Notice is hereby given of the following meeting:

REGULAR MEETING OF THE
LAND USE AND PLANNING COMMITTEE
June 22, 2020 at 10:00 a.m.
Meeting to be held electronically under Ministerial Order No. M139

AGENDA
ADDITIONS / DELETIONS TO THE AGENDA
MOTION to amend/approve the Land Use and Planning Committee agenda.
ADOPTION OF MINUTES
1.

Adoption of the Minutes of February 24, 2020 LUPC Meeting

PRESENTATIONS
2.

No Items

UNFINISHED BUSINESS
3.

No Items

DIRECTOR OF DEVELOPMENT SERVICES MEMOS FOR ACTION
4.

No Items

REPORTS FOR ACTION
5.
6.

501 Fourth Avenue: Holy Eucharist Cathedral – Preliminary Application
Review
515 Fourth Street: Heritage Revitalization Agreement – Development Options

DIRECTOR’S / MANAGER’S REPORT (Oral Report)
7.

No Items
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NEW BUSINESS
8.

No Items

CORRESPONDENCE
9.

No Items

NEXT MEETING
Monday, July 13, 2020 – To be confirmed
ADJOURNMENT
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REGULAR MEETING OF THE
LAND USE AND PLANNING COMMITTEE
February 24, 2020 at 10:30 a.m.
Council Chamber, City Hall

MINUTES
PRESENT:
Councillor Chinu Das
Councillor Chuck Puchmayr
Councillor Nadine Nakagawa
MEMBER REGRETS:
Mayor Cote
GUESTS:
Mr. Jack Kaila
Ms. Kim Kaila

- Resident/Applicant
- Resident/Applicant

STAFF:
Ms. Emilie Adin
Ms. Jackie Teed
Ms. Janet Zazubek
Ms. Carilyn Cook

- Director of Development Services
- Senior Manager of Development Services
- Planning Analyst
- Committee Clerk

The meeting was called to order at 10:30 a.m.
ADDITIONS / DELETIONS TO THE AGENDA
MOVED and SECONDED
THAT the February 24, 2020 Land Use and Planning Committee agenda be adopted
as circulated.
CARRIED.
All members of the Committee present voted in favour of the motion.
REVIEW AND ADOPTION OF CONSENT AGENDA
MOVED and SECONDED
THAT item 6 be removed from the Consent Agenda.
CARRIED.
All members of the Committee present voted in favour of the motion.
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ADOPTION OF MINUTES
1.

Adoption of the Minutes of January 27, 2020 LUPC Meeting
MOVED and SECONDED
THAT the January 27, 2020 Land Use and Planning Committee meeting minutes be
adopted as circulated.
CARRIED.
All members of the Committee present voted in favour of the motion.

PRESENTATIONS
2.

There were no items.

UNFINISHED BUSINESS
3.

There were no items.

DIRECTOR OF DEVELOPMENT SERVICES MEMOS FOR ACTION
4.

There were no items.

REPORTS FOR ACTION
5.

There were no items.

ITEMS REMOVED FROM THE CONSENT AGENDA
6.

1301 Seventh Avenue: Garage Conversion to Laneway House – Preliminary
Application Review
Janet Zazubek, Planning Analyst, provided a presentation summary of the above-noted
report dated February 24, 2020.
In response to questions from the Committee, staff provided the following comments:
• While the conversion of a garage to a laneway house may be precedent-setting,
staff continue to work with new build applicants to encourage construction of
garages that would meet laneway house regulations if they should apply to convert
them in the future;
• If the project moves forward, it will be required to meet all building codes,
including radon mitigation;
• The existing garage was built to a density that was permitted at the time; however,
not all garages in the neighbourhood are built to this size; and,
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• Development Services staff have advised that upgrading a structure from nonresidential to residential would be costly and may involve going through the public
hearing process; therefore, this would not be an easy undertaking for those with
existing garages.
In response to questions from the Committee, the applicant, Mr. Kaila, provided the
following comments:
• While the garage currently has the allowable sink and toilet, the walls remain
unfinished, and it has at no time been used as a residence;
• Regarding the parking reduction from three to two spaces, three spaces was the
maximum allowable at the time of the original build; however, the family
currently has two cars and parking is not anticipated to be an issue in the future;
and,
• The goal is to create an affordable living space which may help ease the lack of
rental units in the City.
Discussion ensued and a Committee member stated that when the City brought in
NR-1 Zoning, laneway garages were encouraged with a bonus to build larger garages
and as such, it was suggested that staff proactively look into the possibility that
similar applications may be coming forward in the future.
MOVED and SECONDED
THAT the Land Use and Planning Committee endorse the recommendations
summarized in the Feedback Section (Section 6) of this report, and instruct staff to
include these in the pre-application review letter to the applicant.
CARRIED.
All members of the Committee present voted in favour of the motion.
DIRECTOR’S / MANAGER’S REPORT (Oral Report)
7.

There were no items.

NEW BUSINESS
8.

There were no items.

CORRESPONDENCE
9.

There were no items.

NEXT MEETING
Monday, March 30, 2020
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ADJOURNMENT
ON MOTION, the meeting was adjourned at 10:43 a.m.

Councillor Das
Alternate Chair
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REPORT
Development Services
To:

Land Use and Planning Committee

Date:

6/22/2020

From:

Emilie K Adin, MCIP
Director of Development Services

File:

PAR01373

Item #:

13/2020

Subject:

501 Fourth Avenue: Holy Eucharist Cathedral - Preliminary
Application Review

RECOMMENDATION
THAT the Land Use and Planning Committee endorse the recommendations
summarized in the Feedback Section of this report (Section 5) and instruct staff to
include these, and other feedback from the Committee, in the Pre-Application Review
letter to the applicant.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
A Preliminary Application Review inquiry has been received for 501 Fourth Avenue and 408
Fifth Street; four lots which currently make up the Holy Eucharist Cathedral, rectory, and
parking. The site is located on the western edge of the Queen’s Park neighbourhood, adjacent
to the Sixth Street commercial district. The proposal is for an Official Community Plan
(OCP) amendment and Heritage Revitalization Agreement (HRA) which would:
 Retain the cathedral and expand related functions;
 Increase the on-site non-profit childcare facilities to 96 spaces; and
 Provide 13 new secured market rental housing units, in a mix of unit sizes.
The above would be accommodated through the construction of a five storey low-rise
building on the west of the site (transitioning down to one storey) and a two storey
residential building on the north of the site. Parking for the entire site would be primarily
below grade. The purchase of approximately 1,365 sq.ft. (127 sq. m.) of City owned land,
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currently used as a pedestrian connection, would be required to facilitate the development.
The overall project would have a density of roughly 1.5 floor space ratio (FSR).
There are a number of items that are being brought forward to the Land Use and Planning
Committee (LUPC) for preliminary feedback, particularly related to the proposed:





Intensity of use of the site (OCP amendment);
Density increase, and considerations related to voluntary amenity contributions ;
Building massing and design; and
Parking relaxations.

LUPC and staff feedback will be formally provided to the applicant in a Pre -Application
Review Letter.
1.0 BACKGROUND
1.1 Site Characteristics and Context
The site, pictured below, is on the western edge of the Queen’s Park neighbourhood and
Heritage Conservation Area, though neither property is protected under that policy. The site
is approximately 24,140 sq.ft. (2,243 sq.m.) in total, relatively flat, and made up of four lots.
The cathedral sits over two of the lots. A house, the lane, and parking lot make up the
remainder of the site. The overall site density is around 0.7 FSR and there are 30 parking
spaces and 22 childcare spaces on-site.
The west side of Fifth Street consists primarily of protected heritage houses. The two corners
across Fifth Street to the east are three storey apartment buildings. The site is one block west
of the Sixth Street Great Street; part of the frequent transit network and a commercial
precinct. Both Fifth Street and Fourth Avenue are classified as local roads. The site is
roughly 1,000 ft. (570 m.) downhill from the Crosstown Greenway (bikeway).
The consolidation of the site would require the purchase of roughly 1,365 sq.ft. (127 sq.m.)
of City owned land which consists of an undersized unopened right of way currently used as
a pedestrian connection. A preliminary review of the proposed land purchase has been
conducted, and the land is generally considered surplus to City use. Further analysis would
be provided should the applicant proceed with a formal development application.
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Figure 1: Site Context Map, properties highlighted in bold yellow lines

1.2 Policy and Regulations
The Official Community Plan (OCP) land use designation for the site is “Detached and
Semi-Detached Housing” (RD). An OCP amendment would be required for the project to
proceed. The “Mixed Use Low Rise” (ML) designation best reflects the proposal. Similarly,
the proposal is not consistent with the existing institutional (P -1) and single-detached
dwelling (RS-4) zoning currently in place, and therefore a development application, such as
a rezoning or Heritage Revitalization Agreement (HRA), is required. For further information
see a summary of these and related policies in Appendix B.
1.3 Heritage Value
This project could be achieved either through an HRA or a general rezoning. An HRA would
see the existing heritage cathedral restored and legally protected through a Heritage
Designation Bylaw, in conjunction with the development.
The cathedral is more than fifty years old (built in 1968), and as such qualifies to be
considered for heritage value. A Statement of Significance has been prepared for the
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building, which includes current and archival photographs (Appendix C). At this time, staff
consider there to be sufficient heritage value in the building, and recommend exploring an
HRA application. Through the development review process, the heritage value of the
cathedral would also be discussed with the Community Heritage Commission.
2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION
2.1 Overview
The proposal is for the site to include three buildings: the existing three storey (plus a central
cupola) cathedral, a new five storey rental residential building, and a new two storey
residential rectory, or “manor” building (details in Section 2.2). The project would provide
13 new secured market rental housing units, in addition to the church owned and occupied
rectory. The proposed mix of units meets the Family Friendly Housing Policy requirements,
and all of the units would be secured per the Secured Market Rental Housing Policy (for
policy context see Appendix B). The project would also expand onsite childcare spaces from
22 to 96 (details in Section 2.3). The cathedral is not proposed to be moved or expanded as
part of the project. Through the application, the community functions provided by the church
would be formalized in the site’s zoning. Further discussion of the scope of those uses would
be addressed in a formal development application. The overall site density would be roughly
1.5 floor space ratio (FSR). Preliminary plans are in Appendix A.
A vehicle parking area (40 vehicle spaces) would be accessed off the commercial lane at the
west. Ten spaces would be at grade within the first floor of the five storey mixed use
building, and the remainder would be located within one level of underground parking. The
number of spaces would be a substantial relaxation from zoning requirements (details in
Section 3.4), but the project meets bicycle parking requirements. A preliminary site plan is
below:

Agenda Item 13/2020

LUPC Agenda Package Page 10

Back
CitytoofAgenda
New Westminster

June 22, 2020

5

Figure 2: Explanatory Site Plan, with emphasis and descriptions added

2.2 Building Forms Proposed
Five Storey Building
A five storey building, transitioning down to one storey, is proposed for the west side of the
site (currently the parking lot). The long side of the building would parallel the commercial
lane which services this site and Sixth Street businesses.
The ground floor would include: the building entrance lobby and a community room fronting
onto Fourth Avenue; ten parking spaces accessed from the lane; and at the north end, three
two-bedroom (one and two level) residential units, all accessed at ground level in order to
activate the lane. The two most northern units would step down to create a transition to the
low-density neighbourhood to the north, becoming similar in scale to laneway houses, which
are permitted behind the adjacent heritage houses. The intention is that the community room
would serve the parish, though it could also be rented.
The second and third floors would house the daycare functions, accessed from the lobby. The
fourth and fifth floors would house eight rental residential units. Each floor would include a
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two-bedroom suite, two studios, and a one-bedroom unit. Levels four and five would have a
smaller floor plate than the daycare below to “step back” from the church, the lane, and the
neighbouring lot to the north.
Two Storey Manor
Also proposed is a two storey residential building on the north of the site, fronting onto Fifth
Street. This building would replace the existing house on the site, which was used as a
rectory (housing for the clergy). The new building would allow for an expanded rectory on
the main floor, and two rental apartments above consisting of a one-bedroom and threebedroom unit. The massing would be similar to a large house. The design is proposed to be
in keeping with the mid-century style of the cathedral.
2.3 Childcare Proposal
The daycare spaces would be managed by the existing operator, who is currently seeking
non-profit status. Outdoor play areas would be provided on decks overlooking the interior of
the site at both the second and third floors, and amenities such as offices, stroller parking,
and on-site laundry would be included on these floors. Increased childcare spaces, especially
with non-profit providership, is in support of the City’s Childcare Strategy and Child and
Youth Friendly Community Strategy (policy context in Appendix B). The current plans for
the allocation of the child care spaces is as follows:
Figure 3: Summary of childcare proposal

Care type
Infant care
Toddler day programs
After school drop-in
Total

Age range
Under 36 months old
30 months old to school age
School age
-

# spaces
24
50
22
96

Further review of the childcare proposal, including potential traffic impacts of the pick-up
and drop-off area that is expected to be located Fourth Avenue, would be conducted if the
applicant choses to proceed with a formal development application. Also through that
process, Fraser Health requirements, and other appropriate licensing items, would need to be
considered.
2.4 Tree Retention
There are 22 trees on site. At this time, four are proposed to be retained, while the majority
would be removed (and later replaced at a 2:1 ratio) due to the construction of the
underground parkade. The arborist report and proposed protection plan is being reviewed as
part of the Pre-Application Review, and staff feedback would be provided to the applicant
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for incorporation into a formal application. A full Tree Permit process would be integrated
with a formal development application.
All four existing public boulevard trees along Fifth Street are proposed to be retained.
Additional boulevard planting may be requested through the development application. At
this time, the arborist report indicates that all trees on the neighbouring lot to the north could
be protected, and none would be removed.
3.0 DISCUSSION
3.1 Overall Evaluation
Overall, the proposal is considered to provide substantial community benefit and me et a
number of Council priorities. In the OCP, this intensity of use was previously not
contemplated for these properties, which are located at the edge of a low-density heritage
neighbourhood. However, the proposal is considered reasonable given:






the
the
the
the
the

size of the site;
site’s proximity to a Great Street and FTN;
project’s general consistency with similar applications elsewhere;
amenities provided; and
proposed building’s stepping and transition to neighbouring properties.

