
ON-TABLE ITEM 1:
APRIL MINUTES WITH 

PRESENTATION

May 9, 2017



ADVISORY PLANNING COMMISSION 
Tuesday, April 18, 2017 at 6:30 pm 

Council Chambers 

MINUTES 

VOTING MEMBERS PRESENT: 
Peter Hall - Chair, Community Member 
Christa MacArthur  - Vice-Chair, Community Member 
Darlene Carty  - Community Member 
Margaret Fairweather  - Community Member 
Andrew Hull  - Community Member 
Tobi May - Community Member 
Alex Sweezey  - Community Member 

STAFF: 
Rupinder Basi  - Senior Planner 
David Guiney  - Senior Planning Analyst 
Jim Hurst - Development Planner 
Heather Corbett - Committee Clerk 

The meeting was called to order at 6:32 p.m. 

1.0 ADDITIONS TO AGENDA 

There were no additions. 

2.0 ADOPTION OF MINUTES 

2.1 Adoption of the minutes of Tuesday, March 21, 2017 

MOVED AND SECONDED 
THAT the March 21, 2017 Advisory Planning Commission minutes be amended as follows: 

• In section 6.1, the following comment be added: The Heritage Conservation Area
could have implications for buildings outside the Queens Park area.

THAT the minutes be adopted as amended 
CARRIED. 

All members of the Commission present voted in favour of the motion. 
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3.0 INFORMATION PRESENTATIONS 
  

3.1 Planning Policy Orientation 
 
Rupinder Basi, Senior Planner, provided a PowerPoint presentation summarizing the role 
and functions of the Advisory Planning Commission (APC), including slides covering 
information on: 

• The establishment and history of the APC; 
• The role of the APC in the development review process; 
• The scope of the APC and the difference between the Design Panel and the APC; 
• The APC meeting formats; 
• Key city policy documents; and,  
• Staff roles and interactions with APC. 

 
In response to a request from the Commission, Mr. Basi indicated that a copy of the 
presentation would be made available to the Commission and included in the minutes. 
 

Procedural note: The Chair noted for the interest of the audience in attendance that discussion 
on the Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area had been removed from the meeting agenda. 
 
4.0 REZONING 

  
4.1 229 Eleventh Street 

  
David Guiney, Senior Planning Analyst, summarized the report dated April 18, 2017, 
regarding a rezoning application that has been received for 229 Eleventh St to rezone from 
Single Detached Dwelling Districts to a Comprehensive Development District (CD zone) 
to build a two-storey, side-by-side duplex at the front of the property and a laneway house 
at the rear of the property facing onto Shaw Street. 
 
In response to questions from the Commission, Mr. Guiney provided the following 
information: 
 

• This project has been brought forward with the understanding that the dwellings 
will be stratified; 

• The City is not setting a precedent in allowing this laneway house to be stratified, as 
the nature of the project is more akin to a triplex than to a duplex with a laneway 
house; 

• The developer is working with a landscape architect to ensure that the landscaping 
will be attractive from the street; 

• A proposal for trees to be added to the street has not been received with this 
application but it is within the mandate of the APC to include a provision for this; 

• There is one parking space for each of the three dwelling units; and, 
• This application was reviewed with the draft laneway house design guidelines in 

mind and it complies with most of those guidelines. 
 

Doc # 1022895 Advisory Planning Commission Minutes Page 2 
April 18, 2017 



 
Heather Davidson of Heather Davidson Design provided a PowerPoint presentation 
outlining details and drawings of the project and the associated landscaping. 
 
In response to questions from the Commission, Ms. Davidson provided the following 
information: 
 

• Relations between neighbours have been planned for in that the passageways from 
front to back and for access to waste containers have been made purposely wider; 

• Focus was placed on green space at the back for the laneway house, but it could be 
possible to increase the green space available by extending the landscaping at the 
front (at letter F on plans shown to the Commission); 

• The future owners of the laneway house could turn the garage into living space, 
providing they do not prevent the ability to park in the space; and, 

• The rooms that are located next to the parking spaces on the side of the laneway 
house are the living space and the garage.  

 
Rick Vugteveen, Resident and member of Yes in New West, spoke in favour of the 
proposal and the design that has been incorporated, yet expressed concerns regarding the 
laneway house, noting that there is potential for greater FSR within this design, allowing 
for a larger space for a single-family dwelling at lower cost. 
 
Bibiana Lomperd, Resident, expressed concern about the proximity of the waste and 
recycling containers to the location of the laneway house. 
 
In response to questions and comments from Mr. Vugteveen and Ms. Lomperd, and the 
Commission, Mr. Guiney provided the following information:  
 

• The truncated roof design on the laneway house is due to the building envelope 
regulations for laneway house; 

• The reason that the laneway house is located in the centre of the rear of the property 
is to give more convenient, equal, and direct access to the entrances of the duplex.  

• The layout of the houses on the property comes from the need to address the 
challenges of fitting in all the buildings, the landscaping and adequate parking.  

 
The Commission acknowledged the concerns from the public and noted the following 
comments: 

• The Commission commended the architects and the City for the design; 
• The proposal appears to address the City’s Family Friendly housing policy; 
• Appreciation was expressed for the City and Developer’s efforts in having the first 

Laneway project move forward in the City of New Westminster, however the 
livable space of the laneway house in this development appears to be very limited; 

• Appreciation was expressed for development of this property, which has been 
vacant for so many years; 

• It may be appropriate to allow the laneway house to have more floor space; and, 
• The Eleventh Street streetscape could be improved upon with an increase of trees 
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and improvements could be made to the streetscape on Shaw Street. 
 
MOVED and SECONDED 
THAT the following on-table correspondence regarding 229 Eleventh Street be received for 
information: 

• Email from Rick Vugteveen, dated April 18th 
 
THAT the application for the Rezoning at 229 Eleventh Street be accepted but, in this 
specific case, encourage the City to work with the Developer to: 

• increase the size of the laneway house; and  
• seek ways to apply a more relaxed use of the existing draft laneway house 

guidelines 
CARRIED. 

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

4.2 630 Ewen Avenue 
  

Jim Hurst, Development Planner, summarized the report dated April 18, 2017, regarding an 
application to amend the Official Community Plan land use designation of 630 Ewen 
Avenue, to rezone the property from Queensborough Residential Dwelling Districts (RQ-1) 
to Comprehensive Development Districts (CD-70) and to obtain a Development Permit for 
a five-unit residential development on the property. 
 
Mr. Hurst explained that as this site is owned by the City, a Memorandum of 
Understanding has been developed to lease this property to Women in Need Gaining 
Strength (WINGS) for 60 years, with the option to renew in future. The agreement will set 
out the details of the affordability, operational and administrative requirements for the 
property. WINGS is the applicant, for all of the applications. 
 
In response to questions from the Commission, Mr. Hurst provided the following 
information: 

• There are only two parking spaces planned for the development because the housing 
is proposed for low-income families and the site is near transit and commercial 
amenities; 

• As per section 3.1 of the report, to address the promotion of best practices for water 
and energy conservation, the applicant is engaging with Energy Save New West to 
ensure there are energy savings within the building, and CNW Engineering has 
looked at the development from a water efficiency aspect; 

• Although the design panel suggested more engaging entrance pathways, the 
development has been planned with one multi-use pathway; 

• The Developer has yet to decide on the type of play area in the space planned for 
this use. If in future, the play space ceases to be viable, the applicant may convert it 
to non-habitable space; 

• Acoustic treatment of the covered play area is yet to be finalized, but it will be 
treated so that it does not echo; 

• Bicycle storage is allowed in the development and has been designated in the plans; 
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and, 
• Due to flood plain requirements in the Queensborough community the habitable 

floors for all townhouse units are elevated up to 5 and 6 feet above grade and are 
not disabled accessible. 

 
Lorrie Wasyliw, Executive Director of WINGS, spoke about the organization and the 
project, and noted the following information: 
 

• WINGS is a non-profit charitable society that currently manages two residences in 
New Westminster for women and children seeking to begin new lives after 
experiencing domestic violence. The aim of this project is to integrate women and 
children into the Queensborough community and to create a community within the 
development itself; 

• Having the one gate on the property will provide an element of safety to the 
residents; 

• The Community and Social Issues Committee has reviewed this proposal and 
expressed appreciation for WINGS and the City developing the operating 
agreement to include rent controls; 

• WINGS is very comfortable with only two parking spots and gave an example of 
another residence where there are seven units but there have never been more than 
2 vehicles; and, 

• The owner of the property that is closest to the proposed building came to the 
Residents Association meeting and was very supportive of the proposal. 

 
Bibiana Lomperd and Carol Clarke, Residents of Boyne Street, expressed support for the 
project, but also expressed concern with the pre-loading that occurs with developments in 
Queensborough and the resulting flooding problems and standing water that are 
experienced by residents nearby. 
 
In response to comments made by Ms. Lomperd and Ms. Clarke, Mr. Hurst provided the 
following information: 

• Pre-loading and filling occurs in the Queensborough community to stabilize soils 
and to elevate sites and enable flood plain requirements to be satisfied, to protecting 
property owners and the community, should flooding occur. Standing water in 
Queensborough properties is certainly a concern, and can be a result of bringing 
urban standards to an area that has rural drainage standards; 

• Last fall during the exceptionally high rains all, pre-loading was stopped for all 
properties as the placement of the preload and fill material could not be controlled 
due to high water content. 

• Pre-loading has already occurred on the 630 Ewen Avenue property;  
• A drain has been installed on the south property line of the site to deal with any 

potential water issues; and, 
• The City responds to calls as they are received on drainage issues in the 

Queensborough community. 
 
The Commission acknowledged the concerns from the public and noted the following 
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comments: 
• The Commission commended the City and WINGS for the strategy used in the 

development of this project, in terms of the partnership with a non-profit 
organization and incorporation of the City’s Affordable Housing Strategy; 

• The proposal is well considered, well-sited with regards to proximity to transit, 
provides plenty of amenity space, and will likely provide plenty of space for the 
community to gather. 

• It may be appropriate to emulate the reduction of parking requirements and 
incorporation of green space as seen in this project in more developments within the 
City; 

• The Commission understands the concerns in regards to pre-loading and resulting 
pooling of water and appreciates that the situation could worsen with further 
development in Queensborough. It would be desirable to see the City takes steps to 
mitigate the effects of pre-loading and piling; 

 
MOVED and SECONDED 
THAT the Commission support the proposed Official Community Plan Amendment and 
Rezoning for 630 Ewen Avenue. 

CARRIED 
All members of the Commission present voted in favour of the motion. 
 
MOVED and SECONDED 
THAT the Commission receive a presentation from Staff at a future meeting for discussion 
on issues raised relating to pre-loading and associated matters. 

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

5.0 NEW BUSINESS 
  
 There were no items. 
  

6.0 REPORTS AND INFORMATION 
  
 There were no items. 
  

7.0 CORRESPONDENCE 
  
 There were no items. 
  

8.0 NEXT MEETING 
  
 Tuesday, May 16, 2017 
  

9.0 ADJOURNMENT 
  

ON MOTION, the meeting adjourned at 8:47 p.m. 
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Certified Correct, 

 
 

              
Peter Hall, Chair      Heather Corbett, Committee Clerk 
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Advisory Planning Commission 

Overview of Mandate, Role and Key 
Policies to Consider in Deliberation  

 

April 2017 

Rupinder Basi, Senior Planner 
Development Services 



Advisory Planning Commission  
Local Government Act 

Statutory Role of the Commission 
 

Section 461 of the Local Government Act allows a City 
Council to establish, by bylaw, an Advisory Planning 
Commission (APC) on all matters respecting land use, 
community planning or proposed bylaws and permits, as 
they relate to: 

• Official Community Plans, 

• zoning and other development regulations, 

• permits and fees, 

• subdivision and development requirements. 

 

The Bylaw establishing an APC must provide for: 

• the composition of and manner of appointing 
members to the commission, 

• the procedures governing the conduct of the 
commission, 

• the referral of matters to the commission.  



Advisory Planning Commission 
Terms of Reference 

Bylaw No. 5791 
 

The APC bylaw establishes the Commission and provides 
the Terms of Reference by: 

• defining composition and appointment procedure 
(Commission and Officers sections), 

• providing the required procedural framework 
(Procedure, Meetings, Agenda, Conduct sections), 

• setting the scope of review for the Commission: 

 OCP amendments, 

 proposed community/neighbourhood plans, 

 rezoning applications, 

 draft City policies and procedures related to the 
above. 



