1200sq on large lots 
 

Fence Screening  I agree but not to the heights and opacities of your examples.  While 'nice' looking, they 
discourage neighbourly social contact and would actually conceal a break-in attempt.  I dont necessary agree screening b/w main house and laneway, but increasing screening 
between other neighbours and back alley should be maintained  If family lives in the laneway house then shared space without fences or landscape 
screening might be preferred.  lower fences would be OK too. Let neighbours chose. Provide a max.   not sure it is necessary to have 6 foot high fences -- yes,  provides some privacy,  but also 
increases vulnerability to criminal activity -  Once again....too many rules.  Each owner should make decisions based on their needs.  Perhaps a larger shared-space is ideal: less individual landscaping requirements 
(everyone owning a mower, trimmer, etc), and more space to play.  Privacy yes but not isolation. No 8 foot fences  Screening and fencing between the main house and the laneway should not be a 
requirement.  Should be personal preference  This could reduce safety and increase risk of break and enter. Going back to the days of 
picket fences might be a solution and possibly low edges, which of course would increase 
garden maintenance  This should be strata decision, what if you like your neighbours? For fee simple row 
house yes it should be encouraged.  While privacy is important, it is also important to acknowledge that the space is shared to 
a certain degree, so completely fencing between the units might decrease awareness and 
respect for that shared space.  And how do you patrol this?  Any guidelines need to be flexible so that we don't end up with small dark claustrophobic 
spaces  I do not think this should be a regulation, people should put up what they see fit.  



 The extra landscaping and fencing will prove problematic from a CEPTED perspective.  
Lets not create a target rich environment for crooks.  we have precious few proactive 
policing resources in this city as is.  There should be fewer restrictions on residential density to help address the housing 
crisis.  This might not be possible for people with carriage homes. The fence might be too 
intrusive btw the main house and carriage home   We have to be careful to be not too limiting 

 
General  Do not put too many limits on laneway so that not many people are able to build them    Excellent survey!!  Glad to see the city moving forward on this - this type of housing is long overdue - 

especially TH/RH (my preference over LWH/CH). Thanks.  Good job!  "Good job. Love that I have a say in the direction of the plan.  Thanks!"  I cannot stress how important row homes and townhouses are. We have three little boys 
in a 2 bedroom condo (a den acts as a 3rd bedroom)..and a larger townhouse/row house 
would be ideal. And I can't imagine we're the only family that feels this way. There's a 
gap between condos and detached homes that's been severely underserved in 
developments  I do not want to have to move from my long term home because of redevelopment.  I'ld 
be ok with laneway houses but not townhouses  I like that more low rise options are being planned  I noted that the density around 22nd st skytrain is likely to increase - likely a good idea - 
but saw nothing related to the traffic problems on 20th.  They are already out of control 
and more density will simply exacerbate the problem.  It takes far too long to turn left off 
of 8th ave in mid morning now to get over the queensborough.  It MUST  be improved in 
any changes to OCP>    I strongly caution integration of this OCP update with your water/wastewater and 
drainage needs as well as your heritage resources. You have recognized the assets but are 
doing little to preserve them. I would play out some of these plans as a test case scenario 
in heritage areas. Also your consultation was not designed well - neighbours feel they are 
being ignored and most definately have misconceptions about the social and economic 
impacts of row housing etc. I would recommend experts be brought in as part of the 
process where possible  I would like to see more emphasis on row housing, more space efficient, more energy 
efficient and sensible on transit routes.  In my experience, prescriptive design standards can have unintended consequences. It is 
better to set out the design objective (the reasons why stated throughout the survey) and 
then challenge the developers to find a solution that meets community requirements at 
price the developer is comfortable with  It is useful to have more housing but you need to have a plan to house the people you are 
displacing for it to work  



 Let's get moving!  Make sure requirements for lane way and carriage houses make the interiors actually 
livable. Many complaints from tenants in vancouver that although they look nice, such 
buildings are not actually try livable since majority of square footage is taken up by stairs 
and garage. To improve neighbourhoods in encourage long term tenants these spaces 
need to be functional and nice to live in.  My property would be a strong candidate for laneway housing to be added and I plan to 
pursue it once the plan has been finalized.  New Westminster needs to focus their housing strategy to include all income brackets, 
life stages, renters and owners, and units of all sizes to accommodate individuals, 
families, and group living situations. Most of these proposed options aren't going to 
benefit people living on low incomes or moderate incomes in my opinion.  Parking is already a major concern for us as one of our neighbours has 4 vehicles for 2 
drivers and constantly park in front of our house.  Parking minimums should not be mandated. They are counter to every policy goal in 
existence.   Plse. don't allow over-building on lot- green spaces critical and views of neighbours 
should not be blocked by additional buildings on the lot  Since you are plugging up our streets with cars, where are the biker lanes?    Thank you for involving us in your decisions.  The proposed guidelines especially those relating to total floor space on the lot would 
prevent laneway houses from being built on most lots, contrary to the 66% support 
received for this form received during the previous process  There isn't enough parking as it is anywhere in the Queensborough area. To many people 
are living in each house.  You have parents, each having a vehicle, grandparents each 
having a vehicle, (that is 4 vehicles.) if they have a legal suite, plus a bach suite in part of 
their garage.  You have added an additional 2 more vehicles.  That is 6 vehicles per 1 
detached house.  Be realistic in your planning.  Please.  we do not want connaught changed near skytrain, it will disrupt many long term people 
that have been here for years, and it is less quality of life when you are increasing 
density, increases traffic flow in the area which is already insane, there is no way 
connaught can handle more traffic coming and going from the 20th street entrances, it is 
incredibly difficult now  We live in an expensive city. I was born in the lower mainland and it has been frustrating 
not being able to afford a home, even with a professional career. I really do hope that I 
am able to build a duplex on my lot so that me and my brother can have our own places. I 
really love the area we live in (Connaught Heights), but hope we can build something that 
will allow us to continue comfortably live so we can raise our families in this city.   We need more density in the city. The requirements need to be "loose" enough that 
laneway, carriage home and townhouses are actually built.   We need to protect single family neighbourhoods. I feel basement suites are enough. 
Laneway housing will add too much density, too much parking pressures (and noise) and 
forever change single family rights to personal space and privacy. Changing the OCP to 
accommodate this unfairly devalues those who have worked very hard to obtain home 
ownership. I do not see any value in laneway housing ruining single family tracks of 
homes. Once gone we can never get them back!! 



 We own/live in a 90 year old character home at 307 9th Street.  12 years ago we moved 
to New Westminster because it had what so much of the lower mainland lacked - charm, 
character and a potential to be a great city.  Until 2000 our home was a flop house, known 
for its association to crime, until the man we bought it from had the guts to buy it and 
restore to its former beauty.  Since we bought it in 2004, our two children we were born.   
As well in that time, the character homes to both sides of us have been bought by young 
families.  All of us have spent countless hours fixing up these homes.  These old homes 
are a big part of what makes New West different and special.  In talking with my 
neighbours, we noticed that it appears that our homes are all slated for rezoning into 
townhomes/multi housing.  When New Westminster has so many characterless low rise 
apartment buildings, why have you included increasingly rare character homes in this 
rezoning?  Have your planners and politicians walked around the neighbourhoods and 
compared the plans to what they are looking at in person on the street?  Do we want the 
New West of 2041 to be Surrey? Abbotsford?  Please take a walk.  "With all that is going on with rezoning of residential properties, a building boom is 
likely to happen when amendments are passed.  Don't forget to hire the necessary staff to 
deal with influx of workflow.  Also assign workflow to a specific employee and provide 
that name to the submitting builder so there is someone who can comment on project 
status.  having waiting in the builders abyss waiting and hearing nothing from City Hall 
on development/building permits is maddening.  Staff the affected departments 
accordingly.  The money from developments and a broader tax base will pay for this and 
more.  Also be tough and tell people builders they must respect the architecture of the 
neighbourhood and build to complement the existing homes and buildings.  You can do 
this." 
 

Landscaping  but please don't tell me this picture indicates a possible townhouse design --  ugly !!!  Dont let designers put too many pavers in over greenspace!  "Existing trees - rather than try save the old diseased trees, particularly on boulevards, 
use these developments to plant new appropriate trees....do not protect the dying...let 
them die.    Stormwater - make each developer deal with their stormwater and offer solutions that 
might not be ""space oriented."  I disagree with restricting the building separation because, in the event of making another 
building for family, there is no need to make it so far away, and this restriction may limit 
some families from the option altogether.  If the laneway house is more of a simple sleeping unit above a garage then forcing green 
space at the entrance to a garage door wouldn't work.  It depends on parking. It may be better to have the landscaping beside rather than behind 
the laneway house.  Need to make sure trees do not cause shadowing which of course can increase ones 
carbon footprint through increased use of lights and also increased heating costs  New Westminster as a community is lacking environmental protection and still operates 
in a twentieth century paradigm.  More consideration of water management surrounding 
homes should be considered. 



