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ADVISORY PLANNING COMMISSION
Tuesday, February 20, 2018 at 5:30 p.m.
Council Chambers

MINUTES
VOTING MEMBERS PRESENT:
Andrew Hull
Darlene Carty
Laura Cornish
Christa MacArthur
Tobi May
Melinda Michael
Andrew Feltham

- Chair, Community Member
- Community Member
- Community Member
- Vice-Chair, Community Member
- Community Member
- Community Member
- Community Member

VOTING MEMBERS REGRETS:
Margaret Fairweather
Rebecca Bateman

- Community Member
- Community Member

GUESTS:
Joelle Calof
Myron Calof
Nicole He
Masato Hoshi
Tim Orr
John Saliken
Taizo Yamamoto

- I4 Property Group
- I4 Property Group
- Bunt & Associates Engineering
- Denis Turco Architect
- Orr Development
- SUVA Architecture
- Yamamoto Architecture Inc.

STAFF:
Rupinder Basi
Stephen Blore
Jerry Behl
Heather Corbett

- Senior Development Planner
- Senior Transportation Planner
- Transportation Engineer
- Committee Clerk

The meeting was called to order at 5:36 p.m.
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1.0

ADDITIONS TO AGENDA

1.1

Legislative Services Orientation
Ms. Heather Corbett, Committee Clerk, provided a PowerPoint orientation
presentation, and reviewed the following documents:
•
•
•
•
•

APC Terms of Reference;
Committee Rules of Conduct;
Respectful Workplace Policy;
Social Media Policy; and,
Freedom of Information Permission Forms.

Ms. Corbett administered the Oath of Office to all members of the Commission
present.
MOVED and SECONDED
THAT Andrew Hull be appointed as Chair of the Advisory Planning Commission
for the 2018 term; and,
THAT Christa MacArthur be appointed as Vice-Chair of the Advisory Planning
Commission for the 2018 term.
CARRIED.
All members of the Committee present voted in favour of the motion.
1.2

Additions/Changes to the Agenda
The Planning Policy Orientation was tabled to the next meeting.
MOVED and SECONDED
THAT the agenda be approved as amended.
CARRIED.
All members of the Committee present voted in favour of the motion.

2.0

ADOPTION OF MINUTES

2.1

Adoption of the Minutes of January 16, 2018
MOVED and SECONDED
THAT the minutes of the January 16, 2018 Advisory Planning Commission
meeting be adopted.
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2.2

Adoption of the Minutes of January 30, 2018
THAT the minutes of the January 30, 2018 Advisory Planning Commission
meeting be adopted.
CARRIED.
All members of the Commission present voted in favour of the motion.

3.0

INFORMATION PRESENTATIONS

3.1

There were no items.

4.0

REZONING

4.1

616 and 640 Sixth Street
Rupinder Basi, Senior Development Planner, summarized the report dated
February 20, 2018, regarding a Rezoning and Development Permit application to
allow a 29 storey, mixed use development consisting of 158 market strata units, 79
secured market rental housing units and 1202.5 sq. metres of commercial retail
space at 616 and 640 Sixth Street.
Mr. Basi reviewed the key considerations of the project, including the location of
the site, the land use proposal for the project, the public amenities that would be
provided and the City policies that the project supports. He also clarified that
while the property is zoned C-3, it would require a rezoning application as it
exceeds the maximum units per acre, residential site coverage, and the total floorspace ratio for the site.
Stephen Blore, Senior Transportation Planner, addressed the Commission about
transportation concerns in the area of the proposed development, noting that the
City has evaluated the proposed development’s impact on the surrounding traffic
network, and it has not been shown to have a significant impact on the existing
Uptown road network. Mr. Blore also asked that the development be evaluated
separate from the existing known issues on Princess Street.
Tim Orr, Orr Development, addressed the Commission, giving a short review of
the company’s history in the area, and summarized the public engagement that has
been conducted thus far. Mr. Orr acknowledged the public concern with the
potential loss of some of the existing tenants, e.g. The Waffle House, and stated
that an ongoing dialogue with all tenants had been underway even prior to
submitting a formal development application to the City.
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Mr. Taizo Yamamoto, Yamamoto Architecture Inc., provided a presentation in
which they reviewed the following:
• An overview of the project’s objectives, including the desired housing
types, development of a Great Street, commercial activity, a high quality
public realm, and a high level of design;
• The Site context within Uptown, including the proposed tower and public
plaza;
• Shadow studies and view analysis, including overlook and minimum
distance from neighbouring towers;
• Design rationale, including a comparison of the allowed massing vs. the
proposed massing, and the tower/podium relationship to the street;
• Site circulation routes and retail frontage, including loading and parking
access routes;
• Building design, showing precedent images of the desired simple, modern
approach, with clean form;
• Tower materiality, including details of the balconies and glazing materials;
• Site plan, including parking levels, residential/retail levels, roof levels, and
streetscape context;
• Elevation drawings and renderings from all directions, including frontages
and lobby entrance; and,
• Landscape details, including a bird’s eye view, landscape context, features,
materials, streetscape and possible uses for the public plaza, i.e. events and
performances.
Nicole He, Bunt & Associates, provided a presentation outlining the projected
traffic impacts of the tower on the surrounding neighbourhood, noting the
following results:
• A true net impact of one additional vehicle trip per minute onto the local
network could be projected;
• Princess Street is most ideal for the entrance to parking in order to prioritize
the safety of pedestrians and bicyclists along 7th Avenue;
• No significant traffic issues on nearby intersections were observed; and,
• The proposal is providing 1.1 parking spaces per unit, which is more than
demand.
In response to questions from the Commission, Mr. Basi and Mr. Yamamoto
provided the following information:
• The initial application to the City was for a 30 storey building, but no other
massing shapes were studied other than those presented which were in
keeping with the target density of 5.2;
• The bonus density for this project is based on long-term rental units, which
are secured for 60 years or the life of the building;
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• The changes made to the proposal since the review by the New
Westminster Design Panel consist of:
o Enlargement of the residential lobby;
o More programming added to the plaza (planting and benches);
• It is included within the zoning that secured market rental units located near
transport require less parking than market strata units, as the assumption is
that rental units require less vehicles;
• There would be a provision of outlets for electric vehicle charging in the
building;
• The retail storefronts and perimeter canopy have been designed and pushed
back in order to accommodate access to the bus stop on Sixth Street;
• It is not intended within the design for vehicles to pick up or drop off on
Seventh Avenue;
• The bike parking would be located on the fourth parking level and would
be accessed by riding through the parkade or taking the elevator down,
although it could be explored to bring the bike parking level upwards; and,
• Page 71 of the February 20, 2018 report details that the building would
have 87 rental units, however this should be 79.
The Chair called for any speakers from the public.
Brendan Demyen, Resident, brought forward the concerns of 70 residents (via
petition) of his building, including the following:
• The proposal will block existing buildings’ mountain views, which is in
contravention of the City’s design guidelines for Uptown;
• Even if offered the first right of refusal, the current local businesses such as
the Waffle House restaurant, denture clinic, cobbler, and eyewear clinic
may lose income in the form of moving costs and reduced patronage;
• This development will likely not deliver affordable housing and
townhouses, as is a priority defined under the regional growth strategy;
• Residents are concerned with traffic on Princess Street, as it is a one-block
street which houses three parkades which serve four towers, as well as
traffic from trucks heading to loading bays in the mall; and,
• The Woodward building did not receive notification of the APC meeting in
sufficient time.
Ron Finlayson, Resident, expressed his concern about more traffic on Princess
Street and suggested an alternative of moving the proposed public plaza onto
Princess Street, where there is already greenspace and the entrance to the mall. Mr.
Finlayson explained that this solution would remove traffic from Princess Street,
which is largely generated from having to maneuver around the planter in the
middle of the street and because trucks have difficulty going into the mall
entrances.
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Marcelo Leusseau, Resident, expressed his concern that the proposed building
would overshadow his living space, causing undue mental stress, and that the
required digging for the development would have impacts on his building, which
already has cracks in it.
Carmen Luyteau, Resident, who walks in the area every day, was concerned
about pedestrian safety and traffic issues. She explained that many residents have
trouble crossing the street near Royal City Centre and believes that the engineering
traffic study is unrealistic and does not consider pedestrians.
Noel Ouellette, from BC ACORN, stated that its members support that the City is
looking at developing affordable housing, however they are disappointed that Orr
Development had not included social housing in its proposal, as it is the
responsibility of developers to do so.
Susan Cartwright-Coats, Chair of Uptown BIA, reported that the BIA believes
the proposed development will strengthen the Uptown area, as more density and
market rental units will support and grow the retail base. Furthermore, the BIA is
pleased that the developer is considering its existing tenants and looks forward to
continued dialogue.
Ivy Merrick, Resident, reported that she had not received adequate notice of the
meeting. Her main concern was the parking access being built onto Princess
Street, as it is so narrow, with many trucks occupying the street (as reported to the
City numerous times in the past), and because vehicles can only turn right at either
end of the street. Ms. Merrick also expressed her concern about the height of the
tower.
Lorraine Geddes, Resident, brought forward a petition signed by 65 people and
reported that they had not received sufficient notice of the meeting from the City.
Ms. Geddes suggested that as the C-3 zoning allows 20 floors, perhaps it would be
more beneficial to adhere to the zoning already in place, as there is not
demonstrated need for more condos.
Gail White, Resident, expressed her opinion that only residents of Princess Street
or Seventh Avenue would truly understand the impact this proposal would have on
the area. She explained that there are already five residential towers on Seventh
Avenue, and since the bike lanes went in there has been very little parking
availability. Additionally, it is her opinion that if the proposal gets approval, the
resulting construction would crack the surrounding buildings, and have other
possible impacts. She admitted that it would be agreeable to have the retail on
Sixth Street rebuilt, however no tower was needed.
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Teena Love, Resident, suggested that, if the proposed development was not going
to pose a significant impact on traffic in the area, the parking access could be
relocated to Seventh Avenue and have signals for bicycles installed. She pointed
out that this may also make sense for cyclists, as they may want to enter the
building from Seventh, and flipping the green space to Princess Street would help
increase the visibility of pedestrians.
Wendy Mazur, Resident, agreed with most statements previously presented and
also questioned who would be in control of the management of the secure market
rental units.
Linda Peteherych, Resident, expressed her concerns about the affordability of the
future tower and whether the units would be owned by foreign investors.
Susan Huwel, Resident, expressed her concern about the development, as well as
the safety of Seventh Avenue for residents of the future building with the bike
lanes proposed directly in front. She mentioned that many seniors walk up and
down Seventh Avenue on their way to Century House and that often buses speed
through traffic lights.
Gary Iverson, Resident, inquired whether there was a designated dog relief area
and/or plan for dog waste removal in the proposed building, as it can build up and
become problematic.
Bart Slotman, Resident and Manager of Uptown Property Group, discussed
several operational solutions that their building had used in dealing with truck
traffic. Mr. Slotman also expressed his support for the development, citing the
proposal as an appropriate land use for the site and a key location for retail growth
and density needed in the Uptown area. He added that as the region moves
towards autonomous vehicles, there would likely be less need for people to own
and park vehicles, using the City of Vancouver as an example, where parking
requirements are being decreased for new developments.
The Chair called a further three times for any more comments from the public.
In response to further questions from the Commission, Mr. Blore provided the
following information:
• The APC has been asked to focus on the development, and not the existing
traffic conditions on Princess Street;
• The Transportation Department has been working with the commercial
vehicle arm of NWPD, and the mall’s property management company, to
address the ongoing trucking issues;
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• This development has triggered City staff to look at traffic issues in all of
the Uptown area; and,
• Making Princess Street a one-way street is currently under consideration.
In response to further questions from the Commission, Mr. Yamamoto provided
the following information:
• The City’s desire has been to locate the public plaza on Seventh Avenue
and Sixth Street, in order to create a ‘Great Street intersection’;
• The green screen wall will have irrigation and would be composed of
climbing vines, with sufficient soil depth.
The Commission thanked the Applicants for the information, and the public for
their participation, and noted the following comments:
• The proposed development appears to provide appropriate density which
will support the area and is a well-designed building;
• The Commission commended the owner for working with its existing
tenants;
• It is a good sign that there have been no negative comments received from
existing tenants;
• The narrowness of the building is appropriate and would provide a better
opportunity for light than a wider and shorter building;
• The proposal will provide market rental units, which are much needed
across the region;
• The Commission applauded the City for being proactive in securing rental
housing construction;
• Further considerations around traffic and pedestrian safety in the Uptown
area are clearly needed as part of this project;
• It would be an important step as part of this development to resolve the
issues on Princess Street;
• This development will be well located given that it’s near services, the
transit network, community centres, the library and retail stores, which will,
in turn, likely support and strengthen the Uptown area;
• Overall, this proposal appears to incorporate the future aims of the City and
is an appropriate land use within the C-3 development district; and,
• Notifications of open houses should be better addressed by the City.
MOVED and SECONDED
THAT the Advisory Planning Commission recommend that Council support the
project at 616 and 640 Sixth Street.
CARRIED.
All members of the Commission present voted in favour of the motion.
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MOVED and SECONDED
THAT the Advisory Planning Commission recommend that Council request City
staff dedicate resources to transportation improvement along Princess Street in
order to resolve existing conflicts and challenges regarding parking, delivery and
pedestrian uses, taking into consideration public consultation.
AMENDMENT TO THE MOTION
MOVED and SECONDED
THAT the word “additional” be added to the motion before the word “resources”.
CARRIED.
All members of the Commission present voted in favour of the motion.
MOVED and SECONDED
THAT the Advisory Planning Commission recommend that Council request City
staff dedicate additional resources to transportation improvement along Princess
Street in order to resolve existing conflicts and challenges regarding parking,
delivery and pedestrian uses, taking into consideration public consultation.
CARRIED.
All members of the Commission present voted in favour of the motion.
4.2

406-412 East Columbia Street
Rupinder Basi, Senior Development Planner, summarized the report dated
February 20, 2018, regarding a Rezoning and Development Permit Application to
allow a six-storey, mixed use development project with 72 secured market rental
units, retail space at grade and office space on the second storey, at 406 – 412 East
Columbia Street.
The six storeys has been proposed in return for at-grade commercial units, office
space and market oriented rental units, all of which would contribute to creating an
East Columbia Great Street, and align with the City’s family-friendly housing
policy. In addition the development would support the City’s IDEA Centre
initiative and contribute to office space nearby to the expansion of Royal
Columbian Hospital.
Myron and Joelle Calof, I4 Property Group, provided a presentation summarizing
the rationale and details of the development, including:
• An introduction into I4PG’s development expertise;
• A neighbourhood context overview;
• Details of the neighbouring building to the North, which has some noncode compliant elements and encroaching air conditioning units, which
have been addressed via financial compensation, as the proposed building
will be built adjacent in order to avoid CPTED issues;
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• Shadow studies on Kelly Street properties (to the rear) on key dates in the
calendar year;
• Front and rear elevations, showing the architecture of the retail frontage,
second floor office level, and residential floors;
• Details of landscaping, rooftop amenity space, materials and their uses;
• Floor plans, including unit design, and parking levels; and,
• Policy context and alignment with City policies as justification for the six
storeys.
In response to questions from the Commission, Mr. Basi and Mr. Calof provided
the following information:
• The properties on Kelly Street to the East are zoned as single-family
homes;
• There is no transitional zoning in this area, as there was a strong desire by
area residents to keep it as a single family neighbourhood during the OCP
process;
• The project does not meet the Family-Friendly Housing Design Guidelines
in regards to the unit layout for one bedroom units – the design prioritizes
living spaces over bedrooms ;
• The project does comply with the Family-Friendly Housing Design
Guidelines for larger units;
• The project is exceeding the requirements for a minimum of 25% of the
building to contain two and three bedroom units, because 28 out of 72 units
(38%) are two or three-bedroom;
• There is an error in the Planning Department report where it lists the
quantities of two and three bedroom units;
• All units would be secured rental for 60 years and owned and operated by
one entity, with no other uses permitted, such as Air BNB;
• The four feet proposed for the setback from the Elizabeth Fry building is
sufficient according to a study carried out by the proponent;
• Normally the City asks the applicant to work with the adjoining neighbours,
which is being done on both sides;
• One challenge to this project was that it was designed before the new OCP
was developed and the applicant has attempted to address as many of the
OCP Design Guidelines as possible.
• The planters under the street level canopy would be maintained by the
developer/owner;
• The office space would share the same entry as the residential units,
however there would be an additional lobby solely for residential tenants;
• No pedestrian office access is planned for the rear of the building, other
than through the parkade;
• Bike parking will be available at both the front and rear of the building;
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• Security will be controlled via access fobs; and,
• Trip and shower facilities will be at P1 level which is almost at grade.
The Chair called for any speakers from the public.
Christopher Brown, Resident, expressed his support and confidence that the
project would add to the future development of the Sapperton neighbourhood.
Gordon Hobbis, Sapperton Business Owner, expressed his satisfaction in seeing
the land parcel being developed, as it has been vacant for such a long time, and it
is a perfect lot to contribute to the developing environment in Sapperton. He
believes that the project will set a future standard for the area and takes into
account the residents and business community of Sapperton alike.
The Chair called a further three times for any more comments from the public.
The Commission thanked the Applicants for the information and noted the
following comments:
• The proposed development appears to fit in with the goals of the OCP and
is likely to revitalize the community and streetscape;
• Appreciation was expressed for the additional commercial space that will
be provided in Sapperton as a result of this project;
• The development was applauded for the inclusion of three bedroom units
and for the floor plans;
• Increasing the availability of rental units is an asset to the City, especially
in an area near transit and amenities;
• This project takes advantage of its proximity to transit and two major
greenways;
• Appreciation was expressed for the time and effort put in by City staff and
the Developers to create a successful project, even when faced with noncompliant neighbours; and,
• Concern was expressed for the lack of transition to the adjacent
neighbourhood, however the Commission members acknowledged that was
due to the OCP land use designation boundaries, not the planning of the
development.
MOVED and SECONDED
THAT the Advisory Planning Commission recommend that Council support the
project at 406-412 East Columbia Street.
CARRIED.
All members of the Commission present voted in favour of the motion.
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4.3

228 and 232 Sixth Street
Rupinder Basi, Senior Development Planner, summarized the report dated
February 20, 2018, regarding a Rezoning and Development Permit application to
allow a six storey mid-rise development, comprised of 53 market strata residential
units, including four townhouses, and a two-level underground parkade, at 228 and
232 Sixth Street. A cash contribution has been proposed in lieu of eight parking
spaces, and is being reviewed by the City’s Transportation Department.
Masato Hoshi, Denis Turco Architect and Developer, provided a presentation
summarizing details of the proposed building, including site plans, layouts,
elevations, streetscape images, amenity areas, and the landscaping and outdoor
furnishings plan.
In response to questions from the Commission, Mr. Hoshi and Mr. Basi provided
the following information:
• An arborist report has identified that the root system of trees along the
shared property line on Welsh St would be impacted by the development. A
solution is still being identified, with a plan for resolution before the project
is brought forward to Council;
• The current zoning for this property is C-3A which is high-rise but includes
a requirement for commercial at grade; and,
• This development is being re-zoned to facilitate an all-residential
development; and,
• The reasoning for a reduction in eight stalls is the belief that car ownership
will be reduced in future and the developer does not wish to go down an
additional parking level to accommodate only 8 spaces.
The Chair called for any speakers from the public.
Gary Iverson, Resident, expressed his concern regarding parking in the area and
specifically that this development is proposing less parking than is required. He
also believed that the spaces reserved for accessibility, visitors and shared car
services should be moved so that they can be accessed outside the security gate.
In response to Mr. Iverson’s comment, Mr. Hoshi clarified that Modo Car Share
provides its users with security fobs so that their cars are able to be accessed
behind security gates.
The Chair called a further three times for any more comments from the public.
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The Commission thanked the Applicants for the information and noted the
following comments:
• Appreciation was expressed for the appearance of the proposed
development and the increased density it would provide;
• This type of development appears suitable for the location, and the City’s
intentions for the area;
• The reduction in parking is not likely to impact the future residents;
• Modo security fobs are available and perhaps the security gate could be
opened during business hours for visitors; and,
• It was suggested that the zoning bylaw could be updated to not require
commercial uses at grade at this location, as per the Official Community
Plan designation, rather than require applicants go through the rezoning
process for developments such as this.
MOVED and SECONDED
THAT the Advisory Planning Commission recommend that Council support the
project at 228 and 232 Sixth Street.
CARRIED.
All members of the Commission present voted in favour of the motion.
5.0

NEW BUSINESS

5.1

There were no items.

6.0

REPORTS AND INFORMATION

6.1

There were no items.

7.0

CORRESPONDENCE

7.1

Correspondence regarding 616 and 640 Sixth Street

7.2

Correspondence regarding 408 – 412 E. Columbia Street

7.3

Correspondence regarding 228 and 232 Sixth Street
MOVED and SECONDED
THAT the Advisory Planning Commission receive the correspondence included in
the February 20, 2018 agenda package, and on-table.
CARRIED
All members of the Commission present voted in favour of the motion.
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8.0

NEXT MEETING
The next Advisory Planning Commission meeting is scheduled for Tuesday,
March 20, 2018 in Council Chamber, City Hall.

9.0

ADJOURNMENT

ON MOTION, the meeting adjourned at 10:35 p.m.
Certified Correct,

Andrew Hull
Chair
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City of New Westminster

REPORT
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT
To:

Advisory Planning Committee

Date: March 27, 2018

From:

Michael Watson,
Planner

File:

Subject:

306 Gilley Street: Proposed Heritage Revitalization Agreement and
Heritage Designation

HER00647

RECOMMENDATION
THAT the Advisory Planning Committee receive this report for information.
1.0

PURPOSE

An application has been received for a Heritage Revitalization Agreement (HRA) at 306
Gilley Street to allow the construction of two additional principal units, within an infill
duplex, in addition to the existing single detached dwelling on site. The applicant has
proposed to stratify the three principal units which would have a total Floor Space Ratio
(FSR) of 0.79. In exchange, the applicant would restore the existing 1916 house and agree
to long-term heritage protection through both a Heritage Revitalization Agreement and a
Heritage Designation Bylaw.
The purpose of the report is to provide information to the Advisory Planning Commission
in their consideration of a recommendation to Council on the proposed application.
2.0

PROPOSAL

The applicant proposes to construct a new building containing two principal units (an
infill duplex) on the southern portion of the subject property, adjacent to the existing
heritage house which would be retained and restored through a Heritage Revitalization
Agreement. The existing single detached dwelling would not contain a suite and as such
the site would contain three principal dwelling units. The total proposed FSR is 0.79
(allowable is 0.50).
The proposed infill duplex has been designed to meet the “Standards & Guidelines” by
being distinguishable from and respectful of the heritage house. The duplex would have a
front-to-back configuration, be two-and-a-half storeys and each unit would be 132.7
square metres (1,428 sq. ft.) and would include three bedrooms. The proposed
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development has been reviewed by and received support from the Community Heritage
Commission and the New Westminster Design Panel.
The applicant proposes to provide one parking space per dwelling unit which would meet
parking requirements for single detached and duplex dwellings. One surface parking pad
for the heritage house would be located in front of the house and two parking spaces for
the duplex would be provided underneath the new building. A variance to permit the one
parking space for the single detached dwelling to be located within the front setback
would be required. In addition, the applicant has also provided flex space in front of the
proposed infill duplex which could be used for both visitor space and outdoor space.
The proposed architectural drawings are included within the Draft Heritage Designation
Bylaw attached as Appendix A. The property would be a three-unit strata corporation.
Relaxation from Existing RS-5 Zoning Requirements:
The Heritage Revitalization Agreement would require the following variance to
accommodate the proposed development.