Development Review Steps (simplified) 
 

• Staff Assessment: interdepartmental review in relation 
to City bylaws, policies and best practices, 

 

• Referral to LUPC and Preliminary Report to Council: 
advancement to next step in process depends on 
adherence to above considerations, 

 

• Public Consultation: including Public Open House and 
presentation to Residents’ Association, 

 

• City Committees Review: New Westminster Design 
Panel (NWDP), and other committees for specific areas 
of interest / expertise, 

 

• APC Review & Recommendation: you are here. 
advancement to the next step in process depends upon 
APC providing a formal recommendation, which 
requires quorum, 

 

• Council Consideration: upon referral from LUPC. 

 

Advisory Planning Commission 
Role in Overall Development Review Process 

The applicant is expected 
to make adjustments to 
their proposal based on 
input from the public, 
staff and other City 
committees prior to 
presentation to the APC. 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
LUPCcomposed of the Mayor and 2 Councillors,reviews development proposals prior to their presentation to Council,will streamline the process by providing for an early, more in-depth discussion on development proposals which are challenging, either from a policy or a public acceptance perspective.Advisory Planning Commission:land use applications presented to the APC once,the APC will be expected to make a recommendation to Council on the proposal at that time,the public is invited to the meeting (although not required, this is a strong New Westminster tradition).



Relationship to New Westminster Design Panel 
 

NWDP: 

• reviews the design aspects of development proposals: 

 fit with neighbourhood/site context, 
 site plan, streetscape, landscaping, 
 building form, massing, architecture, 
 CPTED, sustainability, 
 also, City policy/regulations related to design/construction, 

• is made up of architects, landscape architects and UDI 
member, 

• Often review a project once, sometimes twice depending on 
project scale. 

APC: 

• is expected to provide a broader policy perspective on 
development proposals than that of other City committees 
and potentially those residing near a development site, 

• may comment on aspects of design insofar as they relate to 
broader policy goals (e.g. ground-oriented residential units 
to address Family Friendly Housing Policy, enhanced 
streetscape to address Master Transportation Plan “Great 
Streets”). 

Advisory Planning Commission 
Scope of Review 

Some Other Committees: 
• ACTBiPED 
• Community Heritage 

Commission 
• Community & Social 

Issues 
• Economic Development 
• Environment 



City Planner Overview:  

• application description, policy context, merits of the 
proposal, any issues, 

• Commission members ask questions of the Planner. 

Developer Presentation:  

• application description, with an emphasis on land use, 
density and support of City policies, 

• Commission members ask any questions of the developer. 

Public Comments: 

• members of the public are given provide comments, 

• may ask questions regarding the development through 
the APC chair. 

Commission Deliberation: 

• Commission provides their comments on the proposal in 
the context of the goals and objectives of key City policies, 

• Commission passes a motion indicating their position on 
the application. 

Advisory Planning Commission 
Meeting Format 

Key to Consider: 
The staff report and 
planner overview will 
highlight any issues with 
the proposal. The 
Commission’s comments 
on these points are key to 
informing the next 
stages of the review 
process. 



Advisory Planning Commission 
Key City Policy Documents to Consider 

Official Community Plan 
 
• provides the land use designations for sites, 

• outlines the issues, goals, policies and priorities 
for a range of issues affecting the growth and 
livability of New Westminster, 

• also other community or neighbourhood plans. 

OCP2041 – Draft Land Use Map  

OUR CITY 2041  
 
City updating OCP 
(draft land use map 
and draft OCP 
available online)  
Targeted date for 
new OCP adoption is 
Summer/Fall 2017 

 



Affordable  Housing Strategy  
 
Goals: 
• to preserve and enhance the stock  of safe, affordable 

and appropriate rental housing, 
• to improve the choice of housing for low and moderate 

income residents and households with unique needs. 
 
 
Secured Market Rental Housing Policy 
 
• supports retention of the existing rental housing stock, 
• provides incentives for the development of new secured 

market rental housing: 
 Reduced parking requirements, 
 Payment of legal fees, 

• market rental development is secured for 60 years 
through a Housing Agreement. 

Advisory Planning Commission 
Key City Policy Documents to Consider 



Family Friendly Housing Policy 
 
• meets Council priority for provision of housing suitable 

for families, 
• As part of policy implementation, Zoning Bylaw 

requires a minimum percentage of 2 and 3 bedroom 
units in both strata and rental residential 
developments, 

• the accompanying Family Friendly Housing Policy also 
includes guidelines to ensure that family friendly units 
are affordable and livable.  

Advisory Planning Commission 
Key City Policy Documents to Consider 



Child Care Strategy 
 
Key actions:  

• integrate child care planning into the municipal 
planning process, 

• consider child care in all appropriate development 
projects, including through the negotiation of 
developer contributions, 

• plan neighourhoods to be ‘child friendly’ places, 

• designate childcare as a ‘standard’ community need 
similar to parkland. 

 

 

Advisory Planning Commission 
Key City Policy Documents to Consider 



Master Transportation Plan 
 

Some key City transportation objectives related to 
land use planning: 

• create a walkable community, 

• make cycling a comfortable and attractive way to 
move through the community, 

• provide attractive and convenient transit, 

• manage local and regional travel through the 
City, 

• create a network of Great Streets, 

• preserve neighbourhood livability. 

Advisory Planning Commission 
Key City Policy Documents to Consider 



Livable City Strategy 
 

• an economic development plan, 

• aims to make New Westminster one of 
the most interesting, livable, fiscally 
strong and environmentally sustainable 
communities in Greater Vancouver, 

• four key components of the plan are to: 

 continue to create high density 
urban centres, 

 improve access to the Fraser River, 

 create heritage preservation 
incentives, 

 implement “Green” initiatives. 

 
 
 
 

Advisory Planning Commission 
Key City Policy Documents to Consider 



IDEA Centre 
 
• Since January 2015, the City has been working on 

an initiative to develop an IDEA Centre (formerly 
known as the Economic Health Care Cluster or 
EHCC) anchored by the Royal Columbian Hospital 
(RCH).  

• IDEA Centre builds upon the strengths of a major 
health care anchor with a wide variety of advanced 
specialties, leading health education institutions 
and related research and development activities to 
create the highest quality health care environment 
and promote economic development 

• The IDEA Centre Roadmap outline actions related 
to: 

 Economic development, 

 Neighbourhood amenities, 

 Transportation, 

 Collaboration. 

 
 
 
 

Advisory Planning Commission 
Key City Policy Documents to Consider 



Metro Vancouver Regional Growth Strategy (RGS) 
 
• adopted in 2011, 

• reviewed by the region’s member municipalities, 

• a land use plan aimed at advancing the region’s livability 
and sustainability, while managing anticipated growth, 

• the RGS is a shared commitment by Metro Vancouver 
and member municipalities to achieve the five regional 
goals: 

1. Create a Compact Urban Area, 

2. Support a Sustainable Economy, 

3. Protect the Environment and Respond to Climate 
Change Impacts, 

4. Develop Complete Communities, 

5. Support Sustainable Transportation Choices. 

Advisory Planning Commission 
Key Regional Policy Document to Consider 



Staff Roles 
 

Samantha Bohmert,  

Planning Assistant  

Coordinates the agenda, public 
notification letters, website 
posting, and confirms quorum. 

Committee Clerk Takes minutes, and provides 
procedural support in meetings. 

Development  
Planners  

Introduces applications, policy 
context and land use 
considerations, and answers 
questions on the applications.  

General Questions or Comments? 
Samantha Bohmert  604.515.3791      
sbohmert@newwestcity.ca 



Questions? 

THANK YOU 

for volunteering your time! 



ON-TABLE ITEM 2:
CORRESPONDENCE 

May 9, 2017



From: steve norman
To: External-Post Master - Pln
Subject: APC meeting
Date: Thursday, May 04, 2017 2:42:12 PM
Attachments: hca rebuttal -apr-24, 2017.rtf

   Attached to this message is an item for the Advisory Planning Commission, which I
believe is may 9th. The mail out said May 16th.
  Steve Norman 

mailto:stevenorman3915@gmail.com
mailto:plnpost@newwestcity.ca

                           

           Email to advisory planning commission -May 9, 2017

During this last part of the yearlong heritage control period some residents of QP have circulated unsigned papers to other residents that purport to give facts that indicate a Heritage Conservation Area (HCA), will lower their property values.

 Let’s review some of these facts.

The first paper circulated relied on a Coriolis Study done for Vancouver that showed a drop in assessed values of 10-15 % for homes. It was pointed out, publicly, that this study did not involve the Shaughnessy (HCA). 

  The Shaughnessy Heights Property Owner's Association stated in a bulletin, that a few of their members had their assessments lowered by 5 % citing a second Coriolis study. The Coriolis forecast about Shaughnessy was that assessments could go up OR down by 5%. They could have just an easily argued to have their assessments increased by 5%.   

   This Shaughnessy group is aggressively opposed to the HCA, and they sued the City on several grounds to stop the HCA. They lost their suit on all grounds. Also in that same Shaughnessy bulletin, was a statement that the B.C. Assessment Branch had lowered the values of HCA properties in Shaughnessy by 12% for the 2017 assessment. The 12% figure was accurate, but relating this change exclusively to the introduction of the HCA is misleading as they omitted a few Quite relevant facts. 

    The NO HCA group in Queen’s Park seized upon the Shaughnessy contention and immediately applied it to all QP properties and sent out a glossy postcard, again unsigned. However, they incorrectly said, the 12% reduction applied to the 2016 not the 2017 Shaughnessy assessments. The NO group said the 12 % was unrelated to the Foreign Buyer’s Tax that was implemented during this time. Now it becomes apparent why the year of the 12 % reduction is important. News of the impending Foreign Buyer’s Tax leaked out well before the legislation was tabled, as was reported in the press, and had an immediate and dramatic effect on both the sales and prices of lower mainland property values especially in Shaughnessy as many of the properties were being sold to foreign buyers. According to the real estate board there was a reduction in sales of 26% and a decrease in prices of 16-17% in Vancouver. 

   The presentation by a representative from Coriolis to the City Council on April 24 said very emphatically, that what was going on in Shaughnessy should NOT be taken to other areas as Shaughnessy properties are quite unusual in many respects. I would note that he also said, he had not done any analysis on New Westminster and was reluctant to offer an opinion.  

    Another very significant factor was that at the time the heritage control period was instituted in Shaughnessy about 12 properties were before City officials requesting demolition. The heritage consultant for Vancouver stated that the Shaughnessy property situation was in turmoil as several demolition requests were abandoned and properties were sold off. 

   However, the "NO HCA" group in QP seized on the Shaughnessy 5% and 12% as having direct application to QP and published their unsupportable conclusion that showed a 17% drop to Queen’s Park property values. 

   What did happen in Shaughnessy over the last two year years? Assessments went up 13.2 %. The average assessed value of the properties sold in Shaughnessy was $6.9 million and the average selling price was $ 8.5 million with an average lot size of 16,000 square feet. This produced an average selling price of 22% over assessed values. HARDLY, a catastrophe. 

   The evidence the City’s- Queen’s Park Heritage Work Group received from a BC assessment staff person during their investigation over the last three years, was that heritage properties do very well in Queen’s Park and he saw no real dangers. Last week I spoke with the new New Westminster assessor who said his job is to report changes in prices; not to do forensic evaluations as to why prices change. He has been following the process of the HCA and said it would be at least a year and up to 3 years before the effects, if any, would be known. He too said that importing the data from Shaughnessy is not correct as the areas are as different as chalk and cheese.  

     The studies in Vancouver (2004) and Oak Bay (2014) and in Ontario (2001, 2009) indicate that a Conservation Area stabilizes the neighbourhood and produces price growth equal to or greater than the surrounding areas. All the HCA's that have been created still exist in both B.C. and across Canada. I too am a homeowner in Queen’s Park and would not support a policy that would do damage to my property, but I do support a Conservation Area.

Steve Norman- Vice President QPRA



     

     





                            

           Email to advisory planning commission -May 9, 2017 

During this last part of the yearlong heritage control period some 
residents of QP have circulated unsigned papers to other residents that 
purport to give facts that indicate a Heritage Conservation Area (HCA), 
will lower their property values. 

 Let’s review some of these facts. 

The first paper circulated relied on a Coriolis Study done for Vancouver 
that showed a drop in assessed values of 10-15 % for homes. It was 
pointed out, publicly, that this study did not involve the Shaughnessy 
(HCA).  

  The Shaughnessy Heights Property Owner's Association stated in a 
bulletin, that a few of their members had their assessments lowered by 
5 % citing a second Coriolis study. The Coriolis forecast about 
Shaughnessy was that assessments could go up OR down by 5%. They 
could have just an easily argued to have their assessments increased by 
5%.    