 No project should be refused to save an existing tree. Allow reasonable replacement 
options  Planted area between lane and laneway house is not needed.  Said planted areas could also serve as infiltration features.  Should encourage underground parking.  The city themselves should do this. For example, rather than paving boulevards for 
driveway access use a permeable material.  The lane I live on doesn't have much space between existing buildings and the lane.  Not 
sure if full landscaping is practical in all neighbourhoods  There should be a minimum number of trees required both in front and back.  If the city 
is adamant on tree bylaw then these projects must be able to incorporate a large number 
of trees listed on the bylaw.    This limits the design of the property, where the entrance to the Laneway home might be 
on the side (with trees), white the lane side of the dwelling might be closer to the alley, 
without room for tree etc.  Would like to see more rainscapes / rain gardens / stormwater management solutions in 
NW.   Yes!! This will keep developers from building right to the pavement and also make it feel 
more like a neighborhood and less like a Alley.   As long as it can be any kind of planted area- for example container garden etc.  i don`t know if everyone needs a landscape design , maybe just don`t allow gravel 
pavement ,concrete or types of bricks .  I wholeheartedly agree with storm water management and trying to accommodate trees, 
but I do not believe that there should be planting required between laneway and laneway 
home simply due to the fact that many lots are too small to accommodate this. Unless, of 
course, the city is willing to decommission back alleys and make them green walking 
areas.   must take into account the landscape and orientation of neighbourhood to fit in well  Shouldn't dictate where landscaping /trees must be placed. Should generalize such 
guidelines.  So we end up with a few token planters with dead plants. Leave it up the owner to decide 
what they want and are prepared to maintain.  Storm water management is needed but it should be just landscaping required. 'Must' 
have trees I think is too restrictive.  The CONW has gone goofy over landscaping and tree bylaws.  Trees and planting 
require maintenance and create all sorts of issues for home owners.  Drains and gutters 
get clogged with debris. tree leaves and detritus create additional expense to clenaup.  
Laneway housing is intended to provide living units for people, not another reason for the 
CONW to mandate more greenscapes.  What control do you have over people's landscaping.  Many yards in the city are 
disgraceful and nothing is done by our city.  will the city be evaluating laneway drainage as part of this plan - e.g. inadequate gravel 
pit drains in exisitence?  You should allow building right to the rear lot line to better facilitate parking options 



 
Parking Type  A 1 car garage should be permitted but I'm not sure it should be counted in FSR.  Enclosed parking should not be included in area of laneway house, especially if the 

original FSR is to be maintained. Two car garages should be allowed if other factors 
(setbacks, areas, heights, etc.) can be met.  Enclosed parking should not count towards the total permitted size of the unit.  First of all covered parking once again reduces ones carbon footprint. Starting car in cold 
weather and also defrosting windows by idling vehicle and idling vehicle on hot days to 
cool inside of car by running AC greatly increases ones carbon footprint.( many vehicles 
have remote starts so one can start vehicle before leaving home)   I still think laneway/carriage houses are not a good option in New West. So many lots are 
irregular and with high slope. It already feels like cluttered, crowded and busy 
neighbourhoods.   I think one of the challenges with Laneway homes will be security. Burglary & 
vandalism is more likely to take place behind a property from the alley, than from the 
front of the property. Therefore, an enclosed garage provides safe parking, and some 
storage (bicycle etc). I would recommend 1 enclosed garage (that doesn't count as square 
footage, but can have living space above it), as well as a parking pad that can also be used 
as a patio / play area.  ideally,  laneway house residents would have no need for parking:  as a student or single 
person they should be encouraged to use transit or other modes ( car sharing, bike,  
walking)-- especially since the Land Use Plan seems to encourage lane way houses in 
areas that are high transit use and close to shopping etc   It would be nice for the main house to have a parking garage, and shouldn't be counted 
towards the total of the laneway house.  maybe parking should be limited for existing houses as well. Some houses that are 
recently built have as many as 7 cars parked outside  Must enforce that parking pads are for the exclusive use of the laneway home resident 
and not the homeowner; otherwise laneway resident will be forced by greedy owner to 
park on the street, resulting in crowded, narrow streets and reduced safety for cyclists and 
pedestrians.  Not opposed to it, but shouldnt be required.  off street parking requirements should not be reduced, and for 3 units on a property, 4 
parking spots should be provided  Our car has been broken into twice in the last year and our tenants car was recently 
stolen. Allowing a one car small garage seems reasonable if there is enough square 
footage on the building site.  Outdoor parking can be an eye sore...as mentioned previously...do not include the parking 
area of the garage to be included in the floor space calculation.  Our New West garages 
are generous and needed....let's retain them.  parking pads "encouraged". Dont automatically limit laneway houses because of limited 
parking.  



 Perhaps allow for a little bit more flexibility for garages under certain circumstances. 
Agree with direction but this is a bit overly harsh. Allow for partial but not full floor 
space exception perhaps?  This is a conditional agreement.  This regulation could discourage a good deal of 
otherwise interested owners.  I'd advise not including the one-car garage as part of the 
permitted size, withstanding my comments on building size.  This would limit the total amount of parking available on the property.  And if the current 
requirements of a parking spot for each resident is maintained, making parking for other 
users of the property becomes challening to impossible, encouraging further street 
parking which is already challenging.  This would prevent a simple sleeping quarters above a standard two car garage  Yes parking is going to be a huge factor. Laneways in new West are tight enough, 
especially on garbage/recycling day. Developers should be forced to put a black top or a 
pull out for the resident parking.  Agree with parking pads, but don't agree that enclosed garage should be included in 
laneway floor space.  Covered or I closed parking should be allowed minimum of one car garage  I agree with the principle to minimize bulk, but what if the designer chose to excavate a 
parking space beneath the living accommodation within the allowable height? Single 
prescribed solutions should be avoid whenever there are multiple design solutions to a 
goal.  I would allow 2 car garage if it was within permitted size  In general I agree with the pad or carport parking concept, but I think it is ridiculous that 
a enclosed parking space should take away from the living space if the lot is large 
enough.  only if encouraged, not mandatory  parking pads are ok for the CH, but how much parking is allowed for the main house?  parking will be a huge issue, lots in our area are 50 ft wide so there are a lot of options .  Should be aloud to be a covered roof for a single space. Open carport style.  There should not be a mandated parking minimum.  This would depend on the size of the unit being built and the type of renter.  Not all 
renters have cars.  Units being built on major transport routes do not require parking.  
Units being built deeper into residential areas can give this consideration but parking 
spaces should not be mandated.  Would really like to see some flexibility on this. I agree at least one open spot should be 
available for parking and other uses. That said, an enclosed (secure) garage is very useful 
for secure storage, and shouldn't take away from living space, if other factors can be met.  You should allow for enclosed & covered parking and it should not be included in total 
building space  Your word " encouraged" is concerning.  How many staff would have to be hired to cover 
all the rules and regulation for these laneway houses?   As soon as projects have been 
approved people start making "adjustments"...right? 

 
Private Outdoor Space  Although I agree with this concept I am against high fencing between these units 



 Could this space be on a second floor patio, or must it be on ground level?  Front yard space and how it meets the street is very important as well. Want to allow 
people in front yard to interact with each other and the street.   I agree with having some outdoor space but 160 SF requirement is too much.   I would encourage an option to reduce private spaces to usable patios and combine the 
remaining spaces into a larger semi-private shared space that can support more 
demanding activities.  In cases where the laneway is used for extended family.  Forcing a private open space 
would put restrictions maximizing the efficiency of the landscaping for the whole 
property.  Increasing outdoor space would increase price of investment and thus rent required. As 
many are students, elderly. This is unnecessary. I believe if a required space is required, 
perhaps a small deck with space for 2 small chairs and small table or bbq. So perhaps 1/2 
to 1/3 of the suggested space  More flexibility is required. Less than 160 might be appropriate (and still would be more 
than a condo). If there is more common space smaller private space may also be 
acceptable.  Outside space very important to liveability especially during hot summer  projects should include a way to capture rain run off from roofs, patios etc for use in 
watering.   THis is the time to make some green choices.  densification increases the 
amount of run off cities have to deal with...put this onus on the developer.  Regulations on direction it faces should be in place as not to affect neighbours.  If 
someone chooses laneway housing on their property, it should face their yard, not a 
neighbours yard.   The option of a shared yard with the big house should be considered on a case by case 
basis.  This is judgement on what someone considers livable... There are a wide range of 
dwellers in the CNW  We should be ensuring that we are using guidelines that require the space to be useable 
outdoor space otherwise we defeat the purpose of having it.  While I agree that private outdoor space is important, I also think it's less important than 
indoor liveable space, providing there's also sufficient outdoor space that can be utilised 
(multi-use parking pad, lawn/garden area etc). If there needs to be a min private outdoor 
space, it should be lower (maybe 100 Sq ft?)  Would this space be included in the allowed floor space?  I would hope not.  But, in truth, 
I would prefer to see each owner create a space that fits their individual desires for the 
residence.  As before...avoid "too many" rules.  Yes, but location should be flexible. I don't think an 8' rear yard should be required if 
private outdoor space is available elsewhere.  Agree in concept, but less than 160 min, especially if other outdoor space can be 
provided (ie a top floor balcony)  Agree to the principle of requiring private outdoor space, but a space less than 160 sq ft 
should be permitted where appropriate  And patio / balcony space on the second level should also be an option 



 And where will children play?  We have one park in the westend.  Certainly not in the 
back lanes...  I do not totally disagree. I do not think this should be in regulations, it should be up to the 
owner.   I don't think this should be a requirement as it could restrict smaller lots that cannot 
accommodate this. There should be allowances for a shared green space. There should 
also be opportunity for laneway home to create private rooftop patio space and garden.  I would not mandate outdoor space at the expense of indoor space.  Rental units is the 
objective right?  Deck space on the 2nd floor would meet this need for private area.  There should be fewer restrictions on residential density to help address the housing 
crisis.  this may be hard to accomplish on some lots  This outdoor living space allotment should include any outdoor space provided on the 
second floor  Yes, outdoor living space is essential. However, it can also be part of the total housing 
design via second floor patios/ roof top patio etc. In addition, if it is family occupying 
both main home and laneway home, this should be a regulation as it will probably restrict 
many lots from being able to accommodate the space. 