Floor Space Ratio

Location of Parking

North Side Yard
Setback
(Heritage House as
exists)
North Eaves
Projection
(Heritage House as
exists)

Required
0.50
(264.87 m². /
2,851 ft²)
No Parking in Front
Setback
1.52 metres (5 feet)

Provided
0.79 FSR
(420.99 m² /
4,531.5 ft²)
One parking space
and one flex space
in the front setback
0.48 metres (1.58
feet)

0.76 metres (2.5 feet) 0.26 metres (0.85
feet)

3.0

POLICY AND REGULATIONS

3.1

Official Community Plan

Variance
0.29 FSR
(156.12 m² /
1,680 ft²)
One parking space
and one flex space
in the front setback
1.04 metres (3.41
feet)

0.5 metres (1.64
feet)

The subject site is designated Residential – Ground Oriented Infill Housing in the Official
Community Plan which is described as follows:
Purpose: To allow a mix of ground-oriented infill housing forms which are
complementary to the existing neighbourhood character. Generally forms with a
higher number of units are expected to be located on larger properties. Units can be
attached, detached or a combination of the two.
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Principal Forms and Uses: Single detached dwellings, single detached dwellings
on a compact lot, duplexes, triplexes, quadraplexes, cluster houses, townhouses,
rowhouses and other equivalent ground-oriented housing forms. Lots with single
detached dwellings may also include a secondary suite and/or a detached accessory
dwelling unit.
Complementary Uses: Home based businesses, small scale local commercial uses
(e.g. corner stores), small scale institutional uses (e.g. child care, care facilities),
utilities, transportation corridors, parks, open space, and community facilities.
Maximum Density: Low density multiple unit residential.
Heritage Assets: Through a Heritage Revitalization Agreement, or similar tool, a
property may be eligible for incentives such as a smaller minimum lot size, an
increase in density, or reduced parking requirements, which would make it viable
to conserve assets with heritage merit. A Heritage Revitalization Agreement may
also be used to formalize an existing, larger scale land use such as a low rise or a
place of worship.
The proposed Heritage Revitalization Agreement is compatible with the OCP Land Use
Designation.
3.2

Development Permit Area

The Official Community Plan includes the site within the 1.2 Ground Oriented Infill
Residential Neighbourhoods Development Permit Area. The guidelines for this
development permit area can be found on the City’s website at the following link:
https://www.newwestcity.ca/database/files/library/DPAs___1.2_Ground_Oriented_Housi
ng.pdf
The Official Community Plan Describe this Development Permit Area as follows:
The Ground Oriented Housing intensive residential area, identified as
Development Permit Area 1.2, is designated in order to provide an opportunity for
innovative infill housing forms. Typically a ground oriented unit has a separate,
exterior entrance directly accessible (without passing through a common lobby or
corridor) from a street or open space. Allowing new ground oriented housing
forms will increase the diversity of housing choice in New Westminster.
Development permit guidelines will be developed for ground oriented housing
forms that will ensure that new buildings have a high quality design and are
complementary to surrounding housing forms. In the meantime properties will be
evaluated through the rezoning process against the objective of creating livable
units in well-designed building with high quality open space.
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3.3

Zoning Bylaw

The subject site is currently zoned Single Detached Dwelling Districts (Small Lots) (RS5) which allows the single detached dwelling and secondary suite at a density of 0.5 FSR.
The proposal does not conform to the existing zoning district and a Heritage
Revitalization Agreement is required. A summary of the necessary variances is included
in the proposal section above.
3.3

Heritage Revitalization Agreement

A Heritage Revitalization Agreement (HRA) is a negotiated agreement between the City
and a property owner for the purposes of heritage conservation. In exchange for long-term
legal protection and exterior restoration, certain zoning relaxations, including an increase
in density, are considered. An HRA does not change the zoning of the property, rather it
adds a new layer which identifies the elements of the zone that are being varied or
supplemented. An HRA is not legally precedent setting as each one is unique to a specific
site. Provisions for the local government to negotiate an HRA are set out in Section 610 of
the Local Government Act.
3.4

Heritage Policy for the Use of Heritage Revitalization Agreements

The City has a “Heritage Policy for the Use of Heritage Revitalization Agreements” that
has the following objectives:
 Ensure that the HRA policy is integrated with other important City policies.
 Ensure that HRAs are used appropriately, and that they balance both public and
private benefits.
 Create an application process that is clear.
 Establish a follow-up procedure to ensure that heritage conservation work is
completed as promised.
3.5

Heritage Designation Bylaw

A heritage property which is the subject of an HRA is also protected by a Heritage
Designation Bylaw. A Heritage Designation Bylaw is a form of land use regulation that
places long-term legal protection on the land title of a property and which is the primary
form of regulation that can prohibit demolition. Any changes to a protected heritage
property must first receive approval from City Council (or its delegate) through a Heritage
Alteration Permit. Provisions for the local government to place Heritage Designation
Bylaws on properties are set out in Sections 611-613 of the Local Government Act.
3.6

Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada

Council adopted the “Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in
Canada” (“Standards & Guidelines”) in 2008 as a basis for assessing heritage projects
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within the city. HRA proposals are carefully evaluated against it by staff to confirm
compliance.
4.0

BACKGROUND

4.1

Site Characteristics and Context

The subject site is located in the Brow of the Hill neighbourhood and is near the corner of
Gilley Street and Third Avenue. The site has a total area of 530 square metres (5,702 sq.
ft.) and the existing house is 204 square metres (2,193 sq. ft.) and has a Floor Space Ratio
of 0.385.
The subject property is located on Gilley Street which functions as a lane. The properties
adjacent to and across the street from the subject property are all single detached
dwellings that range in age from 1913 to 1986 with Floor Space Ratios that range from
0.309 to 0.596. There is also a three storey multi-unit residential building across Gilley
Street with 25 units and with a Floor Space Ratio of 1.2.
The site slopes from the northeast edge to the southwest edge with a grade change of
approximately 3 metres (10 feet). A site context map is attached in Appendix B.
4.2

Proximity to Transit
Transit Facility
SkyTrain Station
Frequent Transit Network

Distance
884 metres (2,900 feet)
235 metres (765 feet)

The subject site is located 884 metres (2,900 ft.) from the New Westminster SkyTrain
Station and 235 metres (765 ft.) from the nearest bus stop on Eighth Street.
4.3

Project Statistics and Proposed Relaxations

The table below provides a summary of the proposed development statistics; the shaded
cells in are the proposed relaxations which would be included within the HRA.
Existing
Site Dimensions:
Site Area:
Floor Space Ratio:

Site Coverage:
Height

20.12 m/ 66 ft wide
26.33 m/ 86 ft deep
530 square metres
(5,702 sq. ft.)
0.47
(246.59 sq. m.
2,654.3 sq. ft.)*
12.8 percent
7.05 m. / 23.13 ft.
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RS-5 Zoning
Requirements
530 square metres
(5,702 sq. ft.)
0.50
(264.87 sq. m. /
2,851 sq. ft.)
35 percent
7.62 m. / 25 ft.

Proposed
As existing
As existing
0.79 FSR
(420.99 m² /
4,531.5 ft²)
34.2 percent
7.62 m. / 25 ft.

Front Setback
Rear Setback
Side Setback (South)
Side Setback (North)
Side Projection
(North)
Driveway Width

2.18 m. / 7.15 ft.
6.39 m. / 20.96 ft.
0.48 m. / 1.58 ft.
0.26 m. / 0.85 ft.
-

Off-street Parking

2 spaces

Off-street Parking
Location

-

5.0

DISCUSSION

5.1

Heritage Value

5.25 m. /17.30 ft.
5.25 m. /17.30 ft.
1.52 m. / 5 ft.
1.52 m. / 5 ft.
0.76 m / 2.5 ft.

5.25 m. /17.30 ft.
5.25 m. /17.30 ft.
1.52 m. / 5 ft.
0.48 m. / 1.58 ft.
0.26 m. / 0.85 ft.

3.35 m. / 11 ft.
(incl. one foot
adjcnt to each wall)
3 spaces

3.57 m. / 11.7 ft.

No Parking in Front
Setback

3 spaces, one flex
space
One space and one
flex space in Front
Setback

The Nellie Mercer cottage is significant for its unusual construction history, and for its
social association with a Newfoundlander community which settled in the neighbourhood
at the turn of the century.
The building was originally constructed as a single-storey store in 1916 by the Mercers,
one of many Newfoundlander families in the immediate area. In 1927, the building was
set back on the property and developed for residential use. A larger store building was
then constructed where the 1916 original sat. Though some major unsympathetic additions
were made to the front and rear of the house since the 1930s, a majority of the original
construction materials remain and could be restored.
Through the proposed Heritage Revitalization Agreement, the 1916 Mercer building
would be legally protected through the draft Heritage Designation Bylaw (attached as
Appendix B) and would be held to a high maintenance standard, as described in the
Heritage Conservation Plan contained within the draft Heritage Revitalization Agreement
Bylaw (attached as Appendix A).
The complete SOS is included in the Heritage Conservation Plan which is included in the
draft Heritage Revitalization Bylaw attached as Appendix A.
5.2

Streetscape and Existing Right of Way

The subject property is the only property which front onto Gilley Street which functions
more like a lane than a street. Gilley Street does not have sidewalks and is 6.7 metres (22
feet) wide.
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As noted in the Heritage Conservation Plan, included in the draft Heritage Revitalization
Agreement Bylaw attached as Appendix A, the proposed Heritage Revitalization
Agreement would include restoration of single detached dwelling to its appearance and
configuration in 1927 through:
 the removal of the south facing porch and entrance addition;
 the removal of the two-storey addition at the front; and
 the restoration of the front porch and reconstruction of stairs as per archival
photographs, facing Gilley Street.
These changes, in addition to being supportable form a heritage restoration perspective,
would also improve the presentation of the building to Gilley Street by reintroducing a
front entrance, providing dedicated pedestrian walkways, reducing fence height and
providing additional plantings. A single car space has been proposed in front of the home
for use of its residents. A hard surface path providing direct entry to the single detached
dwelling is located on the north side of the drive aisle.
In front of the proposed infill duplex building, the applicant has proposed landscaping as
well as an outdoor flex space. The flex space could be used for overflow visitor parking,
or could be used as open space for the infill duplex units. A hard surface path providing
direct entry to both of the duplexes is located on the south side of the drive aisle. The infill
duplex entries would be located at grade with the entry for the front unit facing Gilley
Street. The entry for the rear unit would be located at the rear of the lot.
Currently, there is a 4 metres (13.12 foot) right of way extending across the full frontage
of the subject site. This right of way provides for a water connection to the subject site and
may provide connections for the site to north of the subject site. Staff and the applicant are
currently exploring whether removal of the right of way is possible.
Within the right of way area, large plantings and permanent structures cannot be
accommodated as they may damage or prevent repairs to the water service below. The
applicant has currently provided a low fence, small landscaping in planter beds and
movable pots to soften the streetscape edge as recommended by the New Westminster
Design Panel. Should the removal of the right of way be possible, larger landscape
elements, including some possible trees, would be provided within the right of way area.
5.3

Parking

The proposed application would require three parking spaces as per the regulations in the
Zoning Bylaw. The subject site is also located within 235 metres (765 feet) of a the
Frequent Transit Network (FTN) on Eighth Street. Early in the process, some neighbours
expressed concerns regarding the availability of parking in the area. The applicant
responded to these concerns by including a hard surfaced flex space in front of the infill
duplex building which could be used as both outdoor patio space or as visitor parking
space, if necessary. As with all visitors parking, signage and legal agreements would be
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required in order to ensure it remains for visitor use, however the legal agreements would
need to be revised to accommodate the flexible nature of this space.
This application has been reviewed by the Transpiration Division of the Engineering
Department. All parking number, drive aisle widths, clearances and turning radii have
been approved.
5.4

Density

As noted, the subject site is designation (RGO) Residential Ground Oriented Infill
Housing in the Official Community Plan. This designation would allow a variety of infill
developments such as single detached homes, laneway and coach houses, duplexes,
triplexes and infill townhouses.
The Infill Townhouse and Rowhouse Residential (RT) zoning district, which could be
permitted in the RGO designation with Council approval of a rezoning application,
permits above grade densities of 0.75 FSR or 0.85 FSR and overall densities of 0.90 FSR
or 1.0 FSR.
The proposed development includes a density of 0.79 FSR and includes the retention and
preservation of a 1916 house. The proposals is within the densities expected within the
RGO designation.
5.5

Trees & Landscaping

The application involves the removal of 8 existing protected trees and 10 existing
unprotected shrubs and trees. The applicant is providing 16 replacement trees along the
south and east property lines in accordance with the Tree Protection and Regulation
Bylaw.
The replacement trees selected for the south property line are proposed as either a Strict
Weeping or Green Arrow Alaskan Cedars. These cultivars are in the same family of trees
as the existing trees along this property line, except that the proposed cultivars do not get
as high or as wide. The arborist report indicates these trees are appropriate for this location
given their limited height and canopy sizes at maturity. They are anticipated to have little
or no encroachment on adjacent properties.
5.6

Infill Building Massing and Setbacks

The proposed infill duplex building fits within the setback and height requirements of the
existing zoning and no variances are proposed through the HRA in that regard. The infill
duplex is setback 1.52 metres (5 feet) from the south side property line and 5.25 m. (17.30
feet) from both the front and rear property lines. The proposed infill duplex is three
storeys and 7.62 metres (25 feet) in height which complies with the 7.62 metres (25 feet)
requirement in the RS-5 district.
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5.7

Shadowing of Adjacent Properties

The applicant has provided a shadow analysis of the proposed infill duplex which is
included in the architectural drawings included in the architectural drawings within the
draft Heritage Designation Bylaw attached in Appendix A. The shadow study shows that
there would be limited impacts from shadows on adjacent properties and that most of the
impacts would be on the properties to the east of the subject site in the evening. Given the
massing and height of the proposed infill duplex does not exceed the requirements of the
existing zoning, there are also no impacts beyond those which would be permitted through
existing zoning.
6.0

CONSULTATION

The applicant held an open house at the First Free Methodist Church (320 Eighth Street)
on Monday December 11th, 2017 from 5:30 to 8:30 pm. At total of 418 invitations were
mailed or hand delivered to properties within 100 metres of the subject site on November
30th, 2017 and newspaper ads were run in the November 30th and December 7th editions
of the New Westminster Record.
The applicant presented to the Brow of the Hill Residents’ Association on Tuesday
January 23, 2018.
The application was presented to and supported by the Community Heritage Commission
on November 2, 2017.
The application was presented to and supported by the New Westminster Design Panel on
February 27, 2018.
7.0

PROCESS

7.1

Application Review Process

The application has completed the following steps in the application review process:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Preliminary Report to Land Use and Planning Committee (October 16, 2017);
Preliminary Report to Council (October 30, 2017);
Community Heritage Commission Review (November 2, 2017);
Applicant-led Public Open House (December 11, 2017);
Applicant Presentation to Brow of the Hill Residents’ Association (January 23,
2017);
6. Presentation to the New Westminster Design Panel (February 27, 2018);
The following steps in the application review process need to be completed:
7. Advisory Planning Commission for Review (March 27, 2018);
8. Council Consideration of First and Second Readings of Heritage Bylaws (April 9,
2018);
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9. Public Hearing and Council Consideration of Third Reading of Heritage
Revitalization and Designation Bylaws (April 30, 2018);
10. Completion of Adoption Requirements;
11. Council Consideration of Adoption of Heritage Revitalization and Designation
Bylaws.

Report Author

Michael Watson,
Planner
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Appendix A:
Draft Heritage Revitalization Agreement Bylaw
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CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF NEW WESTMINSTER
HERITAGE REVITALIZATION AGREEMENT (306 Gilley Street)
BYLAW NO. _____, 2018
A Bylaw to enter into a Heritage Revitalization Agreement under Section 610
of the Local Government Act
______________________________________________________________________________
WHEREAS the City of New Westminster and the owner of the property located at 306 Gilley
Street, New Westminster, British Columbia wish to enter into a Heritage Revitalization
Agreement in respect of that property;
NOW THEREFORE, the Council of the City of New Westminster enacts as follows:
1

Citation
1.

2

This Bylaw may be cited as “Heritage Revitalization Agreement (306 Gilley Street) Bylaw
No. ____, 2018”.

Heritage Revitalization Agreement
2.

The City of New Westminster enters into a Heritage Revitalization Agreement with the
registered owner of that property located at 306 Gilley Street, New Westminster, British
Columbia, legally described as PID: 018‐790‐101 Lot 2 of Lots 14, 29 and 30 Suburban
Block 6 Plan LMP17073

3.

The Mayor and City Clerk are authorized on behalf of the City of New Westminster
Council to sign and seal the Heritage Revitalization Agreement attached to this bylaw as
Schedule “A”.

READ A FIRST TIME this ___ day of ______________, 2018.
READ A SECOND TIME this ___ day of _____________, 2018.
PUBLIC HEARING held this ___ day of _____________, 2018.
READ A THIRD TIME this ___ day of ________________, 2018.
ADOPTED this ___ day of ______________, 2018.
Mayor

City Clerk
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2
SCHEDULE “A”
HERITAGE REVITALIZATION AGREEMENT (306 GILLEY STREET)
THIS AGREEMENT dated for reference the ____ day of ______ , 2018 is
BETWEEN:
___________, 306 Gilley Street, New Westminster, British Columbia, (the
“Owner”)
AND:
CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF NEW WESTMINSTER, City Hall, 511 Royal
Avenue, New Westminster, British Columbia, V3L 1H9
(the “City”)
WHEREAS:
A.

The Owner is the registered owner in fee simple of the lands and all improvements
located at 306 Gilley Street, New Westminster, British Columbia, legally described as
PID: 018‐790‐101 Lot 2 of Lots 14, 29 and 30 Suburban Block 6 Plan LMP17073 (the
“Lands”);

B.

There is one principal building currently situated on the Lands, known as the Nellie
Mercer Cottage (the “Heritage House”);

C.

The Owner wishes to make certain alterations and restorations to the Heritage House,
including removal of the south facing porch and entrance addition, the removal of the
two‐storey addition at the front, the restoration of the front porch and reconstruction
of the stairs facing Gilley Street and the construction of an infill duplex containing two
additional principal units on the southern portion of the Lands (collectively, the
“Alterations”);

D.

The City and the Owner agree that the Heritage House has heritage value and should be
conserved;

E.

Section 610 of the Local Government Act, RSBC 2015, Chapter 1 authorizes a local
government to enter into a Heritage Revitalization Agreement with the owner of
heritage property, and to allow variations of, and supplements to, the provisions of a
bylaw or a permit issued under Part 14 or Part 15 of the Local Government Act;

F.

The Owner and the City have agreed to enter into this Heritage Revitalization
Agreement setting out the terms and conditions by which the heritage value of the
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3
Heritage House is to be preserved and protected, in return for specified supplements
and variances to City bylaws;
THIS AGREEMENT is evidence that in consideration of the sum of ten dollars ($10.00) now paid
by each party to the other and for other good and valuable consideration (the receipt of which
each party hereby acknowledges) the Owner and the City each covenant with the other
pursuant to Section 610 of the Local Government Act as follows:
3

Conservation Work
1.

Upon execution of this Agreement, the Owner shall promptly commence the
preservation, rehabilitation, and restoration of the Heritage House (the “Work”) in
accordance with the Heritage Conservation Plan prepared by Elana Zysblat, CAHP, Ance
Building Services, September 2017, a copy of which is attached as Appendix 1 (the
“Conservation Plan”).

2.

Prior to commencement of the Work, the Owner shall obtain from the City all necessary
permits and licenses, including a heritage alteration permit.

3.

The Work shall be done at the Owner’s sole expense in accordance with generally
accepted engineering, architectural, and heritage conservation practices. If any conflict
or ambiguity arises in the interpretation of Appendix 1, the parties agree that the
conflict or ambiguity shall be resolved in accordance with the Standards and Guidelines
for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada, published by Parks Canada in 2003.

4.

The Owner shall, at the Owner’s sole expense, engage a member of the Architectural
Institute of British Columbia, the Association of Professional Engineers and Geoscientists
of British Columbia, or the Canadian Association of Heritage Professionals with
specialization in Building or Planning (the “Registered Professional”) to oversee the
Work and to perform the duties set out in section 5 of this Agreement.

5.

The Registered Professional shall:

(a) prior to commencement of the Work, provide to the City an executed and sealed
Confirmation of Commitment in the form attached as Appendix 2 and, if the Registered
Professional is a member of the Canadian Association of Heritage Professionals, the Registered
Professional shall provide evidence of their membership and specialization when submitting
such executed and sealed Confirmation of Commitment;
(b) erect on the Lands and keep erected throughout the course of the Work, a sign of sufficient
size and visibility to effectively notify contractors and tradespersons entering onto the Lands
that the Work involves protected heritage property and is being carried out for heritage
conservation purposes;
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(c) obtain written approval from the City’s Director of Development Services for any changes to
the Work, and obtain any amended permits that may be required for such changes to the
Work, including a building permit and heritage alteration permit as required by the City;
(d) upon substantial completion of the Work, provide to the City an executed and sealed
Certification of Compliance in the form attached as Appendix 3; and
(e) notify the City within one business day if the Registered Professional’s engagement by the
Owner is terminated for any reason.
4

Timing and Phasing of Restoration
6.

5

Ongoing Maintenance
7.

6

The Owner shall commence and complete all actions required for the completion of the
Work, as set out in the Conservation Plan in Appendix 1, within three years following the
date of adoption of the Bylaw authorizing this Agreement.

Following completion of the Work, the Owner shall maintain the Heritage House in good
repair in accordance with the maintenance requirements set out in the Conservation
Plan in Appendix 1 and the maintenance standards set out in New Westminster Heritage
Properties Minimum Maintenance Standards Bylaw No. 6498, 1998, as amended or
replaced from time to time, and, in the event that Bylaw No. 6498 is repealed and not
replaced, the Owner shall continue to maintain the Heritage House to the standards
that applied under Bylaw No. 6498 immediately prior to its repeal.

Construction of Alterations
8.

The Owner shall construct the Alterations in strict accordance with the Heritage
Conservation Agreement and the design plans and specifications prepared by Gronlund
Dare Partnership, received by the planning department on September 28, 2017 and
revised on December 12, 2017 and attached hereto as Appendix 4 (the “Design Plans”),
full‐size copies of which plans and specifications are on file at the New Westminster City
Hall. The Owner agrees that the City may, notwithstanding that such a permit may be
issuable under the City’s zoning and building regulations and the BC Building Code,
withhold a building permit applied for in respect of the Alterations to the Heritage
House if the work that the Owner wishes to undertake is not in accordance with the
Conservation Plan and the Design Plans.

9.

The Owner shall not construct the Alterations until the Owner has completed the Work
in respect of the Heritage House to the satisfaction of the City’s Director of
Development Services, and the City may, notwithstanding that such a permit may be
issuable under the City’s zoning and building regulations and the BC Building Code,
withhold a building permit applied for in respect of the Alterations to the Heritage
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House if the Owner has not completed the Work to the satisfaction of the City’s Director
of Development Services.
7

8

Damage to or Destruction of Heritage House
10.

If the Heritage House is damaged, the Owner shall obtain a heritage alteration permit
and any other necessary permits and licenses and, in a timely manner, shall restore and
repair the Heritage House to the same condition and appearance that existed before the
damage occurred.

11.

If, in the opinion of the City, the Heritage House is completely destroyed, the Owner
shall construct a replica, using contemporary materials if necessary, of the Heritage
House that complies in all respects with the Conservation Plan in Appendix 1 and with
City of New Westminster Zoning Bylaw No. 6680, 2001, as varied by this Agreement,
after having obtained a heritage alteration permit and any other necessary permits and
licenses.

12.

The Owner shall use its best efforts to commence and complete any repairs to the
Heritage House, or the construction of any replica building, with reasonable dispatch.

Heritage Designation
13.

9

Variances to City’s Zoning Bylaw
14.

10

City of New Westminster Zoning Bylaw No. 6680, 2001, is varied and supplemented in
its application to the Lands in the manner and to the extent set out in Appendix 5.

Interpretation
15.

11

The Owner irrevocably agrees to the designation of the Heritage House as protected
heritage property, in accordance with Section 611 of the Local Government Act, and
releases the City from any obligation to compensate the Owner in any form for any
reduction in the market value of the Lands or the Heritage House that may result from
the designation.

In this Agreement, “Owner” shall mean all registered owners of the Lands or subsequent
registered owners of the Lands, as the context requires or permits.

Conformity with City Bylaws
16.

