LIVE WEBCAST: Please note Committee of the Whole Meetings, Regular Meetings, Public Hearings,
Evening Meetings and some Special Meetings of City Council are being streamed and are accessible
through the website at http://www.newwestcity.ca/

COUNCIL IN COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Notice is hereby given of the following Committee of the Whole Meeting:
June 1, 2015 at 3:00 p.m.
Council Chamber, City Hall

AGENDA
For On-Table additions, see items 4a, 4b, 5a, 13, and 14
Call to order.
ADDITIONS / DELETIONS TO THE AGENDA
MOTION to amend the Council in Committee of the Whole agenda.
The Consent Agenda - Council members may adopt in one motion all recommendations
appearing on the Consent Agenda or, prior to the vote, request an item be removed from
the Consent Agenda for debate or discussion, voting in opposition to a recommendation,
or declaring a conflict of interest with an item.
MOTION to remove items from the Consent Agenda.
MOTION to approve the recommendations for items remaining in th e Consent
Agenda.
ADOPTION OF MINUTES
1.

No Items

PRESENTATIONS
2.

No Items

UNFINISHED BUSINESS
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3.

No Items

REPORTS FOR ACTION
4.

900 Carnarvon Street - Mixed Use Commercial Rental Multiple Unit
Development - Update from Advisory Planning Commission Meeting
a.
Staff Presentation
PowerPoint Presentation (On-Table)
b.

5.

VIA Architecture Presentation
PowerPoint Presentation (On-Table)

Proposed Rezoning of 210 Durham Street from (RS-1) to (RS-5) to Permit
Subdivision into Two Lots - Bylaw for First and Second Readings
a.
Staff Presentation
PowerPoint Presentation (On-Table)

CONSENT AGENDA
Director of Development Services
6.

Allowing Commercial Uses Above Grade at Brewery District - First and
Second Reading of Zoning Amendment Bylaw 7765, 2015

7.

Development Variance Permit Application DVP00596 for 302 Fifth Street –
Preliminary Report

8.

Development Variance Permit Application DVP00593 for 1258 Ewen Avenue
– Preliminary Report

Director of Development Services and Director of Engineering Services
9.

Front Street Mews Project Update

Director of Engineering Services
10.

Parklet Pilot Project and Design Principles

Director of Parks, Culture and Recreation
11.

BC Senior Games Bid Opportunity
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Committee Recommendations
12.

Environment Advisory Committee: Metro Vancouver Clear Garbage Bag
Pilot Program for Increased Waste Diversion

Correspondence
13.

Letter dated May 27, 2015 from the Royal City Humane Society (On-Table)

14.

Letter dated May 26, 2015 from the City of Pitt Meadows (On-Table)

ITEMS REMOVED FROM THE CONSENT AGENDA
NEW BUSINESS
ADJOURNMENT
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Doc #701948
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REPORT
Development Services
To:

Mayor Coté and Members of Council
Committee of the Whole Meeting

Date:

6/1/2015

From:

Beverly Grieve
Director of Development Services

File:

REZ00072

Report #: 244/2015
Subject:

900 Carnarvon Street - Mixed Use Commercial Rental Multiple Unit
Development - Update from Advisory Planning Commission Meeting

RECOMMENDATION:
That Council provide staff with direction on this application.

PURPOSE
The City of New Westminster received a Rezoning and a Special Development Permit
application for a mixed use commercial / multiple unit rental, residential development at
900 Carnarvon Street. The purpose of this report is to provide Council with an update on
the concerns of the Advisory Planning Commission regarding this project and to seek
Council direction on the next steps.
BACKGROUND:
As part of the public consultation process for this rezoning, the applicant held two Open
Houses at River Market, presented to the Downtown Residents Association once and to
the Quayside Community Board twice. Open houses were held on September 25, 2014
and October 22, 2014. Attendance at the Open Houses was low and the comments
received were mixed. The Quayside Board passed a motion supporting the project.
This project was presented to the New Westminster Design Panel on April 28, 2015 and
the design panel indicated its support for the latest development plans for this project. The
development was then presented to the Advisory Planning Commission on May 19, 20 15.
The Commission votes four-to-two to not support the application. The Discussion section
of this report summarizes the concerns raised at the Advisory Planning Commission.
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PROPOSAL
A 34 storey residential rental tower on top of a six storey podium co ntaining parking and
approximately 5,000 square feet of commercial is proposed, with a total residential unit
count of 398. The proposed development exceeds the total floor space permitted by the
current zoning for this parcel by 18,240 sq. ft. and exceeds the residential floor space
permitted by the current zoning for this parcel by 52,526 sq. ft.
The following statistics are provided for Air Space Parcel 4:
Area:

41,468 sq. ft.

Residential floor area:
Commercial floor area:
Total:

265,731 sq. ft.
4,548 sq. ft.
270,279 sq. ft.

Total Floor Space Ratio:

6.51

Site Coverage:

62%

Building Height:

113 metres (371 feet)/ 40 storeys

Unit Breakdown:
Studio
(350 sq. ft. – 440 sq. ft.)
One bedroom
(507 sq. ft. – 605 sq. ft.):
Two bedrooms:
(744 sq. ft. – 874 sq. ft.)
Three bedrooms:
(891 sq. ft.)
Total:

179 (45%)
82 (20%)
128 (33%)

9 (2%)
398

Forty per cent of the units will be adaptable.
Parking Required:

281 spaces

Parking Pro vided:

284 spaces

Details of Proposed Parking
In this case, the close proximity to the SkyTrain Station and the provision of four shared
parking vehicles along with shared parking spaces were utilized to reduce the parking
requirements for the development.
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Of the 284 spaces, 244 are proposed for the air space parcel at 900 Carnarvon Street. The
40 visitor parking spaces are proposed to be located within the parking podium under
Towers 1, 2 and 3. The definition of site in the Zoning Bylaw treats air space parcels and
the land from which the air space parcel is derived as a single site. Therefore, locating
the visitor parking under Towers 1, 2 and 3 is permissible. Cross air space parcel
easements across all the four towers allow vehicular and pedestrian access as if the four
towers are one property.
The parking under Towers 1, 2 and 3 that would be provided as visitor parking for Tower
4 is part of the common property for the existing individual strata corporations, however,
the parking areas are subject to leases registered at the Land Title Office in favour of
Plaza 88 Residential Parking Ltd. The leases give Plaza 88 Residential Parking Ltd. the
right to assign and lease stalls on an hourly, daily or monthly basis. It is under this right
that the project owner would provide the Tower 4 visitor parking under Towers 1, 2
and 3.
Clarification on Density
The zoning of the subject air space parcel (Air Space Parcel 4) upon which this
development is proposed is Central Business Districts (Restricted) (C-4C). The C-4C
zoning covers the whole Plaza 88 site. The regulations in the C-4C district indicate a
maximum residential floor space and a maximum total floor space for each air space
parcel and do not refer to the term “site.” Therefore, the definition of “site” is not
pertinent to the manner in which density is calculated for Air Space Parcel 4. Based on
the City’s zoning regulations, the permitted floor space ratio for Air Space Parcel 4 is
6.07 FSR.
The applicant has advised staff of their concern arising out of the perception of density
and interpretation of Floor Space Ratio data. The applicant has suggested that, according
to the definition of “site” in the Zoning Bylaw, the site in this case should technically be
all of Plaza 88. This is due to the fact that where subdivision has occurred through an air
space parcel, the air space parcels and the land from which they were created will be
considered as a single site, as if the air space subdivision had not taken place. Further to
this, the applicant then argues that the floor space ratio should be considered on the basis
of the whole of Plaza 88. Calculated in this way, the total floor space ratio for the entire
Plaza 88 site, including the current proposal, would be 5.28 FSR.
As noted in the Proposal section, the applicant is proposing 6.51 FSR for Air Space
Parcel 4.
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SITE MAP

SUBJECT
SITE

Existing Development Potential (Air Space Parcel 4)
Permitted Residential Floor Space:

213,205 sq. ft.

Permitted Total Floor Space:

252,039 sq. ft.

Maximum Number of Units:

102

Maximum Building Height:

27.4 m. (90ft.)

Permitted Site Coverage:

40% above 40 feet in height

Site Constraints
The subject parcel is impacted by its proximity to the SkyTrain line, which significantly
limits the ability to construct underground parking on the site. The parcel is also located
within the Floodplain and the buildings must be designed to meet the flood construction
level.
POLICY CONTEXT
The site is designated Mixed Use High Density in the Official Community Plan. The
proposal conforms to this designation.
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The site is within the Downtown Development Permit Area and the proposed
development has been assessed utilizing the Design Guidelines in the Downtown
Community Plan, as well as the Iconic Building Principles endorsed by Council
December 9, 2013.
The first strategy in the Housing section of the Downtown Community Plan is to provide
a range of housing choices by tenure and type to meet the diverse needs of current and
future residents. The Secured Market Housing Policy was adopted by Council on May
13, 2013. The objective of this policy is to increase the supply of market rental housing
and ensure security of tenure over time.
DISCUSSION
Project Alignment with Iconic Building Principles
The Iconic Building Principles guide the design of buildings which are proposed to be of
a height and/or in a location that would contribute to shaping the identity of New
Westminster. Generally, iconic buildings can be described as “powerful” and
“memorable.” They may be some of the tallest buildings in a city and visible from a
distance as part of the skyline. They have unique architectural elements, which are often
expressed strongly at the top of the building. The best iconic buildings also provide visual
interest and functionality at the ground-level where they interface with people on the
street and entering the building. Iconic buildings use quality materials in elegant and
tasteful, although often unique or surprising ways.
Staff has worked with the applicants to revise the proposal to be more in keeping with the
City’s Iconic Building Principles. The current proposal meets the principles, as follows:
1. Exhibit significant and recognizable architectural creativity and excellence while
contributing to the strength and beauty of the city’s skyline.
The tower is designed to be higher than the adjacent Plaza 88 buildings to create a
strong skyline with a single tower as the main viewpoint when entering the city
from the west.
2. Contribute to a strong urban design concept in relation to the surrounding
buildings, streetscape and open space context.
The building is stepped back from Carnarvon Street at the ground -level to provide
a wide public sidewalk with street trees and canopies for rain protection. A public
plaza at the west end of the site provides open space and is designed with a
stepped seating area and glazed partitions to reduce noise.
3. Have a form that is slender, sleek and clean in its overall configuration. Groups of
iconic buildings should relate to each other such that they read as a unified cluster
rather than simply as individually-designed structures.
Staff has worked with the applicants to reduce the footprint of the tower to create a
building which appears more slender than the adjacent Plaza 88 buildings.
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4. Have a contemporary character, providing an urban design contrast which would
enhance the heritage character of the overall city.
The building design is contemporary.
5. Use colour and high-quality architectural materials.
The applicants have sought to use contemporary materials and colour in
innovative ways to create texture and interest.
6. Consider roof forms that add to the iconic quality of a building and/or grouping of
buildings. At the street-level, sweeping steel and glass canopies (Figure 1) should
provide both weather protection for outdoor uses and an iconic base element to the
building.
Staff has worked with the applicants to step the roof rather than having a single
height roof to reduce the perception of mass while providing visual interest. Glass
canopies are proposed at the street level, and glass partitions as noise protection.
7. Sit within a ground plane that is designed to complement and enhance the tower
design. For example, the use of public art, water and fountains is encouraged at
the base of buildings, as well as generous tree planting and well-designed paving,
walkways and places to sit and be entertained.
The project is challenged by being within the floodplain and providing parking in
a podium structure. The applicants have sought to use co ntemporary materials in
innovative ways to create visual interest in the podium finish. Urban design at the
base includes a public plaza, an enhanced sidewalk along Columbia Street and
Carnarvon Street, with trees and attractive paving.
8. Locate functions on the ground floor that animate the public experience of the site
with outdoor retailing, restaurant patios, and displays
The ground floor will be commercial fronting onto Carnarvon and the public
plaza, with the intent that the space opening onto the publ ic plaza would include a
café which would “spill out” onto the plaza.
Summary of APC Concerns
On April 19, 2015 the second Advisory Planning Commission meeting was held for this
project. Notification was provided to the public and the public was invited to make its
views known to the Commission.
Ten letters to the APC were received voicing objections to the project. No letters were
received in support. The following is a list of the principle objections stated in the letters:
1. Increased traffic congestion:
 Increased traffic on Carnarvon, Columbia and to Quayside.
 Resulting increased idling and pollution.
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2. Inappropriate scale of development:
 Proposed podium is too large.
 Building is too tall.
 Building is too bulky for the site.
 There are too many units in one building.
 It would block views, light and create shadows.
3. Units are too small.
4. Inadequate parking:
 No provision for off-street passenger drop off, short term visitor parking,
loading or moving bays.
 This will increase demand for parking off site.
5. Vacant retail space may remain empty.
6. Rental building will not contribute to a sense of community.
7. Construction and management of other Plaza 88 towers:
 Inadequate provision of bicycle parking, disabled access, visitor parking,
and promised car wash.
 Inaccessible amenity areas.
 Confusion about the ownership/management structure for existing parkades.
 General concerns about management and maintenance of other towers.
A number of speakers expressed their concerns regarding the project at the Commission
meeting. The concerns stated were similar to those noted in the letters submitted, with a
focus on traffic/access concerns, a lack of a sense of community relating to an all rental
building.
After hearing the staff introduction, the presentation by the applicant, the concerns of the
residents, the Commission voted four-to-two to not support the development in its current
form. The strongest concern voiced by the Commission related to density and the overall
size of the building. It was suggested by one Commission member that the development
would be more supportable if the podium were a maximum of four storeys. The second
and third most cited concerns were traffic and vehicular accesses and a lack of sense of
community related to an all rental building (e.g. higher turnover rate than owners, poorly
maintained/inaccessible amenity areas unavailable for neighbourhood socializing).
Central Issues
Based on the comments received from the public and the commission, it appears that the
central issues relate to the size of the building, specifically: tower height, size of the
podium, overall massing, the number of units and the resultant increase in traffic and
shadows on Carnarvon Street. While the number of rental units may be a concern, the fact
that the proposed development is entirely rental is supportive of City policies.
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The suggestion that the podium be reduced to four storeys would provide a way to
address these central issues. A podium of four storeys would limit the size of
development on the site by limiting the area within which to provide parking spaces. The
City currently is not considering variances to required parking in the Downtown in
keeping with the recent Zoning Bylaw amendment which reduced parking requirements
in consideration of the Downtown Parking Study. Therefore, a reduction to the size of the
podium and amount of parking would result in fewer units possible on the site, and a
smaller development. This would reduce the project’s impacts on traffic congestion. With
considered design, the project could continue to meet the Iconic Building Design
Principles, which note that iconic buildings need not be the tallest buildings in the city,
provided they are located in a prominent location, such as the subject site .
OPTIONS
Four options are presented for Council’s consideration; they are:
1. That Council direct staff to prepare and a Zoning Amendment Bylaw rezoning Air
Space Parcel 4 to a Comprehensive Development District generally in accordance
with the development plans submitted to the Advisory Planning Commission.
2. That Council direct staff to advise the applicant to reduce the size of the building
to a maximum four storey podium in accordance with concerns stated at the
Advisory Planning Commission meeting.
3. That Council reject this application.
4. That Council provide staff with direction on this application.
Staff recommends Option #4.
CONCLUSION
Rezoning 00080 was presented to the Advisory Planning Commission on May 19, 2015,
at which time a number of concerns were raised by members of the public and the
Commission. At that time, the Commission adopted a motion to not support the
development in its current form.
Due to the significance of these concerns, Council direction is sought before proceeding
to the next stage in the process.

ATTACHMENTS:
Attachment 1: Advisory Planning Commission Meeting Minutes for 900 Carnarvon
Street May 19, 2015
Attachment 2: Project Elevations
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Jackie Teed
Manager of Planning

Approved for Presentation to Council
Original Signed by:

Beverly Grieve
Director of Development Services
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Attachment 1
Advisory Planning Commission Meeting
Minutes for 900 Carnarvon Street
May 19, 2015

ADVISORY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
MINUTES
FOR 900 CARNARVON STREET

MAY 19, 2015
4.0

REZONING

4.1

900 Carnarvon St (901 Columbia St)

REZ00072
SDP00190

Barry Waitt, Senior Planner, summarized the report dated May 19, 2015
regarding an application to rezone the air space parcel at 900 Carnarvon Street
from Central Business Districts (Restricted) (C-4C) to Comprehensive
Development District (900 Carnarvon Street) (CD-61) in order to allow 398
residential units and 4,548 square feet commercial in a 40 storey building.
Mr. Waitt advised that notification was sent to the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•

The surrounding neighbourhood within 100 metres (1,981 notices);
All Residents’ Associations;
The Board of School Trustees;
Superintendent of Schools;
The New Westminster Heritage Preservation Society; and,
Port Metro Vancouver.

In response to questions from the Commission, Mr. Waitt noted the following
information:
•
•
•

•

•

The secured market rental housing would be guaranteed through a
housing agreement under section 219 covenant of the Land Title Act,
which would be established for either 60 years or for the life of the
building;
The development would not be stratified;
Providing traffic lights at the 10th Street roundabout is not included as part
of the development;
The main vehicular access point for the development would be off
Carnarvon Street;
There have been no safety concerns expressed from the New
Westminster Fire and Rescue Services with respect to the proposed
density of the building;

•

•

•
•

Although the Zoning Bylaw does not require the development to maintain
a property line setback, there is a setback on the westerly side of the
building due to the plaza. In addition, the City provided the applicant with
requirements for the distance from the curb to the rear of the building in
order to allow the development to complement the streetscape;
The width of the tower has been minimized, and it would be specifically
located on the property to minimize its shadow;
The development would not be required to adhere to the Family Friendly
Housing Policy if it is approved prior to the implementation of the Zoning
Bylaw amendment; and,
The total floor space ratio (6.5) does not include the parking podium.

Maranatha Coulas, Architect, provided a PowerPoint presentation outlining
further details as summarized in the report dated May 19, 2015.
In response to questions from the Commission, Ms. Coulas, Mike Degelder,
Developer, and Graham McGarva, Architect, provided the following information:
•

•

•

•
•

•

•

The site is considered to be contaminated as an automobile dealership
was previously located on the lot;
It was suggested that some businesses have expressed interest in leasing
the commercial space;
That parking podium would be concealed to reduce its visibility from the
streetscape;
The development adheres to the Iconic Building Guidelines;
The mechanical and storage areas are included in the residential square
footage calculation;
Approximately 50% of the studio units are 350 square feet and 50% are
450 square feet; and,
There would be two loading bays provided within the development to
reduce disruptions to the neighbourhood when renters are moving in and
out of the building.

Diane Butler, Resident, expressed concerns regarding the construction phase
of the project exacerbating vehicular congestion along Columbia Street.
In response to Ms. Butler's concern, Mr. Degelder advised that the applicant
would be required to submit a traffic management plan to the City prior to
construction commencing.
Jason Shanks, Resident, expressed concerns with respect to the project
exacerbating vehicular congestion in the downtown area due to the possibility
that construction of both the development and the lower dog park site could
commence at the same time, as well as the main vehicular access point for the
development being off Carnarvon Street. Mr. Shanks commended the applicant

for the amended shape of the development, as well as the angles of the
architecture.

Oliver Demuth, Resident, expressed the following concerns:
•

•
•

•

That a market rental building would attract transients to the downtown
area, resulting in a lack of community;
The high density of the building;
That the development could result in an unlivable and unattractive
streetscape; and,
That the development could exacerbate traffic congestion in the downtown
area.

Sheila Sullivan, Resident, expressed concerns with respect to the development
negatively impacting community livability, as well as a market rental building
contributing to increased public disturbances, mischief and noise complaints.
Amith Jenandes, Resident, expressed the following concerns:
•

•

•

That a market rental building would attract transients to the downtown
area, resulting in a lack of community;
That individuals moving in and out of the building could exacerbate traffic
congestion in the downtown area; and,
That providing three elevators may not be sufficient enough to support the
proposed density.

Alicia Keilty, Resident, expressed the following concerns:
•

•
•
•

That the development could exacerbate traffic congestion in the downtown
area;
That a market rental building could contribute to increased mischief;
That noise pollution caused by construction of the development, combined
with the nighttime construction of the New Westminster SkyTrain station
improvements could negatively impact adjacent homeowners' health; and,
That the development could result in a lack of community in the downtown
area.

Jason Smith, Resident, suggested that providing only three elevators may not
be sufficient enough to support the proposed density. Mr. Smith expressed
concerns regarding the development resulting in the value of adjacent properties
to depreciate.

Howard Hunter, Resident, expressed concerns regarding the viability of the
traffic study, and suggested that the development could exacerbate traffic
congestion in the downtown area. Mr. Hunter commended the applicant for
providing two loading bays within the development to alleviate congestion on
public streets.
Discussion ensued, and the Commission noted the following comments:
•

•
•

•

•

•
•

•

•

•
•

•

•

•

It was suggested that increasing the commercial space beyond what is
proposed could benefit the downtown area;
It was suggested that the plaza area is a strong aspect of the proposal;
Concerns were expressed regarding the visitor parking for the
development being inconveniently located in towers one, two and three;
It was suggested that individuals moving in and out of the building could
exacerbate traffic congestion in the downtown area;
Concerns were expressed regarding the main vehicular access point for
the development being off Carnarvon Street;
It was suggested that the loading bays and elevator use be regulated
when tenants move in and out of the development to avoid elevator
congestion;
It was suggested that providing three elevators may not be sufficient
enough to support the proposed density;
It was suggested that the city could benefit from the addition of a market
rental building, as the demand for rentals continues to increase;
It was suggested that the proposed density is appropriate, as the
development is located in close proximity to the SkyTrain;
The applicant was commended for minimizing the width of the tower;
The applicant was commended for the design of the six storey concrete
parking podium;
It was suggested that the proposed density is too high for the size of the
lot and does not complement the neighbourhood;
It was suggested that there is an inadequate unit mix, and that the
percentage of studio and one bedroom units is too high; and,
Although concerns were expressed regarding a market rental building
attracting transients to the downtown area, and resulting in a lack of
community, it was suggested that the city could become more vibrant if
the development attracts student as tenants.