 
Property Density  A higher density is preferred.  Combining the FSR with the main building  defeats the purpose of the whole OCP 

change which is to increase density. Properties that are already at maximum FSR or close 
would not be able to have a laneway or carraige house but instead they will keep having 
bulky garages sitting empty or full of junk. On the other  hand owners with small houses 
will be allowed to have the extra 0.15 FSR however the people with small houses 
typically don't have the means to build anything otherwise they would upgrade the 
existing main house in the first place. So, again this defeats the purpose. The FSR  should 
be added to the total FSR not combined.  How many houses would be able to build laneway houses under this?  I believe that without a small increase in density laneway homes will not be workable for 
the majority of people who want them. I'd like more flexibility but still want to maintain 
neighbourhood character. The main thing is keeping our existing homes and ensuring the 
primary houses are moderate in size. An old character house should be allowed a laneway 
house in most situations, which I don't believe the current proposal allows.  I disagree with this.  The purpose of having a laneway/carriage home is to allow 
additional people to be able to afford living in the area.  By dividing the total space 
among both buildings, existing homes (especially newly constructed homes) will not be 
able to build this secondary building which doesn't allow for any additional homes. Also, 
people will refrain from building laneway homes if they have to share the square footage 
with the main house.  I think this goes against the 'infill' part of this plan because it would encourage the tearing 
down of older homes to build new homes that are of a size to allow a laneway home. 
Variations should be allowed on a case by case basis. 



 I would like to see density bonuses being given to those willing to build larger laneways - 
this gives them an incentive to share space with another family in a smaller property 
(instead of a smaller mother in law suite).  I would like to see more density.  If you really want to increase density you need to increase the floor space ratio. How 
many properties have enough FSR left in order to allow building of a decent size laneway 
or carriage  home? It is probably under 10% of the properties. How many of these owners 
of small (and typically old hoses) will be willing and able to build a house when a 
laneway build is currently quoted over 200k? So what did we achieve?  Increase density allowance.   It is ludicrous to suggest that the total floor space for a property should include the 
laneway/carriage house.  With the size of house being built today you are eliminating any 
opportunity for increased density.  It looks like FSR for the two structures will be .50 max with no accessory structures? I 
think it could go to .60 given buildings will be smaller.  Makes sense but coverage should be increased to 40 or 45%  More density is important for a city to grow and be vibrant  More housing density is required for a growing region  Similar to point 1, i would expect that a detached 2nd dwelling would allow for a slightly 
higher total square footage, relative to the size of the lot.  The availability of street parking for all the residents should be taken into consideration 
as well.  The size of the laneway house should only meeting required setbacks, etc. Limiting the 
total space (house + laneway) to the existing FSR will severely limit existing 
homeowner's ability to add a laneway house.  there are areas where it does not make sense to retain the existing permitted floor space. 
Why not expand this for areas along Tenth Avenue where front yards cannot be used due 
to the excessive traffic and noise?  This is fine as long as the allowed FSR on most parcels overshoots the existing structure.  
If many are already at or near allowable FSR then you may not get many units made.  A 
small relaxation of FSR, provided the total coverage is divided between two units, may 
be preferable, particularly on more recently infilled single-detached lots with typically 
larger primary units than older homes.  This is very discriminatory as this does not allow any new house to build laneway 
housing. Since most of these homes are owned by asians and south asians this seems as a 
way to punish them for building to lot size capacity     This limits options for man...what's the point of having this option when really it's not an 
option.   This seems too inflexible, and severely limits the opportunity to build laneway houses.   Too restrictive. Footprint is not so important as air space around the building, and height. 
Laneway houses need to be large enough to house families. Nothing wrong with two or 
three families on one lot, since the New Westminster lot sizes are so big to begin with.  Allow increase of density with HRA or slight increase if carriage house is 800ft or larger 
and thus good housing option for couples and small families  Density should be increased modestly by 10% 



 FSR needs to be flexible if a property owner wishes to build additional housing then 
consideration should be given to older homes already at max FSR.  Failure to do so may 
result in demolition of older homes to allow for a smaller principle residence and a 
secondary carriage home.  I for one would like my children to continue to live in New 
West, but they cant afford to unless they stay living in the principle house, which is at 
max FSR.  Our lot would allow for a carriage home above an existing garage and would 
provide them a home that is affordable in the city in which they were born.  Neither can 
afford to buy real estate in this city now or in the distant future.  I like my children and 
they want to stay living in this city.  Solution, carriage housing over the FSR limits.  Or 
knock down a 105 year old home and rebuild to accommodate 2 new units for the parents 
and adult children.  Each would be living in separate units on the same property.  Hows this going to create density and living space  I strongly disagree with this. If someone already built a home, they would not be able to 
make a carriage or laneway house? The laneway/carriage home should not impact the 
size of permitted for the primary home!!  Increased density seems inevitable with laneways homes, why is there such a concern? 
Neighbourhood character is something that will evolve.   Increased site coverage and density should be considered .... eg. increase from 50% to 
60%  Lane way houses should allow for another 10% as a 2 car garage is going to take up 10% 
especially on older homes and homes close to the hospital and sky train . Less parking 
needed in these areas and the older homes should be preserved. Homes over 100 years 
provide the character to this city, if more living space is allowed to be created in the lane 
way house the more likely the character home will be preserved  Laneway homes will increase density regardless. Let people maximize their land.  linking laneway house sq ft to house places limits on house that can have unforeseen 
circumstances such as unrealistic restrictions on home improvement and devaluation of 
existing homes - especially heritage homes. Do not link sq ft to main or at least only link 
for new construction main homes  not sure what yah would look like with existing homes ,easy for new builds for sure  Should ne dépendant on lot size and innovative/ eco friendly design principles. E.g. A 70 
year old primarary bungalow may be better to demo and rebuild similar size with same 
(900-950) sqft lwh/ch  The lot size should dictate the size of LWH/CH built e.g. Allow for open concept that 
may mean 2 small houses / same size.  There should be fewer restrictions on residential density to help address the housing 
crisis.  This isn't the same as having a basement suite. Overall sq ft Max should be higher for 
lane way homes, so they can be built to suit longer term living (not just short term 
rentals)   This rule would prevent building a laneway house on most otherwise suitable lots, 
contrary to the majority opinion expressed during the visioning process 
 

Second Floor Open Space  2nd floor open space will likely look down into a neighbours yard reducing privacy.  



 Agree to a point. Talking with our neighbours  is important. lets not shut them off entirely  But, this open space should not be used in calculating the maximum floor space of the 
unit.  I am neutral on this topic.    No if this second floor open space would overlook neighboring backyards.  no second floors ...  a laneway house should be a well designed small living area that 
offers no wasted space and has minimal impact on surrounding homes.   Should be optional.  The second story will still have overlook through the windows.   Think overlook would be less than many condos  This is a good option but it should not be mandatory.  As long as it is optional  I disagree because I don't think that " privacy " should be a concern. Put up blinds, plant 
trees. Don't alter the design of a house to accommodate something easily fixed in other 
ways.  I don't think 2nd floor open space should be permitted at all - too difficult to 
screen/provide sufficient privacy for occupants & neighbours.  i would rather that be living space than outdoor space,which would be more useful for 
people living there  If counted as open space as part of the proposed 160 sq ft open space it should be 
allowed. I am ot a fan of balconies because I believe they are not used and tend to lead to 
leaky building construction.  If you have laneway houses on each side of the lane where would you have no overlook?  This makes sense, but why can't the deck project (cantilever out) over a garage area?   

 
Small Second Floor  35-40% is  better ratio.    A larger 2nd floor would allow a smaller footprint which might help the separation of 

structures.  I agree with building smaller second floor but ratio to first should be higher than 60%.  I don't think laneway houses should have a second floor -- laneway houses should be 
comfortable, but provide "single suitable" lifestyle.  They should be geared towards a 
student,  or perhaps act as a "granny suite" for a senior family member. Laneway houses 
should not be viewed within the context of a "family home".    If this is for a lane house, and a garage is on the bottom, it would make it difficult to meet 
the garage requirement on the property AND have the second floor essentially the total 
living space be smaller than the garage.  No second floor should be allowed  Other means can be used to limit bldg mass. The 60% rule lends itself to 'wedding cake' 
massing, favorited in Surrey  Rather than taking the "simple" way out and talking about maximum percentage to be 
occupied...work on design criteria the cause the new home to fit the neighbourhood.  Use 
more active management and fewer hard rules that lead to variance requests.  Smaller yes, but why 60%. I would prefer 75% or 80%. 