The Owner acknowledges and agrees that, except as expressly varied by this Agreement,
any development or use of the Lands, including any preservation, rehabilitation,
restoration, and repairs done with respect to the Heritage House, must comply with all
applicable bylaws of the City.
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6
12

No Application to Building Interiors
17.

13

Future Alterations
18.

14

Following completion of the Work in accordance with this Agreement, the Owner shall
not alter the heritage character or the exterior appearance of the Heritage House,
except as permitted by a heritage alteration permit issued by the City.

Statutory Authority Retained
19.

15

Unless otherwise stated in this Agreement or in the Conservation Plan, the terms and
conditions of this Agreement respecting restoration and conservation of the Heritage
House apply only to the structure and exterior of the building, including without
limitation the foundation, walls, roof, and all exterior doors, windows and architectural
ornamentation, other than in connection with the Alterations.

Nothing in this Agreement shall limit, impair, fetter or derogate from the statutory
powers of the City, all of which powers may be exercised by the City from time to time
and at any time to the fullest extent that the City is enabled.

Indemnity
20.

The Owner hereby releases, indemnifies, and saves the City, its officers, employees,
elected officials, agents and assigns harmless from and against any and all actions,
causes of action, losses, damages, costs, claims, debts and demands whatsoever by any
person, arising out of or in any way due to the existence or effect of any of the
restrictions or requirements in this Agreement, or the breach or non‐performance by
the Owner of any term or provision of this Agreement, or by reason of any work or
action of the Owner in performance of its obligations under this Agreement or by reason
of any wrongful act or omission, default, or negligence of the Owner.

21.

In no case shall the City be liable or responsible in any way for:

(a) any personal injury, death or consequential damage of any nature whatsoever, howsoever
caused, that be suffered or sustained by the Owner or by any other person who may be on the
Lands; or
(b) any loss or damage of any nature whatsoever, howsoever caused to the Lands, or any
improvements or personal property thereon belonging to the Owner or to any other person,
arising directly or indirectly from compliance with the restrictions and requirements in this
Agreement, wrongful or negligent failure or omission to comply with the restrictions and
requirements in this Agreement or refusal, omission or failure of the City to enforce or require
compliance by the Owner with the restrictions or requirements in this Agreement or with any
other term, condition, or provision of this Agreement.
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16

No Waiver
22.

17

Inspection
23.

18

No restrictions, requirements, or other provisions of this Agreement shall be deemed to
have been waived by the City unless a written waiver signed by an officer of the City has
first been obtained, and without limiting the generality of the foregoing, no condoning,
excusing or overlooking by the City on previous occasions of any default, nor any
previous written waiver, shall be taken to operate as a waiver by the City of any
subsequent default or in any way defeat or affect the rights and remedies of the City.

Upon request by the City, the Owner shall advise or cause the Registered Professional to
advise the City’s Development Services Department, Planning Division, of the status of
the Work, and, without limiting the City’s power of inspection conferred by statute and
in addition to such powers, the City shall be entitled at all reasonable times and from
time to time to enter onto the Lands for the purpose of ensuring that the Owner is fully
observing and performing all of the restrictions and requirements in this Agreement to
be observed and performed by the Owner.

Enforcement of Agreement
24.

The Owner acknowledges that it is an offence under Section 621(1)(c) of the Local
Government Act to alter the Lands or the Heritage House in contravention of this
Agreement, punishable by a fine of up to $50,000.00 or imprisonment for a term of up
to 2 years, or both.

25.

The Owner acknowledges that it is an offence under Section 621(1)(b) of the Local
Government Act to fail to comply with the requirements and conditions of any heritage
alteration permit issued to the Owner pursuant to this Agreement and Section 617 of
the Local Government Act, punishable in the manner described in the preceding section.

26.

The Owner acknowledges that, if the Owner alters the Lands or the Heritage House in
contravention of this Agreement, the City may apply to the British Columbia Supreme
Court for:

(a) an order that the Owner restore the Lands or the Heritage House, or both, to their
condition before the contravention;
(b) an order that the Owner undertake compensatory conservation work on the Lands or the
Heritage House, or both;
(c) an order requiring the Owner to take other measures specified by the Court to ameliorate
the effects of the contravention; and
(d) an order authorizing the City to perform any and all such work at the expense of the Owner.
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27.

The Owner acknowledges that if the City undertakes work to satisfy the terms,
requirements or conditions of any heritage alteration permit issued to the Owner
pursuant to this Agreement upon the Owner’s failure to do so, the City may add the cost
of the work and any incidental expenses to the taxes payable with respect to the Lands,
or may recover the cost from any security that the Owner has provided to the City to
guarantee the performance of the terms, requirements or conditions of the permit, or
both.

28.

The Owner acknowledges that the City may file a notice on title to the Lands in the land
title office if the terms and conditions of this Agreement have been contravened.

29.

The City may notify the Owner in writing of any alleged breach of this Agreement and
the Owner shall have the time specified in the notice to remedy the breach. In the event
that the Owner fails to remedy the breach within the time specified, the City may
enforce this Agreement by:

(a) seeking an order for specific performance of the Agreement;
(b) any other means specified in this Agreement; or
(c) any means specified in the Community Charter or the Local Government Act,
and the City’s resort to any remedy for a breach of this Agreement does not limit its right to
resort to any other remedy available at law or in equity.
19

Headings
30.

The headings in this Agreement are inserted for convenience only and shall not affect
the interpretation of this Agreement or any of its provisions.

Appendices
31.
20

Number and Gender
32.

21

All appendices to this Agreement are incorporated into and form part of this
Agreement.

Whenever the singular or masculine or neuter is used in this Agreement, the same shall
be construed to mean the plural or feminine or body corporate where the context so
requires.

Successors Bound
33.

All restrictions, rights and liabilities herein imposed upon or given to the respective
parties shall extend to and be binding upon their respective heirs, executors,
administrators, successors and assigns.
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9
IN WITNESS WHEREOF the Owner and the City have executed this Agreement as of the date
written above.
Signed, Sealed and Delivered in the )
)
presence of:
)
)
Name
)
)
)
Address
)
)
)
Occupation
)

ALBERT CRAIG LAWRENCE

VALERIE DALE LAWRENCE

(as to both signatures)

CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF NEW WESTMINSTER
by its authorized signatories:

Mayor:

City Clerk:
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APPENDIX 1
CONSERVATION PLAN

C:\Users\Mwatson\Appdata\Roaming\Opentext\DM\Temp\CNW_DOCS‐#1178227‐V1‐306_Gilley_St_Heritage_Revitalization_Agreement_(HRA)_Bylaw.DocxMar 16, 2018 3:15 PM/MW

36

Heritage Conservation Plan

306 Gilley Street, New Westminster, BC
Nellie Mercer Cottage ~ 1927
Elana Zysblat, CAHP :: Ance Building Services :: September 2017
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Statement of Significance

Description of the Historic Place
The Nellie Mercer Cottage is a one-and-one-half storey (plus basement), wood-frame house located
on Gilley Street just north of the corner of 3rd Avenue, in the historic Brow of the Hill neighbourhood
of New Westminster. The rectangular building is set back on the property and features a front gable
roof running perpendicular to the Street.
Heritage Value of the Historic Place
The Nellie Mercer Cottage is significant for its unusual construction history. First developed in 1916 as
a single-storey store building at the northeast corner of Gilley and 3rd Avenue, it was relocated to its
current siting in 1927 and transformed into a residence.
The subject building’s relocation accommodated the construction of 905 3rd Avenue in the same year,
and both buildings became rental houses owned and managed by Nellie Mercer and family for the
next 44 years. Together, they are associated with the 1920s economic growth and population boom in
New Westminster which saw the filling out of empty lots with hundreds of new residences and the
densification of existing neighbourhoods. Furthermore, they represent the single-family character of
Brow of the Hill before mid-century zoning changes allowed for the construction of apartment
buildings which now dominate the area.
306 Gilley Street is valued for its association with its developer, long-term owner and Brow of the Hill
resident, Newfoundland-born Nellie (Elinor) Mercer (1872-1970) and with the immediate area’s
Newfoundland settlers. The initial store building was constructed by Hezekiah Stead - who like Nellie
Mercer’s husband, William Eugene Mercer, was a Newfoundland-born builder and fisherman. These
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families’ early 1900s residences survive nearby on the 200 block of Ninth Street as does the house of
fellow Newfoundlander Josiah Russell. Together with the 1912 John Mercer Block at 302-306 Tenth
Street, these buildings stand testimony to the existence of a significant Victorian era Newfoundlanders
pocket in Brow of the Hill.
The building has value as an example of an Early Vernacular Cottage - a simple, straightforward and
practical design which suited both its initial commercial intent as well as its second, longer act as a
rental property. Typical of this unadorned working-class style, which was popular all over BC from the
late Victorian era through the Edwardian era, are its 1.5 to 2 storey height, rectangular form, front
gable roof running perpendicular to the street and often a bay or picture window on the main floor.
Much of the 1927 Nellie Mercer Cottage design survives, but is obscured from the street by a twostorey addition, attached to its facade in 1994.
The house at 306 Gilley Street is valued for its historic use as a purpose-built rental house since 1927
as part of the late 1920s development of Lot 3, involving the relocation and adaptation of the subject
building and the construction of a second house, also referred to as the Nellie Mercer Cottage, at 905
3rd Avenue. These two houses were on the same lot owned by the Mercer family for at least 77 years
until 1993, and were rented out to local families in relatively short tenancies for over four decades. The
first resident family in the subject house after its conversion was that of Provincial Police Constable
James E. Paulding. Following Paulding were other working-class families of millworkers, drivers,
salesmen and labourers.
Character Defining Elements
•

continuous residential use since 1927

•

location on Gilley Street behind 905 3rd Avenue in the historic Brow of the Hill neighbourhood

•

setback from the street, closer to the rear of the lot than the front

•

residential form, scale and massing as expressed by its one-and-one-half storey height plus basement, front
porch and upper storey dormers.

•

front gable roof; projecting front porch with gable roof facing Gilley street

•

wood-frame construction, as expressed by its wood siding with cornerboards

•

original window openings with wood double-hung, horned assemblies with divided-light upper sashes;
projecting wood sills.

•

square window and door trim around all openings.

•

original front door opening with partially glazed wood door facing Gilley Street.

•

exterior Early Vernacular Cottage elements including its horizontal wood siding on upper 1.5 storeys; cedar
shingle cladding on basement level; main level picture windows on front; slightly overhanging eaves; simple,
square porch columns.

•

internal brick chimney
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Historic Brief
In 1859, the Royal Engineers surveyed the area to become New Westminster, superimposing a grid
pattern parallel to the Fraser River on the natural topography, with streets running up the hill and
avenues across it. The head engineer, Colonel Richard Moody, envisioned a formally planned ‘Garden
City’ with prominent public parks and elegant, wide avenues.
Although parks and public plazas were allocated in
New Westminster’s first plan drawn by the Royal
Engineers in the early 1860s, there was almost no
development beyond the Royal City’s original
northern boundary of Royal Avenue until the 1880s.
See plan (right).
The announcement of the arrival of the CPR to
Vancouver, with a branch line to New Westminster
caused a huge building boom between 1887-1898,
transforming the small town into a real city.
In 1888-89 it was decided to expand the city’s
boundaries to include all the suburban blocks laid Royal Engineers Plan for New Westminster 1861.
out by the Royal Engineers, including Sapperton, source: UK National Archives_CO700_1861
Queensborough and this area now known as Brow
of the Hill. Between 1889 and 1890 City Council
approved the establishment of waterworks in the neighbourhood, established electrical utilities and
proceeded with a street improvement program. Streets were graded, sidewalks installed and
numbered streets and avenues replaced most of the street names on the original 1860s plan. At the
time this below map was drawn in 1892, New Westminster had not only a train station but a streetcar
system, electric street lights, and expanded boundaries well beyond Royal Avenue.

City of New
Westminster map,
by R.J. Williams,
Ottawa. 1892.
source: City of
Vancouver
Archives Map 617
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In Moody’s initial plan for the city, the area west of Eighth Street, today’s Brow of the Hill, was intended
to be a working-class neighbourhood which was originally known as the West End. The area was one
of the city’s first suburban areas with smaller, less grand homes then in Albert Crescent or Queen’s Park
which were intended for upper-class residences. The working-class character of early Brow of the Hill is
reflected in the occupations held by the residents in the subject house and on the immediate blocks
throughout the decades - carpenters, machinists, fishermen, engineers etc. In 1893 Interurban railway
tracks were constructed along Twelfth Street making what was then know as the West End accessible
not only internally on streetcars but as an important stop on the route to Vancouver. In 1906 the larger
remaining land parcels in the area were subdivided into smaller building lots and another wave of
residential development occurred. During WWI, the industrialization of the North Arm of the Fraser
River attracted factory workers to the neighbourhood, changing the type of residences being
constructed to more affordable housing. Further development and densification occurred in the Brow
of the Hill neighbourhood in the 1920s and 1930s, and in the 1950s, joining changes allowed for
apartment housing as an answer to housing shortage post WWII. In the post WWII era the West End
name was transferred to the West End we know today, west of 12th Street. By 1969, apartment
buildings made up 75% of the housing stock in the neighbourhood.

The Eugene William and Nellie Mercer House at 227 Ninth Street, built in 1901. Nellie Mercer brought
up ten children in this house and lived here until her death in 1970. source: Bob_2006 flickr.com
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By the break of WWI, three building waves (1890, 1906 and 1912) had left 3rd Avenue (between 9th
and 10th Streets) practically full on the south side and almost undeveloped on the north side. A
snapshot of the area can be seen on the 1907-1919 fire insurance map (below). The subject property,
known as lot 3 at this time, is outlined in red and a 1-storey store building is marked on it. This is the
1916 structure built by Stead for Nellie Mercer which would be relocated to the back of the property in
1927 and transformed into the 306 Gilley Street house. A selection of other known Newfoundlander
buildings are marked on this map as well. See index below.
Goad’s Atlas for New
Westminster fire
insurance map 1907
revised to 1919. partial
views of amalgamated
plates 9, 14 and 15.
source: New Westminster
Public Library.

1

4
3
2

red outlined property: 907 3rd Avenue - Nellie Mercer store building - 1916 and future site of 306 Gilley
1. 302-306 Tenth st. John Mercer Block - 1912 2. 227 Ninth St. W. E. & Nellie Mercer house - 1901
3. 229 Ninth St. Josiah S. Russell house - 1901 4. 233 Ninth St. Hezekiah Stead house - 1901
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The two Mercer cottages, the subject house at 306 Gilley Street and 905 Third Avenue, were mostly
vacant starting in the early 1970s. This may be related to the death of Nellie Mercer at age 98 in
December 1970, who likely managed the rentals from her close-by residence at 227 Ninth Street.
When the current owners purchased the property in 1993, still owned by the Mercer family until 6
months before, the two buildings were on the same title and had stood vacant for close to two
decades.
The current owners subdivided the lot into two titles and sold 905 Third Avenue in 1993.
They embarked on the rehabilitation and revitalization of 306 Gilley Street which had stood vacant
since the early 1970s. The Mercer family owned several rental properties in the neighbourhood which
were all being sold around the same time. The owners found the subject house quite literally unaltered
since 1927 - including original kitchen, stove, unpainted millwork, doors, windows and hardware. The
only significant evidence of change was a forced-air furnace. Neighbourhood tales recounted that the
Mercer family didn’t allow their tenants to make any changes to their properties.
The 1994 renovation involved a new cedar roof, new gutters, blown-in insulation from the interior,
electrical panel upgrade, the introduction of two gables dormers on the southern roof plane, the
reorientation of the house entrance to the south elevation - facing the yard rather than Gilley Street,
the construction of a gabled front porch at the new entrance and a car-port addition on the Gilley
Street elevation, which over time became an enclosed two-storey structure obscuring the original
entrance and facade.
The interior of the house was painstakingly restored by the owners. The kitchen was improved with the
introduction of built-in cabinets. The house participated on the 1995 New Westminster Preservation
Society’s Heritage Homes Tour, and in 1996 their efforts won them a Heritage Residential Interior
Award from the city’s Chamber of Commerce.
Today, with grown kids and thoughts of retirement, the owners envision further densification of the lot
through infill housing as a natural progression for the property and the neighbourhood.
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Research Findings
Civic address: 306 Gilley Street, New Westminster BC
Legal description: LOT 2 OF 14, 29 & 30 SUBURBAN BLOCK 6, GROUP 1,
Date of construction: 1916 and 1927 (New Westminster CityViews permit database)
Builder: Hezekiah Stead (1916) and likely W. J. Percy (1927). Percy was the builder for 907 3rd in 1927.
Architect: unknown if one
Original owner: Nellie Mercer
Tenants/Residents at 306 Gilley Street
907 3rd Avenue - before relocation
1916 - 1927 - vacant/unknown
306 Gilley Street - after relocation
1929-30 James E. Paulding (Const. BC Police)
1931 - vacant
1932 - Ernest Dodd (millwright)
1933 - David & Jenny F. Bremner (mechanic at Canada Bakery)
1935-40 Ernest R. & Ruby V. Dibble (millworker Canadian Western Lumber)
1945-50 Alvin P. Darrah (driver for Nichols Bros.)
1954 - Robert R. & Jean J. Abbott
1958 - Nick & Kathryn Van Dooyeweert (salesman)
1964-1969 - Joseph Heineman (labourer for City of New Westminster)
1972-1994 - vacant
1995-current - Craig & Val Lawrence - finishing carpenter (Hollingsworth Group), lab technician
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Archival Photographs
Two aerial views of the neighbourhood in 1946 show the subject house marked with an arrow.

source: Vintageairphotos BO-46-267 - 1946

source: Vintageairphotos BO-46-2 - 1946
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front stairs before removal

Photographs from the 1994 renovation showing (top) the porch before and after the front stairs were removed for the
purpose of constructing the car port. (bottom) the renovation close to complete with new gabled porch entrance, dormers
and carport. source: Craig Lawrence
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above:
905 Third Avenue in 1982, built as
a rental property for Nellie Mercer
in 1927 as 907 Third Avenue.
The subject house which shared
the same property until 1993, can
be seen in the background.
right:
a close-up of the subject house
showing the front porch, stairs and
a portion of the south elevation.
source: NWMA IHP 14515
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Current Photographs

partial front and side view
(northwest corner)

front view (from street)
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south side view (with current
front entrance)

north side view
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rear view

view of original front door
and porch ceiling (from
inside addition)
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bird’s eye view. The subject house marked with a red arrow. The garage addition circled in red. source: Bing Maps
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Conservation Objectives
306 Gilley Street will continue on its original site near the corner of Gilley and Third Avenue, in its
current location, and with its detached single-family residential use. A two-storey 1994 addition will be
removed and the facade of the building, as well as its original Gilley Street entrance, will be restored.
The removal of the addition will make the historic building and its most prominent architectural
elements, visible once again from the street. To improve the sustainability of this property and help
finance the conservation and maintenance of the historic building, a two-and-one-half storey duplex
will be introduced to its south. The proposed infill house design is compatible with, distinguishable
from and subordinate to the historic main house. It is inspired in form and proportions by the historic
house, but features contemporary materials, finishings and openings to help represent its 21st century
origins. The large lot will be transformed from a single-family to a three-family property - each with
separate entrances, private outdoor areas and parking spaces. The proposed development does not
affect the Heritage Values nor the Character Defining Elements of the historic place.
Restoration is the overall conservation objective for the historic house.
Rehabilitation is the conservation objective for the property.
Preservation: The action or process of protecting, maintaining and/or stabilizing the existing materials, form and
integrity of an historic place or of an individual component, while protecting its heritage value.
Restoration: The action or process of accurately revealing, recovering or representing the state of a historic place or
of an individual component, as it appeared at a particular period in its history, while protecting its heritage value.
Rehabilitation: The action or process of making possible a continuing or compatible contemporary use of an
historic place or of an individual component, through repair, alterations, and/or additions, while protecting its
heritage value.
The above conservation treatment definitions are taken from the Standards & Guidelines for the Conservation of
Historic Places in Canada (2nd edition).

A proposed site plan (left) shows the
historic house in its original location close
to the northern edge of the lot (yellow)
and the new duplex to its south (blue).
The large lot easily contains both building
as well as three off-street parking spaces two of which are located within the new
duplex building.

source for site plan:
gronlund dare partnership
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The above architectural drawing shows the restored building at 306 Gilley (left) and its proposed new
neighbouring duplex to the south (right) as they would be seen from Gilley Street. The large property
allows for a 12’ separation between the buildings, large enough for vehicle access to two parking
garages incorporated within the duplex.
The below drawing illustrates the current view of 306 Gilley as seen from the street (left), substantially
blocked by the large addition on its front, and the proposed view of the same building (right) in its
proposed restored state, after the removal of the addition and the reconstruction of the front stairs.
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Building Description
The building at 306 Gilley Street is a one-and-one-half storey (plus basement), early vernacular cottage
in the historic Brow of the Hill neighbourhood of New Westminster. Typical of this style, it features a
rectangular form and a front gable roof. Its square columns and front porch spindles express a
restrained ornamentation, whilst its gabled front porch, projecting out from the building, and its
divided light windows are a direct response to the Arts & Crafts and Revival architectural trends of the
1920s. As part of a renovation in 1994, a two-storey addition was introduced on the front of the
building, obscuring the facade, front porch and main entrance. A basement level door was also
introduced on this front elevation, gaining access to the basement level from the garage space in the
addition. This renovation also saw additions on the south elevation consisting of two gabled dormers
and a gabled entrance porch to replace the original entrance porch on the facade. Although these
significant modifications obscure the original design of the building - they are all reversible. The 1994
renovation did not remove exterior architectural elements and historic fabric, but simply blocked them
from view.
Below are two examples of similar historic vernacular house designs taken from house plan catalogues
which were widely available and utilized in the Lower Mainland. The plans and designs were often
adapted to the lot size, and to the client's taste and preferences.

The Straitway - 1916
Sterling System Homes catalogue
source: antiquehomestyle.com

Design B7298 - 1918
C. L. Bowes American Modern Homes catalogue
source: antiquehomestyle.com
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Condition Assessment
Overall the building is in good condition.
a. Structure
Generally, there is no visual evidence of structural distortion or obvious failures. There is a slight sag in
the roof ridge which according to the current, long-term owners dates back decades and does not
appear to be increasing. Furthermore, the structural beams in the basement consist of two sections
that have been cut about mid-way lengthwise. There is evidence of previous structural reinforcing sistering of floor joists towards the back (west) of the basement. A structural engineer’s assessment is
required to determine the integrity of the basement and roof structures and whether any further
reinforcements are needed.

photographs show two of the cases, visible in the basement, where the structural beams are cut right above the posts.

b. Foundation
A non-invasive interior and exterior inspection of the visible areas of the concrete foundation found no
signs of moisture ingress or failure. It appears the foundation is in good condition.
c. Exterior Wood Elements
Cladding - the upper storey and a half is clad
in horizontal wood siding. The visible
cladding on the west side (front) is in fair
condition due to weather exposure and the
failure of the paint which has dried or faded in
many areas. The odd board in the gable here
is chipped or cracked. The siding on the other
elevations is in good condition.
photograph shows the dry, chipped siding in the gable - west elevation
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The basement level is clad in cedar shingles.
The shingles on the south elevation and the
southeast corner are in fair condition due to
weather exposure and fading, dry paint. The
shingles on the north side and west (inside
garage addition) are in good condition.

photographs show the protected shingles (left) inside the garage addition and (right) the shingles near the southeast corner of the
house where weather has caused shrinkage and loss of paint.