Relaxations to building height (allowing a fifth storey) and vehicle parking spaces need to be
taken into account and carefully considered. Further discussion is provided below.
3.2 Official Community Plan Amendment
The project is not consistent with the Official Community Plan (OCP) land use designation
for the site (details in Appendix B) which is within the residential Queen’s Park
neighbourhood. Lot consolidations and multi-family development applications other than
ground-oriented infill projects are not anticipated in the neighbourhood, due to the Heritage
Conservation Area. Though historically, some commercial use and higher buildings are
present at the edges of the neighbourhood, that use and scale of building is generally not
intended to extend from the higher density Sixth Street commercial precinct into the Queen’s
Park neighbourhood.
However, this proposal meets a number of Council priorities. It is also considered an
appropriate scale for the size of the site, which was intentionally exempted from the Herit age
Conservation Area policy, due to its institutional use. It generally fits the immediate context,
including the higher density buildings and mixed uses on Sixth Street, one block to the west,
and two existing three-storey apartment buildings across Fifth Street, and provides
reasonable transition in scale to surrounding lower density uses. The commercial aspects of
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the project are located adjacent to the existing commercial corridor, away from surrounding
residential uses.
Does the LUPC support that staff advise the applicant that further exploration of an OCP
Amendment from “Residential Detached and Semi-Detached” (RD) to “Mixed-use Low
Rise” (ML) would be reasonable on this site?
3.3 Zoning Change
Consideration of Proposed Density and Voluntary Amenity Contributions
Consistent with projects offering 100% secured market rental housing or other significant
community amenities, staff would recommend waiving any voluntary amenity contribution.
Does the LUPC support that staff advise the applicant that a development application to
increase the site density to 1.5 FSR could be further explored without a voluntary amenity
contribution, provided that it comprises significant community amenities such as secured
market rental housing, heritage conservation, and non-profit childcare spaces?
Building Massing
The site is near Sixth Street. Along Sixth Street, the existing OCP land use designation and
mixed-use low rise zones (C-2 and C-2A) typically anticipate four storey buildings, with
commercial at grade and residential above. The City’s policies relating to low-rise and
mixed-use buildings like these (see Appendix B) does allow for developments up to six
storeys, should there be an appropriate provision of community amenities. Using this as a
guiding principle, the project would be eligible for the additional (fifth) storey, as the
intention is to provide non-profit daycare, heritage conservation, and secured rental housing.
This project also anticipates “stepping” (increasing the setback of a floor) at the higher levels
of the building, in order to reduce building bulk and overshadowing, which is consistent with
design guidelines for similar developments. Special attention would be paid to the massing
of the northern end of the low-rise, and the two storey manor, to ensure an appropriate
transition of the site to the neighbouring single-detached dwelling uses.
Does the LUPC support that staff advise the applicant that five storey massing could be
further explored as part of a formal development application, provided that sufficient
community amenities were included, and an appropriate transition to the neighbourhood
could be achieved?
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3.4 Parking Relaxation
The proposal includes 40 parking spaces for the entire site, which would be accessed from
the lane. Ten spaces would be at grade beneath the five storey mixed use building, and the
remainder would be located within one level of underground parking. 18 spaces would be
allocated to the residential units as per zoning requirements. Private long-term bike storage
would also be allocated for those units. The remaining 22 vehicle parking spaces would be
shared between staff and patrons of both the church and daycare. Short-term public bicycle
parking would be provided by means of sheltered bicycle racks located near the building
entrance. The site is also located near the Sixth Street Great Street with close proximity to
the frequent transit network (FTN): a bus stop is 215 ft. (65 m.) away.
To meet Zoning Bylaw requirements, the project would need to provide an additional 20
vehicle parking spaces beyond what is proposed: this represents a 50% reduction.
Transportation demand management (TDM) measures, cash-in-lieu, and space sharing could
be explored with the Transportation Division of the Engineering Department, should a
formal development application be received. Based on the experiences of similar types of
applications, these approaches could help address the shortfall in parking. A comprehensive
review of the proposal has not yet been completed by the Transportation Division, though
preliminary comments and feedback would be provided in the Pre-Application Review letter
to the applicant.
Does the LUPC support that staff advise the applicant that parking relaxations could be
explored in a formal development application through the submission of transportation
analysis which includes a transportation demand management strategy ?
4.0 REVIEW PROCESS
Feedback from the LUPC and staff will be incorporated into a PAR letter that would be
forwarded to the applicant. Should the proponent decide to submit a formal application, the
proposed project would be reviewed in accordance with the City’s Interim Development
Application Review Processes, which includes consultation with City committees
(Community Heritage Commission, Advisory Planning Commission, and Design Panel) as
well as the community at large, through an online platform. Note that due to an OCP
amendment being required for this application, no waiver of public hearing can be
considered.
5.0 FEEDBACK FROM THE LAND USE AND PLANNING COMMITTEE
Staff is seeking feedback from the LUPC on the proposed development. In addition, staff
seeks LUPC endorsement of the following recommendations, specifically that the LUPC
support that staff advise the applicant that:
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A) further exploration of an OCP Amendment from “Residential Detached and SemiDetached” (RD) to “Mixed-use Low Rise” (ML) would be reasonable on this site;
B) a development application to increase the site density to 1.5 FSR could be further
explored without a voluntary amenity contribution, provided that it comprises
significant community amenities such as secured market rental housing, heritage
conservation, and non-profit childcare spaces;
C) five storey massing could be further explored as part of a formal development
application, provided that sufficient community amenities were included, and an
appropriate transition to the neighbourhood could be achieved; and
D) parking relaxations could be explored in a formal development application through
the submission of transportation analysis which includes a transportation demand
management strategy.
6.0 OPTIONS
The following options are offered for consideration of the LUPC:
1. That the Land Use and Planning Committee endorse the recommendations
summarized in the Feedback Section of this report (Section 5) and instruct staff to
include these, and other feedback from the Committee, in the Pre-Application Review
letter to the applicant.
2. That the Land Use and Planning Committee provide staff with alternative feedback.
Staff recommends Option 1.

ATTACHMENTS
Appendix A: Preliminary Project Drawings
Appendix B: Policy and Regulations Summary
Appendix C: Statement of Significance and Photographs
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This report has been prepared by:
Britney Dack, Heritage Planner
This report was reviewed by:
Jackie Teed, Senior Manager of Development Services

Emilie K Adin, MCIP
Director of Development Services
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HOLY EUCHARIST CATHEDRAL
DEVELOPMENT STUDY
501 FOURTH AVENUE
NEW WESTMINSTER, BC

UKRANIAN CATHOLIC EPARCHY

SURF ARCHITECTURE, INC.

501 FOURTH AVENUE
NEW WESTMINSTER

#204 - 1281 JOHNSTON ROAD
WHITE ROCK, BC, V4B 3Y9
TEL: 604.616.0646

CONTACT: MYKHAILO OZOROVYCH
EMAIL: mykhailo.oz@gmail.com

OWNER

CONTACT: MARK KOROPECKY
EMAIL: mark@surfarchitecture.com

ARCHITECTURAL
A1
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PROJECT STATISTICS
SITE PLAN
PARKING LEVEL
LEVEL 1
LEVEL 2
LEVEL 3
LEVEL 4 & LEVEL 5
RENDERING
RENDERING
RENDERING
RENDERING
RENDERING
RENDERING
RENDERING
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Preliminary Approval Review Area Calculations
June 3, 2020

Interior Area Summary

Parking

Parking Level
Below Grade Parking (P1)
Circulation
Sub total

SM
834.73
56.60
891.34

SQ FT
8,985
609
9,594

40 stalls

25

Level 1
Community Room
Building Lobby
Circulation
New Parish Hall lobby
Parking
Residential B (Manor)
Residential C (Dorm Suites)
Sub total

SQ FT
679
313
880
741
3,677
2,391
2,520
11,201

Level 2
Daycare

SM
424.27

SQ FT
4,567

Circulation
Residential B (Manor)

170.25
224.92

1,833
2,421

Sub total

819.43

8,820

Level 3
Circulation

SM
136.18

SQ FT
1,466

Daycare
Sub total

336.22
472.40

3,619
5,085

Level 4
Circulation
Resdiential A

SM
110.33
241.59

SQ FT
1187.56
2,601

Sub total

351.92

3,788

Level 5
Circulation
Resdiential A

SM
110.33
241.59

SQ FT
1187.56
2,601

Sub total

351.92

3,788

1.4
2
1.2
4.6

Existing Church

SM
376.91

SQ FT
4,057

32.83

Total Square Footage
Above Grade
Below Grade (Parking)
Below Grade (Parish Hall)

3,413.18
891.34
389.91

36,739
9,594
4,197

0
0
0

Overall Site Area

2,242.61

24,139

80.91

1.52

New Construction
Below-Grade + Above Grade

6.00
8.49
0
1.5
1
2.8
19.79
0
2
5.00
7.00
0
1.4
2
1.2
4.6

40
3,927.61

42,276

1

#204 -1281 JOHNSTON RD.
WHITE ROCK, BC V4B 3Y9
TEL:

604.616.0646

MULTIPLIER
1.25/ dwelling unit
6/ every 20 dwelling unit
1/ 500 SF
6/ 1500 SF

Total proposed bike parking complement
19 Bike Lockers
6 Bike Rack

NOTE
for staff (3 classrooms)
for classroom area 4567 SF
n/a
1 three bedroom suite
1 one bedroom suite
visitors 14 suites

MULTIPLIER

NOTE
n/a
for staff
for classroom area 2689.6 SF

MULTIPLIER

NOTE
n/a
1 two bedroom suite
2 bachelor suites
1 one bedroom suite

MULTIPLIER

NOTE
n/a
1 two bedroom suite
2 bachelor suites
1 one bedroom suite

MULTIPLIER

NOTE
Sanctuary area 3283 SF

MULTIPLIER
1 per 100 sq ft

Site Area
Impermeable Building Area
Existing Church Stair
Hard Landscaping
Permeable Soft Landscaping
TOTAL

SM
2,242.61
1,417.50
61.57
377.05
386.50
2,242.61

Site Coverage %
Permeable Construction %
Hard Landscaping %
Existing Church Stair %

VEHICULAR PARKING
NOTE
MULTIPLIER
3.39
(Community Centre requirement)
1 per 200 sq ft
0
n/a
0
n/a
0
not inlcuded due to concurrent use per 150.13
0
n/a
1.5
1 three bedroom suite
1.5 / 3 BR Suite
7.20
3 two bedroom dorms
1/ 350 SF
12.09

SM
63.07
29.05
81.78
68.85
341.59
222.17
234.09
1,040.60

FSR +/-

Exterior Area Summary

BIKE PARKING
NOTE
17.5
Residential LT
14 units
6
Residential ST
< 20 units
7.92
Cultural LT (3283 SF + 679 SF)
2.64
Cultural ST (3283 SF + 679 SF)
25.42
Total LT bike parking calculation
8.64
Total ST bike parking calculation

SQ FT
24,139
15,257.88
662.701
4,058.51
4,160.21
24,139.30
63.21%
17.23%
16.81%
2.75%
100%

2
each class
1/ 538 SF
1.5/ 3 BR Suite
1/ 1 BR Suite
0.2 for total suites

2
each class
1/ 538 SF

1.4 /
2 BR Suite
1/ Bach Suite
1.2
1 BR Suite

1.4 /
2 BR Suite
1/ Bach Suite
1.2
1 BR Suite

n/a
n/a
not inlcuded due to concurrent use per 150.13
Total parking stall calculation
Total proposed parking complement
12 Compact
22 Standard
2 Standard (EV)
4 2x Accessible
Motorcycle