   This Shaughnessy group is aggressively opposed to the HCA, and 
they sued the City on several grounds to stop the HCA. They lost their 
suit on all grounds. Also in that same Shaughnessy bulletin, was a 
statement that the B.C. Assessment Branch had lowered the values of 
HCA properties in Shaughnessy by 12% for the 2017 assessment. The 
12% figure was accurate, but relating this change exclusively to the 
introduction of the HCA is misleading as they omitted a few Quite 
relevant facts.  

    The NO HCA group in Queen’s Park seized upon the Shaughnessy 



contention and immediately applied it to all QP properties and sent out 
a glossy postcard, again unsigned. However, they incorrectly said, the 
12% reduction applied to the 2016 not the 2017 Shaughnessy 
assessments. The NO group said the 12 % was unrelated to the Foreign 
Buyer’s Tax that was implemented during this time. Now it becomes 
apparent why the year of the 12 % reduction is important. News of the 
impending Foreign Buyer’s Tax leaked out well before the legislation 
was tabled, as was reported in the press, and had an immediate and 
dramatic effect on both the sales and prices of lower mainland property 
values especially in Shaughnessy as many of the properties were being 
sold to foreign buyers. According to the real estate board there was a 
reduction in sales of 26% and a decrease in prices of 16-17% in 
Vancouver.  

   The presentation by a representative from Coriolis to the City 
Council on April 24 said very emphatically, that what was going on in 
Shaughnessy should NOT be taken to other areas as Shaughnessy 
properties are quite unusual in many respects. I would note that he also 
said, he had not done any analysis on New Westminster and was 
reluctant to offer an opinion.   

    Another very significant factor was that at the time the heritage 
control period was instituted in Shaughnessy about 12 properties were 
before City officials requesting demolition. The heritage consultant for 
Vancouver stated that the Shaughnessy property situation was in 
turmoil as several demolition requests were abandoned and properties 
were sold off.  

   However, the "NO HCA" group in QP seized on the Shaughnessy 5% 
and 12% as having direct application to QP and published their 



unsupportable conclusion that showed a 17% drop to Queen’s Park 
property values.  

   What did happen in Shaughnessy over the last two year years? 
Assessments went up 13.2 %. The average assessed value of the 
properties sold in Shaughnessy was $6.9 million and the average selling 
price was $ 8.5 million with an average lot size of 16,000 square feet. 
This produced an average selling price of 22% over assessed values. 
HARDLY, a catastrophe.  

   The evidence the City’s- Queen’s Park Heritage Work Group 
received from a BC assessment staff person during their investigation 
over the last three years, was that heritage properties do very well in 
Queen’s Park and he saw no real dangers. Last week I spoke with the 
new New Westminster assessor who said his job is to report changes in 
prices; not to do forensic evaluations as to why prices change. He has 
been following the process of the HCA and said it would be at least a 
year and up to 3 years before the effects, if any, would be known. He 
too said that importing the data from Shaughnessy is not correct as the 
areas are as different as chalk and cheese.   

     The studies in Vancouver (2004) and Oak Bay (2014) and in 
Ontario (2001, 2009) indicate that a Conservation Area stabilizes the 
neighbourhood and produces price growth equal to or greater than the 
surrounding areas. All the HCA's that have been created still exist in 
both B.C. and across Canada. I too am a homeowner in Queen’s Park 
and would not support a policy that would do damage to my property, 
but I do support a Conservation Area. 

Steve Norman- Vice President QPRA 



From: Gail North
To: External-Post Master - Pln
Subject: Heritage Conservation
Date: Thursday, May 04, 2017 3:32:29 PM

To:  The APC:
I am a Queen’s Park resident who is fully supportive of
an HCA that protects the look and  value of my
neighbourhood, and I am not part of a ‘small group of
preservationists’ as we are being referred to by those
who don’t support the project.  Unfortunately, those who
are not in favour of moving ahead with an HCA seem to
think that there are a few zealots who are driving this
forward.  In fact, many of the homeowners in Queens
Park feel as I do as evidenced by the hundreds of signs
declaring this, but even so, it has not been up to us to
drive the process.    That has been the job of the
working group, put in place to investigate a Queens
Park HCA and made up of a group of 12 members
selected by council to represent a cross section of
Queen’s Park.  Their mandate was never to create a
museum but rather to investigate how to keep the
neighbourhood vital and progressive while preserving
the heritage character which makes it such an attractive
and sought after place to live.
The opponents to the process have made a very
offensive assumption that, because I support the concept,
I obviously don’t fully understand the implications of
the policy.  I would argue the reverse is more likely the
case, since opponents are basing their arguments on
reports and information unrelated to an HCA and are
focussing their energies on instilling fear in homeowners
that there is a  certainty of declining property values  --
something not based in fact.   
As for the quote from Mr. Fox recently in the Record
where states that the process is speeding down the
runway, I’m thinking he has missed his flight entirely
since this project has been going on for three years……
hardly breakneck speed, and with ample opportunity for
the community to be heard.   The process has involved
hours of investigation, education and research into what
makes a Heritage Conservation Area successful and of
benefit to its residents so it’s somewhat of an insult to
those who have donated their time to suggest that the
process was at all hurried.
I urge you to support the implementation

mailto:gailnorth@icloud.com
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of a Heritage Conservation Area and
recommend to council they make a
decision in favour of creating  policy that
will highlight and protect the unique area
of Queens Park. 
Gail North, Queens Park Resident
 
 

 



From: Beverley Mclellan
To: External-Post Master - Pln
Subject: HCA Supporter
Date: Thursday, May 04, 2017 4:23:51 PM
Attachments: CCF20170504.pdf

ATT00001.txt

To the APC
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This is a letter I wrote to our local paper and felt you should receive it as well. I am a supporter of the HCA and think it should include house to 1949.

Thank you
Pat McLellan 
220 Queens Ave

604-841-1724
Sent from my iPhone







From: Kathleen Langstroth
To: External-Post Master - Pln
Subject: QPRA Position on HCA
Date: Thursday, May 04, 2017 6:45:07 PM

May 4, 2017

To The Members of the Advisory Planning Commission,

The HCA proposal before you has placed houses built from 1940 and older in the
Advanced category.  The QPRA endorsed this age range for the Advanced category
however, it was based on the premise that there was to be 3 levels of protection in
the Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area.  Council’s decision to eliminate a level
and have only 2 categories is of great concern because it leaves a very significant
group of homes from the 1940s and 1950s with no protection at all.  

These homes offer a variety of design and appeal to the neighbourhood’s
streetscape.  College Court is a unique and valued enclave of such homes and now
they and others of a similar age are very vulnerable.  Without a higher level than the
Limited category to protect them these homes will become targets of the wrecking
ball.

Here on the West Coast the European modernism style with the steep roofs that
appear to be one storey evolved over time from the late 1930s and early 40s to
what we now all recognize as the Mid-century Modern. The horizontal rather than
vertical structure was influenced by the growing appeal of Frank Lloyd Wright’s
modern approach of plane or Prairie style architecture that was sweeping across
North America at this time.  Robert Berwick, of the architectural firm Thompson
Berwick and Pratt, designed many of these homes in the Queen’s Park
neighbourhood.  His firm employed and was the driving force that influenced such
renowned architects as Arthur Erickson and Ron Thom.

The QPRA sincerely requests that if there are now to be only 2 categories, the APC
recommends extending the protection of the Advanced category to houses built
up to 1950.  This would add just over 50 more homes to the higher level of
protection but we believe they are homes that deserve more protection than the
limited category can provide.

The offer of incentives to homeowners in the higher Advanced level of protection is
welcomed and in keeping with other HCAs throughout BC and Canada and
throughout the world for that matter.  We understand that due to the tight time
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frame these may have to be implemented over the next 6 to 8 months.  We would
urge that these incentives be investigated and instituted with utmost urgency.  All
homeowners have been kept waiting long enough for these to be rolled out.

 

The increase of density is commonly used throughout HCAs in Canada.  The
bonusing of all or part of the basement, not including it in the FSR when
homeowners are applying for additions, is one means of achieving increased
density.  Another is offering .1 FSR for an addition if the entire original structure is
retained or directly reducing this by the percentage that is kept. For example if 80%
of the home is retained then the homeowner gets .08 FSR increase in density; 65 %
retained equates to a .065 FSR increase.

 

The option of stratifying is also worth looking into as a means to maintain some of
the very large homes while offering alternative housing options.

Code equivalencies is another worthwhile and easy option to apply in addition to the
above mentioned incentives as they are presently available province wide for just
such a use.

We all agree that it is most important that mandatory design guidelines be
implemented throughout the neighbourhood for all new builds.  However, it is
equally important that renovations that would involve altering 60% of the
exterior of a building, regardless of the category the home is in, should also be
required to adhere to the mandatory design guidelines.  This would ensure
that the streetscapes that are so valued by everyone throughout the city and visitors
as well are maintained.  It is well documented by Professor Robert Shipley’s
numerous reports from 2009 and more recently that the stronger the incentives and
the design guidelines the more successful and satisfying  the HCA is for the
homeowners and the easier it is for city staff to help implement

. 

We also recognize that there needs to be a clearly defined policy so that a
homeowner, if they so choose, has a process to move their home from one category
to the other if it meets the appropriate criteria to do so.

It is our understanding that there is to be a review of the HCA, although that time
frame has yet to be specified but it must be done.  When this does take place it
would be advantageous to look into establishing a Schedule for the homes in the
Advanced category.  It is also important to note that a Heritage Conservation Area
has never been rescinded which speaks volumes for satisfaction level of the home
owners living in an HCA and the successful implementation by the cities in which
they are established.   This may be new territory for New Westminster, the oldest
city west of the Great Lakes but compared to the rest of BC and Canada we are



lacking way behind in protecting our built heritage housing stock.

The QPRA, like the over 60 other HCA neighbourhoods throughout the province, is
not opposed to change in Queen’s Park neighbourhood.  However; we do believe
that the change should be controlled in order to retain the charm that distinguishes
it from other neighbourhoods in the lower mainland and draws families of all ages
from surrounding areas to move here or enjoy walks along the streets.  It is a
walkable, friendly neighbourhood of tree lined streets and boulevards, well
maintained historic and character homes of various architectural styles and sizes
from the late 1890s onward, gardens with mature trees and small parks and green
spaces.  The wrong kind of change could erase these valued characteristics forever.

If you care to discuss any aspects of this letter with me, I will be attending the APC
meeting on May 9, 2017.

Yours truly,

Kathleen Langstroth

QPRA President



From: robertjohntoth .
To: External-Post Master - Pln
Subject: APC submission re: Queen"s Park HCA
Date: Friday, May 05, 2017 9:59:34 AM
Attachments: APC_queen"s park HCA.pdf

Please find the attached for the APC's consideration.

Thank-you.

Robert Toth.
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5 May 2017 


City of New Westminster, Advisory Planning Commission 


RE: Queen’s Park Proposed HCA 


 


Progressive planning / bylaw measures must be taken to combat the development pressures facing much 
of the Lower Mainland with devastating cultural and environmental effects.   At stake now are homes 
which embody QP and the broader City's history and legacy.   This rich fabric is at risk of becoming 
landfill only to be replaced by often unthoughtful houses – that are unlikely to last even a quarter as long 
as the homes which they replaced. 
 
As property owners who support the Heritage Conservation Area, we also do not want measures being 
taken that might negatively impact our property values.  Countless North American studies exist which 
demonstrate that conservation areas do not impact property values negatively; in fact they help keep 
values buoyant through periods of market correction and dips.   
 
As property owners who support the Heritage Conservation Area, including Design Guidelines, we also 
do not want measures that unduly restrict our development rights.  The proposed measures only involve 
the front and sides of the home's exterior.  The measures are in place to ensure construction is 
complimentary to the existing neighbourhood fabric to everyone's mutual benefit. 
 
These measures are necessary to send a message to the relator & development community is that it is 
not business-as-usual in QP.  The tear-it-down and slap-it-up cycle is not acceptable here.  Future 
development must respect the existing architectural legacy and new houses must demonstrate 
conformance with mandatory design guidelines.  
 
As property owners within this small corner of the City, we must all be in it together if this historical and 
aesthetic gem is to survive into the next generations.   


In Richmond agricultural land is one of their prime assets.  Just recently Richmond City Council placed a 
moratorium preventing massive houses from being built on agriculturally zoned land in order to protect 
this asset.  In New Westminster heritage is our asset and it needs to be proactively protected.   
 
Regards 


Robert Toth, Architect AIBC 
Queen’s Park Resident 
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of the Lower Mainland with devastating cultural and environmental effects.   At stake now are homes 
which embody QP and the broader City's history and legacy.   This rich fabric is at risk of becoming 
landfill only to be replaced by often unthoughtful houses – that are unlikely to last even a quarter as long 
as the homes which they replaced. 
 
