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COMMUNITY HERITAGE COMMISSION
Wednesday, June 12, 2019, 6:00 p.m.
Committee Room #2, City Hall

MINUTES
VOTING MEMBERS PRESENT:
Councillor Jaimie McEvoy
- Chair
Maureen Arvanitidis
- Community Member
John Davies
- Vice-Chair, Community Member
Deane Gurney
- Community Member
Rosanne Hood
- NWHPS Representative
David Sarraf
- Community Member (arrived at 6:05 p.m.)
REGRETS:
Jenelle Davies
Troy Hunter

- Community Member
- Community Member

GUESTS:
STAFF:
Rob McCullough
Britney Quail
Mike Watson
Heather Corbett

- Manager, Museums & Heritage Services
- Heritage Planner
- Planner
- Committee Clerk

The meeting was called to order at 6:01 p.m.
1.0

ADDITIONS TO AGENDA

No Additions.
2.0

ADOPTION OF MINUTES

2.1

Adoption of the Minutes of May 1, 2019
MOVED and SECONDED
THAT the minutes of the May 1, 2019 Community Heritage Commission meeting be
adopted.
CARRIED.
All members of the Commission present voted in favour of the motion.
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3.0

PRESENTATIONS

3.1

1111 Sixth Avenue –Official Community Plan Amendment and Heritage
Revitalization Agreement Applications
Mike Watson, Planner, summarized the staff report dated June 12, 2019, regarding
a heritage revitalization agreement (HRA) application to allow the development of
a childcare facility in a four-storey building located adjacent to the West End
Methodist (Shiloh) Church, a designated heritage building.
Mr. Watson reviewed the details of the proposed HRA, site context, current use of
the property, the reasons behind the proposed OCP amendment, the design
guidelines for the area, and the requested zoning relaxations.
Britney Quail, Heritage Planner, described the importance and background of the
heritage building, and reviewed its character defining elements. Ms. Quail also
outlined the project elements that the Commission was asked to comment on.
In response to questions made by the Commission, Ms. Quail and Mr. Watson
provided the following information:
• The applicant is Wisdom Forest Childcare, who are a for-profit childcare
business and who also hold ownership of the Church;
• The interior of the church is not protected; however, many items on the
interior have heritage value;
• The current religious use of the church is proposed to remain and it is also
intended that it would be leased out to a large variety of community groups;
• This HRA would ensure that the features of the church would be protected
by Bylaw;
• An increase in traffic on the rear lane is a neighbourhood concern, therefore
the drop off and pickup for the daycare have been located on Sixth Avenue;
• Drop off and pickup would occur over a lengthy amount of time and there is
a pull-out on Sixth Street already present; and,
• The daycare’s play space would take place behind the church and on the large
rooftop space.
Discussion ensued and the Commission made the following comments:
• Appreciation was shown for the proposed look of the building, the art deco
elements, and its fit within the neighbourhood;
• The buildings could tie in together further, in terms of building features,
colour and materials;
• A suggestion was made that the same cream accent colour be used on both
buildings to promote connection of the two buildings; and,
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• The church has been an important building for religious purposes and service
to the community and it would be important ensure its retention of purpose.
MOVED and SECONDED
THAT the Community Heritage Commission recommend that Council support the
Heritage Revitalization Agreement for 1111 Sixth Avenue.
THAT the Community Heritage Commission recommend the developers take the
following into consideration:
• Community use and current interior of the building be retained and
maintained;
• That the proposed building match the colour theme of the church; and,
• That the gold colour on the proposed building be replaced by cream of
church.
CARRIED.
All members of the Commission present voted in favour of the motion.
4.0

UNFINISHED BUSINESS

There were no items.
5.0

NEW BUSINESS

5.1

318 Fourth Street – Official Community Plan Amendment to Remove Heritage
Conservation Area Protection
Britney Quail, Heritage Planner, summarized the staff memorandum dated June 12,
2019 regarding an OCP amendment to remove heritage conservation area protection
from 318 Fourth Street, and to add the property to the list of exempted properties.
Ms. Quail noted that no recommendation is required from the Commission.
In response to questions from the Commission, Ms. Quail provided the following
information:
• The property owner was required to provide a heritage assessment for the
property, and it was scored according to the evaluation checklist in three
categories, receiving an overall score of 15/25 (60%);
• It is notable that the property received a low heritage value score; and,
• The integrity of the building is low, but it remains a fully developed, older
home in the neighbourhood.
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6.0

REPORTS AND INFORMATION

6.1

Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area – Special Limited Study Phase Two
Update
Britney Quail, Heritage Planner, summarized the staff memorandum dated June 12,
2019 regarding an update on the Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area (HCA)
special limited study phase two update, previously provided to Council in April, and
noted that it was being provided to the Community Heritage Commission for
information.
In response to questions from the Commission, Ms. Quail provided the following
information:
• The staff report should have specified 60% or less as the benchmark for
reclassification as non-protected and 61% or greater as recommended for
reclassification as protected;
• If a new property owner were interested, there would be an opportunity to
apply to restore heritage protection to a recently sold house for which the
protection was previously removed as part of the Special Limited Study; and,
• The 118 Queen’s Avenue house was evaluated as part of the Special Limited
Study, and it appears that so many of the original features were removed
during renovations that restoration would be re-creation.
Discussion ensued and the Commission made the following comments about
specific houses in the list of those to be recommended for removal of protection,
based on the results of the Special Limited Study:
• The house at 125 Third Avenue, with the distinctive Gambrel roof, may be
more significant as there are not many examples of Gambrel roofs in the City;
• The Classical Edwardian box house at 118 Queen’s Avenue is a unique and
memorable house, which may have merit; and,
• 211 Third Avenue has had substantial renovations based on elements of the
original house and to reflect the past, and would have greater value than
something that could replace it.

6.2

Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places - Overview
Britney Quail, Heritage Planner, noted that a summary of the Standards and
Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada had been provided in
the Commission’s agenda package, which outlines the core principles that the CHC
is asked to evaluate heritage projects against.
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In response to questions from the Commission, Ms. Quail provided the following
information:
• A two-year policy review of the Queen’s Park HCA is upcoming up and the
evaluation checklist would be reviewed as part of the work, with involvement
by the CHC; and,
• The policy review is expected to be launched by Council in this Council term.
6.3

General Inquiries from the Commission
1. 239 Fourth Street
Commission members expressed concern about observed deterioration of the
house at 239 Fourth Street.
In response to questions from the Commission, Ms. Quail provided the following
information:
• The City’s bylaws enforcement team operates on a complaints basis;
• The Standards & Maintenance for Protected Heritage Properties Bylaw
is set up with bylaw enforcement and allows a number of steps to occur
before the City enforces; and,
• The bylaw enforcement team has similar staged measures related to the
City’s Unsightly Premises Bylaw.
2. CHC Recommendations to Council
Britney Quail, Heritage Planner, notified the Commission that the
recommendations put forward by the Commission over the last year would be
moving forward for review at the next Council meeting and staff would report
back at the next CHC meeting.

6.2

Demolition Permit Applications Issued April 17, 2019 to June 3, 2019
ADDRESS
343 Carnegie Street
122 E. Durham Street
223 Richmond Street
1826 Dublin Street
1236 Ewen Avenue
135 Churchill Avenue
1512 Edinburgh Street

7.0

YEAR BUILT
1947
1952
1963
1939
1956
1956
1940

NEIGHBOURHOOD
Victory Heights
Victory Heights
Victory Heights
West End
Queensborough
Victory Heights
West End

CORRESPONDENCE
There were no items.
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8.0

NEXT MEETING

8.1

Next Meeting Date: Wednesday, September 4, 2019 at 6:00 p.m., in Committee
Room #2 at City Hall, or at the call of the Chair.

9.0

ADJOURNMENT

ON MOTION, the meeting was adjourned at 7:13 p.m.
Certified correct,

Councillor Jaimie McEvoy
Chair

Heather Corbett
Committee Clerk
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Memorandum
To:

Community Heritage Commission

Date:

September 4, 2019

From:

Britney Quail, Heritage Planner

File:

OCP00030

Subject:

CORRECTION: 318 Fourth Street – OCP Amendment Application for
Removal of Heritage Conservation Area Protection

On June 12, 2019, the Community Heritage Commission (CHC) was advised that an
application has been received to remove the protection from a 1908 house in the Queen’s
Park Heritage Conservation Area.
The application was evaluated with the Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area’s
Evaluation Checklist: a policy document which includes criteria related to heritage merit,
development potential, and building condition. In the Memorandum from June 12, 2019
(Attachment 1), the CHC was notified that the property received a score of 15 out of 25
(60%) on the Checklist and that, per the policy, properties with this score are generally
not recommended for reclassification (i.e. should remain protected).
However, upon further review, it was determined that staff has made an error in
evaluating the application. In referring to the original policy and bylaws related to the
Heritage Conservation Area, it is clear that a score of 60% or lower on the Evaluation
Checklist would result in a recommendation that the protection be removed from the
house. Protection is recommended at 61% or higher (16 out of 25 or above). As such,
with a score of 15, the house at 318 Fourth Avenue would be recommended for removal.
This is contrary to the information previously provided to the CHC.
As part of the application review process, the evaluation of 318 Fourth Street was
forwarded to the Land Use and Planning Committee (LUPC), a subset of Council, on
August 26, 2019. The report to this committee is included as Attachment 2. Per the
above, the recommendation from staff to this committee was to follow current policy and
put the house forward for Council to consider removing its heritage protection. Though,
staff noted the character of the house in the report, and that the CHC’s general discussion
was in favour of continuing its protection. After some discussion, the LUPC supported
the staff recommendation for removal. Minutes from the meeting are not yet available,
though will be published online at www.newwestcity.ca/committees in the coming
weeks.
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The next step in this application is for staff to draft the required bylaws for Council’s
consideration. The LUPC’s recommendation on this application would be included in the
report to Council with these bylaws. Following the initial report to Council, a Public
Hearing would be set, and the City would issue notification of the hearing, per standard
practice. The Queen’s Park Residents Association, CHC, and the Heritage Preservation
Society would also be notified in writing of the Public Hearing, which is expected to be
scheduled prior to the end of the year.
Attachments
Attachment 1: Memorandum to the Community Heritage Commission, June 12 2019
Attachment 2: Land Use and Planning Committee Report, August 26, 2019
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Attachment 1
Memorandum to the CHC, June 12, 2019
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Memorandum
To:

Community Heritage Commission

Date:

June 12, 2019

From:

Britney Quail, Heritage Planner

File:

OCP00030

Subject:

318 Fourth Street – OCP Amendment Application for
Removal of Heritage Conservation Area Protection

An application has been received to remove the protection from a 1908 house in the
Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area. Should the application be approved, the
property would be listed on the Exemption Schedule (Appendix 4) of the Official
Community Plan (OCP) and the house would be reclassified as non-protected. As a nonprotected property, no further review would be required prior to demolition. Similarly, no
Heritage Alteration Permit (HAP) would be required for alterations to the exterior of the
building. An HAP would be required for construction of new residential buildings.
The application was evaluated against criteria on the Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation
Area’s Evaluation Checklist: a policy document which supports the consideration of
applications for demolition or removal of protection, and which is central to the Special
Limited Study. The Checklist’s scoring system includes criteria related to heritage merit,
development potential, and building condition. The evaluation was completed by staff,
informed by research and a conditions assessment provided by a heritage professional as
part of the applicant’s submission package.
Overall, the property received a score of 15 out of 25 (60%) on the Checklist. Notably,
the score for heritage value was relatively low (3 out of 9, or 33%). Per the policy on the
use of the Evaluation Checklist, properties with a score of 60% or higher are generally
not recommend for reclassification to non-protected. However, Council has final
decision-making authority on these types of applications, following a Public Hearing.
The Public Hearing date has not yet been scheduled for this application. Notification will
be provided to the community once it is scheduled.
This memorandum is being provided to the Community Heritage Commission for
information, per the Heritage Conservation Area policy. The heritage assessment and
completed Evaluation Checklist are also attached to this memo for information. No
recommendation is required from the Commission at this time.
Attachment 1: Heritage Value Assessment for 318 Fourth Street
Attachment 2: Completed Evaluation Checklist, prepared by staff
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Attachment 2
LUPC Report, August 26, 2019
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REPORT
Development Services
To:

Land Use and Planning Committee

Date:

8/26/2019

From:

Emilie K Adin, MCIP
Director of Development Services

File:

OCP00030

Item #:

43/2019

Subject:

318 Fourth Street: Official Community Plan Amendment to Remove
Heritage Conservation Area Protection

RECOMMENDATION
THAT the Land Use and Planning Committee recommend that Council support the
application for removal of Heritage Conservation Area protection from the 1908
building at 318 Fourth Street, per the existing policy.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
An application has been received to remove the protection from a 1908 house in the Queen’s
Park Heritage Conservation Area. Should the application be approved, the house would be
reclassified as non-protected. As such, the house could be modified or demolished without
further heritage-related approvals.
The application was evaluated against criteria on the Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation
Area’s Evaluation Checklist (completed evaluation in Appendix A): a policy document
which supports the consideration of applications for demolition or removal of protection.
The Checklist’s scoring system includes criteria related to heritage merit, development
potential, and building condition and integrity. The evaluation was completed by staff,
informed by research and a conditions assessment provided by a heritage professional as part
of the applicant’s submission package (heritage assessment in Appendix B).
Overall, this house scored 60% on the Checklist. Under current policy, this results in a
recommendation to remove the house’s protection. Additionally, the house scored very low

Page 14 of 356

Back to Agenda

City of New Westminster

August 26, 2019

2

on the “heritage merit” section of the checklist, which generally indicates that a house should
not be retained. However, the house is more than 100 years old, in good condition, and is
fully developed under the Zoning Bylaw. As such, it could be seen to generally contribute to
the character of the neighbourhood, which the Heritage Conservation Area sought to protect
and retention of the building would not impact the owner’s ability to fully achieve their
development entitlement.
1. PURPOSE
The purpose of this report is to request a recommendation to Council on whether or not to
support the application to remove protection from a 1908 house in the Queen’s Park Heritage
Conservation Area.
2. POLICY AND REGULATIONS
2.1 Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area
A Heritage Conservation Area is a distinct neighbourhood, characterized by its historic
value, which is identified in a City’s Official Community Plan (OCP) for heritage
conservation purposes. The Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area includes properties
zoned for single-detached dwellings south of Sixth Avenue, north of Royal Avenue, west of
Sixth Street and east of Queen’s Park.
The Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area is a lower level of heritage related protection
than a Heritage Designation which is applied to an individual property (and is a requirement
of a Heritage Revitalization Agreement). Rather, the Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation
Area is an area management tool, which includes both heritage protection of the exterior of
pre-1941 existing buildings, and design control for new construction.
The goal of a Heritage Conservation Area is to allow change, but ensure the change is
respectful of existing heritage character. Heritage Alteration Permits (HAPs) are used for
managing the change.
If a HAP is required for construction activity, that permit governs design of the construction,
not the density, number of units, height, setbacks or other elements detailed in the Zoning
Bylaw. Regardless of the level of protection on a property, all new residential buildings
(principal buildings or laneway and carriage houses) are required to follow the parameters of
the Queen’s Park Residential Dwelling District (RS-4) Zone, as well as the Queen’s Park
Heritage Conservation Area Design Guidelines.

Agenda Item 43/2019

Page 15 of 356

Back to Agenda

City of New Westminster

August 26, 2019

3

Protected Properties
Buildings constructed in the Queen’s Park neighbourhood in 1940 or earlier, and those listed
on the Heritage Register, are protected through the Heritage Conservation Area. Protection
requires that the owner obtain a Heritage Alteration Permit (HAP) from the City for
construction activities on the front, sides or visible roof of the existing principal building. No
HAP is required if the exterior alteration does not affect one of these elements (e.g. for
construction in the rear of the building).
The purpose of these HAPs is to provide the City the opportunity to review the proposed
building alterations, with the intent of ensuring that the alterations respect the history of the
home and enhance the heritage character of the neighbourhood. These permits are issued by
the Director of Development Services and do not require the approval of the Council.
Non-protected Properties
Buildings built after 1941, and those which have successfully applied for an exemption due
to low heritage merit, are not protected through the Heritage Conservation Area. For these
buildings, changes to the exterior or demolition, do not require an HAP.
However, the construction of entirely new residential buildings on these properties, including
detached accessory dwellings (laneway or carriage houses), requires an HAP. These HAPs
provide the Director of Development Services with the opportunity to review the design of
new buildings with the intent of ensuring all the new development is consistent with the
existing heritage buildings, and enhances the heritage character of the neighbourhood.
2.2 Official Community Plan Amendment
A Heritage Conservation Area forms part of the City’s Official Community Plan (OCP),
much like a Development Permit Area. The Heritage Conservation Area policy indicates that
all houses built in 1940 or earlier are protected, unless an exemption is granted by Council.
Those properties which are exempted by Council are listed as an appendix in the Heritage
Conservation Area policy. As such, to add a property address to the exemption list (OCP
Appendix 4), the OCP must be amended.
Heritage Conservation Area Evaluation Checklist
Applications to exempt a property from protection, or to permit demolition of a protected
property, are reviewed against criteria in three categories: 1) Heritage Merit, 2) Development
Potential, and 3) Building Condition and Integrity. These criteria are scored on a Checklist,
which produces a final score out of 25.

Agenda Item 43/2019
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There are approximately five criteria in each category, which are weighted according to
importance. Points are allocated to each weighted criterion when the condition is present.
Then, the points in each category are added together produce a final score. The lower the
total score, the less rationale for the building to be retained as a heritage asset. The Heritage
Conservation Area policy states that a score equal to or less than 60% on the Checklist
means it would likely be reasonable to remove the building’s protection.
3. BACKGROUND
3.1 Site Characteristics and Context
The following table provides a summary of the existing site and building conditions at 318
Fourth Street:
Table 1: Existing Conditions
Existing Conditions at 318 Fourth St
OCP Designation
RD (Residential Detached and Semi-Detached Housing)
Zoning
RS-4 (Queen’s Park Single Detached Dwelling District)
Building Age
1908
Permitted Renovations 1911, 1925, 1927, 1945, 1948, 1963, 1973, 1976, 1999,
2006, and 2015.
Site Area
7,050 sq.ft. (655 sq.m.)
Lot Frontage
50 ft. (15.25 m.)
Average Lot Depth
141 ft. (43 m.)
Floor Space Ratio
0.466
Total Floor Space
3,288 sq.ft. (308 sq.m.)
Site Coverage
17%
Secondary Suite
Not at this time
Lane Access
Yes
Parking
2 spaces
Additional information related to the house, its history, condition, and heritage
characteristics is provided in a Heritage Assessment (Appendix B), which was provided by a
heritage professional as part of the applicant’s submission package. Photographs of the
existing house are included in the Heritage Assessment (Appendix B). A site context map is
provided in Appendix C.
4. ANALYSIS
Applications to remove protection from a property are evaluated in three categori es: heritage
merit, development potential, and building condition and integrity. A brief overview of this
property’s evaluation for each category is provided below, and a summary of the overall
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results from the Evaluation Checklist is available at the end of this section. The completed
Checklist is available as Appendix A.
4.1 Heritage Merit
Score: Low, 3/9, (33%)
There is some historic and social value to the house as a result of its age (1908) and an
association with an early owner; a guard at the BC Penitentiary, a significant site and
employer in the city’s history.
Additionally, the overall massing of the house’s Edwardian architectural style is still present,
including a dual hipped roof, and matching hipped roof entry porch. However, the aesthetic
(architectural) value is low, due to its vernacular design and the large number of
interventions in the buildings over the years.
Further analysis is available in the Heritage Assessment (Appendix B). A formal Statement
of Significance is not required for this application type.
4.2 Condition and Integrity
Score: Medium, 4/7 (57%)
The house is currently in very good condition: there have been a number of recent
renovations to the house and a majority of the building envelope (exterior) is relatively new.
Current photographs of the house are available in Appendix B.
As noted in the Site Characteristics and Context section above, the house has seen a series of
renovations (about a dozen) since its construction in 1908. The heritage consultant’s report
also indicates there have been non-recorded renovations, notably in the 1960s, which include
an addition off the south side of the house. There appears to be little evidence as to the
house’s original design, but it is likely the window size and shape has changed, the
entranceway and porch details altered, and all the original materials from the envelope (such
as siding, windows, doors, trim work, and architectural detailing) have been removed.
Though, notably, these items were replaced with traditional materials such as wood shingle
and lapped siding and wooden trim boards, which would be consistent with the Queen’s Park
Design Guidelines.
The house was on the Heritage Preservation Society’s Homes Tour in 2002, to showcase the
previous’ owners work to remove unsympathetic changes (such as aluminum windows, and
synthetic siding) returning the house to a more traditional character and materials palette.
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The path to a true restoration of the house is not clear as, at this time, there is little evidence
demonstrating the original design and materials of the house. However, further restorative
work could be conducted, based on best-practice and knowledge of Edwardian construction.
That work could render the house more architecturally consistent with its style. This wor k
could include: installing a series of rectangular wooden hung windows, recreating more
period appropriate porch details and features, and potentially re-introduction of a centered
dormer. All of this would continue to build on the work the previous owners had undertaken.
From an academic heritage perspective, the work would be re-creation, and character
modifications, rather than true restoration.
Important to consider is that, should the house be demolished, any new house built in its
place would be no larger, and would also be required to meet the neighbourhood’s design
guidelines: ensuring it would be appropriate and consistent with the surrounding existing
buildings. Under the Design Guidelines, a new house would be required to be of a similar
size, design, material, and style as the house that currently exists on the site.
4.3 Development Potential
Score: High, (8/9), 89%
Development potential is evaluated against the property’s entitlements under the RS-4
zoning. An overview is provided in the table below:
Table 2: Development Potential Summary
Category
Permitted in RS-4
Zoning
Floor Space Ratio
0.5 base + 0.2 bonus
(0.7 FSR total)
Total Floor Space
3,525 sq.ft. (base)
1,410 sq.ft. (bonus)
4,935 sq.ft. (total)
Site coverage
35% Maximum

Existing at 318
Fourth St
0.466

Potential
Remaining
0.234

3,288 sq.ft.

Approx.
1,650 sq.ft.

17%

18%

The building at 318 Fourth Street is approximately 67% of the floor space available under
the Zoning Bylaw. The placement of the house, and conditions of the lot (such as size, slope,
shape, and access to a lane) would allow further development to occur, including an addition
at the rear, and potentially the construction of a laneway house. As such, the retention of the
house is not likely to impact the development potential of the lot.
Note: should the protection be removed from this property, the house would no longer
qualify for the bonus 0.2 FSR density provided by the RS-4 zone, and could only achieve a
maximum FSR of 0.5 (near the current house’s size).
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4.4 Overall Assessment
On the Evaluation Checklist, the house scored as follows:
Table 3: Evaluation Checklist Summary
Criteria
Score
Percentage
Heritage Merit
3/9
33%
Condition and Integrity 4/7
57%
Development Potential 8/9
89%
Total
15/25
60%

Rating
Low
Medium
High
Medium

Per the Heritage Conservation Area policy, retention of the building is recommended when
its score is 61% or above. This building’s score is on the cusp of the retention requirement.
Further breakdown and notes from staff analysis on the above scoring is provided in
Appendix A. Additionally, the owners’ Letter of Intent for the application is provided in
Appendix E.
5. DISCUSSION
5.1 Character Merit
The house at 318 Fourth Street is old, though is not considered particularly historic or a
standout example of any architectural style. Conversely, the house does not necessarily
reflect social change over time, it has just generally changed and evolved in many small
ways.
According to the current criteria for evaluating heritage merit, the building only scored 33%.
As such, it would generally not be considered a strong candidate for retention, if it were
considered on heritage merit alone. The final score for this house on the Evaluation Checklist
indicates, by one percentage point, that the protection should be removed on this property.
Regardless of the heritage merit score, the house at 318 Fourth Street is a fully developed,
older home which has been returned, in many ways, to reflect the historic styles and palettes
of the historic Queen’s Park neighbourhood. The massing and setbacks are also consistent
with, and respectful of, the surrounding houses. Though perhaps not a particularly historic
property, the building could easily be considered a character house and may therefore be
worthy of retention. It could be argued that, the house contributes to the patina of the
neighbourhood; where buildings may not all be highly historically significant, but together
contribute to a whole that is greater than the sum of its parts.
Further, when presented with this application, the Community Heritage Commission’s
discussion was generally supportive of retention of the house. The minutes of the meeting at
which this application was discussed are included as Appendix D.
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5.2 Future Evaluation Criteria Changes
The Community Heritage Commission (CHC) has recently expressed concerns to Council
related to the Evaluation Checklist and its criteria weights. The CHC has advocated that the
61% requirement should be reduced to 50% (“a passing grade”), and that a greater breadth of
criteria should be provided in the heritage merit section of the Checklist.
The Heritage Conservation Area policy’s two-year review is scheduled to begin this fall.
Through the review program, further discussion of the policy’s results and function, as well
as proposed changes to elements such as the Evaluation Checklist, would be put forward for
Council’s consideration. The CHC and their feedback would be integrated into any proposed
policy changes.
6. CONSULTATION
6.1 Streamlined Application Process
A streamlined application process exists for these OCP application types. For applications to
reclassify, the review process does not include recommendations from the Residents
Association and City Committees, or the need to host a public open house. The streamlined
process does still provide opportunities for community and stakeholder participation through
a Public Hearing.
6.2 Community Heritage Commission Notification
This application was brought forward to the CHC for information at their meeting on June
12, 2019. The memorandum inappropriately indicated that a 60% score would result in a
recommendation for retention rather than removal. However, per the streamlined process, the
group did not provide a recommendation for support or not support; rather, the members
were simply notified of the upcoming application. The minutes from the Commission’s June
12 meeting are included in this report as Appendix D.
Following the Land Use and Planning Committee’s receipt of this report, the CHC members
will be notified of the correction: the policy indicates that the house should have its
protection removed. Additionally, as part of this follow up, the committee members will be
provided with this report and the Land Use and Planning Committee’s recommendation. The
CHC would be notified of the Public Hearing date when it is established by Council.
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7. REVIEW PROCESS AND NEXT STEPS
Following the Land Use and Planning Committee’s consideration of the application, staff
will draft the required bylaw for Council’s consideration. The Land Use and Planning
Committee’s recommendation on this application would be included in the report to Council
with these bylaws.
Following the initial report to Council, a Public Hearing would be set, and the City would
issue notification of the hearing, per standard practice. The Queen’s Park Residents
Association, CHC, and the Heritage Preservation Society would also be notified in writing of
the Public Hearing.
As the application is an OCP Amendment, the City would additionally undertake
consultation with regional stakeholders such as the School District, other levels of
government, and First Nations, consistent with Sections 475 and 476 of the Local
Government Act.
8. OPTIONS
The following options are presented to the Land Use and Planning Committee for
consideration:
1. That the Land Use and Planning Committee recommend that Council support the
application for removal of Heritage Conservation Area protection from the 1908 building
at 318 Fourth Street, per the existing policy;
2. That the Land Use and Planning Committee recommend that Council not support the
application to remove Heritage Conservation Area protection from the 1908 building at
318 Fourth Street;
3. That the Land Use and Planning Committee provide staff with alternative direction.
Staff recommend Option 1, as is consistent with existing policy.
ATTACHMENTS
Appendix
Appendix
Appendix
Appendix

A: Completed Heritage Conservation Area Evaluation Checklist
B: Heritage Assessment and Photographs
C: Site Context Map
D: Excerpt of Community Heritage Commission Meeting Minutes
June 12, 2019
Appendix E: Owners Letter of Intent
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This report has been prepared by:
Britney Quail, Heritage Planner

Emilie K Adin, MCIP
Director of Development Services

Agenda Item 43/2019

Page 23 of 356

Back to Agenda

Appendix A
Completed Heritage Conservation Area
Evaluation Checklist
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CRITERIA

Heritage Merit
The building a good example of its architectural
style.
The building contributes to either a cohesive
streetscape or provides a historic counterpoint
in its architectural style and/or massing.
The building one of few examples of this
style/era/year in the neighbourhood.
The building is associated with a significant
person, event, construction technique, unusual
material use or similar distinguishing feature.
There mature or historic landscaping (including
trees, walls, fences etc…) associated with the
property.
Total Score for Heritage Merit
Development Potential
The building close to its maximum development
entitlement under the Zoning Bylaw.
The building could be adapted for contemporary
uses and density without compromising the
heritage merit.
The lot size, shape and slope allows for
additional development.
The position/location of the house on the lot
allows for additional development.
Mature or historic landscaping would be
retained if additional development was added.
Total Score for Development Potential
Condition
The building retained a high level of original
heritage elements. (For example: windows,
doors, siding, trim, brackets, soffits, casing and
other design features).
The building has retained the original form and
massing associated with its architectural style.
The renovations (if any) on the building been
compatible with the existing heritage elements
or if not, removal and restoration is feasible.
The building’s exterior appears to be in good
overall condition or easily repairable.
Total Score for Condition
Total Score

SCORE

STAFF COMMENTS

1/3 The original form and massing is consistent
with the building’s original architectural style.
2/3 The building contributes in roofline, massing,
and architectural style to a cohesive historic
streetscape.
0/1 Vernacular Edwardian/Four-square is
relatively common in the city.
0/1 None identified at this time.
0/1 No historically significant or mature
landscaping associated with the property.
3/9

Overall low heritage merit.

2/3 The building is close to the base zoning
entitlement, but has not achieved/exceeded.
2/2 Additional floor space could be
accommodated in ways that would not
impact the original form and character.
2/2 Flat and wide lot with appropriate side yard
setbacks. Lots of rear yard space.
1/1 House is set forward and centered on the lot
which would allow development at the rear.
1/1 No mature trees or significant landscaping
would be impacted by additional
development.
8/9 Overall high potential to achieve full
development entitlement.
0/3 Substantial renovations over time; nonoriginal windows, doors, siding, trim etc.
2/2 The original form and massing is evident.
1/1 Renovations have been generally
compatible; the addition is not compatible
but is removable.
1/1 The building’s exterior appears to be in good
condition overall.
4/7 Overall low due to significant changes over
time.
15/25

Retention of the building is generally
recommended when a score is 15/25 (60%)
(60%) or above.
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Heritage Assessment
318 Fourth Street
New Westminster, BC
Introduction
The subject building is located at 318 Fourth Street in New Westminster and is being evaluated for
removal from the Advanced Category of the Queen’s Park Neighbourhood Heritage Conservation Area
Bylaw. Because the Heritage Conservation Area is part of the City’s Official Community Plan (OCP),
removal of a property from the Advanced Category requires a text amendment to the OCP.
In order to begin the process of removing the property from the Advanced Category, a heritage
assessment and a review of the property’s development entitlements (this document) as well as a
completed demolition checklist (attached) is required. If the Director of Development Services supports
the application, staff would provide a report for Council’s consideration to proceed. Should Council
direct, the OCP text amendment process would include 1st/2nd readings of the text amendment at a
Council meeting, followed by a public hearing and consideration of 3rd reading at a second Council
meeting, and finally consideration of adoption of the text amendment by Council at a third Council
meeting.
Context
Constructed in 1908, the subject building (identified on the map below with a red rectangle) is located in
the Queen’s Park neighbourhood. It is situated mid-block between Third and Fourth Avenues.
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The property is 7,050 square feet (655 square metres) in area, with a frontage of 50 feet (15.24 metres)
and an average depth of 141 feet (42.98 metres). There are single-family dwellings on either side of,
and across the street, from the property.
The house is known as the E. Walmsley House and is
not protected heritage property. It is not listed on the
City’s Heritage Register nor does it have a Statement of
Significance (SOS). It was, however, identified and
listed on the City’s Historic Places Inventory (1980s),
with the following description:
“Built in 1908, the appearance of this house has been
greatly altered by synthetic siding, aluminum-frame
windows, decorative shutters, porch design, and
additions to the main house.” 1

Since that description, written in the 1980s, the house has undergone renovations that included the
replacement of the synthetic siding and aluminum-frame windows with more period-appropriate
materials, but without following heritage conservation guidelines or principles.
Official Community Plan and Zoning
The property is designated in the Official Community Plan as ‘M-RD: Residential-Detached and SemiDetached Housing’. The purpose of this designation is to “allow low density ground oriented residential
uses including gentle infill which increases housing choice and retains existing neighbourhood character”
on the mainland portion of the City. The principal forms and uses are: “single detached dwellings and
duplexes. Single detached dwellings may also include a secondary suite and/or a detached accessory
dwelling unit (e.g. laneway house, carriage house).” Complementary uses include: “home based
businesses, small scale local commercial uses (e.g. corner stores), small scale institutional uses (e.g. child
care, care facilities, places of worship), utilities, transportation corridors, parks, open space, and
community facilities.” The maximum density contemplated is low density residential. With the use of a
Heritage Revitalization Agreement, or similar tool, “a property with heritage value 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. A Heritage Revitalization Agreement
may also be used to permit the housing forms listed in Residential – Ground oriented Infill Housing
designation or to formalize an existing, larger scale land use such as a low rise or a place of worship”. 2

1
2

New Westminster Heritage Resources Inventory, Volume 2, 1986, p. 106
New Westminster Official Community Plan, p.148
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The property is additionally part of a Heritage Conservation Area and has been automatically listed in
the Advanced Category because of the year the house was constructed (1908). The City’s website
describes the Heritage Conservation Area as follows: “A Heritage Conservation Area is a distinct and
identifiable neighbourhood, characterized by its historic value, which is identified in a City’s Official
Community Plan for heritage conservation purposes. The Queen’s Park neighbourhood has been
identified as having a unique character that reflects the history of New Westminster throughout the
twentieth century and is therefore worthy of such conservation. The purpose of a Heritage
Conservation Area is to minimize the loss of historic houses and street character, while ensuring any
new builds are appropriate to the existing character of the neighbourhood. A Heritage Conservation
Area provides both long-term heritage protection and design control for new construction. Heritage
protection provisions do not apply to the interior or rear of any buildings. Additionally, all zoning
regulations and entitlements continue to apply.” 3
The property is zoned Single Detached Residential District 1 (RS1), the intent of which is “to allow single
detached dwellings, secondary suites, and laneway or carriage houses in residential neighbourhoods”. 4
The Building
The building, constructed in the Edwardian style, is a two-storey, wood -frame building with a dualhipped roof. A one-storey addition with a flat roof is positioned on the south side of the building,
towards the rear. The house is clad in horizontal wood siding on the upper main levels, with wood
shingles on the lowest level. The windows on the front elevation are two-over-two and square-shaped.
At some point after 1982, these window openings were enlarged on both the lower and upper levels of
the front and side elevations, and their shape changed from rectangular to square. The front entry is
situated on the left (south) side of and set back from the front elevation. It is accessed by a set of steep
wooden steps and is covered by its own hipped roof, which are supported by two wooden posts. The
description in the Inventory suggests that the front entrance has undergone changes since the house
was first constructed. Unfortunately, there is no evidence showing the original design.
The house has undergone numerous renovations since it was constructed in 1908. According to City
permits, the house was altered in 1911 and had additions made to it in 1925, 1927, 1945, and 1973. At
some point during this time, likely in the 1960s, an unpermitted addition was made off the south side of
the house, which remains to this day. A fireplace was added in 1948, a garage in 1975, and a swimming
pool in 1976. The interior was altered in 1976, in the late 1990s, and in 2015. There is no longer a
swimming pool on the property.
The house was on the New Westminster Heritage Homes Tour in 2002. According to their description,
the last set of owners, who purchased the house in 1996, spent over six years removing “synthetic
siding, aluminum frame windows and shutters” from the exterior and renovating the interior. According
to their research, the only heritage material remaining on the exterior was “some exterior wood siding”.
3
4

www.newwestcity.ca/heritage/queens-park-heritage-conservation-area/articles/5962.php
www.newwestcity.ca/zoning-bylaw. Section 310.
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A concluding statement of the description is that the “current design is a wonderful combination of
practical contemporary and heritage achieved with an artistic eye and wonderful colour”. 5
It is noted in the City’s Site
Development Report that the
building has a total floor space
of 3,288 square feet (305
square metres) with a floor
space ratio of 0.466. The
building has a total site
coverage of 1,216 square feet
(113 square metres) or 17.25%.
These figures typically based on
the last set of building permits
and may not be accurate today;
however, a visual assessment
suggests the house is about
that size. The house is situated
in roughly the middle of the lot,
in line with the neighbouring houses, with the original footprint of the house situated closer to the side
(north) edge of the property. There is mature shrubbery and landscaping and one mature fruit tree on
the property. There is a mature evergreen on the next door property to the south, close to the northeast corner of the subject property.
Heritage Value and Evaluation
Heritage Value - Neighbourhood
According to the Queen’s Park Statement of Significance, the Queen’s Park Neighbourhood is valued for
its historic, cultural, and aesthetic significance – in particular for the large collection of grand houses and
their associated gardens, streets in a grid layout with planted boulevards, and the various public parks.
The neighbourhood is also valued for having been and continuing to be home to working, middle- and
upper-middle class people, as can be shown by the various lot and house sizes and by the existence of
neighbourhood apartment buildings. Further heritage value can be found in its history, age and
associations with important people. It has cultural significance for the way it conveys a unique sense of
time and place, for the traditions it retains, and for its strong sense of community, elegance and
permanence. The inclusion of a regional park in the neighbourhood (called “Queen’s Park”) contributes
to the cultural significance for its association with long-standing traditions such as May Day celebrations
and sporting events such as lacrosse. The neighbourhood is further valued for its aesthetic significance,

All quotes in this paragraph from the description provided for the 2002 New Westminster Heritage Homes Tour
brochure. http://www.nwheritage.org/hht/heritagehometours.php

5
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in particular for the variety of architectural styles, materials, craftsmanship and neighbourhood patina
that are represented by the buildings and landscapes. 6
The E. Walmsley House reflects some of these neighbourhood heritage values: 1) it is a modest but
elegant home, which reflects the tradition of upper-middle class residents, 2) it is aesthetically pleasing,
and 3) it was constructed in 1908, making it over 100 years old.
Heritage Value – House
The heritage value of a place is determined by assessing if it has historic, aesthetic, cultural, scientific,
social and/or spiritual importance or significance for past, present and future generations. If present,
these values would be embodied by character-defining elements (typically identified as materials, forms,
location, spatial configurations, uses and cultural associations or meanings). 7 A formal Statement of
Significance is a document which carefully researches and summarizes these values and the characterdefining elements. (Please note that this document does not go into that level of detail but will make
general statements regarding heritage value and character-defining elements.)
Historic Value: The house has some historic significance for its association with an early owner, Edward
Walmsley, who was a guard at the British Columbia Penitentiary. Edward was married to Christina
Sangster Archibald on June 14, 1900 in New Westminster. They lived at the house from about 1911 until
some point between 1915 and 1918, at which point there are no Walmsleys listed for New Westminster.
The 1909 Fraser Valley Directory shows that John B. Beveridge, a clerk with T.S. Annandaic, lived in the
house for one or two years, likely as a renter. 8 City records and the 1910 Assessment Roll identify that
W. N. Hutchinson was the builder and likely the first owner of the house. He would have been the one to
rent to Mr. Beveridge. Further research would be required to determine exactly who Mr. Hutchinson is
and if he has any historic value related to the house.
Aesthetic Value: In terms of aesthetic value, the exterior of the house has aesthetic appeal, but it does
not epitomize a defined or unusual architectural style. It is not a landmark house, but it does contribute
positively to a historic streetscape.
Social Value: There is some social value for its connection to the community today and the way it
contributes to the community’s sense of identity by being a lovely historic-looking house within a
streetscape of historic houses.
Scientific and Spiritual Values: There is no scientific value associated with the house as it does not
provide information that helps people understand or appreciate the era in which it was built, or the
people or neighbourhood associated with it. There is no spiritual value as it is not a sacred or spiritual
place.
www.newwestcity.ca/database/files/library/Schedule_A_Queens_Park_Heritage_Conservation_Area(4).pdf. P.
14
7
Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada, Second Edition, p. 5.
8
More in depth research would be required to sort out the early ownership of the house.
6
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Character-defining elements are limited and would only include the original form and massing of the
house, which is still visible despite the one-storey addition made to the south side of the house.
Although this addition is incompatible to the heritage look of the house, it could be removed and that
part of the elevation returned to a more period-appropriate design.
Development Entitlements
The following table shows a comparison of allowed/required zoning entitlements to what is currently
existing.
Category

Site Area
Frontage (min 10% of perimeter
of the property)
Floor Space Ratio
Total Floor Space (for this site)
Total Site Coverage %
Off-street Parking

Allowed/Required
Min 6,000 sq ft (557.4 sq m)
Min 38.2 ft (11.6 m)

Existing
7,050 sq ft (655 sq m)
50 ft (15.24 m)

Max 0.50
3,525 sq ft (327.5 sq m)
based on existing site area
35%
1

0.466
3,288 sq ft (305 sq m)
17.25%
2

If the existing figures on the Site Development Report are accurate at the writing of this report, then the
building is close to its maximum development entitlement. Further, the property and house have been
adapted for contemporary uses. The lot size, shape and slope would allow for some additional
development but not without compromising the liveable outdoor space. 9
Conclusion
The house has very little original material left; none on the outside and only a limited amount on the
inside (the fir floors). Previous owners, according to the 2002 New Westminster Heritage Homes Tour
brochure, spent nearly seven years returning a heritage look to the house. They replaced the synthetic
siding with wood siding and replaced the aluminum frame windows with wood-frame ones, enlarging
them at the same time. However, this was not a true restoration as there is no evidence that the work
followed any heritage conservation principles or practice. In fact, the change in size and shape of the
window openings reduces any heritage value the renovation might have had. Research has not
discovered any photos or drawings that show the original design of the house, making a true restoration
difficult.
After assessing the heritage value and development potential of 318 Fourth Street, it is the
recommendation of this heritage professional that the property could be removed from the Advanced
Category list of the Queen’s Park Neighborhood Heritage Conservation Area Bylaw.