MOVED and SECONDED
THAT the following correspondence re: 900 Carnarvon Street be received for
information:
• E-mail dated May 15, 2015 from Marian Toft;
• E-mail dated May 15, 2015 from Hunter Howard;
• E-mail dated May 14, 2015 from Jim Hiscock;
• E-mail dated May 15, 2015 from Erwin Tang;
• Letter dated May 14, 2015 from Bob McCulloch;

•
•
•
•
•
•

E-mail dated May 13, 2015 from Marli Wakeling;
E-mail dated May 13, 2015 from Bert and Gisela Jansen;
E-mail dated May 13, 2015 from Erwin Tang;
Letter dated May 12, 2015 from Julio Robayo and Rosemary Rivera;
E-mail dated May 8, 2015 from Richard Awender; and,
Letter dated May 10, 2015 from Marcus and Laura McKenna.
CARRIED.

All members of the Commission present voted in favour of the motion.
MOVED and SECONDED
THAT the application to rezone the air space parcel at 900 Carnarvon Street
from Central Business Districts (Restricted) (C-4C) to Comprehensive
Development District (900 Carnarvon Street) (CD-61) not be supported in its
current format.
CARRIED.
Alex Sweezey and Peter Goodwin voted in opposition
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REPORT
Development Services
To:

Mayor Coté and Members of Council
Committee of the Whole Meeting

Date:

6/1/2015

From:

Beverly Grieve
Director of Development Services

File:

REZ00110

Report #: 242/2015
Subject:

Proposed Rezoning of 210 Durham Street from (RS-1) to (RS-5) to
Permit Subdivision into Two Lots - Bylaw for First and Second
Readings

RECOMMENDATION:
THAT Council refer Zoning Amendment Bylaw 7759, 2015, to rezone 210
Durham Street from Single Detached Dwelling Districts (RS-1) to Single Detached
Dwelling Districts (Small Lots) (RS-5), for consideration of First and Second
Readings, and forward the Bylaw to a Public Hearing on July 13, 2015
And
THAT Council issue notice that it will consider a resolution on July 13, 2015, to
issue Development Variance Permit DVP00590 to allow lot frontages of 9.1
percent of the lot perimeters.

PURPOSE
The purpose of this report is to provide Council with information for their consideration
of forwarding the subject application for First and Second Readings of the Zoning Bylaw
Amendment and notice of consideration of issuance of the associated Development
Variance Permit.
BACKROUND
Owners:
Applicant:
Existing Zoning:
Official Community Plan
Land Use Designation:

Dilbag & Balwant Kambo
Shawn Kambo
Single Detached Dwelling Districts (RS-1)
(RL) Residential – Low Density

City of New Westminster
Existing Lot
Characteristics:

June 1, 2015
Frontage: 66 ft. (20.1 m.)
Depth:148.47 ft. (45.3 m.)
Total site area: 9,799 sq. ft. (910 sq. m.)

PROPOSAL
An application has been received to rezone the subject property from Single Detached
Dwelling Districts (RS-1) to Single Detached Dwelling Districts (Small Lots) (RS-5) to
allow its subdivision into two lots to allow the construction of two new houses.
Zoning:
Lots (each):

Houses (each):

Single Detached Dwelling Districts (Small Lots) (RS-5)
Frontage: 33 ft (10 m.) (9.1 percent of proposed lot perimeter)
Depth: 148.47 ft. (45.3 m.)
Area: 4,900 sq. ft. (455 sq. m.)
Perimeter: 362.94 ft. (110.6 m.)
Two storeys plus basement with a three-bedroom principal unit and a
one-bedroom secondary suite.
Floor space: 2,450 sq. ft./236 sq. m. (FSR: 0.50
Site coverage: 19.7 percent (963 sq. ft./89.5 sq. m.
Double detached garage in rear yard accessed from Durham St. via a
shared driveway (with registered easements) between the houses

Development Variance Permit
The owners have applied for a Development Variance Permit to vary the following
section of the Zoning Bylaw:
Single Detached Dwelling Districts (Small Lots) (RS-5)
Site Area and Site Frontage
Sec. 313.20:
A site … shall have a frontage of not less than ten percent (10%) of
its perimeter, unless Council determines upon a lesser frontage ….
The proposed 33 ft./10 m. frontages are 9.1 percent of the proposed lot perimeters.
This is due to the longer than normal length of the subject property (148.47 ft./45.3
m.). Were the existing lot of the more common length of 132 ft./10 m. the
proposed frontages would be 10 percent of the lot perimeter and no variance would
be required. Thus, the variance is not related to an unusually narrow frontage but
instead to an unusually long lot (with a resulting deeper than normal back yard).
SITE CONTEXT
The subject property is in the Glenbrooke North neighbourhood, between Sixth and
Eighth avenues, in the middle of an entirely single detached dwelling area and within
walking distance of Herbert Spencer Elementary School. Lots in the immediate block of
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Durham St. on the south side have a mild slope up from the street. No properties in the
block are served by lanes.
Existing Use
The existing lot contains a two-storey-plus basement house at a floor space ratio of 0.292
(2,858 sq. ft./266 sq. m.). Photos of the house are in Appendix 5.
Existing Development Potential
Under the existing zoning a house of 4,900 sq. ft./455 sq. m., including a secondary suite
could be built. Detached accessory structures (e.g. garage, carport, shed) could be built up
to 980 sq. ft./91 sq. m. site coverage. Attached accessory structures (e.g. porch, deck)
could be built to the same site coverage.
Site Constraints
The property is not served by a rear lane and there is a mature boulevard tree near the
proposed centre property line.
Proximity to Transit Services
Transit Facility
SkyTrain Station
Frequent Transit Network
Transit Stop

Service Level

Distance

10 min.
30 – 60 min

1.95 km/1.2 miles
584 m/1,9120 ft.
240 m./790 ft.

The subject site is not within normal walking distance of the SkyTrain or Frequent
Transit Network.
POLICY CONTEXT
OCP Designation
(RL) Residential – Low Density: this area will contain low density residential uses
including single detached houses, houses with a secondary suite, duplexes, detached
townhouses, low density multi-family uses, churches, and may contain small scale local
commercial uses such as home based businesses and corner stores.
DISCUSSION
The proposed application is in alignment with the OCP land use designation.
Comparison to Lots Within the Same Block
Within the 33 properties in the 200-300-block of Durham Street there is a diversity in lot
characteristics, with frontages of 29.7 to 66 ft (9 to 20 m.) and lot areas of 4,410 to 9,801
sq. ft. (410 to 911 sq. m.). There are four existing lots with frontages and areas identical
to or smaller than the proposed lot sizes.
Nineteen lots (58 percent) within the same two blocks are larger than 8,000 sq ft /743 sq.
m. and thus technically eligible for future rezoning/subdivision applications, although one
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contains a house built in 2007 to maximum size and fifteen have frontages of 59.4 ft./1 8.1
m. making them less likely to be conducive to traditional subdivision due to the narrow
lots that would result.
Response To Consultation
The applicants originally submitted a proposal that was the subject of concern by the
Advisory Planning Commission (at the Information Presentation) and the neighbours and
Glenbrooke North Residents’ Association (at the Public Open House and GNRA meeting
on March 26).
The Advisory Planning Commission objected to proposed attached basement garages in
the front of the houses that resulted in the front yards being mostly paved in order to be
used for parking, with only small areas available for landscaping. This was considered out
of character for the neighbourhood in that most properties have front yards that are mostly
landscaped. APC members also had concerns about the proposed detached accessory
buildings in the rear yards that contained plumbing fixtures. Members felt that these
buildings would likely be converted to accessory dwelling units.
The neighbours and Residents’ Association objected to the same issues described by the
Advisory Planning Commission and also to the flat roof contemporary style of the houses
that was proposed, feeling that the design did not fit in with the rest of the neighbourhood
(especially the 200-300 block Durham St.).
In response to APC members’ and residents’ concerns the applicants made the following
changes to their proposal:
 Changed the exterior design to neo-traditional style, with gabled roofs.

 Changed the parking to detached garages in the rear yards, accessed by a central
shared driveway
 Provided extensive landscaping in the front yards

The change to the rear yard detached accessory buildings from recreation rooms to
garages (with no plumbing fixtures) eliminated concerns that the buildings would be
converted to detached accessory dwellings and removed parking from the front yard. This
however has resulted in a large area of paved driveway on the sites. The Advisory
Planning Commission recommended the applicant use pavers rather than asphalt for the
driveway. To date this has not been incorporated in the proposed plans.
As a result of the changes made by the applicant Advisory Planning Commission voted to
support the application. The Minutes of the APC meeting are in Appendix 6.
Location of Driveway
An existing street tree in the boulevard just east of the proposed centre property line has
necessitated locating the shared driveway crossing in an asymmetrical fashion, such that
the entire crossing is in front of the eastern lot (Lot 2 in the site plan in Appendix 1) and a
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portion of the Lot 2 front yard. This was necessary to ensure the continued health of the
substantial existing tree.
Easements
As the subject proposal contains a shared driveway between the two properties,
easements will be registered on both properties, with the City as a third party, ensuring
that both properties will always have unfettered access to the off-street parking in the rear
yards.
PROJECT REVIEW PROCESS
Application made:

December 29, 2014

Staff Development Review Committee Review:

January 6, 2015

Preliminary Report to Council:

March 6, 2015

Applicant Information Presentation to Advisory
Planning Commission:

March 16, 2015

Applicant Public Open House at Library:

March 26, 2015

Applicant Presentation to Glenbrooke North
Residents’ Association:

March 26, 2015

Second Applicant Public Open House at Centennial
Community Centre:

April 20, 2015

Applicant Presentation to Advisory Planning
Commission for Formal Review

April 21, 2015
(Supported. Minutes
attached in Appendix 6)

Second Applicant Presentation to Glenbrooke North
Residents’ Association:

May 28, 2015
Brief summary to be
distributed to Council on
May 29, 2015

Report to Council Re. Consideration of First and
Second Readings of Zoning Bylaw Amendment:

June 1, 2015

Public Hearing and Possible Third Reading of
Zoning Bylaw Amendment:

July 13, 2015

Possible Adoption of Zoning Bylaw Amendment:

August 31, 2015

Possible Approval and Registration of Subdivision:

September 2015

On March 12, 2015, the applicant delivered invitations to 60 properties within 100 m. of
the subject property, inviting residents to a Public Open House at the library at 5:00 PM
on March 26, prior to the Glenbrooke North Residents’ Association meeting. A City staff
member attended the meeting, as did 11 neighbours. The applicant answered questions
about the proposal and the staff member answered questions about the rezoning process
and the Zoning Bylaw.
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The applicant then made a presentation to the GNRA meeting, at which approximately 25
members were present. Following the applicant’s presentation a vote was taken, at which
20 people stated they were opposed to the project.
On April 12 the applicant delivered invitations to 53 properties within 100 m. of the
subject property, inviting neighbours to a second Open House on April 20, at the
Centennial Community Centre in order to learn about and comment on changes to the
proposal. The invitation also advised that the neighbours could attend the Advisory
Planning Commission meeting on April 21 and another presentation to the Glenbrooke
North Residents’ Association on May 28.
A City staff member attended the April 20 Open House. Two neighbours attended. One
of them expressed disappointment that the two houses were identically designed.
The applicant presented his revised proposal to the GNRA on May 28, 2015. Staff will
submit a brief summary of the results of that meeting on table on June 1, 2015.
ADOPTION REQUIREMENTS
Prior to final approval of the Zoning Bylaw the Engineering Department must confirm
that the applicant’s associated subdivision application has received “preliminary”
approval and relevant fees and deposits have been received.
INTERDEPARTMENTAL LIAISION
The Development Review Committee, comprising Development Services, Engineering
and other staff, reviewed the proposal on January 6, 2015. The applicant was advised that
access to both lots must be from a central driveway crossing. Engineering policy is that
driveway crossings always should be minimized in order to increase pedestrian and
cyclist safety and on-street parking. At a later date Parks staff advised that the driveway
crossing must avoid the boulevard tree near the proposed centre lot line.
OPTONS FOR CONSIDERATON
The following options are presented for Council’s consideration:
1. That Council refer Zoning Amendment Bylaw 7759, 2015, to rezone 210 Durham
Street from Single Detached Dwelling Districts (RS-1) to Single Detached
Dwelling Districts (Small Lots) (RS-5), for consideration of First and Second
Readings, and forward the Bylaw to a Public Hearing on July 13, 2015.
2. That Council issue notice that it will consider a resolution on July 13, 2015, to
issue Development Variance Permit DVP00590 to allow lot frontages of 9.1
percent of the lot perimeters.
3. That Council receive this report and take no further action.
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4. That Council provide staff with other direction.
Staff recommends Options 1 and 2.
CONCLUSION
The proposed rezoning and subdivision (with required frontage variance) to create two
lots with areas of 4,900 sq. ft./455 sq. m. is appropriate for the neighbourhood. The
Advisory Planning Commission supports the project. With the exception of the driveway
material the applicant has responded to the concerns of the Advisory Planning
Commission.

ATTACHMENTS:
Attachment
Attachment
Attachment
Attachment
Attachment
Attachment
Attachment
Attachment

1: Proposed Site Plan
2: Proposed Streetscape
3: Elevation Drawings
4: Garage Drawings
5: Existing House
6: Advisory Planning Commission Minutes
7: Official Notification Map
8: Zoning Amendment Bylaw

David Guiney,
Senior Planning Analyst

Jackie Teed,
Manager of Planning

Approved for Presentation to Council
Original Signed by:

Beverly Grieve
Director of Development Services
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Attachment #1
Proposed Site Plan

Attachment #2
Proposed Streetscape

Attachment #3
Elevation Drawings

Proposed Elevations – Lot 1

Proposed Elevations – Lot 2

Attachment #4
Detached Garage

Elevations

Floor Plan

Attachment #5
Existing House

Built 1942. Comprises 2,858 ft2/266 m2

FSR: 0.29

Attachment #6
Advisory Planning Commission Minutes

City of New Westminster

REPORT
ADVISORY PLANNING COMMISSION
To:

Mayor J. Coté and Members of Council
in Committee of the Whole

Date: May 11, 2015

From:

Advisory Planning Commission

File:

Subject:

210 Durham St - Draft Results of April 21, 2015 Meeting

REZ00110

RECOMMENDATION
THAT Council receive for information the Advisory Planning Commission’s
recommendations namely:
MOVED and SECONDED
THAT the application to rezone the property located at 210 Durham Street from
Single Detached Dwelling Districts (RS-1) to Single Detached Dwelling Districts
(Small Lots) (RS-5) be supported.

BACKGROUND
David Guiney, Senior Planning Analyst, summarized the report dated April 21, 2015
regarding the proposed rezoning of 210 Durham Street from Single Detached Dwelling
Districts (RS-1) to Single Detached Dwelling Districts (Small Lots) (RS-5) in order to
subdivide the property into two equal sized lots. Mr. Guiney advised that the applicant is
proposing to demolish the existing house and build two houses on the new lots. Mr.
Guiney outlined the amendments that have been applied to the proposal since it was
reviewed by the Commission on March 17, 2015.
In response to questions from the Commission, Mr. Guiney noted the following
information:
• The City does not currently require developers to restore trees that are
removed from a property during the construction and/or subdivision phase
of a development;
• The shared driveway between the two lots would be legally maintained
through a three party easement with the City; and,
• The current house does not maintain significant heritage value.

Mr. Guiney advised that notification was sent to the following:
•
•
•
•
•

The surrounding neighbourhood within 100 metres (103 notices);
All Residents’ Associations;
The Board of School Trustees;
Superintendent of Schools; and,
The New Westminster Heritage Preservation Society.

Rocky Kambo, Planner, provided a PowerPoint presentation outlining further details of
the application as summarized in the report dated April 21, 2015.
Discussion ensued, and the Commission provided the following comments:
• That the updated designs of the houses are traditional and appropriate for
the neighbourhood;
• That the porches and additional green space are an attractive aspect of the
application; and,
• That the applicant consider extending the asphalt and permeable surfaces
on the property.
The applicant was commended for amending the proposal to address the Commission's
preliminary concerns.
MOVED and SECONDED
THAT the following on table correspondence regarding 210 Durham Street be
received for information:
• E-mail dated April 20, 2015 from Sherry Park; and,
• Letter dated April 16, 2015 from Mary Damoure.

EXISTING POLICY/PRACTICE
The Advisory Planning Commission reviews applications for rezoning and makes
recommendations in a report to City Council for its consideration. This report is based on
the April 21, 2015 minutes of the Advisory Planning Commission. These minutes have
not yet been adopted.

This report has been prepared for the Advisory Planning Commission by:

Julia Dykstra,
Planning Assistant

Attachment A:
Correspondence Received at the April 21, 2015
Advisory Planning Commission Meeting

Attachment #7
Official Notification Map

Attachment #8
Zoning Amendment Bylaw

CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF NEW WESTMINSTER
BYLAW NO. 7759, 2015

A Bylaw to Amend Zoning Bylaw No. 6680, 2001
WHEREAS the Local Government Act authorizes a local government to zone areas of a
municipality and to make regulations pursuant to zoning.
NOW THEREFORE THE CITY COUNCIL of the Corporation of the City of New
Westminster in open meeting assembled ENACTS AS FOLLOWS:
1.
2015.”

This Bylaw may be cited for all purposes as “Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 7759,

2.

Zoning Bylaw No. 6680, 2001 is hereby amended as follows:

That certain parcel of land situate within the City of New Westminster, British Columbia
and more particularly described as:
Parcel Identifier: 013-493-884
LOT 24 OF LOTS 8 AND 11 SUBURBAN BLOCK 13 PLAN 2620
(municipally known as 210 Durham Street)
and which is presently zoned Single Detached Dwelling Districts (RS-1) is hereby rezoned to Single
Detached Dwelling Districts (Small Lots) (RS-5) and the plan annexed as Schedule “A” to Zoning
Bylaw No. 6680, 2001 is hereby amended to reflect this rezoning.
GIVEN FIRST READING this

day of

2015.

GIVEN SECOND READING this

day of

2015.

PUBLIC HEARING held this

day of

2015.

GIVEN THIRD READING this

day of

2015.

ADOPTED and the Seal of the Corporation of the City of New Westminster affixed this
of
, 2015.
_________________________________
MAYOR
_________________________________
CITY CLERK

day

There is no Report with this Item.
Please see Attachment(s).

REPORT
Development Services
To:

Mayor Coté and Members of Council
Committee of the Whole Meeting

Date:

6/1/2015

From:

Beverly Grieve
Director of Development Services

File:

13.2680.20

Report #: 51/2015
Subject:

Allowing Commercial Uses Above Grade at Brewery District - First
and Second Reading of Zoning Amendment Bylaw 7765, 2015

RECOMMENDATION:
THAT Council consider Zoning Amendment Bylaw (Commercial Uses above
Grade in the Brewery District) No. 7765, 2015 for First and Second Readings and
forward the Bylaw to Public Hearing on June 22, 2015.

PURPOSE
The purpose of this report is to provide Council with information in their consideration of
First and Second reading of the proposed Zoning Amendment Bylaw (Commercial Uses
above Grade in the Brewery District) No. 7765, 2015.
BACKGROUND
The Brewery District is an innovative mixed use transit oriented community located close
to the Sapperton SkyTrain Station. From the outset, the Zoning for this community was
created to support flexibility and respond to market opportunities in line with the City’s
growth objectives.
This amendment would permit commercial uses, such as offices, above the grade level on
the properties at 258, 228 and 200 Nelson’s Crescent on the Brewery District site. This
amendment would support City economic initiatives such as developing the Economic
Health Care Cluster and attracting Class A office space.
This amendment does not involve an increase in density.
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POLICY CONTEXT
Proposed City-wide Economic Plan
The City is currently in the process of creating a City-wide Economic Plan that is
synergistic with other strategic policy work currently underway, such as the update of the
Official Community Plan, the implementation of the Electrical Utility Strategic Plan, the
advancement of the Intelligent City Initiative, and the implementation of the Mayor’s
Task Force on the Economic Health Care Cluster work. The proposed work plan was
endorsed by Council on May 25, 2015. This proposed text amendment is co nsistent with
strategic economic priorities outlined as part of the proposed City-wide Economic Plan.
Regional Demand for Class “A” Office Space
There is a growing demand within the region for Class A Office Space within close
proximity to rapid transit. Class A Office Space is typically characterized as buildings
that have excellent location and access, attract high quality tenants, and are professionally
managed. Building materials are high quality and rents are competitive with other new
buildings.
It is envisioned that such demand will be addressed in New Westminster through
developments such as the Anvil Centre, the proposed Sapperton Green Development, and
the Brewery District which provide for office space that fits within the Class A category.
To date, a number of companies/organizations have already moved into office space
within the Brewery District site such as the Health Sciences Association and TransLink to
take advantage of high-quality building space within close proximity to the Sapperton
SkyTrain Station, Highway 1, and Brunette Avenue.
Economic Health Care Cluster (EHCC)
The City is currently working with representatives from Fraser Health, Royal Columbian
Hospital (RCH), the health care community, and educational institutions in identifying
strategic opportunities for developing an employment strategy centered around creating a
high-value, integrated, medical technology and knowledge cluster, using RCH as the
anchor. Sites such as the Brewery District and the proposed Sapperton Green
development play an important role within this strategy given their proximity to RCH, the
regional road network, and rapid transit.
Official Community Plan
The OCP Land Use Designation for the Brewery District Site is (MCRH) Mixed
Residential, Commercial, Health Care. The proposed amendment is in line with this
designation.