As property owners who support the Heritage Conservation Area, we also do not want measures being 
taken that might negatively impact our property values.  Countless North American studies exist which 
demonstrate that conservation areas do not impact property values negatively; in fact they help keep 
values buoyant through periods of market correction and dips.   
 
As property owners who support the Heritage Conservation Area, including Design Guidelines, we also 
do not want measures that unduly restrict our development rights.  The proposed measures only involve 
the front and sides of the home's exterior.  The measures are in place to ensure construction is 
complimentary to the existing neighbourhood fabric to everyone's mutual benefit. 
 
These measures are necessary to send a message to the relator & development community is that it is 
not business-as-usual in QP.  The tear-it-down and slap-it-up cycle is not acceptable here.  Future 
development must respect the existing architectural legacy and new houses must demonstrate 
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Robert Toth, Architect AIBC 
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From: gayle
To: External-Post Master - Pln
Subject: conservation area policy
Date: Friday, May 05, 2017 10:03:59 AM

Ken Deitcher and Gayle Azyan, 333 2nd Street are NOT in favor of this policy. There
shouldn’t be winners and losers when it comes to property ownership.
 
Your notice that came to our house is a bit confusing as it says the meeting is May 9th and
you could be heard in person on May 16 but isn’t the 1st and 2nd reading on May 15th? It
seems that you should be encouraging response before May 15th.
 
Thank you, Gayle

mailto:gaylea@shaw.ca
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From: The Hutsons
To: External-Post Master - Pln
Subject: APC--I support the Heritage Conservation Area!
Date: Thursday, May 04, 2017 10:32:08 PM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.jpg

Dear APC:
 
 
Thanks for reading all this.
 
I am a Heritage Geek. I am a director with the NWHPS and QPRA. I sit on the CHC. I help organize
the annual Heritage Homes Tour. Hubby and I voluntarily designated our old house in 2000.   
 
No surprise. I support Heritage Conservation Areas.
 
 
The outcome of the Queen’s Park Heritage Study Working Group, formed in 2014 in response to
the 2013 demolition of 221 Third Ave., was a recommendation that the Queen’s Park
Neighbourhood become a Heritage Conservation Area.
 
It  is the most sensible way to protect heritage resources.
 
The QPRA, NWHPS and CHC support this recommendation.
 
Opponents of the New Westminster HCA will reference several Coriolis Reports commissioned by
the First Shaughnessy neighbourhood group who opposed the HCA there. That group took the City
Of Vancouver to court and lost.
 
I am at a loss to explain why HCA opponents here believe that our city council will listen to the
First Shaughnessy debates when making an HCA decision….when Vancouver City Council did not.
 
But enough of First Shaughnessy. It is a ludicrous comparison. Those in the know… know that.  
 
There is a lot of fear and confusion when it comes to heritage.
 
There need not be.
 
There are hundreds of HCAs in our country and more than 2300 in the USA. Residents have
survived and thrived in them.  
 
Professor Robert Shipley is the guru of heritage studies on Canada.  At the last council meeting his
information was touted as outdated.
 
I have been talking with Professor Shipley during the past three weeks. So let’s say it’s
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Shipley 2017. Not Shipley 1990s.
 
He has made it very clear that if you are concerned about property values you “should be
IN an HCA rather than out of one…”
 
This was THREE weeks ago.  Do not forget that. His 2009 HCD Satisfaction Report stated
without hesitation that 75 % were very satisfied with living in an HCA. IT was 100% in
several areas where guidelines were strict and enforced.
 
Better Shipley than Shaughnessy!
 
Also….I scratch my head and struggle to understand the concern about small houses on  small lots.  
 
There was concern expressed at the last council meeting that an HCA would esp. harm the small
houses on small lots.
 
How so? Not everyone is seeking a large property to infill!
 
These properties will always be desirable and provide affordable options for young families and
those downsizing. Regardless of the HCA.
 
But once those houses are razed by a developer there goes the affordable housing. 
 
Here is a YouTube video of one of the “small houses on small lots” referenced at city council.
 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=u-sOyj4kMbo
 
This is the type of house that the HCA would protect.
 
It has been beautifully renovated and while it does not have a backyard per se it has a lovely side
yard.  Perhaps with consultation and discussion this house could be a candidate for a sympathetic
one-storey addition?
 
 
Is its 66 x 66 foot lot considered small? That is the same size as a 33 x 132 foot lot of which there
are five on the even side of the beautiful 200-block St. Patrick. Would anyone consider them small
lots?
 
The standard lot size in Vancouver is 33 X 120.
 
My husband and I live on a 66 x 66 foot lot in our designated house. The highest level of heritage
protection.  We still live in hope someone will buy our house and love it the way we have.
 
The HCA is brilliant because it allows for heritage protection but with the ability to build within to

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=u-sOyj4kMbo


the provisions of existing zoning.  Within the very flexible design guidelines that are being
proposed.
 
My last comment on small houses/small lots being negatively impacted by an HCA is that the
smallest house on the smallest lot in Queen’s Park is located at 416 Oak Street.
 
This a designated property. It was assessed in 2015 at $591,600. In 2016 it increased by $212,000

to $803,100.  Do not worry about “smaller” 66 x 66 foot  properties with HCA status. They will
retain their value as this house has!    
 
 

416 OAK ST NEW WESTMINSTER V3L 2T5
 
 

Street Front Image

Total Value$803,100
Assessed as of July 1st, 2016
Land$722,000
Buildings$81,100
Previous Year Value$591,600
Land$500,000
Buildings$91,600
Report a Problem
Year Built 
1908Description 
1 STY house - basicArea-Jurisdiction-Roll 
10-220-06721.501
Are the property details correct?
Show less

https://evaluebc.bcassessment.ca/ImageHelp.aspx


Land Size1966 Sq Ft
First Floor Area716
Second Floor Area
Basement Finish Area670
Strata Area
Bedrooms2
Baths2
Carports
Garages
LEGAL DESCRIPTION AND PARCEL ID
Lot A Sub Block7 Plan BCP18356 Land District 1 Land District 36
PID: 026-327-198
 

Also...I have talked with homeowners who live in Kelowna and James Bay HCAs. They are adamant.
There has been no negative impact. And these are not big homes.  
 
But that is another email for another time.
 
Please support New Westminster’s quest for an HCA.
 
It is our time. And it’s about time.
 
 
 
Sincerely,
 
Catherine Hutson
 
 



From: TOM BELLAMY
To: External-Post Master - Pln
Subject: HCA Queen"s Park
Date: Friday, May 05, 2017 10:41:32 AM

May 5, 2017
10:40 a.m.

Dear members of the Advisory Planning Commission,

This submission is to show that we support Queen Park being designated as a Heritage Conservation
Area.

Tom and Margaret Bellamy
411 Queen's Avenue
New Westminster
V3L 1K2

mailto:tmbellamy@shaw.ca
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From: Angela Kerslake
To: External-Post Master - Pln
Subject: Re: HCA for Queen"s Park
Date: Friday, May 05, 2017 11:07:40 AM

Dear Sir/Madam:
 
Re: Heritage Conservation Area in Queen’s Park
 
I strongly support the designation of a Heritage Conservation Area in Queen’s Park.  I live at and
own the residence at 323 Queens Avenue.  I have lived in New Westminster for the past 35 years
and it was the charming heritage homes in New Westminster that attracted me to New
Westminster.  In my opinion, steps must be taken to protect and preserve these homes.
 
Yours truly,
 
Angela S. Kerslake
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From: Matt Wall
To: External-Post Master - Pln
Subject: [SUSPECT] Support for a HCA for Queen"s park
Date: Friday, May 05, 2017 11:11:19 AM
Importance: Low

Dear Sir / Madam,

I'm writing to you to show my support for the HCA proposal for the Queen's Park
area.

I live at 403 St George Street, and fully support this.

Thanks,
Matt Wall
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From: Aggie Black
To: External-Post Master - Pln
Subject: I support a HCA for Queens Park
Date: Friday, May 05, 2017 11:17:09 AM

I have lived in the beautiful Queens Park neighbourhood for the past 12 years, and treasure the
historical features of the area. I fully support a Heritage Conservation Agreement to protect and
preserve the heritage character of our neighbourhood.

Agnes Black

416 St George St
New Westminster, BC
V3L 1L2
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From: MAUREEN ARVANITIDIS
To: External-Post Master - Pln
Subject: Advisory Planning Commission - Heritage Conservation Area Policy
Date: Friday, May 05, 2017 2:27:27 PM

Dear APC Members,

My husband and I support the creation of a Heritage Conservation Area in Queens Park.  We view the
HCA as a progressive management tool that is the best way to retain and sympathetically renovate 
existing heritage properties, and encourage good architecture that will fit in the local neighbourhood.

We are somewhat disappointed that the city council did not use 1949 date as a cut off date for
"protected houses" as we feel this will leave exposed to speculators some fairly important mid century
homes.  However, we are encouraged that at least so far, the City of New Westminster is taking some
steps to preserve its built heritage.

Kind regards,
Phaedon and Maureen Arvanitidis
108 Queens Ave
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From: steve@royalcitycolours.com
To: External-Post Master - Pln
Subject: Fwd: RE: HCA
Date: Friday, May 05, 2017 2:55:43 PM

 

Sent from my Samsung Galaxy smartphone.
-------- Original message --------
 

Dear Members of the Advisory Planning Commission

I’ve been a member of the Queen’s Park Heritage Study Working Group since the
start and I support the Heritage Conservation Area initiative that we are putting
forward for your consideration.  Over the past 3 years we have interviewed many
professionals in this field including architects, insurance agents, assessment
personnel, building code managers, city staff, lawyers, representatives from other
cities with HCAs, and most importantly, we have reached out, and listened, to our
fellow residents of Queen’s Park. 

We have had overwhelming support from members of Queens Park at the various
open houses, online surveys and Queens Park Resident Association general
meetings..   

The details of the bylaw have been amended as discussion has continued with city
staff and council. As it stands now they are suggesting 2 levels of protection,
Advanced 1940 and older, and Limited 1941 and younger. Although there was
support amongst the working group members for a 2 tier system by giving some
clarity to the protection levels, we felt that the 50 houses from 1941- 1949 needed to
be in the advanced level. This era of house design leading into the mid
century modern is an important and sought after style of house. Of course with it
being a smaller size of house it is under threat from developers, and therefore in need
of advanced protection. Amongst the many supportive lawn signs in Queens Park for
Heritage Conservation, you will find them on these such houses.

I strongly urge you to not only advise council to pass this bylaw but also amend the
Advanced category to include 1941 - 1949 houses, 

 

Yours truly,

 

Steve North

mailto:steve@royalcitycolours.com
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520 Fourth Street

 
 



From: Katie Campbell
To: External-Post Master - Pln
Cc: ronh@mirastar-energy.com
Subject: HCA
Date: Friday, May 05, 2017 3:20:40 PM

His Honour the Mayor and Council, 

I am a homeowner in the Queen's Park neighbourhood, and I am writing this letter
in regard to the proposed heritage conservation area policy. I regret not
participating in prior consultation processes. I strongly object to several aspects of
the HCA policy as it stands.

I think that the majority of residents of the Queen's Park neighbourhood would agree
that recent years have seen too many beautiful (and livable) homes demolished to
make way for new, larger, and in many cases, unsuitable homes, not in keeping
with the character of the neighbourhood. I am supportive of heritage protection for
existing homes and agree that it should be a lot more difficult to demolish these
valuable pieces of our heritage.

I am less supportive of the implementation of design guidelines for new homes being
built in the area. One of the things that I enjoy about Queen's Park is all of the
different eras that are represented (Vancouver specials aside!). I like to see how my
neighbourhood has evolved over the years: From pioneer cottages, to grand Queen
Annes and Craftsman houses, to war time builds and the lovely examples of mid-
century homes. I personally am not a fan of the falseness of "heritage style" homes,
and enjoy the juxtaposition of modern and historic. If we want to preserve the
character of the neighbourhood, it is my opinion that we should retain as many
historic homes as possible (using any means) as well as maintaining the park-like
feel of the streets by not allowing new builds to cover too much of existing lots.
Preventing the subdivision of existing lots would go a long way toward
disincentivizing the demolition of heritage homes.

I am strongly opposed to the policy of requiring heritage permits for exterior
renovations. I believe that this policy will negatively affect property values, make it
more difficult and costly to maintain heritage homes, and possibly even encourage
people to demolish homes that they otherwise would consider renovating. When we
purchased our home ten years ago, I made absolutely sure that I understood the
difference between homes on the heritage inventory and heritage registry. Despite
the fact that we had every intention of maintaining and restoring the historic details
of our home, I would not have purchased the home had it been on the heritage
registry and I wouldn't purchase a house if I was required to get a heritage permit
to make cosmetic changes to my home. There is no doubt in my mind that this
policy will negatively affect the value of my home.