UKRAINIAN CATHOLIC EPARCHY OF
NEW WESTMINSTER

PRE APPLICATION REVIEW

PROJECT STATISTICS
DRAWING:

501 FOURTH AVENUE
NEW WESTMINSTER, BC

JUNE 3, 2020
DRAWING SCALE 1"= 20'-0"
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POLICY AND REGULATIONS SUMMARY
Official Community Plan Land Use Designation
The Official Community Plan (OCP) designation for the entire site is Residential –
Detached and Semi-Detached Housing (RD). The intent of this designation is low-density
uses such as houses, secondary suites, laneway or carriage houses and duplexes. This
land use designation does allow for places of worship and small-scale commercial or
institutional uses (such as corner stores, and child care).
Though the uses proposed in this project would be consistent with the designation, the
scale of the uses, and the incorporation of multi-family residential units in a low-rise
form, does not align with the intent of the designation. An OCP amendment would be
required for the project to proceed. The “Mixed Use Low Rise” (ML) designation best
reflects the proposal.
Uptown Development Permit Area
Due to the current land use designation (RD), this site was not included in the
Development Permit Area (DPA) for the Uptown commercial district. The intent of the
DPA is to foster a community based, walkable mixed use area, with a strong pedestrianoriented public realm. Staff recommend that an application to amend the OCP would
include both the change of land use designation (above) as well as the inclusion of the
site in the Uptown DPA. This would ensure that the design of the building, and any future
changes, would be consistent with the DPA’s guidelines, and the goals for the Uptown
area. The DPA envisions four-storey buildings which transition to the single detached
dwellings in the adjacent neighbourhoods.
Zoning Bylaw
The properties on which the cathedral and parking area sit are zoned Public and
Institutional Districts (Low Rise) (P-1). The intent of this district is to allow institutional
uses at a low density scale such as schools, places of worship, and community or
recreation facilities. The density and scale of the existing cathedral exceed the parameters
of this zoning, though are considered legally non-conforming.
The northern lot with the house is zoned Single Detached Residential Districts (Queen’s
Park) (RS-4). The intent of this district is to allow single detached dwellings with
secondary suites and laneway or carriage houses, while also supporting the objectives of
the Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area through additional density and relaxed
carriage house regulations. The house on site is not protected through the Conservation
Area policies and therefore does not have access to the incentives in the RS-4 zone.
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Rather, the more typical Single Detached Dwelling District (RS-1) standards would
apply.
The overall proposal is not consistent with either the P-1 or RS-4 zones. Site specific
zoning parameters could be implemented through a comprehensive development district
(CD zone) or through a Heritage Revitalization Agreement (see below).
Heritage Revitalization Agreement
A Heritage Revitalization Agreement (HRA) is a negotiated agreement between the City
and a property owner for the purposes of heritage conservation. In exchange for long
term legal protection through a Heritage Designation Bylaw and exterior restoration,
certain zoning relaxations are considered. An HRA does not change the zoning of the
property, rather it adds a new layer which identifies the elements of the zone that are
being varied or supplemented. An HRA is not legally precedent setting as each one is
unique to a specific site.
Heritage Conservation Area
The Queen’s Park neighbourhood is a Heritage Conservation Area, the purpose of which
is to retain the existing heritage values of the neighbourhood houses while, at the same
time, managing change. Of greatest importance is that changes respect the existing
heritage character of the streetscape, and that major design elements be traditional and
appropriate for the neighbourhood.
Houses in the Queen's Park Heritage Conservation Area are categorized as either
protected or non-protected. Based on the protection level, owners may be required to
apply for a Heritage Alteration Permit for certain renovations, to demolish a house, to
build a new house, or to build a laneway or carriage house.
None of the properties in this site are protected by the Heritage Conservation Area policy.
Additionally, the proposed Heritage Designation and HRA would provide a higher level
of heritage protection, design control, and development regulations than the protection
provided by the Heritage Conservation Area.
Heritage Related Design Guidelines
Council endorsed The Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places
in Canada in 2008 as a basis for assessing heritage conservation projects within the city.
These are national guidelines for best practice in heritage restoration, rehabilitation, and
design. The goal of the Standards and Guidelines is to promote heritage conservation best
practice while ensuring respectful and sensitive new construction. HRA applications are
evaluated against these guidelines.
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As the properties are not protected by the Heritage Conservation Area, and the Standards
and Guidelines would be applied to the design of the new buildings on site, rather than
the Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area’s design guidelines. The Standards and
Guidelines would encourage reflection of the mid-century aesthetic, and institutional
scale. Whereas, the Queen’s Park design guidelines are intended to apply for small scale
residential uses (houses, duplexes, etc.) of traditional (1840-1940s) character. Further
evaluation of the project’s design would be a component of the Community Heritage
Commission’s review, in the case of a formal development application.
Secured Market Rental Housing Policy
The intent of the City’s Secured Market Rental Housing policy is to encourage growth in
the supply of rental housing in New Westminster, while also ensuring security of the
tenure of those units over time. This policy includes provisions for the consideration of
additional density for projects that provide long-term secured market rental units.
The applicant is proposing to include 100% secured market rental residential units, which
is consistent with the intent of this policy. Staff are recommending that the units be
secured through a Housing Agreement, no-separate-sales covenant, and zoning
parameters, as per the policy.
The exception to the policy is the residential unit designated for use as the rectory. This
unit is on the main floor of the two-storey manor, and is not included in the rental unit
count of 13. The unit would be owned and operated by the church, for the use of their
clergy and would not be generally available to the market.
Voluntary Amenity Contribution Policy
New Westminster accepts Voluntary Amenity Contributions (VACs) as part of
development proposals requesting an increase in development entitlements (e.g.
additional density, land use changes, variances resulting in a substantial increase in floor
space that cannot be achieved under existing zoning). The amenity contributions are
intended to help fund the capital investments required to accommodate a growing
population and economy and are evaluated according to the Guidelines for Staff
Evaluation of Voluntary Amenity Contributions.
The Secured Market Rental Housing Policy waives Density Bonus charges in the
downtown and it has been the City’s practice to consider waiving VACs for projects with
a 100% secured market rental component based on the policy.
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Family-Friendly Housing Policy
The proposal would be required to provide the following in order to meet the City’s
Family- Friendly Housing Bylaw and Guidelines for secured market rental units. The
policies require a minimum of 25% two and three bedroom units, of which 5% of the
overall number of units would need to contain three bedrooms or more. The proposal is
consistent with this policy.
Childcare Strategy
The Child Care Strategy, endorsed in 2016, reflects the City’s desire to be a municipal
leader in the area of child care, providing an overall framework and long-term direction
for child care in New Westminster. This Strategy reflects a commitment in the belief that
quality, accessible and affordable childcare is necessary in the creation of a healthy
community and prosperous economy.
The City updated the New Westminster Child Care Needs Assessment in 2018. This
update indicates that there has been major gains with regard to child care spaces in New
Westminster, particularly related to three to five (30 months to school age) care spaces.
Based on the recent update, there is still a severe shortage of infant/toddler (0 to 36
months) care spaces, which are more costly to provide (i.e., 1:4 staffing ratio); more
difficult to develop (i.e., higher indoor space needs including nap areas and subject to
more stringent Building Code requirements); and necessitate separate and
developmentally appropriate outdoor play spaces. This proposal would see the
development of 24 infant/toddler child care spaces, which comprises 25% of the total
proposed spaces.
Child and Youth Friendly Community Strategy
The Child and Youth Friendly Community Strategy was endorsed in 2016. The intent of
this Strategy is to inform the development of neighbourhoods which meet the needs of
children, youth and families, such as through the provision of increased childcare spaces
within walkable local neighbourhoods. Implementation of the Strategy has been
identified as a corporate strategic policy priority.
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Statement of Significance
Holy Eucharist Cathedral - 501 4 Avenue - New Westminster, BC

Early photograph of the recently completed Holy Eucharist church, circa 1969. Source: Holy Eucharist Cathedral Parish Archives

Elana Zysblat, CAHP - heritage consultant - Ance Building Services
May 2020
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Statement of Significance :: Holy Eucharist Cathedral :: 501 4 Avenue, New Westminster, BC
Statement of Significance

Description of Historic Place
The Holy Eucharist Cathedral is a large, rectangular Modern church building with a flat roof and central
copper dome located on 4th avenue at the corner of 5th street in New Westminster, British Columbia.
Heritage Value
Constructed in 1968-69, the Holy Eucharist Cathedral is valued as the see of the Bishop of the New
Westminster Ukrainian Greek Catholic Eparchy, governing the Eparchy's 12 parishes of British Columbia.
The temple-like, formal design, and its high-visibility corner location and siting, give the church building
the air of a landmark.
This church and hall complex symbolizes the culmination of over 25 years of effort by local Ukrainian
Catholics to achieve an adequate and permanent parish in New Westminster, starting in 1941 at the Holy
Spirit church in the Queensborough neighbourhood, followed by two subsequent attempts in the 1950s
and 60s to formalize the St. George’s parish in different locations before the current property was
developed. The unrelenting fundraising, organization and perseverance of this community, resulting in a
successful and well-functioning church and hall, was likely one of the reasons this parish was chosen by
the Major Archbishop of the Ukrainian Greek-Catholic Church (UGCC) as the cathedral and headquarters
for a new Eparchy in British Columbia when it was established in 1974.
The architectural design is very significant in that it represents a Modern, mid-century interpretation of a
traditional Byzantine basilica, illustrating the optimism and progress envisioned in urban renewal
approaches of the 1960s era and the relevancy of the engaged and forward-thinking parish of the time,
while still paying homage to Catholic and Ukrainian church design traditions and symbols. Byzantine in
its square footprint and capped by a dome, the simplified, rectangular form is punctuated by tall, slim
windows which emulate the rhythm of classical columns. A prominent element of the facade is the overscaled stairway, adding a formality to the ascent to the central front doors, not unlike the experience at a
classical temple or courthouse. The design’s formality is softened through the use of pared-down, flat
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architectural elements which give the church its Modern identity along with the use of trending 1960s
finishes such as stucco and aluminum-frame windows. The balance of Modern and traditional treatments
continue on the interior where colourful byzantine icons and wood-carved furnishings embellish an
otherwise rectilinear and naturally-lit Modern space.
The Holy Eucharist church holds further value for its association with its designer, architect Bing Gregory
Marr (1926-1991) who is remembered as one of the first registered Chinese-Canadian architects in BC.
His firm, B. G. Marr & Associates, was known for Modern apartment buildings and complexes and was
co-author of an important 1969 study commissioned by the City of Vancouver - “Restoration Report: The
Case for Renewed Life in the Old City”.
The Holy Eucharist church is valued as a continuous sacred site and community hall serving New
Westminster’s Ukrainian Catholic community, and contributing to the preservation of Ukrainian culture,
language and traditions since 1969.
Character-Defining Elements
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Sacred, community and cultural use since 1969
Association with a nearby or adjacent rectory residence
Prominent location on a corner lot in New Westminster’s historic Queen’s Park neighbourhood
Mid-Century interpretation of Byzantine basilica design
Formal, institutional scale, massing and design
Rectangular form with flat roof and central copper-clad dome with metal cross
Symmetrical, rhythmic elevations punctuated by tall, slim sky-blue windows extending from the floor
to roofline cornice.
Curved roofline cornice, arcaded where it meets the walls
Central double-door entrance with arched hood and feature art-glass window above depicting the
Resurrection of Jesus Christ.
Exterior walls clad in white, pebble-dash stucco
Large exposed aggregate concrete stairway

Interior elements:
• Square footprint
• Traditional scared spaces: narthex, nave, sanctuary, sacristy, confessionals.
• Traditional church spaces: clerestory (windows in dome), choir loft, crying room.
• Crystal chandler suspended from dome
• Carved-wood five-legged altar, tabernacle (similar in from and design to the church itself), offertory,
side-tables, tetropod and processional cross
• Bishop’s throne
• iconostasis - a wall of icons separating the sanctuary from the nave
• The extensive use of painted icons (images of holy persons) in the Byzantine artistic tradition
(relatively flat perspective, heavy use of gold paint and halos)
• Wooden pews
• Built in sound system
• Church hall with kitchen
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Current Photographs - exterior
Front view

Rear view
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Side view
(facing 5th Street)

Side view
(facing parking lot)
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Current photographs - interior
View of sanctuary
from the choir loft

View of sanctuary
from the nave
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View of sanctuary
and side wall
(facing parking lot)

View of sanctuary
and side wall
(facing 5th St.)
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View of dome
interior and clerestory
windows

View of choir loft
from the nave
and the rear wall
of the interior
where washrooms,
crying room and
confessionals are
located
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View of sanctuary
furnishings

View of altar
and tabernacle
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View of an example of
one of the many
traditional gold icon
paintings on the interior.

View of art glass feature
window located above
the front entrance door.
This was commissioned
by an artist in the
Ukraine to replace the
original blue glass
window above the front
door
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Archival Photographs
Above: The first parish church, Holy Spirit
in Queensborough, completed in 1943.
The rectory in this photo dates from the
early 1960s.
Below: The Holy Spirit hall and school
completed in 1947.