Trim, sills, fascia and corner boards - as is the case with the other exterior millwork, the trim boards
on the west and south side of the house are exposed to weather and are thus in rougher shape. In
general these elements are in good condition, except for the west elevation where they range from
fair to poor. Specifically the trim and sill at the gable windows on the facade are in poor condition,
dry, detaching from the building and lacking paint.

photographs show the trim and sills around the windows at
the front gable

soffits - tongue and groove wood soffits are in good condition but rust has started to appear around
nail holes in them.
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d. Roofing and waterworks
The existing cedar shake roof was installed 2 years ago and
is in excellent condition. The rainworks were installed in
1994 and are in functional, good condition.

e. Chimney
The red-brick internal
chimney is in excellent
condition, repointed and
capped 1 year ago.

photographs show the new cedar shake roof (above)
and the recently repointed and capped chimney (left)

f. Windows and Doors*
Windows - the building has a combination of historic double-hung wood windows on the main and
upper levels, new wood casement windows in the dormers and fixed wood windows at the basement
level. Most of the double-hung windows are protected by custom wood storm windows installed over
time since 1994. The windows protected by the storms are in good condition. The windows currently
unprotected by storms - especially the double assembly at the gable and the single windows on the
south elevation are in fair condition (lack of paint and deteriorating putty) due to exposure to weather.
All double-hung windows operate properly. A fixed art glass window on the upper floor of the north
elevation is in good condition. The fixed windows on the south elevation of the basement are in poor
condition. The eastern one has been exposed to weather on the exterior and is located on an
unfinished wall on the interior and is showing signs of moisture ingress. The western window is inside
the garage addition with plywood replacing the glazing. The art glass windows at the 1927 and 1994
porches are not original to the house and are scheduled to be removed as part of the development, as
are the basement windows on the north side of the garage addition.
Doors - The original partially-glazed wood front door survives inside the addition. It is in excellent
condition. Another original, partially-glazed wood door survives in the basement exiting the south
elevation. It is in fair condition due to exposure to the weather. The partially-glazed wood back door
and solid basement front door are not original to the house. They are both in excellent condition.
* see window and door photographs on the next page.
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photographs show
(top left) a triple assembly protected by storm windows on the main level, south elevation
(top middle) a single assembly with no storm, operational but lacking paint
(top right) the original front door, not visible from the street but in original location
(second row left) the eastern fixed wood windows at the basement level
(second row middle) a double hung window on the facade
(second row right) the basement door, panelled
(bottom, right) the basement door to the yard
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g. Finishes
The painted finish on the exterior is in fair to poor condition.
In many areas, especially on the south and west elevations, the
paint is flaking, dry or missing. There is no sheen to the paint
on any area of the building. The lack of a proper paint layer is
exposing many wood and glazed elements to weather and is
allowing for further deterioration of the already damaged
elements. The entire exterior is due for a new paint job first
involving intensive prep work - scraping, sanding, caulking and
priming.

photographs show a close-up of the pealing paint
at the southeast corner of the house at the
basement level as well as dry, thin, dull paint on
the facade at the gable.

_________________________________________________________________________
Ance Building Services :: 739 Campbell Avenue, Vancouver BC V6A 3K7 tel: 604.722.3074 :: Page !24

60

Heritage Conservation Plan :: 306 Gilley St. New Westminster, BC

:: September 2017

Recommended Conservation Procedures
a. Structure and site - Restoration and Rehabilitation:
Restore the historic building structure to its appearance and configuration in 1927 through:
• the removal of the south facing porch and entrance addition;
• the removal of the two-storey addition at the front;
• the restoration of the front porch and reconstruction of stairs as per archival photographs.
Restore the visibility of the historic building from the street through the removal of the two-storey
addition and vines.
Rehabilitate the property by:
• Retaining a full-height basement door on the front of the house, below the porch;
• Introducing a duplex house to the south which is compatible with, distinguishable from and
subordinate to the historic building to accommodate two additional families on the large property.
The proposed duplex design is inspired by the traditional vertical, gabled form of the historic
building, but is distinguished from the historic house through the use of contemporary materials
(Hardie cladding), casement windows, very narrow trim and a clearly contemporary ground level
entrance.
b. Foundation - Preservation and Rehabilitation:
•

Preserve the foundation

•

Reinforce the concrete foundation on the southern elevation through underpinning to
accommodate the excavation for the duplex and vehicle access at street level.

c. General Wood Elements - Restoration:
•

Repair all exterior wood elements - cladding, shingles, trim, facia, sills and soffits with a thorough
paint preparation (sanding down to sound paint layer, caulking and priming).

•

Replace (in-kind) any individual elements that are damaged beyond repair - especially likely on the
western and southern elevations - with like species, dimensions and profiles of wood.

•

Restore the original front porch by removing the enclosure around it, reconstructing the front porch
railing and front stairs as per archival images. Introduce a handrail to the stairs, compatible with the
front porch railing.
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d. Roof and Rainwater Works - Preservation:
•

Preserve cedar shake roof.

•

Preserve rainworks. Plan to replace gutters and downspouts within 5-10 years.

e. Chimney - Preservation:
•

Preserve brick chimney.

f. Windows and Doors - Restoration and Preservation:
•

Systematically and thoroughly repair all the wood windows and doors in the house with the aid of a
specialized wood window carpenter. Wood windows need to be individually assessed for putty and
glass repair. All windows need thorough paint preparation and painting.

•

Assess, repair and reinstall wood storm windows. Install storm windows where missing with a
priority to protect the windows on the western and southern elevations. Ensure the wood storm
windows are properly painted.

•

Remove basement door on the south evolution to accommodate foundation rehabilitation on that
side of the building.

g. Finishes - Restoration:
Repaint the entire exterior with the aid of a professional exterior painter who specializes in old woodclad buildings. Follow Master Painters' Institute, Repainting Manual procedures, including a thorough
preparation process removing loose paint down to next sound layer (not bare wood) - do not use
powerwashing. Invest ample time in millwork repair, detailed caulking and priming before painting.
Use high quality paint with a mild sheen for the body, medium sheen for the trim and high gloss for
sash and doors.
Colour Scheme:
The following colours are documented historic colours which closely match the colours found in spot
scraping original architectural elements on the house:
Body siding and porch ceiling - VC-16 Comox Sage
Body shingles (basement), window sash and doors - VC-27 Strathcona Red
Trim, eaves, facia, railing and columns - VC-23 Edwardian Pewter
Stairs - Edwardian Porch Grey VC-26

VC-16

VC-27

VC-23

VC-26
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Future Changes
Changes to the building configuration, especially additions, should be carefully considered for minimal
affect on the Heritage Values as embodied in the Character-Defining Elements (CDE) listed in the
Statement of Significance and must be approved through a Heritage Alteration permit.
When repainting, use the following guide for correct placement of a historically appropriate colour
schemes. Chose from any of the provided options from the True Colours palette to make a threecolour scheme (body, trim and sash):
body siding and porch ceiling

Dunbar Grey VC-14, Haddington Grey VC-15,
Comox Sage VC-16, Harris Grey VC-25

Basement shingles

All reds VC-27 to VC-30

Trim, eaves, facia, railings, columns

Edwardian Pewter VC-23,
Oxford Ivory VC-1

Window sashes and doors

All reds VC-27 to VC-30, Gloss Black VC-35,
Comox Green VC-20

Proposed Alterations
The proposed alterations to the property as part of its Heritage Revitalization Agreement will improve
the sustainability of the property without negatively impacting its Heritage Value or Character Defining
Elements and are aligned with the Standards and Guidelines for Conservation in Canada. Infill housing
is a historic form of development which has existed in New Westminster since its establishment in the
1880s. There are records of residential properties that were initially developed with two houses on one
property, as well as properties that were densified with the introduction of an infill house years or
decades after the lot was first developed. The subject property was already densified in this manner by
the original owner in 1927 when 306 Gilley Street was relocated to its current position and 905 Third
Avenue was introduced as infill. The proposed alterations to this property are in keeping with this
historic and precedented approach and represent a sensitive and subtle form of densification which
retains the single-family scale of Brow of the Hill, which was significantly lost on many blocks when
zoning allowed for apartment buildings in mid-century. This historic form of densification continues to
be an excellent method of providing greatly needed housing in already established neighbourhoods
while integrating well into the existing infrastructure and character of the area.
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Maintenance Plan
Following completion of the conservation works, the owner must maintain the building and land in
good repair and in accordance with generally accepted maintenance standards. All work should follow
The Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada (2nd Edition). The
local government determines an acceptable level or condition to which the heritage building is
maintained through the Heritage Maintenance Bylaw. As with the Heritage Conservation Plan, such
maintenance standards apply only to the building exterior.
As general upkeep is frequently overlooked and will lead to deterioration of heritage resources,
maintenance standards warrant special attention. Any building should be kept in a reasonable
condition so it continues to function properly without incurring major expenses to repair deterioration
from neglect. The most frequent source of deterioration problems are from poorly maintained roofs,
rainwater works and destructive pests.
Establish a maintenance plan using the information below:

Maintenance Checklist
a.

Site

•

Ensure site runoff drainage is directed away from buildings.

•

It is recommended to maintain min. 2 foot clearance between vegetation and building face and a
12 inch wide gravel strip against the foundation in planted areas.

•

Constantly manage vegetation (vines, etc.) that is ornamentally attached to the building.

b.

Foundation

•

Review exterior, and interior where visible, for signs of undue settlement, deformation or cracking
of foundation and if encountered seek advice from Professional Engineer.

•

Ensure perimeter drainage piping is functioning satisfactorily.
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Inspect basement interior for signs of moisture migrating through foundation walls in the form of
efflorescence (a white powder on concrete) or staining of finishes. A "smell test" for musty air can
indicate a moisture problem.
Wood Elements

•

In the wet coastal climate of British Columbia maintaining integrity of exterior wood elements is
critical in preventing water ingress into buildings.

•

Annually inspect wood elements for signs of deterioration, identify source of problem and take
corrective repair/replacement action:

o wood in contact with ground or plantings;
o excessive cupping, loose knots, cracks or splits;
o open wood-to-wood joints or loose/missing fasteners;
o attack from biological growth (moss, moulds, etc.) or infestations (carpenter ants, etc.);
o animal damage or accumulations (chewed holes, nesting, bird/rodent droppings) USE HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS PROCEDURES;
o signs of water ingress (rot, staining, mould, infestation).
• Closely inspect highly exposed wood elements such as porches, railings and stairs for
deterioration. Anticipate replacement in-kind of portions of these elements every 10-15 years.
• Inspect paint finishes every 3-5 years and expect full repainting every 7-10 years. Look for:
o bubbling, cracks, "alligatoring" or crazing, wrinkles, flaking, peeling or powdering;
o excessive fading of colours, especially dark tones;
•

Repainting shall be in historic colours as approved in this plan or with a Heritage Alteration Permit
(HAP) issued by the Local Authority.

•

Inspect visible caulking joints for continuity and shrinkage. Expect to redo caulking every 3-5 years.

Review metal flashings to ensure water runoff properly directed to the exterior and that flashing joints
are intact.
e.

Windows and Doors
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•

Replace cracked or broken glass as it occurs.

•

Check satisfactory operation of windows and doors.

•

Check condition and operation of hardware for rust or breakage. Lubricate hardware annually.

•

Inspect weather stripping for excessive wear and integrity.

f.

Roofing and Rainwater Works

• Inspect roof condition every 5 years, looking for:
o loose, split or missing shingles, especially at edges, ridges and hips;
o excessive moss growth and/or accumulation of debris from adjacent trees;
o flashings functioning properly to shed water down slope.
•

Remove roof debris and moss with gentle sweeping and low-pressure hose.

•

Plan for roof replacement every 18-22.

•

Annually inspect and clean gutters, flush out downpipes. Ensure gutters positively slope to
downpipes, there are no leaks or water splashing onto building.

•

Ensure gutter hangers and rainwater system elements intact and secure.

•

Ensure downpipes inserted into collection piping stub-outs at grade and/or directed away from
building onto concrete splash pads.

g.

General Cleaning

•

Building exterior should be regularly cleaned depending on build up of atmospheric soot,
biological growth and/or dirt up-splash from ground.

•

Cleaning prevents buildup of deleterious materials which can lead to premature and avoidable
maintenance problems.

•

Windows, doors and rainwater works should be cleaned annually.

•

When cleaning always use gentlest means possible such as soft bristle brush and low-pressure
hose. Use mild cleaner if necessary such as diluted TSP or Simple Green©.

•

Do not use high-pressure washing as it will lead to excessive damage to finishes, seals, caulking
and wood elements, and it will drive water into wall assemblies and lead to bigger problems.
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Research Resources
Ancestry.ca - historic genealogical documents for W. E. & Nellie Mercer family
Archival photographs of the subject house from Lawrence ownership - Lawrence family private collection
BC and National Archives
Indexes to births (1854-1903), marriages (1872-1938), deaths (1872-1993), colonial marriages (1859-1872) and
baptisms (1836-1888). Archival photographs. Government of Canada Censuses for BC
City of New Westminster
Building permit records - CityViews database, 1986 Heritage Inventory Vol II - Brow of the Hill, Barman, Burton &
Cook. 2009. Brow of the Hill Historical Context Statement prepared for the City of New Westminster.
New Westminster Archives
Archival photographs, Building files for 306 Gilley and 905 Third, Tax Assessment rolls for 1916, 1921, 1923 and
1927.
New Westminster Heritage Preservation Society
1994, 1996, 2001 and 2015 Heritage Homes Tour write-ups on 306 Gilley Street, 905 Third Avenue, 229 and 227
Ninth
New Westminster Public Library
Historic directories, Fire insurance maps, Municipal Voters Lists
Columbian Daily newspaper - various archival editions including Elinor Mercer death notice December 24, 1970
(pg 15)
Freund-Hainsworth, Katherine & Hainsworth, Gavin. 2005. A New Westminster Album: Glimpses of the City As It
Was. Dundurn. pages 46-47
Gottfried, Herbert & Jennings, Jan. 1985. American Vernacular Building and Interiors
1870-1960. Norton & Co. New York.
Hayes, Derek. 2005. Historical Atlas of Vancouver and the Lower Fraser Valley. Douglas & McIntyre.
New Westminster Daily News newspaper. various archival editions from 1905-1915
Vancouver Daily World Newspaper. various archival editions 1888-1924
Vancouver Archives and Vancouver Public Library - archival photographs
Wolf, Jim. 2005. Royal City: A Photographic History of New Westminster. Heritage House.
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APPENDIX 2
CONFIRMATION OF COMMITMENT BY REGISTERED PROFESSIONAL

Date: _________________

City of New Westminster
511 Royal Avenue
New Westminster, B.C. V3L 1H9
Attention: Director of Development Services

Re: Heritage Revitalization Agreement for 306 Gilley Street
The undersigned hereby undertakes to be responsible for field reviews of the construction
carried out at the captioned address for compliance with the requirements of Appendix 1 of the
Heritage Revitalization Agreement applicable to the property, which the undersigned
acknowledges having received and reviewed, and undertakes to notify the City of New
Westminster in writing as soon as possible if the undersigned’s contract for field review is
terminated at any time during construction. This letter is not being provided in connection with
Part 2 of the British Columbia Building Code, but in connection only with the requirements of
the Heritage Revitalization Agreement.

__________________________________
Registered Professional’s Name

__________________________________
Address
Signature and Seal
__________________________________
Telephone No.

C:\Users\Mwatson\Appdata\Roaming\Opentext\DM\Temp\CNW_DOCS‐#1178227‐V1‐306_Gilley_St_Heritage_Revitalization_Agreement_(HRA)_Bylaw.DocxMar 16, 2018 3:15 PM/MW
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APPENDIX 3
CERTIFICATION OF REGISTERED PROFESSIONAL

Date: _______________

City of New Westminster
511 Royal Avenue
New Westminster, B.C. V3L 1H9
Attention: Director of Development Services

Re: Heritage Revitalization Agreement for 306 Gilley Street
I hereby give assurance that I have fulfilled my obligations for field review as indicated in my
letter to the City of New Westminster dated _________________ in relation to the captioned
property, and that the architectural components of the work comply in all material respects
with the requirements of Appendix 1 of the Heritage Revitalization Agreement referred to in
that letter. This letter is not being provided in connection with Part 2 of the British Columbia
Building Code, but in connection only with the requirements of the Heritage Revitalization
Agreement.
__________________________________
Registered Professional’s Name

__________________________________
Address
Signature and Seal
__________________________________
Telephone No.

C:\Users\Mwatson\Appdata\Roaming\Opentext\DM\Temp\CNW_DOCS‐#1178227‐V1‐306_Gilley_St_Heritage_Revitalization_Agreement_(HRA)_Bylaw.DocxMar 16, 2018 3:15 PM/MW
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APPENDIX 4
DESIGN PLANS
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APPENDIX 5
VARIATIONS TO ZONING BYLAW NO. 6680, 2001

(RS‐5) Requirement/Allowance

HRA Bylaw Requirement /
Allowance

0.50

0.79

North Eaves Projection

0.76 metres
(2.5 feet)

0.26 metres
(0.85 feet)

Minimum Side Yard Setback
(North Side Yard)

1.52 metres
(5 feet)

0.48 metres
(1.58 feet)

No Parking Permitted in the
Required Front Setback

Two Parking Spaces Permitted
within the Front Setback

Maximum Floor Space Ratio

Parking within the Front
Setback

C:\Users\Mwatson\Appdata\Roaming\Opentext\DM\Temp\CNW_DOCS‐#1178227‐V1‐306_Gilley_St_Heritage_Revitalization_Agreement_(HRA)_Bylaw.DocxMar 16, 2018 3:15 PM/MW
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THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF NEW WESTMINSTER
BYLAW NO. ____, 2018
A bylaw of the Corporation of the City of New Westminster to designate the principal building
currently located at 306 Gilley Street as protected heritage property
______________________________________________________________________________
WHEREAS the Local Government Act, RSBC 2015, c.1 provides Council with authority, by bylaw,
to designate real property, in whole or in part, as protected heritage property, on terms and
conditions it considers appropriate;
AND WHEREAS the registered owner of the land located at 306 Gilley Street, New Westminster,
British Columbia, legally described as PID: 018‐790‐101, Lot 2 of Lots 14, 29 and 30 Suburban
Block 6 Plan LMP17073 (the “Land”) has entered into a heritage revitalization agreement in
relation to the principal building currently located thereon and shown on the aerial photo
attached hereto as Schedule “A” (the “Heritage House”), as authorized by Heritage
Revitalization Agreement (306 Gilley Street) Bylaw No. ____, 2018 (the “Heritage Revitalization
Agreement”), has requested that Council designate that Heritage House as protected heritage
property, and has released the City from any obligation to compensate the registered owner for
the effect of such designation;
AND WHEREAS Council considers that the Heritage House has significant heritage value and
character and is a prominent and valued heritage property in the City;
AND WHEREAS Council considers that designation of the Heritage House as protected heritage
property under the provisions of the Local Government Act is necessary and desirable for its
conservation;
NOW THEREFORE City Council of the Corporation of the City of New Westminster enacts as
follows:
1

TITLE
1.

2

INTERPRETATION
2.

3

This Bylaw may be cited for all purposes as "Heritage Designation Bylaw (306 Gilley
Street) No. ____, 2018."

In this Bylaw, the terms “heritage value”, “heritage character” and “alter” have the
corresponding meanings given to them in the Local Government Act.

DESIGNATION
3.

The Heritage House currently located on the Land is hereby designated in its entirety as
protected heritage property under section 611 of the Local Government Act.
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2
4

PROHIBITION
4.

5

(a)

alter the exterior facade of the Heritage House;

(b)

make a structural change to the Heritage House including, without limitation,
demolition of the Heritage House or any structural change resulting in
demolition of the Heritage House;

(c)

move the Heritage House; or

(d)

alter, excavate or build on that portion of land upon which the Heritage House is
located.

EXEMPTIONS
5.

6.

6

Except as expressly permitted by Section 5 or as authorized by a heritage alteration
permit issued by the City, no person shall undertake any of the following actions, nor
cause or permit any of the following actions to be undertaken in relation to the Heritage
House:

Despite Section 4, the following actions may be undertaken in relation to the Heritage
House without first obtaining a heritage alteration permit from the City:
(a)

non‐structural renovations or alterations to the interior of the Heritage House
that do not alter the exterior appearance of the Heritage House; and

(b)

normal repairs and maintenance that do not alter the exterior appearance of the
Heritage House.

For the purpose of section 5, “normal repairs” means the repair or replacement of non‐
structural elements, components or finishing materials of the Heritage House with
elements, components or finishing materials that are equivalent to those being replaced
in terms of heritage character, material composition, colour, dimensions and quality.

MAINTENANCE
7.

The Heritage House shall be maintained in good repair in accordance with the City of
New Westminster Heritage Site Minimum Maintenance Standards Bylaw No. 6498,
1998, as amended or replaced from time to time, and, in the event that Bylaw No. 6498
is repealed and not replaced, the registered owner shall continue to maintain the
Heritage House to the standards that applied under Bylaw No. 6498 immediately prior
to its repeal.

7
8

HERITAGE ALTERATION PERMITS
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9

8.

Where a heritage alteration permit is required under this Bylaw for a proposed action in
relation to the Heritage House, application shall be made to the City of New
Westminster Development Services Department, Planning Division in the manner and
on the form prescribed, and the applicant shall pay the fee imposed by the City for such
permit, if any.

9.

City Council, or its authorized delegate, is hereby authorized to:
(a)

issue a heritage alteration permit for situations in which the proposed action
would be consistent with the heritage protection provided for the Heritage
House under this Bylaw and the Heritage Revitalization Agreement;

(b)

withhold the issue of a heritage alteration permit for an action which would not
be consistent with the heritage protection provided for the Heritage House
under this Bylaw or the Heritage Revitalization Agreement;

(c)

establish and impose terms, requirements and conditions on the issue of a
heritage alteration permit that are considered to be consistent with the purpose
of the heritage protection of the Heritage House provided under this Bylaw and
the Heritage Revitalization Agreement; and

(d)

determine whether the terms, requirements and conditions of a heritage
alteration permit have been met.

RECONSIDERATION BY COUNCIL
10.

An applicant or owner whose application for a heritage alteration permit for alteration
of the Heritage House has been considered by an authorized delegate may apply for a
reconsideration of the matter by Council, and such reconsideration shall be without
charge to the applicant or owner.