 This makes it harder to rent out a second story - I like the idea of a smaller second floor 
but 60% seems extreme).  While I agree the 2nd floor should be smaller, I don't know that it should be limited to 
60%, as long as other guidelines are met.  60% might be too small.  Maybe 70 or 80%?  designs should allow for ground level parking for entire property with living spaces on 
2nd level.   Higher density will bring more need for onsite covered parking and if site 
permits for undue shading of neighbouring yards .... it will not be  big deal  I don't like 100% either but I think 80% is fine.  I think that there needs to be a variety of options provided. People should have 
opportunity to use top floor for kitchen/ living space to allow for cool temp lower level 
bedrooms. Kitchen on top flood could maximize opportunity for outdoor living space and 
roof top garden.  If the ground floor includes a parking space the the 60% for the upper floor should be 
based on the total floor plate including the built-in garage, not just on the ground floor 
living space  In order for carriage and laneway houses to be viable options they need to actually be 
livable. With garage space taking up most of the first floor, the second floor need to help 
make up some of the living space  isn`t that where we are now?  Isn't the point to provide more rental units and living space.  Secondary units can be build 
to mirror the main home on a smaller scale.  Incorporating deck space on second floor 
may an option to facilitate both agendas.  Must allow for creativity for beautification, options to have roof top green space, floor to 
ceiling natural light/ opaque glass. Yes, guard against 2level flat roof cube house with 
requirements for innovative / eco friendly design.   Second floor must be shorter than main house so it won't obstruct the view of the main 
house or neighbouring house.  Second floor should be allowed to be 70%  Should be dépendant again in innovative and eco friendly design, natural lighting, rooftop 
green space and outdoor living considerations   Since these types of homes are small, owners should be able to maximize the size. If the 
owner wants a more bulky structure on their property, it should be permitted. However, if 
the building is intrusive to neighbors, then it should be addressed   Smaller yes, but maybe 75%?  The laneway houses on lanes and on hills can be sunk into the slope of the hill on the 
high side of the lot.  The upstairs providing most of the living area and the down 
providing I closed parking. The final affect of the privacy loss being minimal  There should be fewer restrictions on residential density to help address the housing 
crisis.  This is absurd. Why would you remove all ability for creativity with design. Modern Eco 
friendly designs are generally using a flat roof to allow for rooftop gardens, out door 
living space, etc. Please do not implement such outdated, shortsighted regulations. 



 
Upper Floor Windows  Disagree. Windows should be accessible to look out without requiring a ladder! This type if 

window would also increase carbon footprint for residence. We need to decrease carbon 
footprints!  Don't make laneway houses into bunkers. Frosted windows give light and privacy, as do 
skylights. Sliding glass doors onto the patio should be an option. Landscaping can provide 
privacy.  Houses are allowed side windows subject to BC bldg code. LWH guidelines should be 
similar  Lower storey windows should be permitted to face the principle building. Landscaping can 
be used for privacy if the owner wishes to do so.  not even so much upper floor windows (since I don't agree with 2nd storey lane way houses) 
but all windows should be designed to offer the maximum in both light and privacy to both 
houses  Perhaps consider solar orientation contingencies.  If fenestration is only constrained by other 
structures, some units would receive poor solar economies.  This is a classist rule. We allow apartment buildings all sorts of overlook. Why are SFH 
neighbourhoods afforded special rights? Because millionaires live there?  This is a good idea in theory, but residents of lane-way housing should have the option of 
looking outside. Windows at eye-level could be permitted at the sides of the house, where 
they are not looking onto the yard and not invading privacy.  What views into houses that are opposite side of the lane  Windows should avoid overlooking neighbours yards, but do not eliminate the use of 
obscured windows which can bring in much needed light without "looking into" adjacent 
yards.  Plus, some owners may want windows so permit monitoring the laneway/carriage 
house if it is occupied by an elderly parent.  aren't skylights difficult to maintain/replace over the long term?  As soon as the laneway house is built, people will surcumvent the rules as they do now in 
having illegal suites which the City does nothing about.  Don't see why windows in laneway homes should be subject to tougher rules than windows 
in the mainhouse  I am horrified by this proposition. Allow for proper windows! Are you building a prison? 
Never mind how dark this would make this area (natural light is healthy and important) but it 
will also cause people to use more energy by turning on their lights. Please reconsider this ill 
concieved regulation. People will put up curtains.   not all upper levels windows should have this requirement. Those facing lane should be 
allowed to be eye level otherwise not pleasant livable interior space.  Perhaps add that windows may be placed at eye-level and different places if neighbours 
beside home give written agreement.  The amount of design regulations that council is trying to implement is baffling to me. 
People can put up curtains, or plant trees for privacy. No one wants to live in a dungeon.   There should be fewer restrictions on residential density to help address the housing crisis.  This seems restrictive the main house can often overlook into the neighbours yards. 
Overlooking the lane sounds undesirable. 



Laneway House / Carriage House Parking  
 
Three Units and Three Parking Spaces  As new west is a area for young families, the creation of 'homes' with a huge house, with 

a laneway house and no lawn with multiple renters takes away all the open space of our 
culture. Leading to children with less outdoor space. Maintaining That space should be 
the priority  I think it should defined by how close you are to transit ,perhaps rent a spot from the city  I think it's unwise to require parking spots for all three locations. This is not forward 
thinking about transportation options around the city.  I understand that if you are adding a suite or a Laneway home you must provide 1 
parking stall per suite; but if an existing property has only street parking today, then 
adding a Laneway home should require only spots for the additional suite, not for the 
already existing dwelling (thus consuming additional outdoor space).  parking inadequate, since most people in the carriage houses will be couples, and most 
households have at least two cars per unit  Screw parking. Seriously, we just need to get over it and stop building around cars. 
Vancouver's doing just fine with 1 parking stall per house with three units and so will 
New West. Given our larger lot sizes we arguably have even more street parking per 
house.  That's a lot of parking on a single lot. As well, vehicle ownership is decreasing.  Three units on one lot is far too much.  Too much density with 3 units per single family lot.  Allowing for 3 units per property 
will have the potential of creating more illegal suites, where owners build an authorized 
lane or carriage house with the intention to later add an illegal basement suite because a 3 
unit lot is allowed and likely will not stand out.  Once again, a policy on how to address 
and prevent illegal suites is necessary.  Unnecessary in Connaught Heights as we have lots of street parking,  We should be encouraging the reduction of cars. The people who would likely be living 
in these secondary suites likely have no cars.   We should be encouraging transit and not more parking, therefore I think having 3 spots 
for 3 units is not a good idea.  We should be reducing the use of single occupancy vehicles (cars) and promoting public 
transit, bicycling and walking, providing 3 parking spots encourages the use of SOVs.  you'll end up with much of the property encased in concrete/paved.  if there are bylaws 
today on how much can be cemented they are clearly not enforced as many homes have 
entire property encased in concrete etc.  I dislike when a significant portion of the backyards become consumed by driveway.  So 
I am against the first picture.  If close to transit, no need for parking   In this day and age, less people are opting to drive. If there is proximity to transit, I don't 
think a parking spot is required.  more and more young people do not drive cars.  For apartments, condos etc this makes 
sense.  Not so for carriage homes and 2ndary suites.  Consdierationto where the build site 



is in relation to transit should be a determining factor in how many parking spots are 
required.  If on a street serviced by a bus then fewer parking spots needed.  my rating is low because of the parking and the unnecessary on-property lane which is a 
waste of green space (laneway should be present and adequate)  not enough parking available would be far worse.  Most couples are 2 cars per unit.  If 
there are adult children living there then you have 2-5 car's per housing unit.   Which is 
far too much.  The goal is to encourage use of alternative means of transport including bicycling, 
walking and public transit so reduce the number of parking spaces.  The maximum no. Of units per property should be no more than 2, the main house and 
one other unit  There should be no mandated parking minimum.   Why do we have to have only one choice? Why can't the maximum be 3 and 3 if space 
permits, otherwise 2 and 2? I would even support no parking spots for units on transit 
routes 

 
Two Units and Two Parking Spaces  This limits the amount and variety of housing available. It is bad for the environment. It 

limits the ability of multiple generations to have independent living spaces on a single lot.  I think it should be defined by how close you are to transit. or he option to rent the a spot 
from the city   Again, the "addition" of new suites, in the main dwelling or or Laneway home should 
provide additional parking, but if a property (size & design) supports multiple suites, it 
shouldn't b limited to 2. This seems counter-productive to the point of low infill density?  parking inadequate. Streets are already too crowded and too narrow for the current 
amount of cars.  Just no. Allow for up to three units. We're an urban place.  We should be encouraging the reduction of vehicles; offering parking encourages 
additional cars. Foks who are likelt to live in secondary suites are more likely NOT to 
have cars - young adults and seniors  This would not allow more density so it really defeats the purpose of the OCP.  If we are to seriously increase infill and density while maintaining current appearance we 
must increase housing availability so 2 units would not be much of an improvement  my rating is low because of the parking and the unnecessary on-property lane which is a 
waste of green space (laneway should be present and adequate)  Please see my first comment. I would prefer to challenge designers to come up with 
solutions that meet the 5 priorities rather than tell architects how to design boxes  Sames situation as with 3 units and 3 parking spaces. reduce the number of parking 
spaces.  Should be allowed to have more if wanted.  Should have multi-space available on site for parking.  There should be no mandated parking minimum.   This scenario would create significant increases in living spaces without dramatically 
affecting the look or livability of neighborhoods.  The survey suggests that this would 



increase the number of illegal suites but that is really a matter of bylaw enforcement and 
not a matter of zoning. 