9

A detailed development assessment would require updated measurements.
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Current Photographs of the E. Walmsley House
All photographs are by the author and dated July 2018 unless otherwise indicated.

Front (east) Elevation

Front (east) Elevation –
addition on south side
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Rear (west) Elevation

Side (north) Elevation
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Side (east) Elevation:
Above image shows the elevation
of the original massing.
Left image shows the elevation of
the addition.
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Comparison of House: 1982 and 2018

318 Fourth Street, NW. Circa 1982.
NW Museum and Archives. IHP14410

318 Fourth Street, NW. 2018
Photo by Julie Schueck
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318 Fourth Street, NW. Circa 1982.
NW Museum and Archives. IHP14412

318 Fourth Street, NW. 2018
Photo by Julie Schueck
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Historic Information

Penitentiary Warden and staff, c. 1905
E. Walmsley is identified in the photo with a circle.
Photo courtesy of the NW Museum and Archives, IHP0272
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Historic Map

Goad’s Map, Plate 120, 1913
Property identified with a red rectangle
Footprint of the house shown in yellow
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A description of New Westminster in the year the house was constructed, from the “Directory of New
Westminster City and the Municipalities of the Fraser Valley” 1908, p. 3.
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New Westminster City & the Municipalities of the Fraser Valley Directory: 1908
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Henderson’s Directory: 1911
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Henderson’s Directory: 1912
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Henderson’s Directory: 1914
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Walmsley Wedding Certificate (http://search-collections.royalbcmuseum.bc.ca/Genealogy)

Page 45 of 356

Back to Agenda

Edwardian Style 1905 - 1914
The following is a description of a typical Edwardian House style, courtesy of the Vancouver Heritage
Foundation:
ORIGINS: After the ascension of King Edward VII in the British monarchy, a new architectural style
emerged called Edwardian. It is thought of as a simplified form and detailing in contrast to the excesses
of the Victorian style. Many of these simplified forms, strongly influenced by the American “FourSquare” style, were built using stock plan books of the time. The vernacular Edwardian quickly became
the most popular residential building style in Vancouver. Up scale examples were embellished with
Classical details and proportions.
FORM: This style had a simple rectangular floor plan that was divided into quadrants. It was designed to
have the entry hall and stairwell on one side with the drawing/living room across the front, the kitchen
behind the entry hall, and the dining room behind the living room. All bedrooms were located upstairs
with the bathroom (separated into a watercloset and tub plus vanity), which was located between the
two bedrooms. The roof form was usually a hipped roof with a matching roof over the front porch,
although the open gable roofline persisted in the humbler versions.
Sleeping porches appeared on the upper level of many of the houses as did bay windows on the main
floor. The porch usually extended across the full width of the façade, but was limited to the entry
quadrant in more elaborate Classical versions to fully display an elaborate living room window,
sometimes with a Palladian (half arched) window. Some of the Edwardians with a u-shaped stairwell
projected out in a square bay beyond the plain sides of the house.
DETAILS: Windows were usually double-hung, with transom windows appearing on the higher ceilinged
houses along with sidelights flanking the front door. Stained glass appeared in transom windows and in
the entry doors. Wainscotting with sympathetic detail such as a built-in hall bench was present in
houses with a u-shaped stairwell. Classical versions had a columned front porch (usually front the railing
up, elaborate brackets under the planked soffits, and dentil ranges on the fascia, plus door and window
frames.
MATERIALS: Narrow lap siding (or bevel siding) was relegated to the water table line or the top of the
first floor with a shingle treatment above, or narrow lap siding all the way up. Sometimes stone, usually
granite, replaced narrow lap siding up to the water table line. This detail (also known as “Splash-back”)
helped to introduce the tri-partite expression found in more elaborate houses. Roofs were cedar shingle
(generally replaced in the late 20’s by asphalt shingles). Windows were wood-framed, with single pane
lights (storm windows are utilized for heat retention). 10

10

http://www.vancouverheritagefoundation.org/house-styles/edwardian/
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Appendix C
Site Context Map
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318 Fourth St
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NAD_1983_UTM_Zone_10N
CNW GIS Services
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This map is a user generated static output from an Internet mapping site and
is for reference only. Data layers that appear on this map may or may not be
accurate, current, or otherwise reliable.
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Appendix D
Excerpt of Community Heritage Commission
Meeting Minutes from June 12, 2019
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COMMUNITY HERITAGE COMMISSION
Wednesday, June 12, 2019, 6:00 p.m.
Committee Room #2, City Hall

MINUTES – Extract
5.1

318 Fourth Street – Official Community Plan Amendment to Remove
Heritage Conservation Area Protection
Britney Quail, Heritage Planner, summarized the staff memorandum dated June
12, 2019 regarding an OCP amendment to remove heritage conservation area
protection from 318 Fourth Street, and to add the property to the list of exempted
properties. Ms. Quail noted that no recommendation is required from the
Commission.
In response to questions from the Commission, Ms. Quail provided the following
information:
 The property owner was required to provide a heritage assessment for the
property, and it was scored according to the evaluation checklist in three
categories, receiving an overall score of 15/25 (60%);
 It is notable that the property received a low heritage value score; and,
 The integrity of the building is low, but it remains a fully developed, older
home in the neighbourhood.

Doc#1445348, V2

Community Heritage Commission Minutes - Extract
June 12, 2019
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Appendix E
Owners’ Letter of Intent
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Memorandum
To:

Community Heritage Commission

Date:

September 4, 2019

From:

Jackie Teed, Senior Manager of
Development Services

File:

05.1033.20-2019

Subject:

Commission Recommendations to Council

On July 8, 2019, Council was provided with a report (Attachment 1) which outlined five
recent motions from the Community Heritage Commission. These motions were adopted
by the Commission at its November 14, 2018, February 6, 2019 and April 10, 2019
meetings. They relate to the following topics:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Construction and demolition waste;
Demolition permit requirements;
Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area Evaluation Checklist;
Demolition of 50 Sixth Street (McLeod Block); and
Indigenous peoples consultation in capital projects.

As available in the attached report, staff provided information on the City’s policies,
practices, and on-going work related to the topics covered by the Commission’s motions.
The report provides Council’s direction to staff, in relation to these topics, and
demonstrates how the recommendations would be integrated into staff’s work plan. At
the meeting, Council passed all of the staff recommendations, with recommendation #5
amended to the following:
THAT Council receive for information the Community Heritage Commission’s
recommendation regarding Indigenous peoples consultation on capital projects
and that this recommendation be included in the City’s reconciliation process.
This report was previously circulated to the Commission by electronic communication,
and this memorandum serves to add that communication to the public record.
Attachments
Attachment 1: July 8, 2019 Council Report
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REPORT
Community Heritage Commission
To:

Mayor Coté and Members of Council

Date:

7/8/2019

From:

Community Heritage Commission

File:

13.2605.40

Item #:

287/2019

Subject:

Community Heritage Commission (CHC) Recommendations to Council

RECOMMENDATION
1. THAT Council direct staff to explore potential updates to the City’s demolition
recycling policy through the Community Energy and Emissions Plan Update
scheduled to commence shortly.
2. THAT Council take no further action to add requirements to the City’s demolition
application process, given the City’s current policies ensure proper and thorough
consideration of demolition permit applications and exceed standard municipal
practice.
3. THAT Council direct staff to explore amending the heritage assessment scoring for
the Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area Policy to reflect a minimum retention
score of 55%, and report back to Council as part of the two-year review of the
Heritage Conservation Area Policy.
4. THAT Council take no further action to review heritage significance of the building
at 50 Sixth Street (McLeod Block), given that redevelopment of this site has previously
been fully approved by the City as part of the development application for 618
Carnarvon Street.
5. THAT Council receive for information the Community Heritage Commission’s
recommendation regarding Indigenous peoples consultation on capital projects.
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City of New Westminster

July 8, 2019

2

PURPOSE
The purpose of this report is to present Council with five motions adopted by the Community
Heritage Commission (CHC), at its November 14, 2018, February 6, 2019 and April 10,
2019 meetings, and to provide staff comments on the City’s policies, practices, and on-going
work related to those motions.
DISCUSSION
The Community Heritage Commission has adopted five motions advising Council on a
number of matters. Each recommendation is included below, followed by some background
information and discussion by staff.
1. Construction and Demolition Waste
During the November 14, 2018 meeting of the CHC, the Commission members discussed
concerns about the amount of demolition materials that end up in landfills and the need to
salvage first growth materials from City, School Board buildings or privately owned
properties for re-purposing elsewhere, as outlined in Attachment 1, and passed the following
resolution:
THAT the Community Heritage Commission recommends that City Council consider
the development of a policy on demolition, deconstruction and salvage materials.
Metro Vancouver has set a target to reduce construction and demolition waste going to
landfills. The City supports meeting this target, and has a policy which requires demolition
permit applicants to demonstrate adequate recycling practices. The following are currently
required for all demolition permit applications:
1)
2)
3)
4)

A waste disposal and recycling plan;
A recycling compliance report;
A hazardous materials report; and
A refundable recycling incentive deposit.

A majority of construction waste is recyclable, and the demolition permit program
encourages reuse of many items including appliances, cabinetry, bricks, ceramic tile,
concrete blocks, doors (exterior and interior), plumbing fixtures, windows in frames, and
landscaping (such as shrubs and small trees). These elements may be bought and sold
through private re-use and salvage businesses or online resale platforms. Regarding recycled
lumber, the British Columbia Building Code (BCBC) has requirements related to identifying
recycled lumber grades prior to re-use both for structural safety and inspection purposes.
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Staff does not support staff time being diverted to broadening this policy except as
comprehensively explored through the Community Energy and Emissions Plan Update
scheduled to commence shortly.
2. Demolition Permit Requirements
During the April 10, 2019 meeting of the CHC, the Commission passed the following
resolution, as outlined in Attachment 2:
That the CHC recommend that the City consider amending the current demolition
permit policy to require that a conception drawing be submitted prior to permitting a
demolition order.
The City has a number of practices, policies and regulations which help to ensure that new
construction is consistent with guidelines and standards. The City generally discourages
application for demolition on properties with an active rezoning, heritage revitalization
agreement (HRA), or development permit application review process underway, pending
Council or delegated approval of the development application. These reviews include
detailed drawings. For sites for which a proposed development does not require rezoning or a
development permit, approval of Council is either outside of its jurisdictional authority,
bylaw, or it has been delegated to staff. Review of drawings against zoning regulations and
BC Building Code, and against design guidelines for houses in the Queen’s Park Heritage
Conservation Area, is completed by staff. This takes a shorter time than a rezoning or HRA,
and a demolition permit may be issued while this review is in process.
The City also has a number of regulations and policies related to demolition applications for
heritage and other older buildings, to provide opportunities for additional consideration, as
follows:
x Demolition Permits for Designated heritage properties and Protected properties in the
Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area (and, currently also Special Limited
category properties) require approval by Council, including review by Community
Heritage Commission (CHC);
x Demolition Permits for Heritage Register properties require review of the CHC;
x Demolition Permits for Buildings constructed prior to 1900 require review of CHC,
which may recommend Council place a temporary protection order to allow staff to
work with the applicant to identify options for retaining the building;
x Demolition Permits for Buildings older than 50 years require review by staff, who
may provide a letter to the applicant encouraging exploration of a Heritage
Revitalization Agreement.
Staff recommends that policies to ensure proper and thorough consideration of demolition
permit applications are in place and exceed standard municipal practice.
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3. Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area Policy
During the April 10, 2019 of the CHC, the Commission passed the following resolution, as
outlined in Attachment 3:
That the CHC recommend that Council review and amend the heritage assessment
scoring for the Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area Policy to reflect a majority
score minimum from 60 to 55%.
Staff is currently reviewing the Evaluation Checklist, and will make recommendations
related to any proposed revisions as part of the two-year review of the Heritage Conservation
Area Policy, scheduled to begin in summer 2019. As part of this work, staff will take CHC’s
feedback into consideration. The policy review will include an assessment of the impact of
the Conservation Area’s heritage protection provisions, a review of the administrative
process and procedures, an analysis of the outcomes of the Design Guidelines, as well as
review of the Evaluation Checklist. The updated Checklist, once completed, would be
presented to the CHC for comment prior to being provided to Council for endorsement. Staff
support CHC’s request to review the Evaluation Checklist and will be reporting back to
Council.
4. 50 Sixth Street (McLeod Bl ock)
During the February 6, 2019 meeting of the CHC, the Commission members discussed
concerns about the demolition of the A.W. McLeod Block, which makes up part of the 618
Carnarvon development, and asked that Council permit a review of the building’s he ritage
significance, as outlined in Attachment 4, and passed the following resolution:
THAT the CHC recommend to Council a review of the heritage significance of the
McLeod Block (50 Sixth Street) based on the following factors:
x It was designed by leading city architects Gardiner and Mercer;
x Alfred W. McLeod’s business was of City importance; and,
x The building style is Classical Edwardian.
The subject site is part of the recently approved development at 618 Carnarvon, which
includes a 33 storey mixed-use, high-rise tower with 262 residential units and at gradecommercial floorspace, a privately owned public pocket park, and SkyTrain encapsulation.
The rezoning to facilitate this development was adopted by Council on September 17, 2018,
and the Special Development Permit issued October 4, 2018, prior to the date this
recommendation was passed.
The A.W. McLeod Building is not a designated heritage building, nor listed on the Heritage
Register, nor within a Historic District. As such, the redevelopment propos al for the site was
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not forwarded to the CHC. The property was listed on the Heritage Inventory and is older
than 50 years and, per City policy, was reviewed by staff for heritage value during the
rezoning application. Through this process, the building was not deemed to have sufficient
integrity or remaining heritage value to be integrated into a new development.
A demolition permit has not yet been issued. Should the City wish, the building could be
protected against demolition through a Heritage Designation Bylaw. This bylaw could be
applied to the property with or without the owner’s consent. However, under the Local
Government Act, the owner would have the right to claim compensation for loss of value
compared to the current development potential. Staff does not recommend designating this
property, given that the development has been fully approved by the City as currently
proposed (without the retention of 618 Carnarvon).
5. Indigenous Peoples Consultation
During the February 6, 2019 meeting of the CHC, the Commission members discussed the
importance of considering and consulting with Indigenous peoples when developing capital
projects and designing events in the City, as outlined in Attachment 5, and passed the
following resolution:
THAT the CHC recommend to Council that the Canada Games Pool Replacement and
other capital projects consider aboriginal peoples in their development, design and
future activities.
In December 2018 the city entered the detailed schematic phase for the future New
Westminster Aquatics and Community Centre (NWACC). At that time, the Castlemain
Group was hired to support the development of a program plan to understand how this new
facility could support Indigenous Community members residing in the City. The goal of this
engagement was to connect, both in-person and through a survey, with Indigenous peoples
living in New Westminster to obtain their feedback and suggestions on how to make the
NWACC a place that is used by urban Indigenous peoples. This scope of work was presented
to Council March 11, 2019.
Moving forward, it is anticipated that future capital projects will be informed by the City’s
Reconciliation Framework; the development of which aspires to engage with Indigenous
groups towards a deeper understanding of their interests relative to the New Westminster
area. The City is working with Castlemain Group in the completion of this framework. Staff
support CHC’s recommendation and the spirit of CHC’s motion is already central to the
staff’s workplan in relation to the Canada Games Pool replacement project.
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OPTIONS
The following options are presented for Council’s consideration:
1. That Council direct staff to explore potential updates to the City’s demolition
recycling policy through the Community Energy and Emissions Plan Update
scheduled to commence shortly.
2. That Council take no further action to add requirements to the City’s demolition
application process, given the City’s current policies ensure proper and thorough
consideration of demolition permit applications and exceed standard municipal
practice.
3. That Council direct staff to explore amending the heritage assessment scoring for the
Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area Policy to reflect a minimum retention score
of 55%, and report back to Council as part of the two-year review of the Heritage
Conservation Area Policy.
4. That Council take no further action to review heritage significance of the building at
50 Sixth Street (McLeod Block), given that redevelopment of this site has previously
been fully approved by the City part of the development application for 618
Carnarvon Street.
5. That Council receive for information the Community Heritage Commission’s
recommendation regarding Indigenous peoples consultation on capital projects.
6. That Council provide alternative direction.
Staff recommends Options 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5.

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment
Attachment
Attachment
Attachment
Attachment

1: CHC
2: CHC
3: CHC
4: CHC
5: CHC

2018 Nov. 14 Minutes 6.3 Extract
2019 Apr. 10 Minutes 4.2 Extract
2019 Apr. 10 Minutes 5.2 Extract
2019 Feb. 6 Minutes 5.3 Extract
2019 Feb. 6 Minutes 6.2. c) Extract
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This report has been prepared by:
Jackie Teed, Manager of Planning

Submitted on Behalf of the
Community Heritage Commission

Approved for Presentation to Council

For:
Emilie K Adin, MCIP
Director of Development Services

Lisa Spitale
Chief Administrative Officer
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COMMUNITY HERITAGE COMMISSION
Wednesday, November 14, 2018, 6:00 p.m.
Committee Room #2, City Hall

MINUTES - Extract
6.3

General Inquiries from the Commission
a) Heritage Strategy
The Commission was advised that there is no new update on this subject
matter.
b) Houses and Landfill
The Commission discussed concern about the amount of demolition materials
that end up in landfills, noting that often in the US, houses are retained because
demolition costs may be too high. It was noted that it may be time for the City
to investigate a policy to divert first growth materials from the landfill.
c) Salvage Material Policy
Similarly, the City could investigate a policy on salvaging first growth
materials from City or School Board buildings and privately owned properties,
for re-purposing elsewhere. The Commission noted previous and current
examples of wood from the Arenex, John Robson, properties in Queen’s Park
which are being renovated, and the future demolition of Richard McBride
School as sources of these salvageable materials.
MOVED and SECONDED
THAT the Community Heritage Commission recommends that City Council
consider the development of a policy on demolition, deconstruction and
salvage materials.
CARRIED.
All members of the Commission present voted in favour of the motion.
d) AW Macleod Building
The Commission inquired into the AW Macleod Building, at Sixth Street and
Carnarvon, which is being replaced by a high rise development, and questioned
why its demolition did not come before the CHC.
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e) Conservation Areas in the City
In response to a question from the Commission, Councillor McEvoy noted that
he would investigate whether inquiries had been received from other areas in
the City about Conservation areas.
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COMMUNITY HERITAGE COMMISSION
Wednesday, April 10, 2019, 6:00 p.m.
Committee Room #2, City Hall

MINUTES – Extract
4.2

Demolition Permit Review Policy – Memo
Britney Quail, Heritage Planner, summarized the April 10, 2019 staff memo
regarding the City’s demolition permit review policy, providing details about the
legalities, and the City’s authority and policies.
In response to a question from the Commission, Ms. Quail noted that, although
some municipalities do, the City does not require a new house design to be
submitted prior to a building being demolished,
The Committee made the following comments:
• In order to encourage the preservation of buildings that would otherwise be
demolished, a request for a schematic idea of what would replace a building
could be incorporated into the current building permit submission package
requirements;
• A conception drawing requirement could clarify intent and give the City an
opportunity to encourage the owner to look at alternatives to a demolition;
• The suggested addition to the submission package could be costly for an
owner to provide, when their intention might be to keep the lot vacant for
some time;
• One reason to have vacant land could be for land assembly, however this
could be shown in a schematic drawing; and,
• It is not general practice to demolish a building unless there is also a plan to
erect one in its place.
MOVED and SECONDED
That the CHC recommend that the City consider amending the current demolition
permit policy to require that a conception drawing be submitted prior to
permitting a demolition order.
CARRIED.
Troy Hunter voted in opposition to the motion.
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COMMUNITY HERITAGE COMMISSION
Wednesday, April 10, 2019, 6:00 p.m.
Committee Room #2, City Hall

MINUTES – Extract
5.2

220 Second Street – Demolition Application for a Pre-1900, Non-Protected
Building in the QPHCA (Britney Quail)
Britney Quail, Heritage Planner, summarized the April 10 staff report regarding an
1899 building that was removed from protection under the Queen’s Park Heritage
Conservation Area, due to a heritage assessment through the special limited study,
and subsequent score of 4/9. Ms. Quail noted that the report was for CHC’s
information only.
In response to questions from the Commission, Ms. Quail, provided the following
information:
• The owners are intending to submit the new design to staff shortly, and a
Heritage Alteration Permit is required in order to ensure the design is
consistent with the Queen’s Park design guidelines for new construction;
• There has been direction from Council for staff to review the heritage
assessment checklist used to make decisions on removal of protection,
which, when complete, would be forwarded to CHC for information and
comment; and,
• There were a number of houses in the Queen’s Park HCA special limited
study that were assessed at 5 out of 9. City staff reached out to these owners
to inform them that their house had moderate heritage value and protection
would be removed, though encouraged them to leave protection in place.
The Committee made the following comments:
• There are numerous examples in the City where a house may have been
preserved if the heritage scoring had included different criteria and a lower
minimum was in place; and,
• A re-evaluation of the criteria may be worthwhile.
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MOVED and SECONDED
That the CHC recommend that Council review and amend the heritage assessment
scoring to reflect a majority score minimum from 60 to 55%.
CARRIED.
All members of the Commission present voted in favour of the motion.
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COMMUNITY HERITAGE COMMISSION
Wednesday, February 6, 2019, 6:00 p.m.
Committee Room #2, City Hall

MINUTES – Extract
5.3

Heritage Buildings on Carnarvon Street
Commission members raised the following points in reference to several heritage
buildings on Carnarvon Street:
• The A.W. McLeod Building at 50 Sixth Street is featured in the New
Westminster Heritage Preservation Society booklet, with notes that the
building has a notable pedigree, as a famous architect and businessman was
the former proprietor; and,
• In reference to the Columbia Street Historic District map which Ms. Quail
previously sent out to Commission members, there are a few notable
buildings that were not included, such as the original Federal Ministry of
Fisheries and Indian Affairs building, and the Metro Hall.
In response to questions and comments made by the Commission, Britney Quail,
Heritage Planner, noted the following:
• The Columbia Street Historic District was set in the 1980s,
• It is part of the Development Services’ five-year work plan to update the
heritage register across the City, and possibly update the historic district
boundaries to include buildings which contain important heritage elements
and stories from the 1950s onwards;
• The register update would be 3-5 years in scope and scheduled to begin in
2022-2023;
• Council may put any building with historic significance on the heritage
register, however the practice is not to do so without the owner’s consent;
and,
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• In regards to the A.W. McLeod Building, the re-zoning application has
been approved and the next step would be the issuance of a demolition
permit. If any delay was enforced, Council may be required to compensate
the developer, related to the restricted Zoning entitlement.
MOVED and SECONDED
THAT the CHC recommend to Council a review of the heritage significance of the
McLeod Block (50 Sixth Street) based on the following factors:
• It was designed by leading city architects Gardiner and Mercer;
• Alfred W. McLeod’s business was of City importance; and,
• The building style is Edwardian Classical Revival.
CARRIED.
All members of the Commission present voted in favour of the motion.
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COMMUNITY HERITAGE COMMISSION
Wednesday, February 6, 2019, 6:00 p.m.
Committee Room #2, City Hall

MINUTES – Extract
6.2

General Inquiries from the Commission
c) Living Heritage
The Commission discussed the importance of living heritage and aboriginal
involvement in City activities, and made the following comments and
suggestions:
• Queen Victoria’s 200th birthday would be May 24, 2019 and this may be
cause for celebration;
• There may be an opportunity to bring forward aboriginal activities in a
festival spirit, including the following ideas:
o Canoe races on the Fraser River, or around Poplar Island;
o An aboriginal powwow similar to the “Gathering of the Nations” in
Arizona; and,
• One central organization, or department within the City, may be well
placed to pull such activities together and spearhead efforts.
Councillor McEvoy, Chair, made the following comments:
• The City is currently undergoing a reconciliation process and the
Commission’s comments could be raised during this process; and,
• The City does not organize events so much as facilitates them, so any ideas
could be put forward to the Festival and Events Advisory Committee.
Rob McCullough, Manager, Museums & Heritage Services, noted that in terms
of the future Aquatic and Community Centre, the City has engaged a
consultant to reach out to the aboriginal community to discuss the types of
ceremonies and events that could be hosted at the future building.
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MOVED and SECONDED
THAT the CHC recommend to Council that the Canada Games Pool
Replacement and other capital projects consider aboriginal peoples in their
development, design and future activities.
CARRIED.
All members of the Commission present voted in favour of the motion.
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REPORT
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT
To:

Community Heritage Commission

Date:

September 4, 2019

From:

Britney Quail, Heritage Planner

File:

13.2605.40

Subject:

Queen's Park Heritage Conservation Area:
Special Limited Study – Phase Two Completion

PURPOSE
The purpose of this report is to provide the Community Heritage Commission with an update
on the progress of the Special Limited Study, an implementation work plan item for the
Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area. The report is being provided to the Community
Heritage Commission for information, and no recommendation is required from the
Commission at this time.
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
As part of the Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area policy development process in
2017, close to 90 properties were identified for further study. These properties form a
temporary protection category called the “Special Limited Study”. Through the Study
process, these properties will be reclassified as either protected (Advanced) or non-protected
(Limited), based on individual analysis of the property’s heritage merit and development
potential. In spring of 2018, the Study was expanded to allow owners or any protected
property to apply for reclassification. An additional 12 properties were added to the Study
through this program, called the “Expanded Study”.
Phase One of the Study was the evaluation of each property’s heritage merit. Phase One for
the Special Limited Study properties was completed in June, 2018. Phase One for the
Expanded Study properties was completed in April, 2019. Due to low heritage value of the
existing houses, protection was removed from 33 Special Limited properties, and is
recommended to be removed from six Expanded Study properties.
Phase Two of the Study was the evaluation of the remaining properties’ development
potential. Phase Two is now complete. A list of the addresses, scores, and results from the
evaluation is provided in the Analysis section of this report. Of the 47 properties which were
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evaluated in this phase, 28 houses were found to have high development potential, 17 were
found to have moderate development potential, and two were found to have low
development potential. Based on the results, letters have been sent to owners which provide
their individual property’s assessment (Attachment), and detail next steps for the Study.
Reclassification of the properties will require a City-led Official Community Plan
amendment. The process would be initiated following staff’s final tally of each property’s
score for heritage merit (Phase One), development potential (Phase Two), and the final
category of building condition and integrity. This work is ongoing and scheduled to be
completed in the fall or early winter of 2019.
POLICY AND REGULATIONS
Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area
A Heritage Conservation Area is a distinct neighbourhood, characterized by its historic
value, which is identified in a City’s Official Community Plan (OCP) for heritage
conservation purposes. The Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area is an area
management tool, which includes both heritage protection of the exterior of pre-1941
existing buildings, and design control for new construction.
During the creation of the Heritage Conservation Area policy, it was known that the
approach of including all houses built before 1941 would mean that some houses without
heritage merit would nonetheless be subject to protection (Advanced category). For this
reason, a process was developed for removing protection from a property. Since the Heritage
Conservation Area is part of the OCP, an OCP amendment is required in order to reclassify a
property to non-protected (Limited category).
Official Community Plan
A Heritage Conservation Area forms part of the City’s OCP, much like a Development
Permit Area. The Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area is Schedule A of the City’s
OCP. That policy indicates that all houses built earlier than 1941 are protected, unless an
exemption is granted by Council. Those properties which are exempted by Council are listed
as a form of appendix in the policy. As such, to add a property address to the exemption list,
the OCP Schedule must be amended.
Evaluation Checklist
To ensure that the reclassification process allows for houses without heritage value to change
protection categories, but still ensure that houses with heritage value remain protected, staff
developed a checklist to use in the evaluation of each application. This Evaluation Checklist
includes criteria that fall under three categories: 1) heritage merit, 2) development potential,
and 3) building condition and integrity.
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Property owners who apply for reclassification are required to retain a heritage professional
to conduct a heritage values assessment, which staff would then use to complete the
Evaluation Checklist, along with development potential information. If a house receives an
overall score of 60% or less, it would be considered reasonable that Council consider
reclassifying the property.
BACKGROUND
Special Limited Study
As part of the Heritage Conservation Area policy development process, close to 90
properties which would otherwise be classified as protected (based on their age of
construction) were identified for further study. These properties form a temporary protection
category called the “Special Limited Study”.
Through the Study process, these properties will be reclassified as either protected
(Advanced) or non-protected (Limited), based on individual analysis of their heritage merit
and development options. The Study began in March 2018 and is scheduled to be complete
by the end of 2019. At the conclusion of the Study, the Special Limited protection category
would no longer exist in the Heritage Conservation Area policy: all properties in the Queen’s
Park neighbourhood would either be protected, or non-protected.
Any protected property owner wishing to proceed with an application for reclassification on
their own, in advance of this Study’s timeline, continues to have the option of making an
individual application, subject to the City’s fees and procedures. Additionally, once the
Study is completed, any owner would continue to have the opportunity to apply for
reclassification through an individual OCP amendment application.
Phase One
Heritage value assessments were conducted during March and April 2018 by a team of
heritage professionals. These consultants used archival research and site visits to evaluate the
heritage value of each house in the Special Limited category. The assessments used the
“heritage merit” portion of the Evaluation Checklist to calculate a score out of nine for
heritage value based on aesthetic, historic, and cultural criteria. Any house that scored more
than 60% (a value of six or higher out of nine) was deemed to require further study, in order
to determine the appropriate final classification of the property (see Phase Two below).
Based on the results of this work, a City-led OCP amendment was adopted by Council in
June 2018 which removed heritage protection from 33 houses found to have low or common
heritage value. Nine properties in the Special Limited category were either already protected
through other heritage tools (such as an HRA or Heritage Designation Bylaw), or opted to
remain in the protected category. The remaining 42 properties continued to Phase Two of the
Study.
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Expanded Study Applications
In spring 2018, Council expanded the scope of the Special Limited Study. This Expanded
Study allowed owners to apply to move their protected property to the non-protected
category in a City-led initiative, rather than being required to undertake individual OCP
amendment applications. Being included in the Study means the owner did not have to
submit an application package, pay the full processing fee, or hire a heritage professional to
assess their house. Instead, these processes and costs were borne by the City. The application
period for the Expanded Study was open for six months, from May to October 2018. The
owners of 12 properties applied.
Heritage value assessments were completed on the Expanded Study properties between
November 2018 and February 2019. As a result of this work, it was determined that removal
of protection should be recommended to Council for half (six) of the Expanded Study
properties, based on their low heritage value scores. The other half of the properties scored
“high” in heritage merit (six or higher out of nine) and proceeded to Phase Two of the Study
(described below), similar to the Special Limited category properties.
Phase Two
A total of 47 properties were included in Phase Two of the Study, which ran from May to
August 2019. In this phase, an architect was engaged by the City to review the properties’
development options under their RS-4 zoning. The architect used photographs, the City’s
historic Building Permit data, and neighbourhood site visits to evaluate the potential of each
house to reach the maximum floor space permitted in the Zoning Bylaw. A number of
potential additions or renovations were provided in each assessment, along with commentary
on the physical and financial feasibility for each.
Additionally, the architect used the “development potential” portion of the Evaluation
Checklist to calculate a score out of nine for each property. The results are available below in
the Analysis section of this report.
ANALYSIS
Development Potential
The goal of this phase of the Study was to determine if retention of the existing house would
substantially impact the ability of the property owner to build the maximum floor space
available to them through the Zoning Bylaw. If the building could not be altered to
accommodate this additional floor space, without compromising the heritage value of the
house, then it would be considered reasonable for Council to consider removing the
protection from that property, and therefore allowing the future construction of a new house
which could provide the floor space entitled to the property owner by the City’s bylaws.
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All the properties in the Study are zoned RS-4 (Queen’s Park). This zone is based on the
standard single-detached dwelling zone for the mainland of New Westminster (RS-1).
However, it provides an additional 0.2 Floor Space Ratio (FSR) bonus density, and
relaxations to the laneway/carriage house program to properties with protected houses; as
compared to the standard maximums of the RS-1 zone at 0.5 FSR and 15% floor area, for
principal house and laneway/carriage house respectively. As such, when conducting the
Study, the architectural consultant reviewed both the ability of the Special Limited and
Expanded Study properties to meet not only the base zoning entitlement of 0.5 FSR, but also
its ability to achieve the “bonus” maximum of 0.7 FSR. For some properties, the consultant
also commented on the ability of the lot to accommodate a potential laneway or carriage
house, as an additional infill option.
This Study did not explore the potential for properties to redevelop beyond the parameters of
the RS-4 zone, which permits a principal house, a secondary suite, and a laneway/carriage
house. Development beyond this form (such as for stratification, duplexes, or other forms of
ground-oriented infill housing, as contemplated by the OCP) would require a rezoning or a
Heritage Revitalization Agreement (HRA). As such, the potential or ability for a property to
be developed in this way was not part of the scope of the Study.
Results: Phase Two
Between the Special Limited and Expanded Study properties, 47 were evaluated as part of
Phase Two. The assessments used the “development potential” section of the Evaluation
Checklist to calculate a score out of nine for each property. Scores are based on criteria such
as lot shape and size, position/location of the house on the lot, and the adaptability of the
house’s architectural style. Graphic representation of each property’s development options,
as well as a description of the constructability and financial feasibility of those options, was
provided for each house (see Attachment).
Similar to Phase One, the research could have resulted in three scenarios:
1) The house was found to have low development potential (scores 0-4 out of 9);
2) The house was found to have moderate development potential (scores 5-6 out of 9);
3) The house was found to have high development potential (scores 7-9 out of 9).
A list of the addresses, scores, and results from the evaluation is provided below:
Address
316 Arbutus St
318 Arbutus St
320 Arbutus St
333 Arbutus St
201 Clinton Pl
Address cn’t
207 Clinton Pl
219 Fifth Ave

Score
9
9
9
6
8
Score
6
5

Percentage (%)
100
100
100
67
89
Percentage (%)
67
55

Ranking
High
High
High
Medium
High
Ranking
Medium
Medium
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225 Fifth Ave
311 Fifth St
410 Fifth St
533 Fifth St
314 First St
328 First St
408 First St
418 First St
508 First St
214 Fourth Ave
225 Fourth Ave
405 Fourth Ave
411 Fourth Ave
239 Fourth St
510 Fourth St
520 Fourth St
417 Oak St
423 Oak St
427 Oak St
108 Oakland St
123 Oakland St
309 Pine St
210 Queen’s Ave
319 Queen’s Ave
117 Regina St
211 Regina St
216 Regina St
311 Regina St
517 Second St
506 St. George St
115 Third Ave
117 Third Ave
417 Third Ave
228 Third St
231 Third St
403 Third St
416 Third St
418 Third St
241 Townsend Pl
309 Warren Ave

8
9
8
6
6
6
9
6
7
5
7
9
5
7
5
8
6
9
9
9
5
4
6
7
4
9
7
8
7
5
5
7
6
9
6
8
8
9
8
7

89
100
89
67
67
67
100
67
78
55
78
100
55
78
55
89
67
100
100
100
55
44
67
78
44
100
78
89
78
55
55
78
67
100
67
89
89
100
89
78

High
High
High
Medium
Medium
Medium
High
Medium
High
Medium
High
High
Medium
High
Medium
High
Medium
High
High
High
Medium
Low
Medium
High
Low
High
High
High
High
Medium
Medium
High
Medium
High
Medium
High
High
High
High
High
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Overall, 28 houses were found to have high development potential, 17 were found to have
moderate development potential, and two were found to have low development potential.
The results are summarized in the table below:
Ranking
Low
Moderate
High
Total

# Properties
2
17
28
47

% of Study
4%
36%
60%
---

Letters indicating the results of Phase Two, the next steps, and a timeline for completion of
the Study were sent to the property owners in this phase of the Study. Additionally, each
property owner was mailed their development potential assessment (Attachment).
NEXT STEPS
Reclassification of the properties will require a City-led OCP amendment. The process
would be initiated following staff’s final tally of each property’s score for heritage value
(Phase One), development potential (Phase Two), and the final category of building
condition and integrity. This work is ongoing and scheduled to be completed in October
2019.
Letters would be sent to all Special Limited Study and Expanded Study property owners in
advance of the City’s application, indicating the overall results of the Study, staff’s
recommendation to Council on the reclassification of their property, and their property’s
final score on the Evaluation Checklist.
A single Public Hearing would be held for all properties being reclassified through the OCP
amendment for the Special Limited Study. It is anticipated that this Public Hearing would be
held before the end of the year. Notices of the Public Hearing would be sent to Queen’s Park
neighbourhood residents and the Community Heritage Commission approximately three
weeks beforehand. Additionally, notice of the Public Hearing would be posted publically per
the City’s standard practice.
ATTACHMENTS
Attachment 1: Development Potential Assessments
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Attachment 1
Development Potential Assessments
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Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area
Special Limited Study
Phase Two: Architectural and Build-Out Analysis
July 2019

GOAD’S ATLAS OF THE CITY OF NEW WESTMINSTER, BC. PLATE 120. 1913.
SOURCE: CITY OF VANCOUVER ARCHIVES, REFERENCE CODE AM1594-MAP 342C-: 1972-472.07
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Summary
This Architectural and Build-Out Analysis takes a closer look at 47 properties identified as having
physical characteristics, related to lot or house, which may preclude the owners’ ability to feasibly
build to the property’s zoning entitlement while retaining the existing heritage asset. The results of
this study will be used to inform whether the properties would remain protected in the Heritage
Conservation Area, or if their protection should be removed due to the property’s development
constraints. The properties which make up Phase Two of the Study were determined to have
heritage value through Phase One of the Study.
This Architectural and Build-Out Analysis provides high-level individual analysis for each of the 47
properties. It provides an overview of the constructability of renovations which would achieve both
heritage retention goals and maximization of floor space. The Study does not include detailed design
work or analysis of the building interiors or layouts. The Study is limited to explorations of the
overall building massing and/or site plan.
The Study used development data from the City of New Westminster’s Property Information
Reports, aerial photographs from the City’s CityView Map service, information from Phase One,
and street views to create rough 3-dimensional sketches of the subject properties. This visual
information was used to gauge property setbacks and other details which would be pertinent to
building permit applications. All proposed renovations are meant to work within existing zoning
regulations with relaxations granted to existing non-conformities. The graphic analysis uses colour to
distinguish existing from proposed construction; existing structures are modeled in tan and changes
are modelled in blue.
Any site constraints that may limit the property’s ability to retain the existing house while adding
density were noted. These constraints could include highly sloped lots, oddly shaped lots, or trees.
Lots in the Queen’s Park neighbourhood tend to be relatively flat and noted site constraints tended
to be regarding the area’s abundant trees.
The constructability and financial feasibility analysis is based on experience renovating heritage
structures (Leftcoast Homes shared their local construction experience). The intention is to provide
a general overview of what can be expected under typical conditions. Each and every structure will
have unique challenges which are not explored here.
As this Architectural and Build-Out Analysis is focused on development potential, we are providing
a Development Potential table based on the City’s ‘Queen’s Park Heritage Conservations Area:
Evaluation Checklist’. This checklist is currently used by the City of New Westminster as an
evaluation chart for the assessment of development applications that are submitted for buildings
within the Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area. It is divided into three parts: Heritage Merit,
Development Potential, and Condition.
We hope this report provides staff, Council, and the community a clear and concise snapshot of the
development potential of each property that allows for easy comparison between them based on
consistent criteria.
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Development Potential Score of Assessed Properties
The following table provides the addresses of the Special Limited properties assessed in this study
and their development potential score based on the City’s ‘Queen’s Park Heritage Conservations
Area: Evaluation Checklist’.
Address
316 Arbutus Street
318 Arbutus Street
320 Arbutus Street
333 Arbutus Street
201 Clinton Place
207 Clinton Place
219 Fifth Avenue
225 Fifth Avenue
311 Fifth Street
410 Fifth Street
533 Fifth Street
314 First Street
328 First Street
408 First Street
418 First Street
508 First Street
214 Fourth Avenue
225 Fourth Avenue
405 Fourth Avenue
411 Fourth Avenue
239 Fourth Street
510 Fourth Street
520 Fourth Street
417 Oak Street

Score
9
9
9
6
8
6
5
8
9
8
6
6
6
9
6
7
5
7
9
5
7
5
8
6

Address
423 Oak Street
427 Oak Street
108 Oakland Street
123 Oakland Street
309 Pine Street
210 Queens Avenue
319 Queens Avenue
117 Regina Street
211 Regina Street
216 Regina Street
311 Regina Street
517 Second Street
506 St. George Street
115 Third Avenue
117 Third Avenue
417 Third Avenue
228 Third Street
231 Third Street
403 Third Street
416 Third Street
418 Third Street
241 Townsend Place
309 Warren Avenue

Score
9
9
N/A
5
4
6
7
4
9
7
8
7
5
5
7
6
9
6
8
8
9
8
7
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Architectural and Build-Out Analysis
316 Arbutus Street
Phase 1 Score: N/A
Phase 2 Score: 9 out of 9
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Context and Siting
Subject house sits on the west side of
Arbutus Street, one lot north of Emory
Street. There is a driveway between subject
property and 318 Arbutus Street to the
north. Property has only one street face and
no lane access. House sits near the front of
the small lot with minimal front and side
yard setbacks.