Agenda Item 51/2015

City of New Westminster

June 1, 2015

3

Zoning Bylaw
The entire Brewery District site is zoned Village at Sapperton Comprehensive
Development Districts (C-CD-3). Within this zone, there are a series of Sub-Districts that
each have a set of area-specific permitted uses and development requirements. The
proposed text amendment would apply to Sub-Districts 3(a), 3(b), and 3(c) (High Density
Residential and Retail) which permits a range of commercial uses such as banks, business
and professional offices, café and restaurants, drug stores, health care office, veterinary
clinics, retail stores, etc. A map of the Brewery District site identifying the sub-districts is
attached as Appendix A.
Section 581.7 of the Zoning Bylaw indicates that all commercial uses in Sub-Districts
3(a), 3(b), and 3(c) must be at grade. As per Section 581.9 of the Zoning Bylaw, “grade
level” is defined as the storey in a building that is closest to the ground”. Any commercial
uses that are located above the street would not conform to this requirement, even a
multi-level office space that had street presence in addition to upper level space.
The Village at Historic Sapperton Comprehensive Development Districts (C-CD-3) is
attached as Appendix B.
DISCUSSION
While the Brewery District site already provides space for commercial uses within subdistricts 3(a), 3(b), and 3(c), such uses are limited to being located at grade level. This
would limit large office tenancies that require space beyond a typical floor plate as well
as multiple office space tenancies on the first few floors of a mixed use apartment tower.
To allow greater flexibility within these sub-districts and to attract larger commercial
tenants, it is proposed the zoning be made more flexible by allowing commercial uses
above the grade level. Staff proposes to remove the limitation within Sub-District 3(a),
3(b) and 3(c) by deleting section 581.7(e) from the Village at Historic Sapperton
Comprehensive Development District. This change would be made through Zoning
Amendment Bylaw No. 7765, 2015 which is attached as Appendix C.
The proposed text amendment to allow for commercial would be in keeping with this
designation.
Parking and Loading
All commercial uses above grade would be subject to the off-street parking and loading
requirements of the Zoning Bylaw. Any additions to traffic volume beyond those initially
envisioned for the Brewery District will be examined as part of the development
application review process for each Sub-district.
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Density, Height and Building Setbacks
The proposed Zoning Bylaw amendment would not change any of the other regulations
with the Brewery District Zoning. There would be no effect on building height, permitted
densities or setback requirements.
NEXT STEPS
Should Council give First and Second Readings to Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 7765,
2015, the next steps would be to schedule a Public Hearing for June 22, 2015 to provide
an opportunity for public input. As this is a minor text amendment, no other public
consultation is considered necessary.
INTERDEPARTMENTAL LIAISON
Through the development review process, staff will continue to consult with other
departments on any specific development applications received within the Brewery
District.
OPTIONS
Council has the following options for consideration:
1. That Council consider Zoning Amendment Bylaw (Commercial Uses Above
Grade in the Brewery District) No. 7765, 2015 for First and Second Readings and
forward the Bylaw to Public Hearing on June 22, 2015
2. That Council provide staff with alternative direction.
Staff recommends Option 1.
CONCLUSION
The proposed Zoning Bylaw Text amendment will provide for additional flexibility
within the Zoning Bylaw for the City to consider development proposals invo lving
commercial uses above grade within the Brewery District. This flexibility will support
economic development initiatives such as the Economic Health Care Cluster and will also
help address the growing regional demand for office space within close pro ximity to rapid
transit.
ATTACHMENTS:
Appendix A: Brewery District Sub Districts
Appendix B: Village at Historic Sapperton Comprehensive Development Districts
(C-CD-3)
Appendix C: Zoning Amendment Bylaw No 7765, 2015
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Rupinder Basi,
Senior Planner

June 1, 2015

Jackie Teed,
Manager of Planning

Approved for Presentation to Council
Original Signed by:

Beverly Grieve
Director of Development Services
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Appendix A:
Brewery District Sub-Districts

Appendix B:
Village at Historic Sapperton Comprehensive
Development Districts (C-CD-3)

500

581.

C-CD-3

VILLAGE AT HISTORIC SAPPERTON COMPREHENSIVE
DEVELOPMENT DISTRICTS (C- CD - 3)
(B/L 7145, 2007)

Intent
581.1

To regulate use, density and building form of a nine-acre parcel to be developed as an
integrated, comprehensive mixed use site comprising residential, commercial, business and
professional offices and health care services and offices.

Permitted Uses
581.2

This C-CD-3 District is divided into eight sub-districts delineated, dimensioned and
identified by sub-district number on the Plan annexed to this Bylaw marked "Village at
Historic Sapperton Sub-Districts".
Subject to S. 581.7 the following uses and no others shall be permitted in a sub-district as set
out below:
Sub-districts 1(a) and 1(b) (Health Services):
x animal hospital;
x bank;
x business and professional offices;
x cafe and restaurant excluding drive-in restaurants and drive through
restaurants;
(B/L 7478, 2011)
x child care;
x child welfare facility;
x conference hotel;
x drug store;
x educational and philanthropic institutions;
x fitness and exercise centre;
x group living facility;
x health care office;
x hospital;
x medical and health care clinic;
x mental health facility;
x personal service establishments;
x private hospital;
x retail store;
x school; and
x veterinary clinic.
Sub-districts 2(a) and 2(b) (Pedestrian Oriented Mixed Use):
x animal grooming;
x animal hospital;
x apartment building;
x bank;
x business and professional offices;
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x

x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

cafe and restaurant excluding drive-in restaurants and drive through
restaurants;
(B/L 7478, 2011)
child care in accordance with S. 170.13
community care facility;
congregate housing;
continuing care;
cottage breweries;
detached row house or townhouse;
drugstore;
educational and philanthropic institution;
elderly citizens' home;
fitness and exercise centre;
group living facility;
health care office;
home based business;
hospital;
hotel;
live-work units;
low rise apartment;
medical and health care clinic;
neighbourhood pub;
personal service establishments;
retail liquor store;
private hospital;
retail store;
row house;
student dormitory;
townhouse;
veterinary clinic; and
video store.

Sub-Districts 3(a), 3(b) and 3(c) (High Density Residential and Retail):
x apartment building;
x bank;
x business and professional office;
x cafe and restaurant excluding drive ins;
x child care in accordance with S. 170.13
x community care facility;
x congregate housing;
x continuing care;
x drugstore;
x elderly citizens I home,'
x fitness and exercise centres;
x group living facility;
x health care office;
2012 01 23
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x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

high rise apartment;
home based business;
hospital;
live/work units;
low rise apartment;
medical and health-care clinic;
multiple dwelling;
personal service establishments;
private hospital;
retail store;
row house;
student dormitory;
townhouse;
veterinary clinic; and
video store.

Sub-District 4 (Omnibus Uses):
All uses permitted in all sub-districts in this C-CD-3 Zone District, except for cottage
breweries, neighbourhood pub, and retail liquor store.
Height
581.3

The maximum height and site coverage of all buildings and structures in each sub-district
shall not exceed the height and site coverage set out below.
Sub-District

Height

Site
Coverage

Sub-districts 1(a) and 1(b) (Health Services)

125 ft

90%

Sub-districts 2(a) and 2(b) (Pedestrian Oriented MixedUse)

65 ft

70%

Sub-districts 3(a), 3(b) and 3(c) (High Density Residential
and Retail)

180 ft

45%

Sub-districts 4 (Omnibus Use)

300 ft

40%

Density
The Maximum Buildable Area in each sub-district shall not exceed the area in square
feet set out below:

581.4

Sub-District

Maximum Buildable Area

1(a) (Health Services)

300,000 square feet

1(b) (Health Services)

206,500 square feet
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2(a) (Pedestrian Oriented Mixed Use)

100,000 square feet

2(b) (Pedestrian Oriented Mixed Use)

43,600 square feet

3(a) (High Density Residential Retail)

189,300 square feet

3(b) (High Density Residential Retail)

135,500 square feet

3(c) (High Density Residential Retail)

86,700 square feet

4 (Omnibus Use)

279,400 square feet

(B/L 7447, 2010) (B/L 7457, 2011)
Transfer Density
581.4

The densities set out above for Sub-Districts 3(a), 3(b) and 3(c) are base densities that may
be increased by the provision of public amenity in respect of light, view, and open area,
resulting from any reduction in permitted buildable floor area in Sub-District 4 as follows:
Maximum Buildable Area in Sub-Districts 3(a), 3(b) and 3(c) may be increased up to a
maximum of 51,600 sq. ft. of residential use floor area (the "Transfer Density") provided
that there is an equal and corresponding reduction of the Maximum Buildable Area in SubDistrict 4, which reduction must be secured by a covenant granted by the owner of SubDistrict 4 to the City pursuant to S. 219 of the Land Title Act on terms satisfactory to the
City. The Transfer Density must be allocated to one or any of Sub-Districts 3(a), 3(b) and
3(c) in any proportion provided that no more than 31,000 sq. ft. of Transfer Density may be
allocated to anyone of Sub-District 3(a), 3(b) or 3(c).

Off-Street Parking
581. 5

Despite Section 150.2 of the bylaw, when the Maximum Buildable Area for all sub-districts
has been developed, the minimum number of off-street parking spaces provided on site must
be 1650, all of which spaces must comply with Sections 152.32 to and including Section
150.41 and Sections 150.44 to and including S. 150.65.