 
Three Units and Two Parking Spaces  "This keeps the appearance of parked  cars to a decent level  (appearance-wise)"  I believe each owner should decide how many parking spots should a property have. This 

may impact its rental ability and in the areas within 10-15 min of skytrain a lot of renters 
will most likely not need a car anyway. Car ownership is in decline and remote work will 
be more and more common.  Increased capacity tends to precipitate higher vehicle ownership.  If your 
municipal/regional vision is to support active modes and reduce congestion, these sites 
can contribute by encouraging vehicle sharing and accommodating more people without 
the same ratios that got us the car-ownership rates we have today.  On-street parking is 
not a bad thing as it calms through-traffic.  Meets goals of more housing and increased variety of housing. Discourages car use 
(which is good for the environment). Encourages green space.  Fighting for instreet parking is the best way to shift some of the burden on transit. It 
doesn't appear that on street parking will be designed away anytime soon - at least we can 
make it more competitive to shift interest towards other modes. I'm a big fan.  This should only be allowed if the suites are under 400sq ft.   rent a spot from the city  As a minimum, this provides for most needs I expect. Where additional parking spots are 
beneficial to the owner or tenant, they can be provided. If the impact is on street parking, 
then implement permit parking and limit the # of permits per property.  parking inadequate. Streets are already too crowded and too narrow for the current 
amount of cars.  Where is the proposal for 3 units and one parking spot? I'd vote for that if I could. I'm 
giving this one five stars only because the best option isn't available.  More units, fewer parking spaces makes sense to me.  It is not very practical to assume each unit will only have one car. Looking at a typical 
residential street where each house has a garage and a drive way there are a number of 
cars parked on the road with the current zoning. Having three units on one lot and two 
parking spaces could very likely lead to four cars parked on the street. That would result 
in one property taking up the street frontage of two properties in on street parking.  This will create streets with cars parked from one end to another.  In addition, allowing 
for 3 units per property will have the potential of creating more illegal suites, where 
owners build an authorized lane or carriage house with the intention to later add an illegal 
basement suite because a 3 unit lot is allowed and likely will not stand out.  Once again, a 
policy on how to address and prevent illegal suites is necessary.  Encouraging people to rely less on cars and more on public transit is the way we ought to 
go - allow the  requirement to provide an additional parking space to be relaxed  This seems to be the best of the three, increasing living spaces while lowering 
expectations of SOV use. Combine with the push to alternate transit choices and 



providing a bicycle/ pedestrian friendly environment would reduced dependency on the 
SOV.  An improvement, better for transit and better for people.  I don't agree with the ratings assigned to the priorities in any of these scenarios for 
example the more parking spaces you provide the more vehicles you will attract ending 
up with less on street parking  I would except this scenario only if owners are living in on site.  if house on street serviced by bus then no parking necessary.  if farther away from transit 
then 2 parking spots required for rental unit.   If individuals could build a carriage home above a garage and it didn't count as FSR 
space it would all more parking. Eg. 1bdrm suite above 2 or 3 car garage or 2 car garage 
with a pad...   In areas around skytrain stations the and large places of employment ( hospital and transit 
authority) the need for cars is a thing of the past. Many people do not even have drivers 
licenses. Ride sharing Car to Go etc is the way of the future for cars in cities. They cost to 
much to maintain and operate  "In the case of Sapperton with close proximity to a skytrain station there is greater 
likelihood that tenants for the suites will not have a car at all.  That means having a 
parking spot requirement would be too restrictive.  Also, many properties in Sapperton 
are close enough to the hospital that strict parking regulations are in place that means 
there is always adequate street parking for residents/tenants.  Be careful about making the parking requirements too restrictive - let's leave as much of 
the indoor and outdoor liveable space available for actual people and not just cars."  my rating is low because of the parking and the unnecessary on-property lane which is a 
waste of green space (laneway should be present and adequate)  Not enough parking for this senerio  "Overall comment about laneway/coach house:  my preference is to stratify the main 
house & laneway house for more home ownership options  If this isn't palatable, ensure these spaces are prevented from becoming Airbnb rentals.  
This is squeezing out the rental housing market.  "  Should have at least one spot for each unit  There should be no mandated parking minimum.   This option is the future as , especially around sky train or large areas of employment ( 
hospital and Brewery district), that also have Skytrain stations cars are becoming a thing 
that people no longer use. Many of the mellenials that I know and work with do not even 
have drivers licenses. Cars are to expensive to operate and are not needed as cities 
modernize. We have one car and only use it on the weekends as wife works at RCH and I 
Sky train it. Ride sharing is coming as it already has in Vancouver. Car 2 Go etc.   This would encourage more people to park on the streets making it difficult to find street 
parking (i.e. for visitors/home owners etc).  Having less parking doesn't mean less people 
will have cars.  We still need to be able to commute into work. 

 
  



Townhouse and Rowhouse Design Guidelines  
 
Building Height  as in previous comment:  perhaps it is preferable to have an entire neighbourhood of 

townhouses,  rather than trying to wedge a couple into an already pretty dense 
neighbourhood.  Some of the detached house neighbourhoods that are being marked as 
potential townhouse areas are pretty small lots to begin with  This arbitrarily restricts heights on buildings when there may be no nearby neighbours, or 
the neighbours may already be taller buildings.  Stacked townhouses would require at least 3 floors and much more economically viable.  A full third floor should be allowed to have more spacious living spaces for some 
families.  Consider supporting units with stairless entries for seniors and  differently abled people.  Agree with idea but potentially allow higher. The top floor should always be a half floor 
and basement would need to be sunk partially below grade.  The focus should not be "how to make townhome projects look like single family homes" 
- it should be on creating medium to larger townhome communities that are built well, 
that hold their value, where people want to live.  Builders should be allowed 3 stories 
from the ground up.  if they are going to fit then the height should be the same as the SFD in the area.  Only in medium infill areas.  A better option could be to make this a Mixed Use space and allow a higher building.  End units could match neighboring houses, not necessarily being limited to two floors.  Again....too many rules.  Stop using a rule book and manage development that fits the 
neighbourhood  allow full 3 story.  I am opposed to all townhouses  I would like to see some developments that are allowed to go higher and have rooftop 
access, living space and gardens.  Max. 2 floors with in-ground basement considered 2 1/2 floors? 

 Should be fewer restrictions on density to address housing crisis. 
 
Building Size  I am opposed to all townhouses  I like the idea of a mix of housing types on a block  minimized size is good. I would caution about set back where the frontage translates to 

unusable space better used in the backyard of each row house.   Should be smaller - Duplexes encouraged over townhouses  There are no maximum frontages in Brooklyn and their brownstones are extraordinarily 
desirable! 

 with reservation. I would prefer a unit to lot size ratio cap with a limit on the number of 
units. Three monsters on a large lot won't fit in to most neighbourhoods 
 

Courtyard Projects  personal dislike of this configuration ...  



 Why can't we have one row facing the street entirely, and then another row between the 
front and the lane?  Once again, with 3 large city lots together (50x132), limiting the project to 10 townhomes 
is not practical.  Only low cost builders would be attracted to these projects, and with 
land values increasing, it will be harder for small townhome projects to make sense 
economically for builders.  Allowing more density, and not limiting projects to 150 feet 
frontage (allowing 500 feet instead) would attract better quality developments.  In some areas (maybe Connaught?), but not in detached home neighbourhoods.  Though this design seems fair, I still think a Mixed Use designation of this size lot is a 
more sustainable and long-term approach to building a community.  This type of development would significantly affect the character of new Westminster 
and is indicative of urban sprawl  Yes more variety of housing is needed  I am opposed to all townhouses  I think this is fine where there is new development but I don't think this will fit in well 
with existing single dwelling developments  If beside single home lots, concern if the height of the development dwarfs its neighbours  Strong firm design criteria must be in place. Also in place, guards against land assembly 
to prevent neighbourhoods from changing into this type of housing development utterly.  This layout makes all common space unusably fragmented. Suggestions: 1. Widen the 
central courtyard.  2. Put parking underground and mandate additional 
greenspace/playspace.  This may work in some locations, but I think it is unfair if building massing moves too 
far into backyards as that impacts neighbouring backyards. 

 
Fencing Screening   CEPTED?  this may create opportunity for bad guys  I am opposed to all townhouses  lower fencing is more neighbourly. let owners decide.  No need. Landowners who are bothered by their neighbours can bear the cost of building 

a fence or move to Langley. 
 
Front Setback   should allow this for somewhere like Tenth avenue and even closer to the street since 

front yards are currently unusable  The proposal to add townhomes and abolish existing single family detached houses is an 
ill conceived idea. The character homes of the quaint neighbourhoods is the very essence 
of what makes New Westminster the most enviable city in the Lower Mainland. If the 
10th Avenue & 5th Street corridor is rezoned for townhomes, that will uproot many 
residents in the Glenbrooke North neighborhood for no good reason.    A shorter front setback is fine  Can setbacks be same distance as houses next door?   I wouldn't actually say we're maximizing space behind the units since that implies 
compromise on the front.  You're "balancing" them this way, not maximizing.  Would prefer to see smaller front yards for this type of development. 



 Worrying about townhome projects looking like single family homes is the wrong 
strategy for the city.  Having quality developments that last, where people want to live, is 
much more important than sticking to a traditional view of a single family neighborhood.  Needs to be more.  Again I think front setbacks are a relative waste or at least under utilisation of valuable 
land. Front setbacks even for single detached homes should be reduced.  Again, make the walkable space much larger, and correspondingly reduce the required 
setback distance.  Too limiting. Other setbacks may be appropriate in some cases.  I believe this is a form of green washing and when it came to developing the city would 
allow variances and setbacks would likely be significantly reduced  could we have some locations where front setback is greatly reduced, like in the eastern 
brownstones?  End units should have the same setback as detached dwellings. Centre units no more than 
3 feet further forward I think would be a better fit for neighbourhoods of existing 
detached dwellings.  front set back is an out dated idea and leads to unused space - better used by families in 
the back of the home.  Front setback could be reduced as it is in other jurisdictions such as Europe and England, 
gives more backyard space and better street access  I am opposed to all townhouses  I am opposed to all townhouses  Keep 19 foot set back minimim  Same reservations about prescriptive measures. The goal is for the units to fit in, a 
prescriptive one distance suits all is not consistent with all the neighbourhoods  Setback could be less, courtyard projects would require land accumulation which would 
be difficult in New Westminster  Setbacks should be consistent with the neighbourhood. In some neighbourhoods I believe 
the set back is less than 14 feet. I would prefer a relative setback guideline for in-fill 
projects (e.g 90 - 110 %) of surrounding properties than these prescriptive design rules.  Should be able to build to lot line.  Should be able to build to lot line.  would like to see 14 ft or similar setback to current houses whichever is greater. 