Source: Holy Eucharist Cathedral Parish
Archives

323 Queen’s Avenue,
the house that served as
St. George’s Church and
hall from 1963 until
1969. Source: Jubilee
Commemoration
booklet 1952-1977 Holy Eucharist
Cathedral Parish
Archives
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323 Queen’s Avenue, the house that served as St. George’s Church, after church service on a Sunday in
1966. Source: Jubilee Commemoration booklet 1952-1977 - Holy Eucharist Cathedral Parish Archives
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Clipping from Columbian
newspaper.
December 21, 1966.
Source: Holy Eucharist
Cathedral Parish Archives

Elevation drawings for St. George’s Ukrainian Catholic Church - June 1968. B. G. Marr and
Associates. Source: Holy Eucharist Cathedral Parish Archives
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Early photograph of the recently completed Holy Eucharist church, circa 1969.
Source: Holy Eucharist Cathedral Parish Archives

A photograph of the
Holy Eucharist
published in the
Columbian newspaper
in March 1971,
describing its
‘contemporary’ design.
Source: Holy Eucharist
Cathedral Parish
Archives
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Early photograph of the Holy Eucharist church, likely mid-1970s.
Source: New Westminster Public Library historic photos database # 2624
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REPORT
Development Services
To:

Land Use and Planning Committee

Date:

6/22/2020

From:

Emilie K Adin, MCIP
Director of Development Services

File:

HER00716

Item #:

14/2020

Subject:

515 Fourth Street: Heritage Revitalization Agreement - Development
Options

RECOMMENDATION
THAT the Land Use and Planning Committee instruct staff to proceed with Heritage
Revitalization Agreement Option #3 (Modified Original Proposal), as outlined in the
Project Proposal (Section 3) of this report, and proceed as outlined in the Next Steps
Section of this report.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
In March 2019, an application was received for a Heritage Revitalization Agreement (HRA)
at 515 Fourth Street, a typical-sized corner property in the Queen’s Park Heritage
Conservation Area. Through the HRA, in exchange for heritage restoration and the added
protection of a Heritage Designation Bylaw, the property owner is requesting Zoning Bylaw
relaxations. The relaxations would see the existing 1940 house duplexed, and an infill house
built in the rear yard, fronting Regina Street. The project was initially proposed as a three
unit strata, where each unit would have three bedrooms and a private yard. Only two vehicle
parking spaces were proposed for the site, and as such, one unit would not have been
allocated any parking. A Pre-Application Review was completed for the project earlier in
March 2019.
In April 2019, the Land Use and Planning Committee (LUPC) supported advancing the
proposal to the committee and community consultation phases of application review. In their
review, the Community Heritage Commission deferred a recommendation, and requested to
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see the application again once public consultation (open house and Residents Association
review) had been completed. At the open house, concerns were raised by the community
related to the size and density of the buildings, and stratification of the site. Similar concerns
were raised by the Residents Association. The applicant made some modifications to the
original proposal based on feedback (e.g. reduced overall site density, reduced the infill
building height, reduced the rear dormer addition on the duplex, and conducted further
shadow analysis). The modified proposal was then presented to the Advisory Planning
Commission, which did not support the project, again citing concerns with stratification of
the site.
The project meets the City’s goals for both heritage conservation and infill housing. The
proposal is consistent with the Official Community Plan’s land use designation for the
neighbourhood, the Heritage Conservation Area’s goals and design guidelines. Additionally,
the number of Zoning Bylaw relaxations proposed (four) is generally aligned with past
practice in HRAs.
Staff and the applicant have examined other development options for the site (duplex
conversion and small lot subdivision). Based on this work, and considering the modifications
made by the applicant, staff continues to recommend the original proposal, as it is most
supportive of City housing affordability and diversity goals with only medium impact to the
heritage asset. Consideration of the original (modified) proposal would prevent the applicant
needing to undergo a longer application process, whereas expedited review is an approved
approach in the recovery period of the COVID-19 pandemic.
1.0

PURPOSE

The purpose of this report is to seek Land Use and Planning Committee support to advance
the HRA application to the Community Heritage Commission for their final feedback.
Though not consistent with the Council-endorsed Interim Development Review Process, this
responds to the committee’s request, made prior to the advent of the pandemic. Staff would
also proceed with the City-led round of public consultation, per the approved Interim
Process, prior to advancing the application to Council for consideration.
2.0

BACKGROUND

2.1

Site Characteristics and Context

The property is located on the corner of Fourth and Regina Streets in the northern end of the
Queen’s Park neighbourhood, an area of primarily single-detached dwellings. It is walking
distance to amenities: two blocks east of the Uptown commercial area, four blocks west of
Queen’s Park, and three blocks south-east of Herbert Spencer Elementary School.
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Figure 1: Site context map with subject property highlighted in blue

The site is just over 6,000 sq.ft. (557 sq.m.), the typical lot size for single -detached dwelling
properties. The house currently on the lot has one residential unit and is approximately 3,000
sq.ft. (279 sq.m.) or 0.5 floor space ratio (FSR). Both adjacent streets are classified as local
roads. The Crosstown Greenway is within 1,000 ft. (320 m.). The Sixth Street frequent
transit network (FTN) is 780 ft. (240 m.) away, and the site is proximate to bus stops on both
Sixth Avenue (330 ft. / 100 m.) and Second Street (1,000 ft. / 320 m.).
2.2

Heritage Value

The Rankin House at 515 Fourth Street was built in 1940 and is a good example of the
Storybook style, common to wartime residential development in Western Canada. A current
photograph is below:
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Figure 2: current photograph of house, provided the project’s heritage
consultant ANCE Building Services

The house has been evaluated by staff to have social, historic, and aesthetic heritage value.
Additionally, there appears to be good historic integrity overall. According to the project’s
heritage consultant, a high level of original material is still present and restorable.
A heritage value statement, and a summary of the conservation work proposed for the house ,
were presented to the Community Heritage Commission for review and comment on May 1,
2019. Overall, the Commission did not support the project. However, the rationale for nonsupport was not related to the heritage value of the house or restoration plan. An excerpt of
the meeting minutes is available in Appendix G.
2.3

Policy and Regulations

The site is a protected property in the Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area. It is zoned
Single Detached Residential District (RS-4) and is designated in the Official Community
Plan (OCP) for Detached and Semi-Detached Housing (RD). The proposal is consistent with
the OCP land use designation for the neighbourhood, the Heritage Conservation Area’s goals
and design guidelines, and the number of Zoning Bylaw relaxations proposed (four) is
generally consistent with past practice in HRAs. A summary of these, and other related
policies, is included in Appendix B.
2.4

Previous Direction from Land Use and Planning Committee

A Preliminary Application Review for this project was brought forward to the Land Use and
Planning Committee (LUPC) on March 11, 2019. The LUPC supported the project on
consent, providing feedback to reduce the overall site density from 0.85 FSR to 0.8 FSR. On
April 8, 2019, LUPC reviewed the formal HRA application. At that time, no concerns were
highlighted, and the LUPC directed staff to proceed with processing the application,
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including conducting community consultation. An excerpt of the meeting minutes from April
8, 2019 are in Appendix D.
3.0

PROJECT PROPOSAL

3.1

Overview

The application proposes to retain and restore the heritage building currently on the site, and
agrees to increased protection through a Heritage Designation Bylaw. In exchange, the
application proposes that the heritage building be converted to a stratified duplex and the
construction of an infill house at the rear of the property, also stratified; creating a three unit
common property strata. At 0.8 floor space ratio (FSR), the project would not exceed the
site’s overall maximum density allowance. A general site plan is provided below, and further
architectural drawings and renderings are included as Appendix A.

Figure 3: Proposed Site Plan, prepared by D3 Design

3.2

Relaxations Requested

The application requests four relaxations to the Zoning Bylaw, which are further detailed in
the following sections:
1) tenure change to strata ownership for all three units;
2) a larger infill house than would be permitted under the carriage house program;
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3) reduced front yard setback for the duplex; and
4) two off-street parking spaces for the three units on site (otherwise one per unit).
3.3

Proposed Buildings

Duplex
The heritage building is proposed to be moved forward on the lot towards Fourth Street,
requiring a 47% front yard setback relaxation from 19 ft. (5.8 m.) to 10 ft. (3 m.). A new
foundation would be poured for the building, providing expanded basement space. Through
this space, and relatively small additions at the rear and south side, the overall building
would increase in size by 547 sq.ft. (51 sq.m.). The duplex’s density would be 0.6 FSR.
Height, rear and side yard setbacks are consistent with the underlying single-detached
dwelling zone.
The duplex units would split the main floor of the building, with one entrance on each street.
Each unit would have three bedrooms, with those for one unit on the top floor, and those for
the second unit in the new basement level. The unit with upstairs bedrooms is proposed to be
2,087 sq.ft. (194 sq.m.). The unit with downstairs bedrooms is proposed to be 1,527 sq.ft.
(142 sq.m.).
Infill House
An infill house is proposed in the rear yard of the duplex, fronting onto Regina Street. The
house would be 1,189 sq.ft. (110.5 sq.m.) and is also proposed to have three bedrooms. The
infill house would be 283 sq.ft. (26.5 sq.m.) larger than the maximum permitted under the
carriage house program, and would have a density of 0.2 FSR, where otherwise 0.15 is
permitted. Height and setbacks would be consistent with the carriage house program.
Outdoor Space and Parking
Each unit would be provided with private outdoor space in a back or side yard, accessed off
the main level. These spaces range from roughly 300 sq.ft. (28 sq.m.) to 430 sq.ft. (40 sq.m.).
Only two off-street parking spaces are proposed for the entire project: accessed by a shared
driveway entrance on Regina Street. The parking spaces would be located in the middle of
the site, between the two buildings, as illustrated by the “wheel strips” in Figure 3. A
previous version of the proposal included additional garage space in the duplex’s basement
(as is in the current house). However, the feature was removed due to safety concerns related
to the slope of the driveway.
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Density

The site is in the Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area, and due to the building’s age, it
is eligible for the RS-4 zone’s density of 0.7 FSR. A carriage house of up to 0.1 FSR is also
permissive in this zone, for a total site density of 0.8 FSR. The carriage house density may be
increased to 0.15 FSR, if the main house is reduced by a corresponding 0.05. The maximum
size for a carriage house, without any relaxation from an HRA or a rezoning, is 958 sq.ft. (89
sq.m.).
As shown in Figure 4 below, the overall site density is consistent with the underlying zone at
0.8 FSR. However, the ratio of density is 0.05 FSR different than permitted at 0.6 (main): 0.2
(carriage). The result is a smaller principal building (duplex) and a larger infill building.
Figure 4: Project Density Statistics

Building
Principal House/
Duplex
Carriage House/
Infill House
Project Total

Permitted
0.65 FSR

Proposed
0.6 FSR

Relaxation
---

3,928.6 sq.ft.
(365 sq.m.)
0.15 FSR

3,614 sq.ft.
(336 sq.m.)
0.2 FSR

906.5 sq.ft.
(84 sq.m.)
0.8 FSR

1,189 sq.ft.
(110.5 sq.m.)
0.8 FSR

4,835 sq.ft.
(449 sq.m.)

4,803 sq.ft.
(446 sq.m.)