Development Potential Remaining
Current Floor Space Ratio:

0.51

Available Floor Space Ratio:

0.19 bonus density

Current Site Coverage:

34%

Available Site Coverage:

1%

Floor Area Breakdown
Basement:

22m²

Main Floor (site coverage):

66m²

Upper Floor:

12m²

Potential Renovations
Expand Basement:

0.19 FSR

Enlarge Attic (with dormers):

0.14 FSR
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Massing Diagrams
Existing House
According to city records, house has
100m² floor space: 78m² above
grade and 22 m² below grade. An
additional 36m² is required to meet
its development potential.
As there is no way to accommodate
two on-site parking spaces an
accessory dwelling unit is not
possible.

front view: existing

Expand Basement (0.19 FSR)
Expand basement level under
footprint of house, maximizing FSR.
Potentially raise the house nominally
as required for daylight and egress.

front view: expand basement

Develop Attic (0.14 FSR)
Use larger dormers and/or raise
roof nominally to add living space
on the upper level.

front view: develop attic
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Site Constraints
None identified.

Constructability and Financial Feasibility
Expand Basement
House has partial basement with crawlspace under remaining structure. Maximizing basement use is
a good way to increase site density. There may even be potential to create an income suite.
Expansion is achievable by benching the foundation, the more costly underpinning, or complete
replacement. Benching is the most economical option, but erodes a portion of the available space.
Given the age and typical condition of subject houses, signiﬁcant foundation work could be required
to expand basement footprints. Many basements present challenges in terms of height; basement
expansion could require lowering the existing basement ﬂoor. Age and condition of the structure,
condition of drainage and waterprooﬁng, and upgrades to mechanical systems may indicate existing
foundations need to be replaced to realize the cost-benefit.
The investment of a basement expansion is signiﬁcant in terms of dollars per m2 gained. As this
project is less predictable, detailed analysis is required to determine if project costs are reasonable.
Develop Attic
Attic development is a fairly straightforward and predictable project with potentially signiﬁcant
gains. This attic is already partially developed, indicating that a stair exists. Due to existent stair,
project may have limited impact on the lower level. As structural requirements have become more
rigourous, developing the attic probably requires upgrades to the existing structure, including the
attic floor and rafters.
Site conditions and existing design can make this an ideal approach for certain houses. The
limitations lie in the pitch of the roof and opportunity to make signiﬁcant livable space within the
attic. Where the right conditions are present, the opportunity to add extra bedrooms and living space
is signiﬁcant at a reasonable cost. When the roof lines and pitches make increasing space difﬁcult,
the option to raise the roof exists, but with increased cost and challenge to maintain the heritage
aspects of the structure.
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Conclusion
Development Potential
The building is close to its maximum
development entitlement under the
Zoning Bylaw.
The building could be adapted for
contemporary uses and density without
compromising the heritage merit.
The lot size, shape, and slope allows for
additional development.
The position/location of the house on
the lot allows for additional development.
Mature or historic landscaping would be
retained if additional development was
added.
Total Score for Development Potential

Score Comments
3/3
The building exceeds its non-bonus
development entitlement of 0.5 FSR.
2/2

Roof dormers and/or basement renovation
will have minimal impact.

2/2

Work within existing building footprint.

1/1

Work within existing building footprint.

1/1

Yes.

9/9

The subject house currently exceeds the 0.5 FSR of previous RS-1 zoning and is capable of using the
bonus 0.2 FSR by building out its basement and/or expanding its upper floor living space.
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Architectural and Build-Out Analysis
318 Arbutus Street
Phase 1 Score: N/A
Phase 2 Score: 9 out of 9
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Context and Siting
Subject house sits on the west side of
Arbutus Street, two lots north of Emory
Street. There are driveways between subject
property and 316 Arbutus Street to the
south as well as 320 Arbutus to the north.
Property has only one street face and no
lane access. House sits near the front of the
small lot with minimal front and side yard
setbacks.

Development Potential Remaining
Current Floor Space Ratio:

± 0.50 FSR (0.26 on the City’s Property Info Report is error)

Available Floor Space Ratio:

± 0.20 bonus density

Current Site Coverage:

26%

Available Site Coverage:

9%

Floor Area Breakdown
Basement:

unknown (0m² on the City’s Property Info Report is error)

Main Floor (site coverage):

51m²

Upper Floor:

unknown (0m² on the City’s Property Info Report is error)

Potential Renovations
Develop Basement:

0.26 FSR

Develop Attic (with dormers):

0.18 FSR
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Massing Diagrams

Existing House
According to city records, house has
51m² floor space above grade: the
footprint of the main floor. Based
on visual assessment subject house
appears to have some basement
development, as evidenced by lower
level windows viewed from street. It
may also have some unrecorded
upper level space, as evidenced by
street facing window and dormer
towards the rear.

front view: existing

As there is no way to accommodate
two on-site parking spaces an accessory
dwelling unit is not possible.

Develop Basement (0.26 FSR)
Add living space to basement level,
potentially raising the house
nominally as required for daylight
and egress.
front view: develop basement

Develop Attic (0.18 FSR)
Use larger dormers and/or
raise the roof nominally to add
living space on the upper level.

front view: develop attic
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Site Constraints
None identified.

Constructability and Financial Feasibility
Develop Basement
Subject house likely has a lower level crawlspace, but extent and conditions of foundations are
unknown. Basement development can be an economical way to increase density. A straight lift may
be acceptable without requiring entirely new foundations, depending on existing quality and site
conditions. This is a reasonable project with a large gain, as many bungalow ﬂoor spaces can be
doubled.
If straight lift is not possible, development may be achievable by benching the foundation, the more
costly underpinning, or complete replacement. Benching is the most economical option, but erodes
a portion of the available space. Given the age and typical condition of subject houses, signiﬁcant
foundation work could be required to expand basement footprints. Age and condition of the
structure, condition of drainage and waterprooﬁng, and upgrades to mechanical systems may
indicate existing foundations need to be replaced to realize the cost-benefit.
To facilitate construction of a new basement foundation, house would need to be lifted. Lifting a
house provides the opportunity to gain a full-height basement with maximum daylight and egress.
The existing structure is raised and then the existing basement or crawlspace and foundations are
deconstructed. After excavation, new foundations are constructed under the building footprint with
new structural walls built underneath.
As this project is less predictable, detailed analysis is required to determine if project costs are
reasonable. Although the overall cost may be high, the relative gain is signiﬁcant, making this a
reasonable approach to maintain and modernize the mechanics of the home while signiﬁcantly
increasing density potential. There may even be potential to create an income suite.
Develop Attic
Attic development is a fairly straightforward and predictable project with potentially signiﬁcant
gains. This attic is already partially developed, indicating that a stair exists. Due to existent stair,
project may have limited impact on the lower level. As structural requirements have become more
rigourous, developing the attic probably requires upgrades to the existing structure, including the
attic floor and rafters.
Site conditions and existing design can make this an ideal approach for certain houses. The
limitations lie in the pitch of the roof and opportunity to make signiﬁcant livable space within the
attic. Where the right conditions are present, the opportunity to add extra bedrooms and living space
is signiﬁcant at a reasonable cost. When the roof lines and pitches make increasing space difﬁcult,
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the option to raise the roof exists, but with increased cost and challenge to maintain the heritage
aspects of the structure.

Conclusion
Development Potential
The building is close to its maximum
development entitlement under the
Zoning Bylaw.
The building could be adapted for
contemporary uses and density without
compromising the heritage merit.
The lot size, shape, and slope allows for
additional development.
The position/location of the house on
the lot allows for additional development.
Mature or historic landscaping would be
retained if additional development was
added.
Total Score for Development Potential

Score Comments
3/3
The building meets its non-bonus
development entitlement of 0.5 FSR.
2/2

Roof dormers and/or basement renovation
will have minimal impact.

2/2

Work within existing building footprint.

1/1

Work within existing building footprint.

1/1

Yes.

9/9

Note: The City’s Property Information Reports records the subject property’s FSR as 0.26. An
online real estate listing claims house area to be much higher at 0.93 FSR
(https://gossrealestate.ca/featured/318-arbutus-street-new-westminster-bc-2/ accessed 22 July
2019). As there appears to be a discrepancy with City records for the property, for this report we
have used ±0.50 FSR to make the house consistent with City records for its two ‘sister’ houses on
either side. During a renovation, the records would be updated and all work (new and existing)
would need to be brought up to current standards.
The subject house has ±0.20 FSR available for use. Undeveloped areas in the basement or attic can
be developed to take full advantage of the zoning entitlement. Additionally, an extension could be
added at the rear of the subject house, using remaining site coverage allowance.
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Architectural and Build-Out Analysis
320 Arbutus Street
Phase 1 Score: N/A
Phase 2 Score: 9 out of 9
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Context and Siting
Subject house sits on the west side of
Arbutus Street, where it bends, three lots
north of Emory Street. There is a driveway
between subject property and 318 Arbutus
Street to the south. Property has only one
street face and no lane access. House sits
near the front of the small lot with minimal
front and side yard setbacks.

Development Potential Remaining
Current Floor Space Ratio:

0.54

Available Floor Space Ratio:

0.16 bonus density

Current Site Coverage:

35%

Available Site Coverage:

0%

Floor Area Breakdown
Basement:

37m²

Main Floor (site coverage):

67m²

Upper Floor:

0m²

Potential Renovations
Expand Basement:

0.15 FSR

Enlarge Attic (with dormers):

0.17 FSR
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Massing Diagrams
Existing House
According to city records, house has
105m² floor space: 67m² above
grade and 37m² below grade. An
additional 30m² is required to meet
its development potential.
As there is no way to accommodate
two on-site parking spaces an
accessory dwelling unit is not
possible.

front view: existing

Expand Basement (0.15 FSR)
Add living space to basement level to
match building footprint, potentially
raising the house nominally as
required for daylight and egress.

front view: expand basement

Develop Attic (0.17 FSR)
Make use of existing large dormers
and/or raise the roof nominally to
add living space on the upper level.

front view: develop attic
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Site Constraints
None identified.

Constructability and Financial Feasibility
Although city records indicate that no living space exists on the upper level, the roof shape indicates
that upper level space is available. There may be some unrecorded upper level space, as evidenced by
street facing window and side dormers.
Expand Basement
House has partial basement with crawlspace under remaining structure. Maximizing basement use is
a good way to increase site density. There may even be potential to create an income suite.
Expansion is achievable by benching the foundation, the more costly underpinning, or complete
replacement. Benching is the most economical option, but erodes a portion of the available space.
Given the age and typical condition of subject houses, signiﬁcant foundation work could be required
to expand basement footprints. Many basements present challenges in terms of height; basement
expansion could require lowering the existing basement ﬂoor. Age and condition of the structure,
condition of drainage and waterprooﬁng, and upgrades to mechanical systems may indicate existing
foundations need to be replaced to realize the cost-benefit.
The investment of a basement expansion is signiﬁcant in terms of dollars per m2 gained. As this
project is less predictable, detailed analysis is required to determine if project costs are reasonable.
Develop Attic
Attic development is a fairly straightforward and predictable project with potentially signiﬁcant
gains. If a stair exists, the project can have limited impact on the lower level. If a stair must be
added, the project can have a more signiﬁcant impact on the entire dwelling. As structural
requirements have become more rigourous, developing the attic probably requires upgrades to the
existing structure, including the attic floor and rafters.
Site conditions and existing design can make this an ideal approach for certain houses. The
limitations lie in the pitch of the roof and opportunity to make signiﬁcant livable space within the
attic. Where the right conditions are present, the opportunity to add extra bedrooms and living space
is signiﬁcant at a reasonable cost. When the roof lines and pitches make increasing space difﬁcult,
the option to raise the roof exists, but with increased cost and challenge to maintain the heritage
aspects of the structure.
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Conclusion
Development Potential
The building is close to its maximum
development entitlement under the
Zoning Bylaw.
The building could be adapted for
contemporary uses and density without
compromising the heritage merit.
The lot size, shape, and slope allows for
additional development.
The position/location of the house on
the lot allows for additional development.
Mature or historic landscaping would be
retained if additional development was
added.
Total Score for Development Potential

Score Comments
3/3
The building exceeds its non-bonus
development entitlement of 0.5 FSR.
2/2

Roof dormers and/or basement renovation
will have minimal impact.

2/2

Work within existing building footprint.

1/1

Work within existing building footprint.

1/1

Yes.

9/9

The subject house currently uses 0.54 FSR and has 0.16 FSR available for use. A portion of the
basement is included in FSR, while no living space has been accounted for in the attic level. These
areas can be developed to take full advantage of the zoning entitlement.
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Architectural and Build-Out Analysis
333 Arbutus Street
Phase 1 Score: 6 out of 9
Phase 2 Score: 6 out of 9
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Context and Siting
Subject house sits on the east side of
Arbutus Street, one lot south of Fourth
Avenue. Property has lane access. House
sits towards the front of the property. There
is lane access at the back of the property.

Development Potential Remaining
Current Floor Space Ratio:

0.41

Available Floor Space Ratio:

0.29 (0.09 + 0.20 bonus density)

Current Site Coverage:

22%

Available Site Coverage:

13%

Floor Area Breakdown
Basement:

81m²

Main Floor (site coverage):

95m²

Upper Floor:

0m²

Potential Renovations
Develop Attic (with dormers):

0.17 FSR

Rear Addition:

0.26 FSR
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Massing Diagrams
Existing House
According to city records, subject
house has 176m² floor space: 95m²
above grade and 81m² below grade.
An additional 122m² is required to
meet its development potential.
As the rear yard setback is less than
10.5m developing an accessory
dwelling unit is not feasible.

front view: existing

rear view: existing

Develop Attic (0.17FSR)
‘Heritage Value Assessment Study’
noted the subject’s ‘one storey
height’ and ‘clipped gable with stick
work’ among its character defining
elements. We found no satisfactory
approaches to developing the attic
that achieved both livable ceiling
heights and preserving these
character defining elements. The
ridge of the subject property appears
to be fairly low and the addition of
dormers quickly overwhelms the
building’s massing.

front view: develop attic option 1

front view: develop attic option 2
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Rear Addition (0.26 FSR)
A large two-level addition in the rear
yard can use most of the density
entitlement, but not the full
entitlement without starting to
overwhelm the existing heritage
house.
front view: rear addition

rear view: rear addition

Site Constraints
None noted.

Constructability and Financial Feasibility
Develop Attic
Attic development is a fairly straightforward and predictable project with potentially signiﬁcant
gains. If a stair exists, the project can have limited impact on the lower level. If a stair must be
added, the project can have a more signiﬁcant impact on the entire dwelling. As structural
requirements have become more rigourous, developing the attic probably requires upgrades to the
existing structure, including the attic floor and rafters.
Site conditions and existing design can make this an ideal approach for certain houses. The
limitations lie in the pitch of the roof and opportunity to make signiﬁcant livable space within the
attic. Where the right conditions are present, the opportunity to add extra bedrooms and living space
is signiﬁcant at a reasonable cost. When the roof lines and pitches make increasing space difﬁcult,
the option to raise the roof exists, but with increased cost and challenge to maintain the heritage
aspects of the structure.
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Develop Addition
Signiﬁcant additions, although higher in overall cost, have a better overall return as they are more
predictable and provide the largest density increase for investment. A new structure is built and tied
into the existing structure. During this type of project, livability within the house is reasonable, as
most work can be completed independently of the existing home. The existing mechanics, electrical,
plumbing, and drainage have to be integrated and upgraded to support the new system. The overall
result is a signiﬁcant increase in density, modernization, and retention of heritage characteristics.
Additions generally cost less per m2 than projects such as basement expansions, however they can be
more costly than standard home construction due to the incorporation of heritage characteristics:
exterior details such as wood siding, sofﬁts, and window details such as muntin bars.

Conclusion
Development Potential
The building is close to its maximum
development entitlement under the
Zoning Bylaw.
The building could be adapted for
contemporary uses and density without
compromising the heritage merit.
The lot size, shape, and slope allows for
additional development.
The position/location of the house on
the lot allows for additional development.
Mature or historic landscaping would be
retained if additional development was
added.
Total Score for Development Potential

Score Comments
2/3
The building approaches its non-bonus
development entitlement of 0.5 FSR.
1/2
1/2
1/1
1/1

It is possible to use most of the density
entitlement but achieving full density
diminishes heritage merit.
Small lot limits potential to develop within
required setbacks.
Mature trees in front unaffected.

6/9

The subject house, with 0.41 FSR, is close to the prior zoning maximum of 0.5 FSR. It is challenged
to use the bonus 0.2 FSR without variances to setback requirements or diminishing its character
defining elements.
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Architectural and Build-Out Analysis
201 Clinton Place
Phase 1 Score: 6 out of 9
Phase 2 Score: 8 out of 9
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Context and Siting
Subject house is located at the northwest
corner of Clinton Place and Second Street.
The house is set back from Second Street
and faces Clinton Place. It has minimal
setbacks to the west and south.

Development Potential Remaining
Current Floor Space Ratio:

0.38

Available Floor Space Ratio:

0.32 (0.12 + 0.20 bonus density)

Current Site Coverage:

33%

Available Site Coverage:

2%

Floor Area Breakdown
Basement:

0m²

Main Floor (site coverage):

114m²

Upper Floor:

17m²

Potential Renovations
Develop Basement:

0.32 FSR
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Massing Diagrams
Existing House
According to city records, house has
131m² floor space, all above grade. An
additional 107m² is required to meet
its development potential.
As subject property is very near its
maximum site coverage it is not
possible to increase FSR through
additions

front view: existing

Developing the attic presents challenges. The
architecturally-significant dormered hip roof expression
at the front is easily diminished by roof additions.
As the rear yard setback is less than 10.5m
developing an accessory dwelling unit is not feasible.

Develop basement (0.32 FSR)
Develop basement under existing
house footprint to maximum FSR,
potentially raising the house
nominally as required for daylight
and egress.

front view: develop basement

Site Constraints
Subject house is very near maximum permissible site coverage, no substantial additions to the
footprint are permissible.
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Constructability and Financial Feasibility
Develop Basement
Basement development can be an economical way to increase density. A straight lift may be
acceptable without requiring entirely new foundations, depending on existing quality and site
conditions. This is a reasonable project with a large gain, as many bungalow ﬂoor spaces can be
doubled. There may even be potential to create an income suite.

Conclusion
Development Potential
The building is close to its maximum
development entitlement under the
Zoning Bylaw.
The building could be adapted for
contemporary uses and density without
compromising the heritage merit.
The lot size, shape, and slope allows for
additional development.
The position/location of the house on
the lot allows for additional development.
Mature or historic landscaping would be
retained if additional development was
added.
Total Score for Development Potential

Score Comments
2/3
The building approaches its non-bonus
development entitlement of 0.5 FSR.
2/2

Basement development will have minimal
impact.

2/2

Work within existing building footprint.

1/1

Work within existing building footprint.

1/1

Yes.

8/9

The subject house currently uses 0.25 FSR and has 0.44 FSR available for use. No living space has
been accounted for in the basement or attic level. These areas could be developed to take full
advantage of the zoning entitlement. Additionally, an extension could be added at the rear of the
subject house using the remaining site coverage allowance.
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Architectural and Build-Out Analysis
207 Clinton Place
Phase 1 Score: 7 out of 9
Phase 2 Score: 6 out of 9
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Context and Siting
Subject house is located at the northeast
corner of Clinton Place and Peele Street.
The house faces Clinton Place and has
minimal setbacks on all sides.

Development Potential Remaining
Current Floor Space Ratio:

0.43

Available Floor Space Ratio:

0.27 (0.07 + 0.20 bonus density)

Current Site Coverage:

39%

Available Site Coverage:

-4%

Floor Area Breakdown
Basement:

10m²

Main Floor (site coverage):

98m²

Upper Floor:

0m²
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Potential Renovations
Develop Partial Basement:

0.27 FSR

Develop Front Basement/Restore Front Porch:

0.24 FSR

Massing Diagrams
Existing House
According to city records house has
109m² floor space: 98m² above
grade and 10m² below grade. An
additional 66m² is required to meet
its development potential.

front view: existing

As the rear yard setback is less than
10.5m developing an accessory
dwelling unit is not feasible.

Develop Partial Basement (0.27 FSR)
Site slopes towards the front, with
good ability to incorporate windows
at the basement level. Developing
basement space under the rear
addition will be less desirable,
although technically possible.
Raising the house a few feet would
improve livability of basement level.

front view: develop basement
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Develop Front Basement & Restore
Original Front Porch (0.24 FSR)
Restore the original front porch and
building living space under the front
of the house, but not the rear
extension. This strategy takes
advantage of the site slope with
basement living space at the front
where windows are more easily
accommodated.

front view: develop basement
& restore porch

Develop Attic
Developing the attic presents challenges. The architecturally significant dormered hip roof
expression at the front is easily diminished by roof additions.

Site Constraints
Site slopes several feet from back of house to front.

Constructability and Financial Feasibility
Expand Basement
House has partial basement with crawlspace under remaining structure. Maximizing basement use is
a good way to increase site density. There may even be potential to create an income suite.
Expansion is achievable by benching the foundation, the more costly underpinning, or complete
replacement. Benching is the most economical option, but erodes a portion of the available space.
Given the age and typical condition of subject houses, signiﬁcant foundation work could be required
to expand basement footprints. Many basements present challenges in terms of height; basement
expansion could require lowering the existing basement ﬂoor. Age and condition of the structure,
condition of drainage and waterprooﬁng, and upgrades to mechanical systems may indicate existing
foundations need to be replaced to realize the cost-benefit.
The investment of a basement expansion is signiﬁcant in terms of dollars per m2 gained. As this
project is less predictable, detailed analysis is required to determine if project costs are reasonable.
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Conclusion
Development Potential
The building is close to its maximum
development entitlement under the
Zoning Bylaw.
The building could be adapted for
contemporary uses and density without
compromising the heritage merit.

Score Comments
2/3
The building approaches its non-bonus
development entitlement of 0.5 FSR.

The lot size, shape, and slope allows for
additional development.
The position/location of the house on
the lot allows for additional development.
Mature or historic landscaping would be
retained if additional development was
added.
Total Score for Development Potential

1/2

1/2

1/1

Cottage form, prominent corner location
with character elements facing two streets,
and non-conforming site coverage limits
potential to reach density entitlements.
Work limited to existing building footprint.
Site slope limits potential to raise house.
Site coverage already exceeds zoning.

1/1

Yes.

6/9

The subject house currently uses 0.43 FSR and has 0.27 FSR available for use. Maintaining the
character defining cottage expression on two street faces limits potential to develop upper level.
Good potential to develop basement living space at front of house, but limited in rear extension due
to site slope. Restoration of original front porch would facilitate more livable basement space.
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Architectural and Build-Out Analysis
219 Fifth Avenue
Phase 1 Score: 6 out of 9
Phase 2 Score: 5 out of 9
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Context and Siting
Subject house is located on Fifth Avenue on
the north side of the street, midblock
between Second and Third Streets. The
house is located near the front (south) and
east property lines. There is a generous
setback to the west property line which
accommodates a driveway. There is a large,
treed backyard with no lane access.

Development Potential Remaining
Current Floor Space Ratio:

0.17

Available Floor Space Ratio:

0.53 (0.33 + 0.20 bonus density)
0.10 detached accessory dwelling unit

Current Site Coverage:

14%

Available Site Coverage:

21%

Potential Renovations
Develop Basement:

0.14 FSR

Carriage House:

0.11 FSR

Addition:

up to 0.53 FSR

Mixed Approach:

up to 0.63 FSR

Floor Area Breakdown
Basement:

0m²

Main Floor (site coverage):

111m²

Upper Floor:

26m²
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Massing Diagrams
Existing House
According to city records, house has 137m² floor space, all above grade. An additional 429m² is
required to meet development potential.

front view: existing

Develop Basement (0.14 FSR)
Add living space to basement level, potentially raising the house nominally as required for daylight
and egress.

front view: develop basement
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Carriage House (0.11 FSR)
Subject house has a large west setback with driveway access. Despite not having a lane, the property
is well suited to develop a detached accessory dwelling unit (carriage house) to maximum allowable
size of 89m² (0.11 FSR).

front view: carriage house

Large Addition (0.53 FSR)
With ample available site coverage and large rear yard, it is possible to develop a large three-storey
addition that does not diminish the heritage resource.

front view: large addition
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Mixed Approach (up to 0.63)
With ample available site coverage and large rear yard, it is possible to develop the basement, a
three-storey rear addition, and a carriage house.

front view: mixed approach

Site Constraints
Mature landscape with mature trees in rear yard.

Constructability and Financial Feasibility
Develop Basement
Basement development can be an economical way to increase density. A straight lift may be
acceptable without requiring entirely new foundations, depending on existing quality and site
conditions. This is a reasonable project with a large gain, as many bungalow ﬂoor spaces can be
doubled. There may even be potential to create an income suite.
Develop Addition
Signiﬁcant additions, although higher in overall cost, have a better overall return as they are more
predictable and provide the largest density increase for investment. A new structure is built and tied
into the existing structure. During this type of project, livability within the house is reasonable, as
most work can be completed independently of the existing home. The existing mechanics, electrical,
plumbing, and drainage have to be integrated and upgraded to support the new system. The overall
result is a signiﬁcant increase in density, modernization, and retention of heritage characteristics.
Additions generally cost less per m2 than projects such as basement expansions, however they can be
more costly than standard home construction due to the incorporation of heritage characteristics:
exterior details such as wood siding, sofﬁts, and window details such as muntin bars.
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Develop Carriage House
Accessory dwelling units (laneway or carriage houses) present an appealing option for property
owners wanting to develop a new home for family members or seeking higher rental revenue than
basement dwelling units.
Costs for these projects are signiﬁcantly higher per m2 than conventional new construction.
Servicing to the new structure can be a challenge around existing dwelling and property constraints.
Excavation, materials storage, and delivery costs are often higher than conventional building as
access to smaller work spaces can require specialized equipment.
Mixed Approach
A mixed approach presents opportunities to maximize project value and may allow more
sympathetic strategies to increase density. An addition is a good option for a mixed approach with
the development or expansion of a basement, as foundation and excavation work would already be
required.
In another example, a lift and move may be required to add a basement or develop an addition.
Because the investment can be high for a small project such as an addition, maximizing the value of
the project could mean increasing project scope by developing an attic (for example) in conjunction
with a small addition. Incorporating an addition would require roof work, so the additional work of
developing the attic spreads a portion of the costs over a larger project, maximizing the value of the
investment per density gained.
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Conclusion
Development Potential
The building is close to its maximum
development entitlement under the
Zoning Bylaw.
The building could be adapted for
contemporary uses and density without
compromising the heritage merit.
The lot size, shape, and slope allows for
additional development.
The position/location of the house on
the lot allows for additional development.
Mature or historic landscaping would be
retained if additional development was
added.
Total Score for Development Potential

Score Comments
0/3
The building lot has minimal development.
2/2

Large rear yard is well suited to additional
density without compromising heritage merit.

2/2

Yes.

1/1

Yes.

0/1

Mature landscape in rear yard would be
compromised.

5/9

The subject house currently uses 0.17 FSR. It has 0.53 FSR density available for use and an
additional 0.10 FSR to use for an accessory dwelling unit.
It can be challenging to add floor space to a property that is three times larger than the existing
heritage resource without overwhelming the heritage resource. This site has good access to its very
large rear yard which can accommodate a variety of developments with minimal impact to the street
face expression.
This lot may be well suited for a Heritage Restoration Agreement (HRA). An HRA would allow
more flexible infill options (than allowed in the standard RS-4 zoning) to take advantage of the
ample available site coverage and FSR. The resultant infill dwellings may be more in keeping with
the existing neighbourhood character than the options presented here.
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Architectural and Build-Out Analysis
225 Fifth Avenue
Phase 1 Score: 8 out of 9
Phase 2 Score: 8 out of 9
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Context and Siting
Subject house is located on the north side of
Fifth Avenue, two lots east of Third Street.
The house is located near the front (south)
and has small setbacks to the east and west
side property lines. There is a driveway
along the east property line which may be
shared with 223 Fifth Avenue. There is a
large, treed backyard with no lane access.

Development Potential Remaining
Current Floor Space Ratio:

0.47

Available Floor Space Ratio:

0.23 (0.03 + 0.20 bonus density)
0.10 detached accessory dwelling unit

Current Site Coverage:

25%

Available Site Coverage:

10%

Floor Area Breakdown
Basement:

90m²

Main Floor (site coverage):

100m²

Upper Floor:

0m²
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Potential Renovations
Develop Attic (with dormers):

0.18 FSR

Rear Addition:

0.23 FSR

Carriage House:

0.22 FSR

Mixed Approach:

up to 0.33 FSR

Massing Diagrams
Existing House
According to city records, house has
190m² floor space: 100m² above
grade and 90m² below grade. An
additional 92m² is required to meet
development potential. Site coverage
is only 25%, making expansion of
footprint to the back a viable
option.

front view: existing

Develop Attic (0.18 FSR)
Use dormers set back from the front
to add living space on the upper
level.

front view: develop attic
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Rear Addition (0.23 FSR)
Develop a two or a three level
addition at property rear using
additional site coverage allowance.
This can be substantial in size
without affecting the street view.

rear view: addition

Carriage House (0.22 FSR)
Subject house has driveway access
(shared?) along the east property
line. Despite not having a lane, the
property is well suited to develop a
detached accessory dwelling unit
(carriage house) to maximum
allowable size of 89m² (0.11 FSR).
Two on-site parking spaces would
need to be accommodated.

front view: carriage house
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Site Constraints
Large trees towards property rear.

Constructability and Financial Feasibility
Develop Attic
Attic development is a fairly straightforward and predictable project with potentially signiﬁcant
gains. If a stair exists, the project can have limited impact on the lower level. If a stair must be
added, the project can have a more signiﬁcant impact on the entire dwelling. As structural
requirements have become more rigourous, developing the attic probably requires upgrades to the
existing structure, including the attic floor and rafters.
Site conditions and existing design can make this an ideal approach for certain houses. The
limitations lie in the pitch of the roof and opportunity to make signiﬁcant livable space within the
attic. Where the right conditions are present, the opportunity to add extra bedrooms and living space
is signiﬁcant at a reasonable cost. When the roof lines and pitches make increasing space difﬁcult,
the option to raise the roof exists, but with increased cost and challenge to maintain the heritage
aspects of the structure.
Develop Addition
Signiﬁcant additions, although higher in overall cost, have a better overall return as they are more
predictable and provide the largest density increase for investment. A new structure is built and tied
into the existing structure. During this type of project, livability within the house is reasonable, as
most work can be completed independently of the existing home. The existing mechanics, electrical,
plumbing, and drainage have to be integrated and upgraded to support the new system. The overall
result is a signiﬁcant increase in density, modernization, and retention of heritage characteristics.
Additions generally cost less per m2 than projects such as basement expansions, however they can be
more costly than standard home construction due to the incorporation of heritage characteristics:
exterior details such as wood siding, sofﬁts, and window details such as muntin bars.
Develop Carriage House
Accessory dwelling units (laneway or carriage houses) present an appealing option for property
owners wanting to develop a new home for family members or seeking higher rental revenue than
basement dwelling units.
Costs for these projects are signiﬁcantly higher per m2 than conventional new construction.
Servicing to the new structure can be a challenge around existing dwelling and property constraints.
Excavation, materials storage, and delivery costs are often higher than conventional building as
access to smaller work spaces can require specialized equipment.
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Mixed Approach
A mixed approach presents opportunities to maximize project value and may allow more
sympathetic strategies to increase density. An addition is a good option for a mixed approach with
the development or expansion of a basement, as foundation and excavation work would already be
required.
In another example, a lift and move may be required to add a basement or develop an addition.
Because the investment can be high for a small project such as an addition, maximizing the value of
the project could mean increasing project scope by developing an attic (for example) in conjunction
with a small addition. Incorporating an addition would require roof work, so the additional work of
developing the attic spreads a portion of the costs over a larger project, maximizing the value of the
investment per density gained.

Conclusion
Development Potential
The building is close to its maximum
development entitlement under the
Zoning Bylaw.
The building could be adapted for
contemporary uses and density without
compromising the heritage merit.
The lot size, shape, and slope allows for
additional development.
The position/location of the house on
the lot allows for additional development.
Mature or historic landscaping would be
retained if additional development was
added.
Total Score for Development Potential

Score Comments
3/3
The building is close to its non-bonus
development entitlement of 0.5 FSR.
2/2

Large rear yard is well suited to additional
density without compromising heritage merit.

2/2

Yes.

1/1

Yes.

0/1

Mature landscape in rear yard may be
compromised.

8/9

The subject house currently uses 0.47 FSR. It has 0.23 FSR density available for use and an
additional 0.10 FSR to use for an accessory dwelling unit. The subject property has a large backyard
that is well suited for a rear addition and/or a carriage house.
Building in the rear yard is preferred for heritage preservation and maximizing development
potential.
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Architectural and Build-Out Analysis
311 Fifth Street
Phase 1 Score: 8 out of 9
Phase 2 Score: 9 out of 9

Page 134 of 356

Context and Siting
Subject house is located on the east side of
Fifth Street, one house north of Third
Avenue. There is a mid-block lane on its
north side property line. The house sits in
the approximate centre of its lot.

Development Potential Remaining
Current Floor Space Ratio:

0.50

Available Floor Space Ratio:

0.20 bonus density

Current Site Coverage:

21%

Available Site Coverage:

14%

Floor Area Breakdown
Basement:

95m²

Main Floor (site coverage):

100m²

Upper Floor:

38m²

Potential Renovations
Rear Addition:

0.20 FSR
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Massing Diagrams
Existing House
According to city records, house has
233m² floor space: 138m² above
grade and 95m² below grade. An
additional 92m² is required to meet
development potential. Site coverage
is only 21%, making expansion of
the footprint to the back a viable
option. However, subject house has
large front setback and limited room in rear yard.
Although there is a lane beside the
property, there is not enough space
for a laneway house if maintaining
subject’s current position on site.

front view: existing

Subject house’s character defining
elements include its two-storey
height, form, and massing. Further
development of the existing attic
space would compromise this
heritage value.
As the rear yard setback is less than
10.5m developing an accessory
dwelling unit is not feasible.

rear view: existing
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Rear Addition (0.20 FSR)
Develop a three level addition at
property rear using additional site
coverage allowance. Removal of
existing small rear addition required.
Addition can be substantial in size
without affecting street view. Care
should be taken on north side
elevation to distinguish original mass
from new addition.
front view: addition

rear view: addition

Site Constraints
Trees at east property line (rear) not within potential building envelope.
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Constructability and Financial Feasibility
The subject house has a good proportion of its existing floor area in the basement. Demolishing the
existing basement to build a new one towards the front of the property would be a significant
investment and is not recommended.
Develop Addition
Signiﬁcant additions, although higher in overall cost, have a better overall return as they are more
predictable and provide the largest density increase for investment. A new structure is built and tied
into the existing structure. During this type of project, livability within the house is reasonable, as
most work can be completed independently of the existing home. The existing mechanics, electrical,
plumbing, and drainage have to be integrated and upgraded to support the new system. The overall
result is a signiﬁcant increase in density, modernization, and retention of heritage characteristics.
Additions generally cost less per m2 than projects such as basement expansions, however they can be
more costly than standard home construction due to the incorporation of heritage characteristics:
exterior details such as wood siding, sofﬁts, and window details such as muntin bars.