 
Landscaping   hope we are financially prepared to update our stormwater 
 
Parking Design   Parking should either be underground or parking pads. Detached carports should not be 

allowed.  I would support covered pads.  They are lightweight and help protect residents' vehicles.  There is a benefit to car owners to have a covered garage space to keep cars running well.  
Better than not allowing it, would be a penalty for those who have one and use it for 
storage or other than parking to help make small streets look tidy with cars parked in 
garages or driveways. 



 must ensure they have the ability for rainwater to be absorbed into the ground.  ie. pavers,   In row/townhouse areas yes, as the parking areas wouldn't be as "hidden" as with single 
Laneway homes that take up less "building bulk".  Garages should also be allowed where there is enough space and they don't cause other 
problems.  Many houses are fully used today and storage is at a minimum....a garage is 
required....particularly is the owner is a hobbyist...sawdust inside a garage is preferable to 
sawdust in the air.  "parking pads can't be converted to storage spaces" Really? Take a walk around the lanes 
and see all kinds of stuff stored outside on spaces that are or could be parking pads!  I agree with design but not requirement of having a parking space  I would like the preference to be carports as they are practical in our climate and provide 
architectural value, rather than slabs of concrete.    many laneway housing owners might want storage facilities in their unit for bikes & 
sporting equipment  park indoors no carports  Parking is not usable playspace. Especially with the fragmented option. It just increases 
the amount of space eaten by cars. Suggest you opt for covered parking and create real 
playspace, greenspace, garden.  Parking minimums should not be mandated. They are counter to every policy goal in 
existence. 

 
Private Outdoor Space    I am opposed to all townhouses  I would not limit backyard space but use what is available, frontage (set back) is an 

outdated idea and the land is better re-purposed as family space in the back.  New west has so many beautiful parks. Why are we forcing density down and house 
prices up by incorporating these useless postage stamp lawns?  Shared space for things like garden, basketball, small field, etc. should be encouraged. 
Bury the parking or build on top of it. 

 
Rowhouse Parking  Public transit and other alternative forms of transportation would have to be readily 

available and convenient.  great new transit routes  If there is no visitor parking, then should to allow for 2 parking spaces  When visiting multi housing developments, the number one complaint is lack of visitor 
parking.  Deal with it on the site rather than filling our overcrowded streets.  I like the idea of row house MUCH more than townhouses.  Parking minimums should not be mandated. They are counter to every policy goal in 
existence.   parking will be an issue here so if these types of homes end up on a residential 
neighbourhood will create parking wars within those areas  Where do visitors park? 



 
Side Setback  The set back should be the same as for a detached house  As long as it does not compress and compromise the ability of the space between the 

rowhouses to conduct staying activity where social contact among neighbours is possible.  
Too narrow and it becomes a mere outdoor hallway.  Should be the same as housing or less  This requirement is critical if this housing form is to fit in with Single Family homes next 
door.  Once again, trying to fit the townhome mold into a single family home neighborhood by 
downscaling the size of development allowed is not practical economically for builders.  
Neighborhoods need better quality developments, rather than greenspace between 
neighbors with low cost developments.  side setback should not be larger than SFH  Too limiting. Other setbacks may be more appropriate in some cases.  I am sceptical as developers would ask for easements/variances  This requirement denies the variety of lot sizes in New Westminster.  As my previous comment, I don't agree with this layout in existing single dwelling 
neighbourhoods.  I am opposed to all townhouses  I am opposed to all townhouses  I would prefer relative design principles rather than prescriptive design rules. Usually it 
isn't necessary to specify a single design solution to accomplish a specified goal. footprint 
to lot size ratios and height to set back ratios could be used for example  I wouldn't want a row home built next to my home, height and total lot use had been 
maximized in  seemingly illegal proportions allowing little green space for some new 
sfd's  If less than 6 ft is OK for single detached dwelling then why not for a townhouse?  increase setback is preferred, for bigger windows and light into the rowhome units  Should be able to build to lot line.  Should be able to build to lot line. 

 
Street Fronting Projects  In a medium infill neighbourhood area, not in a low infill neighbourhood. Row houses 

will detract from the value of detached home neighbourhoods, much more than Laneway 
homes would.  My wife and I would love to purchase a row home  Please make the rarely-used front yards smaller, and the sidewalk larger. This will 
promote pedestrian use, and decrease excessive landscaping needs.  Some designs that don't all face the street may be better in some cases.  The quantity of Street Fronting Projects should be expanding more than currently 
proposed.  This requirement might limit creative projects.  This type of development would destroy the feel of new Westminster.   



 While this is traditional it may result in a "high density" look to the neighbourhood...we 
should encourage creative building placement.  Yes we need more variety  I am opposed to all townhouses  Row houses please, strata is to be avoided.  Suggest adding outdoor playspace by covering the parking. Outdoor space could be 
overtop of garage or garage under buildings.  this row house is good but I would be weary of the City allowing developers to talk them 
into using the wider blvds (2nd, 5th, etc) and I would caution that water/wastewater and 
storm drainage be a key part of these plans as they are not even current with existing 
needs in areas. 

 
Townhouse Parking  it would be an interesting project to offer a less expensive townhouse complex without 

individual parking,  save one or two stalls for a shared use car like Modo and with good 
access to transit -  Vancouver has done it --- and more and more young people are keen to 
do this.   There is no real need to provide visitor parking. New West streets are typically quite wide 
allowing for on-street parking for visitors.   How is it ensure that the one visitor parking space is used by a visitor and not a resident's 
second vehicle?  Small scale townhome projects shouldn't require visitor parking anymore than a single 
family home is required to have visitor parking.  The wording of the statement makes it unclear whether each unit gets one visitor stall or 
if the whole complex gets one visitor stall.  If the former, then I disagree.  As a condo dweller, I can say now that the visitor parking will be abused by tenants with 
two cars. Removing the visitor parking stall would make for more green space.  would like TH/RH developments with private garage space attached to unit.  Unsure if all of these parking is necessary.  Could each townhouse have its own stall directly behind? Less chance of friction 
between residence when everyone knows which is their parking space.  Remove the requirement for one visitor stall. One parking pad per unit is enough.  Reduce parking spaces in favour of bike storage and encourage less use of vehicles. 
Perhaps a density bonus for innovative eco options. Also should depend on the 
neighbourhood and accessibility of public transit.  It depends on the area of the city. For instance uptown, including part of Brow of the Hill, 
does need one parking spot per person.  I do agree with visitor parking  incorporate the parking into the townhouse design so that it feels more like sfd and the 
neighbourhood is not looking at a large parking area  no visitor parking should be required. 1 stall is cost prohibitive and would lead to 
operational challenges. visitors can use street.  Only in medium infill areas  Visitor parking needs to be mandatory and not allowed for residence as occurs with most 
stratas  Covered parking with a pad at twh for visitors 



 If you had five units that would be okay, but for developments with two or three 
townhouses that wouldn't make sense.  More visitor parking  no visitor parking necessary. visitors for houses park on street. should be same.  One or to visitor parking spaces OK, but when townhouses are for people who don't have 
their own private cars, why waste space for mre parking spaces. Think about shared cars, 
transit, bicycles, future self driving Uber cars etc  only if indoors  Parking minimums should not be mandated. They are counter to every policy goal in 
existence.   that works  The important factor here is that the on-site parking spaces aren't converted to living 
space with the cars being forced to park on the stree, impacting adversely the 
neighbourhood.  There should be more visitor parking so the street parking doesn't become congested  With self driving cars and car sharing programs individual car ownership may be 
obsolete in the near future.  You need to have 2 legal parking spaces per unit and additional parking spaces for 
visitor's.  1-2 spaces per unit for visitor parking. So if you have 5 townhouse units, you 
have 10 parking spaces for the 5 townhouses;  and 5-10 spaces for visitor parking. 



Attachment 5 
Written Feedback 



EXCERPT OF EMAIL FEEDBACK RECEIVED  

Email Received October 2, 2016 

Dear Mr. Watson, 

It was very nice meeting you at the Glenbrooke North Association meeting on Thursday 
September 29th. You provided us with all the pertinent information on the the City's OCP to 
propose townhouse zoning for the 5th Street and 10th Avenue corridor. 

I recently moved from Burnaby to my new home because my family fell in love with the 
character & heritage of our neighborhood on Fifth Street. I was very appalled to learn from the 
OCP that the City is currently proposing to zone townhouse development on our beautiful street. 

It is one thing to revive a neighborhood that has too many old homes that are not well 
maintained. But it is another thing to adversely affect the aesthetics of Fifth Street when most of 
the houses comprise of well maintained older, heritage, and several new homes. 

Herein are some comments and objections relating to the townhouse zoning proposal: 

A townhouse building might overlook our property; this will lead to a loss of privacy and will 
certainly impact on the peaceful enjoyment of our home and garden. 