Siting of Uses and Restrictions on Density of Uses in Sub-Districts
581.7

a) in Sub-Districts l(a) and l(b), no "conference hotel" shall exceed a floor area of
112,000 Sq. feet;
b) in Sub-District 1(a), "business and professional offices" that are not "health
care office" or "medical and health-care clinic" as defined S. 581.9 shall not
exceed 25% of the Maximum Buildable Area in the Sub-District.
(B/L 7447, 2010)
c) in Sub-Districts 2(a) and 2(b) no uses except commercial uses shall be permitted
at grade level.
d) in all sub-districts, retail store use must have a minimum of 50% of total floor
area at grade level, and may have a balance of any floor area sited on the second
storey; and
2012 01 23

New Westminster Zoning Bylaw

581-4

500

C-CD-3

e) subject to subsection (b) hereof, all commercial uses in Sub-Districts 3(a), 3(b)
and 3(c) must be at grade level.
Subdivision
581.8

a) Lands within Sub-Districts l(a), 1(b), 2(a), 2(b) and 4 may only be subdivided
into parcels having the dimensions, shape, configuration, location and area of
Sub-Districts l(a), l(b), 2(a), 2(b) and 4; and
b) Lands in Sub-Districts 3(a), 3(b) and 3(c) may be subdivided into no more than 3
parcels provided that no parcel shall have an area less than 30,000 sq.ft.
Definitions

581.9

For the purposes of this C-CD-3 Zone:
"commercial use" means bank, business and professional offices, retail store, personal
service establishments, veterinary clinic and video store;
"conference hotel" means a hotel as defined in S. 120.92, and having both meeting
rooms and conference facilities, where the latter comprises a minimum of20% of the
floor area of the hotel;
"Maximum Buildable Area" means the sum of the horizontal/cross sectional area of all
buildings in a sub-district measured from the exterior face of exterior walls at all floor
levels of the buildings, except the following shall not be included:
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a)

The floor space located below the height datum or the natural grade of the site
used for automobile parking, vehicular access, maneuvering aisles, elevators or
stairs;

b)

The floor space located above the height datum or the natural grade of the site
used for required automobile parking, vehicular access, maneuvering aisles, and
elevator or stairs providing access exclusively thereto;

c)

The floor space of all portions of cellars or basements located below the height
datum or the natural grade of the site to be used for storage lockers, laundry
rooms, or containment of garbage in a purpose designed multiple dwelling;

d)

The floor space of all areas below datum or the natural grade of the site used for
mechanical, heating, ventilating, or air conditioning equipment;

e)

The floor space of those portions of a building or buildings above the height
datum used for mechanical purposes including elevator penthouses, but not to
exceed an area equal to ten percent (l 0%) of the site coverage;

f)

The total horizontal area of roof gardens, unenclosed balconies, porches,
sundecks, patios, cantilevered canopies, and other similar appurtenances which
are not enclosed by walls;

g)

The net floor area of those portions of purpose-designed multiple dwellings used
exclusively for recreational purposes up to but not exceeding five percent (5%)
of the permitted gross floor area for the site. The exemption for recreational
New Westminster Zoning Bylaw
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purposes includes the areas of an entrance lobby to a purpose-designed
apartment building, which are set aside specifically for meeting, reading,
relaxing and waiting purposes and whose continuing area and function is
guaranteed to the City through a covenant upon the title of the property.
"grade level" means the storey in a building that is closest to the ground;
"health care office" includes medical clinic and professional and service offices of health
care professionals and service providers, and without limitation includes, offices of
psychologists, physiotherapists, chiropractors, acupuncturists, herbalists, counselors,
massage therapists, massage providers, medical laboratories, and the sale, fitting and
supply of custom prosthetic devices, but does not include masseur or masseuse;
"medical and health-care clinic" includes a medical diagnostic and treatment facility for
the diagnosis, treatment, care and rehabilitation of addiction, injury, disease and mental
illness, and without limitation, includes offices of physicians and surgeons, dentists,
medical clinics, detoxification centres, methadone dispensing clinic, and private
hospital;
"residential use" means apartment building, congregate housing, elderly citizens home,
high-rise apartment, live-work units, low-rise apartment, multiple dwelling, row house
and townhouse;
"school" for the purpose of this Zone District, and despite S. 120, means a school,
college or university offering only programs, and certificates, diplomas, degrees or other
qualifications in health care sciences professions or practices and health care
administration, and health care research and development, and includes without
limitation, medicine, dentistry, nursing, dental assistants, physiotherapy, health
consulting, dental technology, and medical technology.
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Appendix C:
Zoning Amendment Bylaw 7765, 2015

CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF NEW WESTMINSTER
ZONING AMENDMENT BYLAW (COMMERCIAL USES ABOVE GRADE IN THE
BREWERY DISTRICT) NO. 7765, 2015
ADOPTED ________________

A Bylaw to Amend Zoning Bylaw No. 6680, 2001.
The Municipal Council of the City of New Westminster, in open meeting assembled,
ENACTS AS FOLLOWS:
1.

This Bylaw may be cited for all purposes as “Zoning Amendment Bylaw (Commercial
Use Above Grade in the Brewery District) No. 7765, 2015”.

2.

Zoning Bylaw No. 6680, 2001 is hereby amended by deleting the following section from
the Village at Historic Sapperton Comprehensive Development District:
a) Section 581.7 (e)

Severability
3.

If any part, section, sentence, clause, phrase or word of this Bylaw is for any reason held
to be invalid by the decision of any Court of competent jurisdiction, the invalid part,
section, sentence, clause, phrase or word shall be severed and the decision that is invalid
shall not affect the validity of the remainder which shall continue in full force and effect
and be construed as if the Bylaw had been adopted without such invalid portions.

GIVEN FIRST READING this ___________ day of __________________, 2015 .
GIVEN SECOND READING this __________ day of __________________, 2015.
PUBLIC HEARING held this this __________ day of __________________, 2015 .
GIVEN THIRD READING this ___________ day of __________________, 2015 .
ADOPTED and the Seal of the Corporation of the City of New Westminster affixed this
___________ day of ________________, 2015.

______________________________
MAYOR
______________________________
CORPORATE OFFICER
Doc #700150

REPORT
Development Services
To:

Mayor Coté and Members of Council
Committee of the Whole Meeting

Date:

6/1/2015

From:

Beverly Grieve
Director of Development Services

File:

DVP00596

Report #: 241/2015
Subject:

Development Variance Permit Application DVP00596 for 302 Fifth
Street - Preliminary Report

RECOMMENDATION:
THAT Council receive this report for information.

PURPOSE
An application has been made for a Development Variance Permit to vary the height
limitation regulation for a garage at 302 Fifth Street. The purpose of this report is to
advise Council of the application.
BACKGROUND
Owner/Applicant:

Christopher Engst

Zoning:

Single Detached Dwelling Districts (RS-1)

Site Characteristics:

Frontage:

59.08 ft / 18.0 m.

Depth:

185.67 ft / 56.6 m.

Site Area:

10,969 sq. ft. / 1,019 sq. m.

House Age:

1940

PROPOSAL
An application has been received to build a 528 sq. ft./49 sq. m. detached two car garage.
In connection with the proposed garage the proponent has made a Development Variance
Permit to vary the following section of the Zoning Bylaw:
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Single Detached Dwelling Districts (RS-1)
Sec. 310.10(a)(i) Detached Accessory Buildings - Height:
In the case of a peaked roof no portion of the roof shall exceed 4.57 metres
(15 feet)
The proposed garage would have a height of 18.0 feet (5.5 metres); 3 feet (0.91 metres)
higher than the bylaw permits. The variance is requested to allow the garage to be built in
the same architectural style as the house (excluding dormers on the garage, which are a
feature of the house). This would be the only variance required for this development.
A site plan, drawings of the proposed garage, photos of the existing house and the
applicant’s rationale letter are attached in the appendix.
SITE CONTEXT
The subject property is located near the western boundary of the Queens Park
Neighbourhood. Although there are duplexes, apartment buildings, commercial and
institutional buildings nearby, the area to the east is primarily single family (a map of the
neighbourhood showing zoning is attached in the Appendix).
Fifth Street slopes slightly down toward Third Avenue. As a result, grade level at the
subject garage location is slighly lower than the neighbouring property on Fifth Street.
(street view photo in Appendix).
ANALYSIS
Following is an evaluation of the subject variance in accordance with Council’s Policy
Approach to Considering Requests for Variances adopted on January 28, 2008 , with staff
comments in italics.
Overall Criteria When Evaluating Variances
Information Question
What is the intent of the bylaw which the applicant is seeking to have varied?
To prevent excessively high garages and to prevent the creation of second storeys
within the roof.
Assessment Questions
1. Is there a community benefit to the granting of the variance; beyond that received
by the owner or occupant of the property?
Yes. The new garage will be an attractive addition to the streetscape, designed
consistent with the existing 1940 house (except the garage will no t have dormers
which are a feature of the house).
2. Is there a hardship involved in adhering to the pertinent bylaw? A hardship must
relate to the location, size, geometry or natural attributes (e.g. slope, floodplain,
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rock formation, natural vegetation) of the site and not the personal or business
circumstances of the applicant.
No.
3. If the answer to question #1 is ‘No,’ but the answer to question #2 is ‘Yes,’ can it
still be demonstrated that the proposal still meets the intent of the bylaw?
The intent of preventing excessively high garages would be met, given the grade
difference between the proposed garage and the adjacent property, the peak of the
garage will likely be similar to a neighbouring bylaw-compliant garage. The
height of the resulting roof would be enough to permit the creation of a second
storey but the City would require registration of a covenant restricting
construction of a second storey and require the use of trusses that would prevent
creation of a floor in the roof.
4. Is this the most appropriate mechanism for achieving the end result of the
proposed variance?
Yes. This variance could not be addressed by the Board of Variance.
5. Is the proposed variance relatively minor?
No. It requests a 20 percent increase in height.
Regulation Specific Criteria
1. Will the variance to the siting of the garage still provide adequate safety
considerations in terms of vision clearance at corners and manoeuverability in and
out of the garage?
Not applicable given the requested variance does not relate to siting.
2. Will a variance to the height of the garage result in any shadowing, view
obstruction or privacy concerns for the adjacent properties?
There will be no impacts to privacy or to view. Given the grade difference between
the proposed garage and the adjacent property, the peak of the garage will likely
be similar to a neighbouring bylaw-compliant garage. There may be minimal
increased shading of neighbouring properties.
3. Will a variance to the height or site coverage of a garage result in an inappropriate
scale for an accessory building?
No. Given the variance does not relate to site coverage, and the proposed garage
height will be similar to neighbouring detached accessory buildings due to grade
differences.
PROJECT REVIEW PROCESS
Application made:

May 15, 2015

Preliminary Report to Council:

June 1, 2015

Agenda Item 241/2015

City of New Westminster

June 1, 2015

4

Applicant Neighbour Notification:

early June 2015

Applicant Presentation to Queen’s Park
Residents’ Association:

June 2015

Report to Council for Considering Issuance:

late June 2015

Council Consideration of Application:

July 2015

The applicant will notify 37 residential properties in the Queen’s Park neighbourhood
within 328 ft./100 m of the property to advise of the application and direct them to call
staff if they have any questions. If the Queen’s Park Residents’ Association (QPRA) has a
meeting in June the applicant will make a presentation of their proposal to the members.
Alternatively, the applicant will request the QPRA circulate the application to its
members via email. Staff will provide Council with a written summary of the discussion.
OPTIONS
The options for consideration are:
1. That Council receive this report for information.
2. That Council provide staff with other direction.
Staff recommends Option 1.
CONCLUSION
The requested variance is minor and would be the only variance needed for this
development application. It meets regulation-specific criteria and would have minimal
impacts on neighbouring properties. It would provide a community benefit by allowing a
garage that will enhance the streetscape and neighbourhood character.