READ A FIRST TIME this ___ day of ______________, 2018.
READ A SECOND TIME this ___ day of _____________, 2018.
PUBLIC HEARING held this ___ day of _____________, 2018.
READ A THIRD TIME this ___ day of ________________, 2018.
ADOPTED this ___ day of ______________, 2018.
Mayor

City Clerk
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SCHEDULE “A”
SITE PHOTO
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SubjectSite

REPORT
Development Services
To:

Advisory Planning Commission

Date:

March 27, 2018

From:

Lynn Roxburgh, Senior Planner
Britney Quail, Planner

File:

13.2605.40

Subject:

Queen's Park Heritage Conservation Area Incentive Program: Consultation
of Possible Incentives and Implementation Approach

RECOMMENDATION
THAT this report be received for information.
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
In response to feedback received from delegations to Council and during the first round of
consultation, the City has expanded the exploration of approaches to mitigating potential
impacts of the Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area on property owners. This includes
exploring a wider range of possible incentives for properties protected by the Heritage
Conservation Area as well as exploring other types of approaches.
Consultants were hired by the City to research how incentives have been used in other
residential Heritage Conservation Areas in British Columbia and to explore a wide range of
possible incentives for protected (Advanced) category properties. The consultants prepared a
Discussion Paper summarizing their findings, which was presented to Council at their March
12, 2018 meeting. At this meeting, Council endorsed staff moving forward with community,
stakeholder, and City committee consultation.
Staff is seeking feedback from the Advisory Planning Commission on two items:
1) Proposed Incentives – Council endorsed the principle that a broad range of
incentives be made available as part of this program. This approach would allow
owners of protected category properties to choose which one would best suit their
needs, and the context of their property. As a result, staff is exploring a wide range of
incentives. Staff is seeking feedback on which of the incentives being considered
should be implemented.
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2) Approach to Implementation – It was intended that all incentives be implemented
outright for protected properties. The consultants proposed that, in addition to outright
incentives, other incentives should be offered with conditions. The conditional
incentives would be those with a more significant benefit. Staff is seeking feedback
on which approach should be taken.
1.0

PURPOSE

The purpose of this report is to request feedback from the Advisory Planning Commission on
the incentives being considered for the protected properties in the Queen’s Park Heritage
Conservation Area. Feedback is also requested regarding how the incentives should be
implemented.
2.0

BACKGROUND

During the process of creating the Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area, concerns were
raised by property owners about potential negative impacts. In response to these concerns
and consistent with the recommendations of the Neighbourhood Heritage Study Working
Group, Council directed staff to explore zoning incentives. An Incentives Program was
included in the Implementation Work Plan for the Heritage Conservation Area, which was
endorsed Council in October 2017. The Implementation Work Plan includes the following
four actions which are to be undertaken in the two years following adoption of the Heritage
Conservation Area:
1) Update the Minimum Maintenance Standards for Protected Heritage Properties
(completed);
2) Zoning Incentives for Advanced (protected) Category Properties;
3) Special Limited Category Study; and
4) A Program to Encourage Voluntary Protection of Post-1941 Houses.
The Incentives Program was launched in October 2017. One of the first steps in the process
was community and stakeholder consultation, which was held in December 2017. In
response to feedback received from delegations to Council and during the first round of
consultation for the Incentives Program, the City expanded the exploration of approaches to
mitigating potential impacts on property owners. This includes exploring a wider range of
possible incentives as well as exploring other types of approaches.
Consultants Richard White and Gary Penway were retained by the City to research how
incentives have been used in other residential Heritage Conservation Areas in British
Columbia and to explore a wide range of possible incentives for protected (Advanced)
category properties. An extensive initial list of possible incentives was developed based on
the recommendations of the Neighbourhood Heritage Study Working Group (Attachment 2);
feedback from the first round of community and stakeholder consultation (Attachment 3),
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from delegations to Council, and from the consultation activities noted above; and from
research conducted to date.
The consultants created a Discussion Paper that summarizes their findings, which is included
in Attachment 4. The paper is organized into the following sections: I) Introduction; II)
Heritage Legislation Context; III) New Westminster Heritage Program Background; IV)
Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area Bylaw; V) Heritage Conservation Area Case
Studies; VI) Queen’s Park HCA Benefit Analysis; and VII) Conclusion.
Additional background regarding the Heritage Conservation Area policies and regulations,
and a comparison of the different levels of heritage protection, is included in Attachment 1.
3.0

DISCUSSION

3.1

Potential Incentives

Through consultation, the City has heard that a “one size fits all” approach to incentives
likely would not be successful in the Queen’s Park neighbourhood due to the diversity of
house and property contexts that exist, and due to the different needs of property owners (e.g.
a young and growing family may have different housing needs than an empty nester).
Given this, at their meeting on March 8, 2018 Council endorsed the principle that a broad
range of incentives be made available which would allow owners of protected category
properties to choose which one would best suit their needs. At an Open Workshop on March
12, 2018, Council endorsed the following list of incentives for the basis of community and
stakeholder consultation:
 Existing Basement Floor Space Exclusion
This exemption would effectively reduce the total Floor Space Ratio (FSR) of a house
with a basement, which could allow the owner to build an addition. The amount of floor
space that could be added to the house would depend on factors such as the size of the
existing basement, but this incentive could allow a substantial addition (e.g. in the range
of 0.2 FSR).
The incentive could be expanded to include an exemption of the floor space of a new
basement added to an existing house; however, this approach would be costly to the
property owner and may outweigh the benefit.
 Existing Attic Floor Space Exclusion
For houses where the attic is currently counted as floor space, this incentive would allow
addition of the equivalent floor space to the house. This incentive could also allow
property owners to renovate to use attic space that currently is not utilized; however,
doing so may be costly due to BC Building Code requirements.
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 Policy to Support Additions to Buildings that do not Conform with the Zoning Bylaw
This incentive would make houses that are lawfully non-conforming (often called
“grandfathered”), consistent with current zoning. The could also include developing a
policy about when it would be reasonable to support a Development Variance Permit to
vary Zoning Bylaw regulations to allow an addition that is consistent with the existing
building but not the current zoning regulations. For example, the policy could support a
variance to allow a roof height over the permitted maximum for an addition in order to
match the roof height of the existing house.
This incentive could also be expended to include reductions to Zoning Bylaw regulations
(e.g. height, setbacks) with the purpose of allowing additions that are consistent (or more
consistent) with existing buildings. This approach would be less flexible but would mean
that no Council approval would be required.
 Relaxations for Laneway and Carriage House Regulations and Guidelines
Being more permissive with the guidelines and regulations may increase the number of
homeowners who are able to build a laneway or carriage house; however, these
guidelines and regulations were established recently through extensive public
consultation.
 More Achievable Laneway or Carriage House Density
The laneway and carriage house program allows for unused density from the main house
to be transferred to the new unit. The amount of density that can be transferred from the
main house is limited to 0.05 Floor Space Ratio (FSR). This incentive would remove this
limit and allow unused density to be transferred to allow a laneway house that is the
maximum permitted size of 958 square feet. The total site FSR of 0.6, which would a
mean laneway house could be to be built at the maximum size without increasing the
overall density entitlements on the site.
 Multiple Conversation Dwellings (Rental)
This incentive would allow a house to have two secondary suites. This would be offered
as an alternative to a laneway house or a carriage house (i.e. there would still be one
principal unit and two rental units). It would offer an opportunity for people to add a third
dwelling unit even if they cannot or do not have interest in building a laneway or carriage
house. This incentive would also allow owners to better utilize larger houses if they no
longer need the space. This approach would likely be costly given BC Building Code
requirements. The cost may outweigh the benefits.
 Increased Floor Space Ratio for the Principal Dwelling
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This incentive was proposed during the first round of consultation and continues to be an
option. This incentive would increase the permitted density from 0.5 Floor Space Ratio
(FSR) to 0.6 FSR. As outlined in the discussion paper this increase in density could be
implemented as an alternative to a laneway or carriage house rather than in addition to a
laneway or carriage house. This approach would mean that property owners who do not
have the opportunity to build a laneway house, could still access the additional density,
without increasing the overall density on each property.
 Larger Laneway or Carriage House
This incentive would allow a larger laneway or carriage house. As outlined in the
discussion paper this could be achieved in two different ways. The first would be to
increase the total size of the laneway or carriage house from 958 square feet to 1,200
square feet. The size of laneway and carriage houses could also be increased through a
cellar exclusion for the unit which would allow people to add below grade floor space in
a way that does not increase the size of the building above ground, but increases storage
space.
 Relaxation of Sewer Separation Requirements for Laneway and Carriage Houses
Waiving the current sewer separation requirement could be a significant advantage given
the high cost of this work, especially relative to the remainder of the costs associated with
building a laneway or carriage house. Final consideration of this incentive would require
input from the Engineering Department.
 Stratified Laneway or Carriage House
The City’s current program requires that a laneway or carriage house be a rental unit.
Through this incentive the unit could be stratified, which would allow for separate sale.
This incentive would not allow the secondary suite within the principal house to be
stratified.
 Stratified Principle Dwelling
This incentive would allow the principle dwelling to be divided into multiple units that
could be stratified and sold separately. This approach would likely be costly given BC
Building Code requirements. The cost may outweigh the benefits.
 Building Code Relaxations
Houses that are listed on the Heritage Register are eligible for Building Code relaxations.
This incentive would add the protected (Advanced) category properties to the Heritage
Register so that they would be eligible for the relaxations. The scope of these relaxations
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is relatively limited and often requires the building to be sprinklered. However, the
relaxations can be useful when renovating an existing building since they may allow a
property owner to keep elements that do not comply with the current code such as a
narrow stair case or below height railings.
 Small Lot Subdivision
This incentive would reduce the minimum lot size from 6,000 square feet to 4,000 square
feet, which would be the same as the minimum lot size permitted under the RS-5 (small
lots) zoning district. This could allow properties over 8,000 square feet to subdivide
without a rezoning process. It still may not be possible for a number of homeowners to
subdivide due to the size of the existing house or the placement of the house on the lot. It
is likely that this incentive would work best for small houses on a large lot.
 Heritage Home Grant Program
The New Westminster Heritage Foundation had a grant program that was partially funded
by the City. This incentive would expand this program so that protected category houses
would be eligible. This would also require refinements to the administration of the
program and would require the City to contribute a greater amount to the fund.
 Interpretive Sign Program
This incentive would offer a sign program that identifies the importance of the
neighbourhood. This could include interpretive signs located throughout the
neighbourhood that tell the stories and history of Queen’s Park.
 Expedited Approval Processes
Council endorsed an expedited approval process with the adoption of the Queen’s Park
Heritage Conservation Area. Most notably, this approach included delegating approval
authority to the Director of Development Services. This means that Heritage Alteration
Permits, including applications to demolish a protected category house, do not require
Council approval. During the exploration of incentive options staff would identify
whether any approval processes associated with the program could be similarly
streamlined.
Additional incentives were proposed by the community, Working Group or consultants that
the City is not moving forward with at this time. In some cases, the City has already done as
much as can legally or technically be done towards achieving the incentive. For example, it
was suggested that there be no process to move from the protected to non-protected category
of the Heritage Conservation Area. An Official Community Plan amendment is legally
required and approval cannot be delegated to staff. However, at their March 12, 2018
meeting Council approved a streamlined approval process in response to this feedback.
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Other incentives, such as tax breaks and financial compensation, which negatively impact the
city as a whole, are not being pursued at this time for this reason. For example, providing a
tax break to protected properties would shift the tax burden to the rest of the city.
3.2

Implementation Approach

Consultant Recommendations
As part of the benefit analysis conducted by the consultants (Attachment 4), it is noted that
finding the correct balance between benefits and neighbourhood character is an important
consideration. They note the solution should not be to the detriment of the original purpose
of the Heritage Conservation Area: to maintain neighbourhood character. They also note that
in other heritage programs they examined, it is expected that the homeowner upgrade
(restore) the heritage building at the same time as receiving benefits, i.e. similar to the
approach used by the City for Heritage Revitalization Agreements.
Given this context, the consultants recommend that it would be reasonable implement some
incentives outright, and to offer additional incentives with conditions. Protected property
owners would be able to take advantage of an outright incentive without having to do any
upgrades and the proposed work could comply with either the “acceptable” or
“recommended” Heritage Conservation Area Design Guidelines, as currently required.
The consultants also identified incentives that have a considerable benefit and therefore
should be given in exchange for a higher level of protection or restoration than what is
currently achieved by the Heritage Conservation Area. Homeowners wishing to take
advantage of these benefits would be required to upgrade their home and the work would
have to comply with the “recommended” standards in the design guidelines.
Staff Comments
Approach to Implementing Outright and Conditional Incentives
Staff considers that the principle of implementing an approach with outright and conditional
incentives reasonable, although further evaluation is required. In particular, further
evaluation of this approach is required in light of the following two principles: 1) to find a
balance between the impact of the Heritage Conservation Area and the benefit of the
incentives, and 2) ensure the incentives program is consistent with heritage requirements/
benefits as currently applied throughout New Westminster, and in other local municipalities.
Given this, the intent of this approach would be summarized as follows:
1. Outright Incentives – incentives providing a benefit to the owner sufficient to offset
potential impacts due to Conservation Area development restrictions, without
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providing a benefit “over and above” those potential impacts; no additional heritagerelated requirements; incentives would be “as of right”.
2. Conditional Incentives – more significant incentives such that benefits to the owner
would exceed the level required to offset potential impacts of the restrictions, but not
as significant as the level of benefits achieved through typical Heritage Revitalization
Agreements; in exchange for some incentives additional conditions would require a
modest increase in protection and/or restoration; would likely require some additional
process, which could be streamlined.
3. Heritage Revitalization Agreement (HRA) – consistent with current practice HRAs
would continue to be available in Queen’s Park and would allow combination of the
full range of negotiated incentives; requires Designation and full restoration (where
houses have not already been restored and/ or maintained); requires full rezoning
process.
Allocation of Incentives
A consultant has been retained by the City to conduct economic analysis which is exploring
the level of financial benefit of each of the proposed incentives, along with the financial
impact of the Heritage Conservation Area. Any incentives found to have a significant
financial return, such that benefits to the owner would exceed that required to offset the
potential impacts, would likely be recommended to be included as a conditional incentive or
not implemented (if an approach with no conditional incentives is chosen).
Some of the questions to be determined through consideration of the economic analysis,
consultation findings, and further staff research include:
a) In an approach where all incentives are offered outright, which incentives should not
be implemented due to their significant benefit?
b) In an approach where additional incentives are offered with conditions, which
incentives should be available with conditions?
c) Would combining incentives be reasonable? If so, which and how many could be
combined? In a conditional incentives approach, should outright incentives be
available when applying for conditional incentives, or would that require an HRA?
d) In a conditional incentives approach, what would the conditions be (e.g. restoration,
further protection), and how would these be different from those for an HRA?
e) In either approach, which incentives, or combination of incentives, would be limited
to HRAs?
Comparison of Frameworks
Given the above discussion, a framework that includes conditional incentives would allow
implementation of the widest range of incentives, while at the same time help to ensure that
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the benefit to the owner would be sufficient to offset the potential impacts due to the
Heritage Conservation Area, without providing a benefit “over and above” those potential
impacts. It would also be more complex to implement and more difficult to understand than a
framework where all incentives are offered outright. The following table generally compares
the two approaches:
All Incentives Outright
simpler to implement within the current
structure of the Heritage Conservation Area
easier to understand
may mean that a smaller number of
incentives are implemented
if all incentives implemented, then some
benefits likely greatly outweigh potential
impacts of requirements
3.3

Some Incentives With Conditions
more complex to implement within the
current structure of the Heritage
Conservation Area
more difficult to understand
may mean that a greater number of
incentives would be implemented
benefits and potential impacts of
requirements could be matched

Conclusion

At this time, staff is seeking feedback from the Advisory Planning Commission on two
items:
1) The following list of incentives:
• Existing Basement Floor Space Exclusion
• Existing Attic Floor Space Exclusion
• Policy to Support Additions to Buildings That Do Not Conform with the Zoning
Bylaw
• Relaxations for Laneway and Carriage House Regulations and Guidelines
• More Achievable Laneway or Carriage House Density
• Multiple Conversation Dwellings (Rental)
• Increased Floor Space Ratio for the Principal Dwelling
• Larger Laneway or Carriage House
• Relaxation of Sewer Separation Requirements for Laneway and Carriage Houses
• Stratified Laneway or Carriage House
• Stratified Principle Dwelling
• Building Code Relaxations
• Small Lot Subdivision
• Heritage Home Grant Program
• Interpretive Sign Program
• Expedited Approval Processes
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2) How the incentives should be implemented (i.e. should all the supported incentives be
offered outright or should additional incentives be offered with conditions).
4.0

CONSULTIAOTN

This round of consultation will include:
• Community Consultation: Two open houses have been scheduled, both of which
would be held in the lobby of City Hall: 1) Thursday, April 5, 2018 from 5:00pm to
7:30pm; and 2) Saturday, April 7, 2018 from 9:30am to 12:00pm. A survey with the
same material as the open houses is available through the City’s website until April
10, 2018.
• Committee Consultation: In addition to being presented to Advisory Planning
Commission, the incentives are being presented to the Community Heritage
Commission at their meeting on April 4, 2018.
• Stakeholder Consultation: Staff would continue to consult with stakeholders such
as local realtors during this round of consultation.
• Peer Review: Based on research and feedback, a proposed incentives framework
would be developed and presented to a group of municipal and heritage professional
peers for review and comment. Feedback from this review would be integrated into
the incentives framework prior to presentation to Council.
5.0

PROCESS

The Incentive Program process has included:
October 2017

Program Launch

December 2017

Round One Consultation

Winter 2017/2018

Research

March 2018

Reports to Council: Process Update and Research Findings

The next steps in the process include:
April 2018

Community, Stakeholder and City Committee Consultation
[WE ARE HERE]

April 2018

Report to Council: Economic Analysis
Staff would present a report to Council in April outlining the
results of the economic analysis which explored the potential
impact of the Heritage Conservation Area and the potential
financial benefit of each incentives
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April 2018

Report to Council: Recommended Implementation
Framework
Staff would make a recommendation to Council about an
implementation framework. The framework would outline:
1) which incentives should be implemented, 2) how the
incentives should be implemented, 3) which incentives can
be implemented in the short term and which can be
implemented in the medium term. Revisions to the proposed
framework will be made based on Council direction.

Spring 2018

Implementation Round One
Priority incentives will be implemented in the short term,
given that the Heritage Conservation Area is already in place
and impacting property owners today. Implementation will
include a presentation to the Advisory Planning Commission
and a Public Hearing. Community members will have an
opportunity to present their point of view on the proposed
bylaw to the Commission and to Council.

Winter 2018/2019

Implementation Round Two
Other incentives that for technical or operational reasons
may take longer to implement would be implemented by the
end the end of 2018 or early in 2019.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment 1: Summary of Relevant Policy and Regulations
Attachment 2: Neighbourhood Heritage Study Working Group Recommendations
Attachment 3: Possible Incentives Identified Through Consultation
Attachment 4: Discussion Paper

This report was prepared by:
Lynn Roxburgh, Senior Planner
Britney Quail, Planner
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SUMMARY OF RELEVANT 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 includes properties
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 applies primarily to single detached
dwellings in the neighbourhood.
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 low-level heritage protection for the
exterior of 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 are used for managing the change.
Figure 1, included at the end of this section, provides additional explanation of the difference
between the levels of heritage protection associated with the Heritage Conservation Area and
Heritage Designation.
Levels of Heritage Conservation Area Protection
Advanced Category (Protected Properties)
Buildings constructed in the Queen’s Park neighbourhood in1940 or earlier, and those listed
on the Heritage Register are protected through the Heritage Conservation Area (“Advanced”
category). 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 house and enhances 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.
A HAP is also required to allow demolition of an existing protected building. An application
for demolition would be reviewed against criteria organized into three different categories: 1)
Heritage Character and Merit, 2) Development Potential, and 3) Condition. The HAP would
either be approved or denied by the Director of Development Services based on the
evaluation of these criteria.
Owners of a protected property can also apply to have their house moved to the Limited
category. These applications would also be reviewed against the criteria in the three
104

categories: 1) Heritage Character and Merit, 2) Development Potential, and 3) Condition.
The application would either be approved or denied by Council based on the evaluation of
the criteria. If approved, the change would be implemented through an Official Community
Plan Amendment.
Special Limited Category (Study)
There are approximately 80 properties which would be protected through the Heritage
Conservation Area, but have been identified through the policy development process as
having characteristics which may negatively impact the owner, should the house be required
to be retained. Those properties form a “Special Limited” study category, which has a lower
level of heritage protection until further study has been completed. This study will evaluate
whether each house in this category should be moved to the Advanced category or to the
Limited category based on the site specific context.
Limited Category
The remaining buildings in the neighbourhood are not protected (“Limited” category). The
construction of new residential buildings on these properties, including detached accessory
dwellings (laneway or carriage houses), requires a HAP. These HAPs provide the Director of
Development Services the opportunity to review the design of new buildings with the intent
of ensuring all the new development, including infill, is consistent with the existing heritage
buildings and enhances the heritage character of the neighbourhood.
Development Entitlement
The Heritage Conservation Area provides a layer of regulation in addition to the Zoning
Bylaw, which applies to all properties in the Area. All properties, protected or not, continue
to have the same density entitlement as other properties in the same zoning district. If a
Heritage Alteration Permit (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.
Comparison of Heritage Protection Levels
There are generally two levels of heritage protection in the City:
1) The Heritage Conservation Area, which applies in the Queen’s Park Neighbourhood;
and
2) A Heritage Revitalization Agreement (HRA), which may be applied to an individual
property anywhere in the city. The HRA is the strongest kind of protection, as it
generally only allows changes for conservation purposes.
The table below provides a comparison between the provisions of the categories in the
Heritage Conservation Area and those typical to an HRA
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Figure 1: Summary of the levels of protection achieved through the HCA and through Heritage Designation

HCA:
Non-Protected
(Limited) Category

HCA:
Protected
(Advanced) Category

Heritage Designation
(HRA Requirement)

Is demolition allowed?

Yes

No

Could additional floor
space be added to the
building?
Is there design review for
the construction of a new
building?
What design guidelines
must be met?

Yes, anywhere, up
to the zoning
maximum.
Yes

It would be
considered: the
approval of demolition
would be conditional
based on an evaluation
of three factors: 1)
heritage value, 2)
development potential,
and 3) condition.
Yes, with permit for
design review, up to
the zoning maximum.
Yes

Must meet guidelines
equivalent to the
“recommended”
category of the HCA
Design Guidelines.

Is full restoration of the
building required?
Could a laneway or
carriage house be built on
the lot?
Could a secondary suite be
added to the house?
Is a Heritage Alteration
Permit required for
changes to the exterior of
the building?
Is a permit required for
regular maintenance like
re-roofing, re-painting, or
replacing rotted deck
boards?
Are there restrictions on a
building’s exterior paint
colour?
Could the windows and
doors be replaced?

No

Should meet the
guidelines included in
the “acceptable” or
“recommended”
categories of the HCA
Design Guidelines.
No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

Yes, for changes to the
front, sides, or visible
roofline. Not required
for the back.
No

It would be
considered, and could
require rezoning.
It would be
considered.
Yes, for all changes
anywhere on the
building.

No

No

Yes

Yes

Yes, with a permit for
design review for
those windows/doors
on the front or sides of

Only if they are
beyond repair, and
they would have to be
replaced with replicas.

None.
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No

Yes

Yes

Yes

HCA:
Non-Protected
(Limited) Category

HCA:
Protected
(Advanced) Category

Heritage Designation
(HRA Requirement)

Could a porch or deck be
added to the building?

Yes

Is a Heritage Alteration
Permit required for
interior changes?
Is a Heritage Alteration
Permit required for
changes to landscaping?
Who issues the Heritage
Alteration Permit?

No

the building.
Yes, with a permit for
design review for a
porch/deck added to
the front or sides of
the building.
No

No

No

Sometimes

Director of
Development
Services
No

Director of
Development
Services
No

Council

No

Yes

Coming soon

Only if full heritage
conservation
(restoration) work is
undertaken.

Do permit applications
require community
review?
No
Do permit applications
require review by City
committees?
No
Does the property have
access to zoning incentives?
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No

Sometimes

Yes, in most cases
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Queen’s Park Neighbourhood Heritage Study Working Group Recommendations
The Queen’s Park Neighbourhood Heritage Study (2013-2016) included a Working Group of
12 Queen’s Park residents who explored heritage conservation options for the
neighbourhood. The members of this Working Group performed research and
neighbourhood consultation. At the Study’s conclusion, the Working Group provided formal
recommendations to Council.
The Working Group continued to meet as part of the consultation and policy development
phase of the Heritage Conservation Area. Potential incentives were discussed with the
Working Group at their final meeting held in July 2017. The incentives put forward by the
members were:
Zoning Based
• Exempt full basements from Floor Space Ratio (FSR) calculations on existing,
protected houses;
• Require new builds to have a basement of a certain size or percentage of Floor Space
Ratio (FSR);
• Increase the size of permitted laneway or carriage houses;
• Allow protected houses greater than 4,000 square feet to be stratified or transformed
into a duplex without a Heritage Revitalization Agreement or rezoning;
• Exempt existing attic space from Floor Space Ratio (FSR) calculations on protected
houses; and
• Increasing the Floor Space Ratio (FSR) entitlement for protected houses.
Process Based
• Prioritize heritage-related permits for renovations over demolition applications;
• Provide variances for the retention of significant trees; and
• Decrease the requirements for documentation and consultation on heritage projects.
Education Oriented
• Encourage Heritage Register listing so properties are able to take advantage of
alternate compliance methods in the BC Building Code.
All of these incentives were generally supported by the Working Group. The zoning
incentives put forward by the Working Group informed the work of staff, and the options
being brought forward for consultation.
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Possible Incentives Identified Through Consultation
Participants in the first round of consultation identified a number of other incentives that
could be considered through this process including:
Zoning Based Incentives
• Allowing subdivision of properties to allow an infill dwelling.
• Allowing a larger laneway or carriage house.
• Allowing stratification of the principal house and/or the laneway house.
• Allowing the principal house to be converted to a duplex.
• Reducing parking, height and/or setback requirements.
Financial Incentives
• Providing a tax break/decrease taxes (temporarily or permanently).
• Financial compensation.
• Establishing a renovation fund.
• Removal of the cost of the heritage value assessment (a consultant report required
for HAPs for the demolition of a protected property and for application’s to move
from the Advanced category to the Limited category).
• City investment in capital projects in the neighbourhood (e.g. improved sidewalks,
pedestrian crossings, street lighting, street paving).
Process Incentives
• Allowing properties to be moved to the Limited category without review.
• Expedited processing of permits.
• Making the process for approving a renovation as easy as possible.
• Building code relaxations.
• Ensure that BC Assessment understands the property entitlement for protected
properties.
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I.

