
 

 

 
 

  
 
 

R E P O R T  
Development Services  

 

To: Mayor Coté and Members of Council Date: 1/29/2018 

    

From: Jackie Teed 

Acting Director of Development 

Services 

File: 13.2605.40 

  Item #: 8/2018 

 

Subject: 

 

Queen's Park Heritage Conservation Area: Summary of Community 

Consultation and Proposed Expansion of Incentives Work Plan 

 
 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

 

 THAT Council endorse the enhanced work plan for the Queen’s Park Heritage 

Conservation Area Incentives Program and authorize funding of $75,000 for the 

additional work. 

 

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

In June 2017, a Heritage Conservation Area was adopted for the Queen’s Park 

neighbourhood. At that time, Council also endorsed four ongoing implementation actions to 

be undertaken in the years following adoption, including the exploration of incentives for 

protected properties. In December 2017, a report was presented to Council that introduced 

the draft guiding principles, identified the zoning incentives being considered, and outlined 

the first round of community consultation on the proposed zoning incentives.  

 

This report summarizes the results of this first round of consultation which included two 

public open houses, an online survey, meetings with realtors, and City committee 
consultation. The purpose of this first round of consultation was to understand the level of 

support for each of the proposed incentives, and the reasoning behind the support or lack of 

support. This round of consultation was intended to gather feedback from the community 

before staff moved forward with more detailed research.  
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Based upon the feedback received and recent direction from Council, at this time staff is 

proposing an expanded scope of research and consultation to be included in the Incentives 

Program. Expanding the scope of incentive options being considered would include retaining 

consultants for the additional research. The additional consultation would include a public 

panel discussion on heritage conservation and incentives, specifically related to the 
experiences of other municipalities; select focus group meetings; and the preparation and 

circulation of a discussion paper. Staff is requesting $75,000 of additional funding be 

allocated from existing 2018 budget sources in order to cover the additional resources 

required for the proposed expansion to the scope of work. 

 

PURPOSE 

 

This report provides Council with an update on the process of exploring the incentives being 

considered for protected properties (“Advanced” category) in the Queen’s Park Heritage 

Conservation Area. The update includes a summary of the recent community consultation 

which gathered preliminary feedback on the proposed incentives. This report seeks Council 

endorsement for additional consultation that has been incorporated into the work plan and 

that additional required funding be reallocated from the existing 2018 budget.   

 

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.  
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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 home 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 home moved to the Limited 

category. These applications would also be reviewed against the criteria in the three 

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 home 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 
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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. 

 

 
Figure 1: Summary of the levels of protection achieved through the HCA and through Heritage Designation 

 HCA:  

Limited Protection  

HCA:  

Advanced Protection 

Heritage Designation 

(HRA Requirement) 

Is demolition allowed? 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. 

No 

Could additional floor 
space be added to the 

building? 

Yes, anywhere, up 
to the zoning 

maximum. 

Yes, with permit for 
design review, up to 

the zoning maximum. 

No 

Is there design review for 
the construction of a new 

building? 

Yes Yes Yes 
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 HCA:  

Limited Protection  

HCA:  

Advanced Protection 

Heritage Designation 

(HRA Requirement) 

What design guidelines 

must be met? 

None. Design should meet 
the guidelines 
included in the  
“acceptable” or 
“recommended” 
categories of the HCA 

Design Guidelines . 

All aspects of the 
design must meet the 
guidelines included in 
the “recommended” 

category of guidelines. 

Is full restoration of the 

building required? 

No No Yes 

Could a laneway or 
carriage house be built on 

the lot? 

Yes Yes It would be 
considered, and could 

require rezoning. 

Could a secondary suite be 

added to the house? 

Yes Yes It would be considered 

Is a Heritage Alteration 
Permit required for 

changes to the exterior of 

the building? 

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

for the back. 

Yes, for all changes 
anywhere on the 

building. 

Is a permit required for 
regular maintenance like 

re-roofing, re-painting, or 

replacing rotted deck 

boards? 

No No Yes 

Are there restrictions on a 

building’s exterior paint 

colour? 

No No Yes 

Could the windows and 

doors be replaced? 

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

the building. 