0.05 FSR
282.5 sq.ft.
(26.5 sq.m.)
---

4.0

CONSULTATION RESULTS

4.1

Community Heritage Commission

The application was presented to the Community Heritage Commission (CHC) on May 1,
2019. At that meeting, no motion of support (or non-support) was made for the project.
Rather, the CHC requested that the project return for review, following completion of
community consultation (open house and Residents Association review) and the outstanding
Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area incentive program work (excerpt of minutes in
Appendix G).
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Public Open House

A public Open House was held on the afternoon of Sunday June 23, 2019. Roughly 25% of
the feedback indicated supported the project, and nearly 75% of submissions noted issues, as
summarized below:
 Stratification of the infill building was stated as being an inappropriate land use for
the Queen’s Park neighbourhood;
 The lot size was stated as being too small to accommodate three units, especially all of
principal (equal) size;
 The additional building mass and/or infill building was stated as not in keeping with
the character of the neighbourhood;
 Two on-site parking spaces were stated to be insufficient for the three family-sized
residential units proposed. It was stated this would result in increased on-street
parking, negatively impacting usability of the street;
 The infill building reduces the greenspace on site, and it was stated that greenspace is
considered an important feature in the character of the neighbourhood;
 The yards proposed for each unit were stated to be insufficiently large and potentially
lacking in sunlight; and
 The infill building was stated to have undue impact on the privacy and light for the
neighbour on Regina Street.
The applicant’s summary of the event, feedback gathered, and responses to the above
comments, including a list of changes made to their proposal toward addressing the issues, is
in Appendix E.
4.3

Queen’s Park Residents Association Review

In conjunction with the Open House, the applicants made a presentation to the Queen’s Park
Residents Association at their general meeting on June 23, 2019. Approximately 50 residents
were in attendance. Following the presentation, the applicant took questions and feedback
from the audience. The group then called a vote, and the majority were not in support of the
project. The Residents Association submitted a position letter which provides greater detail
on the issues identified by their membership (Appendix F).
4.4

Advisory Planning Commission

Revisions were made to the project proposal over the summer and fall of 2019. The
application was then presented to the Advisory Planning Commission (APC) on November
19, 2019. At the meeting, nearly 35 community delegations were heard by the APC
members. Following lengthy discussion, summarized in the minutes (Appendix H), the APC
moved not to recommend support of the project.
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DEVELOPMENT OPTIONS

Given the concerns raised with the proposal by the community, working with the applicant,
staff explored two alternative development options for the site: Option #1 Duplex
Conversion – expanded duplex use only, with no infill house (concept massing provided in
Appendix C); and, Option #2 Small Lot Subdivision – typical small lot subdivision, with no
conversion of the heritage house to duplex use. A comparison of the key considerations for
these plus Option #3 Modified Original Proposal is in Figure 6 below:
Figure 6: Summary of Key Elements of Development Options

HRA
Ability to achieve
development
project with
proposal option minimum impact
to heritage asset
#1 Duplex
Low; due to large
conversion building addition

Simplicity of
remaining
application process

Support of housing
affordability and diversity
goals

Medium; would
require additional
revision of
application, some
additional staff
review, CHC and
City-lead consultation

Medium; 2 units in strata
ownership provides more
affordable ground-oriented,
family-oriented units

#2

Small lot
subdivision

High; no addition
required

Medium; would
require additional
revision of
application, some
additional staff
review, CHC and
City-lead consultation

#3

Modified
original
proposal

Medium; small
scale additions

Low; 3 units including one
rental unit but, as fee
simple properties are
expensive, this option does
not support goal of
increasing affordable
ground-oriented, familyoriented units
High; only CHC and
High; 3 units in strata
City-lead consultation ownership supports goal of
to be completed
increasing affordable
ground-oriented, familyoriented units

Based on this work, and considering the modifications made by the applicant in response to
public feedback, staff continues to recommend the original proposal (i.e., Option #3), given
that:
1) it is most supportive of City housing affordability and diversity goals;
2) it has moderate impact to the heritage asset; and,

Agenda Item 14/2020

LUPC Agenda Package Page 63

Back
CitytoofAgenda
New Westminster

June 22, 2020

10

3) it would also not require the applicant to undergo a more complex and longer
application process, which is a principle in supporting the recovery of development
from impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic.
This is the best balance of benefits, though Option #2 Small Lot Subdivision by far supports
best heritage conservation practice.
6.0

NEXT STEPS

Given the applicant has completed their required public consultation, and in light of the
principle to streamline development review, toward supporting recovery of development
from impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic, staff recommends that the next steps for the
application would be as follows:
For Option #1 Duplex Conversion and Option #2 Small Lot Subdivision only –
1. Applicant prepares and provides revised application; and
2. Staff review revised application and work with the applicant to address any issues;
and,
For all options –
3. Return to the CHC for review which, though not consistent with the Council-endorsed
Interim Development Review Process, responds to that group’s request made prior to
the advent of the pandemic (see section 4.1 above); and,
4. Proceed with City-led round of public consultation, per the Interim Development
Review Process, and work with the applicant to address any issues; and,
5. Advance the application to Council for consideration.
7.0

FEEDBACK AND OPTIONS

Based on the alternative development scenarios identified in this report, the following
options are offered for consideration by the LUPC:
1. That the Land Use and Planning Committee instruct staff to work with the applicant to
revise the current Heritage Revitalization Agreement proposal consistent with Option
#1 (Duplex Conversion) where the overall site density does not exceed 0.7 FSR, and
proceed as outlined in the Next Steps Section of this report.
2. That the Land Use and Planning Committee instruct staff to work with the applicant to
revise the current Heritage Revitalization Agreement proposal consistent with Option
#2 (Small Lot Subdivision) where the overall site density over both lots does not
exceed 0.7 FSR, and proceed as outlined in the Next Steps Section of this report.
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3. That the Land Use and Planning Committee instruct staff to proceed with Heritage
Revitalization Agreement Option #3 (Modified Original Proposal), as outlined in the
Project Proposal (Section 3) of this report, and proceed as outlined in the Next Steps
Section of this report.
4. That the Land Use and Planning Committee provide staff with alternative feedback.
Staff recommends Option 3.

ATTACHMENTS
Appendix
Appendix
Appendix
Appendix
Appendix
Appendix
Appendix
Appendix

A: Proposed Project Plans
B: Summary of Policies and Regulations
C: General Duplex Massing Images and Applicants Rationale Letter
D: Excerpt of Minutes from the April 8, 2019 Land Use and Planning
Committee Meeting
E: Summary of Consultation Comments and Applicants Responses
F: Queen's Park Residents Association Response Letter
G: Excerpt of Minutes from the May 1, 2019 Community Heritage
Commission Meeting
H: Excerpt of Minutes from the November 19, 2019 Advisory Planning
Commission Meeting

This report has been prepared by:
Britney Dack, Heritage Planner
This report was reviewed by:
Jackie Teed, Senior Manager of Development Services

Emilie K Adin, MCIP
Director of Development Services
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APPENDIX B: POLICY AND REGULATIONS SUMMARY
Official Community Plan Land Use Designation
The Official Community Plan (OCP) designation for this site is Residential: Detached
and Semi-Detached which allows low density residential, primarily in the form of single
detached dwellings with secondary suites, duplexes, and accessory dwelling units (e.g.
laneway house, carriage house).
The OCP also indicates that, through a Heritage Revitalization Agreement (HRA), a
property may be eligible for incentives such as a smaller minimum lot size, an increase in
density, or reduced parking requirements, which would make it viable to conserve assets
with heritage merit. The proposed application is consistent with the OCP designation for
this site.
Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area
The subject property is protected under the Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area,
the purpose of which is to retain the existing heritage values of the neighbourhood houses
while, at the same time, managing change. Of greatest importance is that changes respect
the existing heritage character of the streetscape, and that major design elements be
traditional and appropriate for the neighbourhood.
Houses in the Queen's Park Heritage Conservation Area are categorized as either
protected or non-protected. Based on the protection level, owners may be required to
apply for a Heritage Alteration Permit for certain renovations, to demolish a house, to
build a new house, or to build a laneway or carriage house.
The proposed Heritage Designation and HRA would provide a higher level of protection,
design control, and development regulations than the Heritage Conservation Area. The
additional protection and sensitive infill proposed is consistent with the goals of the
Heritage Conservation Area.
Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area Design Guidelines
The Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area Design Guidelines are the basis for
assessing projects within the Queen’s Park neighbourhood. The evaluation is based on an
examination of the existing character of the surrounding area and the building itself. The
guidelines aim to respect the integrity of historic buildings, while ensuring new
construction is sympathetic to the character of the neighbourhood. The application has
been evaluated against these design guidelines.

Doc # 1620666

Page 1 of 2
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Zoning Bylaw
The existing zoning for the site is RS-4 Queen’s Park Single Detached Dwelling District.
The intent of this district is to allow single detached dwellings with secondary suites and
a laneway or carriage house, while supporting heritage conservation through additional
density and relaxed laneway and carriage house regulations. In this zone, the maximum
floor space ratio (FSR) for principal houses which are protected under the Heritage
Conservation Area is 0.7. An additional 10% of the lot area is available for a laneway or
carriage house. The proposed application would require relaxations to the Zoning Bylaw.
As such, a Heritage Revitalization Agreement is required to permit the proposal.
Heritage Revitalization Agreement
A Heritage Revitalization Agreement (HRA) is a negotiated agreement between the City
and a property owner for the purposes of heritage conservation. In exchange for longterm legal protection through a Heritage Designation Bylaw and exterior restoration,
certain zoning relaxations are considered. An HRA does not change the zoning of the
property, rather it adds a new layer which identifies the elements of the zone that are
being varied or supplemented. An HRA is not legally precedent setting as each one is
unique to a specific site.
Heritage Related Design Guidelines
Council endorsed The Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places
in Canada in 2008 as a basis for assessing heritage conservation projects within the city.
These are national guidelines for best practice in heritage restoration, rehabilitation, and
design. The goal of the Standards and Guidelines is to promote heritage conservation best
practice while ensuring respectful and sensitive new construction. HRA applications are
evaluated against these guidelines.
Heritage Designation
A Heritage Designation Bylaw is a form of land use regulation that places long-term legal
protection on the land title of a property. Any changes to a protected heritage property
must first receive approval from City Council (or its delegate) through a Heritage
Alteration Permit (HAP). Future development is no longer entitled, but could be
permitted by Council with an HAP.

Doc # 1620666

Page 2 of 2
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Appendix C
General Duplex Massing Images &
Applicant’s Rationale Letter
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To:
Land Use and Planning Committee
(LUPC)
c/o Office of the City Clerk
New Westminster City Hall
511 Royal Avenue

From:
D3 Dimension Drafting and Design Inc.
928 Thirteenth Street
New Westminster, BC, V3M 4N2

Attn; Mayor Jonathan Cote
Land Use Planning Chair

Dear Mayor Cote,
Thank you for taking the time to re-evaluate this project. This project was first reviewed by the LUPC as
a Pre-Application Review on March 11th, 2019. The feedback was supportive to move of the application
moving to a formal HRA based on stratification of all three units on the site, not exceed 0.8 FSR (which is
consistent with the currently permitted total density for the principal dwelling and carriage house
combined) and the transfer of 0.13 FSR from the principal dwelling to the infill house.
The client and I formalized our application. Working with Elana Zysblat from Ance Building Services, we
designed 3 versatile family-friendly units. Consulting with the Elana as well as the city we focused on
designing additions to satisfy the design intent that were subordinate to the heritage asset while
transforming the current home into 3 comfortable dwellings.
Our Formal HRA was reviewed by the Land Use and Planning Committee on April 8th, 2019. The project
received support from the LUCP in the areas of stratification, density of .8 FSR as well as density
transfer.
Our proposal at the meeting had a slightly higher FSR so we reviewed our design and amended the plan
to conform to the .8 FSR requirement. Also present at that meeting were members of the public. They
expressed concern about the colour. Working with Elana, we selected Heritage appropriate colours that
are in line with the current colour scheme.
Our project moved to the next phase, the Community Heritage Committee (CHC) on May 1st, 2019 with
the updated proposal.
The May 1st CHC meeting generated a lot of feedback.

928 13th Street, New Westminster V3M 4N2
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Discussion ensued and the Commission made the following comments:
•

•
•
•
•
•
•

•

From a conservation aspect, it may be important to consider the potential need for fire-proof
cladding and fire protection mechanisms, especially considering the proximity of the infill house
to the heritage house;
A single house on the property may better preserve the character of the house, and be more
respectful of the existing and dominant density levels in the neighbourhood;
It is becoming increasingly unaffordable to purchase property in the Queen’s Park area, and this
proposal would increase density and create greater feasibility for families to live in the area;
The proposed circular nature of the stairs appears to go against the original intent of the design
of the heritage house and its conical roof, and should be reconsidered;
The proposal appears reasonable in terms of retention of heritage elements, overall space, and
the parking provided;
This proposal for stratification may set a serious precedent for development in the HCA, and
significant community opposition has been noted;
Residents and visitors value the green space in the Queen’s Park area, and the proposed
densification, through the addition of a second building on-site, may cause a loss of greenspace
and therefore character in the neighbourhood; and,
The preservation of heritage value, which is a benefit to the City and the neighbourhood, does
not appear to be balanced with the benefits provided to the owner in this application.

In the end, the Community Heritage Commission delayed support for the HRA for 515 Fourth Street and
requested a re-evaluation of the project once the neighbourhood consultation was completed and the
policy work on stratification in Queen’s Park HCA has been resolved.
On June 23rd, 2019 the project proceeded to open house followed by a presentation to the Queen's
Park Residence Association. The project in general was not supported. My understanding from those in
attendance was there were real concerns around the stratification ownership model within Queen’s
Park. There were concerns that this type of development would attract other such projects into QPHCA
and those present at the meeting did not welcome that type of change.
It is worth noting that others that did not attend did show support. In writing as well as in person. They
value this type of gentle densification in a neighbourhood that offers so much; great schools, easy
walking distance to most amenities in an established community. Those who quietly showed their
support also welcomed more affordable options for new families and those looking to downsize.
On November 19, 2019, the project moved to Advisory Planning Commission review.
Public consultation occurred and discussion ensued. Please find below the comments made at the
meeting and by the commission:
Change in Tenure (Stratification) In response to questions from the Commission, Ms. Dack, and Ms.
Teed provided the following information:
•

The majority of instances of stratification within the Queen’s Park neighbourhood are in the
form of traditional apartment-style buildings, with five units or greater, and there are also a few
duplexes throughout the neighbourhood;

928 13th Street, New Westminster V3M 4N2
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•
•
•

Site stratification has been used in HRAs in other parts of the City, so there is past practice to
look to;
From the City’s point of view, the gain from allowing the stratification is in the restoration and
full protection through Heritage Designation of the heritage house; and,
The City’s HRA policy allows consideration of a variance request for setbacks, and the HCA policy
also supports setback relaxations.