INTRODUCTION

In June, 2017, the City of New Westminster (the “City”) introduced a
Heritage Conservation Area for the Queen’s Park neighbourhood. While
doing so, it stated its intention to proceed with “incentives” for those
buildings which were “protected” through this action.
This Discussion Paper has been prepared at the request of the City to
identify possible incentives for Queen’s Park and to provide examples
from other jurisdictions. Based upon public input received during the
HCA process, the term “benefits” is being used as an alternative to
“incentives”. This terminology reflects the fact that heritage protection
has already occurred and that it is now benefits for the owners of
protected properties that are being considered. The terms can be viewed
as interchangeable.
In order to consider possible benefits, it is necessary to understand the
legislation and tools that municipalities work with regarding heritage
protection, design control and benefits. This Paper begins with that
legislative context in Chapter II.
It is also useful to understand the City of New Westminster’s heritage
conservation efforts in general, before specifically addressing the
Queen’s Park HCA. Queen’s Park cannot be addressed in complete
isolation of other heritage conservation efforts. That background is
provided in Chapter III.
Heritage Conservation regulations are often misunderstood. It is
important to review the Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area
regulations and policies to understand them and how they compare with
other municipal HCA’s. This understanding will help assess potential
heritage benefits and their implementation. This background is
addressed in Chapter IV.
Chapter V reviews other municipalities to compare how those Heritage
Conservation Areas have been implemented and what, if any, benefits
are offered.
Chapter VI then draws on that previous material to identify possible
benefits for the Queens Park HCA and how they might be implemented.
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II.

HERITAGE LEGISLATION CONTEXT

Municipalities function through the authority of, and within the
limitations of, the Provincial Government through enabling legislation.
While municipal zoning authority goes back to 1925, heritage legislation
is relatively new. It evolved in response to public interest in protecting
important heritage resources (usually buildings) in the 1960’s and
1970’s. In the absence of legislative authority, one of the only options
municipalities had to protect heritage buildings was to acquire them.
Buildings were then often put to some public use, such as a museum,
or other cultural use. One of the earliest examples of this is the Irving
House that New Westminster acquired in 1950 and made into a
museum. Protection through acquisition is, however, not a viable
solution for managing a larger heritage program.
In Vancouver, when Gastown and parts of Chinatown were threatened
with numerous demolitions, the Province acted on the City’s request and
used its authority to protect that historic district in 1971. This was the
first time an area-wide protection tool was employed in B.C.
Heritage Conservation Act (1979-1994)
In 1979, the Province of B.C. introduced a new Heritage Conservation
Act. It allowed municipalities to identify heritage resources through a
Heritage Inventory. A Heritage Advisory Committee was provided for to
assist in Heritage Conservation efforts. Municipalities were given the
power to protect individual buildings through a Heritage Designation
Bylaw. Municipal heritage programs soon typically included:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Heritage Advisory Committee
Heritage Inventory
Public Awareness Efforts
Monitoring of Heritage Inventory Buildings
Heritage Protection (virtually always voluntarily or negotiated)
Incentives

The Heritage Inventory has been an important component of a Heritage
program since it identifies which resources are considered to have
heritage merit. This is helpful for property owners, prospective
purchasers, staff and Council. Heritage conservation efforts have
traditionally then focused on those Inventoried sites. Incentives were
QUEEN’S PARK HERITAGE CONSERVATION117
AREA: BENEFITS DISCUSSION PAPER

5

pursued on an individual basis within the constraints of the Act and
usually involved special zoning provisions.
The Province’s Heritage Conservation Act was criticized for a variety of
reasons. Three main municipal concerns were that it was not clear
whether or not compensation was required for designation, interiors
could not be protected and it did not authorize area-wide protection.
Local Government Act (1994-present)
In 1994, new legislation was introduced by the Province. Municipal
authority was removed from the Heritage Conservation Act and added
to the Local Government Act (LGA). This is the legislation that
municipalities continue to use today.
Key features of the 1994 LGA amendments included:
•
•

•

•

•

•

Community Heritage Commissions: With potentially more
authority than the previous Heritage Advisory Committees.
Heritage Registers: Essentially a more formal Heritage Inventory,
properties listed a Register are considered heritage property, but are
not protected. They are linked to monitoring, assessment, and
municipal authority for possible heritage protection. Inclusion in a
Register make a property eligible for potential benefits including
Building Code relaxations. Inclusion in the Register itself does not
protect the building.
Heritage Designation Bylaw: An expanded form of protection by
Bylaw. More process was added and compensation was now required
for a “reduction in the market value of the designated property”.
Notice on the Title of the land was required.
Heritage Conservation Covenant: An agreement between the
City and owner that is registered on the Title to the land. It can
protect a property, require upgrades, etc. This is also registered on
the Title of the land.
Heritage Revitalization Agreement (HRA): A new tool that could
protect a property, secure building upgrades, vary the Zoning Bylaw,
and provide other incentives. It requires the support of both the
owner and City and is approved by bylaw. HRA’s are registered on
the Title of the land.
Heritage Conservation Areas (HCA): A new tool that could
protect heritage buildings and/or effect design control on an areawide basis. No compensation is required. Protection is provided for
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•

through a listing of specific properties (called a “Schedule”) that
requires notice on Title of each parcel.
Heritage Alteration Permits: A new tool used to approve
modifications to protected heritage sites. They can be used to modify
some Zoning standards, but not use or density.

Other legislation also makes reference to heritage. For example, the
Community Charter includes provisions for heritage property tax
exemptions. The new heritage legislation did not have the intended
effects in a number of municipalities, including New Westminster.

III. NEW WESTMINSTER HERITAGE PROGRAM BACKGROUND
New Westminster has a very rich history with an ample stock of heritage
buildings. The community is understandably very proud of its heritage
and was one of the first municipalities to become active in heritage
conservation. In 1976, the New Westminster Heritage Preservation
Society (NWHPS) was formed by community heritage advocates.
The City established a Heritage Advisory Committee in 1979, shortly
after the new Heritage Conservation Act was introduced. The Heritage
Advisory Committee undertook the creation of a Heritage Inventory in
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1984. The result was a four volume Heritage Inventory that included
approximately 900 sites, completed in 1986 and last updated in 1990.
The Queen’s Park portion of the Heritage Inventory (Volume 2) was last
updated in 1989. The Albert Crescent Heritage Inventory (Supplement
to Volume 2) also included properties in the Queen’s Park area. In total,
410 sites that were listed in previous Heritage Inventory are now located
within the Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area (see map above).
The Queen’s Park area has been considered a significant heritage district
for many decades, which resulted in the installation of neighbourhood
gateway signs and other heritage conservation efforts.
In 1992, the New Westminster Heritage Foundation (1992) was
established as a joint initiative of the City and the New Westminster
Heritage Preservation Society. Its purpose is to provide grants in
support of the restoration/upgrade of protected heritage buildings.
Residential Heritage Building Grants of up to $10,000 and 50% of the
project cost were made available. The Foundation is funded jointly by
the City through the New Westminster Heritage Endowment Fund and
New Westminster Heritage Preservation Society. The grant program
remains active today.
By 1993, a variety of heritage conservation efforts had been undertaken
and 14 buildings were protected city-wide. In late 1993, the City Council
received a major study entitled “New Westminster Heritage
Management Plan” intended to provide a comprehensive review of the
City’s Heritage Program and a direction for an enhanced effort that
would coincide with new Provincial heritage legislation. A wide range of
actions and policies were recommended that included area-wide
protections, design controls, incentives, and tree protection. The
preparation of a new Heritage Inventory/data base was also
recommended since the previous Heritage Inventory (1989/90) was
considered to be out of date.
In considering both the new legislation and Heritage Management Plan
report, Council did not embrace the proposed approach. The previous
Heritage Inventory was not updated and not transformed into a new
Heritage Registrer. While the Inventory is no longer maintained, it
remains a resource that is accessible at City Hall, in the City Library and
online through the City GIS mapping function.
In 1997, the City rejuvenated its heritage efforts by creating a
Community Heritage Commission. A Heritage Register began to be used
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on a voluntary basis, with the City paying to have a Statement of
Significance prepared by a consultant. Currently there are
approximately 220 properties listed in the Heritage Register.
Until recently, the consideration of heritage merit and protection of
heritage buildings has been dealt with on an individual basis. Protection
of over 100 residential buildings has been achieved through Heritage
Designation Bylaws, Heritage Conservation Covenants and Heritage
Revitalization Agreements (HRA’s). Many of these are in Queen’s Park.
HRA’s have evolved as the most common tool used in New Westminster.
HRA’s secure the protection and upgrade of heritage buildings in return
for enhanced Zoning, all in one document.
The types of “incentives” commonly achieved in conjunction with
heritage protection on single family sites include:
•
•
•
•
•

Increased floor area
Siting relaxations
Height relaxations
Larger Laneway/Carriage
House
Parking relaxations

•
•
•
•

Subdivision
Stratification
Increased number of
dwelling units
Additional permitted uses

These are typically achieved through a
Agreement and provide Zoning incentives.

Heritage

Revitalization

Figure 1 Queens Park Character House
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IV.

QUEEN’S PARK HERITAGE CONSERVATION AREA BYLAW

Queen’s Park has long been identified as the City’s strongest collection
of heritage buildings. Heritage districts such as Queen’s Park have a
prestigious status, even though many homes are quite modest.
Community interest in protecting this neighbourhood has been
expressed for many decades. In large part, that is why Queen’s Park
has not been identified in the Official Community Plan as a location for
higher density housing, despite its excellent location for such densities.
In 2014, a Queen’s Park Working Group was formed to explore heritage
conservation efforts. In 2016, they recommended a Heritage
Conservation Area and Council then expanded their mandate to pursue
this. A Temporary Control Period (June 2016 to June 2017) was
established while this was undertaken.
The Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area Amendment Bylaw No.
7926 was adopted in July 2017. The Bylaw includes:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Statement of Significance for Queen’s Park
Heritage Conservation Design Guidelines
Demolition and Subdivision Guidelines (Attachment A)
List of Exempted Properties
Special Study Building Characteristics (Attachment B)

Although there is no requirement for compensation in conjunction with
the adoption of a Heritage Conservation Area under the LGA, Council
has instructed staff to proceed with the consideration of incentives
(benefits) for the protected properties.
The Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area Amendment Bylaw
recognizes heritage quite broadly as including all buildings built before
1941. This is similar to the approach recently used in Vancouver for
building retention efforts (see Appendix D). This approach places value
on older buildings in general, rather than only the historic architectural
features of individual heritage buildings. A consequence of this approach
is that more buildings are included, including buildings that had not
previously ever been identified as having heritage status (i.e. not in a
Heritage Inventory or Register).
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The Queen’s Park HCA includes a total of 694 parcels. Of these, 416
parcels (60%) are in an “Advanced” category. These are considered
protected heritage properties. The second category includes 188
“Limited” buildings (27%) which are not considered to be heritage
properties. For a temporary period of time, a third category exists called
“Special Limited”. These are effectively a “to be determined” group of
85 properties (13%) which may be assigned either Advanced or Limited
status through further examination in the near future. Inclusion in this
category was based upon the criterion listed in Attachment B. These
categories are summarized in the following table.

Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area
HCA
Category

#

Advanced
(Pre-1941)

Limited

Special Limited

Protection

Alteration &
Construction

416

Protected from
demolition unless
approved by Director
of Development
Services (Owner
may appeal to City
Council)

Alterations requires a Heritage
Alteration Permit and
compliance with the
“Recommended” or “Acceptable”
standards of Section B the HCA
Design Guidelines

188

Not Protected.
Demolition permits
will be issued

New construction requires
Heritage Alteration Permit and
compliance with Sections A and
C of the HCA Design Guidelines

85

Temporary category
with buildings to be
shifted to Advanced
or Limited pending
further study.

New construction requires
Heritage Alteration Permit and
compliance with Sections A and
C of the HCA Design Guidelines

Protected from
demolition unless
approved by Director
of Development
Services (Owner
may appeal to City
Council)
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The following map identifies properties by category in the Queen’s
Park HCA.
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These categories have been created to reflect the unique Queen’s Park
situation. Buildings in the Advanced category are considered protected
since a Heritage Alteration Permit is required for front, side and roof
areas visible from the street and demolition.
The Director of Development Services has been delegated the authority
to issue a HAP for alterations and demolition. Appendix 3 of the Heritage
Conservation Area Bylaw (Attachment A) establishes a policy by which
demolition and subdivision applications will be considered. This policy is
also used to review requests to move buildings from the Advanced
category to the Limited category. The Policy addresses:
•
•
•

Heritage Character and Merit
Development Potential
Condition

If a demolition permit is denied, an owner can appeal to City Council. Of
note, the Queen’s Park HCA does not include a Schedule of Protected
Properties, as per the LGA.
This Advanced category has been
implemented as a lesser standard of heritage “protection” than other
methods used by the City. It is not considered to be as definitive, nor
as stringent a form of protection. It provides Council/staff with the
authority to deny a demolition permit, however it is easier for demolition
permits to be issued.
A further example of the lesser standard within the HCA is how the HCA
Design Guidelines are applied. The Design Guidelines have three
standards of application:
RECOMMENDED

ACCEPTABLE

NOT RECOMMENDED

It is only the Acceptable standard that must be complied with. As a
result, a lower level of conservation is considered to be acceptable for
building alterations. For example, buildings are not required to comply
with the Parks Canada Standards & Guidelines for the Conservation of
Historic Places.
In this way, the HCA protection and Design Guidelines are considered
less onerous than other legally protected sites. Higher forms of
“Protection” (Heritage Revitalization Agreement/ Heritage Designation
Bylaw / Heritage Conservation Covenant) would usually require
compliance with the “Recommended” category in New Westminster,
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including the Parks Canada Standards & Guidelines for the Conservation
of Historic Places.
Those higher forms of protection are typically achieved through a
negotiated Heritage Revitalization Agreement and a Heritage
Designation Bylaw. In those negotiated situations where the owner is
achieving a significant benefit, the public achieving a high standard of
conservation AND the restoration of the building.
In the Queen’s Park HCA, protection is imposed, but there is a lesser
level of protection with
no
obligation
to
upgrade the building.
This
is
noteworthy
when
considering
possible
benefits
related to the Queen’s
Park HCA.
The temporary Special
Limited category was
created to give more
time to assess whether
it was practical to
include these buildings
in
the
Advanced
category.
The
methodology
for
inclusion
in
this
category is in Appendix
5 of the HCA Bylaw
(Attachment B). These
are sites that may not
be able to achieve their
development potential while retaining the heritage building. Ideally, this
list will be assessed and buildings assigned their appropriate category
in the near future. The extent of benefits implemented by the City may
influence whether these owners would prefer to be on the Advanced list
or Limited list.
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In summary, the Queen’s Park HCA has introduced a form of legal
protection for the Advanced category heritage buildings that will
prevent demolition but includes the following:
•
•
•
•

•
•

•
•

•
•

Properties are not protected through the use of an LGA Schedule.
Building interiors are not protected;
Demolition can be approved by the Director of Development
Services;
A policy has been endorsed to guide decisions on demolition
permits and on moving a building from the Advanced to Limited
category (Attachment A);
A policy has been endorsed to guide decisions on subdivision
(Attachment A);
A Heritage Alteration Permit is required for some exterior building
changes to the front, sides and roof which could be visible from
the street;
Modification to the rear of the building is generally acceptable;
The “Recommended” standard of heritage conservation stipulated
in the HCA Design Guidelines does NOT need to be complied with.
The lesser “Acceptable” standard applies;
There is no obligation to restore or upgrade the building;
A minimum maintenance standard has been established by Bylaw.

In comparison, more formal heritage legal protections (eg HRA’s) with
significant benefits to the owner would have to comply with the
Recommended standards of the Design Guidelines and would require a
high level of building restoration/upgrade.
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V. HERITAGE PROGRAM CASE STUDIES
Heritage programs are operated in many municipalities in British
Columbia, however a limited number have implemented a Heritage
Conservation Area. For purposes of this Discussion Paper, a review has
been undertaken of relevant municipalities with a residential Heritage
Conservation Area. Municipalities with financial heritage incentive
programs have also been examined.
Commercial HCA’s are not considered to be a relevant comparison since
those buildings have different building issues to address (ie. seismic
upgrades), have a much different scale of development potential and
potentially have much different development solutions. In addition, the
review has also been limited to municipalities with similar real estate
market conditions. A high demand real estate area such as Metro
Vancouver has completely different market forces than others, such as
northern BC.
Nine cities have been examined with summaries presented in
Attachment E. This includes a summary of how their HCA’s were
implemented and what, if any, incentives or benefits are offered. Both
Zoning benefits and financial benefits have been examined. The
following cities are studied:
•
•
•
•
•

Vancouver
Victoria
Nanaimo
Saanich
Surrey

•
•
•
•

Port Moody
Delta
Abbotsford
North Van City

V.I HCA Building Protection
Vancouver, Port Moody, and Abbotsford have implemented HCA’s with
the legal protection of heritage buildings. These have all utilized a
Schedule of Protected Properties within the HCA Bylaw with Notices are
placed on the title of the lands. To give an order of magnitude, the
number of protected residential properties are as follows:
Vancouver’s First Shaughnessy HCA:

317

Port Moody’s Moody Centre HCA:

26

Abbotsford’s Clayburn Village HCA:

19
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Another five municipalities studied (Victoria, Nanaimo, Saanich, North
Vancouver City, Delta) have implemented their HCA without building
protection but to achieve design control over building alterations and
new construction The HCA itself does not prevent demolition. In
essence, those HCA’s function as strong heritage design controls but not
with demolition prevention.
When faced with demolition applications in those five HCA’s, the
municipality can utilize the powers of the LGA to consider temporary or
permanent protection on an individual basis. When possible, this results
in a negotiated arrangement to keep the building, possibly with
additional Zoning benefits. If this is not possible, Designation by bylaw
can be considered but is rarely adopted.
Vancouver’s First Shaughnessy HCA (FSHCA) is similar to Queen’s Park
in many ways. It involves a larger area with a significant number of
protected buildings. Similar to Queen’s Park, the First Shaughnessy HCA
(FSHCA) considers all buildings built prior to 1940 to be heritage and
are protected. Of the 317 protected heritage properties, only 82 were
previously on the Vancouver Heritage Register.
Unlike New Queen’s Park, the FSHCA has protected properties through
a Schedule in the Bylaw. The FSHCA Design Guidelines require a high
standard of conservation (similar to the “Recommended” standards in
the Queen’s Park HCA).
V.II HCA Zoning Benefits
HCA’s usually include both heritage properties (which may or may not
be Protected) and non-heritage properties.
Non-Heritage Properties: For non-heritage properties located within
an HCA, no municipalities studied provide any benefits to those property
owners. While those properties may now require a Heritage Alteration
Permit to build a new building, this is considered little different than a
site with design control through a Development Permit. There is not
perceived to be an economic loss, nor significant negative impact.
Port Moody/Abbotsford: In Port Moody and Abbotsford, protected
heritage buildings (by Schedule under the LGA) receive no benefits. It
is perhaps noteworthy that those HCA protections involve very few
buildings and only include buildings previously identified in a Heritage
Register/Inventory.
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Vancouver: Vancouver has had a long-standing effort to preserve First
Shaughnessy. An Official Development Plan and Zoning with incentives
for heritage conservation has been in place since the 1980’s, prior to
HCA legislation. The FSHCA is a new effort, adopted in 2015. It protected
heritage properties and modified the Zoning benefits. The additional
units and floor area, as well as other Zoning variances are not
significantly different than were previously available. The extent of
benefit varies depending on lot size. The most significant benefits are
reserved for larger lots of 15,000 sf or more. These are summarized in
Attachment E. Smaller lots receive additional floor of approximately 0.1
FSR; however, this cannot be easily generalized since calculations need
to be done on an individual basis given the formula used. In the FSHCA,
zoning benefits have been limited so as to maintain the historic
character of the area. Since the zoning benefits largely pre-dated the
FSHCA, upgrades to existing buildings are required on a case by case
basis, often driven by the Building Code.
Vancouver’s “Character House” Zoning Incentives offers perhaps an
even more noteworthy example for Queen’s Park. The Character House
Zoning Guidelines apply to all RS Zoned lands. Adopted in the fall of
2017, they encourage the retention and upgrade of “Character Homes”.
Character Homes are those built prior to 1940 which retain significant
original features. Buildings do not have to be on a Heritage Register to
qualify. Heritage protection is not required, but the existing Character
House must be upgraded. This initiative represents an expansion of
heritage building incentives to a much broader building stock, city-wide
on lots similar to those in Queen’s Park. Highlights of this initiative
include:
•
•
•
•

•
•
•

Density increases from 0.5 FSR up to 0.75, 0.85 or 0.91 FSR,
depending upon the zone;
Multiple Conversion Dwellings (MCD’s): converting a Character
House to several units (rental or strata);
infill Dwellings (rental or strata);
Including Secondary Suites and/or Laneway Homes, there can be
a total of:
o 3 units on a 33 ft lot;
o 4 units on a 50 ft lot;
o maximum 6 units in a MCD on a 69 ft +lot;
Basement floor area exclusions;
Parking variances;
Site area, siting and other relaxations.
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The summary graphic below is an excerpt from the Vancouver Character
House Guidelines which demonstrates the resulting building forms.

QUEEN’S PARK HERITAGE CONSERVATION131
AREA: BENEFITS DISCUSSION PAPER

19

While not within an HCA, these Zoning incentives are intended to
promote the retention of buildings built before 1940. Essentially, they
aim to make building retention more desirable than demolition. In doing
so, they are not concerned about retaining the heritage character of
those neighbourhoods (unlike First Shaughnessy).
The densities
attained are reaching those of townhouse development (0.75 to
0.91FSR), some of which may be rather imposing and significantly alter
the previous single family character.
Both Vancouver’s FSHCA and the Character House Incentives are
directly relevant to the consideration of Zoning benefits for Queen’s
Park. Neither is directly transferable. However, incentives like those
offered in the Character House Guidelines, but tempered to respect the
heritage character of Queen’s Park could be effective.