Conclusion
Development Potential
The building is close to its maximum
development entitlement under the
Zoning Bylaw.
The building could be adapted for
contemporary uses and density without
compromising the heritage merit.
The lot size, shape, and slope allows for
additional development.
The position/location of the house on
the lot allows for additional development.
Mature or historic landscaping would be
retained if additional development was
added.
Total Score for Development Potential

Score Comments
3/3
The building meets its non-bonus
development entitlement of 0.5 FSR.
2/2

Yes.

2/2

Yes.

1/1

Limited room for expansion at rear.

1/1

Yes.

9/9

The subject house currently exceeds the 0.5 FSR of previous RS-1 zoning and is capable of using the
bonus 0.2 FSR by building a rear addition. However, as the site appears to have limited space in rear
yard, variances for rear yard setback may be required.
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Architectural and Build-Out Analysis
410 Fifth Street
Phase 1 Score: 7 out of 9
Phase 2 Score: 8 out of 9
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Context and Siting
Subject house is located on the west side of
Fifth Street, two lots north of Fourth
Avenue. The house is located near the front
(east) property line. It has a large backyard
with lane access.

Development Potential Remaining
Current Floor Space Ratio:

0.52

Available Floor Space Ratio:

0.18 bonus density
0.10 detached accessory dwelling unit

Current Site Coverage:

22%

Available Site Coverage:

13%

Floor Area Breakdown
Basement:

122m²

Main Floor (site coverage):

123m²

Upper Floor:

51m²

Potential Renovations
Laneway House:

0.16 FSR

Rear Addition:

0.18 FSR

Page 140 of 356

Massing Diagrams
Existing House
According to city records, house has
296m² floor space: 174m² above
grade and 122m² below grade. An
additional 103m² is required to meet
development potential. Site coverage
is only 22%, making expansion of
the footprint to the back a viable
option. The property has lane access
and a large backyard making a
laneway house of up to 89 m² a viable
option.

front view: existing

The house has large dormers in the
existing roof, so further development
of the existing upper level is not viable.

rear view: existing

Rear Addition (0.18 FSR)
Develop two level addition at
property rear using additional site
coverage allowance. This can be
substantial in size without negatively
affecting the street view.
rear view: addition
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Laneway House (0.16 FSR)
Develop detached accessory
dwelling unit (laneway house) to
maximum allowable size of 89m²
(0.16 FSR).

Site Constraints

rear view: laneway house

Large trees towards property rear.

Constructability and Financial Feasibility
Develop Addition
Signiﬁcant additions, although higher in overall cost, have a better overall return as they are more
predictable and provide the largest density increase for investment. A new structure is built and tied
into the existing structure. During this type of project, livability within the house is reasonable, as
most work can be completed independently of the existing home. The existing mechanics, electrical,
plumbing, and drainage have to be integrated and upgraded to support the new system. The overall
result is a signiﬁcant increase in density, modernization, and retention of heritage characteristics.
Additions generally cost less per m2 than projects such as basement expansions, however they can be
more costly than standard home construction due to the incorporation of heritage characteristics:
exterior details such as wood siding, sofﬁts, and window details such as muntin bars.
Develop Laneway House
Accessory dwelling units (laneway or carriage houses) present an appealing option for property
owners wanting to develop a new home for family members or seeking higher rental revenue than
basement dwelling units.
Costs for these projects are signiﬁcantly higher per m2 than conventional new construction.
Servicing to the new structure can be a challenge around existing dwelling and property constraints.
Excavation, materials storage, and delivery costs are often higher than conventional building as
access to smaller work spaces can require specialized equipment.
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Conclusion
Development Potential
The building is close to its maximum
development entitlement under the
Zoning Bylaw.
The building could be adapted for
contemporary uses and density without
compromising the heritage merit.
The lot size, shape, and slope allows for
additional development.
The position/location of the house on
the lot allows for additional development.
Mature or historic landscaping would be
retained if additional development was
added.
Total Score for Development Potential

Score Comments
3/3
The building exceeds its non-bonus
development entitlement of 0.5 FSR.
2/2

Large rear yard is well suited to additional
density without compromising heritage merit.

2/2

Yes.

1/1

Yes.

0/0

Large trees in rear yard may be
compromised.

8/9

The subject house currently uses 0.52 FSR and has 0.18 FSR bonus density available for use. The
subject property has a large backyard with lane access that is ideally suited for a large rear addition or
a laneway house.
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Architectural and Build-Out Analysis
533 Fifth Street
Phase 1 Score: 7 out of 9
Phase 2 Score: 6 out of 9
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Context and Siting
Subject house is located on the east side of Fifth Street, one lot south of Sixth Avenue. The house is
located near the front (west) property line. It has a driveway along its south side property line
granting access to its large backyard. There is no lane access.

Development Potential Remaining
Current Floor Space Ratio:

0.22

Available Floor Space Ratio:

0.48 (0.28 + 0.20 bonus density)
0.10 detached accessory dwelling unit

Current Site Coverage:

15%

Available Site Coverage:

20%

Floor Area Breakdown
Basement:

0m²

Main Floor (site coverage):

106m²

Upper Floor:

52m²
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Potential Renovations
Develop Basement:

0.15 FSR

Carriage House:

0.13 FSR

Rear Addition:

up to 0.48 FSR

Mixed Approach:

up to 0.58 FSR

Massing Diagrams
Existing House
According to city records, house has
158m² floor space, all above grade.
An additional 338m² is required to
meet development potential. Site
coverage is only 15%, making
expansion of the footprint to the
back a viable option. The property
has driveway access to its ample
backyard making a detached
accessory dwelling unit of up to
89m² a viable option.

front view: existing

Carriage House (0.13 FSR)
Subject house has a large south
setback with driveway access.
Despite not having a lane, the
property is well suited to develop a
detached accessory dwelling unit
(carriage house) to maximum
allowable size of 89m² (0.13 FSR).
front view: carriage house
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Rear Addition (0.48 FSR)
Develop three level addition at
property rear using additional site
coverage allowance. This can be
substantial in size without negatively
affecting the street view.

front view: rear addition

Mixed Approach (up to 0.58 FSR)
With ample available site coverage
and large rear yard, it is possible to
develop the basement, a three-storey
rear addition, and a carriage house.

front view: mixed approach

Site Constraints
Large trees in backyard on northwest property line to be treated with due care.

Constructability and Financial Feasibility
Develop Basement
Subject house appears to have at minimum a lower level crawlspace - as evidenced by lower level
windows viewed from street - but extent and conditions of foundations are unknown. Basement
development can be an economical way to increase density. A straight lift may be acceptable without
requiring entirely new foundations, depending on existing quality and site conditions. This is a
reasonable project with a large gain, as many bungalow ﬂoor spaces can be doubled.
If straight lift is not possible, development may be achievable by benching the foundation, the more
costly underpinning, or complete replacement. Benching is the most economical option, but erodes
a portion of the available space. Given the age and typical condition of subject houses, signiﬁcant
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foundation work could be required to expand basement footprints. Age and condition of the
structure, condition of drainage and waterprooﬁng, and upgrades to mechanical systems may
indicate existing foundations need to be replaced to realize the cost-benefit.
To facilitate construction of a new basement foundation, house would need to be lifted. Lifting a
house provides the opportunity to gain a full-height basement with maximum daylight and egress.
The existing structure is raised and then the existing basement or crawlspace and foundations are
deconstructed. After excavation, new foundations are constructed under the building footprint with
new structural walls built underneath.
As this project is less predictable, detailed analysis is required to determine if project costs are
reasonable. Although the overall cost may be high, the relative gain is signiﬁcant, making this a
reasonable approach to maintain and modernize the mechanics of the home while signiﬁcantly
increasing density potential. There may even be potential to create an income suite.
Develop Addition
Signiﬁcant additions, although higher in overall cost, have a better overall return as they are more
predictable and provide the largest density increase for investment. A new structure is built and tied
into the existing structure. During this type of project, livability within the house is reasonable, as
most work can be completed independently of the existing home. The existing mechanics, electrical,
plumbing, and drainage have to be integrated and upgraded to support the new system. The overall
result is a signiﬁcant increase in density, modernization, and retention of heritage characteristics.
Additions generally cost less per m2 than projects such as basement expansions, however they can be
more costly than standard home construction due to the incorporation of heritage characteristics:
exterior details such as wood siding, sofﬁts, and window details such as muntin bars.
Develop Carriage House
Accessory dwelling units (laneway or carriage houses) present an appealing option for property
owners wanting to develop a new home for family members or seeking higher rental revenue than
basement dwelling units.
Costs for these projects are signiﬁcantly higher per m2 than conventional new construction.
Servicing to the new structure can be a challenge around existing dwelling and property constraints.
Excavation, materials storage, and delivery costs are often higher than conventional building as
access to smaller work spaces can require specialized equipment.
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Mixed Approach
A mixed approach presents opportunities to maximize project value and may allow more
sympathetic strategies to increase density. An addition is a good option for a mixed approach with
the development or expansion of a basement, as foundation and excavation work would already be
required.
In another example, a lift and move may be required to add a basement or develop an addition.
Because the investment can be high for a small project such as an addition, maximizing the value of
the project could mean increasing project scope by developing an attic (for example) in conjunction
with a small addition. Incorporating an addition would require roof work, so the additional work of
developing the attic spreads a portion of the costs over a larger project, maximizing the value of the
investment per density gained.

Conclusion
Development Potential
The building is close to its maximum
development entitlement under the
Zoning Bylaw.
The building could be adapted for
contemporary uses and density without
compromising the heritage merit.
The lot size, shape, and slope allows for
additional development.
The position/location of the house on
the lot allows for additional development.
Mature or historic landscaping would be
retained if additional development was
added.
Total Score for Development Potential

Score Comments
1/3
The lot has modest development.
2/2

Large rear yard is well suited to additional
density without compromising heritage merit.

2/2

Yes.

1/1

Yes.

0/1

Large trees in rear yard may be
compromised.

6/9

The subject house currently uses 0.22 FSR. It has 0.48 FSR density available for use and an
additional 0.10 FSR to use for an accessory dwelling unit. The subject property has a large backyard
that is well suited for a rear addition and/or a carriage house.
The subject property has a large backyard with driveway access that is ideally suited for a large rear
addition or carriage house. The main floor of the house is elevated nicely above ground creating an
ideal opportunity to develop lower level living space. There are many opportunities to meet the
development potential of this site while retaining the heritage resource.
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Architectural and Build-Out Analysis
314 First Street
Phase 1 Score: 7 out of 9
Phase 2 Score: 6 out of 9
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Context and Siting
Subject house is located on the northwest
corner of First and Emory Streets. The
property has a lane at its back. The house
sits toward the rear of the property and is
very near its north property line. There is a
large addition on the south side of the
house.

Development Potential Remaining
Current Floor Space Ratio:

0.39

Available Floor Space Ratio:

0.31 (0.11 + 0.20 bonus density)
0.10 detached accessory dwelling unit

Current Site Coverage:

20%

Available Site Coverage:

15%

Floor Area Breakdown
Basement:

22m²

Main Floor (site coverage):

144m²

Upper Floor:

110m²

Potential Renovations
Expand Basement:

0.18 FSR

Laneway House:

0.13 FSR
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Massing Diagrams
Existing House
According to city records house has 276m² floor space: 254m² above grade and 22 m² below grade.
An additional 219m² is required to meet development potential. Site coverage is only 20%, making
expansion of the footprint a viable option. It is challenging, however, to design an addition that is
sympathetic to the character of the subject house as it is visible from streets on three sides.
The house is set well back from the front property line, in line with neighbouring properties. Ideally,
streetscape consistency would be maintained and the subject house would retain its current setback.
This property is a corner site with excellent backyard access making a detached accessory dwelling
unit of up to 89m² viable.

front view: existing

Expand Basement (0.18 FSR)
Expand basement level under footprint of house, maximizing FSR. Potentially raise the house
nominally as required for daylight and egress. As subject house retains original cast-concrete block
base, care should be taken to maintain heritage values.

front view: expand basement
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Laneway House (0.13 FSR)
Develop a detached accessory dwelling unit (laneway house) to maximum allowable size of 89m²
(0.13 FSR).

front view: laneway house

Site Constraints
None identified.

Constructability and Financial Feasibility
Expand Basement
Note: Rebuilding the foundations would present a challenge in preserving the subject house’s original cast-concrete block
base.
House has partial basement with crawlspace under remaining structure. Maximizing basement use is
a good way to increase site density. There may even be potential to create an income suite.
Expansion is achievable by benching the foundation, the more costly underpinning, or complete
replacement. Benching is the most economical option, but erodes a portion of the available space.
Given the age and typical condition of subject houses, signiﬁcant foundation work could be required
to expand basement footprints. Many basements present challenges in terms of height; basement
expansion could require lowering the existing basement ﬂoor. Age and condition of the structure,
condition of drainage and waterprooﬁng, and upgrades to mechanical systems may indicate existing
foundations need to be replaced to realize the cost-benefit.
The investment of a basement expansion is signiﬁcant in terms of dollars per m2 gained. As this
project is less predictable, detailed analysis is required to determine if project costs are reasonable.
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Develop Laneway House
Accessory dwelling units (laneway or carriage houses) present an appealing option for property
owners wanting to develop a new home for family members or seeking higher rental revenue than
basement dwelling units.
Costs for these projects are signiﬁcantly higher per m2 than conventional new construction.
Servicing to the new structure can be a challenge around existing dwelling and property constraints.
Excavation, materials storage, and delivery costs are often higher than conventional building as
access to smaller work spaces can require specialized equipment.

Conclusion
Development Potential

Score Comments

The building is close to its maximum
development entitlement under the
Zoning Bylaw.
The building could be adapted for
contemporary uses and density without
compromising the heritage merit.
The lot size, shape, and slope allows for
additional development.
The position/location of the house on
the lot allows for additional development.
Mature or historic landscaping would be
retained if additional development was
added.
Total Score for Development Potential

2/3

The building approaches its non-bonus
development entitlement of 0.5 FSR.

1/2

Many challenges to meeting density
entitlement.

1/2

Somewhat.

1/1

Yes.

1/1
6/9

The subject house currently uses 0.39 FSR. It has 0.31 FSR density available for use and an
additional 0.10 FSR to use for an accessory dwelling unit. Expanding the basement and developing a
laneway house will, together, only enable partial utilization of the bonus zoning entitlements.
The unique form and prominent corner location of the subject house presents challenges to
designing sympathetic additions. Preserving its streetscape defined by large front setbacks further
limits the potential to increase development on this site. The most sympathetic developments were
explored here: building a laneway house and expanding the basement. Unfortunately, even fully
developing the basement may lead to compromising heritage features – the potential loss of the
original cast-concrete block base.
This lot may be well suited for a Heritage Restoration Agreement (HRA). An HRA would allow for
more flexible infill options (than allowed in the standard RS-4 zoning) to take advantage of the
available site coverage and FSR. The resultant infill dwelling(s) may allow better preservation of the
heritage resource and streetscape than the options presented here.
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Architectural and Build-Out Analysis
328 First Street
Phase 1 Score: 8 out of 9
Phase 2 Score: 6 out of 9
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Context and Siting
Subject house is located on the west side of
First Street, the fifth house south of Fourth
Avenue. The house is sited near the middle
of the property with small side yard
setbacks. It has a small backyard with lane
access.

Development Potential Remaining
Current Floor Space Ratio:

0.59

Available Floor Space Ratio:

0.11 bonus density

Current Site Coverage:

30%

Available Site Coverage:

5%

Floor Area Breakdown
Basement:

177m²

Main Floor (site coverage):

182m²

Upper Floor:

0m²

Potential Renovations
Develop Attic (with dormers):

0.11 FSR
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Massing Diagrams
Existing House
According to city records, house has
358m² floor space: 182m² above
grade and 177m² below grade. An
additional 66m² is required to meet
development potential. The house
sits toward the back of the site and
does not have much opportunity for
development in the rear. As only 5%
site coverage is available, potential to
expand footprint is very limited.

front view: existing

As the rear yard setback is less than
10.5m developing an accessory
dwelling unit is not feasible.

rear view: existing

Develop Attic (0.11 FSR)
Rebuild back roof (shown)/use
larger dormers and/or raise roof
nominally to add living space on the
upper level.

rear view: develop attic

Site Constraints
Significant slope down from back to front of lot. Minimal rear setback.
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Constructability and Financial Feasibility
Develop Attic
Attic development is a fairly straightforward and predictable project with potentially signiﬁcant
gains. If a stair exists, the project can have limited impact on the lower level. If a stair must be
added, the project can have a more signiﬁcant impact on the entire dwelling. As structural
requirements have become more rigourous, developing the attic probably requires upgrades to the
existing structure, including the attic floor and rafters.
Site conditions and existing design can make this an ideal approach for certain houses. The
limitations lie in the pitch of the roof and opportunity to make signiﬁcant livable space within the
attic. Where the right conditions are present, the opportunity to add extra bedrooms and living space
is signiﬁcant at a reasonable cost. When the roof lines and pitches make increasing space difﬁcult,
the option to raise the roof exists, but with increased cost and challenge to maintain the heritage
aspects of the structure.

Conclusion
Development Potential
The building is close to its maximum
development entitlement under the
Zoning Bylaw.
The building could be adapted for
contemporary uses and density without
compromising the heritage merit.
The lot size, shape, and slope allows for
additional development.
The position/location of the house on
the lot allows for additional development.
Mature or historic landscaping would be
retained if additional development was
added.
Total Score for Development Potential

Score Comments
3/3
The building exceeds its non-bonus
development entitlement of 0.5 FSR.
1/2

Some capacity to develop upper floor
without compromising heritage merit.

1/2

Limited by small rear yard and high existing
site coverage.

0/1
1/1
6/9

The subject house exceeds its non-bonus zoning entitlement of 0.5 FSR. It has 0.11 bonus FSR
available for use. Maintaining character defining cottage expression at front limits potential to
develop upper level. High site coverage and small backyard limits potential to expand to the rear.
Existing roof ridge appears to be suitably high to support development of additional living space on
the upper level by using dormers or rebuilding roof at the rear.
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Architectural and Build-Out Analysis
408 First Street
Phase 1 Score: 8 out of 9
Phase 2 Score: 9 out of 9
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Context and Siting
Subject house is located on the southwest
corner of First and Oakland Streets. The
house is located near the front (east)
property line. It has small side yard setbacks.
It has a large, treed backyard and a driveway
off Oakland Street.

Development Potential Remaining
Current Floor Space Ratio:

0.52

Available Floor Space Ratio:

0.18 bonus density
0.10 detached accessory dwelling unit

Current Site Coverage:

± 23% (52% on the City’s Property Info Report is error)

Available Site Coverage:

± 12%

Floor Area Breakdown
Basement:

43m²

Main Floor (site coverage):

±70m²

Upper Floor:

45m²

Potential Renovations
Expand Basement:

0.10 FSR

Rear Addition:

0.18 FSR

Laneway House:

0.29 FSR
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Massing Diagrams
Existing House
According to city records, house has
158m² floor space: 115m² above
grade and 43m² below grade. An
additional 54m² is required to meet
development potential.
front view: existing

Expand Basement (0.10 FSR)
Expand basement level under full
footprint of existing house.

front view: expand basement

Rear Addition (0.18 FSR)
With the available site coverage, and
the large rear yard, it is possible to
develop a two- or three-storey
addition that does not diminish the
heritage resource. Additions visible
from the side lane should be
physically and visually compatible
with, subordinate to, and
distinguishable from the heritage
structure in keeping with ‘Standards
and Guidelines for the Conservation
of Historic Places in Canada’.

front view: rear addition
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Laneway House (0.28 FSR)
Develop a detached accessory
dwelling unit (laneway house) to
maximum allowable size of 89m²
(0.28 FSR).

front view: laneway house

Site Constraints
None identified.

Constructability and Financial Feasibility
Expand Basement
House has partial basement with crawlspace under remaining structure. Maximizing basement use is
a good way to increase site density. There may even be potential to create an income suite.
Expansion is achievable by benching the foundation, the more costly underpinning, or complete
replacement. Benching is the most economical option, but erodes a portion of the available space.
Given the age and typical condition of subject houses, signiﬁcant foundation work could be required
to expand basement footprints. Many basements present challenges in terms of height; basement
expansion could require lowering the existing basement ﬂoor. Age and condition of the structure,
condition of drainage and waterprooﬁng, and upgrades to mechanical systems may indicate existing
foundations need to be replaced to realize the cost-benefit.
The investment of a basement expansion is signiﬁcant in terms of dollars per m2 gained. As this
project is less predictable, detailed analysis is required to determine if project costs are reasonable.
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Develop Addition
Signiﬁcant additions, although higher in overall cost, have a better overall return as they are more
predictable and provide the largest density increase for investment. A new structure is built and tied
into the existing structure. During this type of project, livability within the house is reasonable, as
most work can be completed independently of the existing home. The existing mechanics, electrical,
plumbing, and drainage have to be integrated and upgraded to support the new system. The overall
result is a signiﬁcant increase in density, modernization, and retention of heritage characteristics.
Additions generally cost less per m2 than projects such as basement expansions, however they can be
more costly than standard home construction due to the incorporation of heritage characteristics:
exterior details such as wood siding, sofﬁts, and window details such as muntin bars.
Develop Laneway House
Accessory dwelling units (laneway or carriage houses) present an appealing option for property
owners wanting to develop a new home for family members or seeking higher rental revenue than
basement dwelling units.
Costs for these projects are signiﬁcantly higher per m2 than conventional new construction.
Servicing to the new structure can be a challenge around existing dwelling and property constraints.
Excavation, materials storage, and delivery costs are often higher than conventional building as
access to smaller work spaces can require specialized equipment.
Mixed Approach
A mixed approach presents opportunities to maximize project value and may allow more
sympathetic strategies to increase density. An addition is a good option for a mixed approach with
the development or expansion of a basement, as foundation and excavation work would already be
required.
In another example, a lift and move may be required to add a basement or develop an addition.
Because the investment can be high for a small project such as an addition, maximizing the value of
the project could mean increasing project scope by developing an attic (for example) in conjunction
with a small addition. Incorporating an addition would require roof work, so the additional work of
developing the attic spreads a portion of the costs over a larger project, maximizing the value of the
investment per density gained.
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Conclusion
Development Potential
The building is close to its maximum
development entitlement under the
Zoning Bylaw.
The building could be adapted for
contemporary uses and density without
compromising the heritage merit.
The lot size, shape, and slope allows for
additional development.
The position/location of the house on
the lot allows for additional development.
Mature or historic landscaping would be
retained if additional development was
added.
Total Score for Development Potential

Score Comments
3/3
The building exceeds its non-bonus
development entitlement of 0.5 FSR.
2/2

Large rear yard is well suited to additional
density without compromising heritage merit.

2/2

Yes.

1/1

Yes.

1/1
9/9

The subject house currently exceeds the 0.5 FSR of previous RS-1 zoning and is capable of using the
bonus density through a variety of means.
The subject property has a large backyard with side lane access that is ideally suited for a rear
addition or laneway house. If preferred, the basement could be expanded, using part of the bonus
entitlement. There are many opportunities to meet the development potential of this site while
retaining the heritage resource.
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Architectural and Build-Out Analysis
418 First Street
Phase 1 Score: 7 out of 9
Phase 2 Score: 6 out of 9
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Context and Siting
Subject house is located on the southwest
corner of First and St. Patrick Streets. The
house sits in the middle of the property,
well set back from First Street but close to
its northern property line at St. Patrick
Street.
It has a large, treed backyard with driveway
access from St. Patrick Street.

Development Potential Remaining
Current Floor Space Ratio:

0.38

Available Floor Space Ratio:

0.32 (0.12 + 0.20 bonus density)
0.10 detached accessory dwelling unit

Current Site Coverage:

24%

Available Site Coverage:

11%

Floor Area Breakdown
Basement:

107m²

Main Floor (site coverage):

197m²

Upper Floor:

0m²

Potential Renovations
Develop Full Basement:

0.11 FSR

Rear Addition:

up to 0.22 FSR

Laneway House:

0.11 FSR
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Massing Diagrams
Existing House
According to city records, house has
304m² floor space: 197m² above
grade and 107m² below grade. An
additional 263m² is required to meet
development potential. The style of
the house and its prominent corner
location does not lend itself to
developing an upper floor. This
property is a corner lot with a large
backyard making a detached
accessory dwelling unit of up to
89m² a viable option.

front view: existing

Develop Basement & Rear
Addition (0.32 FSR)
Expand basement level to full
footprint of house, potentially raising
the house nominally as required for
daylight and egress.
According to city records, the house
has only 24% site coverage. With the
large backyard there is ample
opportunity for a large two-storey
addition in the rear, set back from the
side yard exposure of the heritage
house.

front view: basement & addition
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Laneway House (0.11 FSR)
Develop detached accessory
dwelling unit (laneway house) to
maximum allowable size of 89m²
(0.11 FSR). Can be combined with
basement development and rear
additions to achieve more
development potential
(approximately 0.32 FSR).
Site is well suited to an attached
accessory dwelling due to its corner
location and generous rear yard.

rear view: basement & addition

front view: laneway with
basement & addition

rear view: laneway with
basement & addition

Site Constraints
Mature landscape and trees.
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Constructability and Financial Feasibility
Note: Subject house has a highly articulated one storey form. Additions that are sympathetic to this form may be more
complex and expensive to build.
Expand Basement
Note: The subject house does not have a compact, simple footprint; the cost of foundation work will be relative to its
complexity.
House has partial basement with crawlspace under remaining structure. Maximizing basement use is
a good way to increase site density. There may even be potential to create an income suite.
Expansion is achievable by benching the foundation, the more costly underpinning, or complete
replacement. Benching is the most economical option, but erodes a portion of the available space.
Given the age and typical condition of subject houses, signiﬁcant foundation work could be required
to expand basement footprints. Many basements present challenges in terms of height; basement
expansion could require lowering the existing basement ﬂoor. Age and condition of the structure,
condition of drainage and waterprooﬁng, and upgrades to mechanical systems may indicate existing
foundations need to be replaced to realize the cost-benefit.
The investment of a basement expansion is signiﬁcant in terms of dollars per m2 gained. As this
project is less predictable, detailed analysis is required to determine if project costs are reasonable.
Develop Addition
Signiﬁcant additions, although higher in overall cost, have a better overall return as they are more
predictable and provide the largest density increase for investment. A new structure is built and tied
into the existing structure. During this type of project, livability within the house is reasonable, as
most work can be completed independently of the existing home. The existing mechanics, electrical,
plumbing, and drainage have to be integrated and upgraded to support the new system. The overall
result is a signiﬁcant increase in density, modernization, and retention of heritage characteristics.
Additions generally cost less per m2 than projects such as basement expansions, however they can be
more costly than standard home construction due to the incorporation of heritage characteristics:
exterior details such as wood siding, sofﬁts, and window details such as muntin bars.
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Develop Laneway House
Accessory dwelling units (laneway or carriage houses) present an appealing option for property
owners wanting to develop a new home for family members or seeking higher rental revenue than
basement dwelling units.
Costs for these projects are signiﬁcantly higher per m2 than conventional new construction.
Servicing to the new structure can be a challenge around existing dwelling and property constraints.
Excavation, materials storage, and delivery costs are often higher than conventional building as
access to smaller work spaces can require specialized equipment.
Mixed Approach
A mixed approach presents opportunities to maximize project value and may allow more
sympathetic strategies to increase density. An addition is a good option for a mixed approach with
the development or expansion of a basement, as foundation and excavation work would already be
required.
In another example, a lift and move may be required to add a basement or develop an addition.
Because the investment can be high for a small project such as an addition, maximizing the value of
the project could mean increasing project scope by developing an attic (for example) in conjunction
with a small addition. Incorporating an addition would require roof work, so the additional work of
developing the attic spreads a portion of the costs over a larger project, maximizing the value of the
investment per density gained.

Conclusion
Development Potential
The building is close to its maximum
development entitlement under the
Zoning Bylaw.
The building could be adapted for
contemporary uses and density without
compromising the heritage merit.
The lot size, shape, and slope allows for
additional development.
The position/location of the house on
the lot allows for additional development.
Mature or historic landscaping would be
retained if additional development was
added.
Total Score for Development Potential

Score Comments
2/3
The building approaches its non-bonus
development entitlement of 0.5 FSR.
1/2

Can accommodate some additional density
without compromising heritage merit.

2/2

Yes.

1/1

Yes.

0/1

Mature landscape in rear yard would be
compromised.

6/9
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The subject house currently uses 0.38 FSR. It has 0.32 FSR available for use and an additional 0.10
FSR to use for an accessory dwelling unit. It has a partial basement and no upper floor. Enlarging
the basement is possible, but likely not cost-effective. The addition of upper floor space would
diminish its character defining elements. The subject property has a generous rear yard that is well
suited to rear additions and/or a detached accessory dwelling unit, using the remaining site coverage
allowance.
This lot may be well suited for a Heritage Restoration Agreement (HRA). An HRA would allow
more flexible infill options (than allowed in the standard RS-4 zoning) to take advantage of the
available site coverage and FSR. The resultant infill dwellings may be more in keeping with the
existing neighbourhood character than the options presented here.
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Architectural and Build-Out Analysis
508 First Street
Phase 1 Score: 6 out of 9
Phase 2 Score: 7 out of 9
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Context and Siting
Subject house is located on the west side of
First Street, on the north side of the midblock lane between Regina Street and Fifth
Avenue. The house is located near the
middle of its lot. It has small side yard
setbacks.

Development Potential Remaining
Current Floor Space Ratio:

0.54

Available Floor Space Ratio:

0.16 bonus density
0.10 detached accessory dwelling unit

Current Site Coverage:

23%

Available Site Coverage:

12%

Floor Area Breakdown
Basement:

144m²

Main Floor (site coverage):

144m²

Upper Floor:

52m²

Potential Renovations
Rear Addition:

0.16 FSR

Laneway House:

0.14 FSR
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Massing Diagrams
Existing House
According to city records, house has
340m² floor space: 196m² above
grade and 144m² below grade. An
additional 102m² is required to meet
development potential.
front view: existing

rear view: existing

Rear Addition (0.16 FSR)
Develop three level addition at
property rear using additional site
coverage allowance. This can be
substantial in size without negatively
affecting the street view. Rear yard
setback likely limiting factor.

rear view: addition

Laneway House (0.14 FSR)
Develop detached accessory
dwelling unit (laneway house) to
maximum allowable size of 89m².
Depending on rear setback, this may
have to be fairly narrow.
rear view: laneway house
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Site Constraints
Trees in backyard.

Constructability and Financial Feasibility
Develop Addition
Signiﬁcant additions, although higher in overall cost, have a better overall return as they are more
predictable and provide the largest density increase for investment. A new structure is built and tied
into the existing structure. During this type of project, livability within the house is reasonable, as
most work can be completed independently of the existing home. The existing mechanics, electrical,
plumbing, and drainage have to be integrated and upgraded to support the new system. The overall
result is a signiﬁcant increase in density, modernization, and retention of heritage characteristics.
Additions generally cost less per m2 than projects such as basement expansions, however they can be
more costly than standard home construction due to the incorporation of heritage characteristics:
exterior details such as wood siding, sofﬁts, and window details such as muntin bars.
Develop Laneway House
Note: Subject property has fairly small backyard, but may be suitable for the development of a narrow laneway
allowing compliance with setback requirements.
Accessory dwelling units (laneway or carriage houses) present an appealing option for property
owners wanting to develop a new home for family members or seeking higher rental revenue than
basement dwelling units.
Costs for these projects are signiﬁcantly higher per m2 than conventional new construction.
Servicing to the new structure can be a challenge around existing dwelling and property constraints.
Excavation, materials storage, and delivery costs are often higher than conventional building as
access to smaller work spaces can require specialized equipment.
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Conclusion
Development Potential
The building is close to its maximum
development entitlement under the
Zoning Bylaw.
The building could be adapted for
contemporary uses and density without
compromising the heritage merit.
The lot size, shape, and slope allows for
additional development.
The position/location of the house on
the lot allows for additional development.
Mature or historic landscaping would be
retained if additional development was
added.
Total Score for Development Potential

Score Comments
3/3
The building exceeds its non-bonus
development entitlement of 0.5 FSR.
2/2

Rear yard can accommodate additional
density without compromising heritage merit.

1/2

Yes, with limits.

1/1

Position of house allows some limited
development potential .
Trees in rear yard likely affected.

0/1
7/9

The subject house currently uses 0.54 FSR. It has 0.16 FSR available for use and an additional 0.10
FSR to use for an accessory dwelling unit. There is potential to develop an addition or laneway
house at the rear of the property, which is limited somewhat by setback requirements.
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Architectural and Build-Out Analysis
214 Fourth Avenue
Phase 1 Score: 8 out of 9
Phase 2 Score: 5 out of 9
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Context and Siting
Subject house is located on the south side of
Fourth Avenue, one lot east of Oliver
Street. The house is set back far from the
street with a smaller side setback to its east
and driveway access along its generous west
side setback. The house covers only a small
portion of its very large site. It has a large,
treed backyard with no lane access.

Development Potential Remaining
Current Floor Space Ratio:

0.16

Available Floor Space Ratio:

0.54 (0.34 + 0.20 bonus density)
0.10 detached accessory dwelling unit

Current Site Coverage:

15%

Available Site Coverage:

20%

Floor Area Breakdown
Basement:

6m²

Main Floor (site coverage):

106m²

Upper Floor:

0m²
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Potential Renovations
Develop Existing Footprint Basement:

0.15 FSR

Develop Attic (with dormers):

0.11 FSR

Carriage House:

0.13 FSR

Rear Addition:

0.54 FSR

Massing Diagrams
Existing House
According to city records, house has 112m² floor
space: 106m² above grade and 6m² below grade.
An additional 376m² is required to meet
development potential.

front view: existing

Rear Addition (0.54 FSR)
According to city records, house has
only 15% site coverage. Develop
three level addition at property rear
using additional site coverage
allowance. This can be substantial in
size without negatively affecting
street view.

front view: rear addition
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Develop Basement, Attic &
Carriage House (0.39 FSR)
Using a variety of approaches to
develop the site helps avoid an
overly bulky building.
Expand basement level to full
footprint of house, potentially
raising the house nominally as
required for daylight and egress.
A dormer can be added to the east
face of the attic without affecting
the front elevation.
Develop detached accessory
dwelling unit (carriage house) to
maximum allowable size of 89m².

front view: basement, attic &
carriage house

Site Constraints
Mature landscape with mature trees in rear yard.

Constructability and Financial Feasibility
Expand Basement
House has partial basement with crawlspace under remaining structure. Maximizing basement use is
a good way to increase site density. There may even be potential to create an income suite.
Expansion is achievable by benching the foundation, the more costly underpinning, or complete
replacement. Benching is the most economical option, but erodes a portion of the available space.
Given the age and typical condition of subject houses, signiﬁcant foundation work could be required
to expand basement footprints. Many basements present challenges in terms of height; basement
expansion could require lowering the existing basement ﬂoor. Age and condition of the structure,
condition of drainage and waterprooﬁng, and upgrades to mechanical systems may indicate existing
foundations need to be replaced to realize the cost-benefit.
The investment of a basement expansion is signiﬁcant in terms of dollars per m2 gained. As this
project is less predictable, detailed analysis is required to determine if project costs are reasonable.
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Develop Attic
Attic development is a fairly straightforward and predictable project with potentially signiﬁcant
gains. This attic is already partially developed, indicating that a stair exists. Due to existent stair,
project may have limited impact on the lower level. As structural requirements have become more
rigourous, developing the attic probably requires upgrades to the existing structure, including the
attic floor and rafters.
Site conditions and existing design can make this an ideal approach for certain houses. The
limitations lie in the pitch of the roof and opportunity to make signiﬁcant livable space within the
attic. Where the right conditions are present, the opportunity to add extra bedrooms and living space
is signiﬁcant at a reasonable cost. When the roof lines and pitches make increasing space difﬁcult,
the option to raise the roof exists, but with increased cost and challenge to maintain the heritage
aspects of the structure.
Develop Addition
Signiﬁcant additions, although higher in overall cost, have a better overall return as they are more
predictable and provide the largest density increase for investment. A new structure is built and tied
into the existing structure. During this type of project, livability within the house is reasonable, as
most work can be completed independently of the existing home. The existing mechanics, electrical,
plumbing, and drainage have to be integrated and upgraded to support the new system. The overall
result is a signiﬁcant increase in density, modernization, and retention of heritage characteristics.
Additions generally cost less per m2 than projects such as basement expansions, however they can be
more costly than standard home construction due to the incorporation of heritage characteristics:
exterior details such as wood siding, sofﬁts, and window details such as muntin bars.
Develop Carriage House
Accessory dwelling units (laneway or carriage houses) present an appealing option for property
owners wanting to develop a new home for family members or seeking higher rental revenue than
basement dwelling units.
Costs for these projects are signiﬁcantly higher per m2 than conventional new construction.
Servicing to the new structure can be a challenge around existing dwelling and property constraints.
Excavation, materials storage, and delivery costs are often higher than conventional building as
access to smaller work spaces can require specialized equipment.

Page 181 of 356

Mixed Approach
A mixed approach presents opportunities to maximize project value and may allow more
sympathetic strategies to increase density. An addition is a good option for a mixed approach with
the development or expansion of a basement, as foundation and excavation work would already be
required.
In another example, a lift and move may be required to add a basement or develop an addition.
Because the investment can be high for a small project such as an addition, maximizing the value of
the project could mean increasing project scope by developing an attic (for example) in conjunction
with a small addition. Incorporating an addition would require roof work, so the additional work of
developing the attic spreads a portion of the costs over a larger project, maximizing the value of the
investment per density gained.

Conclusion
Development Potential
The building is close to its maximum
development entitlement under the
Zoning Bylaw.
The building could be adapted for
contemporary uses and density without
compromising the heritage merit.
The lot size, shape, and slope allows for
additional development.
The position/location of the house on
the lot allows for additional development.
Mature or historic landscaping would be
retained if additional development was
added.
Total Score for Development Potential

Score Comments
0/3
Building lot has minimal development.
2/2

Large rear yard can accommodate additional
density without compromising heritage merit.

2/2

Yes.