The Commission made the following comments:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

In the case of this proposal, tenure of the property should not be the primary issue, as there are
three units proposed, and it should not matter whether they are owned by one or three people;
A mix in tenure in the Queen’s Park neighbourhood may be desirable;
Stratification to divide very large homes in Queen’s Park may be a more reasonable proposal
than lot stratification, especially in the context of smaller properties;
It would be helpful to receive more direction from Council in regards to a policy for stratification
in HRAs and the HCA before supporting this type of proposal;
Stratification is positive for some projects and neighbourhoods, but would not be favourable for
this parcel of land;
Only the creation of a duplex on this site may be more favourable as a project; and,
Stratification of this property may be seen to set a precedent that could change the character of
the neighbourhood.

General comments
•

•

•

•
•
•

As an HRA is being used as the tool for this proposal, there must be heritage value to the house,
however it is difficult for the APC to consider the proposed land use and variances, and make a
decision, without information and guidance from the CHC related to the level of value; •
Heritage value and land use are integral to each other and must be understood in combination;
Infill development and housing choice is important in terms of the future growth of the City;
however, the level of densification proposed in this application may not be ideal for the context
of this property; • It may be worthwhile to consider a different composition of housing type or
tenure for this property;
It would be beneficial to ensure that sufficient streetscape and context images are included in
similar applications in the future, in order to be more respectful to the community and to aid in
understanding context; Doc # 1523790 Advisory Planning Commission – Minutes Page 15
November 19, 2019
As noted above, further decision from Council about stratification in HRAs, and more specifically
within the HCA would be useful, as it was the intention of the HCA to preserve a heritage
community in the city, and not to encourage division of lots;
It is important take the community’s statements into account when evaluating this application;
and,
Some of the relaxations, such as infill size and parking, may be appropriate variances for this
property; however, this project does not seem to be a good candidate for an HRA as there is no
significant restoration proposed and no threat to the preservation of the house.

In the end, a motion of non-support was carried.

928 13th Street, New Westminster V3M 4N2
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When the client and I first approached the city to discuss this project, the concept of stratification with
infill was suggested. We worked closely with a well-respected heritage consultant and city staff to
design a project that would help achieve the city’s desire for densification will maintaining the character
of the neighbourhood and honoring its history. In the beginning, the project was received with support
but this support eroded during the public consultation process.
In response, we have designed a stratified duplex option. This option conforms to all the original
guidelines as outlined in the original LUPC similarly to the 3-unit option.
Relaxation requested in the 3-unit option:
Unit breakdown: 3 Unit:
Variances: Front setback (10'0" relaxation), Rear set back (4'0" relaxation)
(Unit A) 3 Bedroom, 2 Bathrooms, 1 Powder Room, Flex Space 2087 SF (345 SF outdoor space)
(Unit B) 3 Bedroom, 2 Bathrooms, 1 Powder Room 1527 SF (298 SF outdoor space)
(Infill) 3 Bedroom, 2 Bathrooms, 1 Powder Room 1187 SF (434 SF outdoor space)
*Height and FSR requires no variances
Relaxation requested in duplex option:
Unit breakdown: Duplex:
Variances: Front setback (13.9' relaxation)
(Unit A) 5 Bedroom + Den, 3 Bathrooms, 1 Powder Room 2460.71 SF
(501.81 SF outdoor space)
(Unit B) 5 Bedroom + Den, 3 Bathrooms, 1 Powder Room 2375.85 SF
(501.81 SF outdoor space)
*Height and FSR requires no variances
We are looking to you for direction on what option will best serve city/community goals.
Sincerely,

Kirsten Sutton

928 13th Street, New Westminster V3M 4N2
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LAND USE AND PLANNING COMMITTEE
April 8, 2019 at 12:00 p.m.
Committee Room 2, City Hall

EXCERPT OF MINUTES
5. 515 Fourth Street: Heritage Revitalization Agreement – Preliminary Report
Jackie Teed, Manager of Planning, summarized the report dated April 8, 2019.
In response to questions from the Committee, staff provided the following comments:
• The additional 0.01 FSR (approximately 100 square feet) was requested by the
proponent for ease of design and slightly larger room sizes and, since it would be
for the entire project, it is hard to determine exactly where it would be allocated;
• Through the Queen's Park Heritage Conservation Area incentives program,
protected houses in Queen’s Park already have access to a density increase of 0.1
FSR, per Council’s direction;
• The Queen’s Park incentives program allowed the City and property owners to
explore other incentives, in addition to the already provided density increase, such
as larger infill houses or stratification of laneway houses, etc., through Heritage
Revitalization Agreements; and,
• The City strives to ensure that massing fits-in well with the neighbourhood, and
0.8FSR is high for single detached and infill style projects. Higher density than this
becomes closer to what is generally considered for multi-family or townhouse
developments.
Discussion ensued, and the Committee provided the following comments:
• A member shared support of the 0.8 FSR but would also consider supporting the
requested 0.81 FSR if required; and,
• A member voiced support of the parking as well as the 0.8 FSR, advising that the
project was still in the early stages and, as the FSR may become a frictional issue in
the neighbourhood, it should remain at 0.8.
MOVED and SECONDED
THAT the Land Use and Planning Committee instruct staff to proceed with processing
the Heritage Revitalization Agreement proposal at 515 Fourth Street as outlined in
Section 9 of this report, once the proposal has been revised to reduce the floor space
ratio to no more than 0.8 FSR.
CARRIED.
All members of the Committee present voted in favour of the motion.
1 of 1
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Appendix E
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Applicant’s Responses
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Summary of comments from community meeting for the proposal for 515 4t St.
Positive Comments

There were a number of people that approached us at the meeting as well as after who had really
positive things to say about this project and the how it will benefit the neighbourhood and city.
•

•
•
•
•

•
•

•
•
•
•

•

This is exactly what the city needs more of. Keeping the character of the neighbourhood
while providing practical living for potential young families
As a young person, I thought I would never have the opportunity to live in Queens Park but
with projects like these I could see young families moving back
Projects like this one will help Queens Park continue to be a great community for years to
come
This is a great plan as we need more young families to move into the area
We need more projects like this to encourage young families back to the community.
Otherwise we will end up like Vancouver with numerous empty homes that only foreign
owners can afford to purchase.
Greater Vancouver is continuing to grow, it is inevitable that we must increase density. If
we can do it while keeping the character of our community it is a win for everyone.
New Westminster is attracting more and more young professionals who have been priced
out of the Vancouver market. The 3500 square foot home on a 6000 square foot lot is not
practical anymore. This is the future of our community
This is exciting! I can’t wait to see it!
I fully support this project. This is a great addition to our beautiful Queens Park
Neighbourhood
This looks tastefully designed for the neighbourhood
This is exactly what the city needs. I realize many people here are afraid of what this
change will mean but this is a win for the community as it will create a new generation of
families moving into our neighbourhood. Our community needs this to keep thriving the
way it has in the past.
I work with young professionals who not only cannot afford to live in a $1.8-$2.5 milliondollar single family home but also have no desire to. Many young families with both
parents working want less yard and less maintenance. This is exactly what this
neighbourhood needs.
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Negative Comments

We also had a number of people express concerns about the project. The concerns I heard mainly
had to do with increasing density in the Queens Park Neighbourhood.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

•
•
•
•

I don’t like the idea of stratification
This project has no benefit to the city or neighbourhood
A 6000 square foot lot is too small for 3 single family homes
I thought stratification had to be on homes over 5000 square feet
The sewer and costs of moving, dividing to convert to 3 homes would not be affordable
We were not been told before that this is happening in Queens Park
There is no apparent restoration other than a coat of paint
The house will be unrecognizable compared to the existing home
Too many variances are being given for this
I have lived in Queens Park for many years and don’t want to see these changes to the
community/neighbourhood
I don’t like the way Kitsilano has been densified and I think this will make our
neighbourhood more like Kitsilano
There are restrictions on my house so this project should have the same restrictions
I would like to see projects with carriage homes in backyards, just not this one. If we move
too quickly to approve projects like these we are likely to end up with no coherent plan for
the neighbourhood.
Problems with the way the HRA policy is being implemented. In the past several years this
has provided more benefit to the property owners than the community. What is the
heritage win for the Queens Park HCA?
One of my issues is with the stratification. This goes way beyond by comfort zone for a
development
Concerns for parking
Some people said they grew up in the neighbourhood and it would be hard to see the
neighbourhood change. It would just not be the same anymore.
The laneway is too close to the neighbour’s house
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Heritage House
1) Colour Change:
At the first community heritage meeting there was concern expressed about the
change in colour from white to dark blue. The home has been white for many years, and
there was an informal comment about the colour change being too dramatic, so the project
team agreed to keep it in the same tones. Working with the heritage consultant, we chose
paint colours for the body, as well as the trim, that are era appropriate and align with the
home’s current curb appeal.
BEFORE

AFTER
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2) Rear Dormer Change:
The rear dormer was designed as a wider version of the existing dormer to give more
usable space in the upper floor. There has been community concern about this added
bulk, so the dormer has been inset in the middle to reduce some of that bulk while still
maintaining functionality upstairs.
EXISTING DORMER

PROPOSSED DORMER

Before Dormer

One 28.8 ft Dormer (Before)

After Dormer

Two 12.00 ft Dormers (After)
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Infill House
1) HEIGHT
There were some concerns about the height and shape of the infill house. In response,
the team redesigned the roof line to read more like a story-and-a-half design with dormers,
and the infill was lowered.

ORIGINAL PROPOSED
NEW PROPOSED

LUPC Agenda Package Page 96

Back to Agenda
Sun Exposure
There were some concerns about the amount of light each unit’s outdoor space would
have, as well as neighbor concerns about the effect the house move and infill would have on
their yards, so a shadow study was completed. Due to the modest height of the existing
home, as well as the infill in comparison to the neighboring properties, the impact on
neighbors is negligible. The light exposure to the three new proposed outdoor spaces
closely mimics the current exposure, and each outdoor space will enjoy sun and
shade.(attached)
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Appendix F
Queen’s Park Residents Association
Response Letter
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July 18, 2019

To Ms. Britney Quail,
The Queen’s Park Residents Association held a General Meeting on Sunday, June 23rd, 2019. As
requested by the City Planning Department, prior to our meeting Sage Construction, owned by James
Wise and his sons, held an “Open House” regarding the Heritage Revitalization Agreement (HRA)
application for a property Sage Construction owns at 515 Fourth Street. The HRA application
information was also part of the agenda and included a PowerPoint presentation followed by time for
discussion.
The power point presentation addressed:
Setbacks – rear and front which require moving the house on site
Density – an infill house: transferring from the 10% to .20 fsr to create a larger infill house
Ownership – 3 homes for sale using the strata model
Parking – reduction of the onsite parking from 3 to 2 spaces
Through the power point presentation Elana Zysblat of Ance Building Services described the moving
forward, placement and setbacks of the existing home on the 62 X 100 ft. lot and the new paint scheme
of an off white body with black trim and red door. The existing house will be divided into a duplex, one
utilizing part of the main floor and the entire upper floor and the other will encompass the remainder of
the main floor and the basement. There will be 1 large infill house facing Regina Street.
Kirsten Sutton’s (D3 Dimension Drafting and Design) component of the power point presentation also
dealt with the relocation of the existing house and promoted the densification as family friendly
affordable units.
Unit 1 2031 sf with a 298 sf yard
Unit 2 1612 sf with 345 sf yard
Unit 3 1189 sf with 435 sf yard
A motion was moved and carried by the 51 members in attendance in a vote of 50 to 1 to not support
the HRA for the property of 515 Fourth Street.
•

The membership found all aspects of this development lack any benefit to the neighbourhood,
are contrary to the heritage character of the houses and streetscape of the neighbourhood and
violate the overall intent of the Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area as embraced by its
residents. The variances are too numerous and detrimental to the protection of the heritage of
the Queen’s Park neighbourhood and show a complete lack of respect for the residents that live
here. There is no bonus or win for heritage in this project.