Only if they are 
beyond repair, and 
they would have to be 

replaced with replicas. 

Could a porch or deck be 

added to the building? 

Yes Yes, with a permit for 
design review for a 
porch/deck added to 
the front or sides of 

the building. 

No 

Is a Heritage Alteration 
Permit required for 

interior changes? 

No No Sometimes 

Is a Heritage Alteration 
Permit required for 

changes to landscaping? 

No No Sometimes 

Who issues the Heritage 

Alteration Permit?  

Director of 
Development 

Services 

Director of 
Development  

Services 

 

Council 
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 HCA:  

Limited Protection  

HCA:  

Advanced Protection 

Heritage Designation 

(HRA Requirement) 

Do permit applications 
require community 

review? 

No No Yes, in most cases 

Do permit applications 

require review by City 

committees? 

No No Yes 

Does the property have 

access to zoning incentives? 

No Coming soon! Only if full heritage 
conservation 
(restoration) work is 

undertaken. 

 

BACKGROUND 

 

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. 
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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.  

 

Previous Council Direction  

 

During the process of creating the Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area, incentives 

were discussed with Council. Based on the recommendations of the Working Group, and the 

desire to see incentives for protected properties in the short term, Council directed staff to 
prioritize implementation of zoning incentives.  

 

On October 16, 2017, a report was presented to Council that provided further detail 

regarding the Heritage Conservation Area’s implementation work plan, which was endorsed 

by Council. The report identified zoning incentives as a primary focus of research for the 

incentives program.  

 

On December 4, 2017, a report was presented to Council that outlined the proposed approach 

for the first round of community consultation. The goal of the first round of consultation was 

to gather feedback from the community at the very early stages, before staff moved forward 

with more detailed research on zoning incentives. The report indicated the consultation 

would include two public open houses and an online survey. The report also provided more 

information about each of the three zoning incentives being presented through the  

consultation, and introduced the draft guiding principles that would be used to direct the 
research and implementation of the incentives program.  

 

The three potential incentives presented through the first round of consultation were:  

 

 Increased Floor Space Ratio (FSR);  

 Exempt existing attic space from FSR calculations; and  

  Exempt basement space from FSR calculations. 
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On January 8, 2018, Council received delegations who expressed concerns related to the 

incentives proposed in the consultation round. At that meeting Council passed the following 

resolution: 

 

THAT staff consider additional incentives that could be offered for Queen’s Park 
Heritage Conservation Area, based on a review of incentives offered by the City of 

Vancouver as part of the First Shaughnessy Heritage Conservation Area. 

 

PROCESS 

 

Summary of the Community Consultation  

 

The purpose of this first round of consultation was to identify different approaches to 

increasing density of a property, and understand the level of support for each of these 

proposed approaches and the reasoning behind the support or lack of support. This round of 

consultation was intended to gather feedback from the community at the very early stages, 

before staff moved forward with more detailed research into any incentive approach.  

 

The consultation included two drop-in style open houses and an online survey (see 

Attachment 1). It is possible that the same participants attended an open house and 
completed the online survey. The material presented (both in person and online) provided a 

background on the Heritage Conservation Area, a summary of the implementation projects 

and their timelines, and the detailed work plan for the zoning incentives program. The 

materials presented, and asked for feedback on, the draft guiding principles and the proposed 

approach to incentives. Participants were also given the opportunity prioritize the incentives, 

and the opportunity to suggest other incentives that they wanted considered as part of this 

process.  

 

The open houses were attended by a total of 80 participants. Of those that answered the 

voluntary demographic questions, all of the participants were owners, all had participated in 

previous Queen’s Park consultation, and a large majority lived in the neighbourhood. The 

majority owned a protected property. 

 

The online survey, which was open for four weeks, had 115 respondents. Of those that 

answered the voluntary demographic questions, the majority of respondents were residents 
from Queen’s Park, though some respondents lived outside the neighbourhood. Almost half 

of the respondents were owners of protected homes. Almost a quarter of the respondents 

were renters. Almost half of the respondents had not participated in the previous Queen’s 

Park Heritage Conservation Area consultation.  
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Summary of Committee Consultation 

 

The zoning incentives were presented to the Advisory Planning Commission (APC) and the 

Community Heritage Commission (CHC). Both committees provided feedback and 

recommendations to Council on the incentives being considered (see Attachment 2).  
 