A townhouse building will also be visually overbearing on Fifth Street. It is an inappropriate 
design for this part of the city. Such a large building would be totally out of keeping with the 
neighboring properties, which are mainly smaller sized single detached houses. 

Tenth Avenue is already a busy and congested road; this additional concentration of traffic and 
roadside parking on Fifth and Sixth Street will cause future traffic problems. This will also cause 
a safety hazard for motorists and pedestrians alike. 

I therefore wish to object strongly to the OCP proposal to zone 5th Street for any form of 
townhouse development in the future. Thank you for reading my letter and should you require 
any information, please do not hesitate to contact me.  

Your Sincerely, 



Email Received October 15, 2016 
 
Dear Sirs: 
 
We have some concerns regarding the utilization of our neighbourhood in the Draft Future Land 
Use Venue that was recently presented at Lord Kelvin School. . 
 
If densification is to be the "Norm", our City has the opportunity to showcase what densification 
can look like. Our hope is to see a professional approach to our land assembly on the 100 Block 
of East Eighth Avenue. 
 
Side by side townhouse units would provide more affordable housing for families. These homes 
could be built with underground parking and with elevations of the property in mind and they 
would not block views for the neighbours. 
Future townhouses are depicted on the next block down on East Eighth Avenue where existing 
houses now stand. This trend should continue up Eighth Avenue, including the south side as 
well. 
 
We are hoping that these suggestions will be heavily regarded when the 100 Block of East 
Eighth Avenue is considered in the rezoning plan. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to regard this matter. 
 
Yours truly, 
 
 
 
 

Email Received October 20, 2016 
Hello. 
 
My husband and I are homeowners. 
 
We moved to New West, in part, for the development and we are excited about the evolution that 
is taking place. We are very in favour of the changes upon us. 
 
We want to see a proper design spec for moderate density in-fill. We would like the option to 
have a laneway house on our property. HOWEVER, we believe strongly in a well thought-out 
plan for building design, sound-scaping/noise mitigation, landscaping and pedestrian / vehicle 
management. 
 
Thank you very much. 
 
 
  



TWITTER FEEDBACK   
 

Date  Name  Comment 

Sept. 19  CNW 
Planning 

66% of people in #NewWest want laneway houses. What do you think? 
#buildourcity http://bit.ly/2ciwmEW  

Conversation 1  P3  @NewWestPlanning I think that .5 FSR on Rs‐1 lots is Ridiculous. If you 
want gentle density increase it to .70 #newwest 

   B1  @P3 @NewWestPlanning Has to be with conditions of secondary suite 
and/or Laneway. Or it's just bigger SF houses. 

   P4  P3 ‐ could keep RS‐1 FSR at 0.5 but rezone large swaths of it for 
townhouses and rowhouses instead. 

   P4  then it needs to be conditional. 0.5 for main house, 0.25 extra only for 
lane way? 

   P3  @P4 sure. Or some mix including secured market rental. Why should 
only developers get bonuses? I want to save a house and add stock 

   P1  @P3 @P4 Would you be taxed as a SFH or a mixed development? 
Developers usually create projects that lead to more tax revenues 

   P3  @P1 @P4 I am already taxed as a multifamily. 

   P1  @P3 @P4 perfect, I have no qualms with small densification projects 
being given incentives provided they taxed correctly 

   P3  @P1 @P4 frankly I could could give 2 *!$*what you have qualms with. 
This is about OCP and density. Not about taxes 

   P1  @P3 @P4 If the development isn't increasing the tax base the developer, 
large or small shouldn't get a bonus 

   P5  @P1 @P3 @P4 Tax set on value of property. Value is independently set 
by BC Assessment. 

   P1  @P5 @P3 I've always assumed density bonuses were given out under 
expectation of more tax $ but clearly I'm missing something 

   P5  @P1 @P3 Ah, that's different. My understanding is that developers can 
purchase extra buildable density in some areas. 

   P1  @P5 @P3 @P4 what I like about lane way is opportunity for more taxes 
but not needing large infrastructure assessments 

   P5  @P1 @P3 @P4 In most cases density increases assessed value, which 
means greater tax base. 

   P5  @P1 @P3 @P4 Note I'm likely using "tax base" wrong ‐ I'm specifically 
referring to total value of all property. 

   P5 
@P1 @P3 @P4, @PJNewWest has a solid series on how property taxes 
are calculated: https://patrickjohnstone.ca/2016/03/ask‐pat‐tax‐
increases.html 

Conversation 2  P5  @NewWestPlanning Even 0.6 FSR for existing homes & 0.55 for new 
builds (total FSR) would be better. Ideally 0.65, inc 0.15 for laneway. 

   P6  @P5 @NewWestPlanning Agree lots can handle 0.65. Lnway massing 
will be at the rear so st. not affected. Eg. many ex "garages" and HRA. 



Date  Name  Comment 

   P5  @P6 @NewWestPlanning I'm betting it would be easier to bump out 3 
floors 280sqft each and just have a basement suite instead. 

   P5  @P6 @NewWestPlanning Running numbers myself. 5500sqft lot, 
1900sqft house. 825sqft max size laneway would max me out. 

   P5  @P6 @NewWestPlanning As currently written I doubt there will be 
much uptake (sadly). Expanding basement suites easier and cheaper. 

Conversation 3  P7  @NewWestPlanning we already have tons of them. Make them legal so 
the tenants can raise the blinds. 

Conversation 4   P5 
Retweet: Bring on the laneway homes! Please modify the proposed 0.5 
overall FSR cap or else no one will be able to build them. #newwest 
#VanRE 

   B2  @P5 @NewWestPlanning An excellent way to increase supply, help 
affordability, diversify housing stock and more. 

   P5  @B2 @NewWestPlanning "Small" 5000sqft lots would only be able to 
have a 2000sqft house and 500sqft laneway. Not much for year 2016. 

   B3  @P5 @B2 @NewWestPlanning Tying LWH fsr to main house adds 
~$2000 to cost in extra design time (and limits # of viable lots) 

   P3  @P5 @B2 @NewWestPlanning no kidding on our 3900sq' lot with 
2085sq' house we get left with 500sq' laneway. .70 Fsr wld be better 

   P5  @P3 @B2 @NewWestPlanning You're already over without adding the 
laneway. Would be limited to 1950sqft if you had to rebuild. 

   P3  @P5 @B2 @NewWestPlanning what is current ?  .55 ? 
   P5  @P3 @B2 @NewWestPlanning 0.5 

   P3  @P5 @B2 @NewWestPlanning Ridiculous. No wonder we have an 
affordability crisis 

   P4  @P3 @P5 maybe that's a sign a 2085 sqft house is too big...? 

   P8  @P4 @P3 @P5 considering that 2085 contains a suite I'd say no not 
really. 

   P5  @P8 @P4 @P3 Exactly. My ask: 0.4 main house+suite, 0.15 for laneway 
with 0.05 "bonus" to make it work for existing. 

   P4  @P8 @P3 @P5 Didn't know it had a suite, so yeah, that's definitely cool. 

   P3  @P4 @P8 @P5 Legal suite. Taxed and paid for. With off street parking as 
well. For those concerned about subsidizing cars 

   P9  @P4 @P3 @P5 Agree, but it’s not like there are many empty 5000 sq ft 
lots. You start with something built already. 

Conversation 5  P10  Retweet: I think it's a great idea, #newwest is kinda out of land! 

24‐Sep  P11 
Retweet: Looks like a lot of couples and families with kids in attendance. 
#NewWest  (Staff: Who doesn't like a bit of dotmocracy on a Saturday? 
@NewWestPlanning @New_Westminster #ourcity2041) 

Conversation 1  P11  @Staff @NewWestPlanning @New_Westminster Curious... What does 
the post it note on the demographics board say? 

      Staff tweeted closer shot of picture 
   P11  *Question about getting younger people involved 



Date  Name  Comment 

   PX  @PX @P11 @New_Westminster We have a task force investigating 
consultation of hard to reach people. http://bit.ly/2cQmz5u  

   P12  @NewWestPlanning @PX @P11 @New_Westminster I think 19 and 
under would be easy to find (schools) early twenties though… 

Conversation 2  P11  @NewWestPlanning @New_Westminster Is there a reason you don't 
ask in what type of dwelling people live in as well? 

   CNW 
Planning 

@P11 @New_Westminster We'd like to know a bit about where you are 
now but we're focused on where you would like to be by 2041! 

   P11  @NewWestPlanning @New_Westminster Sure. But feels as relevant to 
the conversation as everything else you're asking. 

Conversation 3  P11 
10+ year residents and residents looking to stay put in their current 
home seem to make up a large portion of participants as well. 
#NewWest 

Oct. 1  CNW 
Planning 

https://twitter.com/NewWestPlanning/status/782317974363316224  
 
We have a whole range of opinions regarding the future of housing in 
the City! 

     

Conversation 1  P1  @NewWestPlanning Maybe the right question isn't "would you live in 
it?" Maybe it's "could your niece, child, or grandchild live in it?" 

Conversation 2  P4  Retweet: Left is perfect for today's neighborhoods. Right is perfect for 
2041's neighborhoods. 

Oct. 7  CNW 
Planning  

95% of #NewWest homes are houses and apartments. What else should 
be built? #buildourcity http://bit.ly/2ciwmEW  

   P14  Retweet: I put in a few more than 2 cents. Help the middle options not 
to be missing! 