V.III Financial Benefits:
Municipalities have limited revenue generating options and financial
resources. As a result, significant financial funding for residential
heritage buildings are usually difficult to implement at the local level.
There is also often a political/public reluctance to provide financial
assistance directly to the owners of relatively expensive homes, given
other needs in the community.
There are two types of financial benefits offered in BC municipalities.
These are individually described for each municipality in Attachment E.
Heritage Tax Exemption
The most ambitious financial support offered to heritage buildings is in
Surrey. It offers both a tax exemption and smaller house grant program.
Section 225 of the Community Charter has provision for tax exemptions
for protected heritage property. Surrey offers a 100% exemption of
municipal taxes for protected heritage properties. (This exemption does
not apply to taxes collected by Surrey for other jurisdictions.)
This type of tax exemption program is very rare for residential homes.
Applications must be submitted and approved annually by a 2/3 vote of
City Council. There are 15 Surrey properties utilizing this exemption in
2018. The total 2018 tax exemption for those properties is estimated to
be $60,000 ($4,000 per parcel on average).
QUEEN’S PARK HERITAGE CONSERVATION132
AREA: BENEFITS DISCUSSION PAPER

20

This type of program is special in that it benefits those owners of
heritage protected properties that are not undertaking any development
or change to their property.
Port Moody also has a tax exemption program through the Heritage
Revitalization Tax Exemption Bylaw No 2913. It has been in place since
2011 and offers tax reductions for Moody Centre HCA and other heritage
properties. Very few owners have utilized this program.
In New Westminster, Advanced properties would not be eligible for this
tax exemption under the Community Charter. Properties must be
formally protected through either a HCA Schedule, HRA, or Designation
Bylaw.
House Grants
A number of municipalities, including New Westminster, offer grants for
residential building renovation projects range from $2,500 to $15,000
for 50% of the project cost. These are often operated by a Foundation
with the municipality either providing all or some of the required funding
to the Foundation.
The Vancouver Heritage Foundation has the
most extensive grant program in the
Province.
Vancouver
City
provides
approximately $125,000 annually to the
Foundation.
The Foundation raises
approximately $375,000 annually to reach
its $500,000 budget. Buildings must be on
the Heritage register, but do not need to be
protected to be eligible. Several types of
grants are available:
•
•
•
•

Restore it Grant:
50% of project cost up to $7,500
True Colours Grant:
50% of project cost up to $7,500
House Call (Conservation Plan): 50% of project cost up to $500
Get on the Register Grant:
50% of project cost up to $500

Victoria also has a significant grant program and provides the most
funding at approximately $205,000 annually to the Victoria Heritage
Foundation. Saanich ($47,000) and Nanaimo ($12,000) operate smaller
programs.
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Delta has just begun a new Grant Program of up to $15,000 and 50%
of the project cost. To be eligible, properties must be on the Heritage
Register and protection must be in place for at least 10 years, secured
by covenant.
Surrey has a $5,000 grant annual program for protected buildings only.
The New Westminster Heritage Foundation (NWHF) has operated a
Grant program since 1992. It utilizes monies from both a City
endowment and contributions from the New Westminster Heritage
Preservation Society (NWHPS). In 2017, $10,000 was provided to the
Foundation from the civic Heritage Endowment and another $5,000 was
gifted by the NWHPS.
In 2017, three grants were awarded for approximately $4,000, $5,000
and $6,000. These averaged roughly 50% of the project costs. More
commonly, grants achieve 30% of the project costs due to limited funds
and a desire to support as many buildings as possible.
The New Westminster Heritage Foundation is run by volunteers
appointed to the Foundation. In comparison, Victoria allocates funds for
a part-time Foundation position to administer the grant program.
Nanaimo staff manage their grant program. The Vancouver Foundation
has paid staff to operate their program.
Summary Benefits Table
The following table summarizes the Heritage Conservation Area
methods and Heritage Program financial incentives for 9 municipalities
in B.C. It is important to understand that the local Government Act
provide tools for municipalities to use to support heritage conservation.
Municipalities choose how, or if, to use those tools. As a result, no two
Heritage Programs are the same. While lessons can be taken from other
jurisdictions, New Westminster will find its own way forward.
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VI.

QUEEN’S PARK HCA POTENTIAL BENEFITS

New Westminster’s Queen’s Park neighbourhood is a very desirable
place. The Heritage Conservation Area controls will ensure that it retains
much of the character that has defined it for over 100 years. In this
way, the HCA is bringing stability to this neighbourhood which might
otherwise be highly sought after for higher density development, like
Vancouver’s West End adjacent to Stanley Park, which was once a
neighbourhood of character homes
In introducing the Queen’s Park HCA controls, the City has imposed its
authority on property owners, particularly in the Advanced category.
This has occurred with significant public support, including many owners
within the HCA.
There is some expectation, but no legal requirement, to find a balance
between public benefits and private property rights. Indeed, the most
important factor in ensuring a healthy future for a heritage building is
to have an owner that respects and wants to invest in the building.
Benefits to owners can help to achieve this.
All buildings require major upgrades at some point. The purpose of
providing benefits to a heritage building owner are both to avoid
economic loss, if that exists, but also to help generate revenue to fund
upgrades. There is a premium to the cost of restoring a heritage building
compared with building new.
By making it beneficial to own a heritage building, the heritage building
would be viewed as a positive, not a negative. In this way market forces
can be shaped to work in favour of heritage conservation, instead of
against it.
Vancouver’s First Shaughnessy HCA is perhaps the most relevant HCA
example to draw upon for Queen’s Park. It is also a large HCA with a
similar heritage criterion (pre-1940 buildings) and with many protected
buildings (317). Heritage zoning benefits are available to protected
properties, however, these have been tempered so as to not overwhelm
the desired neighbourhood character. It is also noteworthy that most of
the extra zoning benefits were previously in place. These were created
before HCA’s were available to municipalities through legislation, or
Vancouver might have created an HCA in the 1980’s.
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Finding the correct balance between zoning benefits and neighbourhood
character is an important consideration. The “solution” should not be to
the detriment of the original purpose of the HCA: that being to maintain
neighbourhood character. As noted previously, zoning benefits in First
Shaughnessy are somewhat constrained and tend to be directed to very
large lots of over 15,000 sf.
Vancouver’s Character House incentives relate more closely to the scale
of properties in Queen’s Park. These regulations aim to both encourage
character home retention and add density to the single family zoned
parts of Vancouver. This Zoning provides incentives to retain existing
character homes (those with significant original features), rather than
building new. Significant benefits are offered, but the regulations
require that the character buildings be upgraded to qualify. All approvals
have been delegated to staff to create certainty and expedite the
approval process.
A key difference between First Shaughnessy and the Character House
policies is that the Character House polices are not as focused on
maintaining neighbourhood character as a priority. The Character House
policies have a high priority on achieving the “gentle densification” of
the RS zones, while achieving building retention. As a result, they go
well beyond what is permitted in First Shaughnessy.
Creating new policy for Queen’s Park needs to find its own unique
balance between benefits for heritage protected properties,
neighbourhood character and modest densification. Other HCA’s can
provide lessons, but none of the other precedents can be directly
applied.
Based upon this review of the Queen’s Park HCA and other jurisdictions,
we believe that benefits are appropriate for properties in the Advanced
category. Any benefits to be considered for this area should be limited
to the Advanced category. As per other HCA’s studied, additional
benefits are not suggested for properties in the Limited category.
The authors are suggesting policies that will result in development at
0.6 FSR (plus exclusions for basements/cellars). It is felt that this level
of increase will provide meaningful benefits while maintaining the
Queen’s Park character.
A draft policy (Attachment C) was released by New Westminster staff to
guide this discussion in December 2017. It includes 5 principles. The
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fourth and fifth principles relate to the fact that other forms of heritage
protection in New Westminster achieve the “Recommended” standards
of conservation in the Guidelines as well as a commitment to
restore/upgrade the building. These are typically secured through a
Heritage Revitalization Agreement/Designation Bylaw on an individual
basis.
It is common practice in other jurisdictions, that a reasonable level of
upgrade to the heritage building occur concurrent with significant
heritage benefits being granted. Vancouver is a good example of this in
the Character House areas.
In considering significant benefits to the Queen’s Park heritage
buildings, it is therefore reasonable to expect that they should come
with a requirement for:
•
•

“Recommended” standards in the HCA Guidelines
Heritage Building Upgrade/Restoration

In this way various Heritage Conservation efforts that occur throughout
the City will be treated equally and some of the value generated will be
reinvested into the buildings.
There are however, less significant benefits that could apply to all
Advanced properties given the level of protection already in place. These
need not necessarily require additional conservation standards or
heritage building upgrades.
A summary of the Benefits outlined in this Discussion Paper is presented
in Attachment D.
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VI.I Queen’s Park HCA General & Enhanced Zoning Benefits
A range of Zoning changes are identified in this section that could
provide meaningful benefits to Advanced category building owners.
Owners would realize those benefits if they chose to utilize that
additional Zoning potential. If not, the benefit could come when they
sell the property since the enhanced potential should have value in the
market place.
The Queen’s Park neighbourhood is predominantly zoned RS-1. This
zone allows:
Gross Floor Area

0.5 FSR

Secondary suite

Limited to one

Laneway/Carriage House

958 sf max size
-0.1 additional laneway floor space

The following options identify zoning changes to the RS-1 Zone that the
authors feel could succeed in delivering benefits without destroying
neighbourhood character. Some increase in density or change of tenure
is proposed.
The benefits suggested all seem appropriate for consideration. Not all
would necessarily have to be implemented. Implementation should
occur in a manner that will create as much certainty as possible and
with the least process necessary.
It is proposed that Zoning benefits be divided into two groups. General
Zoning Benefits would be available to Advanced properties as an
outright permission. Enhanced Zoning Benefits would require a
commitment to comply with the Recommended section in part B of the
HCA Guidelines AND a commitment to upgrade/restore the heritage
building. It is suggested that these additional commitments be secured
by covenant as the most expeditious, yet still effective way to process
applications. A simple Heritage Revitalization Agreement (without
Zoning changes and resulting Public Hearing) could also be as effective.
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The options presented in this report have been prepared based upon
many years of experience in Zoning regulation. However, some are quite
progressive and have not been vetted by a solicitor. The City may wish
to have a legal review before advancing to the bylaw stage of this
process.
A.

General Zoning Benefits (Outright)

These are benefits that the Authors feel should be made available to all
Advanced properties. They would be implemented as a general
amendment for all properties in the Advanced category. Compliance
with the current HCA Guidelines would be required, but not more.
1. Existing Basement Floor Area Exclusion
Rationale: Older buildings were often built with basements long before
Zoning Bylaws regulated floor area. The result is that sites with older
buildings have a significant amount of their development potential
consumed by their basement. This is usually below grade space that
does not increase the mass of
the building. This puts older
buildings with a basement at
a disadvantage relative to
new construction. Excluding
the basement from floor area
calculations removes this
disadvantage and actually
gives the heritage home an
advantage
over
new
construction. This may have
the effect of allowing for
Figure 2 Heritage Home with Basement
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additions to the existing building or make a Laneway/Carriage House
more achievable.
2. Existing Attic Floor Area Exclusion
Rationale: Like basements, older buildings were often built with attics.
The sloped roofs and limited attic heights usually compromised the
functionality of the space. However,
attics can offer quaint, usually small
rooms. Attics were often originally left
vacant without stair access.
If counted as floor area, the use of
attics puts older buildings at a
disadvantage
relative
to
new
construction. Excluding attics from
floor area removes this disadvantage
and actually gives the heritage home
an advantage over new construction.
While attics may or may not have been Figure 3 Heritage Home with Attic
excluded from floor area calculations in
the past, the deliberate exclusion serves to clarify any uncertainty in
the Zoning regulation. For clarity, a definition of Attic may need to be
added to the Zoning Bylaw.
3. General Zoning Amendment to bring Advanced Buildings
into Conformity with the Zoning Bylaw
Rationale: All Advanced
building were built prior to
today’s
Zoning
Bylaw.
Many were built before
Zoning even existed. As a
result, many are nonconforming with regard to
the Zoning Bylaw. This can
make it difficult if they
want to do additions or
change the building in
some way. It can also be
difficult
to
undertake
repairs.

Figure 4 Example of Non-Conforming Siting
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It may be possible to “grandfather” these building to make the original
density, height, siting or other aspects of the building conforming
through a single Zoning amendment. A policy could supplement this
to advise future regulators that requests for relaxations when dealing
with additions to existing Advanced category buildings should be
looked upon favourably, subject to the resulting impact on
neighbouring properties being reasonable.
4. Laneway/Carriage House Zoning & Guideline Relaxation
i. Sideyard location when suitable
ii. Other Siting relaxations
iii. Parking relaxation
Rationale: New Westminster’s Zoning regulations and Development
Permit guidelines for laneway and carriage houses are quite new.
There are likely a number of Advanced properties that could
accommodate a laneway/carriage house only if these regulations
were modified slightly. For example, locating it in a sideyard facing
the street. Such small or thin homes could add to the vitality and
character of the street and be consistent with Queen’s Park’s history
of larger estates being carved into smaller “workers” housing.
The use of guidelines instead of regulations, and the delegation of the
approval of the Laneway and Carriage House Development Permits to
the Director of Development Services already creates flexibility
related to the approval of
Laneway and Carriage
Houses. Further detail
could be added to the
Laneway and Carriage
House
Development
Permit Area regarding
what guideline relaxations
would be considered for an
Advanced category home
in
order
to
support
Advanced buildings and
add transparency to this Figure 5 Example of Large Sideyard
process.
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5. More Achievable Laneway / Carriage House by Allowing
More Unused Gross Floor Area to be Utilized:
Rationale: Currently such homes are allotted 0.1 times the lot area
plus only 0.05 from the
unused permitted maximum
Gross Floor Area of the
principal
building.
Eliminating this 0.05 FSR
limit might make it more
viable for some Advanced
sites
to
achieve
the
maximum size of 958 sf.
This
utilizes
the
development potential on
the site and reduces the
potential for additions to the
existing
house,
thereby
retaining more character.
Figure 6 Example of Laneway Home

6. Multiple Conversion Dwellings – Non-Strata
(MCD’s on sites without Laneway/Carriage homes)
Rationale: As an alternative to a Laneway or Carriage House,
allowing an existing house to be converted to 3 units would be a
benefit for some. This would be the same number of units already
permitted (house with suite plus Laneway) except in one building.
Building Code upgrade requirements can be significant when
attempting to do such a conversion. That can sometimes make this
option overly expensive. It can also make it difficult to retain
existing materials which works against the heritage retention
objective. Building Code impacts would have to be considered on an
individual basis.
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B.

Enhanced Zoning Benefits (with Covenant)

These are more significant benefits to be considered for Advanced sites.
Given their significant value, it is felt that this scale of benefit should
only be available on the condition that:
•
•

“Recommended” standards of the HCA Design Guidelines apply;
Heritage Building restoration is committed to.

Ideally, these could be achieved without the need for a City Council
approval process. The most expeditious way to achieve this would be
through pre-zoning with a Heritage Conservation Covenant required to
secure the additional obligations. Alternatively, a Heritage Revitalization
Agreement or other tool could be used with individual Council approvals.
The following Enhanced Zoning Benefits are suggested:
1. House 0.5 FSR + 0.1 FSR for addition = 0.6 FSR
(Only sites without Laneway/Carriage House development)
Rationale: An additional 0.1FSR of habitable space is currently
provided for Laneway and Carriage houses. Those sites which do
not want or cannot accommodate such an additional building do not
receive a similar benefit. This option would allow that extra floor
area to be used as an addition to the existing building. It is felt that
0.6 FSR could be accommodated without damaging the character of
the area. Higher density will begin to approach townhouse building
forms and would affect the character of the area.
2. Larger Laneway and Carriage House
Rationale: A 958 sf dwelling is too small for many users, particularly
small families. Storage also becomes a significant problem in small
dwellings. Allowing a larger building to be built (on those lots that
could accommodate it) would be of significant value. There are two
possible ways to achieve this:
• 1200 sf maximum Floor Area: This could be done without
increasing the total floor area for the site, but allowing more
unused floor space to be used in the Laneway / Carriage House.
• Cellar exclusion: Such an exclusion would not increase the
mass of the building above grade, but would provide very useful
space for a wide range of purposes. The Zoning Bylaw defines
Cellars as being at least 5ft below grade, largely underground.
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3. Allow Additional Units to be Stratified
Rationale: The most significant way to increase value for the
Advanced properties without having any new impact on the mass or
character of the neighbourhood would be to allow permitted
additional units to be stratified. This could be applied to 2 or 3 units
in an existing building or Laneway / Carriage Homes. The maximum
number of units contemplated on-site is 3.
Building Code upgrade requirements can be significant when
attempting to stratify an existing building. That can sometimes
make this option exorbitantly expensive. It can also make it difficult
to retain existing materials which can work against heritage
retention. Stratification has the highest standards to meet. The
Building Code makes some allowances for heritage buildings. The
ability to retain heritage elements would need to be resolved on an
individual building basis in conjunction with City Building Officials,
Building Code Equivalency professionals and heritage staff.
4. Small Lot subdivision
Rationale: There may be some potential for subdivision to create
new small lots. Small lot subdivision is currently being considered in
the City generally. Pre-zoning for smaller lots with Heritage
Alteration Permits required might allow for adequate rigour to an
approval process while avoiding the need for a site specific Public
Hearing, upon application.
5. Density Transfer for sites unable to achieve development
potential to maximum 0.6 FSR
Rationale: Some sites may not be able to achieve any of the above
benefits while retaining the heritage building. This will likely apply to
the smallest sites or sites with oddly sited buildings. For these sites,
a strategy to allow the undeveloped potential of the site to be
transferred to a higher density property could be effective. To the
authors’ knowledge, this has not been done for this scale of
development. There is some precedent for this in higher density
locations in the region (previously Gastown), but not single family
sites such as in Queen’s Park. The most expeditious way to achieve
this would be through a “density bank” created by the City. Such a
bank would have to involve a City parcel of land to hold the density.
The City would acquire the density, then resell it at a later date to a
developer. These funds would then help pay for building upgrades.
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VI.II Queen’s Park HCA Financial Benefits
There are three types of financial benefits that are suggested for
consideration. The first one is suggested as a General Benefit for all
Advanced Buildings. The other two would be Enhanced Benefits.
1. Heritage Home Grants (General Benefit)
New Westminster has a grant program in place through the New
Westminster Heritage Foundation, partially funded by the City. It offers
grants of 50% of the project cost up to $10,000. This residential grant
program has been available to the 30+/- protected homes in Queen’s
Park, plus other heritage protected throughout the City. The
Foundation’s priority has been on those homes that did not previously
receive special benefits through a Heritage Revitalization Agreement.
In moving forward, the City should consider that it has protected more
than 400 additional properties through the HCA process. As protected
sites, these should be eligible for grants. However, this will mean
revisiting both the funding available and administration of the existing
grant program.
With so many more homes eligible, the current funding will be
inadequate to have anywhere near the same impact. Funding for 5 to
10 projects per year would require $50,000 to $100,000, which would
be more in keeping with the number of properties now protected.
At that scale, it may be impractical to depend upon a volunteer to
administer the grant program. The Victoria and Saanich model, which
includes an administrative cost for one part-time Foundation employee,
may be warranted. This is likely more efficient than operating the grant
program through City Hall. The Vancouver Heritage Foundation or
Heritage BC could also be approached to see if they were interested in
managing a grants program in New Westminster. This might be more
efficient for both the Vancouver Foundation and other local
municipalities.
While such house grants are not significant relative to the overall value
of the land, they are significant in helping an owner offset the additional
cost of doing a specific project to heritage standards. It also serves as
a demonstration of the public’s interest in the protected Heritage
Buildings. The exclusion of the Advanced buildings from the NWHF
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grant program would be inconsistent with the intent and effect of the
HCA effort.
As an outcome of the Queen’s Park HCA, some form of expansion of
the House Grant Program seems warranted, with the amount of
additional funding to be determined. A funding source would have to
be determined if the civic Heritage Endowment is unable to support an
increase in funding.
2. Heritage Tax Exemption (Enhanced Benefit)
Like Surrey and Port Moody, New Westminster could offer property tax
exemptions for protected heritage properties. This could be applied
city-wide to all heritage protected properties, or just to Queen’s Park.
The exemption could be for 100% or a lesser amount, such as 50%.
This exemption does not apply to taxes collected for other jurisdictions.
Section 225 of the Community Charter states that to be eligible,
properties must be protected pursuant to the Local Government Act. If
the City wanted to proceed with such an exemption, Advanced
properties would not be eligible unless there was a higher level of
protection. That could include an HCA Schedule, HRA, Designation
Bylaw or possibly a covenant.
Assuming an average assessed value of $1.5 million, the average
municipal tax paid in Queen’s Park is in the range of $4,000/year. If
an exemption for some or all of this was granted, the tax burden would
shift to other property owners in the City. Surrey has relatively few
heritage buildings (200+/- on the register and 40 privately owned
protected buildings) and is a very large City (2016 population
525,000). This results in a very minor tax shift.
In comparison, New Westminster has many heritage buildings (900+/Inventoried, 220+/- in Heritage Register, 100+/- residential buildings
protected, 416 Advanced category in the HCA) in a small municipality
(2016 population 71,000). This would make the potential impact on
other tax payers greater. A thorough property tax analysis of this
option should be undertaken to better understand the overall tax
implications if there is political interest in considering it.
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3. Combined Sewer Separation & Stormwater Management
(Enhanced Benefit)
While Laneway/Carriage Houses are permitted, there are factors that
may make achieving them difficult. One of these is the need to upgrade
the existing combined sewer into separate storm and sanitary sewers.
While laudable and typically achievable with new construction, this
requirement imposes a significant financial burden on small projects
such as Laneway and Carriage Houses.
When municipal costs become exorbitant relative to the cost of a
project, the project will not proceed. This may be occurring with
regards to Laneway/Carriage Houses. Staff have heard estimates in
excess of $100,000 for sewer separation where drain tiles for the
existing house have to be redone.
The cost for stormwater management for small Laneway projects can
also be exorbitant. Some municipalities, such as North Vancouver City,
did not require this for small projects.
There are a few options that could be considered to address this issue:
a. Waiver of Storm/Sanitary sewer separation, OR
b. CNW financial contribution towards Storm/Sanitary
sewer separation (i.e. 50% up to $25,000)
c. Waive Stormwater Management Requirements for
Laneway/Carriage Houses
d. Improve on-street stormwater retention (rather than
private property on-site retention) to achieve the
desired net reduction in stormwater
This would shift the focus of stormwater management from
private to public lands. This would need to be pursued with the
Engineering Department.
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VI.III

Queen’s Park HCA Neighbourhood Benefits

Streetscape upgrades are often achieved through the development of
sites with new construction. Municipalities have the authority to compel
an owner to upgrade the streetscape to the centerline of the road or
require more as a condition of rezoning. Given that the municipality’s
intention is for building retention, redevelopment in the Queen’s Park
neighbourhood will be less common. It therefore may be appropriate or
necessary for the City to undertake more civil works in this area.
As with heritage buildings, the historic streetscape design standard for
the area should be considered. It may be desirable to reflect the less
formal historic street works, rather than install a higher or today’s
conventional level of improvements in the area.
Neighbourhood benefits might include:
1. Streetscape Enhancements
a. Sidewalk upgrades
b. Streetlights
c. Road Paving
d. Landscape Open Spaces (City initiated or possibly through a
volunteer program)
2. Interpretive Queen’s Park Heritage Plaque Program
Brass
plaques
are
currently
installed by the City for fully
protected
properties.
Wooden
plaques are provided by the New
Westminster Heritage Preservation
Society for homes that participate
in the annual homes tour.
There are many great stories to tell
about
the
Queen’s
Park
neighbourhood.
Larger
interpretative panels could be
installed at prominent locations to
help tell New Westminster and
Queen’s Park stories to the general
public. The larger plaques could be
prepared and installed by the City. Figure 7 Sample Area Plaque
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VII. CONCLUSION
Based upon this study, the authors’ believe that it important to proceed
with benefits for Advanced properties in the Queen’s Park HCA. This
Discussion Paper identifies a range of benefits which could be considered
through a public process. It also suggests two levels of benefits and an
expeditious process for Advanced building owners to achieve the
second, greater set of benefits.
Some benefits are very modest and could be implemented quickly.
Others are more involved and would require more time and
consideration, including a legal review. Not all of the benefits would need
to, nor necessarily should be, acted upon. Some benefits would be
mutually exclusive. Building upgrades and higher recommended
standards of conservation should be expected in return for the greater
set of benefits.
Heritage legislation and protection processes are complicated and the
consultants’ propose that any benefits implemented be undertaken with
a view to keeping the approval processes very clear and efficient for
staff and the public.
The next steps in this process will seek to determine which benefits
warrant further consideration. Ultimately, the provision of benefits will
be a political decision with input from the public and staff. Ideally a
solution will be found that satisfies the majority of owners while
achieving the goal of retaining the heritage character of Queen’s Park.
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Attachment D

QUEEN’S PARK HCA:
GENERAL ZONING BENEFITS
GENERAL: The following General Zoning benefits could be implemented
with no further expectations of Advanced building owners.
1 Existing Basement
Gross Floor Area
Exclusion

Currently some heritage homes with basements
have a significant part of their floor area
potential consumed in basements. Excluding
basements removes this disadvantage and
creates an advantage for heritage homes.

2 Existing Attic Gross Likely many attics have already been excluded
Floor Area Exclusion from floor area. This will clarify this and
perhaps allow some owners to make use of
their existing attics.
3 Heritage Building
Conformity Zoning
Amendment

Many older buildings are non-conforming in
terms of Zoning. Bringing them into conformity
shows that the City wants them to stay and
makes their future more certain.

4 Laneway/Carriage
House
Siting/Parking
Relaxation
5 Laneway/Carriage
House Floor Area
Relaxation

Making these accessory dwellings more viable
supports the retention of the heritage building
Allowing more of the floor area potential of the
main house to be utilized in the Laneway/
Carriage house helps achieve a viable sized
unit. It also reduces the potential for additions
to the heritage building and helps retain
character.