Maintaining and restoring a heritage home takes a lot of time, effort and money. We
should collectively be looking for ways to make this process easier for homeowners,
not more difficult. Perhaps this would be a suitable area to consider design
guidelines? For example, we could require that all natural materials be used in
renovations?

Thanks for your consideration,

mailto:katieandron@me.com
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Kathleen Campbell
215 Fourth St



From: Mari-Lou Nidle
To: External-Post Master - Pln
Subject: To the Members of The Advisory Planning Commission
Date: Friday, May 05, 2017 4:49:54 PM
Attachments: image003.png
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Importance: High

May 5, 2017
 
To the Members of the Advisory Planning Commission,
 
We are long-time residents of Queens Park.  I just want to outline a few relevant points in support
of the HCA.
 
We all love heritage – few of us today have not travelled to a historic neighborhood  or city in 
Europe.  Those neighborhoods (many 400 years or older, wouldn’t be there today if over two
hundred years ago some commission, not unlike yours, hadn’t started to think about putting
protections in place and planning for the future.   Can you only imagine what these neighborhoods
in say the famous Marais residential neighborhood in Paris would look like if these visionaries
hadn’t established legal guidelines and protection?   Having rented in the Marais area, I know that
residents  are not bemoaning the consequences, of the past two hundred years of heritage
restrictions,  on their property values.    Please be a visionary and plan now for Queen’s Park’s  next
century of growth…
 
HOW SOON WE FORGET  OR HOW THIS ALL GOT STARTED:
Those who move to a heritage neighborhood do so because they like heritage homes and the
ambiance of heritage streetscapes. There is no one alive today, who moved to Queen’s Park
without knowing that they were moving into a heritage neighborhood – this neighborhood didn’t
build around them – this should be no surprise.  We cannot move our heritage homes, whereas
people who prefer new homes can build them in new subdivisions, or build within the heritage
guidelines that can only be enforced with a legislated HAC (there are no legal alternatives). 
Heritage Districts and Heritage Conservation Areas are the standard world-wide. 
 
Unfortunately, where there is value – there are speculators, developers and realtors, pushed from
developing in other neighborhoods, that have realized that Queen’s Park has a lot of potential and
New West has few new build restrictions.    Almost three years ago, the city put together a Queens
Park Heritage Working Group to study the rash of increasing demolitions,  non-conforming new
builds and to investigate solutions for legislating guidelines. This  push to do so came  from
residents that “wanted to keep the culture of their neighborhood!”  (Interestingly enough, the OCP
open houses showed that ALL neighborhoods in New West, want to keep the “culture of their
neighborhood” ).  The 12 members of the QP Working Group, which include a realtor, were
selected by council and represent a cross-section of residents in Queens Park.  They were tasked
with determining how to keep the neighbourhood progressive, inclusive, while preserving the
heritage character that is so attractive to:
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-        The residents who choose to live here.

-        The realtors who rarely miss an opportunity to list  “located in the desirable
Queens Park heritage neighborhood”

-        The guests that walk through on their way to the park of the same name

-        The 1,200 – 1,500 people that purchase tickets every year to the annual
Heritage Homes tour

-        And to the 550 Halloween “youngsters” who appear at my doorway every
Halloween because their parents have driven them from other cities to what
they tell me is a “beautiful, safe neighborhood, where the older homes  – give
character to Halloween night” (I know the count because I buy the candy and
ask where they come from).

 
The point here is the Working Group, made up of  residents, have worked hard to determine that
an HCA is the best solution for all Queen’s Park residents – the people for the people, so to say.  
The average resident has little time to meet with experts, pour over studies, attend city hall
meetings and study surveys and reports.  And yet the few residents with the most complaints are
those who have  shown-up late to the game, without knowledge of the game and want no rules!
 
An HCA is meant to be a tool for municipalities to protect residential neighborhoods for the sole
reason we sought  one out – to allow residents to maintain the culture of their neighborhoods and
keep realtors, speculators  and developers within new build guidelines.  Put even simpler, to
manage the “expectation” of what can and can’t occur within the neighborhood before it happens.
There seems to be a lot of fear-mongering going on with the dissemination of  misinformation to
residents  of what an HCA entails (much of it well intended but misinformed).  HCAs may be new to
New West, but there are 65 existing HCAs in BC (hundreds in Canada and thousands around the
world) all of these had to be brought in with public consultation, resident’s consent and council
voting for the by-law. None got “snuck in the backdoor” - so to say.  They are not solely  made-up
of heritage mansions and most consist of diverse neighborhoods, not unlike Queen’s Park.  We are
not the first neighborhood to consider an HCA,  it is not a new bylaw, there is a LOT of literature
available online. If HCAs were not something that worked everywhere  and were something to be
fearful of for heritage neighborhoods, or frankly for neighborhoods of families or young home
owners, then most likely they would not be so prevalent world-wide.  Not one HCA in Canada has
ever been rescinded – don’t you think this would not be the case if they were not working for
the residents of those communities? My question to you is why are HCAs  good enough for other
heritage neighborhoods around the world, but not here in QP where we have the largest
inventory of heritage homes in Western Canada?
 
At this stage of the game we all should be putting our energy and focus more on learning what the
other 65 HCAs in BC have found successful in implementation and what QP residents  would like in
their by-law and new build guidelines (Nothing has been decided yet.  There are lots of options and
flexibility  and we need to be working on the pros & cons of this).  Basically, how can we make the
HCA the  most fair tool for development in a heritage neighborhood for its residents?   How can we
support choice with incentives and options for residents to move their homes from one category to



another?   We are not going to satisfy everyone…especially those doing a Kevin O’Leary and boldly
announcing “Why should I care about the future of the heritage in the neighborhood when I plan
on leaving  - I  enjoyed living in my heritage home, in a lovely heritage neighborhood,  but when I
sell I’d prefer to see it demolished if that means I’ll get a higher price”  Yes, we all know there will
be some valid demolitions, but let’s not forget the real reason  the HCA bylaw is on the table - it is
to decrease unnecessary demolitions, stabilize the amount  of heritage inventory, provide new-
build guidelines and thus  increase neighborhood aesthetics and property values for all.
 
DENSITY & AFFORDABILITY IN A HERITAGE NEIGHBORHOOD
I'm not blind to the need for more density.  However, I think there needs to be more dialogue on
how we add infill and new build to heritage areas so that we keep their character and heritage
charm. What I've seen more often in the argument towards new build is not an attempt at
increased density, affordability or long range planning, but a quick attempt at selling homes and
making a profit.   I do believe that laneway homes and in-fill housing are a good option in QP for
addressing the density issue. 
Another way cities can make heritage neighborhoods "affordable", is to not allow demolition of 
smaller heritage homes, that often comes with the "argument" that it is too small and needs too
many upgrades.  Then some massive home is built in its place which actually drives up the case for
unaffordability.  So why are we allowing this to happen to the few smaller homes that are left?  The
fact is - small heritage homes come with smaller reno costs and allow first time home owners to
get in the market and neighborhood.  Also, when many of us retire, it would be nice to have an
inventory of smaller heritage homes to choose from to downsize.  This allows for diversity and
inclusion.  I speak from experience, I would not own the home I'm in if I hadn't started small (and
very run-down) and restored my way to the home that I live in in Queens Park. 
 
Developers need not be shut-out from heritage neighborhoods either, but they need to evolve and 
rethink their designs so that they too can become part of the historical design framework or
“culture”  that complements our neighborhoods.
 
REALLY – JUST HOW MANY TIMES DO I HAVE TO SHOW MY SUPPORT?
Residents have been  asking the QPRA,  why they keep having to  respond to surveys, write letters,
and come to city meetings when they have already done so and ALSO have a support sign on their
lawn?  Support isn’t waning; it is getting weary!  After almost three years of waiting for the
decision…..we don’t want to wait another decade for a more “insightful” Advisory Planning
Commission or Council to see the solution that has already been put forth more than once.  
 
THE VALUE OF HERITAGE GOES WELL BEYOND PERSONAL PROPERTY VALUES
As someone who has worked on heritage place branding, and witnessed its impact in cities around
the world, the economic value of maintained heritage neighborhoods is huge for future
generations. Not only do you maintain your historical identity and story as a neighborhood or city,
you can also differentiate yourself from other subdivisions by uniqueness and generate tourism
revenue.  As anyone who has ever studied economics and supply and demand principles knows,
property values go up when there is a limited supply of something (so even if you had the smallest
run-down house on the block, with a postage stamp lot, if the values of all the properties around
you are going up – so will yours – it is impossible for it not to).  No one will be left behind as



property values rise.
 
  FACT: Protected Heritage districts make up the most valuable property in many cities across
Canada and North America – is that not something we  all aspire to?  
 
Thank you for your time and consideration in reading this rather long letter and  volunteering on
the Commission.
 
Mari-Lou & Bruce Nidle
227 Queens Ave.
New Westminster
 
What are the benefits of a Heritage District Designation    (HCAs are called Districts in other
parts of Canada and other parts of the world)
http://www.mtc.gov.on.ca/en/publications/Heritage_Tool_Kit_HCD_English.pdf     (page 8 – 11)
 
10 Benefits of LOCAL HISTORIC DISTRICTS – USA
https://www.slideshare.net/PreservationNation/ten-benefits-of-local-historic-districts
 
 
 
 
Mari-Lou Nidle, Principal
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From: Circa Restorations Inc.
To: External-Post Master - Pln
Subject: Fwd: In favour of the Heritage Conservation area!!
Date: Friday, May 05, 2017 4:53:46 PM

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Circa Restorations Inc." <info@circarestorations.com>
Date: 7 April, 2017 9:03:38 PM PDT
To: "Clerks@newwestcity.ca" <Clerks@newwestcity.ca>
Subject: In favour of the Heritage Conservation area!!

Dear Planers,

    I have grown up and lived in New Westminster for 44 years now.
 Ever since I was a young boy riding with my dad to hockey practice at
Queens Park Arena, I remember how the houses and the neighbourhood
would change both in looks and feel as I looked out the window nearing
the arena.  
    As I got older I came to realize just why I loved the look and feel of
the Queens Park Neighbourhood.  It was because of the fact that it did
not look and feel like most other parts of New Westminster.  
    For these reasons and more, I decided as a young person to put all
my energy into saving and working towards buying a home in the
Queens Park Area, which I managed to do 11 years ago.  
    Without a doubt, anyone who finds themselves driving into the Queens
Park neighbourhood, whether they like or dislike heritage homes, cannot
miss the fact that the neighbourhood has a very distinct look and feel. 
    It is this "look" that I feel must be protected so that those in the
future who venture into the neighbourhood will also be struck by just
how different it feels to see and be in the area.  
    Clearly, this "look" and "feel" comes from the fact that there are so
many heritage homes in one small area and the fact that so many of
those owners lovingly look after these houses.  
    I really do believe that every time one of these houses is lost, there
should, at the very least, be strict conditions to make sure that the new
house that is built in its place is very much in line with the street scape
of the neighbourhood.
    Currently, when someone comes along and builds a new house that
does not respect the neighbourhood, there is a slow dilution (with every
new house built) that puts at risk that very "feeling" that I, as a kid,
could even pick up on as I drove into the neighbourhood with my father!
    It is this "feeling" that something is very special about this
neighbourhood that I feel is worth protecting.  The fact that we, as a
community, have come this far and this close to introducing some
protections is great.
    What a shame it would be if you folks let this opportunity slip through

mailto:info@circarestorations.com
mailto:plnpost@newwestcity.ca
mailto:info@circarestorations.com
mailto:Clerks@newwestcity.ca
mailto:Clerks@newwestcity.ca


your fingers!

Thank you,

Graham Sievers

324 Fourth Street
New Westminster

Sent from my iPhone



From: The Hutsons
To: External-Post Master - Pln
Subject: Advisory Planning Commission - re: Heritage Conservation Area for Queen"s Park
Date: Thursday, May 04, 2017 6:16:50 PM

I would like to express my support for the Heritage Conservation Area being proposed for the
Queen’s Park neighbourhood. I have been a resident of Queen’s Park since the late-‘80s and my
wife and I designated our 1913 Arts and Crafts House as a civic heritage building about 17 years
ago. So, while my own house is protected, I have seen an alarming increase in demolitions of older
homes in the neighbourhood in recent years and want to protect the wonderful streetscapes we
enjoy in Queen’s Park for future generations.