ATTACHMENTS:
Appendix
Appendix
Appendix
Appendix
Appendix
Appendix

1: Site Plan
2: Proposed Garage Drawings
3: Photos of Existing House
4: Applicant Rationale Letter
5: Zoning Map & Street View
6: Official Notification Map
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David Guiney,
Senior Planning Analyst

June 1, 2015

Jackie Teed,
Manager of Planning

Approved for Presentation to Council
Original Signed by:

Beverly Grieve
Director of Development Services

Agenda Item 241/2015

Lisa Spitale
Chief Administrative Officer

5

Attachment #1
Site Plan

Attachment #2
Proposed Garage Drawings

Attachment #3
Photos of Existing House
with shape consistent with garage design

Attachment #4
Applicant Rationale Letter

Attachment #5
Zoning Map & Street View

302 Fifth St.

Yellow is Single Detached Dwelling, green is duplxe, beige is multi-family, red is commercial/office, blue is institutional

Existing & proposed
garage site

Adjacent Fifth St.
property.

Attachment #6
Official Notification Map

REPORT
Development Services
To:

Mayor Coté and Members of Council
Committee of the Whole Meeting

Date:

6/1/2015

From:

Beverly Grieve
Director of Development Services

File:

DVP00593

Report #: 243/2015
Subject:

Development Variance Permit DVP00593 for 1258 Ewen Avenue Preliminary Report

RECOMMENDATION:
THAT Council receive this report for information.

PURPOSE
An application has been made for a Development Variance Permit to vary the height
limitation regulation for 1258 Ewen Avenue. The purpose of this report is to advise
Council of the application.
BACKGROUND
Owner/Applicant:

Tarlochan Khela

Zoning:

Queensborough Neighbourhood Residential Dwelling
Districts (RQ-1)

Site Characteristics:

Frontage:

59.08 ft / 18.0 m.

Depth:

185.67 ft / 56.6 m.

Site Area:

10,969 sq. ft. / 1,019 sq. m.

In 2012 the owner of the adjacent property (1260 Ewen Avenue) received approval for
the same variance that is the subject of this report. Further, the subject applicant wishes to
build the same exact house as was built at 1260 Ewen Avenue in 2013.
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PROPOSAL
An application has been received to build a 5,488 sq. ft./510 sq. m. house. In connection
with the proposed house the proponent has made a Development Variance Permit to vary
the following section of the Zoning Bylaw:
Queensborough Neighbourhood Residential Dwelling Districts (RQ-1)
Sec. 330.11 Height:
The height of a peaked roof building shall not exceed 21 feet (6.40 metres)
except that where a building is proposed which has two habitable levels
which have a floor to ceiling height of 9 feet (2.74 metres) or greater, then a
building height of 21.5 feet (6.55 metres) is permitted.
The proposed house would have a height of 22.33 ft. (6.81 metres), 10 inches (0.25
metres) higher than the bylaw permits. This would be the only variance required for this
development application.
SITE CONTEXT
The subject property is located in the Queensborough Neighbourhood in a single
detached dwelling area. The properties across Ewen Avenue currently contain single
detached dwellings but were designated for Residential Medium Density in the updated
Queensborough Community Plan. Any future development there will likely be for
townhouses. Ewen Avenue is the Major Collector road in Queensborough. There are five
other similarly sized lots adjacent and nearby on the south side of Ewen Ave nue. One of
them is identical to the house proposed with this application. Some of the other large lots
may see future subdivision applications.

1258 Ewen
Ave.
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ANALYSIS
Following is an evaluation of the subject variance in accordance with Council’s Policy
Approach to Considering Requests for Variances adopted on January 28, 2008 , with staff
comments in italics.
OVERALL CRITERIA WHEN EVALUATING VARIANCES
Information Question
What is the intent of the bylaw which the applicant is seeking to have varied?
To limit the height of buildings so as to reduce negative impacts on
neighbours’ views and limit the mass of houses.
Assessment Questions
1. Is there a community benefit to the granting of the variance; beyond that
received by the owner or occupant of the property?
No.
2. Is there a hardship involved in adhering to the pertinent bylaw? A hardship
must relate to the location, size, geometry or natural attributes (e.g. slope,
floodplain, rock formation, natural vegetation) of the site and not the personal
or business circumstances of the applicant.
No. Because the lot is much wider than a typical Queensborough Single
Detached Dwelling lot the applicant is proposing a wider -than-normal house.
The wider a peaked roof house is the higher the peak will need to be to achieve
the pitch required by the bylaw. However, as the Zoning Bylaw has no
maximum side setback requirements, the applicant could design a longer
narrower house of the same size which would meet the height limitation.
3. If the answer to question #1 is ‘No,’ but the answer to question #2 is ‘Yes,’ can
it still be demonstrated that the proposal still meets the intent of the bylaw?
Yes. The proposal still meets the intent of the bylaw as the additional ten inches
would not negatively impact views, and would have a negligible impact on
building mass given the same size building is generally achievable under either
condition noted in #2.
4. Is this the most appropriate mechanism for achieving the end result of the
proposed variance?
Yes. The Board of Variance would not consider this application.
5. Is the proposed variance relatively minor?
Yes. It requests a 3.9 percent increase in height.
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REGULATION SPECIFIC CRITERIA
Building Height

 Will the additional height impact neighbouring properties in terms of views?
Minimally, given that the requested variance is for ten inches. Also, properties
across the street at 1211 Ewen Avenue have been built to heights higher than
30 ft./9.14 m. – more than 7 ft./2.2 m. higher than the 22.33 ft./6.81 m. height
the applicants are asking permission to build to.

 Will the additional height create undue shadowing on neighbouring properties?
Minimally, given that the requested variance is for ten inches.

 Will the additional height create privacy concerns for neighbouring properties
in terms of windows or decks?
No, as the additional height only affects the roof structure. The living areas are
unaffected.

 Will the additional height result in massing for the building which is
compatible with the rest of the building and the massing of the buildings along
the street frontage?

Yes. The newer townhouses at 1211 Ewen Ave. (across the street) have been
built to heights of between 30.5 ft./9.30 m. and 34.22 ft./10.43 m. The pr oposed
variance will result in a building that is identical in height to the westerly next
door neighbour but likely approximately four percent higher than other single
detached dwellings to be built close to it but approximately 40 percent lower
than townhouses likely to be built across the street.
PROJECT REVIEW PROCESS
Application made:

April 24, 2015

Preliminary Report to Council:

June 1, 2015

Applicant Neighbour Notification:

early June 2015

Applicant Presentation to Queensborough
Residents’ Association:

June 9, 2015

Report to Council for Considering Issuance:

June 2015

Council Consideration of Application:

July 2015

The applicant will notify 41 residential properties within 328 ft./100 m of the property to
advise of the application and direct them to call staff if they have any questions. They will
also present their application to the Queensborough Residents’ Association at its June 9,
2015 meeting.
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OPTIONS
The options for consideration are:
1. That Council receive this report for information.
2. That Council provide staff with other direction.
Staff recommends Option 1.
CONCLUSION
The requested minor variance is in keeping with the intent of the bylaw, meets all
regulation-specific criteria and would have minimal impacts on neighbouring properties.
This will be the only variance needed for this application.

ATTACHMENTS:
Attachment
Attachment
Attachment
Attachment

1: Site Plan
2: Elevation Drawings
3: Applicant Rationale Letter
4: Official Notification Map

David Guiney,
Senior Planning Analyst

Jackie Teed,
Manager of Planning

Approved for Presentation to Council
Original Signed by:

Beverly Grieve
Director of Development Services
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Chief Administrative Officer

Attachment #1
Site Plan

Attachment #2
Elevation Drawings

Attachment #3
Applicant Rationale Letter

Attachment #4
Official Notification Map

REPORT
Development Services and Engineering Services
To:

Mayor Coté and Members of Council
Committee of the Whole Meeting

Date:

6/1/2015

From:

Beverly Grieve
Director of Development Services
Jim Lowrie
Director of Engineering Services

File:

09.1728.20

Report #: 247/2015
Subject:

Front Street Mews Project Update

RECOMMENDATION:
THAT staff proceed with the next steps of the Front Street Mews project as
outlined in this report.