6 Multiple Conversion
Dwellings to 3 Units

Allowing two accessory units achieves the same
potential as a Laneway/Carriage development,
but within the heritage home.
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QUEEN’S PARK HCA:
ENHANCED ZONING BENEFITS
ENHANCED: The following Enhanced Zoning Benefits would only be
achievable if the owner agreed to more formal protection with
“Recommended” Design Guideline standards AND heritage building
restoration/upgrades. These commitments could be secured by HRA,
Covenant or other tool, preferably without individual Council approvals.
1 0.5 FSR Plus 0.1 FSR
This gives heritage homes the chance to
bonus for Heritage House utilize the effective 0.6FSR achievable
with Laneway /Carriage homes. This
helps sites that cannot achieve a
Laneway/Carriage house
2 Larger Laneway/Carriage
House
• 1200 sf and/or
• Cellar excluded

A larger unit would be beneficial and
more practical for some families. This
need not require more GFA, but merely
allow more of the main house GFA to be
used in the Laneway/Carriage.

3 Allow Stratification of
Additional Units

This does not increase density and so
has no greater impact on the
neighbourhood. This adds significant
value.
Some lots might have an ability to
achieve this. This potential is already
identified in the HCA Guidelines

4 Small Lot Subdivision

5 Density Transfer from
Sites unable to utilize
other benefits

For sites that cannot utilize other Zoning
benefits, this might provide a financial
benefit to the owners, at no long-term
cost to the City since the density would
be sold.
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QUEEN’S PARK HCA: GENERAL & ENHANCED
FINANCIAL BENEFITS
GENERAL: The following are potential General Financial Benefits for all
Advanced Properties.
1

Expansion of the NWHF
Home Grant program:
• $10,000 / 50% of
Project Cost

Advanced HCA properties could be
made eligible for this funding. An
increase in funding for the NW Heritage
Foundation would be necessary for it to
have any impact.

ENHANCED: The following Enhanced Financial Benefits would only be
achievable if the owner agreed to more formal protection with
“Recommended” Design Guideline standards AND heritage building
restoration/upgrades.
1

Protected House Tax
Exemption

This would provide a direct financial
benefit to owners that applied and met
the criteria.

2

Laneway/Carriage House
Combined Sewer
Separation & Stormwater
Management Relief
• Relaxation from
requirement, or
• City Financial
Contribution
($25,000/50%), or
• Improve on-street
stormwater retention
(rather than private
property on-site
retention)

The cost of stormwater management
and combined sewer separation may be
undermining the ability to build
Laneway/Carriage homes. Some form
of relief from this requirement may
help reduce that deterrent.

Shifting the focus of stormwater
management from private to public
lands would be a fundamental change
in stormwater management requiring
support from the Engineering
department and may have significant
financial costs to the City.
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QUEEN’S PARK HCA:
NEIGHBOURHOOD BENEFITS
The following are potential improvements to the Queen’s Park
neighbourhood overall, not targeted to individual buildings.
1

Streetscape Enhancements
• Sidewalks
• Streetlights
• Road paving
• Landscape Open Space
Initiatives

Civic initiated projects in the
neighbourhood.

2

Interpretive Plaque
Program

To help tell the story of the
Queen’s Park neighbourhood,
plaques could be prepared
and installed by the City.
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This document has been prepared as an Appendix to the Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation
Area: Benefits Discussion Paper.
It includes a summary of selected Heritage Conservation Areas and Heritage Programs in
nine other B.C. municipalities. The following Table summarizes the findings.
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NEW WESTMINSTER
SUMMARY
The City of New Westminster has had an active heritage programs since the 1970’s. There are
approximately 900 buildings listed in an older Heritage Inventory with approximately 220 listed
in their Heritage Register. Over 100 residential properties have been protected, most often
through voluntary Designations or negotiated Heritage Revitalization Agreement. There is one
Heritage Conservation Area: Queen’s Park, adopted in 2017.
QUUEN’S PARK HERITAGE CONSERVATION AREA
Queen’s Park is one of the most recognized historic residential districts in BC. Interest in
protecting the area was realized in 2017 with the creation of an HCA. Heritage buildings have
been defined as those built before 1941. There are 416 such buildings called “Advanced”.
There are 188 non-heritage buildings called “Limited”. There are another 85 buildings in a
temporary “Special Limited” category that will be reassigned to either the Advanced or Limited
category in the near future.
Heritage Protection: The HCA offers a level of protection by requiring a Heritage Alteration
Permit for the demolition or alteration of Advanced category buildings. Council is using this
authority to deny or approve demolition. This authority has been delegated to the Director of
development Services. There is no Schedule of Protected properties in the HCA Bylaw.
Residential Heritage Design Control: There are Design Guidelines for all buildings that are
implemented through Heritage Alteration Permits. For Limited properties, Design Guidelines only apply
for the construction of a new house or laneway/carriage house. For Advanced properties, Design
Guidelines apply for changes to the front, sides, or visible roofline of the house. The Guidelines include
both Recommended and Acceptable standards. Advanced buildings must meet at minimum the less
onerous “Acceptable” level.
Heritage Zoning Incentives: Currently under consideration.
Financial Incentives:
The New Westminster Heritage Foundation (NWHF) has operated
a Grant program since 1992. It utilizes monies from both a City endowment and contributions
from the New Westminster Heritage Preservation Society (NWHPS). In 2017, $10,000 was
provided to the Foundation from the civic Heritage Endowment and another $5,000 was gifted
by the NWHPS.
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VANCOUVER
SUMMARY
The City of Vancouver has the largest heritage program in B.C. There are approximately 2200
buildings listed in their Heritage Register, which is currently being updated. More recent
buildings are expected to be added through that review. Over 500 properties have been
protected city-wide. There are three protected areas: Gastown, Chinatown and First
Shaughnessy. Gastown and Chinatown are higher density commercial heritage districts, not
protected by HCA legislation which are not relevant to compare with Queen’s Park.
First Shaughnessy is a recent HCA (2015) with some relevance to Queen’s Park. The extent of
conservation (all pre-1940 buildings) is similar. The large size of the estate properties is a
significant difference. However, the approach of using Zoning incentives offers useful
precedent.
Vancouver applied a similar approach to First Shaughnessy for all RS zoned buildings built prior
to 1940. These “Character House” retention incentives are directly applicable to Queen’s Park,
although they do not use heritage protection.
Vancouver operates under Charter legislation, not the Local Government Act. Therefore , it has
greater powers than other municipalities. Vancouver is the most ambitious municipality in BC
in terms of providing Zoning incentives for building retention.
FIRST SHAUGHNESSY HERITAGE CONSERVATION AREA (FSHCA)
The First Shaughnessy district is arguably the most prestigious residential heritage district in
the province. Vancouver City has made efforts to conserve the heritage character of the area
for many decades. More recently, when those efforts seemed to be inadequate and with strong
community interest in conservation, the City created a Heritage Conservation Area in 2015.
The FSHCA uses the full authority of Provincial legislation to effect building protection and
design control. The FSHCA is layered onto other regulations, including the First Shaughnessy
Official Development Plan (ODP) and First Shaughnessy District Schedule.
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FSHCA Heritage Protection: There are 317 protected land parcels listed in an HCA Bylaw
Schedule. This Schedule includes all buildings built prior to 1940, which is slightly more than
half of the 600 parcels. In comparison, there are 82 properties within the HCA that are
included in the Heritage Register. A Heritage Standards of Maintenance Bylaw also applies.
FSHCA Heritage Design Control: The HCA Design Guidelines establish requirements for
alterations and additions to protected buildings. The Parks Canada Standards and Guidelines
for the Conservation of Historic places in Canada apply. The compulsory FSHCA Guidelines are
similar to the “Recommended” standards in the Queen’s Park HCA, which are optional, not
required in Queen’s Park. Guidelines also exist for new construction on non-heritage parcels.
FSHCA Zoning Incentives:
The FSHCA neighbourhood has a special Zoning called the
First Shaughnessy District Schedule (FSDS). This provides owners with Zoning incentives in
conjunction the HCA. It should be noted, however, that the previous Zoning already had a
number of these incentives in place. That FSDS Zone now allows for:
•
•
•
•
•

Additional Floor Area for heritage sites (amount varies based upon lot size)
Coach House (similar to a rental Laneway House)
Infill Dwelling Units with extra floor area on lots over 18,000 sf (stratified)
Multiple Conversion Dwelling on lots over 15,000 sf
(stratified multiple units in a converted Heritage Protected building)
Maximum 4/5 units on very large lots of 50,000 sf +

The development potential varies a great deal depending upon lot size. The greatest benefits
apply to the larger lots. For the smaller lots, a density bonus applies. The FSDS Zone both
benefits protected heritage sites and constrains the impact of the resulting development. For
example, the size of infill buildings cannot be more than 50% of the size of the heritage
building. The Director of Planning is delegated authority to vary a variety of Zoning standards,
as per the Guidelines.
Financial Incentives:
Vancouver provides approximately $125,000 annually to the
Vancouver Heritage Foundation to assist owners of Heritage Register buildings. The
Foundation raises approximately $375,000 annually to reach its $500,000 budget. Buildings do
not need to be protected to be eligible. Several types of grants are available
•
•
•
•

Restore it Grant:
True Colours Grant:
House Call (Conservation Plan):
Get on the Register Grant:

50%
50%
50%
50%

of
of
of
of

the
the
the
the

project
project
project
project

cost
cost
cost
cost
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RS CHARACTER HOUSE ZONING INCENTIVES:
Vancouver’s Character House Zoning Guidelines applies to RS Zoning city-wide. These are very
applicable to Queen’s Park. Adopted in the fall of 2017, they encourage the retention and
upgrade of “Character Homes”. Character Homes are those built prior to 1940 which retain
significant original features. Buildings do not have to be on a Heritage Register to qualify.
Heritage protection is not required. This initiative represents an expansion of heritage building
incentives to a much broader building stock, city-wide and is available on an optional basis.
The Character House standards allow for additional rental / strata units and floor area in return
for retaining and restoring the Character House. There are criteria to determine if a building
qualifies as a Character House. There are also criteria to determine required building upgrades.
The Director of Planning is delegated authority to make these determinations and vary Zoning
standards, as per the Guidelines.
There are nine RS Zones in Vancouver where these standards apply. The RS-1,RS-1A/B, RS 2, RS-4, RS-5, RS-6, RS-7 Zones are treated similarly. The RS-3 and RS-3A Zones are treated
similarly. The two attached diagrams from the Guidelines (Figures 7 and 8) depict the
application of these regulations in the two groupings of RS Zones.
In summary, the policies provide for:
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

Density increases from 0.5 FSR up to 0.75, 0.85 or 0.91 FSR, depending upon the zone
Multiple Conversion Dwellings (MCD’s): converting a Character House to several units
(rental or strata)
infill Dwellings (rental or strata)
Including Secondary Suites and/or Laneway Homes, there can be a total of:
o 3 units on a 33 ft lot;
o 4 units on a 50 ft lot;
o maximum 6 units in a MCD on a 69 ft +lot;
Basement floor area exclusions
Parking variances
Site area, siting and other relaxations
Heritage protection is not required.

The Vancouver Charter allows for conditional uses/densities Zoning and the delegation of land
use and density approvals to the Director of Planning. As a result, Vancouver’s Zoning methods
are not necessarily directly applicable to New Westminster.
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Figure 7- Development Options for Character Houses in RS zones 1, 1A/B, 2, 4, 5, 6, and 7
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VICTORIA
SUMMARY
The City of Victoria has one of the most active heritage programs in B.C. There
are approximately 1100 buildings listed in their Heritage Register. Over 400
residential properties have been protected, most often through individual
Heritage Designation Bylaws. They have 13 Heritage Conservation Areas. Of
these, 5 are in single family residential areas. These 5 are relevant to compare
with the Queen’s Park HCA.
HCA 1: TRADITIONAL RESIDENTIAL HERITAGE CONSERVATION AREA
The Traditional Residential HCA includes five separate areas including Battery Street, Avalon
Huntington, Catherine Street North, St. Charles Street and Elora. The HCA’s are relatively small
in area with Battery Street and Avalon Huntington having the most sites with approximately
30 parcels each (see map over).
Heritage Protection: There is no Schedule of Protected Properties and no direct prevention
from demolition within the HCA. Properties in the Heritage Register are encouraged to be
retained and do require HAP’s for alteration. Demolition Permits are not issued unless plans
for the replacement building are also approved. Council retains the authority through the Local
Government Act to prevent demolition through a Heritage Designation Bylaw process.
Residential Heritage Design Control: The effect of the Traditional Residential HCA is to
provide authority for Victoria to ensure that building alterations or new construction are
sympathetic to the heritage character of the area. A Heritage Alteration Permit is required.
There are no specific design guidelines in the HCA 1 areas.
Heritage Zoning Incentives: None. Victoria is currently considering new incentives that
could include secondary suites or garden suites.
Financial Incentives:
Victoria provides $205,000 annually to the Victoria Heritage
Foundation to operate a House Grants Program. Grants range from 30-50% of the project cost
up to a maximum of $21,000 over 10 years. The average grant in 2016 was $8,000 (34% of
the project cost). A Tax Incentive Program also operates in Victoria but residential homes are
not eligible.
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Victoria HCA 1: Traditional Residential (HCA Composite Map)
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NANAIMO
SUMMARY
The City of Nanaimo has an active heritage program. There are approximately 160 buildings
listed in their Heritage Register. Approximately 21 of 88 residential properties have been
protected. They have one Heritage Conservation Area which is for their Downtown/Fitzwilliam
neighbourhood (1998). It includes 53 commercial buildings which are protected through
inclusion in an HCA Bylaw Schedule. There is both a Façade Improvement Grant program and
Residential Conversion Tax Exemption program. As a commercial district, it is not comparable
to Queen’s Park.
OLD CITY NEIGHBOURHOOD
Nanaimo has a concentration of heritage residential properties in the Old City neighbourhood.
While an HCA was contemplated for this area, this has not been pursued.
Heritage Protection: There is no residential HCA protection in Nanaimo. Properties in the
Heritage Register are encouraged to be retained. Demolition Permits are infrequently applied
for and are generally issued where fire damage or poor building condition necessitates building
removal. Council retains the authority through the Local Government Act to prevent demolition
through a Heritage Designation Bylaw process.
Residential Heritage Design Control: N/A
Heritage Zoning Incentives: None.
Financial Incentives:
Nanaimo provides $12,000 annually to the to operate a residential
Heritage Home Grant Program. Any building on the Heritage Register is eligible, subject to a
covenant being placed on Title protecting the property. Grants of 50% of the project cost up
to a maximum of $2,500 are available. Sine 2006 a total of $51,000 was distributed. 21 homes
have benefited from this program with an average grant of $2.040.
A larger commercial Façade Grant program exists for commercial properties only. That program
is budgeted $20,000/year and has allocated approximately $317,000 since 2003.

13 Queen’s Park HCA: Case Studies
174

PORT MOODY
SUMMARY
The City of Port Moody has an active heritage program. There are approximately 66 buildings
listed in their Heritage Register. Approximately 50 residential properties have been protected,
with 42 being protected through two HCAs. There are two Heritage Conservation Areas: Ioco
and Moody Centre. The Ioco HCA applies to the former Imperial Oil Company town, which is
now largely abandoned. As a large site under single ownership, it is not comparable to Queen’s
Park. The Moody Centre HCA has a mixture of commercial, institutional and residential
properties which is quite different, but somewhat comparable to Queen’s Park.
MOODY CENTRE HCA
The Moody Centre HCA is a 7 block area in the old Port Moody core around St.Johns Street
(see map). The HCA Bylaw includes 26 heritage. Of these, 15 are residential, 9 are commercial
and 2 are institutional.
Heritage Protection: The HCA protects the 26 heritage buildings through a Schedule, as per
the LGA. Many of the heritage buildings also have some other form of legal protections. Four
protected buildings are municipally owned. Demolition of protected buildings is provided for
only in instances where the building has been damaged beyond 75% of its value
Residential Heritage Design Control: The Moody Centre HCA Bylaw includes Guidelines
which are enforced through Heritage Alteration Permits. Separate Development Permit
Guidelines also apply. This applies to alterations to the identified Heritage Buildings and new
construction on other sites.
Heritage Zoning Incentives: None.
Financial Incentives:
A tax exemption program exists for heritage buildings in the Moody
Centre HCA through Bylaw 2913. It provides for an exemption of municipal taxes for the value
of the improvements for up to 10 years.
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Port Moody’s
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(2011)
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SAANICH
SUMMARY
The District of Saanich has an active heritage program. There are approximately 296 buildings
listed in their Heritage Register. Approximately 78 residential properties have been protected,
individually. They do not have any Heritage Conservation Areas.
Heritage Protection: There are no HCA area-wide protections. Properties in the Heritage
Register are encouraged to be retained. Demolition Permits are not issued unless plans for the
replacement building are also approved. Council retains the authority through the Local
Government Act to prevent demolition through a Heritage Designation Bylaw process.
Residential Heritage Design Control: N/A
Heritage Zoning Incentives: None.
Financial Incentives:
Saanich provides funding annually to the Saanich Heritage
Foundation (1984) to operate a House Grants Program. Buildings must be protected by a
Heritage Designation Bylaw (or other protection) to be eligible. Grants of 35% of the project
cost up to a maximum of $10,000/yr are available. The maximum available for any one home
over 10 years is $20,000. A total of 43 protected heritage buildings have received grants. In
2008, Saanich provided $47,000 to the Heritage Foundation in 2017 which supported $35,000
in grants and $12,000 in SHF administration of this program with a part-time secretary position
that works from the District Hall.
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NORTH VAN CITY
SUMMARY
The City of North Vancouver has an active heritage program. There are approximately 265
buildings listed in their Heritage Register. Approximately 37 properties have been protected,
through a combination of individual Heritage Designations Bylaws, covenants and Heritage
Revitalization Agreements. There is one Heritage Conservation Area which is for their Ottawa
Gardens residential neighbourhood.
OTTAWA GARDENS HCVA
The Ottawa Gardens HCA is a 2 block residential area dating from 1906. It includes 18 heritage
register properties. It is Zoned duplex at 0.5 FSR and has OCP Attached Housing development
potential at 0.75 FSR.
Heritage Protection: There is no residential HCA protection. Properties in the Heritage
Register are encouraged to be retained. Demolition Permits are not issued unless plans for the
replacement building are also approved. Council retains the authority through the Local
Government Act to prevent demolition through a Heritage Designation Bylaw process.
Residential Heritage Design Control: The Ottawa Gardens HCA includes Guidelines which
are enforced through Heritage Alteration Permits. Guidelines exist for alterations to the
Heritage Register properties and new construction on non-heritage sites.
Heritage Zoning Incentives: No special incentives for the HCA. Basements are excluded
for all buildings built before 1960. B&B’s in Heritage register homes are allowed to operate 3
vs. 2 bedrooms. The City has instructed staff to consider zoning incentives for all heritage
buildings.
Financial Incentives:

None. The City has instructed staff to consider financial incentives.
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Ottawa Gardens Heritage Conservation Area
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ABBOTSFORD
SUMMARY
The City of Abbotsford has an active heritage program. There is one Heritage Conservation
Area: Clayburn Village.
CLAYBURN HCVA
Clayburn Village is a small company town originally owned by the Vancouver Fireclay Company
(Clayburn Company). Bricks were manufactured here beginning in 1905. The site had closed
by 1940. The District of Matsqui (now Abbotsford) acquired portions of the old mill site in 1993
which are in the process of being transformed into a park. Private portions of the Clayburn old
town are regulated as a Heritage Conservation Area since.
Heritage Protection: There are 19 heritage properties identified in the HCA Bylaw. (see
map). This includes both commercial and residential properties. These buildings are considered
protected.
Residential Heritage Design Control: The Clayburn HCA has relatively brief design
controls that are enforced through a HAP process. Guidelines exist for alterations to the
identified 19 Heritage properties and new construction on non-heritage sites.
Heritage Zoning Incentives: No special incentives for the HCA.
Financial Incentives:

None.
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Clayburn Heritage Conservation Area Map

20 Queen’s Park HCA: Case Studies
181

DELTA
SUMMARY
The City of Delta has an active heritage program. There are 213 properties in a Heritage
Inventory which dates from the late 1990’s. There are approximately 83 buildings listed in their
Heritage Register. There are 5 protected civic properties and a limited number of protected
private properties, primarily covenant. Sime protections are limited to 10 years.
LADNER HCA 1 (1995)
The Ladner HCA is a 1 block area on 47A Avenue, 48 Avenue and 48B Street (see map over).
It includes 11 properties, which are all residential.
Heritage Protection: There is no Schedule of Protected Properties and no heritage protection
directly associated with the HCA. Properties in the Heritage Register are encouraged to be
retained. Council retains the authority through the Local Government Act to prevent demolition
through a Heritage Designation Bylaw process.
Residential Heritage Design Control: The Ladner HCA Bylaw includes relatively brief
Guidelines which are enforced through Heritage Alteration Permits. This applies to alterations
to the identified Heritage Buildings and new construction on other sites.
Heritage Zoning Incentives: None.
LADNER HCA 2 ARTHUR DRIVE (2007)
The Arthur Drive HCA 2 is a 5 block area along Arthur Drive. (see map over). It includes
approximately 70 properties which are all residential. Some properties have duplex zoning.
Sixteen homes are listed in the Heritage Inventory.
Heritage Protection: Buildings are not protected. Owners are expected to enter into a
covenant or Heritage Revitalization Agreement in return for zoning incentives.
Residential Heritage Design Control: The Arthur Drive HCA includes Guidelines which are
enforced through Heritage Alteration Permits. This applies to alterations to the identified
Heritage Buildings and new construction on other sites.
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Heritage Zoning Incentives: One additional unit is permitted either as an addition to the
heritage building or as a detached coach house. None have yet been approved.
Financial Incentives:
A new Grant program began in 2018 to fund 50% of project costs
up to $15,000 for Heritage Register properties with a 10 year Protection secured by covenant.
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SURREY
SUMMARY
The City of Surrey has an active heritage program. There are approximately 200 buildings
listed in their Heritage Register. While HCA’s have been considered for several parts of the
City, none have been implemented and none are currently being pursued.
Heritage Protection: In the absence of an HCA, Surrey deals with heritage protection on an
individual basis. Approximately 67 properties have been protected with 27 of those being
municipal and 40 private properties. HRA’s, designation bylaws and covenants have been used
to achieve protection.
Heritage Zoning Incentives: No general incentives.
Financial Incentives:

Surrey offers two types of financial benefits:

Municipal Property Tax Exemption: Protected heritage properties can apply
annually for a 100% exemption from municipal taxes. This is undertaken pursuant to
Section 225 of the Community Charter. This exemption applies to original portions of
buildings and unaltered lands. Additions to buildings and alterations to lands (e.g.
outdoor pools) are excluded from this exemption. Buildings must demonstrate
compliance with the new Surrey Heritage Property Standards of Maintenance Bylaw.
There are currently 15 properties utilizing this property tax exemption. The estimated
cost to the City in 2018 is approximately $60,000.
House Grant Program: Protected properties can apply for a $5,000 annual grant for
upgrades/restoration. This can be grouped for up to three years for a total maximum
initial grant of $15,000. This program is utilized very little with only one grant issued in
each of the last few years.
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This report represents the opinions of the consultants and is presented
for purposes of generating ideas and discussion on benefits for
protected heritage properties in the Queen’s Park Heritage
Conservation Area. It does not necessarily reflect the policies or
opinions of the City of New Westminster or its staff.
For more information on the City of New Westminster Heritage
Program or Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area, contact the New
Westminster Development Services, Planning Division at:
604-527-4532

www.newwestcity.ca/heritage/qphca
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Correspondence received re:
306 Gilley Street
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Daphne Green
External-Post Master - Pln
306 Gilley St File HER00647
Tuesday, March 13, 2018 22:22:52

Thank you for your letter. I attended the display at the church a few months ago and I have no
objection to the proposed change.
I appreciate the efforts of New Westminster to maintain history in a sensible and progressive way.
Daphne Green
301 Ninth St
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