I also of course want to protect my investment, and wouldn’t support the HCA if I thought it would
affect property values.

I recently came across a study of American historic districts that Oak Bay in Victoria is using to
promote an HCA for their community. I think the results from their preservation efforts have
important lessons New Westminster can learn from.

Jonathan Mabry, Ph.D. Historic Preservation Officer Department of Urban Planning and Design City
of Tucson, found that historic district designation had become an important tool for local
governments in efforts to preserve the character of central-city neighborhoods. The number of
local historic districts in the U.S. has grown from approximately 100 in 1966 to now more than
2,300, according to Wikipedia.

What Mabry reported in his 2007 study of 15 American cities with historic districts was that higher
property values and rates of appreciation were important economic benefits of historic district
designations. A study of the Speedway-Drachman National Register Historic District in his home
town of Tucson showed that between 1987 and 2007, the average assessed value of homes in this
district appreciated 15 per cent higher than the average in a nearby neighborhood with housing
stock of similar age, construction, and design. A study of 25,975 single family homes sold in
Phoenix in 2005, including 212 located in National Register historic districts, showed that historic
designation increased the average marketable sales price of a house by 31%!

Comparison of a number of independent studies of historic districts showed that this economic
effect of local designation is typical across the U.S.: property values in local historic districts
appreciate significantly faster than the market as a whole in the vast majority of cases and
appreciates at rates equivalent to the market in the worst case. While some of the designated
districts experienced extremely high rates of appreciation, and others very modest rates, most saw
property values increase by 5-35% per decade over the values in similar, undesignated
neighborhoods. 

Another benefit found in American conservation areas was that local historic district designation
has proven to insulate property values from wild swings in the housing market, including both
downturns tied to larger economic trends, and “bubbles” caused by cycles of real estate
speculation. This stability is related to investor confidence that, because there are design
guidelines in the zoning code, home investments in historic districts will not be adversely affected
by construction of an inappropriate, out-of-scale building next door. It is also due to the fact that
neighborhoods with stable values do not offer opportunities for “flipping” - purchase followed by
quick resale at a high profit margin, which increases unaffordability for people trying to enter the
housing market.

For me, the most important benefit in conservation area designation is that there are increased
connections among neighbours and more community involvement. Mabry concluded that
neighbourhoods with a significant proportion of owner-occupied homes tend to have higher rates
of participation in neighborhood associations and improvement projects, which protects shared
spaces from decline. And all proposed exterior modifications, new construction, and demolitions
requiring review by neighborhood advisory groups and historical commissions, ensured community
involvement in neighborhood planning. 

In other words, property values are enhanced, extreme fluctuations in house prices are reduced,
and there is a greater sense of community ownership and involvement. I believe Queen’s Park will

mailto:hutsons@shaw.ca
mailto:plnpost@newwestcity.ca


become the “heritage mecca” for Greater Vancouver and will continue to attract young families as
a great place to live.

 

Thank you

 

Jim Hutson

435 Third Street

New Westminster

 

 

 



From: william dixon
To: External-Post Master - Pln
Subject: Queens Park HRA
Date: Friday, May 05, 2017 1:31:30 PM

City Councilors and Elected Officials;

Please except this email as my support for the HRA designation.

I and my family have been fortunate Queens Park residents for 28 years, and feel I am part of the
silent majority. Hence the late submission. Like most, I have no agenda other than to endeavor to
preserve for others what we were fortuitous to find ourselves.
What originally drew us to Queens Park would be obvious to most, if not all, as the residential heritage
stock here is exceptional. My 33 year working career involved extensive monthly international travel and
I can say unequivocally your heritage stock here is unsurpassed. 
To be myopic during this current housing froth and miss this opportunity to be proactive to ensure the
success of these homes, and this community, would be a travesty.
Thank You.
William & Judy Dixon

mailto:wedixon12@hotmail.com
mailto:plnpost@newwestcity.ca


From: Deane Gurney
To: External-Post Master - Pln
Subject: Advisory Planning Commission Meeting Submission
Date: Friday, May 05, 2017 8:19:33 PM
Attachments: HCA-.docx

Please submit the attached letter for the Advisory Planning Commissions consideration.
 
Deane Gurney

mailto:dgurney@sands-trustee.com
mailto:plnpost@newwestcity.ca

To Advisory Planning Commission 

Re: Queens Park Heritage Conservation Area

I moved to New Westminster in 1989 and rented an apartment in Queens Park. Most evenings I would walk around the neighbourhood and admire the diverse housing stock in such a confined area. I enjoyed the streetscapes and the vegetation and was hopeful that I would someday to  be able to live in Queens Park. 

That day did come when I purchased my current residence. Sorely neglected, I began to bring it back to its original condition with long hours of after work labour and lots of money. Surprising to me is that a lot of other neighbours had done or where doing the same thing. Through no incentives, people were fixing old houses and returning them to their original state with their own money and labour. The result was that the whole neighbourhood was enhanced by the owner’s efforts.

Unfortunately when things are too good, others see opportunity which often does not conform to the current streetscape or the people who have refurbished their houses to maintain the streetscape. The housing stock in Queens Park is unique and the mixed housing is not seen anywhere else in the lower mainland. 

 I became involved in pushing forward with a Heritage Conservation Area when a very original house on 3rd Avenue was allowed to be demolished. The outcry from the community on the destruction of this house led me to believe that there was a real desire to conserve the remaining stock of older houses in Queens Park. I was also cognisant of the fact that to go too far in preserving older houses would be rejected. From the beginning I have been advocating protection of streetscapes, design guidelines so that unsympathetic houses to the street could not be built, vegetation in the form of landscaping and streetscape trees would remain. This still allowed for the redevelopment of the interior of the house and back of the property but allowed the facade and sides of the house, visible from the street to remain the same. It also allowed for demolitions if the replacement house met the set guidelines so that houses of completely different designs could not be built.

I believe that this is a very suitable compromise for all in Queens Park; it does not unduly restrict people in the development of their property and it maintains the original streetscape of Queens Park. Both of which the community has strongly endorsed.

We are the guardians of the future of Queens Park. If we believe that this is a “Historical District” then we should ensure that it maintains its originality so that future generations can enjoy the area as it is with responsible, sympatric change.

I support the Heritage Conservation Area and request that the Advisory Planning Commission support  this community initiative.



Deane Gurney

101 Queens Ave 

New Westminster 









To Advisory Planning Commission  

Re: Queens Park Heritage Conservation Area 

I moved to New Westminster in 1989 and rented an apartment in Queens Park. Most evenings I would 
walk around the neighbourhood and admire the diverse housing stock in such a confined area. I enjoyed 
the streetscapes and the vegetation and was hopeful that I would someday to  be able to live in Queens 
Park.  

That day did come when I purchased my current residence. Sorely neglected, I began to bring it back to 
its original condition with long hours of after work labour and lots of money. Surprising to me is that a 
lot of other neighbours had done or where doing the same thing. Through no incentives, people were 
fixing old houses and returning them to their original state with their own money and labour. The result 
was that the whole neighbourhood was enhanced by the owner’s efforts. 

Unfortunately when things are too good, others see opportunity which often does not conform to the 
current streetscape or the people who have refurbished their houses to maintain the streetscape. The 
housing stock in Queens Park is unique and the mixed housing is not seen anywhere else in the lower 
mainland.  

 I became involved in pushing forward with a Heritage Conservation Area when a very original house on 
3rd Avenue was allowed to be demolished. The outcry from the community on the destruction of this 
house led me to believe that there was a real desire to conserve the remaining stock of older houses in 
Queens Park. I was also cognisant of the fact that to go too far in preserving older houses would be 
rejected. From the beginning I have been advocating protection of streetscapes, design guidelines so 
that unsympathetic houses to the street could not be built, vegetation in the form of landscaping and 
streetscape trees would remain. This still allowed for the redevelopment of the interior of the house and 
back of the property but allowed the facade and sides of the house, visible from the street to remain the 
same. It also allowed for demolitions if the replacement house met the set guidelines so that houses of 
completely different designs could not be built. 

I believe that this is a very suitable compromise for all in Queens Park; it does not unduly restrict people 
in the development of their property and it maintains the original streetscape of Queens Park. Both of 
which the community has strongly endorsed. 

We are the guardians of the future of Queens Park. If we believe that this is a “Historical District” then 
we should ensure that it maintains its originality so that future generations can enjoy the area as it is 
with responsible, sympatric change. 

I support the Heritage Conservation Area and request that the Advisory Planning Commission support  
this community initiative. 

 

Deane Gurney 



101 Queens Ave  

New Westminster  

 

 

 



From: Warren Williams
To: External-Clerks
Cc: External-Post Master - Pln
Subject: Heritage Conservation Area
Date: Friday, May 05, 2017 8:48:55 PM

Dear New West City,

I live at 402 Sixth Ave, within the area considered for the Heritage Conservation
Area.

Of the information I have seen to date, which may not be extensive, I have not read
much on the likely increased cost to maintain and renovate our home.  These older
homes are already full of issues as a result of their age.  Staying on top of general
maintenance is already a challenge. I fear the costs will only increase due to added
time, material costs or complexity of renovations to comply with the Heritage Area
designation.  I've also been told previously by my existing insurance company that
they would charge me more if my residence was a Heritage home. How and where
are these issues being addressed in the planning process?

We live in a beautiful neighborhood and in general would like to see it preserved. 
How much of this cost will be passed onto me as a home owner, including possible
negative  impact to property value?

Warren Williams

mailto:mrwarrenwilliams@yahoo.com
mailto:Clerks@newwestcity.ca
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From: Corina Meisl
To: External-Clerks
Cc: External-Post Master - Pln
Subject: Input for HCA Queens Park
Date: Sunday, May 07, 2017 1:24:03 PM

To Whom It May Concern:

I am writing at the request of my mother-in-law, Hilde Meisl who lives at 516 4th
Street in New Westminster.  She has asked me to pass along her concerns regarding
the HCA as outlined in your recent postcard announcing the May 9th meeting.

Thanks.
Corina Meisl

"I feel that if a house is old and nor worth repairing, it could be torn down and
rebuilt according to guidelines to fit in with the heritage neighbourhood.  
I don't agree that all homes built before 1941 should automatically be given a
designation which then requires permits for exterior renovations, etc. which could
prove to be very restrictive.   I believe that any home owner who wishes to
voluntarily designate their house, should be free to do so, but it should not be
imposed on everyone.  Thank you for hearing my concern."  Hilde Meisl 516 4th
Street

mailto:corina.meisl@gmail.com
mailto:Clerks@newwestcity.ca
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From: PJ Gastaldo
To: External-Post Master - Pln
Subject: Queen"s Park Heritage Conservation Area Policy
Date: Monday, May 08, 2017 9:44:18 AM
Attachments: 503 Second Street Heritage letter.docx

Mayor Cote and City Council –
Please find our letter concerning this proposal in the attachment.
Thank you – Paolo and Janet Gastaldo

mailto:pj_g@shaw.ca
mailto:plnpost@newwestcity.ca



503 Second Street

New Westminster, B.C.

V3L 2M1

May 5, 2017



Mayor Cote and City Council

Corporation of the City of New Westminster

511 Royal Avenue

New Westminster, B.C.

V3L 1H9





Dear Mayor Cote and New Westminster City Council;

     	

	We have been proud residents of New Westminster our entire lives - 55 years. We chose to stay in New Westminster and raise our family here because of the wonderful community, the beautiful homes and landscapes and the uniqueness of our city. We also reside in the area in question in the ‘Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area’ policy proposal and strongly feel that all areas of our city are equally important, vital areas of the City of New Westminster.



	We strongly oppose the Queens Park Heritage Conservation Area policy proposal as it segregates this small area of our city and deems it as a ‘select area’.  All areas of New Westminster should be treated equally. We should be proud of the unique homes throughout the city that are maintained by the individuals who own them. We live in a very multicultural city which makes New Westminster the desirable city it is today. Our wish is that our children can be welcomed and encouraged to own a home and reside in any area of the City of New Westminster and fear implementing this policy for this ‘select area’ will continue to make home ownership unattainable for the next generation of New Westminster citizens.



	Please consider these concerns as this process goes forward. We don’t want to be considered residents of a ‘select area’ in New Westminster – we want to be residents of New Westminster.