1/1

Very large backyard with generous side yard
access.
Mature landscaping in rear yard likely
affected.

0/1
5/9

The subject house currently uses 0.16 FSR. It has 0.54 FSR available for use and an additional 0.10
FSR to use for an accessory dwelling unit. It is one storey with a partial basement.
The large yards to the rear and side present many opportunities to add to the house without
diminishing its heritage value. Any additions visible from the front should be physically and visually
compatible with, subordinate to, and distinguishable from the heritage structure in keeping with
‘Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada’.
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Architectural and Build-Out Analysis
225 Fourth Avenue
Phase 1 Score: 7 out of 9
Phase 2 Score: 7 out of 9
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Context and Siting
Subject house is located on the north side of
Fourth Avenue, two lots east of Third
Street. Oakland Street acts like a lane at the
rear property line. The house sits close to
the front (south) and east property lines. It
has a large setback on its west side property
line.

Development Potential Remaining
Current Floor Space Ratio:

0.30

Available Floor Space Ratio:

0.40 (0.20 + 0.20 bonus density)
0.10 detached accessory dwelling unit

Current Site Coverage:

16%

Available Site Coverage:

19%

Floor Area Breakdown
Basement:

21m²

Main Floor (site coverage):

131m²

Upper Floor(s):

87m²

Potential Renovations
Expand Basement:

0.14 FSR

Laneway House:

0.11 FSR

Rear addition:

0.40 FSR
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Massing Diagrams
Existing House
According to city records, house has
239m² floor space: 218m² above
grade and 21m² below grade. An
additional 328m² is required to meet
development potential.
Subject house has small front and
east setbacks, leaving a lot of open
space on the rear and west sides of
the property.
Rear Addition (0.40 FSR)

front view: existing

According to city records, house has
only 16% site coverage. Develop
three level addition at property rear
using additional site coverage
allowance. This can be substantial in
size without negatively affecting
street view.
front view: rear addition

Develop Basement, Addition &
Laneway House (0.40 FSR)
Using a variety of approaches to
develop the site helps avoid an
overly bulky building.
Expand basement level to full
footprint of house, potentially
raising the house nominally as
required for daylight and egress.
A two-level addition can be accommodated in the
side yard without overwhelming the front elevation.

front view: basement, addition &
laneway house

Develop detached accessory dwelling unit (laneway
house) to maximum allowable size of 89m².
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Site Constraints
None identified.

Constructability and Financial Feasibility
Expand Basement
House has partial basement with crawlspace under remaining structure. Maximizing basement use is
a good way to increase site density. There may even be potential to create an income suite.
Expansion is achievable by benching the foundation, the more costly underpinning, or complete
replacement. Benching is the most economical option, but erodes a portion of the available space.
Given the age and typical condition of subject houses, signiﬁcant foundation work could be required
to expand basement footprints. Many basements present challenges in terms of height; basement
expansion could require lowering the existing basement ﬂoor. Age and condition of the structure,
condition of drainage and waterprooﬁng, and upgrades to mechanical systems may indicate existing
foundations need to be replaced to realize the cost-benefit.
The investment of a basement expansion is signiﬁcant in terms of dollars per m2 gained. As this
project is less predictable, detailed analysis is required to determine if project costs are reasonable.
Develop Addition
Signiﬁcant additions, although higher in overall cost, have a better overall return as they are more
predictable and provide the largest density increase for investment. A new structure is built and tied
into the existing structure. During this type of project, livability within the house is reasonable, as
most work can be completed independently of the existing home. The existing mechanics, electrical,
plumbing, and drainage have to be integrated and upgraded to support the new system. The overall
result is a signiﬁcant increase in density, modernization, and retention of heritage characteristics.
Additions generally cost less per m2 than projects such as basement expansions, however they can be
more costly than standard home construction due to the incorporation of heritage characteristics:
exterior details such as wood siding, sofﬁts, and window details such as muntin bars.
Develop Laneway House
Accessory dwelling units (laneway or carriage houses) present an appealing option for property
owners wanting to develop a new home for family members or seeking higher rental revenue than
basement dwelling units.
Costs for these projects are signiﬁcantly higher per m2 than conventional new construction.
Servicing to the new structure can be a challenge around existing dwelling and property constraints.
Excavation, materials storage, and delivery costs are often higher than conventional building as
access to smaller work spaces can require specialized equipment.
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Mixed Approach
A mixed approach presents opportunities to maximize project value and may allow more
sympathetic strategies to increase density. An addition is a good option for a mixed approach with
the development or expansion of a basement, as foundation and excavation work would already be
required.
In another example, a lift and move may be required to add a basement or develop an addition.
Because the investment can be high for a small project such as an addition, maximizing the value of
the project could mean increasing project scope by developing an attic (for example) in conjunction
with a small addition. Incorporating an addition would require roof work, so the additional work of
developing the attic spreads a portion of the costs over a larger project, maximizing the value of the
investment per density gained.

Conclusion
Development Potential
The building is close to its maximum
development entitlement under the
Zoning Bylaw.
The building could be adapted for
contemporary uses and density without
compromising the heritage merit.
The lot size, shape, and slope allows for
additional development.
The position/location of the house on
the lot allows for additional development.
Mature or historic landscaping would be
retained if additional development was
added.
Total Score for Development Potential

Score Comments
1/3
Building lot has modest development.
2/2

Large rear yard can accommodate additional
density without compromising heritage merit.

2/2

Yes.

1/1

Yes.

1/1

None noted.

7/9

The subject house currently uses 0.30 FSR. It has 0.40 FSR available for use and an additional 0.10
FSR to use for an accessory dwelling unit. It is two storeys with a partial basement.
The large yards to the rear and side present many opportunities to add to the house without
diminishing its heritage value. Any additions visible from the front should be physically and visually
compatible with, subordinate to, and distinguishable from the heritage structure in keeping with
‘Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada’.
This lot may be well suited for a Heritage Restoration Agreement (HRA). An HRA would allow
more flexible infill options (than allowed in the standard RS-4 zoning) to take advantage of the
ample available site coverage and FSR. The resultant infill dwellings may be more in keeping with
the existing neighbourhood character than the options presented here.
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Architectural and Build-Out Analysis
405 Fourth Avenue
Phase 1 Score: 7 out of 9
Phase 2 Score: 9 out of 9
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Context and Siting
Subject house is located on the north side of
Fourth Avenue, east of the mid-block lane
between Fourth and Fifth Streets. The
house is well set back from the street with
small side setbacks.

Development Potential Remaining
Current Floor Space Ratio:

0.49

Available Floor Space Ratio:

0.21 (0.01 + 0.20 bonus density)
0.10 detached accessory dwelling unit

Current Site Coverage:

25%

Available Site Coverage:

10%

Floor Area Breakdown
Basement:

28m²

Main Floor (site coverage):

140m²

Upper Floor(s):

105m²
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Potential Renovations
Develop Existing Footprint Basement:

0.20 FSR

Laneway House:

0.16 FSR

Massing Diagrams
Existing House
According to city records, house has
272m² floor space: 245m² above
grade and 28m² below grade. An
additional 118m² is required to meet
development potential.

front view: existing

Expand Basement (0.20 FSR)
Expand basement level under
footprint of house, maximizing FSR.
Potentially raise the house nominally
as required for daylight and egress.

front view: develop basement
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Laneway House (0.16 FSR)
Develop detached accessory
dwelling unit (laneway house) to
maximum allowable size of 89m²
(0.16 FSR). Can be combined with
partial basement development to
achieve maximum development
potential (0.31 FSR).
Side yard is on lane and site is well
suited to an attached accessory
dwelling.

front view: laneway house

Site Constraints
None Identified

Constructability and Financial Feasibility
Expand Basement
House has partial basement with crawlspace under remaining structure. Maximizing basement use is
a good way to increase site density. There may even be potential to create an income suite.
Expansion is achievable by benching the foundation, the more costly underpinning, or complete
replacement. Benching is the most economical option, but erodes a portion of the available space.
Given the age and typical condition of subject houses, signiﬁcant foundation work could be required
to expand basement footprints. Many basements present challenges in terms of height; basement
expansion could require lowering the existing basement ﬂoor. Age and condition of the structure,
condition of drainage and waterprooﬁng, and upgrades to mechanical systems may indicate existing
foundations need to be replaced to realize the cost-benefit.
The investment of a basement expansion is signiﬁcant in terms of dollars per m2 gained. As this
project is less predictable, detailed analysis is required to determine if project costs are reasonable.
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Develop Laneway House
Accessory dwelling units (laneway or carriage houses) present an appealing option for property
owners wanting to develop a new home for family members or seeking higher rental revenue than
basement dwelling units.
Costs for these projects are signiﬁcantly higher per m2 than conventional new construction.
Servicing to the new structure can be a challenge around existing dwelling and property constraints.
Excavation, materials storage, and delivery costs are often higher than conventional building as
access to smaller work spaces can require specialized equipment.
Mixed Approach
A mixed approach presents opportunities to maximize project value and may allow more
sympathetic strategies to increase density. An addition is a good option for a mixed approach with
the development or expansion of a basement, as foundation and excavation work would already be
required.
In another example, a lift and move may be required to add a basement or develop an addition.
Because the investment can be high for a small project such as an addition, maximizing the value of
the project could mean increasing project scope by developing an attic (for example) in conjunction
with a small addition. Incorporating an addition would require roof work, so the additional work of
developing the attic spreads a portion of the costs over a larger project, maximizing the value of the
investment per density gained.

Conclusion
Development Potential
The building is close to its maximum
development entitlement under the
Zoning Bylaw.
The building could be adapted for
contemporary uses and density without
compromising the heritage merit.
The lot size, shape, and slope allows for
additional development.
The position/location of the house on
the lot allows for additional development.
Mature or historic landscaping would be
retained if additional development was
added.
Total Score for Development Potential

Score Comments
3/3
The building is almost at its non-bonus
development entitlement of 0.5 FSR.
2/2

Building already achieves this and is able to
take advantage of bonus density entitlements.

2/2

Work could be limited to existing building
footprint.

1/1
1/1
9/9
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The subject house currently uses 0.49 FSR. It has 0.21 FSR available for use and an additional 0.10
FSR to use for an accessory dwelling unit. Maintaining the character defining elements on two street
faces limits potential to develop additional extensions. Good potential to develop basement living
space under existing footprint and/or laneway house.
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Architectural and Build-Out Analysis
411 Fourth Avenue
Phase 1 Score: 7 out of 9
Phase 2 Score: 5 out of 9
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Context and Siting
Subject house is located on the north side of
Fourth Avenue, west of the mid-block lane
between Fourth and Fifth Streets. The
house sits toward the front of the lot with a
narrow side yard to the west and a large
setback from the lane to the east. The
property has a large backyard with a large
accessory building.

Development Potential Remaining
Current Floor Space Ratio:

0.19

Available Floor Space Ratio:

0.51 (0.31 + 0.20 bonus density)
0.10 detached accessory dwelling unit

Current Site Coverage:

16%

Available Site Coverage:

19%

Floor Area Breakdown
Basement:

0m²

Main Floor (site coverage):

126m²

Upper Floor(s):

31m²

Potential Renovations
Develop Basement under Existing Footprint: 0.16 FSR
Laneway House:

0.11 FSR

Develop Rear Addition with Full Basement: 0.51 FSR
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Massing Diagrams
Existing House
According to city records, house has
157m² floor space, all above grade.
An additional 410m² is required to
meet development potential.
As subject house is a one-and-ahalf-storey cottage, upper floor
development may undermine
heritage integrity.

front view: existing

Develop Basement & Laneway
House (0.27 FSR)
Developing the basement under the
existing footprint would raise the
total FSR to 0.35 – half of the site’s
full development potential. There
could be two of these houses on this
site. The detached accessory
dwelling unit (laneway house) is
maximum allowable size of 89m²
(0.11 FSR).

front view: basement
& laneway house

Develop Large Rear Addition
with Full Basement (0.51 FSR)
Full development potential could be
met by developing a large three level
addition at the property rear with a
basement under the full house.

front view: large rear addition
& full basement
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Develop Rear Addition with Full
Basement & Laneway House
(0.51 FSR)
Moving the heritage house toward
the front of the site enables an
alternate method to meet the site’s
full development potential. This
scheme includes a two level addition
with a full basement under the
house and a laneway house in the
rear yard.

front view: rear addition with
full basement & laneway house

Site Constraints
Large trees in rear yard.

Constructability and Financial Feasibility
Develop Basement
Subject house was moved to the east of the lot in 2008. This new foundation will need to be
demolished to accommodate a new basement for a lower floor living space
House will need to be lifted to facilitate construction of a new basement foundation. Lifting a house
provides the opportunity to gain a full-height basement with maximum daylight and egress. The
existing structure is raised and then the existing basement or crawlspace and foundations are
deconstructed. After excavation, new foundations are constructed under the building footprint with
new structural walls built underneath.
Although the overall cost is high, the relative gain is signiﬁcant, making this a reasonable approach
to maintain and modernize the mechanics of the home while signiﬁcantly increasing density
potential. There may even be potential to create an income suite.
Lift and Move
Lifting and moving a structure provides the most ﬂexibility in terms of maximizing the available lot
usage. Although the overall cost is high, the relative gain is signiﬁcant, making this a reasonable
approach to maintain and modernize the mechanics of the home while signiﬁcantly increasing
density potential.
Lifting a house provides the opportunity to gain a full-height basement with maximum daylight and
egress. It may present the opportunity to add an income suite. The existing structure is raised and
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then the existing basement or crawlspace and foundations are deconstructed. After excavation, new
foundations are constructed under the building footprint with new structural walls built underneath.
Moving the structure is not signiﬁcantly more expensive than lifting alone, and has the beneﬁt of
maximizing the available lot usage. This approach would be taken in conjunction with an addition or
to free-up site area for a detached accessory dwelling.
Develop Addition
Signiﬁcant additions, although higher in overall cost, have a better overall return as they are more
predictable and provide the largest density increase for investment. A new structure is built and tied
into the existing structure. During this type of project, livability within the house is reasonable, as
most work can be completed independently of the existing home. The existing mechanics, electrical,
plumbing, and drainage have to be integrated and upgraded to support the new system. The overall
result is a signiﬁcant increase in density, modernization, and retention of heritage characteristics.
Additions generally cost less per m2 than projects such as basement expansions, however they can be
more costly than standard home construction due to the incorporation of heritage characteristics:
exterior details such as wood siding, sofﬁts, and window details such as muntin bars.
Develop Laneway House
Accessory dwelling units (laneway or carriage houses) present an appealing option for property
owners wanting to develop a new home for family members or seeking higher rental revenue than
basement dwelling units.
Costs for these projects are signiﬁcantly higher per m2 than conventional new construction.
Servicing to the new structure can be a challenge around existing dwelling and property constraints.
Excavation, materials storage, and delivery costs are often higher than conventional building as
access to smaller work spaces can require specialized equipment.
Mixed Approach
A mixed approach presents opportunities to maximize project value and may allow more
sympathetic strategies to increase density. An addition is a good option for a mixed approach with
the development or expansion of a basement, as foundation and excavation work would already be
required.
In another example, a lift and move may be required to add a basement or develop an addition.
Because the investment can be high for a small project such as an addition, maximizing the value of
the project could mean increasing project scope by developing an attic (for example) in conjunction
with a small addition. Incorporating an addition would require roof work, so the additional work of
developing the attic spreads a portion of the costs over a larger project, maximizing the value of the
investment per density gained.
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Conclusion
Development Potential
The building is close to its maximum
development entitlement under the
Zoning Bylaw.
The building could be adapted for
contemporary uses and density without
compromising the heritage merit.
The lot size, shape, and slope allows for
additional development.
The position/location of the house on
the lot allows for additional development.
Mature or historic landscaping would be
retained if additional development was
added.
Total Score for Development Potential

Score Comments
1/3
The building has minimal development.
1/2

The building’s potential bulk compromises
its heritage merit somewhat.

2/2

Lot is very large with lots of available site
coverage

1/1
0/1

Mature trees in rear yard likely compromised.

5/9

The subject house currently uses 0.19 FSR. It has 0.51 FSR available for use and an additional 0.10
FSR to use for an accessory dwelling unit.
It can be challenging to add significant floor space to a property without overwhelming the heritage
resource. However, this site has good access to its large rear yard which can accommodate a variety
of developments with minimal impact to the street face expression.
This lot may be well suited for a Heritage Restoration Agreement (HRA). An HRA would allow
more flexible infill options (than allowed in the standard RS-4 zoning) to take advantage of the
ample available site coverage and FSR. The resultant infill dwellings may be more in keeping with
the existing neighbourhood character than the options presented here.
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Architectural and Build-Out Analysis
239 Fourth Street
Phase 1 Score: 6 out of 9
Phase 2 Score: 7 out of 9
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Context and Siting
Subject house is located at the southeast
corner of Fourth Street and Third Avenue.
The house sits in the middle of the lot with
small front and rear setbacks and generous
side setbacks. It has lane access in the rear.

Development Potential Remaining
Current Floor Space Ratio:

0.45

Available Floor Space Ratio:

0.25 (0.05 + 0.20 bonus density)

Current Site Coverage:

25%

Available Site Coverage:

10%

Floor Area Breakdown
Basement:

0m²

Main Floor (site coverage):

117m²

Upper Floor(s):

97m²

Potential Renovations
Develop Existing Footprint Basement:

0.25 FSR

Page 201 of 356

Massing Diagrams
Existing House
According to city records, house has
214m² floor space, all above grade.
An additional 118m² is required to
meet development potential.
Subject house is on a corner site
with minimal setbacks on all sides,
except the side facing Third Avenue.
Any extension would require moving
the existing structure toward Third
Avenue. Therefore, the most efficient
approach would be to add space in a
new basement.

front view: existing

As the rear yard setback is less than
10.5m developing an accessory
dwelling unit is not feasible.

Develop Basement (0.25 FSR)
Add living space to basement level
to match building footprint,
potentially raising the house
nominally as required for daylight
and egress.

front view: develop basement

Site Constraints
None identified.
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Constructability and Financial Feasibility
Develop Basement
House will require lifting to facilitate construction of a new basement foundation. Due to the
deteriorated condition of subject house, much of the existing structure will need rehabilitation. This
level of restoration work is highly involved with many variables influencing the overall cost and
feasibility. The required work would be more involved than most owners would be interested in
undertaking.
Lifting a house provides the opportunity to gain a full-height basement with maximum daylight and
egress. The existing structure is raised and then the existing basement or crawlspace and foundations
are deconstructed. After excavation, new foundations are constructed under the building footprint
with new structural walls built underneath.
Although the overall cost is high, the relative gain is signiﬁcant, making this a reasonable approach
to maintain and modernize the mechanics of the home while signiﬁcantly increasing density
potential. There may even be potential to create an income suite.

Conclusion
Development Potential
The building is close to its maximum
development entitlement under the
Zoning Bylaw.
The building could be adapted for
contemporary uses and density without
compromising the heritage merit.
The lot size, shape, and slope allows for
additional development.
The position/location of the house on
the lot allows for additional development.
Mature or historic landscaping would be
retained if additional development was
added.
Total Score for Development Potential

Score Comments
3/3
The building is near its non-bonus
development entitlement of 0.5 FSR.
2/2
1/2

Very shallow lot.

0/1

The position limits options for additional
development.

1/1
7/9

The subject house nearly meets the 0.5 FSR of previous RS-1 zoning and is capable of using the
bonus 0.2 FSR by building out its basement. However, the deteriorated state of the existing structure
makes rehabilitation of this property an expensive and involved project.
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Architectural and Build-Out Analysis
510 Fourth Street
Phase 1 Score: 6 out of 9
Phase 2 Score: 5 out of 9
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Context and Siting
Subject house is located on the west side of
Fourth Street, one lot north of Fifth
Avenue. The house is in the front half of
the lot with a driveway along the south side
property line. It has a generous backyard
with no lane access.

Development Potential Remaining
Current Floor Space Ratio:

0.30

Available Floor Space Ratio:

0.40 (0.20 + 0.20 bonus density)
0.10 detached accessory dwelling unit

Current Site Coverage:

15%

Available Site Coverage:

20%

Floor Area Breakdown
Basement:

78m²

Main Floor (site coverage):

107m²

Upper Floor(s):

24m²

Potential Renovations
Large Addition:

0.40 FSR

Carriage House:

0.13 FSR
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Massing Diagrams
Existing House
According to city records, house has 209m² floor space: 131m² above grade and 78m² below grade.
An additional 285m² is required to meet development potential.

front view: existing

Develop Large Addition (0.40 FSR)
The development entitlement of this property could be met through a three level addition that is
larger than the existing house. This lot has a large, easily accessed rear yard making such a
development technically possible. The challenge is ensuring the addition is physically and visually
compatible with, subordinate to, and distinguishable from the heritage structure in keeping with
‘Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada’. The allowable 494m²
house would be significantly large, while the heritage resource is described as a ‘two-storey Early
Cottage’ in the ‘Heritage Value Assessment Study’.

front view: large addition
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Develop Addition & Carriage House (0.40 FSR)
Using a variety of approaches to develop the site helps avoid an overly bulky building. A two level
addition can be accommodated in the backyard without overwhelming the front elevation and
leaving space to develop a detached accessory dwelling unit (carriage house) to maximum allowable
size of 89m².

front view: addition & carriage house

Site Constraints
Backyard trees may be affected.

Constructability and Financial Feasibility
Develop Addition
Signiﬁcant additions, although higher in overall cost, have a better overall return as they are more
predictable and provide the largest density increase for investment. A new structure is built and tied
into the existing structure. During this type of project, livability within the house is reasonable, as
most work can be completed independently of the existing home. The existing mechanics, electrical,
plumbing, and drainage have to be integrated and upgraded to support the new system. The overall
result is a signiﬁcant increase in density, modernization, and retention of heritage characteristics.
Additions generally cost less per m2 than projects such as basement expansions, however they can be
more costly than standard home construction due to the incorporation of heritage characteristics:
exterior details such as wood siding, sofﬁts, and window details such as muntin bars.
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Develop Carriage House
Accessory dwelling units (laneway or carriage houses) present an appealing option for property
owners wanting to develop a new home for family members or seeking higher rental revenue than
basement dwelling units.
Costs for these projects are signiﬁcantly higher per m2 than conventional new construction.
Servicing to the new structure can be a challenge around existing dwelling and property constraints.
Excavation, materials storage, and delivery costs are often higher than conventional building as
access to smaller work spaces can require specialized equipment.
Mixed Approach
A mixed approach presents opportunities to maximize project value and may allow more
sympathetic strategies to increase density. An addition is a good option for a mixed approach with
the development or expansion of a basement, as foundation and excavation work would already be
required.
In another example, a lift and move may be required to add a basement or develop an addition.
Because the investment can be high for a small project such as an addition, maximizing the value of
the project could mean increasing project scope by developing an attic (for example) in conjunction
with a small addition. Incorporating an addition would require roof work, so the additional work of
developing the attic spreads a portion of the costs over a larger project, maximizing the value of the
investment per density gained.
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Conclusion
Development Potential
The building is close to its maximum
development entitlement under the
Zoning Bylaw.
The building could be adapted for
contemporary uses and density without
compromising the heritage merit.
The lot size, shape, and slope allows for
additional development.
The position/location of the house on
the lot allows for additional development.
Mature or historic landscaping would be
retained if additional development was
added.
Total Score for Development Potential

Score Comments
1/3
Building lot has modest development.
1/2

Sensitivity must be applied in meeting
development potential.

2/2

Yes.

1/1

Yes.

0/1

Tree in rear yard.

5/9

The subject house currently uses 0.30 FSR. It has 0.40 FSR available for use and an additional 0.10
FSR to use for an accessory dwelling unit. It is two storeys with a basement.
The large yards to the rear and side present many opportunities to add to the house without
diminishing its heritage value. Any additions visible from the front should be physically and visually
compatible with, subordinate to, and distinguishable from the heritage structure in keeping with
‘Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada’.
This lot may be well suited for a Heritage Restoration Agreement (HRA). An HRA would allow
more flexible infill options (than allowed in the standard RS-4 zoning) to take advantage of the
ample available site coverage and FSR. The resultant infill dwellings may be more in keeping with
the existing neighbourhood character than the options presented here.
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Architectural and Build-Out Analysis
520 Fourth Street
Phase 1 Score: 7 out of 9
Phase 2 Score: 8 out of 9
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Context and Siting
Subject house is located on the west side of
Fourth Street, three lots south of Sixth
Avenue. The house is sited towards the
front of the lot with a driveway at its north
side property line. It has a generous
backyard with no lane access.

Development Potential Remaining
Current Floor Space Ratio:

0.43

Available Floor Space Ratio:

0.27 (0.07 + 0.20 bonus density)
0.10 detached accessory dwelling unit

Current Site Coverage:

22%

Available Site Coverage:

13%

Floor Area Breakdown
Basement:

149m²

Main Floor (site coverage):

153m²

Upper Floor(s):

0m²

Potential Renovations
Develop Attic:

0.18 FSR

Rear Addition:

0.27 FSR

Carriage House:

0.13 FSR
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Massing Diagrams
Existing House
According to city records, house has
302m² floor space: 153m² above
grade and 149m² below grade. An
additional 194m² is required to meet
development potential.
front view: existing

Develop Attic (0.18 FSR)
Use larger dormers to add living
space on the upper level. Existing
roof ridge appears to be suitably
high to support development of
living space on the upper level using
side dormers.

front view: develop attic

Develop Rear Addition (0.27 FSR)
A two or three level addition can be
accommodated in the backyard
without overwhelming the front
elevation.

front view: develop addition
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Carriage House (0.13 FSR)
Subject house has ample side
setbacks with driveway access for
two parking spaces at the front.
Despite not having a lane, the
property is suited to develop a
detached accessory dwelling unit
(carriage house) to maximum
allowable size of 89m² (0.13 FSR).

front view: carriage house
front view: develop carriage house

Mixed Approach (up to 0.37)
With ample available site coverage
and large rear yard, it is possible to
develop a rear addition and a
carriage house.
front view: mixed approach

Site Constraints
None noted.

Constructability and Financial Feasibility
Develop Attic
Attic development is a fairly straightforward and predictable project with potentially signiﬁcant
gains. If a stair exists, the project can have limited impact on the lower level. If a stair must be
added, the project can have a more signiﬁcant impact on the entire dwelling. As structural
requirements have become more rigourous, developing the attic probably requires upgrades to the
existing structure, including the attic floor and rafters.
Site conditions and existing design can make this an ideal approach for certain houses. The
limitations lie in the pitch of the roof and opportunity to make signiﬁcant livable space within the
attic. Where the right conditions are present, the opportunity to add extra bedrooms and living space
is signiﬁcant at a reasonable cost. When the roof lines and pitches make increasing space difﬁcult,
the option to raise the roof exists, but with increased cost and challenge to maintain the heritage
aspects of the structure.
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Develop Addition
Signiﬁcant additions, although higher in overall cost, have a better overall return as they are more
predictable and provide the largest density increase for investment. A new structure is built and tied
into the existing structure. During this type of project, livability within the house is reasonable, as
most work can be completed independently of the existing home. The existing mechanics, electrical,
plumbing, and drainage have to be integrated and upgraded to support the new system. The overall
result is a signiﬁcant increase in density, modernization, and retention of heritage characteristics.
Additions generally cost less per m2 than projects such as basement expansions, however they can be
more costly than standard home construction due to the incorporation of heritage characteristics:
exterior details such as wood siding, sofﬁts, and window details such as muntin bars.
Develop Carriage House
Accessory dwelling units (laneway or carriage houses) present an appealing option for property
owners wanting to develop a new home for family members or seeking higher rental revenue than
basement dwelling units.
Costs for these projects are signiﬁcantly higher per m2 than conventional new construction.
Servicing to the new structure can be a challenge around existing dwelling and property constraints.
Excavation, materials storage, and delivery costs are often higher than conventional building as
access to smaller work spaces can require specialized equipment.
Mixed Approach
A mixed approach presents opportunities to maximize project value and may allow more
sympathetic strategies to increase density. An addition is a good option for a mixed approach with
the development or expansion of a basement, as foundation and excavation work would already be
required.
In another example, a lift and move may be required to add a basement or develop an addition.
Because the investment can be high for a small project such as an addition, maximizing the value of
the project could mean increasing project scope by developing an attic (for example) in conjunction
with a small addition. Incorporating an addition would require roof work, so the additional work of
developing the attic spreads a portion of the costs over a larger project, maximizing the value of the
investment per density gained.

Page 214 of 356

Conclusion
Development Potential
The building is close to its maximum
development entitlement under the
Zoning Bylaw.
The building could be adapted for
contemporary uses and density without
compromising the heritage merit.
The lot size, shape, and slope allows for
additional development.
The position/location of the house on
the lot allows for additional development.
Mature or historic landscaping would be
retained if additional development was
added.
Total Score for Development Potential

Score Comments
2/3
The building approaches its non-bonus
development entitlement of 0.5 FSR.
2/2
2/2

Generous backyard.

1/1
1/1
8/9

The subject house currently uses 0.43 FSR. It has 0.27 FSR available for use and an additional 0.10
FSR to use for an accessory dwelling unit. It is a one-storey house with a basement and a high attic.
The existing roof ridge appears to be suitably high to support development of additional living space
on the upper level using dormers. The generous rear yard is suitable for the development of an
addition or a carriage house. A variety of approaches are feasible for this property to meet its
development potential while retaining the heritage asset.
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Architectural and Build-Out Analysis
417 Oak Street
Phase 1 Score: 6 out of 9
Phase 2 Score: 6 out of 9
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Context and Siting
Subject house is located on the east side of
Oak Street, three lots north of Fourth
Avenue. The house is sited on the front half
of the lot with a driveway at its north side
property line. It has generous side yard
setbacks on both sides and a generous
backyard with no lane access.

Development Potential Remaining
Current Floor Space Ratio:

0.20

Available Floor Space Ratio:

0.50 (0.30 + 0.20 bonus density)
0.10 detached accessory dwelling unit

Current Site Coverage:

15%

Available Site Coverage:

20%

Floor Area Breakdown
Basement:

0m²

Main Floor (site coverage):

94m²

Upper Floor(s):

35m²

Potential Renovations
Develop Existing Footprint Basement:

0.15 FSR

Rear Addition:

0.50 FSR

Carriage House:

0.14 FSR
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Massing Diagrams
Existing House
According to city records house has 129m² floor space, all above grade. An additional 320m² is
required to meet development potential.

front view: existing

Develop Attic
Developing the attic of the existing structure diminishes its heritage value and distracts from its
modest form, even with small side gables. This approach will not add significant floor space and is
not recommended.

front view: develop attic

Page 218 of 356

Develop Large Addition (0.50 FSR)
The development entitlement of this property could be met through a three level addition that is
larger than the existing house. This lot has a large, easily accessed rear yard making such a
development technically possible. The challenge is ensuring the addition is physically and visually
compatible with, subordinate to, and distinguishable from the heritage structure in keeping with
‘Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada’.

front view: large addition

Develop Basement, Addition, & Carriage House (up to 0.60 FSR)
A variety of site development approaches helps avoid an overly bulky building: develop basement
level of house, potentially raising the house nominally as required for daylight and egress; an addition
can be accommodated in the rear yard without overwhelming the front elevation; develop detached
accessory dwelling unit (carriage house) to maximum allowable size of 89m².

front view: basement, addition &
carriage house

Site Constraints
None noted.
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Constructability and Financial Feasibility
Develop Basement
Basement development can be an economical way to increase density. A straight lift may be
acceptable without requiring entirely new foundations, depending on existing quality and site
conditions. This is a reasonable project with a large gain, as many bungalow ﬂoor spaces can be
doubled. There may even be potential to create an income suite.
Develop Addition
Signiﬁcant additions, although higher in overall cost, have a better overall return as they are more
predictable and provide the largest density increase for investment. A new structure is built and tied
into the existing structure. During this type of project, livability within the house is reasonable, as
most work can be completed independently of the existing home. The existing mechanics, electrical,
plumbing, and drainage have to be integrated and upgraded to support the new system. The overall
result is a signiﬁcant increase in density, modernization, and retention of heritage characteristics.
Additions generally cost less per m2 than projects such as basement expansions, however they can be
more costly than standard home construction due to the incorporation of heritage characteristics:
exterior details such as wood siding, sofﬁts, and window details such as muntin bars.
Develop Laneway House
Accessory dwelling units (laneway or carriage houses) present an appealing option for property
owners wanting to develop a new home for family members or seeking higher rental revenue than
basement dwelling units.
Costs for these projects are signiﬁcantly higher per m2 than conventional new construction.
Servicing to the new structure can be a challenge around existing dwelling and property constraints.
Excavation, materials storage, and delivery costs are often higher than conventional building as
access to smaller work spaces can require specialized equipment.
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Mixed Approach
A mixed approach presents opportunities to maximize project value and may allow more
sympathetic strategies to increase density. An addition is a good option for a mixed approach with
the development or expansion of a basement, as foundation and excavation work would already be
required.
In another example, a lift and move may be required to add a basement or develop an addition.
Because the investment can be high for a small project such as an addition, maximizing the value of
the project could mean increasing project scope by developing an attic (for example) in conjunction
with a small addition. Incorporating an addition would require roof work, so the additional work of
developing the attic spreads a portion of the costs over a larger project, maximizing the value of the
investment per density gained.

Conclusion
Development Potential
The building is close to its maximum
development entitlement under the
Zoning Bylaw.
The building could be adapted for
contemporary uses and density without
compromising the heritage merit.
The lot size, shape, and slope allows for
additional development.
The position/location of the house on
the lot allows for additional development.
Mature or historic landscaping would be
retained if additional development was
added.
Total Score for Development Potential

Score Comments
1/3
The building lot has modest development.
1/2

It is possible, but the cottage form presents
many challenges and limitations.

2/2
1/1
1/1
6/9

The subject house currently uses 0.20 FSR. It has 0.50 FSR available for use and an additional 0.10
FSR to use for an accessory dwelling unit. It is a one-storey cottage with some living space in its
attic, but no dormers.
The large yards to the rear and side present many opportunities to add to the house. As the side
elevations of the house are highly visible from the street, side yard additions should be handled
carefully to avoid diminishing heritage value. Any additions visible from the front should be
physically and visually compatible with, subordinate to, and distinguishable from the heritage
structure in keeping with ‘Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in
Canada’.
It can be challenging to add floor space to a property that is 2.5 times larger than the existing
heritage resource without overwhelming the heritage resource. This site has good access to its very
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large rear yard which can accommodate a variety of developments with moderate impact to the
street face expression.
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Architectural and Build-Out Analysis
423 Oak Street
Phase 1 Score: 6 out of 9
Phase 2 Score: 9 out of 9
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Context and Siting
Subject house is located on the east side of
Oak Street, four lots south of Fifth Avenue.
The house is sited on the front half of the
long, narrow lot. The side yard setbacks are
modest and the property has no driveway or
lane access.

Development Potential Remaining
Current Floor Space Ratio:

0.59

Available Floor Space Ratio:

0.11 bonus density
0.10 detached accessory dwelling unit

Current Site Coverage:

30%

Available Site Coverage:

5%

Floor Area Breakdown
Basement:

95m²

Main Floor (site coverage):

95m²

Upper Floor(s):

0m²

Potential Renovations
Rear Addition:

0.10 FSR

Carriage House:

0.21 FSR
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Massing Diagrams
Existing House
According to city records, house has
190m² floor space: 95m² above
grade and 95m² below grade. An
additional 34m² is required to meet
development potential. The existing
attic appears to have a fairly low
ridge. Upper floor development
would not be compatible with
preserving this heritage resource.

front view: existing

Rear Addition (0.10 FSR)
The property could easily
accommodate a rear addition of 0.11
FSR, however only 0.05% site
coverage is available. For this small
site that means the addition could
only have footprint of 16m².
front view: addition

Carriage House (0.21 FSR)
Subject property currently has no
driveway or parking. Developing a
carriage house would require creating
two parking spaces at the front of the
lot. There appears to be sufficient
space, but it would require removing
the front garden. The carriage house
would have a maximum allowable
size of 67m² (0.21 FSR).

front view: carriage house

Site Constraints
Large tree in rear yard.
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Constructability and Financial Feasibility
Small Addition
A small addition as a stand-alone project has the highest costs relative to density increase. Cost
predictability is fairly stable as the project is more independent and relies on new construction.
An addition would require a new foundation, which is costly, and would trigger an upgrade to the
drainage system of the entire dwelling. Upgrading perimeter drainage requires excavation of the
entire foundations. This does, however, provide opportunity to upgrade to the City’s Sewer
Separation Program as well as improve the quality of the existing foundations, damp prooﬁng, and
drainage.
As signiﬁcant work to the existing structure is required to tie in the new addition, an upgrade to the
existing dwelling may be considered at the same time. Exposing the foundations for drainage work
provides an opportunity to change structural loads, allowing for a wider variety of interior design
options.
Develop Carriage House
Accessory dwelling units (laneway or carriage houses) present an appealing option for property
owners wanting to develop a new home for family members or seeking higher rental revenue than
basement dwelling units.
Costs for these projects are signiﬁcantly higher per m2 than conventional new construction.
Servicing to the new structure can be a challenge around existing dwelling and property constraints.
Excavation, materials storage, and delivery costs are often higher than conventional building as
access to smaller work spaces can require specialized equipment.
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Conclusion
Development Potential
The building is close to its maximum
development entitlement under the
Zoning Bylaw.
The building could be adapted for
contemporary uses and density without
compromising the heritage merit.
The lot size, shape, and slope allows for
additional development.
The position/location of the house on
the lot allows for additional development.
Mature or historic landscaping would be
retained if additional development was
added.
Total Score for Development Potential

Score Comments
3/3
The building exceeds its non-bonus
development entitlement of 0.5 FSR.
2/2
2/2
1/1
1/1
9/9

The subject house currently uses 0.59 FSR. It has 0.11 FSR bonus density available for use and an
additional 0.10 FSR to use for an accessory dwelling unit. It is a one-storey cottage with a developed
basement. It currently has no parking and would have to accommodate any required parking in the
front yard.
The ample rear yard can easily accommodate the additional development, however, at 34m² either
the two-storey addition would be modest and comparably expensive per m² to build. A carriage
house development would provide the most benefit.
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Architectural and Build-Out Analysis
427 Oak Street
Phase 1 Score: 7 out of 9
Phase 2 Score: 9 out of 9
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Context and Siting
Subject house is located on the east side of
Oak Street, two lots south of Sixth Avenue.
The house is sited on the front half of the
long, narrow lot. The side yard setbacks are
modest and the property has no driveway or
lane access.