1. Setbacks:
There is overwhelming opposition to moving the existing house on its lot. The reduction of the
front and side yards would result in the loss of the neighbourhood’s heritage streetscape and
would greatly reduce the green space valued by the neighbourhood. The moving of the existing
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house on the lot would be incongruous with the siting of any of the other nearby homes facing
Fourth Street.
2. Density:
The creation of a duplex and this large infill house is not light infill in the eyes of the neighbours.
The transfer of the extra 10 to 20 % of the FSR from the existing building to the infill house is too
great and creates an oversized massing for the new dwelling which will be situated on a lot
facing Regina St. The density transfer is detrimental to the neighbourhood, especially if 3
dwellings on a 6000 sf. lot are considered acceptable for an HRA. This does not fit with a single
family neighbourhood protected by an HCA. The density bonus that allows for the creation of a
multi - family lot is not a win for heritage nor the neighbourhood, but rather a win only for the
developer in the form of monetary gain.
3. Ownership:
There is no need to duplex and stratify the main house when it is a perfectly good family home
as is it currently exists. Taking a viable house of this size and making it into inappropriate
housing for profit is unacceptable to the neighbours and the neighbourhood.
4. Parking:
The variance for the reduction to 2 off street parking spaces instead of 3 is also unacceptable.
Home owners actually want their own off street parking. This reduction of the on-site parking
will mean that all other cars from this overly densified, crowded property will have to park on
the street and may result in the addition of as many as an extra 4 cars parking on the street.
(Even Evo cars need to park somewhere.)
There is also a real concern in the neighbourhood that this HRA proposal will set a precedent for future
projects and that it will raise the prices of homes even more because properties in the HCA will be seen
as increased density development sites. This is the start of a slippery slope that the residents do not
want. It is why they supported the Heritage Conservation Area to protect and maintain the heritage
character of this single family neighbourhood.

Sincerely,
Kathleen Langstroth
QPRA President

CC: Advisory Planning Commission
Mayor and Council
Ms. Emilie Adin; Director of Development Services
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COMMUNITY HERITAGE COMMISSION
Wednesday, May 1, 2019, 6:00 p.m.
Committee Room #2, City Hall

EXCERPT OF MINUTES
5.1

515 Fourth Street – Heritage Revitalization Agreement
Britney Quail, Heritage Planner, summarized the staff report dated May 1, 2019
regarding a Heritage Revitalization Agreement (HRA) to allow restoration and
Heritage Designation of the protected 1940 Rankin House, in exchange for
conversion of the house to a stratified duplex and the construction of a third, stratified
infill house on the property.
Ms. Quail reviewed the variances proposed and noted that the Land Use and Planning
Committee (LUPC) had supported the application but required the overall site FSR to
be reduced to 0.8, which would be consistent with other protected properties in the
Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area (HCA).
In response to questions from the Commission, Ms. Quail provided the following
information:
• The heritage house has been deemed by staff to have moderate heritage value;
however, the intention is for the CHC to further consider this assessment;
• The owners revised the original density proposal for the infill house following
the LUPC’s recommendation;
• A motion of Council, or an HRA, is required to stratify an already existing
building;
• Within the context of the Queen’s Park HCA, the current policy is that
stratification of a dwelling can only occur through an HRA; however, further
discussion with Council is still planned on the topic of stratification of infill
buildings without an HRA;
• The property line between 515 Fourth Street and 316 Regina Street is likely a
historic lot line, and the Regina Street property is likely a historically existing
lot, which allows the owners to build within the Zoning Bylaw requirements;
and,
• This application is following the standard practice for HRAs; the next step in
the development review process is that the application would go to the
Residents’ Association and neighbourhood consultation.
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James Wise, Sage Construction and Owner, Kirsten Sutton, D3, and Elana Zysblat,
Ance Building Services, provided a PowerPoint presentation covering the following
information:
• Goals and objectives of the project and overall benefits to the neighbourhood
and the City;
• Heritage significance and character defining elements of the property;
• Conservation objectives and restoration details; and,
• Details of the site plan and infill house design, proposed to be compatible with
the main house and streetscape.
In response to questions from the Commission, Mr. Wise and Mses. Sutton and
Zysblat provided the following information:
• The house was purchased in 2018 and is not currently occupied by the owner,
nor does the owner intend to live in any of the units once complete;
• The restoration and construction would take approximately one year to
complete;
• Due to market uncertainty, the financial return that the owner would see
through the sale of the stratified units is uncertain;
• The intention behind stratification is to provide an opportunity for more than
one family to occupy the property;
• The split of the heritage house is as follows:
o Unit with the side door on Fourth Street gives access to half of the main
floor, and the upper floor;
o Unit with historic door gives access to balance of main floor and the
basement;
• The heritage house would be raised to move it to its proposed new location on
the property, but would remain its current height once in final situ;
• The heritage house would be closer to its front property line than the
neighbouring house across Regina Street, however the exact amount is
unknown because the survey information for the neighbouring houses was not
available; and,
• It would be necessary to move the heritage house in order to create space for
the infill house and two rear or side yard parking spots required.
Discussion ensued and the Commission made the following comments:
• From a conservation aspect, it may be important to consider the potential need
for fire-proof cladding and fire protection mechanisms, especially considering
the proximity of the infill house to the heritage house;
• A single house on the property may better preserve the character of the house,
and be more respectful of the existing and dominant density levels in the
neighbourhood;
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• It is becoming increasingly unaffordable to purchase property in the Queen’s
Park area, and this proposal would increase density and create greater
feasibility for families to live in the area;
• The proposed circular nature of the stairs appear to go against the original
intent of the design of the heritage house and its conical roof, and should be
reconsidered;
• The proposal appears reasonable in terms of retention of heritage elements,
overall space, and the parking provided;
• This proposal for stratification may set a serious precedent for development in
the HCA, and significant community opposition has been noted;
• Residents and visitors value the greenspace in the Queen’s Park area, and the
proposed densification, through the addition of a second building on site, may
cause a loss of greenspace and therefore character in the neighbourhood; and,
• The preservation of heritage value, which is a benefit to the City and the
neighbourhood, does not appear to be balanced with the benefits provided to
the owner in this application.
MOVED and SECONDED
That the Community Heritage Commission recommend that Council support the
Heritage Revitalization Agreement for 515 Fourth Street;
DEFEATED.
Councillor Jaimie McEvoy, Maureen Arvanitidis, John Davies, and Rosanne Hood
voted in opposition to the motion.
MOVED and SECONDED
That the Community Heritage Commission recommend that Council not support the
Heritage Revitalization Agreement for 515 Fourth Street;
DEFEATED.
Councillor Jaimie McEvoy, John Davies, Troy Hunter, and David Sarraf voted in
opposition to the motion.
MOVED and SECONDED
THAT the Community Heritage Commission delay support for the HRA for 515
Fourth Street until:
a) The neighbours have been consulted; and,
b) Policy work on stratification in Queen’s Park HCA has been resolved; and,
THAT the Community Heritage Commission recommend that the project returns to
the Commission at a later date.
CARRIED.
All members of the Commission present voted in favour of the motion
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ADVISORY PLANNING COMMISSION
Tuesday, November 19, 2019 at 6:30 p.m.
Council Chambers

EXCERPT OF MINUTES
515 Fourth Street – Heritage Revitalization Agreement

HER00716

Britney Dack, Heritage Planner, summarized the staff report dated November 19,
2019, regarding a proposed Heritage Revitalization Agreement (HRA) which
would protected the 1940 Rankin House at 515 Fourth Street through a Heritage
Designation Bylaw, in exchange for conversion of the house to a stratified duplex
and the construction of a third, stratified infill house on the lot; creating a three
unit common property strata.
Ms. Dack reviewed the details and requested relaxations within the proposed
HRA, noting the location, site context, housing types and policy context, along
with the following comments:
• The property is located within the Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation
Area (HCA) and, as a protected property, is eligible for the incentive
program which provides an additional 0.2 Floor Space Ratio (FSR) for the
primary residence and a density transfer to the detached dwelling;
• Two parking spaces are proposed in the project, which is consistent with
the Laneway and Carriage House Program, though not a three-unit strata,
which would require three parking spaces;
• Parking is permitted along both perimeters of the property;
• Greenspace requirements have been met; and,
• The required public consultation and notice has occurred, and the public
comments have been included in the agenda package.
Jackie Teed, Senior Manager of Development Services, reviewed the areas of
discussion for the APC to consider, including four variances, and noted that the
Statement of Significance (SOS) for the property was not included in the agenda
package, as it is within the purview of the Community Heritage Commission
(CHC) to evaluate the heritage merits of the proposal.
In response to questions from the Commission, Ms. Dack and Ms. Teed provided
the following information:
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• The SOS and heritage merits of the proposal would be reviewed by the
CHC, and therefore the APC has been asked to focus on its mandate, which
includes questions and comments on the requested relaxations and
variances within the application, and whether the proposal is appropriate in
the context of land use, and not to focus on the heritage merits of the
application;
• The CHC’s comments on the heritage merits of the proposal are not
included in the staff report because they deferred their motion until the
community consultation was completed and the APC had commented;
• As noted in section 3.4 of the staff report, in staff’s estimation, the house
has moderate social historic and aesthetic heritage value and is comparable
with other HRAs that have been recently reviewed by the APC or issued by
Council;
• As there is only one other house on this block of Fourth Street, between
Regina Street and Brandon Street, there was no average front yard setback
information provided;
• An approximate measurement of the front yard setback for the other house
on this block of Fourth Street was provided, as estimated from the City’s
information systems. More detailed information would need to be obtained
through a survey of the neighbouring property, which the scope of this
project is not required to provide;
• The CHC is scheduled to review the project again, prior to Council’s
consideration of adoption;
• The reason that the project will be reviewed by the CHC after the APC
review is because the CHC passed a motion to modify the normal review
process. This request went to the City Clerk, who determined that it was
acceptable.
Vince Dumas, co-owner, and Kirsten Sutton, D3, provided a PowerPoint
presentation outlining the following information:
• The project goals and relaxations requested;
• The project’s aim of housing three families within a strata, with separate
entrances and private outdoor areas;
• Changes made in response to community feedback, including lowering the
infill house size and height, changing the proposed colour schemes, and
reducing the size of the rear dormer proposed for the heritage house;
• The heritage significance and history of the house, including its
significance to the Queen’s Park area through the introduction of new
revival architecture to the area;
• The heritage restoration elements, including siding, chimney, colour
scheme, and windows; and,
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• The required relocation of the heritage house forward on the lot in order to
provide the infill house with setbacks and other characteristics that are more
in keeping with the single-detached character of the neighbourhood.
In response to questions from the Commission, Mr. Dumas and Ms. Sutton
provided the following information:
• In reference to section 5.3 in the staff report, a diagram showing the
window alignment between the infill house and the neighbours on Regina
Street is in the process of being completed;
• Stratification was preferred for the tenure of the infill house for the
following reasons:
o Greater commitment to the neighbourhood by property owners; and,
o Provides an opportunity for entry first time buyers or downsizers to
own property within the Queen’s Park neighbourhood and near to
amenities.
• The applicants plan to sell the units at market rates, which would be
determined following the completion of construction; and,
• The applicants chose an infill house rather than a carriage home due to the
density transfer available, which meant that the infill would allow a larger
three-bedroom unit, which would appeal to families.
The Chair called for speakers from the public.
Note: Unless otherwise noted, all speakers are residents of New Westminster.
Gary Boychuk provided a PowerPoint presentation and discussed the Queen’s
Park Heritage Conservation Area (HCA), and the potential precedent that could be
set by the proposal, including stratification, and proposed setbacks. Mr. Boychuk
noted no significant heritage aspects of the house, and noted that the units would
likely be expensive to prospective buyers.
Steve North advised he is not supportive of the proposal, noting that the heritage
house is already protected through the HCA, and, once the work is complete,
nothing like the original structure will be left. Mr. North also expressed concerns
about the potential density on the small lot, and parking in the area, also adding
that the proposal does not align with neighbourhood character.
Steve Norman advised that he is supportive of the HCA and the related incentives
program, but commented that the additional incentives provided through the
proposed HRA have not been evaluated properly in this case. He expressed
concern with the proposal because stratification of infill buildings in the HCA has
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not yet been determined by Council to be an available incentive, and noted that the
HRA program is not working well with the HCA objectives.
Gail North commented on the HRA process, noting that the understood aim is to
save a historic property in exchange for relaxations and variances. She noted that
the house is in no danger of demolition because it is currently protected in the
HCA. She expressed concern that due to the duplexing proposed for the house, it
would no longer look like the original, and there would be no visible heritage win.
Garth Gendron, advised that he is against stratified units, as is proposed.
In response to a question from the Commission, Mr. Gendron noted that he is
against stratification because it leaves three owners to deal with issues in regards
to the property.
In response to a question from the Commission, Ms. Dack noted that the parking
restrictions near the property include two hours for visitors or unlimited parking
with a resident permit.
Kimberly Jansz advised that she is not supportive of the proposal because she
does not consider the proposal to be in line with the HCA objectives or the
community’s desires. She noted that the lot is too small for the project and
alternative options should be considered.
Larry Church requested that the APC oppose the proposal as the current HRA
policy does not address stratification or the use of HRAs in the HCA, and
stratification of an infill house was not endorsed in Council’s initial consideration
of the HCA incentives program. He also noted opposition to the reduced front yard
setback proposed, the orientation of the duplex in the project, the on-site parking
relaxation, and the heritage house’s proposed dormers.
In response to a question from the Commission, Ms. Dack provided the following
information:
• Typical relaxations to the Zoning Bylaw which are requested through
HRAs include increased density, reduced parking spaces, setback or height
variances, and alternative tenures. These relaxations are each considered
on a case by case basis; and,
• At the time of the creation of the HCA, increased density and height and
reduced setbacks were allocated to the incentives program, where other
variances, such as parking reductions and alternate tenures, were left to be
evaluated on a case by case basis through the HRA program.
4 of 12
LUPC Agenda Package Page 109