	                   



                                     







                                                                                      

                                                                                                          Regards- Paolo and Janet Gastaldo





 
503 Second Street 

New Westminster, B.C. 
V3L 2M1 

May 5, 2017 
 
Mayor Cote and City Council 
Corporation of the City of New Westminster 
511 Royal Avenue 
New Westminster, B.C. 
V3L 1H9 
 
 
Dear Mayor Cote and New Westminster City Council; 
       
 We have been proud residents of New Westminster our entire lives - 55 years. We 
chose to stay in New Westminster and raise our family here because of the wonderful 
community, the beautiful homes and landscapes and the uniqueness of our city. We also reside 
in the area in question in the ‘Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area’ policy proposal and 
strongly feel that all areas of our city are equally important, vital areas of the City of New 
Westminster. 
 
 We strongly oppose the Queens Park Heritage Conservation Area policy proposal as it 
segregates this small area of our city and deems it as a ‘select area’.  All areas of New 
Westminster should be treated equally. We should be proud of the unique homes throughout 
the city that are maintained by the individuals who own them. We live in a very multicultural 
city which makes New Westminster the desirable city it is today. Our wish is that our children 
can be welcomed and encouraged to own a home and reside in any area of the City of New 
Westminster and fear implementing this policy for this ‘select area’ will continue to make home 
ownership unattainable for the next generation of New Westminster citizens. 
 
 Please consider these concerns as this process goes forward. We don’t want to be 
considered residents of a ‘select area’ in New Westminster – we want to be residents of New 
Westminster. 
 
                     
 
                                      
 
 
 
                                                                                       
                                                                                                          Regards- Paolo and Janet Gastaldo 
 



From: Mark Fox
To: External-Clerks; External-Post Master - Pln; Britney Quail
Subject: Request to speak at APC Tues May 9
Date: Sunday, May 07, 2017 3:37:03 PM
Attachments: HCAAPCMay92017.pdf

Dear clerks:

I received the notice of the APC only AFTER the Friday submission deadline!!

Please forward this "speaking points" doc onto the APC.

I will be present and expect to be able to speak.

Thanks,
...Mark Fox

ps: I have addressed to email to a number of folk with the hopes that someone will
know what to do!!

mailto:foxkis@gmail.com
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Queens Park Heritage Control Area (HCA) will impact US 
HOW? 
1 - Property Rights 


Your land title will be changed to indicate your home is designated heritage. (S.614(5)(a) of 
the Local Government Act,  R.S.B.C. 2015, c. 1) The Shipley Report which studied the 
effect of heritage designation and property values in Ontario, cited in the local discussion, (see 
Ref. 1, p.2) says “It is also rare for a building to be designated without the consent of the 
owner.” 


Do you want that restriction without any choice? 
 
2 – Property Value 


The Shipley Report which the City uses, says there will be “winners” and “losers”. e.g. 26% of 
properties experienced below average performance in value. (Ref. 1, Table 1, p. 12).  Recent BC 
Assessment data from the City of Vancouver experience with an HCA in Shaughnessy, 
seems to indicate a negative effect for values for some homes. See Ref. 2. 


Do you want that uncertainty in the value of your home? 
 
3 – Promote inequality 
The proposed “age of home” based policy, will create properties with limited (post 1940) to 
advanced protection. The market usually rewards property with less restrictions. Do you want a 
policy that rewards one class of owner (newer home) over others, just based on the age of 
the home? 


Is this YOUR New West? “Winners” and “losers”? 
 
4 – Policy & Bylaw implementation speed 
The City of New Westminster has not conducted any local studies (unlike Vancouver) to 
determine what the impact, financial or otherwise, of the HCA will be. What type of homes will 
gain/lose value? What will it do to the community? 


It is a concern to me that the APC is having to meet the night of a provincial 
election. In addition the draft Design Guidelines were tabled by council on May 1 giving 
only 6 weeks before they could become part of a bylaw. Too fast. Are you comfortable 
rushing into a big change (proposed for June 13, 2017) without having done all our 
homework? 
 
Reasonable Value Data + Reasonable Policy = Reasonable Heritage. 







I believe we can get a HCA that works for ALL of us and enhance the Queens Park heritage 
asset. 
 
My request: I am the intrepid reporter sometimes reporting on “HCA flight 2017” and quoted in 
The Record. My request: vote NO on the current proposed HCA. Recommend that council taxi 
HCA flight 2017 back to the gate, stretch their legs, get fresh oxygen and bring forward a 
revised HCA with design guidelines for the whole area based not primarily on age of house but 
on preserving the local unique streetscape and status of the particular building. 
 
Sincerely, 
Mark Fox, 
113 Oakland Street 
 
References: 
1. Shipley (2000, Ontario) 
https://innisfil.ca/getFileByName/Appendix%20I%20-%20Robert%20Shipley%20Report%20-
%20Heritage%20Designation%20and%20Property%20Values.pdf 
2. Province (April 27, 2017) 
http://theprovince.com/opinion/columnists/gordon-clark-getting-straight-assessment-facts-durin
g-b-c-election-campaign 
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Queens Park Heritage Control Area (HCA) will impact US 
HOW? 
1 - Property Rights 

Your land title will be changed to indicate your home is designated heritage. (S.614(5)(a) of 
the Local Government Act,  R.S.B.C. 2015, c. 1) The Shipley Report which studied the 
effect of heritage designation and property values in Ontario, cited in the local discussion, (see 
Ref. 1, p.2) says “It is also rare for a building to be designated without the consent of the 
owner.” 

Do you want that restriction without any choice? 
 
2 – Property Value 

The Shipley Report which the City uses, says there will be “winners” and “losers”. e.g. 26% of 
properties experienced below average performance in value. (Ref. 1, Table 1, p. 12).  Recent BC 
Assessment data from the City of Vancouver experience with an HCA in Shaughnessy, 
seems to indicate a negative effect for values for some homes. See Ref. 2. 

Do you want that uncertainty in the value of your home? 
 
3 – Promote inequality 
The proposed “age of home” based policy, will create properties with limited (post 1940) to 
advanced protection. The market usually rewards property with less restrictions. Do you want a 
policy that rewards one class of owner (newer home) over others, just based on the age of 
the home? 

Is this YOUR New West? “Winners” and “losers”? 
 
4 – Policy & Bylaw implementation speed 
The City of New Westminster has not conducted any local studies (unlike Vancouver) to 
determine what the impact, financial or otherwise, of the HCA will be. What type of homes will 
gain/lose value? What will it do to the community? 

It is a concern to me that the APC is having to meet the night of a provincial 
election. In addition the draft Design Guidelines were tabled by council on May 1 giving 
only 6 weeks before they could become part of a bylaw. Too fast. Are you comfortable 
rushing into a big change (proposed for June 13, 2017) without having done all our 
homework? 
 
Reasonable Value Data + Reasonable Policy = Reasonable Heritage. 



I believe we can get a HCA that works for ALL of us and enhance the Queens Park heritage 
asset. 
 
My request: I am the intrepid reporter sometimes reporting on “HCA flight 2017” and quoted in 
The Record. My request: vote NO on the current proposed HCA. Recommend that council taxi 
HCA flight 2017 back to the gate, stretch their legs, get fresh oxygen and bring forward a 
revised HCA with design guidelines for the whole area based not primarily on age of house but 
on preserving the local unique streetscape and status of the particular building. 
 
Sincerely, 
Mark Fox, 
113 Oakland Street 
 
References: 
1. Shipley (2000, Ontario) 
https://innisfil.ca/getFileByName/Appendix%20I%20-%20Robert%20Shipley%20Report%20-
%20Heritage%20Designation%20and%20Property%20Values.pdf 
2. Province (April 27, 2017) 
http://theprovince.com/opinion/columnists/gordon-clark-getting-straight-assessment-facts-durin
g-b-c-election-campaign 
 

http://theprovince.com/opinion/columnists/gordon-clark-getting-straight-assessment-facts-during-b-c-election-campaign
http://theprovince.com/opinion/columnists/gordon-clark-getting-straight-assessment-facts-during-b-c-election-campaign
https://innisfil.ca/getFileByName/Appendix%20I%20-%20Robert%20Shipley%20Report%20-%20Heritage%20Designation%20and%20Property%20Values.pdf
https://innisfil.ca/getFileByName/Appendix%20I%20-%20Robert%20Shipley%20Report%20-%20Heritage%20Designation%20and%20Property%20Values.pdf
http://theprovince.com/opinion/columnists/gordon-clark-getting-straight-assessment-facts-during-b-c-election-campaign
https://innisfil.ca/getFileByName/Appendix%20I%20-%20Robert%20Shipley%20Report%20-%20Heritage%20Designation%20and%20Property%20Values.pdf


From: ronh@mirastar-energy.com
To: Samantha Bohmert
Subject: RE: Queen"s Park Heritage Conservation Area
Date: Monday, May 08, 2017 10:55:00 PM
Attachments: image001.png
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Thank-you.
 

From: Samantha Bohmert [mailto:sbohmert@newwestcity.ca] 
Sent: May 8, 2017 8:28 AM
To: 'ronh' <ronh@mirastar-energy.com>
Cc: External-Clerks <Clerks@newwestcity.ca>
Subject: RE: Queen's Park Heritage Conservation Area
 
Good morning,
 
Thank you for your feedback. A copy of your email will be provided to the project planner and the
Advisory Planning Commission.
 
Best,
 
 
Samantha Bohmert  |  T 604.515.3791  
Planning Assistant  |   City of New Westminster  
 
From: ronh [mailto:ronh@mirastar-energy.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 05, 2017 6:07 PM
To: External-Post Master - Pln
Subject: Queen's Park Heritage Conservation Area
 
 
 
 
His Honor the Mayor and Council:
 
I am a resident of 215 Fourth Street in Queen’s Park. 215 Fourth is a 1901 Queen Anne style
of house that we purchased approximately 10 years ago and have been slowly restoring and
adding to the property as funds allow. The house has been reasonably well maintained by
prior owners although heavily modified from its original façade.
 
We do not support City oversight of our ability to modify our house. We, as many buyers of
old houses do, choose to live in this style of house because we like the charm of old houses
but we reserve the right to use modern touches if it suits our sensibilities.
 
We understand there to be three aspects to the HCA:
 

       Design guidelines for new build

mailto:ronh@mirastar-energy.com
mailto:sbohmert@newwestcity.ca
mailto:ronh@mirastar-energy.com




       Permit for Demolition of a heritage property

       Requirement of a  Heritage Permit to modify  existing houses

 
We support Item 1, design guidelines for new build. We believe that Item 3, the permit
requirement for modification of a heritage property can be addressed within the guidelines
for Item 1. As long as your changes are within the guidelines, you may proceed. If you do not
adhere to guideline, the City can ask you to remove the works. If yo are uncertain, then ask a
City Planner or proceed through the Heritage Review.
 
We support Item 2, the requirement to get a permit to demolish a heritage property.
 
Queen’s Park has many great characteristics. The houses, some old, some ultra-modern lend
a great charm to the neighborhood. So do the broad expanses and green space between the
houses. In fact, that may be the most charming aspect of the neighborhood – it is sort of park
like. The more the green space is taken away, the less charming the neighborhood will be,
regardless if the housing facades are controlled.
 
We suggest that the guideline for new builds and existing houses  include a no variance
policy for FSR. This will stop developers from buying and destroying old houses by
subdivision of lots. It will also prevent the deterioration of the green space that makes QP
unique. This one policy will go farther than any Heritage oversight committee.
 
Developers won’t like it. Lots of home owners won’t like it. It is the one thing that will
preserve the green space that makes QP park like and will allow the heritage homes to
survive.
 
 
 
msei2  

 
 
 
Ron Hankewich
Director
mobile: 778.995.9140
email:  ronh@mirastar-energy.com
www.mirastar-energy.com

 
 

mailto:ronh@mirastar-energy.com
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From: David Dewar
To: External-Post Master - Pln
Subject: Queens Park HCA
Date: Monday, May 08, 2017 1:59:31 PM
Attachments: Signature1.jpg

To the Advisory Planning Commission New Westminster,

My apologies for writing to you so late but I am currently working out of the country
and only recently became aware of your up coming meeting. As a long time resident
of New Westminster and Queens Park, and as the owner of a heritage home built in
1891 I would like to express my support for the HCA being considered for the
Queens Park neighbourhood.

I have expressed my support of this idea to the Mayor and Council and to members
of City staff. History is a fundamental part of our community in New West and the
special nature of the homes in Queens Park and many other parts of the City is well
known. I believe that is is essential that we protect this uniqueness. I understand
that it is not easy to walk the line between property rights and the need to defend
and protect the overall nature of a community but I urge you on behalf of our
unique heritage neighbourhood, to find a reasonable balance.

Thank you,

David Dewar
501 St. George Street,
New Westminster

-- 

mailto:daviddewar500@gmail.com
mailto:plnpost@newwestcity.ca



From: Samantha Bohmert
To: "Cathy McFarland"
Subject: RE: Queen"s Park Heritage Conservation Area - Continued Full Support
Date: Tuesday, May 09, 2017 10:23:01 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Good morning Cathy,
 
Thank you for your feedback.  A copy will be given to the Advisory Planning Commission (APC) and
the project planner.
 