Development Potential Remaining
Current Floor Space Ratio:

0.63

Available Floor Space Ratio:

0.07 bonus density
0.10 detached accessory dwelling unit

Current Site Coverage:

22%

Available Site Coverage:

13%

Floor Area Breakdown
Basement:

70m²

Main Floor (site coverage):

70m²

Upper Floor(s):

63m²

Potential Renovations
Rear Addition:

0.07 FSR

Enlarge Attic:

0.05 FSR

Carriage House:

0.17 FSR

Page 229 of 356

Massing Diagrams
Existing House
According to city records house has
203m² floor space: 133m² above
grade and 70m² below grade. An
additional 22m² is required to meet
development potential.

front view: existing

Rear Addition (0.07 FSR)
The property could easily
accommodate a rear addition of 0.07
FSR. This would likely require the
removal of the existing small rear
addition.

front view: rear addition
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Enlarge Attic (0.05 FSR)
The existing attic dormers could be
enlarged for increased living space
upstairs.

front view: enlarge attic

Carriage House (0.17 FSR)
Subject property currently has no
driveway or parking. Developing a
carriage house would require
creating two parking spaces at the
front of the lot. There appears to be
sufficient space, but it would require
removing the front garden. The
carriage house would have a
maximum allowable size of 55m²
(0.17 FSR).

front view: carriage house

Site Constraints
None noted.
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Constructability and Financial Feasibility
Develop Attic
Attic development is a fairly straightforward and predictable project with potentially signiﬁcant
gains. This attic is already partially developed, indicating that a stair exists. Due to existent stair,
project may have limited impact on the lower level. As structural requirements have become more
rigourous, developing the attic probably requires upgrades to the existing structure, including the
attic floor and rafters.
Site conditions and existing design can make this an ideal approach for certain houses. The
limitations lie in the pitch of the roof and opportunity to make signiﬁcant livable space within the
attic. Where the right conditions are present, the opportunity to add extra bedrooms and living space
is signiﬁcant at a reasonable cost. When the roof lines and pitches make increasing space difﬁcult,
the option to raise the roof exists, but with increased cost and challenge to maintain the heritage
aspects of the structure.
Small Addition
A small addition as a stand-alone project has the highest costs relative to density increase. Cost
predictability is fairly stable as the project is more independent and relies on new construction.
An addition would require a new foundation, which is costly, and would trigger an upgrade to the
drainage system of the entire dwelling. Upgrading perimeter drainage requires excavation of the
entire foundations. This does, however, provide opportunity to upgrade to the City’s Sewer
Separation Program as well as improve the quality of the existing foundations, damp prooﬁng, and
drainage.
As signiﬁcant work to the existing structure is required to tie in the new addition, an upgrade to the
existing dwelling may be considered at the same time. Exposing the foundations for drainage work
provides an opportunity to change structural loads, allowing for a wider variety of interior design
options.
Develop Carriage House
Accessory dwelling units (laneway or carriage houses) present an appealing option for property
owners wanting to develop a new home for family members or seeking higher rental revenue than
basement dwelling units.
Costs for these projects are signiﬁcantly higher per m2 than conventional new construction.
Servicing to the new structure can be a challenge around existing dwelling and property constraints.
Excavation, materials storage, and delivery costs are often higher than conventional building as
access to smaller work spaces can require specialized equipment.
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Conclusion
Development Potential
The building is close to its maximum
development entitlement under the
Zoning Bylaw.
The building could be adapted for
contemporary uses and density without
compromising the heritage merit.
The lot size, shape, and slope allows for
additional development.
The position/location of the house on
the lot allows for additional development.
Mature or historic landscaping would be
retained if additional development was
added.
Total Score for Development Potential

Score Comments
3/3
The building exceeds its non-bonus
development entitlement of 0.5 FSR.
2/2

Only minor additions would be required to
meet full development potential.

2/2
1/1
1/1
9/9

The subject house currently uses 0.63 FSR. It has 0.07 FSR bonus density available for use and an
additional 0.10 FSR to use for an accessory dwelling unit. It is a one-and-one-half-storey cottage
with a developed basement.
Additional development could easily be accommodated in the ample rear yard or the second storey
could be enhanced with larger dormers. The small allowable expansion of 22m² would be modest
and comparably expensive per m² to build. A carriage house development would provide the most
benefit.
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Architectural and Build-Out Analysis
108 Oakland Street
Phase 1 Score: 8 out of 9
Phase 2 Score: N/A
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Context and Siting
Subject house is located on the south side of
Oakland Street, one lot west of First Street.
The house is sited near the middle of the
narrow and shallow lot with a driveway at its
east side property line. It has modest
setbacks on all sides and no lane access.

Development Potential Remaining
Current Floor Space Ratio:

0.72

Available Floor Space Ratio:

exceeds available floor space ratio

Current Site Coverage:

39%

Available Site Coverage:

-4% (exceeds zoning allowance)

Floor Area Breakdown
Basement:

65m²

Main Floor (site coverage):

80m²

Upper Floor(s):

0m²

Potential Renovations
Subject house exceeds both its standard zoning entitlement (0.5 FSR) and the bonus zoning
entitlement (total 0.7 FSR) for lots on which a Queen’s Park Advanced Category House is located.
There are no additional opportunities for development.
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Massing Diagrams
Existing House
According to city records, house has 145m² floor space: 80m² above grade and 65m² below grade.
The house exceeds its development potential. No massing studies have been executed.

Site Constraints
None noted.

Constructability and Financial Feasibility
Not Applicable.

Conclusion
Development Potential
The building is close to its maximum
development entitlement under the
Zoning Bylaw.
The building could be adapted for
contemporary uses and density without
compromising the heritage merit.
The lot size, shape, and slope allows for
additional development.
The position/location of the house on
the lot allows for additional development.
Mature or historic landscaping would be
retained if additional development was
added.
Total Score for Development Potential

Score Comments
3/3
The building exceeds its non-bonus
development entitlement of 0.5 FSR.
2/2
2/2
1/1
1/1
9/9

Subject house exceeds its standard zoning entitlement of 0.5 FSR and also exceeds the bonus zoning
entitlement for lots on which a Queen’s Park Advanced Category House is located of 0.7 FSR.
There are no additional opportunities for development.
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Architectural and Build-Out Analysis
123 Oakland Street
Phase 1 Score: 8 out of 9
Phase 2 Score: 5 out of 9
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Context and Siting
Subject house is located on the north side of
Oakland Street, one lot east of Second
Street. The house is sited near the middle of
the square lot with a driveway at its east side
property line. It has generous side yards and
a modest backyard with no lane access.

Development Potential Remaining
Current Floor Space Ratio:

0.20

Available Floor Space Ratio:

0.50 (0.30 + 0.20 bonus density)

Current Site Coverage:

20%

Available Site Coverage:

15%

Floor Area Breakdown
Basement:

0m²

Main Floor (site coverage):

81m²

Upper Floor(s):

0m²

Potential Renovations
Develop Basement:

0.20 FSR

Side Addition:

0.30 FSR
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Massing Diagrams
Existing House
According to city records, house has
81m² floor space, all above grade.
An additional 202m² is required to
meet development potential. The
existing roof appears to have a low
ridgeline and would not be well
suited to development of upper level
living space.

front view: existing

As the rear yard setback is less than
10.5m developing an accessory
dwelling unit is not feasible.

Develop Basement (0.20 FSR)
Add living space to basement level,
potentially raising the house
nominally as required for daylight
and egress.
front view: develop basement

Develop Side Addition & Basement
(0.50 FSR)
Building a two level addition in the
side yard while also developing the
basement enables full use of the
site’s development entitlement.
front view: develop side addition
& basement
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Site Constraints
None noted.

Constructability and Financial Feasibility
Develop Basement
Basement development can be an economical way to increase density. A straight lift may be
acceptable without requiring entirely new foundations, depending on existing quality and site
conditions. This is a reasonable project with a large gain, as many bungalow ﬂoor spaces can be
doubled. There may even be potential to create an income suite.
Develop Addition
Signiﬁcant additions, although higher in overall cost, have a better overall return as they are more
predictable and provide the largest density increase for investment. A new structure is built and tied
into the existing structure. During this type of project, livability within the house is reasonable, as
most work can be completed independently of the existing home. The existing mechanics, electrical,
plumbing, and drainage have to be integrated and upgraded to support the new system. The overall
result is a signiﬁcant increase in density, modernization, and retention of heritage characteristics.
Additions generally cost less per m2 than projects such as basement expansions, however they can be
more costly than standard home construction due to the incorporation of heritage characteristics:
exterior details such as wood siding, sofﬁts, and window details such as muntin bars.
Mixed Approach
A mixed approach presents opportunities to maximize project value and may allow more
sympathetic strategies to increase density. An addition is a good option for a mixed approach with
the development or expansion of a basement, as foundation and excavation work would already be
required.
In another example, a lift and move may be required to add a basement or develop an addition.
Because the investment can be high for a small project such as an addition, maximizing the value of
the project could mean increasing project scope by developing an attic (for example) in conjunction
with a small addition. Incorporating an addition would require roof work, so the additional work of
developing the attic spreads a portion of the costs over a larger project, maximizing the value of the
investment per density gained.

Page 240 of 356

Conclusion
Development Potential
The building is close to its maximum
development entitlement under the
Zoning Bylaw.
The building could be adapted for
contemporary uses and density without
compromising the heritage merit.
The lot size, shape, and slope allows for
additional development.
The position/location of the house on
the lot allows for additional development.
Mature or historic landscaping would be
retained if additional development was
added.
Total Score for Development Potential

Score Comments
1/3
The building lot has modest development.
1/2

The building’s modesty and small size are
character-defining elements.

1/2

The lot shape allows for limited additional
development.
Any new development would have to occur
in side yards.

1/1
1/1
5/9

The subject house currently uses 0.20 FSR and has 0.50 FSR available for use. It is one storey
without a basement.
The generous side yards are the only available spaces for additions. Any additions visible from the
front should be physically and visually compatible with, subordinate to, and distinguishable from the
heritage structure in keeping with ‘Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places
in Canada’.
This lot may be well suited for a Heritage Restoration Agreement (HRA). An HRA would allow
more flexible infill options (than allowed in the standard RS-4 zoning) to take advantage of the
ample available site coverage and FSR. The resultant infill dwellings may be more in keeping with
the existing neighbourhood character and more sympathetic to the heritage resource than the
options presented here.
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Architectural and Build-Out Analysis
309 Pine Street
Phase 1 Score: 6 out of 9
Phase 2 Score: 4 out of 9
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Context and Siting
Subject house is located on the east side of
Pine Street, one lot north of Third Avenue.
The house is sited towards the back of the
lot with a generous side setback to the
south. It has no driveway, no backyard, and
no lane access.

Development Potential Remaining
Current Floor Space Ratio:

0.38

Available Floor Space Ratio:

0.32 (0.12 + 0.20 bonus density)

Current Site Coverage:

23%

Available Site Coverage:

12%

Floor Area Breakdown
Basement:

0m²

Main Floor (site coverage):

90m²

Upper Floor(s):

57m²

Potential Renovations
Develop Basement of Current Footprint:

0.23 FSR

Develop Basement and Enlarge Rear Addition:

0.32 FSR

Develop Basement and Side Addition:

0.32 FSR
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Massing Diagrams
Existing House
According to city records, house has
147m² floor space, all above grade.
An additional 121m² is required to
meet development potential. Desire
to maintain square bay on south side
and mature trees limits
opportunities for expansion.
As the rear yard setback is less than
10.5m developing an accessory
dwelling unit is not feasible.

front view: existing

Develop Basement of Current Footprint (0.23 FSR)
Add living space to basement level,
potentially raising the house
nominally as required for daylight
and egress if additional height is
permitted.

front view: develop basement
of current footprint
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Develop Basement & Enlarge
Rear Addition (0.32 FSR)
Move subject house as far forward
on lot as zoning allows. Significant
tree near southwest corner of lot to
be considered. Full density
entitlement may be possible while
maintaining significant landscape
and heritage resource, but challenges
anticipated.
front view: develop basement
& enlarge rear addition

Develop Basement & Side Addition (0.32 FSR)
Develop addition in ample side yard,
first removing existing one-storey
square bay. Minor compromise to
integrity of heritage resource.

front view: develop basement
& side addition

Site Constraints
Mature trees in front yard.
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Constructability and Financial Feasibility
Develop Basement from Crawlspace
Subject house likely has a lower level crawlspace, but extent and conditions of foundations are
unknown. House will likely need to be lifted to facilitate construction of a new basement
foundation. Lifting a house provides the opportunity to gain a full-height basement with maximum
daylight and egress. The existing structure is raised and then the existing basement or crawlspace and
foundations are deconstructed. After excavation, new foundations are constructed under the
building footprint with new structural walls built underneath.
Although the overall cost is high, the relative gain is signiﬁcant, making this a reasonable approach
to maintain and modernize the mechanics of the home while signiﬁcantly increasing density
potential. There may even be potential to create an income suite.
Develop Addition
Signiﬁcant additions, although higher in overall cost, have a better overall return as they are more
predictable and provide the largest density increase for investment. A new structure is built and tied
into the existing structure. During this type of project, livability within the house is reasonable, as
most work can be completed independently of the existing home. The existing mechanics, electrical,
plumbing, and drainage have to be integrated and upgraded to support the new system. The overall
result is a signiﬁcant increase in density, modernization, and retention of heritage characteristics.
Additions generally cost less per m2 than projects such as basement expansions, however they can be
more costly than standard home construction due to the incorporation of heritage characteristics:
exterior details such as wood siding, sofﬁts, and window details such as muntin bars.
Mixed Approach
A mixed approach presents opportunities to maximize project value and may allow more
sympathetic strategies to increase density. An addition is a good option for a mixed approach with
the development or expansion of a basement, as foundation and excavation work would already be
required.
In another example, a lift and move may be required to add a basement or develop an addition.
Because the investment can be high for a small project such as an addition, maximizing the value of
the project could mean increasing project scope by developing an attic (for example) in conjunction
with a small addition. Incorporating an addition would require roof work, so the additional work of
developing the attic spreads a portion of the costs over a larger project, maximizing the value of the
investment per density gained.
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Conclusion
Development Potential
The building is close to its maximum
development entitlement under the
Zoning Bylaw.
The building could be adapted for
contemporary uses and density without
compromising the heritage merit.
The lot size, shape, and slope allows for
additional development.
The position/location of the house on
the lot allows for additional development.
Mature or historic landscaping would be
retained if additional development was
added.
Total Score for Development Potential

Score Comments
2/3
The building approaches its non-bonus
development entitlement of 0.5 FSR.
1/2

0.61 FSR easily achieved. Additional density
more challenging.

1/2

Lot relatively shallow depth.

0/1

No backyard.

0/1

Mature trees likely compromised.

4/9

The subject house currently uses 0.38 FSR and has 0.32 FSR available for use. It can easily use 0.23
FSR by developing its basement.
It is a challenge to use the additional 0.09 FSR without diminishing the character-defining elements
or compromising significant trees on the heavily planted site.
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Architectural and Build-Out Analysis
210 Queens Avenue
Phase 1 Score: 7 out of 9
Phase 2 Score: 6 out of 9
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Context and Siting
Subject house is located on the southwest
corner of Queens Avenue and Peele Street.
The house is sited near the middle of the lot
with modest setbacks on all sides. There is a
driveway and attached garage off Peele
Street. There is also a lane in the back.

Development Potential Remaining
Current Floor Space Ratio:

0.61

Available Floor Space Ratio:

0.09 bonus density

Current Site Coverage:

34%

Available Site Coverage:

1%

Floor Area Breakdown
Basement:

72m²

Main Floor (site coverage):

155m²

Upper Floor(s):

55m²

Potential Renovations
Enlarge Basement:

0.09 FSR

Add Dormers:

0.02 FSR

Rear Addition:

0.09 FSR
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Massing Diagrams
Existing House
According to city records, house has 282m² floor space: 210m² above grade and 72m² below grade.
An additional 49m² is required to meet development potential.
As the rear yard setback is less than 10.5m developing an accessory dwelling unit is not feasible.

front view: existing

rear view: existing

Expand Basement (0.09 FSR)
Subject house has partial basement and crawl space under remaining footprint. Convert crawlspace
into basement for maximum density entitlement, an increase of 0.09 FSR. External massing would
not be affected so no image attached.
Add Dormers (0.02 FSR)
Add dormers to the west roof slope. Low existing roof height limits potential to increase upper floor
area without negatively affecting heritage value.

front view: add dormers

rear view: add dormers
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Rear Addition (0.09 FSR)
Extending additions into rear allows full use of density entitlement. Unfortunately the house would
exceed its allowable site coverage. A variance for site coverage would be required.

front view: rear addition

rear view: rear addition

Site Constraints
Significant slope from front to back of lot reduces livability of basement developments near front of
lot.

Constructability and Financial Feasibility
Expand Basement
House has partial basement with crawlspace under remaining structure. Maximizing basement use is
a good way to increase site density. There may even be potential to create an income suite.
Expansion is achievable by benching the foundation, the more costly underpinning, or complete
replacement. Benching is the most economical option, but erodes a portion of the available space.
Given the age and typical condition of subject houses, signiﬁcant foundation work could be required
to expand basement footprints. Many basements present challenges in terms of height; basement
expansion could require lowering the existing basement ﬂoor. Age and condition of the structure,
condition of drainage and waterprooﬁng, and upgrades to mechanical systems may indicate existing
foundations need to be replaced to realize the cost-benefit.
The investment of a basement expansion is signiﬁcant in terms of dollars per m2 gained. As this
project is less predictable, detailed analysis is required to determine if project costs are reasonable.
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Add dormers
This attic is already developed, indicating that a stair exists. Due to existent stair, project may have
limited impact on the lower level. As structural requirements have become more rigourous,
expanding the upper level space by adding additional dormers may require additional upgrades to
the existing structure. Generally speaking adding dormers is simple, but would only result in minor
additional floor space on this property.
Develop Addition
Note: Rear addition would need to tie into the structure of the existing house and garage. Structural upgrades likely
required, as well as new foundations and roof for the extension. This would be slightly more complex and expensive
than typical new construction.
Signiﬁcant additions, although higher in overall cost, have a better overall return as they are more
predictable and provide the largest density increase for investment. A new structure is built and tied
into the existing structure. During this type of project, livability within the house is reasonable, as
most work can be completed independently of the existing home. The existing mechanics, electrical,
plumbing, and drainage have to be integrated and upgraded to support the new system. The overall
result is a signiﬁcant increase in density, modernization, and retention of heritage characteristics.
Additions generally cost less per m2 than projects such as basement expansions, however they can be
more costly than standard home construction due to the incorporation of heritage characteristics:
exterior details such as wood siding, sofﬁts, and window details such as muntin bars.
Mixed Approach
A mixed approach presents opportunities to maximize project value and may allow more
sympathetic strategies to increase density. An addition is a good option for a mixed approach with
the development or expansion of a basement, as foundation and excavation work would already be
required.
In another example, a lift and move may be required to add a basement or develop an addition.
Because the investment can be high for a small project such as an addition, maximizing the value of
the project could mean increasing project scope by developing an attic (for example) in conjunction
with a small addition. Incorporating an addition would require roof work, so the additional work of
developing the attic spreads a portion of the costs over a larger project, maximizing the value of the
investment per density gained.
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Conclusion
Development Potential
The building is close to its maximum
development entitlement under the
Zoning Bylaw.
The building could be adapted for
contemporary uses and density without
compromising the heritage merit.
The lot size, shape, and slope allows for
additional development.
The position/location of the house on
the lot allows for additional development.
Mature or historic landscaping would be
retained if additional development was
added.
Total Score for Development Potential

Score Comments
3/3
The building exceeds its non-bonus
development entitlement of 0.5 FSR.
1/2

Limited ability to use bonus density.

1/2

Lot slope limits livability of basement space.

0/1

The house footprint is large and only 1% site
coverage is unused.

1/1
6/9

The subject house currently uses 0.61 FSR and has bonus density of 0.09 FSR available for use. Any
increases to the building footprint would require a variance, as the existing site coverage is 34% and
only 1% site coverage is unused.
The shape and height of the existing upper floor limits the potential to increase living space through
the addition of dormers.
The best solution for meeting the full development potential of this site would be expanding the
basement, converting some existing crawl space to living space. The site slope creates challenges for
daylighting basement areas near the front of the house, but this can be solved with regrading, light
wells, or potentially raising the house nominally.
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Architectural and Build-Out Analysis
319 Queens Avenue
Phase 1 Score: 8 out of 9
Phase 2 Score: 7 out of 9
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Context and Siting
Subject house is located on the north side of
Queens Avenue, two lots east of Fourth
Street. The house is sited towards the front
of the lot with modest side yards. Its
generous backyard backs onto Liverpool
Street which acts as a lane on its south side.

Development Potential Remaining
Current Floor Space Ratio:

0.41

Available Floor Space Ratio:

0.29 (0.09 + 0.20 bonus density)
0.10 detached accessory dwelling unit

Current Site Coverage:

25%

Available Site Coverage:

10%

Floor Area Breakdown
Basement:

0m²

Main Floor (site coverage):

98m²

Upper Floor(s):

67m²

Potential Renovations
Develop Basement:

0.25 FSR

Rear Addition:

0.29 FSR

Laneway House:

0.22 FSR
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Massing Diagrams
Existing House
According to city records, house has
165m² floor space, all above grade.
An additional 114m² is required to
meet development potential.

front view: existing

Develop Basement (0.25 FSR)
Develop basement level under
footprint of house, potentially raise
the house nominally as required for
daylight and egress.

front view: develop basement
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Develop Addition (0.29 FSR)
Develop addition in rear yard. Note,
additional footprint limited by
10%available site coverage. Three
storeys required to meet full
development potential.

front view: addition

Laneway House (0.22 FSR)
Develop detached accessory
dwelling unit (laneway house) to
maximum allowable size of 89m²
(0.22 FSR).

front view: laneway house

Site Constraints
Large trees in rear yard.
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Constructability and Financial Feasibility
Develop Basement from Crawlspace
Subject house likely has a lower level crawlspace, but extent and conditions of foundations are
unknown. House will likely need to be lifted to facilitate construction of a new basement
foundation. Lifting a house provides the opportunity to gain a full-height basement with maximum
daylight and egress. The existing structure is raised and then the existing basement or crawlspace and
foundations are deconstructed. After excavation, new foundations are constructed under the
building footprint with new structural walls built underneath.
Although the overall cost is high, the relative gain is signiﬁcant, making this a reasonable approach
to maintain and modernize the mechanics of the home while signiﬁcantly increasing density
potential. There may even be potential to create an income suite.
Develop Addition
Signiﬁcant additions, although higher in overall cost, have a better overall return as they are more
predictable and provide the largest density increase for investment. A new structure is built and tied
into the existing structure. During this type of project, livability within the house is reasonable, as
most work can be completed independently of the existing home. The existing mechanics, electrical,
plumbing, and drainage have to be integrated and upgraded to support the new system. The overall
result is a signiﬁcant increase in density, modernization, and retention of heritage characteristics.
Additions generally cost less per m2 than projects such as basement expansions, however they can be
more costly than standard home construction due to the incorporation of heritage characteristics:
exterior details such as wood siding, sofﬁts, and window details such as muntin bars.
Develop Laneway House
Accessory dwelling units (laneway or carriage houses) present an appealing option for property
owners wanting to develop a new home for family members or seeking higher rental revenue than
basement dwelling units.
Costs for these projects are signiﬁcantly higher per m2 than conventional new construction.
Servicing to the new structure can be a challenge around existing dwelling and property constraints.
Excavation, materials storage, and delivery costs are often higher than conventional building as
access to smaller work spaces can require specialized equipment.
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Mixed Approach
A mixed approach presents opportunities to maximize project value and may allow more
sympathetic strategies to increase density. An addition is a good option for a mixed approach with
the development or expansion of a basement, as foundation and excavation work would already be
required.
In another example, a lift and move may be required to add a basement or develop an addition.
Because the investment can be high for a small project such as an addition, maximizing the value of
the project could mean increasing project scope by developing an attic (for example) in conjunction
with a small addition. Incorporating an addition would require roof work, so the additional work of
developing the attic spreads a portion of the costs over a larger project, maximizing the value of the
investment per density gained.

Conclusion
Development Potential
The building is close to its maximum
development entitlement under the
Zoning Bylaw.
The building could be adapted for
contemporary uses and density without
compromising the heritage merit.
The lot size, shape, and slope allows for
additional development.
The position/location of the house on
the lot allows for additional development.
Mature or historic landscaping would be
retained if additional development was
added.
Total Score for Development Potential

Score Comments
2/3
The building approaches its non-bonus
development entitlement of 0.5 FSR.
2/2
2/2

Ample rear yard.

1/1
0/1

Rear yard trees likely affected.

7/9

The subject house currently uses 0.41 FSR. It has 0.29 FSR available for use and an additional 0.10
FSR to use for an accessory dwelling unit.
The subject property has a large backyard with lane access that is ideally suited for a rear addition or
laneway house. If preferred, the basement could be developed. There are many opportunities to
meet the development potential of this site while retaining the heritage resource.
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Architectural and Build-Out Analysis
117 Regina Street
Phase 1 Score: 6 out of 9
Phase 2 Score: 4 out of 9
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Context and Siting
Subject house is located on the north side of
Regina Street, three lots east of Second
Street. The house is sited towards the front
of the lot. It has a generous backyard that
backs onto a lane. A substantial accessory
building (0.10 FSR) was constructed in the
rear yard in 2013.

Development Potential Remaining
Current Floor Space Ratio:

0.31

Available Floor Space Ratio:

0.39 (0.19 + 0.20 bonus density)
0.10 detached accessory dwelling unit

Current Site Coverage:

15%

Available Site Coverage:

20%

Floor Area Breakdown
Basement:

94m²

Main Floor (site coverage):

94m²

Upper Floor(s):

0m²
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Potential Renovations
Note: A substantial accessory building (0.10 FSR) was constructed in the rear yard in 2013. It seems
unlikely that owners would choose to demolish this structure.
We have explored a range of densification strategies and have the following key observations:
•
•
•

Keeping the house in place while demolishing the accessory building creates space in the
backyard for a large addition;
Keeping the accessory building necessitates moving the house to make space for additions;
The heritage resource is easily overwhelmed by large additions to the side or upper level.
Two-level rear additions are the most sympathetic to the heritage resource.

Massing Diagrams
Existing House
According to city records, house has
188m² floor space: 94m² above
grade and 94m² below grade. An
additional 238m² is required to meet
development potential. The low
slope of the subject house hip roof
is not suited to an upper floor
addition. A substantial accessory
building (shown) was constructed in
the rear yard in 2013.

front view: existing

Laneway House (0.15 FSR potential)
A substantial accessory building (0.10 FSR) was constructed in the rear yard in 2013. It seems
unlikely that owners would choose to demolish this structure to build a laneway house.
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Rear Addition In Situ (accessory
building demolished) (0.39 FSR)
With the removal of the existing
accessory building, the rear yard is
large enough to accommodate a
two-level addition that maximizes
the site’s development potential.
front view: rear addition in situ

Rear Addition, House Moved
(0.22 FSR)
Moving the house forward to its
minimum front yard setback allows
for a small rear addition while
maintaining existing accessory
building. Neighbouring houses on
this block are typically aligned with
existing setback (approximately
8.5m) 5.8m required.

front view: rear addition house moved

Side and Rear Additions, House
Moved (0.32 FSR)
Moving the house to the minimum
front and west side yard setbacks
frees enough room to almost
maximize development potential
while retaining heritage asset &
accessory building.
front view: side and rear additions
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Three Level Addition, House
Moved (0.39 FSR)
The addition of a small upper floor
to the previous iteration fully utilizes
the site’s development potential.
Note how easily small cottages like
this one are overwhelmed by upper
level additions.
front view: three level addition

Site Constraints
Large tree in rear yard and mature tree in front yard.

Constructability and Financial Feasibility
The subject house has half of its existing floor area in its basement. Unfortunately, increasing density
on this site requires demolishing either the existing basement, or the accessory building. Either of
these options will be a significant loss of existing value and a significant financial investment.
Lift and Move
Lifting and moving a structure provides the most ﬂexibility in terms of maximizing the available lot
usage. Although the overall cost is high, the relative gain is signiﬁcant, making this a reasonable
approach to maintain and modernize the mechanics of the home while signiﬁcantly increasing
density potential.
Lifting a house provides the opportunity to gain a full-height basement with maximum daylight and
egress. It may present the opportunity to add an income suite. The existing structure is raised and
then the existing basement or crawlspace and foundations are deconstructed. After excavation, new
foundations are constructed under the building footprint with new structural walls built underneath.
Moving the structure is not signiﬁcantly more expensive than lifting alone, and has the beneﬁt of
maximizing the available lot usage. This approach would be taken in conjunction with an addition or
to free-up site area for a detached accessory dwelling.
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Develop Addition
Signiﬁcant additions, although higher in overall cost, have a better overall return as they are more
predictable and provide the largest density increase for investment. A new structure is built and tied
into the existing structure. During this type of project, livability within the house is reasonable, as
most work can be completed independently of the existing home. The existing mechanics, electrical,
plumbing, and drainage have to be integrated and upgraded to support the new system. The overall
result is a signiﬁcant increase in density, modernization, and retention of heritage characteristics.
Additions generally cost less per m2 than projects such as basement expansions, however they can be
more costly than standard home construction due to the incorporation of heritage characteristics:
exterior details such as wood siding, sofﬁts, and window details such as muntin bars.
Develop Laneway House
Accessory dwelling units (laneway or carriage houses) present an appealing option for property
owners wanting to develop a new home for family members or seeking higher rental revenue than
basement dwelling units.
Costs for these projects are signiﬁcantly higher per m2 than conventional new construction.
Servicing to the new structure can be a challenge around existing dwelling and property constraints.
Excavation, materials storage, and delivery costs are often higher than conventional building as
access to smaller work spaces can require specialized equipment.
Mixed Approach
A mixed approach presents opportunities to maximize project value and may allow more
sympathetic strategies to increase density. An addition is a good option for a mixed approach with
the development or expansion of a basement, as foundation and excavation work would already be
required.
In another example, a lift and move may be required to add a basement or develop an addition.
Because the investment can be high for a small project such as an addition, maximizing the value of
the project could mean increasing project scope by developing an attic (for example) in conjunction
with a small addition. Incorporating an addition would require roof work, so the additional work of
developing the attic spreads a portion of the costs over a larger project, maximizing the value of the
investment per density gained.
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Conclusion
Development Potential
The building is close to its maximum
development entitlement under the
Zoning Bylaw.
The building could be adapted for
contemporary uses and density without
compromising the heritage merit.
The lot size, shape, and slope allows for
additional development.
The position/location of the house on
the lot allows for additional development.
Mature or historic landscaping would be
retained if additional development was
added.
Total Score for Development Potential

Score Comments
1/3
The building has modest development.
1/2

The building is easily overwhelmed by
building additions.

2/2

The lot is well suited to development

0/1

The new accessory building in the rear yard
hinders additional development.
Mature trees compromised by additional
development

0/1
4/9

The subject house currently uses 0.31 FSR. It has 0.39 FSR available for use and an additional 0.10
FSR to use for an accessory dwelling unit. It is a hip roof cottage with a full basement. The rear yard
is relatively large, but the recent construction of a substantial accessory building should be
considered in its development potential.
The heritage resource is best suited to two-level rear yard additions. Explorations of side yard and
upper level additions demonstrated how easily the cottage was overwhelmed from the street face.
Note: any additions visible from the front should be physically and visually compatible with,
subordinate to, and distinguishable from the heritage structure in keeping with ‘Standards and
Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada’.
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Architectural and Build-Out Analysis
211 Regina Street
Phase 1 Score: 7 out of 9
Phase 2 Score: 9 out of 9
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Context and Siting
Subject house is located on the north side of
Regina Street, adjacent to the lane that runs
behind the lots facing Second Street. The
house is sited near the middle of the lot. It
has a small backyard, but a generous side
yard to the west.

Development Potential Remaining
Current Floor Space Ratio:

0.50

Available Floor Space Ratio:

0.20 bonus density

Current Site Coverage:

28%

Available Site Coverage:

7%

Floor Area Breakdown
Basement:

143m²

Main Floor (site coverage):

227m²

Upper Floor(s):

34m²

Potential Renovations
Expand Basement:

0.10 FSR

Expand Attic:

0.03 FSR

Side Addition:

0.20 FSR
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Massing Diagrams
Existing House
According to city records, house has
404m² floor space: 261m² above
grade and 143m² below grade. An
additional 163m² is required to meet
development potential.
As the rear yard setback is less than
10.5m developing an accessory
dwelling unit is not feasible.
front view: existing

Expand Basement (0.10 FSR)
Subject house has partial basement and crawl space under remaining footprint. Converting
crawlspace into basement would match basement area to main floor area, for an increase in FSR of
0.10. External massing would not be affected so no image attached.

Expand Attic (0.03 FSR)
Expanding the attic with dormer(s)
on the west roof slope would
transform low ceilinged areas into
living space. Unfortunately, this
would only use a very small portion
of the area available for
development.

front view: expand attic
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Side Addition (0.20 FSR)
Large, west side yard could support
three level addition without
diminishing heritage values.

front view: side addition

Site Constraints
None noted.

Constructability and Financial Feasibility
Expand Basement
House has partial basement with crawlspace under remaining structure. Maximizing basement use is
a good way to increase site density. There may even be potential to create an income suite.
Expansion is achievable by benching the foundation, the more costly underpinning, or complete
replacement. Benching is the most economical option, but erodes a portion of the available space.
Given the age and typical condition of subject houses, signiﬁcant foundation work could be required
to expand basement footprints. Many basements present challenges in terms of height; basement
expansion could require lowering the existing basement ﬂoor. Age and condition of the structure,
condition of drainage and waterprooﬁng, and upgrades to mechanical systems may indicate existing
foundations need to be replaced to realize the cost-benefit.
The investment of a basement expansion is signiﬁcant in terms of dollars per m2 gained. As this
project is less predictable, detailed analysis is required to determine if project costs are reasonable.
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Develop Attic
Attic development is a fairly straightforward and predictable project with potentially signiﬁcant
gains. This attic is already partially developed, indicating that a stair exists. Due to existent stair,
project may have limited impact on the lower level. As structural requirements have become more
rigourous, developing the attic probably requires upgrades to the existing structure, including the
attic floor and rafters.
Site conditions and existing design can make this an ideal approach for certain houses. The
limitations lie in the pitch of the roof and opportunity to make signiﬁcant livable space within the
attic. Where the right conditions are present, the opportunity to add extra bedrooms and living space
is signiﬁcant at a reasonable cost. When the roof lines and pitches make increasing space difﬁcult,
the option to raise the roof exists, but with increased cost and challenge to maintain the heritage
aspects of the structure.
Develop Addition
Signiﬁcant additions, although higher in overall cost, have a better overall return as they are more
predictable and provide the largest density increase for investment. A new structure is built and tied
into the existing structure. During this type of project, livability within the house is reasonable, as
most work can be completed independently of the existing home. The existing mechanics, electrical,
plumbing, and drainage have to be integrated and upgraded to support the new system. The overall
result is a signiﬁcant increase in density, modernization, and retention of heritage characteristics.
Additions generally cost less per m2 than projects such as basement expansions, however they can be
more costly than standard home construction due to the incorporation of heritage characteristics:
exterior details such as wood siding, sofﬁts, and window details such as muntin bars.
Mixed Approach
A mixed approach presents opportunities to maximize project value and may allow more
sympathetic strategies to increase density. An addition is a good option for a mixed approach with
the development or expansion of a basement, as foundation and excavation work would already be
required.
In another example, a lift and move may be required to add a basement or develop an addition.
Because the investment can be high for a small project such as an addition, maximizing the value of
the project could mean increasing project scope by developing an attic (for example) in conjunction
with a small addition. Incorporating an addition would require roof work, so the additional work of
developing the attic spreads a portion of the costs over a larger project, maximizing the value of the
investment per density gained.
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Conclusion
Development Potential
The building is close to its maximum
development entitlement under the
Zoning Bylaw.
The building could be adapted for
contemporary uses and density without
compromising the heritage merit.
The lot size, shape, and slope allows for
additional development.
The position/location of the house on
the lot allows for additional development.
Mature or historic landscaping would be
retained if additional development was
added.
Total Score for Development Potential

Score Comments
3/3
The building is at its non-bonus development
entitlement of 0.5 FSR.
2/2
2/2
1/1
1/1
9/9

The subject house currently uses 0.50 FSR and has 0.20 FSR available for use. It is two-and-one-half
storeys with a partial basement. The site is relatively large, but there is no room to expand in the rear
or develop a laneway house.
Half of the bonus density could be used by converting existing crawlspace into a full basement.
The large yard to the west side presents the best opportunity to add to the house without
diminishing its heritage value. Any additions visible from the front should be physically and visually
compatible with, subordinate to, and distinguishable from the heritage structure in keeping with
‘Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada’.
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Architectural and Build-Out Analysis
216 Regina Street
Phase 1 Score: 6 out of 9
Phase 2 Score: 7 out of 9
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Context and Siting
Subject house is located on the south side of
Regina Street, four lots west of Second
Street. The house is sited towards the front
of the lot with a driveway on the west side
property line. It has a generous backyard
with no lane access.

Development Potential Remaining
Current Floor Space Ratio:

0.27 (original house 0.16 FSR)

Available Floor Space Ratio:

0.43 (0.23 + 0.20 bonus density)
0.10 detached accessory dwelling unit

Current Site Coverage:

19%

Available Site Coverage:

16%

Floor Area Breakdown
Basement:

0m²

Main Floor (site coverage):

102m² (original house 42m²)

Upper Floor(s):

42m²
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Potential Renovations
Basement (Original House Footprint):

0.08 FSR

Rear Addition & Basement:

0.54 FSR

Carriage House:

0.16 FSR

Massing Diagrams
Existing House
According to city records, house has
144m² floor space, all above grade.
An additional 234m² is required to
meet development potential.
Subject house has a number of rear
yard additions which are ad hoc in
nature. In order to complete the
large unused development potential
of the site, it may be best to remove
existing additions and retain only the
original structure.

front view: existing
with ad hoc additions

Develop Basement & Addition
(0.43 FSR)
Remove ad hoc additions, raise
house, build new basement and
addition.

front view: basement & addition
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Develop Carriage House, New
Basement & Addition (up to 0.53 FSR)
Remove ad hoc additions, raise house,
build new basement, addition, and carriage
house.

front view: carriage house,
basement & addition

Site Constraints
Some trees on property.