Back to Agenda

Bryan Birks advised that he is not supportive of the proposal.
Jackie Birks advised that she is not supportive of the proposal and agrees with
comments already made by others.
Kathleen Langstroth, President, Queen’s Park Residents’ Association, noted
that the heritage house is already protected through the HCA and the proposal
must be evaluated with the streetscape and the positioning of the houses on the
intersection in mind. Ms. Langstroth also discussed the number of variances
proposed, noting that these demonstrate that the proposal is too big for the lot and
that the space left on site for the yards will not be sufficient, as it would be taken
up by the infill house.
Kelley Arnott advised that she is not supportive of the proposal and asked the
APC to take the community’s comments into consideration.
Thor Borgford advised that he is not supportive of the proposal as presented, as it
does not encapsulate the character of the house and the neighbourhood.
Maureen Arvanitidis advised that she is not supportive of the proposal as there is
no heritage ‘win’ in this project and it is too big for the property. Ms. Arvanitidis
noted that a Designation Bylaw on a house that is already protected through the
HCA seems to be irrelevant, and the proposal does not appear to conserve the
heritage value. She also expressed concern that the HRA program allows for an
additional increase in FSR where the HCA already provides density incentives,
and that this may mean that developers could start ‘trolling’ for protected
properties. She suggested that stratification projects, such as the one proposed, be
deferred until clarity through HRA policy can be achieved.
Matt Meehan, noted the following concerns with the proposal:
• The house is already protected and does not need to be saved through a
Designation Bylaw;
• No context plan was submitted to the City in advance of the meeting,
because the City has no requirement to provide one in projects of this scale;
however, it would be useful for providing greater context about the
setbacks, height and density of the neighbouring properties, and the impact
of this project on those properties;
• The new infill house does not look like a laneway house and has a backyard
smaller than a house;
• The Laneway and Carriage House Development Permit Area guidelines
strongly oppose parking between two houses, as is shown in this proposal;
• The applicants have not supplied a window study to see how the proposal
would impact the windows on his (neighbouring) house;
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• The lot, and the neighbourhood, deserves a more sensitive development,
and the proposal emphasizes the value to the developer more than the
community.
Dan Newton noted that it would have been beneficial to see streetscape renderings
of the proposal in order to provide context of the project in the neighbourhood,
and expressed the opinion that the proposal does not add value to the community.
Chris Walton, advised that she is not supportive of the proposal as she feels it
does not enhance the community. She noted that it would have been beneficial to
see renderings of the proposal in relation to the houses on Regina Street in order to
better provide an idea of the neighbourhood context.
Howard Walton advised that he is not supportive of the proposal as it takes yard
space away from the lot and the amount of variances is too high.
Rick Enegren advised that he is not supportive of the proposal, noting that the
house is not being conserved with its original heritage values intact. He advised
that it has had nice landscaping and has been well maintained over the years, but
that he felt this would disappear with the proposed changes.
Nicole Darveau advised that she is not supportive of the proposal.
Jim Hutson advised that he is not supportive of the proposal, as it is not
appropriate for the site.
Mark Fox noted that he owns a protected property in the HCA, and sees this
project as beneficial in terms of supplying affordable housing stock in the current
housing crisis, while still allowing the heritage to be honoured.
Mike Daws advised that he is not supportive of the proposal, as it is too large for
the lot and would be disrespectful to neighbouring properties.
James Garbutt advised of his support for projects of this type, noting that due to
the growth of the City there is a need for new housing to be built. He suggested
that stratification and energy upgrading would help avoid wasteful demolition and
provides people with the opportunity to live in beautiful neighbourhoods such as
Queen’s Park. He also noted that there would be no benefit to developers to build
these types of projects if stratification was not an option, and put forward the
example of Portland, which has banned single-family zoning in order to encourage
multi-family dwellings.
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Ron Spence advised that he is not supportive of the proposal, as the house is
already protected under the HCA. He suggested that the lot size was not big
enough to support the infill house, and that the density variance was only possible
because of the HCA and would not be supported in other areas of the City.
Mike Rickaby advised that he is not supportive of the proposal, as it would take
away from the greenspace on the property, which is part of the character and
family-oriented nature of the neighbourhood. He noted that it would set a
precedent for the Queen’s Park neighbourhood which he believes would cause
problems moving forward.
Gary Mockler advised that he is not supportive of the proposal. He noted that
there are many reasons why this proposal does not work on the property, including
an oversized infill house, parking concerns, setbacks that do not align with the
neighbours, and impacts on the streetscape. He asked the Commission to take into
consideration that 85% of the people who have provided feedback are in
opposition to the project. Mr. Mockler also noted that there are no tangible
heritage gains in the proposal because the house is already protected by the HCA,
and that this application proves that the City needs to reconsider the HRA program
within the HCA in order to ensure that HRAs are not being used for additional
increased density, heritage facadism, inappropriate lot-splitting, and developer
gains.
Cathy Macfarland advised that she is not supportive of the proposal as it does not
fit with neighbourhood character and asked the APC to consider the logical
comments already presented by members of the community.
Catherine Hutson noted that she is supportive of densification and restoration,
but in more appropriate locations in Queen’s Park than the property in question.
She also noted that the proposal would be too big for the lot.
Gina Yang noted that stratification would not be appropriate in the proposed
location and that such a small strata would result in tensions or disagreements
about the property that are not easily solved.
Gary Swickale noted that this proposal is the wrong way to bring densification to
the neighbourhood.
Earl Fry advised that he is not supportive of the proposal and that it would not be
appropriate for the neighbourhood.
In response to comments from members of the public, Kirsten Sutton, D3,
provided the following information:
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• The prominent section of the house would still be sited at 26 feet from the
property line on Fourth Street;
• Both the neighbouring houses on Regina Street and Fourth Street are
included in the provided shadow study;
• On Regina Street, the neighbouring house to the infill is much taller than
the infill house, and the applicant has reduced the height and size of the
infill house proposal in response to comments from the neighbours, and,
• The goal of the project is a small house that still allows for a livable space
for a small family or someone downsizing.
Matt Meehan noted that the shadow study needs to be completed in addition to a
proper context plan and clarified that his (neighbouring) house is set 19 feet back
from Regina Street, but the infill house will be 4 feet from the side of his house,
and only 8 feet from Regina Street. He also noted that the driveway between the
two houses is shown on the plans, but does not show how the boulevard would be
affected by the driveway crossing.
Larry Church noted that a side setback on Fourth Street should not be
comparable to a front setback on Fourth Street and that densification has never
equaled affordability.
The Chair called a further two times for any comments from the public and no
speakers came forward.
Procedural Note: The Commission recessed from 9:47 p.m. to 9:57 p.m.
The Chair reviewed the five areas of discussion as proposed by staff and asked for
questions and comments from the Commission on each area.
Change in Tenure (Stratification)
In response to questions from the Commission, Ms. Dack and Ms. Teed provided
the following information:
• The majority of instances of stratification within the Queen’s Park
neighbourhood are in the form of traditional apartment style buildings, with
five units or greater, and there are also a few duplexes throughout the
neighbourhood;
• Site stratification has been used in HRAs in other parts of the City, so there
is past practice to look to;
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• From the City’s point of view, the gain from allowing the stratification is in
the restoration and full protection through Heritage Designation of the
heritage house; and,
• The City’s HRA policy allows consideration of a variance request for
setbacks, and the HCA policy also supports setback relaxations.
The Commission made the following comments:
• In the case of this proposal, tenure of the property should not be the
primary issue, as there are three units proposed, and it should not matter
whether they are owned by one or three people;
• A mix in tenure in the Queen’s Park neighbourhood may be desirable;
• Stratification to divide very large homes in Queen’s Park may be a more
reasonable proposal than lot stratification, especially in the context of
smaller properties;
• It would be helpful to receive more direction from Council in regards to a
policy for stratification in HRAs and the HCA before supporting this type
of proposal;
• Stratification is positive for some projects and neighbourhoods, but would
not be favourable for this parcel of land;
• Only the creation of a duplex on this site may be more favourable as a
project; and,
• Stratification of this property may be seen to set a precedent that could
change the character of the neighbourhood.
Infill House Size
In response to questions from the Commission, Ms. Dack and Ms. Teed provided
the following information:
• Council’s consent is required to demolish a protected property in the HCA;
• It is possible to make an application to Council to have a building unprotected;
• The property is zoned as RS-4, in which the minimum lot size is 6,000 sq.
ft.; therefore, the owner is not entitled to subdivide the lot, but it could be
considered for a small lot subdivision under an HRA;
• A carriage house could be located in the same location where the infill
house is currently proposed, but it would be smaller in overall square
footage, and would be required to be rental;
• The current proposal meets all siting guidelines for a carriage house, with
the same setbacks and height; and,
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• If this proposal is not supported, the applicants could apply to construct a
carriage house, and also to move the heritage house forward on the lot
through the standard Development Variance Permit process.
The Commission made the following comments:
• The size of the infill house is of less concern than its adjacency to the
neighbours, and any infringement on their privacy;
• While there may be need for infill housing, and particularly in single-family
neighbourhoods, not all properties are good candidates for this;
• During neighbourhood consultation for the HCA, there was much
opposition to carriage housing in the area; however, the reasoning for
encouraging it was for creation of rental housing, and this project does not
match that criteria;
• If the infill house is not supported, the existing house could still be enlarged
to make better use of the property, which may have more impact on the
heritage characteristics; therefore an infill house may pose a better solution.
Infill House Massing
In response to questions from the Commission, Ms. Dack and Ms. Teed provided
the following information:
• Elevations of the house were provided in open house boards, to the Queen’s
Park Residents’ Association, and were included in the CHC and APC
packages.
The Commission made the following comments:
• That the package lacked the illustration of the proposed streetscape and
adjacent houses is of concern and makes it difficult to comment on
massing; and,
• Visualization with context is important when trying to introduce density
into a sensitive area, and by not being clear in this regard, the proponent
may have hindered the application and did not build trust with the
community about the project.
Front Yard Setback Relaxation (Duplex)
In response to questions from the Commission, Ms. Dack and Ms. Teed provided
the following information:
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• The exact measurement of the front yard setback of the neighbouring house
on Fourth Street was not provided, as it is not City policy to require a
survey of other properties; however, the City’s mapping system estimates
the setback at 12-15 feet;
The Commission made the following comments:
• The variance for the front yard setback seems excessive when looking at it
in the context of the HCA, as buildings tend to line up with each other; and,
• The variance works within the context of the overall application for
increased density, although more accurate information would be useful.
Off-Street Parking Spaces
The Commission expressed concern about the proposed parking, noting that the
proposal is to create three stratified dwellings, and therefore each dwelling should
have a parking spot.
General comments
• As an HRA is being used as the tool for this proposal, there must be
heritage value to the house, however it is difficult for the APC to consider
the proposed land use and variances, and make a decision, without
information and guidance from the CHC related to the level of value;
• Heritage value and land use are integral to each other and must be
understood in combination;
• Infill development and housing choice is important in terms of the future
growth of the City; however, the level of densification proposed in this
application may not be ideal for the context of this property;
• It may be worthwhile to consider a different composition of housing type or
tenure for this property;
• It would be beneficial to ensure that sufficient streetscape and context
images are included in similar applications in the future, in order to be more
respectful to the community and to aid in understanding context;
• As noted above, further decision from Council about stratification in HRAs,
and more specifically within the HCA would be useful, as it was the
intention of the HCA to preserve a heritage community in the city, and not
to encourage division of lots;
• It is important take the community’s statements into account when
evaluating this application; and,
• Some of the relaxations, such as infill size and parking, may be appropriate
variances for this property; however, this project does not seem to be a
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good candidate for an HRA as there is no significant restoration proposed
and no threat to the preservation of the house.
MOVED and SECONDED
THAT the Advisory Planning Commission recommend that Council provide a
motion of non-support for the Heritage Revitalization Agreement application in
regards to 515 Fourth Street, as outlined in the staff report dated November 19,
2019.
CARRIED.
All members of the Commission present voted in favour of the motion.
Commission members made the following additional comments about the APC
review process:
• The more information provided, the better, as it allows the Commission
members to determine what is relevant to their decision-making;
• All information regarding heritage value and conservation is intrinsic to
projects in the Queen’s Park neighbourhood; and,
• If the APC is being asked to provide direction in regards to a stratification
tenure model, it would be helpful to be provided with more information and
examples, including how that tenure may have been applied in similar
cases.
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