There are different forums for gathering community feedback.  The meeting tonight is for the APC. 
There will be future opportunities to present feedback in front of Council as well. Please click here
for more information.
 
Best,
 
Samantha Bohmert  |  T 604.515.3791  
Planning Assistant  |   City of New Westminster  
 
From: Cathy McFarland [mailto:mcfarlan@sfu.ca] 
Sent: Monday, May 08, 2017 12:27 PM
To: External-Post Master - Pln
Subject: Fwd: Queen's Park Heritage Conservation Area - Continued Full Support
 
We were not sure who exactly should be receiving our emails regarding the conservation area
in Queens Park. We are sending it to this address, as well as to the clerks address, because it
appeared on a card delivered to our home.

-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:Queen's Park Heritage Conservation Area - Continued Full Support

Date:Mon, 8 May 2017 12:00:36 -0700
From:Cathy McFarland <mcfarlan@sfu.ca>

To:clerks@newwestcity.ca

To the Honorable Mayor and Council: We  are writing to you today to again express our full
support of  the Queen's Park Conservation Area. We have attended numerous meetings, filled
out surveys, put up a pertinent sign in our front yard, watched council meetings to keep fully
informed, and written to the Mayor and Council on a previous occasion. This morning, we
spent additional hours reading the latest draft of the heritage design guidelines. If the count of
letters is important in decision making, we would like to request that our letter be counted
twice because we (Cathy McFarland and Gary Mockler) are both homeowners in Queens
Park. 
      We are writing again today because of the extreme importance of this issue for the
residents of Queen's Park. Simply put, if this conservation area is NOT adopted, it will be the
beginning of a quick demise to one of the most beautiful and significant heritage areas in
British Columbia and Canada. We have spent 30 years in Queen's Park investing a great deal
of money and the majority of our spare time restoring our heritage home. When we bought
our home at 412 Second St., it was extremely run down, and many people thought it was not

mailto:/O=CITY OF NEW WESTMINSTER/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=SAMANTHA BOHMERTDA9
mailto:mcfarlan@sfu.ca
https://www.newwestcity.ca/committees/articles/4905.php
https://www.newwestcity.ca/heritage/queens-park-neighbourhood-study/articles/5962.php
mailto:mcfarlan@sfu.ca
mailto:clerks@newwestcity.ca



worth saving and should simply be rebuilt. There are many people just like us who have been
devoted to maintaining the heritage qualities of this neighborhood and chose to embark on
the rewarding adventure of restoring a neglected diamond in the rough. It would be a shame
if a very small, but vocal, minority of individuals, who appear to be motivated primarily by a
perceived personal financial gain were able to destroy everything the majority of us have
worked to achieve. 
    It has been extremely frustrating listening to residents who claim to love the heritage
features of this neighborhood, and who presumably moved here because of those features,
wanting to tear down homes that are in many cases highly viable candidates for restoration.
There is a hypocrisy inherent in their arguments - they like to enjoy the benefits that others
have worked to create, and then build structures that are not compatible with the heritage
qualities that make our neighborhood what it is. The vast majority of the newly built homes
that have recently appeared in the neighborhood, due to the lack of a heritage policy, serve as
a lasting slap in the face to people like us. Although many of the people who are opposed to
a conservation area speak about their loss of property value, those of us who have
meticulously restored our homes will suffer a loss in our property values if the conservation
area is NOT adopted. Who will want to buy our heritage home if it is surrounded by a
growing number of  contemporary monster homes that are completely disrespectful to the
heritage of New Westminster?
        Another argument that has been put forth against the heritage conservation area
designation is that younger families need to demolish homes in order to build their dream
homes. This is a specious argument. People can renovate in order to build a dream home. It is
not instantaneous, and may require extensive savings (just as building a new home does),
readjustment of priorities, and respect for the neighborhood, but it can and has been
accomplished in many cases. The new design guidelines do not preclude dream homes for
younger people who have been careful about buying into a neighborhood commensurate with
their finances. Moreover, if a home does not have sufficient heritage value, they are able,
within the new policy, to make a reasonable well-argued case for demolition and build a
home that is sympathetic to the neighborhood. 
    Thank you again for your time and consideration. The City of New Westminster has
always been active in promoting the historic elements of this city, and it is now time to ACT
in line with these important values. We thank you very much for making every effort to
protect this special heritage area. You will not regret it:-)! 

Sincerely, Cathy McFarland and Gary Mockler
412 Second St.



From: Gillian Day
To: Samantha Bohmert
Subject: FW: HCA
Date: Tuesday, May 09, 2017 10:29:26 AM
Attachments: image001.jpg

image002.jpg

Forwarded for information.  Re: the Advisory Planning Commission.
 
Gillian Day | Agenda Secretary
T 604.527.4612  |  E gday@newwestcity.ca
 

 City of New Westminster  |  Legislative Services
511 Royal Avenue, New Westminster, BC V3L 1H9
www.newwestcity.ca
 
This message including attachments, transmitted herein is confidential and may contain privileged information.  It is
intended solely for the person or entity to which it is addressed.  Any review, retransmission, dissemination, taking of any
action in reliance upon, or other use of this information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is
prohibited.  If you received this in error, please notify the sender and delete or destroy all copies.
 
 
From: External-Clerks 
Sent: Tuesday, May 09, 2017 10:28 AM
To: 'Vince Unilowski'
Subject: RE: HCA
 
Good morning,
 
I am writing to confirm receipt of your email.  It has been forwarded to the staff liaison to the
Advisory Planning Commission.
 
Yours truly,
 
Gillian Day | Agenda Secretary
T 604.527.4612  |  E gday@newwestcity.ca
 

 City of New Westminster  |  Legislative Services
511 Royal Avenue, New Westminster, BC V3L 1H9
www.newwestcity.ca
 
This message including attachments, transmitted herein is confidential and may contain privileged information.  It is
intended solely for the person or entity to which it is addressed.  Any review, retransmission, dissemination, taking of any
action in reliance upon, or other use of this information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is
prohibited.  If you received this in error, please notify the sender and delete or destroy all copies.
 
 
From: Vince Unilowski [mailto:vunilowski@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 09, 2017 10:26 AM
To: External-Clerks
Subject: HCA
 
 

mailto:/O=CITY OF NEW WESTMINSTER/OU=CITY_HALL/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=GDAY
mailto:sbohmert@newwestcity.ca
mailto:gday@newwestcity.ca
file:////c/www.newwestcity.ca
mailto:gday@newwestcity.ca
file:////c/www.newwestcity.ca
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To the Advisory Planning commission,
 
I am against the Heritage Conservation Area but like many others, I support heritage
conservation.
 
As a Queen’s Park resident for some 35 years over the past half century, I'm disappointed
that the HCA proponents continue to push their agenda even when an overwhelming
majority of residents indicate they are not interested.
 
Report
Planning Department
1999 February 22
Queens Park Heritage Planning Study
 
Background
…
Council suggested that, as a way of identifying what level of controls residents were willing
to accept, the Planning department conduct a mail out asking if homeowners were
interested in listing their houses on the City's heritage register. This approach was met
with disfavour by the residents’ committee and Queens Park Residents’ Association, who
favour the option of establishing a Heritage Conservation Area.
 
A residents’ committee and the Queens Park Residents Association, who do not favour
asking owners directly. How democratic of them.
 
Queen's Park Neighbourhood Heritage Study - Working Group Meeting
October 22 2015
2.0
Communications Strategy and Next Public Consultation:
... the City's Communications Department led the group on a discussion about
communication strategies for the next public consultation. The following points were made:
How do we get people out? How do we energize people about this topic? The QPRA, for
example, puts a lot of effort into finding interesting speakers and topics but still only gets
about 20 - 30 people attending.
 
Hardly representative of the neighbourhood if that's the type of turn out they get.
 
CHC minutes
July 10 2013
6.2 Heritage Program -  Verbal Update (Standing Item):
Heritage Conservation Area Study - Update
 
Council has received the results of the Heritage Conservation Area Study. It appears
residents are not amenable to having Heritage Conservation Areas at this time.
 
Council has directed staff to prepare a work program to initiate a dialog with the Queen's
Park Residents Association and the New Westminster Heritage Preservation Society
regarding options to support Heritage conservation values in the Queen's Park
neighbourhood.
 



When residents in the area were asked if they wished to continue discussion, the majority
were not interested. Property owners will be contacted with the study results and those
interested will be given information about the Heritage Register and Heritage protection
options.
 
The residents were not interested in continuing the discussion so it was very easy for the
heritage advocates to populate the Working Group and guide the process towards an
unwanted HCA.
 
Staff estimate that only 5 to 10% of Queen's Park residents provided feedback for these
Open Houses and Online Surveys taken since the previous 2013 survey. 
 
New Westminster has the most comprehensive demolition application review process of
any place in the Province. Every building older than 50 years is reviewed for possible
temporary protection and heritage retention.
 
The City has all the tools necessary to stop any Heritage property demolition if feels it
must. It should not needlessly impose restrictions on other properties. With only 2 to 3
demolitions in Queen's Park per year, the City could easily conduct a heritage assessment
to determine if further action is required when these applications come forward.
 
How are we supposed to provide comment on a policy that is still under development. As
recently as yesterday changes to the proposed HCA were adopted by Council and we
don't have copies to review. This is unacceptable as is the short notice for this meeting.
 
It's time to stop this nonsense, wasting tens or hundreds of thousands of taxpayer dollars
on a Conservation Area that only a very few people want.
 
Vince Unilowski
215 Manitoba Street
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WE ARE HERE 
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What is a Conservation Area? 
 

1. Managing change (Heritage Protection) 

 

2. Allowing growth (Design Guidelines) 
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Currently Existing Protection 
 

1. Designation (protected) 

 

2. Register (identified as having value) 
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Currently Existing Protection 
 

1. Designation 

 

   2. Conservation Area 

 

3. Register   (Historic District) 
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PERMIT PROCESS 
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LEVELS OF PROTECTION 

Advanced  Designated (Protected) 
 Register  (Identified) 

   Colonial   (Pre-1900)  
   Boom   (1900-1929) 
   Wartime   (1930-1940) 
 
Limited  Wartime   (1941-1949) 
   Post-Modern  (1950-1975) 

 Contemporary  (1975 on) 
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LEVELS OF PROTECTION 

Advanced  Work on front/sides/roofline 
   Demolition 
   New construction/ 
subdivision 
 
Limited  New construction/ 
subdivision  
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LEVELS OF PROTECTION 

Advanced  Work on front/sides/roofline 
   Demolition 
   New construction/ 
subdivision 
 
    Limited Special 
    Demolition & New 
const. 
 
Limited  New construction/ 
subdivision  
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LEVELS OF PROTECTION 

1.  Protected (Advanced) 
 

2. Special Study Properties (temporary) 
 

3. Non-protected (Limited) 
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EXEMPTIONS 

• Work on the interior of the house 
 

• Work on the rear of the house 
 

• Work on/construction of garages/ sheds 
 

• Changes to non-building elements 
 

• Regular maintenance 
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OUT OF SCOPE 

1. Auxiliary Buildings in any zone 
 

2. Commercial 
 

3. Institutional 
 

4. Multi-family (RM-2) 
 

5. Multi-family (RT-2) 
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PERMIT PROCESS 
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EVALUATIVE CRITERIA 
• Condition of the house 

 

• Work required to retain the heritage elements 

 

• Ability to achieve full density entitlement 

 

• Architectural integrity 

 

• Heritage merit 

 

• Historic associations 

 

• Location/ context/ streetscape 
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COMMUNITY CONSULTATION 

• Exclusion of non-residential properties 
 

• Inclusion of multi-family properties zoned for single-
detached use 
 

• Advanced protection for Colonial (Pre-1900) and 
Boom (1900-1929) era houses 
 

• Limited protection for Contemporary (1976-today) 
era houses 
 

• Mandatory design guidelines for new construction 
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COMMUNITY CONSULTATION 

Major Concerns: 
 
1. Potential Impact on Property Value 

 
2. Loss of Private Property Right 

 
3. Shifting Identification Burden onto Owners 
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NEXT STEPS 

Implementation 

Incentives Program 
(July 2017 – Jan 2018) 

City Zoning Changes 

Economic Analysis 

Voluntary Advanced Program  
(July 2017 – Nov 2017) 

Special Limited Review 
(Jan 2018 - Jan 2019) Policy Review 

Process 
Begins 

Set 
Evaluation 
Criteria 
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Thank You 
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