Constructability and Financial Feasibility
Removing existing ad hoc additions prior to any new additions will make for a more efficient and
orderly construction. The original structure is small and simple and will be relatively easy to work
with. Potential additions could be more than three times the size of the original structure, so meeting
the full development potential of the site is a significant undertaking.
Develop Addition
Signiﬁcant additions, although higher in overall cost, have a better overall return as they are more
predictable and provide the largest density increase for investment. A new structure is built and tied
into the existing structure. During this type of project, livability within the house is reasonable, as
most work can be completed independently of the existing home. The existing mechanics, electrical,
plumbing, and drainage have to be integrated and upgraded to support the new system. The overall
result is a signiﬁcant increase in density, modernization, and retention of heritage characteristics.
Additions generally cost less per m2 than projects such as basement expansions, however they can be
more costly than standard home construction due to the incorporation of heritage characteristics:
exterior details such as wood siding, sofﬁts, and window details such as muntin bars.
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Develop Basement
Subject house likely has a lower level crawlspace, but extent and conditions of foundations are
unknown. House will likely need to be lifted to facilitate construction of a new basement
foundation. Lifting a house provides the opportunity to gain a full-height basement with maximum
daylight and egress. The existing structure is raised and then the existing basement or crawlspace and
foundations are deconstructed. After excavation, new foundations are constructed under the
building footprint with new structural walls built underneath.
Although the overall cost is high, the relative gain is signiﬁcant, making this a reasonable approach
to maintain and modernize the mechanics of the home while signiﬁcantly increasing density
potential. There may even be potential to create an income suite.
Lift and Move
Lifting and moving a structure provides the most ﬂexibility in terms of maximizing the available lot
usage. Although the overall cost is high, the relative gain is signiﬁcant, making this a reasonable
approach to maintain and modernize the mechanics of the home while signiﬁcantly increasing
density potential.
Lifting a house provides the opportunity to gain a full-height basement with maximum daylight and
egress. It may present the opportunity to add an income suite. The existing structure is raised and
then the existing basement or crawlspace and foundations are deconstructed. After excavation, new
foundations are constructed under the building footprint with new structural walls built underneath.
Moving the structure is not signiﬁcantly more expensive than lifting alone, and has the beneﬁt of
maximizing the available lot usage. This approach would be taken in conjunction with an addition or
to free-up site area for a detached accessory dwelling.
Develop Carriage House
Accessory dwelling units (laneway or carriage houses) present an appealing option for property
owners wanting to develop a new home for family members or seeking higher rental revenue than
basement dwelling units.
Costs for these projects are signiﬁcantly higher per m2 than conventional new construction.
Servicing to the new structure can be a challenge around existing dwelling and property constraints.
Excavation, materials storage, and delivery costs are often higher than conventional building as
access to smaller work spaces can require specialized equipment.
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Mixed Approach
A mixed approach presents opportunities to maximize project value and may allow more
sympathetic strategies to increase density. An addition is a good option for a mixed approach with
the development or expansion of a basement, as foundation and excavation work would already be
required.
In another example, a lift and move may be required to add a basement or develop an addition.
Because the investment can be high for a small project such as an addition, maximizing the value of
the project could mean increasing project scope by developing an attic (for example) in conjunction
with a small addition. Incorporating an addition would require roof work, so the additional work of
developing the attic spreads a portion of the costs over a larger project, maximizing the value of the
investment per density gained.

Conclusion
Development Potential
The building is close to its maximum
development entitlement under the
Zoning Bylaw.
The building could be adapted for
contemporary uses and density without
compromising the heritage merit.
The lot size, shape, and slope allows for
additional development.
The position/location of the house on
the lot allows for additional development.
Mature or historic landscaping would be
retained if additional development was
added.
Total Score for Development Potential

Score Comments
1/3
The building lot has modest development.
2/2
2/2
1/1
1/1

Existing trees could be worked around.

7/9

The subject house currently uses 0.27 FSR. It has 0.43 FSR available for use and an additional 0.10
FSR to use for an accessory dwelling unit.
It can be challenging to add floor space to a property that is three times larger than the existing
heritage resource without overwhelming that heritage resource. This simple structure, however,
seems able to accommodate a large three-storey addition without much compromise. This site has
good access to its large rear yard which can accommodate a variety of developments with minimal
impact to the street face expression.
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Architectural and Build-Out Analysis
311 Regina Street
Phase 1 Score: 7 out of 9
Phase 2 Score: 8 out of 9
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Context and Siting
Subject house is located on the north side of
Regina Street, approximately mid-block
between Third and Fourth Streets. The
house is sited on the front half of the lot
with modest side yards. Its generous
backyard backs onto Sydney Street, which
acts as a lane.

Development Potential Remaining
Current Floor Space Ratio:

0.38

Available Floor Space Ratio:

0.32 (0.12 + 0.20 bonus density)
0.10 detached accessory dwelling unit

Current Site Coverage:

20%

Available Site Coverage:

15%

Floor Area Breakdown
Basement:

95m²

Main Floor (site coverage):

97m²

Upper Floor(s):

0m²

Potential Renovations
Rear Addition:

0.32 FSR

Laneway House:

0.18 FSR
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Massing Diagrams
Existing House
According to city records, house has
192m² floor space: 97m² above
grade and 95m² below grade. An
additional 157m² is required to meet
development potential. As the attic
has a fairly low ridge, developing
living space on the upper level is not
a preferred renovation option.

front view: existing

Rear Addition (0.32 FSR)
The generous rear yard and ample
available site coverage makes
developing a two-level addition in
the rear yard highly feasible with
little impact on the street face
expression.
front view: large rear addition

Laneway House & Small Rear
Addition (up to 0.42 FSR)
The generous rear yard can
accommodate a detached accessory
dwelling unit (laneway house) to
maximum allowable size of 89m²
(0.18 FSR) as well as a rear yard
addition (0.24 FSR).

front view: laneway house &
small rear addition
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Site Constraints
None noted.

Constructability and Financial Feasibility
Develop Addition
Signiﬁcant additions, although higher in overall cost, have a better overall return as they are more
predictable and provide the largest density increase for investment. A new structure is built and tied
into the existing structure. During this type of project, livability within the house is reasonable, as
most work can be completed independently of the existing home. The existing mechanics, electrical,
plumbing, and drainage have to be integrated and upgraded to support the new system. The overall
result is a signiﬁcant increase in density, modernization, and retention of heritage characteristics.
Additions generally cost less per m2 than projects such as basement expansions, however they can be
more costly than standard home construction due to the incorporation of heritage characteristics:
exterior details such as wood siding, sofﬁts, and window details such as muntin bars.
Small Addition
A small addition as a stand-alone project has the highest costs relative to density increase. Cost
predictability is fairly stable as the project is more independent and relies on new construction.
An addition would require a new foundation, which is costly, and would trigger an upgrade to the
drainage system of the entire dwelling. Upgrading perimeter drainage requires excavation of the
entire foundations. This does, however, provide opportunity to upgrade to the City’s Sewer
Separation Program as well as improve the quality of the existing foundations, damp prooﬁng, and
drainage.
As signiﬁcant work to the existing structure is required to tie in the new addition, an upgrade to the
existing dwelling may be considered at the same time. Exposing the foundations for drainage work
provides an opportunity to change structural loads, allowing for a wider variety of interior design
options.
Develop Laneway House
Accessory dwelling units (laneway or carriage houses) present an appealing option for property
owners wanting to develop a new home for family members or seeking higher rental revenue than
basement dwelling units.
Costs for these projects are signiﬁcantly higher per m2 than conventional new construction.
Servicing to the new structure can be a challenge around existing dwelling and property constraints.
Excavation, materials storage, and delivery costs are often higher than conventional building as
access to smaller work spaces can require specialized equipment.
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Mixed Approach
A mixed approach presents opportunities to maximize project value and may allow more
sympathetic strategies to increase density. An addition is a good option for a mixed approach with
the development or expansion of a basement, as foundation and excavation work would already be
required.
In another example, a lift and move may be required to add a basement or develop an addition.
Because the investment can be high for a small project such as an addition, maximizing the value of
the project could mean increasing project scope by developing an attic (for example) in conjunction
with a small addition. Incorporating an addition would require roof work, so the additional work of
developing the attic spreads a portion of the costs over a larger project, maximizing the value of the
investment per density gained.

Conclusion
Development Potential
The building is close to its maximum
development entitlement under the
Zoning Bylaw.
The building could be adapted for
contemporary uses and density without
compromising the heritage merit.
The lot size, shape, and slope allows for
additional development.
The position/location of the house on
the lot allows for additional development.
Mature or historic landscaping would be
retained if additional development was
added.
Total Score for Development Potential

Score Comments
2/3
The building approaches its non-bonus
development entitlement of 0.5 FSR.
2/2

Front elevation not affected by rear yard
developments.

2/2

Large rear yard.

1/1
1/1

None noted.

8/9

The subject house currently uses 0.38 FSR. It has 0.32 FSR density available for use and an
additional 0.10 FSR to use for an accessory dwelling unit. The subject property has a large backyard
with lane access that is ideally suited for a large rear addition or a laneway house.
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Architectural and Build-Out Analysis
517 Second Street
Phase 1 Score: 8 out of 9
Phase 2 Score: 7 out of 9
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Context and Siting
Subject house is located on the northeast
corner of Regina Street and Second Street.
The house is sited towards the middle of the
lot with a more generous side setback facing
Regina Street. It has a small backyard.

Development Potential Remaining
Current Floor Space Ratio:

0.47

Available Floor Space Ratio:

0.23 (0.03 + 0.20 bonus density)

Current Site Coverage:

26%

Available Site Coverage:

9%

Floor Area Breakdown
Basement:

79m²

Main Floor (site coverage):

164m²

Upper Floor(s):

52m²

Potential Renovations
Expand Basement:

0.13 FSR

Move House, Build Basement & Side Addition:

0.23 FSR
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Massing Diagrams
Existing House
According to city records, house has
295m² floor space: 216m² above
grade and 79m² below grade. An
additional 147m² is required to meet
development potential. The house is
sited near its rear (east) and north
side yard required setbacks. In its
existing location there is only
potential to expand towards Second
Street or Regina Street, which is not
ideal, those being the primary heritage
elevations. Upper level expansion
would not be compatible with
preservation of heritage values.

front view: existing

As the rear yard setback is less than
10.5m developing an accessory
dwelling unit is not feasible.

Expand Basement (0.13 FSR)
Subject house has partial basement and crawl space under remaining footprint. Converting
crawlspace into basement would match basement area to main floor area, for an increase in FSR of
0.13. External massing would not be affected so no image attached.

Move House, Build Basement &
Side Addition (0.23 FSR)
Moving the house onto new
foundations nearer the south
property line would allow an
addition at the north side yard. Full
basement and two level addition
could use full development
potential.
front view: move house, build
basement & side addition

Page 286 of 356

Site Constraints
Mature tree in front yard. Low stone wall around perimeter is notable, but does not impact
development potential.

Constructability and Financial Feasibility
Expand Basement
House has partial basement with crawlspace under remaining structure. Maximizing basement use is
a good way to increase site density. There may even be potential to create an income suite.
Expansion is achievable by benching the foundation, the more costly underpinning, or complete
replacement. Benching is the most economical option, but erodes a portion of the available space.
Given the age and typical condition of subject houses, signiﬁcant foundation work could be required
to expand basement footprints. Many basements present challenges in terms of height; basement
expansion could require lowering the existing basement ﬂoor. Age and condition of the structure,
condition of drainage and waterprooﬁng, and upgrades to mechanical systems may indicate existing
foundations need to be replaced to realize the cost-benefit.
The investment of a basement expansion is signiﬁcant in terms of dollars per m2 gained. As this
project is less predictable, detailed analysis is required to determine if project costs are reasonable.
Lift and Move
Lifting and moving a structure provides the most ﬂexibility in terms of maximizing the available lot
usage. Although the overall cost is high, the relative gain is signiﬁcant, making this a reasonable
approach to maintain and modernize the mechanics of the home while signiﬁcantly increasing
density potential.
Lifting a house provides the opportunity to gain a full-height basement with maximum daylight and
egress. It may present the opportunity to add an income suite. The existing structure is raised and
then the existing basement or crawlspace and foundations are deconstructed. After excavation, new
foundations are constructed under the building footprint with new structural walls built underneath.
Moving the structure is not signiﬁcantly more expensive than lifting alone, and has the beneﬁt of
maximizing the available lot usage. This approach would be taken in conjunction with an addition or
to free-up site area for a detached accessory dwelling.
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Develop Addition
Signiﬁcant additions, although higher in overall cost, have a better overall return as they are more
predictable and provide the largest density increase for investment. A new structure is built and tied
into the existing structure. During this type of project, livability within the house is reasonable, as
most work can be completed independently of the existing home. The existing mechanics, electrical,
plumbing, and drainage have to be integrated and upgraded to support the new system. The overall
result is a signiﬁcant increase in density, modernization, and retention of heritage characteristics.
Additions generally cost less per m2 than projects such as basement expansions, however they can be
more costly than standard home construction due to the incorporation of heritage characteristics:
exterior details such as wood siding, sofﬁts, and window details such as muntin bars.
Mixed Approach
A mixed approach presents opportunities to maximize project value and may allow more
sympathetic strategies to increase density. An addition is a good option for a mixed approach with
the development or expansion of a basement, as foundation and excavation work would already be
required. A small addition is a good option for a mixed approach with the development or
expansion of a basement, as foundation and excavation work would already be required.
In another example, a lift and move may be required to add a basement or develop an addition.
Because the investment can be high for a small project such as an addition, maximizing the value of
the project could mean increasing project scope by developing an attic (for example) in conjunction
with a small addition. Incorporating an addition would require roof work, so the additional work of
developing the attic spreads a portion of the costs over a larger project, maximizing the value of the
investment per density gained.
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Conclusion
Development Potential
The building is close to its maximum
development entitlement under the
Zoning Bylaw.
The building could be adapted for
contemporary uses and density without
compromising the heritage merit.
The lot size, shape, and slope allows for
additional development.
The position/location of the house on
the lot allows for additional development.
Mature or historic landscaping would be
retained if additional development was
added.
Total Score for Development Potential

Score Comments
3/3
The building is close to its non-bonus
development entitlement of 0.5 FSR.
1/2

It is possible, but challenging, to meet full
development potential.

2/2
0/1
1/1

House must be moved to accommodate
additions.

7/9

The subject house currently uses 0.47 FSR and has 0.23 FSR density available for use.
This house has substantial dormers on its upper level. Further development of the upper level is not
compatible with heritage values. The location of the subject house on its lot does not support the
construction of additions. Maintaining the existing location of the house on the site allows only one
method of expansion: developing the full basement.
Room for further expansion of the house can be created by relocating the subject house towards
Regina Street. If relocated, an addition on the north side of the house will enable full use of the
property’s density entitlement.
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Architectural and Build-Out Analysis
506 St. George Street
Phase 1 Score: 6 out of 9
Phase 2 Score: 5 out of 9
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Context and Siting
Subject house is located on the south side of
St. George Street, midway between Fourth
and Sixth Streets. The house is sited towards
the front of the lot with generous side yards.
Its generous backyard backs onto Liverpool
Street which acts as a lane.

Development Potential Remaining
Current Floor Space Ratio:

0.23

Available Floor Space Ratio:

0.47 (0.27 + 0.20 bonus density)
0.10 detached accessory dwelling unit

Current Site Coverage:

15%

Available Site Coverage:

20%

Floor Area Breakdown
Basement:

46m²

Main Floor (site coverage):

113m²

Upper Floor(s):

11m²

Potential Renovations
Expand Basement:

0.09 FSR

Side/Rear Addition:

up to 0.47 FSR

Laneway House:

0.12 FSR
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Massing Diagrams
Existing House
According to city records house has
170m² floor space, 124m² above
grade and 46m² below grade. An
additional 354m² is required to meet
development potential.
The hipped roof and rear dormer
are character defining elements that
will be challenging to preserve with
any densification effort.

front view: existing

Expand Basement (0.09 FSR)
Expand basement level under footprint of house, maximizing FSR. Potentially raise the house
nominally as required for daylight and egress. External massing would not be affected so no image
attached.
Rear Addition (0.47 FSR)
Develop three level addition in rear
yard to maximize development
potential. Some projections into side
yard may be required.

front view: rear addition

Laneway House & Small Rear
Addition (0.29 FSR)
The generous rear yard can
accommodate a detached accessory
dwelling unit (laneway house) to
maximum allowable size of 89m²
(0.12 FSR) as well as a rear yard
addition (0.17 FSR).
front view: laneway house &
small rear addition
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Move House, Build Basement,
Side & Large Rear Additions
(0.47 FSR)
Moving the house onto a new
foundation nearer the north and
west property lines would allow
additions at the rear and the east
sideyard. Full basement and threelevel additions could use full
development potential.

front view: move house, build basement,
side & rear additions

Site Constraints
Trees in rear yard.

Constructability and Financial Feasibility
Expand Basement
House has partial basement with crawlspace under remaining structure. Maximizing basement use is
a good way to increase site density. There may even be potential to create an income suite.
Expansion is achievable by benching the foundation, the more costly underpinning, or complete
replacement. Benching is the most economical option, but erodes a portion of the available space.
Given the age and typical condition of subject houses, signiﬁcant foundation work could be required
to expand basement footprints. Many basements present challenges in terms of height; basement
expansion could require lowering the existing basement ﬂoor. Age and condition of the structure,
condition of drainage and waterprooﬁng, and upgrades to mechanical systems may indicate existing
foundations need to be replaced to realize the cost-benefit.
The investment of a basement expansion is signiﬁcant in terms of dollars per m2 gained. As this
project is less predictable, detailed analysis is required to determine if project costs are reasonable.
Lift and Move
Lifting and moving a structure provides the most ﬂexibility in terms of maximizing the available lot
usage. Although the overall cost is high, the relative gain is signiﬁcant, making this a reasonable
approach to maintain and modernize the mechanics of the home while signiﬁcantly increasing
density potential.
Lifting a house provides the opportunity to gain a full-height basement with maximum daylight and
egress. It may present the opportunity to add an income suite. The existing structure is raised and
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then the existing basement or crawlspace and foundations are deconstructed. After excavation, new
foundations are constructed under the building footprint with new structural walls built underneath.
Moving the structure is not signiﬁcantly more expensive than lifting alone, and has the beneﬁt of
maximizing the available lot usage. This approach would be taken in conjunction with an addition or
to free-up site area for a detached accessory dwelling.
Develop Addition
Signiﬁcant additions, although higher in overall cost, have a better overall return as they are more
predictable and provide the largest density increase for investment. A new structure is built and tied
into the existing structure. During this type of project, livability within the house is reasonable, as
most work can be completed independently of the existing home. The existing mechanics, electrical,
plumbing, and drainage have to be integrated and upgraded to support the new system. The overall
result is a signiﬁcant increase in density, modernization, and retention of heritage characteristics.
Additions generally cost less per m2 than projects such as basement expansions, however they can be
more costly than standard home construction due to the incorporation of heritage characteristics:
exterior details such as wood siding, sofﬁts, and window details such as muntin bars.
Develop Laneway House
Accessory dwelling units (laneway or carriage houses) present an appealing option for property
owners wanting to develop a new home for family members or seeking higher rental revenue than
basement dwelling units.
Costs for these projects are signiﬁcantly higher per m2 than conventional new construction.
Servicing to the new structure can be a challenge around existing dwelling and property constraints.
Excavation, materials storage, and delivery costs are often higher than conventional building as
access to smaller work spaces can require specialized equipment.
Mixed Approach
A mixed approach presents opportunities to maximize project value and may allow more
sympathetic strategies to increase density. An addition is a good option for a mixed approach with
the development or expansion of a basement, as foundation and excavation work would already be
required.
In another example, a lift and move may be required to add a basement or develop an addition.
Because the investment can be high for a small project such as an addition, maximizing the value of
the project could mean increasing project scope by developing an attic (for example) in conjunction
with a small addition. Incorporating an addition would require roof work, so the additional work of
developing the attic spreads a portion of the costs over a larger project, maximizing the value of the
investment per density gained.
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Conclusion
Development Potential
The building is close to its maximum
development entitlement under the
Zoning Bylaw.
The building could be adapted for
contemporary uses and density without
compromising the heritage merit.
The lot size, shape, and slope allows for
additional development.
The position/location of the house on
the lot allows for additional development.
Mature or historic landscaping would be
retained if additional development was
added.
Total Score for Development Potential

Score Comments
1/3
The building lot has modest development.
1/2
2/2

hipped roof and dormer at rear of house will
be hard to preserve with any densification
effort.

1/1
0/1

Large trees in rear yard.

5/9

The subject house currently uses 0.23 FSR. It has 0.47 FSR available for use and an additional 0.10
FSR to use for an accessory dwelling unit. It is one-and-a-half storeys with a partial basement. Any
additions visible from the front should be physically and visually compatible with, subordinate to,
and distinguishable from the heritage structure in keeping with ‘Standards and Guidelines for the
Conservation of Historic Places in Canada’.
It can be challenging to add floor space to a property that is twice as large as the existing heritage
resource without overwhelming the heritage resource. This lot may be well suited for a Heritage
Restoration Agreement (HRA). An HRA would allow more flexible infill options than allowed in the
standard RS-4 zoning to take advantage of the ample available site coverage and FSR. This large site
has two street faces – St. George Street and Liverpool Street – and the potential to accommodate a
variety of developments with minimal impact to the principle street face expression. The resultant
infill dwellings may be more in keeping with the existing neighbourhood character than the options
presented here.
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Architectural and Build-Out Analysis
115 Third Avenue
Phase 1 Score: 7 out of 9
Phase 2 Score: 5 out of 9
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Context and Siting
Subject house is located on the north side of
Third Avenue, four lots west of First Street.
The house is sited towards the back of the
lot, in line with its immediate neighbours. It
has a generous side yard on its east side. Its
small backyard backs onto Emory Street
which acts mostly as a lane, although there
is one house addressed on Emory Street
directly across from this site.

Development Potential Remaining
Current Floor Space Ratio:

0.24

Available Floor Space Ratio:

0.46 (0.26 + 0.20 bonus density)
0.10 detached accessory dwelling unit

Current Site Coverage:

12%

Available Site Coverage:

23%

Floor Area Breakdown
Basement:

0m²

Main Floor (site coverage):

83m²

Upper Floor(s):

80m²
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Potential Renovations
Develop Basement:

0.12 FSR

Side Addition:

0.08 FSR

Rear Addition:

varies

Laneway House:

0.13 FSR

Massing Diagrams
Existing House
According to city records, house has
163m² floor space, all above grade.
An additional 304m² is required to
meet development potential.
The house is sited near its rear
(north) and west side property lines.
The square bay on the east side is a
character defining element that
would be compromised by
expansion to the east.

front view: existing

In its existing location there is only potential to develop a basement. Rear yard is too small for
accessory dwelling.
Develop Basement (0.12 FSR)
Subject house has no basement. Developing a basement under footprint of main floor would be an
increase in floor area of 0.12 FSR. External massing would not be affected so no image attached.
Move House, Build Basement,
Side & Large Rear Additions
(0.46 FSR)
Moving the house onto new
foundations nearer the south and
east property lines would allow
additions at the rear and west side
yard. Full basement and three level
additions could use full
development potential.

front view: move house, build basement,
side & large rear additions
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Move House, Build Basement,
Side & Rear Additions &
Laneway House (up to 0.56 FSR)
Moving the house onto new
foundations nearer the south and
east property lines would allow
additions at the rear and west side
yard. There is enough site depth to
also develop a detached accessory
dwelling unit (laneway house) to
maximum allowable size of 89m²
(0.13 FSR).

front view: move house, build basement,
side & rear additions & laneway house

Site Constraints
Sloped front yard.

Constructability and Financial Feasibility
Develop Basement
Subject house likely has a lower level crawlspace, but extent and conditions of foundations are
unknown. House will likely need to be lifted to facilitate construction of a new basement
foundation. Lifting a house provides the opportunity to gain a full-height basement with maximum
daylight and egress. The existing structure is raised and then the existing basement or crawlspace and
foundations are deconstructed. After excavation, new foundations are constructed under the
building footprint with new structural walls built underneath.
Although the overall cost is high, the relative gain is signiﬁcant, making this a reasonable approach
to maintain and modernize the mechanics of the home while signiﬁcantly increasing density
potential. There may even be potential to create an income suite.
Lift and Move
Lifting and moving a structure provides the most ﬂexibility in terms of maximizing the available lot
usage. Although the overall cost is high, the relative gain is signiﬁcant, making this a reasonable
approach to maintain and modernize the mechanics of the home while signiﬁcantly increasing
density potential.
Lifting a house provides the opportunity to gain a full-height basement with maximum daylight and
egress. It may present the opportunity to add an income suite. The existing structure is raised and
then the existing basement or crawlspace and foundations are deconstructed. After excavation, new
foundations are constructed under the building footprint with new structural walls built underneath.
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Moving the structure is not signiﬁcantly more expensive than lifting alone, and has the beneﬁt of
maximizing the available lot usage. This approach would be taken in conjunction with an addition or
to free-up site area for a detached accessory dwelling.
Develop Addition(s)
Signiﬁcant additions, although higher in overall cost, have a better overall return as they are more
predictable and provide the largest density increase for investment. A new structure is built and tied
into the existing structure. During this type of project, livability within the house is reasonable, as
most work can be completed independently of the existing home. The existing mechanics, electrical,
plumbing, and drainage have to be integrated and upgraded to support the new system. The overall
result is a signiﬁcant increase in density, modernization, and retention of heritage characteristics.
Additions generally cost less per m2 than projects such as basement expansions, however they can be
more costly than standard home construction due to the incorporation of heritage characteristics:
exterior details such as wood siding, sofﬁts, and window details such as muntin bars.
Develop Laneway House
Accessory dwelling units (laneway or carriage houses) present an appealing option for property
owners wanting to develop a new home for family members or seeking higher rental revenue than
basement dwelling units.
Costs for these projects are signiﬁcantly higher per m2 than conventional new construction.
Servicing to the new structure can be a challenge around existing dwelling and property constraints.
Excavation, materials storage, and delivery costs are often higher than conventional building as
access to smaller work spaces can require specialized equipment.
Mixed Approach
A mixed approach presents opportunities to maximize project value and may allow more
sympathetic strategies to increase density. An addition is a good option for a mixed approach with
the development or expansion of a basement, as foundation and excavation work would already be
required.
In another example, a lift and move may be required to add a basement or develop an addition.
Because the investment can be high for a small project such as an addition, maximizing the value of
the project could mean increasing project scope by developing an attic (for example) in conjunction
with a small addition. Incorporating an addition would require roof work, so the additional work of
developing the attic spreads a portion of the costs over a larger project, maximizing the value of the
investment per density gained.
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Conclusion
Development Potential
The building is close to its maximum
development entitlement under the
Zoning Bylaw.
The building could be adapted for
contemporary uses and density without
compromising the heritage merit.
The lot size, shape, and slope allows for
additional development.
The position/location of the house on
the lot allows for additional development.
Mature or historic landscaping would be
retained if additional development was
added.
Total Score for Development Potential

Score Comments
1/3
The building lot has modest development.
1/2
2/2
0/1
1/1

Meeting full development potential requires
relocating house on site and very large
additions.
House must be moved to accommodate
additions.

5/9

The subject house currently uses 0.24 FSR. It has 0.46 FSR available for use and an additional 0.10
FSR to use for an accessory dwelling unit. It is two storeys with no basement. The existing house
must be moved on site to enable the development of any additions. Any additions visible from the
front should be physically and visually compatible with, subordinate to, and distinguishable from the
heritage structure in keeping with ‘Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places
in Canada’.
It can be challenging to add floor space to a property that is twice as large as the existing heritage
resource without overwhelming the heritage resource. This lot may be well suited for a Heritage
Restoration Agreement (HRA). An HRA would allow more flexible infill options (than allowed in
the standard RS-4 zoning) to take advantage of the ample available site coverage and FSR. This large
site has two street faces (Third Avenue and Emory Street) and the potential to accommodate a
variety of developments with minimal change to the street face expression. The resultant infill
dwellings may be more in keeping with the existing neighbourhood character than the options
presented here.
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Architectural and Build-Out Analysis
117 Third Avenue
Phase 1 Score: 7 out of 9
Phase 2 Score: 7 out of 9
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Context and Siting
Subject house is located on the north side of
Third Avenue, three lots east of Second
Street. The house is sited near the middle of
the lot, in line with its neighbour to the east.
Neighbour to the west is sited towards the
front of its lot. Subject property has a
generous east side yard. Its small backyard
backs onto Emory Street which acts as a
lane, although there is one house addressed
on Emory Street directly across from this
site.

Development Potential Remaining
Current Floor Space Ratio:

0.26

Available Floor Space Ratio:

0.44 (0.24 + 0.20 bonus density)
0.10 detached accessory dwelling unit

Current Site Coverage:

15%

Available Site Coverage:

20%

Floor Area Breakdown
Basement:

0m²

Main Floor (site coverage):

129m²

Upper Floor(s):

99m²

Potential Renovations
Develop Basement:

0.15 FSR

Rear Addition:

0. FSR

Carriage House:

0.10 FSR
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Massing Diagrams
Existing House
According to city records, house has 228m² floor space, all above grade. An additional 394m² is
required to meet development potential.

front view: existing

Large Rear Addition (0.44 FSR)
Developing a three level rear addition and a full basement (including under the porch) enables full
use of the site’s zoning potential without relocating the house. Providing egress and daylight to
basement spaces will be challenging as there does not appears to be little opportunity to raise the
house above its current height. Light wells or regrading likely required.

front view: large rear addition
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Move House (up to 0.54 FSR)
Moving subject house closer to the front setback will take advantage of the site slope to get daylight
into new basement. Forward location will align subject house with neighbours to the east. This
move allows more flexibility in rear additions and provides space to develop a laneway house.

front view: rear addition & laneway house

Site Constraints
Large tree in northwest corner of rear yard. Slope towards front yard.

Constructability and Financial Feasibility
Develop Basement
Subject house likely has a lower level crawlspace, but extent and conditions of foundations are
unknown. House will likely need to be lifted to facilitate construction of a new basement
foundation. Lifting a house provides the opportunity to gain a full-height basement with maximum
daylight and egress. The existing structure is raised and then the existing basement or crawlspace and
foundations are deconstructed. After excavation, new foundations are constructed under the
building footprint with new structural walls built underneath.
Although the overall cost is high, the relative gain is signiﬁcant, making this a reasonable approach
to maintain and modernize the mechanics of the home while signiﬁcantly increasing density
potential. There may even be potential to create an income suite.
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Lift and Move
Lifting and moving a structure provides the most ﬂexibility in terms of maximizing the available lot
usage. Although the overall cost is high, the relative gain is signiﬁcant, making this a reasonable
approach to maintain and modernize the mechanics of the home while signiﬁcantly increasing
density potential.
Lifting a house provides the opportunity to gain a full-height basement with maximum daylight and
egress. It may present the opportunity to add an income suite. The existing structure is raised and
then the existing basement or crawlspace and foundations are deconstructed. After excavation, new
foundations are constructed under the building footprint with new structural walls built underneath.
Moving the structure is not signiﬁcantly more expensive than lifting alone, and has the beneﬁt of
maximizing the available lot usage. This approach would be taken in conjunction with an addition or
to free-up site area for a detached accessory dwelling.
Develop Addition(s)
Signiﬁcant additions, although higher in overall cost, have a better overall return as they are more
predictable and provide the largest density increase for investment. A new structure is built and tied
into the existing structure. During this type of project, livability within the house is reasonable, as
most work can be completed independently of the existing home. The existing mechanics, electrical,
plumbing, and drainage have to be integrated and upgraded to support the new system. The overall
result is a signiﬁcant increase in density, modernization, and retention of heritage characteristics.
Additions generally cost less per m2 than projects such as basement expansions, however they can be
more costly than standard home construction due to the incorporation of heritage characteristics:
exterior details such as wood siding, sofﬁts, and window details such as muntin bars.
Develop Laneway House
Accessory dwelling units (laneway or carriage houses) present an appealing option for property
owners wanting to develop a new home for family members or seeking higher rental revenue than
basement dwelling units.
Costs for these projects are signiﬁcantly higher per m2 than conventional new construction.
Servicing to the new structure can be a challenge around existing dwelling and property constraints.
Excavation, materials storage, and delivery costs are often higher than conventional building as
access to smaller work spaces can require specialized equipment.
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Mixed Approach
A mixed approach presents opportunities to maximize project value and may allow more
sympathetic strategies to increase density. An addition is a good option for a mixed approach with
the development or expansion of a basement, as foundation and excavation work would already be
required.
In another example, a lift and move may be required to add a basement or develop an addition.
Because the investment can be high for a small project such as an addition, maximizing the value of
the project could mean increasing project scope by developing an attic (for example) in conjunction
with a small addition. Incorporating an addition would require roof work, so the additional work of
developing the attic spreads a portion of the costs over a larger project, maximizing the value of the
investment per density gained.

Conclusion
Development Potential
The building is close to its maximum
development entitlement under the
Zoning Bylaw.
The building could be adapted for
contemporary uses and density without
compromising the heritage merit.
The lot size, shape, and slope allows for
additional development.
The position/location of the house on
the lot allows for additional development.
Mature or historic landscaping would be
retained if additional development was
added.
Total Score for Development Potential

Score Comments
1/3
The building lot has modest development.
2/2

All additions can be made in rear or at
basement level.

2/2

Very large lot.

1/1

Current position limits, but does not prevent,
additional development.

1/1
7/9

The subject house currently uses 0.26 FSR. It has 0.44 FSR available for use and an additional 0.10
FSR to use for an accessory dwelling unit. It is two storeys with no basement. It is possible to meet
the development potential of the site without moving the subject house, but this could result in
significant compromises to the quality of the rear yard and lower level living spaces. Moving the
house forward on the site, in line with its western neighbours, opens up more opportunities for rear
yard additions and accessory dwelling units.
This large lot may be well suited for a Heritage Restoration Agreement (HRA). An HRA would
allow more flexible infill options (than allowed in the standard RS-4 zoning) to take advantage of the
ample available site coverage and FSR. This large site has two street faces (Third Avenue and
Emory Street) and the potential to accommodate a variety of developments with minimal change to
the street face expression. The resultant infill dwellings may be more in keeping with the existing
neighbourhood character than the options presented here.
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Architectural and Build-Out Analysis
417 Third Avenue
Phase 1 Score: 8 out of 9
Phase 2 Score: 6 out of 9

Page 308 of 356

Context and Siting
Subject house is located on the northwest
corner of Third Avenue and Fifth Street.
The house is sited around the middle lot
with generous side yards and no backyard.

Development Potential Remaining
Current Floor Space Ratio:

0.35

Available Floor Space Ratio:

0.35 (0.15 + 0.20 bonus density)
0.10 detached accessory dwelling unit

Current Site Coverage:

21%

Available Site Coverage:

14%

Floor Area Breakdown
Basement:

0m²

Main Floor (site coverage):

194m²

Upper Floor(s):

131m²
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Potential Renovations
Develop Existing Footprint Basement:

0.21 FSR

Side Addition:

varies

Carriage House:

0.10 FSR

Massing Diagrams
Existing House
According to city records, house has
325m² floor space, all above grade.
An additional 325m² is required to
meet development potential.
front west view: existing

Subject house sits in the middle of
its corner lot; its west, south and east
facades highly visible from the street.
Existing additions on the east
elevation somewhat compromise its
historic integrity.

front east view: existing
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Large Side Addition (0.28 FSR)
Developing a large two-level
addition on the east side, after
removing existing smaller additions,
allows for a significant increase in
floor area without requiring
rebuilding existing foundations.
front west view: large side addition

front east view: large side addition

Develop Basement & Side
Addition (0.35 FSR)
Add living space to basement level,
potentially raising house nominally
as required for daylight and egress.
Develop two level addition on east
side to meet full development
potential of property.

front west view: basement & side addition

front east view: basement & side addition
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Move House, Develop Basement,
Side Addition & Laneway House
(up to 0.45 FSR)
Although this property is large and
has two street faces, the size and
location of the existing house does
not support the development of an
accessory dwelling unit (laneway
house). Moving the house onto new
foundations nearer the street
intersection would allow a laneway
house at the northeast property
corner. Adding a full basement and
two level addition to the existing
house could enable full use of
development potential.

front west view: move house, develop basement,
side addition & laneway house

front east view: move house, develop basement,
side addition & laneway house

Site Constraints
Large trees along Third Avenue.

Constructability and Financial Feasibility
Develop Basement
Subject house likely has a lower level crawlspace, but extent and conditions of foundations are
unknown. House will likely need to be lifted to facilitate construction of a new basement
foundation. Lifting a house provides the opportunity to gain a full-height basement with maximum
daylight and egress. The existing structure is raised and then the existing basement or crawlspace and
foundations are deconstructed. After excavation, new foundations are constructed under the
building footprint with new structural walls built underneath.
Although the overall cost is high, the relative gain is signiﬁcant, making this a reasonable approach
to maintain and modernize the mechanics of the home while signiﬁcantly increasing density
potential. There may even be potential to create an income suite.
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Lift and Move
Lifting and moving a structure provides the most ﬂexibility in terms of maximizing the available lot
usage. Although the overall cost is high, the relative gain is signiﬁcant, making this a reasonable
approach to maintain and modernize the mechanics of the home while signiﬁcantly increasing
density potential.
Lifting a house provides the opportunity to gain a full-height basement with maximum daylight and
egress. It may present the opportunity to add an income suite. The existing structure is raised and
then the existing basement or crawlspace and foundations are deconstructed. After excavation, new
foundations are constructed under the building footprint with new structural walls built underneath.
Moving the structure is not signiﬁcantly more expensive than lifting alone, and has the beneﬁt of
maximizing the available lot usage. This approach would be taken in conjunction with an addition or
to free-up site area for a detached accessory dwelling.
Develop Addition(s)
Signiﬁcant additions, although higher in overall cost, have a better overall return as they are more
predictable and provide the largest density increase for investment. A new structure is built and tied
into the existing structure. During this type of project, livability within the house is reasonable, as
most work can be completed independently of the existing home. The existing mechanics, electrical,
plumbing, and drainage have to be integrated and upgraded to support the new system. The overall
result is a signiﬁcant increase in density, modernization, and retention of heritage characteristics.
Additions generally cost less per m2 than projects such as basement expansions, however they can be
more costly than standard home construction due to the incorporation of heritage characteristics:
exterior details such as wood siding, sofﬁts, and window details such as muntin bars.
Develop Laneway House
Accessory dwelling units (laneway or carriage houses) present an appealing option for property
owners wanting to develop a new home for family members or seeking higher rental revenue than
basement dwelling units.
Costs for these projects are signiﬁcantly higher per m2 than conventional new construction.
Servicing to the new structure can be a challenge around existing dwelling and property constraints.
Excavation, materials storage, and delivery costs are often higher than conventional building as
access to smaller work spaces can require specialized equipment.
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Mixed Approach
A mixed approach presents opportunities to maximize project value and may allow more
sympathetic strategies to increase density. An addition is a good option for a mixed approach with
the development or expansion of a basement, as foundation and excavation work would already be
required.
In another example, a lift and move may be required to add a basement or develop an addition.
Because the investment can be high for a small project such as an addition, maximizing the value of
the project could mean increasing project scope by developing an attic (for example) in conjunction
with a small addition. Incorporating an addition would require roof work, so the additional work of
developing the attic spreads a portion of the costs over a larger project, maximizing the value of the
investment per density gained.

Conclusion
Development Potential
The building is close to its maximum
development entitlement under the
Zoning Bylaw.
The building could be adapted for
contemporary uses and density without
compromising the heritage merit.
The lot size, shape, and slope allows for
additional development.
The position/location of the house on
the lot allows for additional development.
Mature or historic landscaping would be
retained if additional development was
added.
Total Score for Development Potential

Score Comments
2/3
The building approaches its non-bonus
development entitlement of 0.5 FSR.
1/2
1/2
1/1
1/1

Achieving full density will result in some
compromise to heritage merit due to high
visibility of three elevations.
Additional development potential on east
side yard only.
Yes, with limitations.
Large street trees likely compromised if
house moved, but not by east additions.