PURPOSE
The purpose of this report is to present Council with the preliminary design alternatives
for the Front Street Mews (Mews) to be further developed and discussed at a stakeholder
workshop and public open house in June 2015. The Mews is proposed to extend from
Begbie Street to Sixth Street adjacent to Front Street, and will provide a safe and
animated pedestrian-friendly street as well as at-grade parking to support local
businesses.
BACKGROUND
The Front Street Mews is a key element of the City’s waterfront vision which is
summarized as follows. On February 2, 2015 Council adopted the following resolution:
1. Proceed with the design of the Front Street Mews and a Call for Artists with
the community engagement for the creation of the parkade mural; and
2. Engage community stakeholders, including the Downtown Residents
Association, building and business owners in the design of the Front Street
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Mews and development of a construction management plan that addresses
local needs.
The portion of the Front Street Parkade west of 6 th Street will be removed in 2015, and
the existing Frontage Road on this section of Front Street is being redesigned as a
“Mews”. The Mews is envisioned to become an attractive, safe and pedestrian-friendly
great street of which residents and merchants alike can be proud. The co ntemporary
design for the mews will include a widened sidewalk, street furniture, lighting, street
trees, traffic-calming, stormwater planters and angled parking to access local businesses.
ANALYSIS
The City awarded design consultant services for the Front Street Mews to PWL
Partnership and staff has worked with the consultant team to develop the design concepts
for the Mews based on the following principles:
1. Create a unique destination that attracts people and enhances the downtown
experience.
2. Create a place where people choose to stay.
3. Retain a sense of industrial character.
4. Create a mixed modal / shared street.
5. Design the street to be safe, serviceable and accessible.
6. Provide adequate parking to support businesses.
7. Address issues identified by stakeholder groups and the community.
8. Create an engaging street edge with future development.
9. Create a street that’s flexible to accommodate a variety of program uses.
10. Integrate with the surrounding street network with strong connections to the
waterfront.
The following preliminary design concepts have been prepared by the consultant for
discussion and review with stakeholders (i.e. representatives from the Downtown
Business Association, Downtown Resident Association, Front Street businesses, River
Market and Fraser River Discovery Centre) and with the public:
Option 1
Front Street Mews with angled parking (approx. 45 stalls) on the south side of the
street (Refer to Appendix ‘A’). Consolidating the parking on one side of the street
utilizes parked cars as a continuous buffer, in addition to a low sound attenuation wall
and treed median, between the Mews and the truck route. This configuration also
allows for a continuous 3 metre wide sidewalk adjacent to the storefronts. A
continuous paving treatment for the street and sidewalk reinforces the idea of a
‘shared street’ (i.e. designed to facilitate a wide range of activities including local
access, pedestrian and bicycle movement, social interaction, commercial and
restaurant activity).
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Option 2
Front Street Mews with angled parking (approx. 45 stalls) alternating on the north and
south side of the street (Refer to Appendix ‘B’). Distributing parking on both sides of
the Mews provides a meandering street aesthetic, providing variety within the street
and traffic calming (i.e. helping to minimize traffic speeds throughout the Mews). It
also allows for a change in geometry in the street which creates variation in the width
of the sidewalk allowing for larger public spaces along the street for people to occupy
(i.e. street furniture, planting, outdoor café seating and performance space). A low
sound attenuation wall and treed median is also shown as a buffer between the Mews
and the truck route for this option.
The two options being put forward for consideration include locating the truck corridor
closer to the existing rail corridor in order to maximize the pedestrian realm, provide a
sufficient number of at-grade parking stalls and provide a generous green buffer/ noise
attenuation wall between Front Street and the Mews.
It is anticipated that construction of the Mews would commence immediately after the
parkade demolition has been completed in order to minimize the overall time that Front
Street is closed to traffic. A traffic management plan will be prepared in accordance with
the City’s Good Neighbour Policy to ensure that access and traffic impacts are minimized
to the extent possible.
NEXT STEPS
Staff will meet with stakeholders to discuss and review the two concepts at a workshop
scheduled for Thursday, June 4th. The public open house will follow on Thursday, June
18th . The feedback from both events will inform the preferred design option for the
Mews. Upon review and selection of a preferred concept, the consultant team will
proceed with detailed design development, refined cost estimates and prepare tender
documents. The tender process and construction schedule is proposed to coincide with
removal of the western portion of the parkade. Staff will report back to Council at
appropriate points in the process.
FINANCIAL IMPACT
The Front St. Mews project is preliminarily estimated at $2 million and will be funded
from the City’s transportation capital budget. In addition to streetscape improvements, the
City will also be replacement the existing 80 year old steel watermain which is estimated
to cost $146,000. The watermain replacement will be funded through the City’s water
utility budget.
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OPTIONS
The options presented are:
1. Proceed with the next steps of the project as outlined in this report; or
2. Provide staff with alternative direction.
Option #1 is recommended.
INTERDEPARTMENTAL LIAISON
This Report has been collaboratively prepared between the Engineering and Development
Services Departments.
CONCLUSION
Two design concepts have been prepared for the Front Street Mews streetscape
improvement project with stakeholder and public consultation planned for June 2015.
Upon receipt of input from stakeholders and the public, the preferred concept will
proceed to detailed design in anticipation of construction immediately following removal
of the western portion of the Front Street parkade.
ATTACHMENTS:
Appendix A: Option 1
Appendix B: Option 2

Original Copy Signed
Erika Mashig
Parks and Open Space Planner

Jackie Teed
Manager of Planning

Roger Emanuels
Manager, Design and Construction

Jim Lowrie
Director of Engineering Services
Approved for Presentation to Council
Original Copy Signed

Beverly Grieve
Director of Development Services
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Appendix ‘A’
Front Street Mews -Option 1

1

1

Appendix ‘B’
Front Street Mews -Option 2
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REPORT
Engineering Services and
Parks, Culture & Recreation
To:

Mayor Coté and Members of Council
Committee of the Whole Meeting

Date:

6/15/2015

From:

Jim Lowrie
Director of Engineering Services

File:

11.2205.20-NP

Report #: 251/2015
Subject:

Parklet Pilot Project and Design Principles

RECOMMENDATION
THAT Council endorse the guiding principles and timeline for the parklet pilot
program; and
THAT staff proceed with implementation of a demonstration parklet for summer
2015

PURPOSE
The purpose of this report is to present Council with proposed guiding principles and
timeline for implementing a city-wide parklet pilot program. For the first phase of
implementation, staff propose to construct a demonstration parklet on East Columbia
Street for Summer 2015.
BACKGROUND
The Mayor’s Transportation Task Force calls for a plan to implement a citywide parklet
pilot program in 2015. Many forward-thinking cities, including New York, San
Francisco, Los Angeles and Vancouver already have similar programs in place (Refer to
Appendix ‘A’ for built examples). Parklets transform on-street parking stalls into
comfortable places for people to sit, socialize and enjoy the city. They support local
businesses, residents and visitors by providing unique public spaces that attract customers
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and promote socialization. Research has shown that parklets bring an improved quality
of life to residents and visitors by increasing access to open space in an urban setting.
ANALYSIS
For 2015, staff proposes the following guiding principles for implementing successful
parklets in the neighbourhoods of New Westminster:
1. Provide inviting, informal public spaces – Parklets provide accessible places for
people to sit, relax, socialize and enjoy the city.
2. Provide wider sidewalks – Parklets can provide more space for people to walk
where sidewalks are narrow or congested.
3. Promote vibrant local businesses – Parklets are unique public spaces that provide
seating and attract potential customers.
4. Animate Streetscapes – Parklets transform parking stalls to places for people,
bringing life to streets by encouraging people linger in welcoming public spaces.
The proposal for the parklet pilot program includes capital funding for a new parklet
every year for the next five years. The intention is to build the parklets on a main street
in each of the city’s five neighbourhoods:

2015:

Sapperton (East Columbia Street)

2016:

Uptown (between Sixth Street and Twelfth Street)

2017- 2019:

West Side (Twelfth Street), Downtown (South of Royal Ave) and
Queensborough (Ewen Ave.)

The 2015 pilot parklet concept proposed for Sapperton has been designed in-house by
City staff. Refer to Appendix ‘B’ for location and design concept.
The four parklets to follow may be approached a variety of ways:
1. An application-based approach for interested businesses and organizations to
continue building parklets in various locations across the city; or
2. A city run design competition for local designers to submit concepts for a parklet
in a designated location.
The City will retain ownership of all parklet structures and will be responsible for any
major repairs. However, a partner organization/ adjacent business/ local BIA is expected
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to regularly oversee and clean the parklet as well as maintain any plants incorporated into
the design. Furthermore, Parklets may be temporarily or permanently removed under
certain circumstances. The City will reserve the right to remove part or all of the parklet
for street improvements, utility work or emergencies.
NEXT STEPS
If endorsed by Council, staff will further develop the concept for the demonstration
parklet and proceed with the tender process. The intention is to have the City’s first
parklet installed and usable for Summer 2015. Staff will also further develop a program
for implementing a parklet design competition for 2016 that may also be implemented in
subsequent years.
FINANCIAL IMPACT
Parklets typically cost around $10,000 to $20,000 to construct, depending on design
factors, size, and material choice. The City Engineering Department has put $15,000 per
year in to the capital budget for the next five years to fund the pilot program.
OPTIONS
The options presented are:
1. That council endorse the guiding principles and timeline for the parklet pilot
program;
2. That staff proceed with implementation of a demonstration parklet for summer
2015; or
3. Provide staff with alternative direction.
Option #1 and 2 are recommended.
INTERDEPARTMENTAL LIAISON
This Report has been collaboratively prepared between the Engineering and Parks Culture
and Recreation Departments.
CONCLUSION
This report lays out a preliminary parklet pilot program for the City, including design
principles, costs and responsibilities for approval by Council. The intent of the parklet
program is to introduce dynamic public spaces that have proven successful in fostering a
sense of community in other established cities across North America.
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ATTACHMENTS:
Appendix A - Built Examples of Parklets
Appendix B - Proposed Location and Design Concept for Demonstration Parklet

Erika Mashig
Parks & Open Space Planner

Eugene Wat
Manager, Infrastructure Planning

Original signed by
Dean Gibson
Director of Parks, Culture &
Recreation

Approved for Presentation to Council

Jim Lowrie
Director of Engineering Services
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REPORT
Environment Advisory Committee
To:

Mayor Coté and Members of Council
Committee of the Whole

Date:

6/1/2015

From:

Jim Lowrie
Director of Engineering Services

File:

05.1033.20

Report #: 52/2015
Subject:

Metro Vancouver Clear Garbage Bag Pilot Program for Increased
Waste Diversion

RECOMMENDATION
THAT Council request staff to consider partnering with Metro Vancouver to pilot a
project promoting the use of clear bags or untied bags for waste collection to evaluate the
impact on waste diversion and facilitate visual inspection.

ORIGIN/PURPOSE
To present a recommendation from the Environment Advisory Committee that requests
Council to direct staff to partner with Metro Vancouver in a pilot that promotes the use of
clear garbage bags and targeted education to achieve better compliance with the City’s
Solid Waste Regulation bylaw and to increase recycling rates.
BACKGROUND
The Environment Advisory Committee met on May 13, 2015 at which time staff from
Metro Vancouver provided a presentation on how some municipalities in Canada, such as
Markham, Ontario and the Regional District of Central Okanagan, have achieved success
in increasing recycling and composting through the use of clear plastic garbage bags and
targeted education about mandatory recycling. Metro Vancouver is looking to partner
with member municipalities that provide automated collection services to test the impact
of using clear garbage bags and targeted education in order to increase waste diversion
and to improve visual inspection in the detection of banned materials.

City of New Westminster

June 1, 2015

2

STAFF COMMENT
Staff is interested in partnering with Metro Vancouver on this project. The pilot would be
run between July and October in a selected single-family neighbourhood as well as with
the City’s multi-family tag-a-bag customers. Staff suggests that the Queensborough
Community may be a suitable neighbourhood to run the pilot and will liaise with the
appropriate Residents’ Association about the program.
Cost implications for the City to participate in this study should be nominal as the City
currently provides collection services and monitors compliance with its customers. Metro
Vancouver would help develop communication materials, provide the clear bags, disposal
ban inspectors at a Metro Vancouver transfer station and data consolidation and
comparison with other programs. The City would be responsible for the printing and
distribution of the communication materials, the collection and delivery of single -family
and tag-a-bag loads to the transfer station, and monitoring compliance.
OPTIONS
Council may:
1. Approve the above recommendation and direct Staff to partner with Metro
Vancouver in this pilot; or
2. Provide other direction.
Staff recommends Option 1.
CONCLUSION
This report provides Council with the Recommendation of Environment Advisory
Committee on May 13, 2015.

Jennifer Lukianchuk
Environmental Coordinator

Eugene Wat
Manager of Infrastructure Planning
Approved for Presentation to Council
Original signed by

Jim Lowrie
Director of Engineering Services
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