Oct. 15  P4 
Thank you @NewWestPlanning for an engaging OCP workshop this 
morning! It was great to see more people advocating for missing middle 
housing! 
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CITY COMMITTEE FEEDBACK 
  
Advisory Planning Commission (September 20, 2016) – Excerpt of DRAFT Minutes 
 
Official Community Plan – Update on the OUR CITY process and the OUR CITY 
Infill Housing Design Guidelines 
 
Lynn Roxburgh, Planner, summarized the report dated September 20, 2016 regarding the 
update to the OUR CITY process. 
 
In response to questions from the Commission, Ms. Roxburgh and Mike Watson, Senior 
Planning Analyst, provided the following information: 
   The new Official Community Plan (OCP) will identify the need for  voluntary 

amenity contribution or density bonus program, which would identify amenities 
that are needed in the area around the 22nd Street SkyTrain Station, and how those 
amenities will be paid for;   Staff is continuing to work on a separate masterplan for the Sapperton Green;  There is a medium-term lease for one of the buildings located on the Sapperton 
Green site; however, there are opportunities to develop around that building;   The Sapperton Green project is expected to be a 25-30 year build out;  

 A delegation authority process for Development Permits may be considered in 
order to assist with the development process time;   Carriage Homes (CH) or Lane Way Homes (LWH) are intended to be rental units 
in order to assist with ground-oriented rental unit stock in the city;   Pre-zoning of properties could be considered, and may reduce the risk, and time 
commitments, and improve the economic viability of projects;  Townhome designations are generally focused on transit corridors;   Reducing the minimum lot size required for a single-family home could be 
explored at a later date, after the adoption of the OCP;   While there is a separate Lower Twelfth Street Master Plan, there continues to be 
a lack of development in the Lower Twelfth Street area.  Therefore, the area is 
identified as a study area that would explore how to achieve a creative mix of 
traditional uses, such as industrial, residential and commercial;    There would be no distinctions between different types of industrial land use in the 
land use designation map in the new OCP;   Overlays for the land use designation map have been created for specific areas, 
such as near the 22nd Street Station;  CH and LWH will not be permitted to be built above garages, as applicants 
wishing to build CH or LWH will be requested to implement parking pads;  Access for pedestrians to CH or LWH would be required from the main street 
sidewalk;,  



 

 It is proposed that homes currently built to the maximum Floor Space Ratio (FSR) 
would not be permitted to construct CH or LWH.  This could provide the City 
with opportunities to allow greater density for Heritage Revitalization Agreements 
(HRA) projects; and,  Proposed green spaces could be indicated on the 22nd Street Station Map for 
developers’ information.   

  
Discussion ensued, and the Commission noted the following comments:  The City’s ability to “fast track” redevelopment applications could be positive;   It was suggested that town home designations could be extended along more 

active transit streets in single family neighbourhoods, such as along Sixth Avenue 
and Eighth Avenue;   Concerns were expressed regarding the inability of residents to implement CH or 
LWH above garages, as this could contribute to the loss of greenspace and 
increase the need for street parking;   Allowing CH or LWH units above garages could allow for increased density with 
less impact on neighbourhoods;   There seems to be a lack of feedback from residents living in multi-family 
housing;   The maximum FSR could be increased to 0.6;   Residents living in multi-family homes may have different expectations of privacy 
than individuals who live in single-family homes;   The ability to sell a CH or LWH as a strata unit could be reviewed, in order to 
provide residents with different options of owning property;   Incentives could be provided for CH or LWH as opposed to secondary suites;   The provision of different parking requirements for secondary units in areas 
located closer to transit was supported; and,  Support was expressed for allowing the option of three units with two parking 
spaces in specific areas, such as near SkyTrain stations. 

 
 
  



 

New Westminster Design Panel (September 27, 2016) – Excerpt of DRAFT Minutes 
 
3.1 Infill Housing Design Guidelines   
 
Lynn Roxburgh, Planner, and Mike Watson, Senior Planning Analyst, summarized the 
report dated September 27, 2016 regarding the first draft of the Infill Housing Design 
Guidelines for Laneway and Carriage Houses, and for Townhouse and Rowhouses. 
  
Cindy Brenneis and Peter Reese, Ramsay Worden Architects, provided a PowerPoint 
presentation regarding their collaboration with the City on the draft Infill Housing Design 
Guidelines. 
  
In response to questions from the Panel, Ms. Roxburgh, Mr. Watson, Ms. Brenneis and 
Mr. Reese provided the following information: 
  Through the development of the Official Community Plan (OCP) the City is 

noticing an increase in the need and interest for infill housing;  Lots would be evaluated on a case by case basis to determine if a laneway/carriage 
house could be built;   Lot size requirements for laneway/carriage houses have not been determined by 
the City;   The focus would be on the liveability of the site as opposed to an exact size 
requirement;  Parking could be a determining factor when evaluating property potential for a 
laneway/carriage house ; and,  The garage would be included in the floor space ratio (FSR) to  reduce the 
incentive to build a garage and then convert it to additional living space.  

  
Discussion ensued, and the Panel provided the following comments: 
  Overall, the document provides strong direction for the City to fulfill the need for 

infill housing;  The draft design guidelines are well illustrated and concise;  Additional clarification was suggested for the building envelope diagrams 
illustrated in the document;  Allowing for three cars on a single family lot could create issues with crowding.  
Instead, it was suggested that two cars be recommended;   Implementing parking pads for laneway and carriage housing could limit  
opportunities for greenspace;  In an effort to encourage residents to consider implementing laneway/carriage 
houses it was suggested that the City consider allowing home owners a slight 
increase in their FSR; 



 

 The provided plant list and suggestions in the document could be too prescriptive.  
Instead, it was suggested that guidelines regarding plant characteristics, sun shade 
tolerance and permeability be developed;  In some cases, permeable paving and storm water management could be more 
beneficial than the implementation of greenspace;  It was  suggested that the guidelines indicate that the emergency access path for 
infill housing be permeable paved;  Recommending that laneway/carriage houses be made adaptable is adequate; 
however, it could also be made a requirement;   To address potential issues with privacy and overlook it was suggested that the 
separation of outdoor space for infill housing be made a requirement;  Including the garage space in the allotted FSR could deter home owners from 
building garages in the future;    Concerns were expressed regarding the limitation of implementing only two types 
of materials for cladding.  Instead, it was suggested that  cladding be designed 
with relation to the principle building on the site; and,  Providing a pushback for the end units of townhouse developments was 
recommended to enhance the streetscape.  
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DEVELOPER COMMUNITY FEEDBACK 
 
Builders, developers, architects, designers, a representative of the Urban Development 
Institute and a representative of Canadian Mortgage and Housing Corporation attended a 
meeting on October 11, 2016 to discuss the draft Infill Housing Design Guidelines. A 
total of nine people attended. The feedback received is summarized below.  
 
Townhouses 
  Prefer a density of 1.0-1.2, especially with underground parking  Clarify density in basement areas  TH height determined from building envelope, not from lot is good  Non-usable space can be excluded, i.e. space with no windows, mechanical rooms  Don’t like Vancouver’s third story front step-backs  Smaller building lengths, break up into piece help adapt to the slope  Consider front setback from boulevard, not from property line  Corner unit setbacks 19ft, push back end units into rear yard  Could define grade at +- 5ft from street, this would define a main floor level  Parking on steep slopes is a challenge, may need retaining walls along rear, maybe 

could give bonus density to put these underground  Allow flexibility for underground parking if slope favours that scenario  Buyers stay longer with underground parking  Car storage is still needed, even though people drive less  Passive house design, consider relaxations for height and depth 
 

Laneway Houses / Carriage Houses 
  Review parking regulations such as prohibition of parking near windows  Exit onto landing, not just directly into lane  Consider how to design around hydro boxes and overhead electrical  Width of fire access 3ft maybe be an issue with existing houses  City could consider permit parking on street? Then would need only one parking 

space  Property density 0.5 is too restrictive  Remove minimums in size 350  No accessibility requirements, but single story will improve – consider relaxations 
for single storey units e.g. setbacks, more site coverage, less parking, reduced 
design review.  Idea of character held above affordability and energy efficiency  Prefer totally separate FSR for laneway, use detached accessory 10%  No min width, no min lot size 



 

 Remove 60% upper story requirement  2ft setback on sides like garage  1,200 square feet is a better size for three bedroom  16ft building separation, can be flexible to preserve trees, not straight across, make 
guideline, required unless (trees, 1 story, sun lit courtyard)  Building envelope - prefer 12ft vertical before 45 degree angle  Test with green building walls, give alternatives shadow study  Clear matrix of goals, define objectives vs making regulations 
 

 
  



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachment 8 
Laneway and Carriage House Test Sites 

 
 

 



Lot size:  33 ft x 132 ft 
Lane width:  16 ft 
2 stalls per lot 

Laneway House  



Lot size:  45 ft x 113 ft 
Lane width:  16 ft 
2 stalls per lot 

corner lot mid block 

Laneway House  



Lot size:  50 ft x 97 ft 
Lane width:  16 ft 
2 stalls per lot 

Issues:    
  
Number of  parking stalls 
Size of  infill unit 
Location 
Height 

corner lot mid block 

Laneway House  



Lot size:  50 ft x 116 ft 
No Lane 
2 stalls per lot 

Carriage House  

corner lot mid block 1 mid block 2 

Issues:    
  
Number of  parking stalls 
Size of  infill unit 
Location 
Height 



Lot size:  50 ft x 120 ft 
3 stalls per lot 

mid block 
Laneway House Carriage House 

corner lot mid block 1 mid block 2 



Lot size:  58 ft x 116 ft 
16 ft lane 
3 stalls per lot 

mid block 
Laneway House 
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