6/9

The subject house currently uses 0.35 FSR. It has 0.35 FSR available for use and an additional 0.10
FSR to use for an accessory dwelling unit. Developing the basement and side addition will, together,
enable the full utilization of the bonus zoning entitlements.
The subject’s prominent corner location presents challenges to designing sympathetic additions.
Preserving its streetscape defined by large front setbacks further limits the potential to increase
development on this site. As the side elevations are highly visible from the street, side yard additions
should be handled carefully to avoid diminishing heritage value. Any additions visible from the front
should be physically and visually compatible with, subordinate to, and distinguishable from the
heritage structure in keeping with ‘Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places
in Canada’.
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Architectural and Build-Out Analysis
228 Third Street
Phase 1 Score: 7 out of 9
Phase 2 Score: 9 out of 9
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Context and Siting
Subject house is located on the southwest
corner of Third Street and Warren Avenue.
The house is sited on the front half of the
lot, hugging the property line on its south
side. It has a generous backyard.

Development Potential Remaining
Current Floor Space Ratio:

0.49

Available Floor Space Ratio:

0.21 (0.01 + 0.20 bonus density)
0.10 detached accessory dwelling unit

Current Site Coverage:

25%

Available Site Coverage:

10%

Floor Area Breakdown
Basement:

146m²

Main Floor (site coverage):

147m²

Upper Floor(s):

0m²

Potential Renovations
Develop Attic:

0.19 FSR

Rear Addition:

0.21 FSR

Carriage House:

0.15 FSR
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Massing Diagrams
Existing House
According to city records, house has
293m² floor space: 147m² above
grade and 146m² below grade. An
additional 125m² is required to meet
development potential.
front view: existing

Develop Attic (0.19 FSR)
Subject house has high attic space
with no developed area. The attic
can be expanded towards the rear
yard, with large dormers facing each
side.

front view: develop attic

Rear Addition (0.21 FSR)
As subject property has only 10%
available site coverage, addition
must be two levels to meet
development potential. Easy to
accommodate on this site.
front view: rear addition
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Laneway House (0.15 FSR)
Develop detached accessory
dwelling unit (laneway house) to
maximum allowable size of 89m²
(0.15 FSR).

front view: laneway house

Site Constraints
None noted.

Constructability and Financial Feasibility
Develop Attic
Attic development is a fairly straightforward and predictable project with potentially signiﬁcant
gains. If a stair exists, the project can have limited impact on the lower level. If a stair must be
added, the project can have a more signiﬁcant impact on the entire dwelling. As structural
requirements have become more rigourous, developing the attic probably requires upgrades to the
existing structure, including the attic floor and rafters.
Site conditions and existing design can make this an ideal approach for certain houses. The
limitations lie in the pitch of the roof and opportunity to make signiﬁcant livable space within the
attic. Where the right conditions are present, the opportunity to add extra bedrooms and living space
is signiﬁcant at a reasonable cost. When the roof lines and pitches make increasing space difﬁcult,
the option to raise the roof exists, but with increased cost and challenge to maintain the heritage
aspects of the structure.
Develop Addition
Signiﬁcant additions, although higher in overall cost, have a better overall return as they are more
predictable and provide the largest density increase for investment. A new structure is built and tied
into the existing structure. During this type of project, livability within the house is reasonable, as
most work can be completed independently of the existing home. The existing mechanics, electrical,
plumbing, and drainage have to be integrated and upgraded to support the new system. The overall
result is a signiﬁcant increase in density, modernization, and retention of heritage characteristics.
Additions generally cost less per m2 than projects such as basement expansions, however they can be
more costly than standard home construction due to the incorporation of heritage characteristics:
exterior details such as wood siding, sofﬁts, and window details such as muntin bars.
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Develop Laneway House
Accessory dwelling units (laneway or carriage houses) present an appealing option for property
owners wanting to develop a new home for family members or seeking higher rental revenue than
basement dwelling units.
Costs for these projects are signiﬁcantly higher per m2 than conventional new construction.
Servicing to the new structure can be a challenge around existing dwelling and property constraints.
Excavation, materials storage, and delivery costs are often higher than conventional building as
access to smaller work spaces can require specialized equipment.
Mixed Approach
A mixed approach presents opportunities to maximize project value and may allow more
sympathetic strategies to increase density. An addition is a good option for a mixed approach with
the development or expansion of a basement, as foundation and excavation work would already be
required.
In another example, a lift and move may be required to add a basement or develop an addition.
Because the investment can be high for a small project such as an addition, maximizing the value of
the project could mean increasing project scope by developing an attic (for example) in conjunction
with a small addition. Incorporating an addition would require roof work, so the additional work of
developing the attic spreads a portion of the costs over a larger project, maximizing the value of the
investment per density gained.
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Conclusion
Development Potential
The building is close to its maximum
development entitlement under the
Zoning Bylaw.
The building could be adapted for
contemporary uses and density without
compromising the heritage merit.
The lot size, shape, and slope allows for
additional development.
The position/location of the house on
the lot allows for additional development.
Mature or historic landscaping would be
retained if additional development was
added.
Total Score for Development Potential

Score Comments
3/3
The building is close to its non-bonus
development entitlement of 0.5 FSR.
2/2

Flexible options to meet full density
entitlement.

2/2
1/1
1/1

House location leaves large rear yard for
development.

9/9

The subject house currently uses 0.41 FSR. It has 0.29 FSR available for use and an additional 0.10
FSR to use for an accessory dwelling unit.
The subject property has a large backyard with lane access that is ideally suited for a two level rear
addition or laneway house. The subject house also has a high attic that could be expanded towards
the rear yard for increased living space. There are many opportunities to meet the development
potential of this site while retaining the heritage resource.
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Architectural and Build-Out Analysis
231 Third Street
Phase 1 Score: 8 out of 9
Phase 2 Score: 6 out of 9
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Context and Siting
Subject house is located on the northeast
corner of Third Street and Townsend Place.
The house is sited near the middle of the lot
with generous side yards. Its small backyard
is occupied by a driveway with its entrance
off Townsend Place.

Development Potential Remaining
Current Floor Space Ratio:

0.43

Available Floor Space Ratio:

0.27 (0.07 + 0.20 bonus density)

Current Site Coverage:

23%

Available Site Coverage:

12%

Floor Area Breakdown
Basement:

51m²

Main Floor (site coverage):

140m²

Upper Floor(s):

123m²

Potential Renovations
Expand Basement:

0.15 FSR

Rear Upper Level Addition:

0.09 FSR

Side Addition:

0.27 FSR
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Massing Diagrams
Existing House
According to city records, house has
263m² floor space: 212m² above
grade and 51m² below grade. An
additional 161m² is required to meet
development potential. The
generous yard on the north side is
the most appropriate location for
any additions, but would likely mean
losing the character defining bay
window on that side, visible from
Third Street.

front south view: existing

As the rear yard setback is less than
10.5m developing an accessory
dwelling unit is not feasible.

front north view: existing

Expand Basement (0.15 FSR)
Subject house has partial basement and crawl space under remaining footprint. Converting
crawlspace into basement would match basement area to main floor area, for an increase in FSR of
0.15. External massing would not be affected so no image attached.
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Side Addition (0.27 FSR)
Building a two or three-level
addition in the side yard enables full
use of the site’s development
entitlement. Additions visible from
the street should be physically and
visually compatible with,
subordinate to, and distinguishable
from the heritage structure in
keeping with ‘Standards and
Guidelines for the Conservation of
Historic Places in Canada’.

front south view: side addition

front north view: side addition

Expand Basement & Rear Upper
Level Addition (0.24 FSR)
Extend basement under full
footprint of subject house,
potentially raising house nominally
as required for daylight and egress.
Adding upper level above existing
rear addition almost meets full
development potential of property.

front south view: expand basement
& rear upper level addition

front north view: expand basement
& rear upper level addition
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Site Constraints
None noted.

Constructability and Financial Feasibility
Expand Basement
House has partial basement with crawlspace under remaining structure. Maximizing basement use is
a good way to increase site density. There may even be potential to create an income suite.
Expansion is achievable by benching the foundation, the more costly underpinning, or complete
replacement. Benching is the most economical option, but erodes a portion of the available space.
Given the age and typical condition of subject houses, signiﬁcant foundation work could be required
to expand basement footprints. Many basements present challenges in terms of height; basement
expansion could require lowering the existing basement ﬂoor. Age and condition of the structure,
condition of drainage and waterprooﬁng, and upgrades to mechanical systems may indicate existing
foundations need to be replaced to realize the cost-benefit.
The investment of a basement expansion is signiﬁcant in terms of dollars per m2 gained. As this
project is less predictable, detailed analysis is required to determine if project costs are reasonable.
Develop Addition
Signiﬁcant additions, although higher in overall cost, have a better overall return as they are more
predictable and provide the largest density increase for investment. A new structure is built and tied
into the existing structure. During this type of project, livability within the house is reasonable, as
most work can be completed independently of the existing home. The existing mechanics, electrical,
plumbing, and drainage have to be integrated and upgraded to support the new system. The overall
result is a signiﬁcant increase in density, modernization, and retention of heritage characteristics.
Additions generally cost less per m2 than projects such as basement expansions, however they can be
more costly than standard home construction due to the incorporation of heritage characteristics:
exterior details such as wood siding, sofﬁts, and window details such as muntin bars.
Mixed Approach
A mixed approach presents opportunities to maximize project value and may allow more
sympathetic strategies to increase density. An addition is a good option for a mixed approach with
the development or expansion of a basement, as foundation and excavation work would already be
required.
In another example, a lift and move may be required to add a basement or develop an addition.
Because the investment can be high for a small project such as an addition, maximizing the value of
the project could mean increasing project scope by developing an attic (for example) in conjunction
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with a small addition. Incorporating an addition would require roof work, so the additional work of
developing the attic spreads a portion of the costs over a larger project, maximizing the value of the
investment per density gained.

Conclusion
Development Potential
The building is close to its maximum
development entitlement under the
Zoning Bylaw.
The building could be adapted for
contemporary uses and density without
compromising the heritage merit.
The lot size, shape, and slope allows for
additional development.
The position/location of the house on
the lot allows for additional development.
Mature or historic landscaping would be
retained if additional development was
added.
Total Score for Development Potential

Score Comments
2/3
The building approaches its non-bonus
development entitlement of 0.5 FSR.
1/2
1/2

Meeting full density causes some comprise to
heritage merit as additions would be visible
from street.
Limited potential for additional development.

1/1

Limited potential for additional development

1/1

None affected.

6/9

The subject house currently uses 0.43 FSR and has 0.27 FSR available for use. Some density can be
added by developing the full basement. Use of complete density entitlement requires construction of
additions.
All subject’s elevations are visible from the street, additions should be handled carefully to avoid
diminishing heritage value. Any additions visible from the street should be physically and visually
compatible with, subordinate to, and distinguishable from the heritage structure in keeping with
‘Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada’.
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Architectural and Build-Out Analysis
403 Third Street
Phase 1 Score: 6 out of 9
Phase 2 Score: 8 out of 9
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Context and Siting
Subject house is located on the southwest
corner of Third Street and Oakland Street.
The house is sited towards the north and
east sides of the property and has very little
yard.

Development Potential Remaining
Current Floor Space Ratio:

0.59

Available Floor Space Ratio:

0.11 bonus density

Current Site Coverage:

31%

Available Site Coverage:

4%

Floor Area Breakdown
Basement:

66m²

Main Floor (site coverage):

124m²

Upper Floor(s):

50m²

Potential Renovations
Expand Basement:

0.11 FSR

Expand Upper Level:

0. FSR

Rear Addition:

0. FSR
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Massing Diagrams
Existing House
According to city records, house has
240m² floor space: 174m² above
grade and 66m² below grade. An
additional 43m² is required to meet
development potential. Due to site
proportions and setback
requirements there is little room onsite for additions. As only 4% site
coverage is available, additions must
be three levels to use full available
density (0.11 FSR).

front view: existing

As the rear yard setback is less than
10.5m developing an accessory
dwelling unit is not feasible.

Expand Basement (0.11 FSR)
Expand basement level under footprint of house, maximizing FSR. Potentially raise the house
nominally as required for daylight and egress. External massing would not be affected so no image
attached.
Expand Upper Level (0.02 FSR)
Subject house has a complex roof
configuration with two dormers and
several skylights serving the upper
level space. There is some limited
potential to add additional upper
level space with the addition of new
dormers, which may have a modest
impact on the secondary elevation
facing Oakland Street.

front view: expand upper level
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Rear Addition (0.11 FSR)
There is limited area at the southeast
corner of the site where a three level
addition could be built.

front view: rear addition

Site Constraints
None noted.

Constructability and Financial Feasibility
Expand Basement
House has partial basement with crawlspace under remaining structure. Maximizing basement use is
a good way to increase site density. There may even be potential to create an income suite.
Expansion is achievable by benching the foundation, the more costly underpinning, or complete
replacement. Benching is the most economical option, but erodes a portion of the available space.
Given the age and typical condition of subject houses, signiﬁcant foundation work could be required
to expand basement footprints. Many basements present challenges in terms of height; basement
expansion could require lowering the existing basement ﬂoor. Age and condition of the structure,
condition of drainage and waterprooﬁng, and upgrades to mechanical systems may indicate existing
foundations need to be replaced to realize the cost-benefit.
The investment of a basement expansion is signiﬁcant in terms of dollars per m2 gained. As this
project is less predictable, detailed analysis is required to determine if project costs are reasonable.
Expand Upper Level
Generally speaking adding dormers is simple, but would only result in minor additional floor space
on this property. Due to existent stair, project may have limited impact on the lower level. As
structural requirements have become more rigourous, developing the attic probably requires
upgrades to the existing structure, including the attic floor and rafters.
Site conditions and existing design can make this an ideal approach for certain houses. The
limitations lie in the pitch of the roof and opportunity to make signiﬁcant livable space within the
attic. Where the right conditions are present, the opportunity to add extra bedrooms and living space
is signiﬁcant at a reasonable cost. When the roof lines and pitches make increasing space difﬁcult,
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the option to raise the roof exists, but with increased cost and challenge to maintain the heritage
aspects of the structure.
Develop Addition
Note: Some complexity should be anticipated with tying into the existing roof structure.
Signiﬁcant additions, although higher in overall cost, have a better overall return as they are more
predictable and provide the largest density increase for investment. A new structure is built and tied
into the existing structure. During this type of project, livability within the house is reasonable, as
most work can be completed independently of the existing home. The existing mechanics, electrical,
plumbing, and drainage have to be integrated and upgraded to support the new system. The overall
result is a signiﬁcant increase in density, modernization, and retention of heritage characteristics.
Additions generally cost less per m2 than projects such as basement expansions, however they can be
more costly than standard home construction due to the incorporation of heritage characteristics:
exterior details such as wood siding, sofﬁts, and window details such as muntin bars.

Conclusion
Development Potential
The building is close to its maximum
development entitlement under the
Zoning Bylaw.
The building could be adapted for
contemporary uses and density without
compromising the heritage merit.
The lot size, shape, and slope allows for
additional development.
The position/location of the house on
the lot allows for additional development.
Mature or historic landscaping would be
retained if additional development was
added.
Total Score for Development Potential

Score Comments
3/3
The building exceeds its non-bonus
development entitlement of 0.5 FSR.
2/2

Expanding the basement allows full density
without compromising heritage merit.

1/2

Small square lot limits potential to develop
within required setbacks.
Limited potential for additional development
not due to house location.

1/1
1/1
8/9

Subject house exceeds the 0.5 FSR of previous RS-1 zoning and is capable of using the bonus
density by expanding its basement or building a three level addition.
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Architectural and Build-Out Analysis
416 Third Street
Phase 1 Score: 6 out of 9
Phase 2 Score: 8 out of 9
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Context and Siting
Subject house is located on the west side of
Third Street, three houses north of Fourth
Avenue. The house is sited towards the
front of the lot with a driveway up its
northern side yard. It has no lane access.

Development Potential Remaining
Current Floor Space Ratio:

0.44

Available Floor Space Ratio:

0.26 (0.06 + 0.20 bonus density)
0.10 detached accessory dwelling unit

Current Site Coverage:

27%

Available Site Coverage:

8%

Floor Area Breakdown
Basement:

0m²

Main Floor (site coverage):

87m²

Upper Floor(s):

53m²

Potential Renovations
Expand Upper Level

0.11 FSR

Develop Basement:

0.26 FSR

Carriage House:

0.28 FSR
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Massing Diagrams
Existing House
According to city records, house has
140m² floor space, all above grade.
An additional 84m² is required to
meet development potential.

front view: existing

Expand Upper Level (0.11 FSR)
Extend upper level over full main
floor to meet complete density
entitlement.

front view: expand upper level

Develop Basement (0.26 FSR)
Add living space to basement level,
potentially raising the house
nominally as required for daylight
and egress.

front view: develop basement
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Carriage House (0.28 FSR)
Develop detached accessory
dwelling unit (carriage house) to
maximum allowable size of 89m²
(0.28 FSR). Subject house has a large
north setback with driveway access.
An additional parking space would
be required.
front view: carriage house

Site Constraints
None noted.

Constructability and Financial Feasibility
Develop Basement
Subject house likely has a lower level crawlspace, but extent and conditions of foundations are
unknown. House will likely need to be lifted to facilitate construction of a new basement
foundation. Lifting a house provides the opportunity to gain a full-height basement with maximum
daylight and egress. The existing structure is raised and then the existing basement or crawlspace and
foundations are deconstructed. After excavation, new foundations are constructed under the
building footprint with new structural walls built underneath.
Although the overall cost is high, the relative gain is signiﬁcant, making this a reasonable approach
to maintain and modernize the mechanics of the home while signiﬁcantly increasing density
potential. There may even be potential to create an income suite.
Expand Upper Level
This is a fairly straightforward and predictable project with potentially signiﬁcant gains. The upper
level is already partially developed, indicating that a stair exists. Due to existent stair, project may
have limited impact on the lower level. As structural requirements have become more rigourous,
structural upgrades may be required.
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Develop Carriage House
Accessory dwelling units (laneway or carriage houses) present an appealing option for property
owners wanting to develop a new home for family members or seeking higher rental revenue than
basement dwelling units.
Costs for these projects are signiﬁcantly higher per m2 than conventional new construction.
Servicing to the new structure can be a challenge around existing dwelling and property constraints.
Excavation, materials storage, and delivery costs are often higher than conventional building as
access to smaller work spaces can require specialized equipment.

Conclusion
Development Potential
The building is close to its maximum
development entitlement under the
Zoning Bylaw.
The building could be adapted for
contemporary uses and density without
compromising the heritage merit.
The lot size, shape, and slope allows for
additional development.
The position/location of the house on
the lot allows for additional development.
Mature or historic landscaping would be
retained if additional development was
added.
Total Score for Development Potential

Score Comments
2/3
The building approaches its non-bonus
development entitlement of 0.5 FSR.
2/2
2/2
1/1
1/1
8/9

The subject house currently uses 0.44 FSR. It has 0.26 FSR available for use and an additional 0.10
FSR to use for an accessory dwelling unit. It is two storeys with no basement.
There are many options for meeting the development potential of this site while maintaining the
heritage resource including: expanding its basement, expanding its upper floor living space, or
building a carriage house.

Page 336 of 356

Architectural and Build-Out Analysis
418 Third Street
Phase 1 Score: 6 out of 9
Phase 2 Score: 9 out of 9
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Context and Siting
Subject house is located on the west side of
Third Street, four houses north of Fourth
Avenue. The house is sited towards the
front of the lot with a driveway up its
southern side yard. It has no lane access.

Development Potential Remaining
Current Floor Space Ratio:

0.58

Available Floor Space Ratio:

0.12 bonus density
0.10 detached accessory dwelling unit

Current Site Coverage:

27%

Available Site Coverage:

8%

Floor Area Breakdown
Basement:

50m²

Main Floor (site coverage):

86m²

Upper Floor(s):

49m²

Potential Renovations
Expand Basement:

0.10 FSR

Expand Upper Level:

0.11 FSR

Carriage House:

0.22 FSR
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Massing Diagrams
Existing House
According to city records, house has
185m² floor space: 135m² above
grade and 50m² below grade. An
additional 39m² is required to meet
development potential.

front view: existing

Expand Basement (0.10 FSR)
Extend basement under full footprint of subject house. Windows along full north elevation of lower
level indicate at minimum a crawlspace exists under the existing rear extension. As intervention
would not affect building massing, no image provided.
Expand Upper Level (0.11 FSR)
Extend upper level over full main
floor to meet complete density
entitlement.

front view: expand
upper level

Carriage House (0.22 FSR)
Develop detached accessory
dwelling unit (carriage house) to
maximum density entitlement of
70m² (0.22 FSR). Subject house has
a large south setback with driveway
access. An additional parking space
would be required.
front view: carriage house
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Site Constraints
None noted.

Constructability and Financial Feasibility
Expand Basement
House has partial basement with crawlspace under remaining structure. Maximizing basement use is
a good way to increase site density. There may even be potential to create an income suite.
Expansion is achievable by benching the foundation, the more costly underpinning, or complete
replacement. Benching is the most economical option, but erodes a portion of the available space.
Given the age and typical condition of subject houses, signiﬁcant foundation work could be required
to expand basement footprints. Many basements present challenges in terms of height; basement
expansion could require lowering the existing basement ﬂoor. Age and condition of the structure,
condition of drainage and waterprooﬁng, and upgrades to mechanical systems may indicate existing
foundations need to be replaced to realize the cost-benefit.
The investment of a basement expansion is signiﬁcant in terms of dollars per m2 gained. As this
project is less predictable, detailed analysis is required to determine if project costs are reasonable.
Expand Upper Level
This is a fairly straightforward and predictable project with potentially signiﬁcant gains. The upper
level is already partially developed, indicating that a stair exists. Due to existent stair, project may
have limited impact on the lower level. As structural requirements have become more rigourous,
structural upgrades may be required.
Develop Carriage House
Accessory dwelling units (laneway or carriage houses) present an appealing option for property
owners wanting to develop a new home for family members or seeking higher rental revenue than
basement dwelling units.
Costs for these projects are signiﬁcantly higher per m2 than conventional new construction.
Servicing to the new structure can be a challenge around existing dwelling and property constraints.
Excavation, materials storage, and delivery costs are often higher than conventional building as
access to smaller work spaces can require specialized equipment.
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Conclusion
Development Potential
The building is close to its maximum
development entitlement under the
Zoning Bylaw.
The building could be adapted for
contemporary uses and density without
compromising the heritage merit.
The lot size, shape, and slope allows for
additional development.
The position/location of the house on
the lot allows for additional development.
Mature or historic landscaping would be
retained if additional development was
added.
Total Score for Development Potential

Score Comments
3/3
The building exceeds its non-bonus
development entitlement of 0.5 FSR.
2/2
2/2
1/1
1/1
9/9

Subject house exceeds the 0.5 FSR of previous RS-1 zoning. It has 0.12 FSR bonus density available
for use and an additional 0.10 FSR to use for an accessory dwelling unit.
There are a variety of means to use this additional density: expanding the basement, expanding the
upper floor living space, or building a carriage house.
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Architectural and Build-Out Analysis
241 Townsend Place
Phase 1 Score: 7 out of 9
Phase 2 Score: 8 out of 9
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Context and Siting
Subject house is located along the north arm
of Townsend Place, facing Townsend Place
on its east and south property lines. The
house is sited towards the southeast corner
of the lot. It has a driveway along its north
side yard and a small backyard to the west.

Development Potential Remaining
Current Floor Space Ratio:

0.48

Available Floor Space Ratio:

0.22 (0.02 + 0.20 bonus density)

Current Site Coverage:

25%

Available Site Coverage:

10%

Floor Area Breakdown
Basement:

24m²

Main Floor (site coverage):

150m²

Upper Floor(s):

114m²
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Potential Renovations
Expand Basement:

0.21 FSR

North Addition:

0.22 FSR

West Addition:

0.22 FSR

Massing Diagrams
Existing House
According to city records, house has 289m² floor space: 264m² above grade and 24m² below grade.
An additional 135m² is required to meet development potential. Subject property has room for
additions on its north and east yards.
As the rear yard setback is less than 10.5m developing an accessory dwelling unit is not feasible.

front view: existing

Expand Basement (0.21 FSR)
Expand basement level under footprint of house, nearly maximizing FSR. Potentially raise the house
nominally as required for daylight and egress. External massing would not be affected so no image
attached.
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North Addition (0.22 FSR)
Develop two or three level addition on north side of subject house to meet full development
potential.

front view: north addition

West Addition (0.22 FSR)
Remove existing west addition and develop new two level addition on west side of subject house to
meet full development potential. Additions visible from the side lane should be physically and
visually compatible with, subordinate to, and distinguishable from the heritage structure in keeping
with ‘Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada’.

front view: west addition
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Site Constraints
Tree in northwest corner of yard.

Constructability and Financial Feasibility
Expand Basement
House has partial basement with crawlspace under remaining structure. Maximizing basement use is
a good way to increase site density. There may even be potential to create an income suite.
Expansion is achievable by benching the foundation, the more costly underpinning, or complete
replacement. Benching is the most economical option, but erodes a portion of the available space.
Given the age and typical condition of subject houses, signiﬁcant foundation work could be required
to expand basement footprints. Many basements present challenges in terms of height; basement
expansion could require lowering the existing basement ﬂoor. Age and condition of the structure,
condition of drainage and waterprooﬁng, and upgrades to mechanical systems may indicate existing
foundations need to be replaced to realize the cost-benefit.
The investment of a basement expansion is signiﬁcant in terms of dollars per m2 gained. As this
project is less predictable, detailed analysis is required to determine if project costs are reasonable.
Develop Addition
Signiﬁcant additions, although higher in overall cost, have a better overall return as they are more
predictable and provide the largest density increase for investment. A new structure is built and tied
into the existing structure. During this type of project, livability within the house is reasonable, as
most work can be completed independently of the existing home. The existing mechanics, electrical,
plumbing, and drainage have to be integrated and upgraded to support the new system. The overall
result is a signiﬁcant increase in density, modernization, and retention of heritage characteristics.
Additions generally cost less per m2 than projects such as basement expansions, however they can be
more costly than standard home construction due to the incorporation of heritage characteristics:
exterior details such as wood siding, sofﬁts, and window details such as muntin bars.
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Conclusion
Development Potential
The building is close to its maximum
development entitlement under the
Zoning Bylaw.
The building could be adapted for
contemporary uses and density without
compromising the heritage merit.
The lot size, shape, and slope allows for
additional development.
The position/location of the house on
the lot allows for additional development.
Mature or historic landscaping would be
retained if additional development was
added.
Total Score for Development Potential

Score Comments
3/3
The building is close to its non-bonus
development entitlement of 0.5 FSR.
2/2
2/2

Developing the full basement would meet
contemporary density with no compromise
to heritage merit.

1/1
0/1

Tree in northwest corner of property likely
compromised.

8/9

The subject house currently uses 0.48 FSR and has 0.22 FSR available for use. It is two storeys with
a partial basement.
Developing the full basement of the subject house would achieve almost full density entitlement
without any significant changes to the building exterior. The large yards to the north and east
present many additional opportunities to add to the house without diminishing its heritage value.
Any additions visible from the front should be physically and visually compatible with, subordinate
to, and distinguishable from the heritage structure in keeping with ‘Standards and Guidelines for the
Conservation of Historic Places in Canada’.
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Architectural and Build-Out Analysis
309 Warren Avenue
Phase 1 Score: 6 out of 9
Phase 2 Score: 7 out of 9
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Context and Siting
Subject house is located on the northeast
corner of Warren Avenue and Pearson
Street. The house is sited towards the front
of the lot. It has a driveway up the eastern
side yard. Its generous backyard has access
from Pearson Street.

Development Potential Remaining
Current Floor Space Ratio:

0.44

Available Floor Space Ratio:

0.26 (0.06 + 0.20 bonus density)
0.10 detached accessory dwelling unit

Current Site Coverage:

18%

Available Site Coverage:

17%

Floor Area Breakdown
Basement:

80m²

Main Floor (site coverage):

80m²

Upper Floor(s):

39m²
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Potential Renovations
Rear Addition:

0.26 FSR

Laneway House:

0.19 FSR

Massing Diagrams
Existing House
According to city records, house has
199m² floor space: 119m² above
grade and 80m² below grade.. An
additional 120m² is required to meet
development potential. This is a
one-and-a-half storey house with a
full basement. The upper floor is
already developed with character
defining dormers. There is no
potential to expand by adding more
dormers or converting crawlspace to
living space.

front view: existing

Rear Addition (0.26 FSR)
Subject property has ample available
site coverage allowance to develop
two-level rear addition using full
available density.
front view: rear addition
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Laneway House (0.19 FSR)
Develop detached accessory
dwelling unit (laneway house) to
maximum allowable size of 89m²
(0.19 FSR). Site planning must
incorporate two on-site parking
spots.
front view: laneway house

Site Constraints
Large tree in rear yard.

Constructability and Financial Feasibility
Develop Addition
Signiﬁcant additions, although higher in overall cost, have a better overall return as they are more
predictable and provide the largest density increase for investment. A new structure is built and tied
into the existing structure. During this type of project, livability within the house is reasonable, as
most work can be completed independently of the existing home. The existing mechanics, electrical,
plumbing, and drainage have to be integrated and upgraded to support the new system. The overall
result is a signiﬁcant increase in density, modernization, and retention of heritage characteristics.
Additions generally cost less per m2 than projects such as basement expansions, however they can be
more costly than standard home construction due to the incorporation of heritage characteristics:
exterior details such as wood siding, sofﬁts, and window details such as muntin bars.
Develop Laneway House
Accessory dwelling units (laneway or carriage houses) present an appealing option for property
owners wanting to develop a new home for family members or seeking higher rental revenue than
basement dwelling units.
Costs for these projects are signiﬁcantly higher per m2 than conventional new construction.
Servicing to the new structure can be a challenge around existing dwelling and property constraints.
Excavation, materials storage, and delivery costs are often higher than conventional building as
access to smaller work spaces can require specialized equipment.
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Mixed Approach
A mixed approach presents opportunities to maximize project value and may allow more
sympathetic strategies to increase density. An addition is a good option for a mixed approach with
the development or expansion of a basement, as foundation and excavation work would already be
required.
In another example, a lift and move may be required to add a basement or develop an addition.
Because the investment can be high for a small project such as an addition, maximizing the value of
the project could mean increasing project scope by developing an attic (for example) in conjunction
with a small addition. Incorporating an addition would require roof work, so the additional work of
developing the attic spreads a portion of the costs over a larger project, maximizing the value of the
investment per density gained.

Conclusion
Development Potential
The building is close to its maximum
development entitlement under the
Zoning Bylaw.
The building could be adapted for
contemporary uses and density without
compromising the heritage merit.
The lot size, shape, and slope allows for
additional development.
The position/location of the house on
the lot allows for additional development.
Mature or historic landscaping would be
retained if additional development was
added.
Total Score for Development Potential

Score Comments
2/3
The building approaches its non-bonus
development entitlement of 0.5 FSR.
2/2
2/2

Large rear yard available.

1/1
0/1

Large tree in rear yard likely affected by
development.

7/9

The subject house currently uses 0.44 FSR. It has 0.26 FSR available for use and an additional 0.10
FSR to use for an accessory dwelling unit. It is one-and-a-half storeys with a full basement.
Due to the generous rear yard, it is possible to meet the development potential of this site while
maintaining the heritage resource by building a rear-yard addition and/or laneway house.
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August Meeting

Wednesday, August 21, 2019, at 7:00 pm, at the New
Westminster Public Library auditorium, 716 6th Avenue, in
Uptown New Westminster
More on the Dr WA DeWolf–Smith Archival Materials
and This City
In June, the Historical Society looked at a selection of archival
pieces from the collection of Dr WA DeWolf-Smith. This
month the group will look further at more of this material and
link the paper items to some local sites, buildings and events in
the city of New Westminster.

Nwhistsoc@Senseofhistory.com

Quote From New Westminster’s Past
The early newspapers supply a tremendous amount of information and
local colour to the story of a community in its earlier decades. In the
three advertisements below we have excellent background information
on a piece of property that was situated between New Westminster and
Burrard Inlet. There is also a reference to a new steamboat on the river
that was ready to offer its services and go to work and in the town itself
there was a dancing class about to commence for young ladies and
children.
This set of three advertisements is from the Mainland Guardian
newspaper of August 1879.

Also, a few pieces in this DeWolf-Smith collection are
programs from exhibition festivities that occurred in Queen’s
Park. Through these programs it is possible to ‘see’ all the
events that filled the many days of the exhibitions.

From the DeWolf Smith collection we have an invitation card to the
opening of the newly constructed provincial Parliament Buildings in
Victoria, British Columbia, in 1898

September Meeting

Wednesday, September 18, 2019, at 7:00 pm at the New
Westminster Public Library auditorium, 716 6th Avenue, in
Uptown New Westminster
The Story of the Burnaby Historical Society
The Burnaby Historical Society closed in 2018 after many
years of historical presentations and achievements. Two
former members of the group, Goldie Carr and Roger
Whitehouse, will tell the story of this group, what they did
over the years and how it all came to a close after a great,
successful, time in the area.
Burnaby played a part in the initial meetings of the New
Westminster group, In May 1976, Frank Street of Burnaby
brought greetings from the BC Historical Society and Pixie
McGeechie offered a presentation on the History of Burnaby.
This was the 2nd meeting of the New Westminster Historical
Society.
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First Nations Groups At Events In Early New
Westminster

Some First Nations Photographs

The following article was prepared in response to a series of inquiries
about First Nations people attending events of various kinds in the early
city. It was written as a possible column in The Record but it did not run
in the paper. Printed here with permission of the authors, Archie and
Dale Miller.

A recent discussion about special occasions in early New
Westminster attended by large numbers of Aboriginal people
brought about an interesting question concerning the various
sites involved with those occasions. When reading the
descriptions of the gatherings or even viewing some of the
photographs chronicling the events, where were they taking
place?
The central part of town was the focus for many gatherings
throughout the year. Columbia Street was frequently used as
people gathered at particular buildings, street corners and
intersections with street decorations of bunting, evergreen
boughs, and flags adding to the appearance. The docks along
the river were also used with vessel arrivals often prompting
the celebrations and causing groups of people to gather to
watch and take part.

This photograph shows a docking area at New Westminster about ten
days after the city’s great fire of September 1898. The Indigenous
people seen on the dock and specifically in the left foreground were on
their way home from being upriver picking hops near Chilliwack. Some
of these people were purportedly members of the Squamish Indian
Band and they were in town to perform at the Provincial Exhibition
being held in Queen’s Park. The photo is dated September 21, 1898.
The photo was taken by renowned photographer Paul Okamura and is
from the New Westminster Public Library collection, #149.

Sometimes when dignitaries were in town, large numbers of
Aboriginal people took part in wonderful gatherings at the
cricket ground, near St. Mary’s Mount in Sapperton, and near
the Governor’s house. These were times with speeches,
presentations, refreshments, and many forms of social
interaction and activities.
For events like Victoria Day, there were often many thousands
of First Nations people arriving at the town in thousands of
canoes to take part in all the festivities that included races,
games, physical activities, music, dances, foods, and
fireworks. The canoe races and torchlight parades on the river
create amazing images of action on the Fraser.
A particular event at which a formal flag was presented to the
local militia was a gathering at the cricket ground. A huge
number of people surrounded the open ground amidst a
backdrop of trees, all taking note of the celebratory activity
taking place on a raised platform. Mixed throughout were
Aboriginal visitors who appear to be watching intently and
noting the colour, band, and bright regalia.
Sometimes the events that featured many physical events
included a very long scorecard to keep track of all the
activities and who it was who took part and won. The lists
show that there were races of all kinds on the wide clear space
on Columbia Street, with team games on the cricket pitch.
Boat races on the river included rowboats, canoes, and a
variety of small sailboats. With all this going on in town many
examples have lists of the people taking part contesting for
monetary prizes as well descriptions of great fun.
For some occasions formal invitations went out to the First
Nations to attend and they were picked up by a sternwheeler,
brought to town, and after a day or two of fun and festivities,
they were returned upriver via a riverboat once again.
These are just a selection of examples of such events but using
your imagination it is easy to “see” and “hear” these occasions,
think about what it may have been like to have actually been
there, and note the many individuals who had come together in
this pioneer community on the banks of the Fraser River.

This photograph of Indigenous women was taken at New Westminster
in 1903 and shows these women at the river’s edge either washing or
collecting water. Seen in the background is the earliest bridge at New
Westminster, opened in 1904, that would, when complete, carry rail on
a lower level and road on an upper level. The photo is from the
collection of the New Westminster Public Library, #852.

Our Past is Changing
For about 38 years, The New Westminster Record, or one of
its predecessors, has carried a history-based column under the
title of Our Forgotten Past or more recently, Our Past. The
columns began with Archie Miller who used them to talk about
history, heritage, and a wide range of other connected topics.
In what has added up to about 2000 columns, Our Forgotten
Past became a popular piece in the paper and its readers would
send in suggestions, offer information, and watch its stories for
leads to upcoming events and so on, all with an historical bent.
The column will no longer appear in The Record but will
continue in a different form that will incorporate more material
taken from the vast collection of information, photographs and
illustrations, background materials, and multitudes of sources
and links to our history and heritage in its collection. Watch
for the new approach to Our Past from Archie and Dale as the
story lines that have drawn readers for decades move into new
media for outreach and contact.
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Some Dr. W A DeWolf-Smith
Archival Pieces
and

Photographic Historical
Connections
The collection of archival pieces that Dr.
DeWolf-Smith had in his albums linked to
many sites and structures in the city. Some of
these are relatively easy to identify and locate
while others pose more of a challenge. The
following examples will show a selection of
such connections.

The New Westminster Public Library on Columbia St. This building
was destroyed in the 1898 fire. (NWPL #373)

The card above is for a course of lectures that were held at the
Public Library in 1895/96. The photo in the previous column shows
the Library as it appeared on Columbia St in the 500 block. In today’s
terms the building was in the area that was the post office site and
current Police Station.

Attending St. Peter’s Catholic Church

An image of St. Peter’s Church that was formerly located, as seen in
this photograph, on lower Blackwood St. in the block above
Columbia St. The card was for a midnight mass service at the church
in 1897, as noted in handwriting on the item.
Page 355 of 356

To the Brymner House - Breezehurst

A Masonic Event

The invitation above was to attend a programme at the Brymner
home on First St. The photo above shows this classic home in the
neighbourhood. This house, which is still on First St. at Park Row,
featured a tennis court on its grounds. (NWPL #2134)

A Grand Ball at the Guichon Hotel
The card below is for a Grand Ball to be held at the Guichon Hotel as
part of the Citizen’s Celebration in New Westminster in 1895. This
was a prominent hotel in the city for many years and is known as
being one of two buildings at the corner of 4th St. at Columbia St to
have survived the 1898 fire of downtown New Westminster. The
photo at the top of the next column shows this hotel prior to the fire.

In these two images we have an invitation to the laying of the corner
stone for the new Masonic Hall, at the corner of McKenzie St. at
Columbia St. and a photo of the ceremony taking place in 1899.

Here is a second view of the same event taken looking across the
corner to the side street and the building next door. Lots of people in
attendance including a little girl at left front.
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