The Advisory Planning Commission (APC) asked a number of questions about the Queen’s 

Park context, the Conservation Area, the proposed incentives, Heritage Revitalization 

Agreements (HRAs) incentives, and about the laneway house program. The APC noted that 

equity may be an issue since there would be a more significant benefit to having a heritage 

house in the Queen’s Park neighbourhood compared to other neighbourhoods. The APC 

recommended that the variety of lot sizes should be taken into account to ensure the 

incentives work for everyone. The APC recommended that the draft principles should be 

revised to encourage an increase in the amount of new, family-friendly units in the 

neighbourhood.  

 

The Community Heritage Commission (CHC) asked a number of questions about the current 

zoning regulations, the laneway house program, the role of HRAs, and the mechanisms of 

the Heritage Conservation Area, including the process for having a property moved from the 

Advanced (protected) category to the Limited category. They also asked questions about the 
proposed incentives. The CHC suggested that the incentives be evaluated for their impact on 

the appearance of the house. The CHC recommended support of the zoning incentives and 

recommended that a reduction of the parking requirement also be considered. They also 

recommended support of the proposed guiding principles and incentives.  

 

Summary of Realtor Consultation 

 

During this round of consultation, staff also identified the need to consult with the realtor 

community, since realtors working in the area have a valuable knowledge regarding the 

impact of the Heritage Conservation Area, including the perspectives of both buyers and 

sellers. An invitation was sent to all of the realtors known to do work in New Westminster to 

a meeting where they would have the opportunity to share their insights. Two meetings were 

held at the Anvil Centre, one on January 17 and one on January 19, 2018.  

 

The realtors that attended shared their experiences working in the neighbourhood before and 
after the adoption of the Heritage Conservation Area. They also shared feedback about what 

the most common questions, concerns, and preferences they hear from sellers and buyers. 

Ideas about the incentive program, the Heritage Alteration Permit (HAP) process, and the 

Heritage Revitalization Agreement process were discussed.  
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Correspondence  

 

A number of letters, emails, and phone calls with additional feedback were received during 

the consultation process. The additional feedback received has been incorporated into the 

overall feedback received through this round of consultation.  
 

SUMMARY OF COMMUNITY FEEDBACK 

 

The open houses and the online survey identified a number of concerns about the Incentives 

Program and incentive options proposed in this round of consultation. Primarily, concerns 

indicated that participants expected a much wider range of incentives to be presented. A 

number of participants wanted to see other types of incentives, beyond zoning. In addition, 

some comments suggested that owners have been waiting too long for incentives, or that 

incentives should have been applied prior to the Heritage Conservation Area’s adoption. 

 

Concerns were also expressed regarding the Heritage Conservation Area in general. 

Concerns raised noted that the Heritage Conservation Area should be repealed and it was 

similarly suggested that all houses be in the Limited category, without protection from 

demolition. Most concerns referenced a decrease in property value, decreased ability to sell, 

and non-support for the imposition of regulations.  
 

A smaller portion of the participants expressed their support for the Heritage Conservation 

Area. A small number of people felt that the Heritage Conservation Area should be expanded 

to include more houses in the Queen’s Park neighbourhood or more houses across the city.  

 

The consultation also raised a number of technical questions, which are not reflected below, 

about existing zoning regulations, and about how the incentives would be implemented. 

These questions will be considered during the upcoming research phase, and inform the next 

round of consultation. 

 

All of the feedback received is included in Attachment 3.  

 

General Feedback on the Incentives Program  

 

A number of comments were received regarding the overall incentive program, which are 
summarized below:  

 

 Many participants indicated that they felt the term incentive was misleading or 
inappropriate, since homeowners are not being incentivized to voluntarily participant 

in the Advanced (protected) category. Some of these comments recommended that the 

incentives should be appealing enough that owners are motivated to stay in the 

Advanced category, and that owners for properties in the Limited category would 

choose to opt-into the Advanced category to access them.  
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 A number of participants did not support zoning based incentive because of reasons 
such as:  

o Homeowners cannot afford to take advantage of the additional floor space, due 

to the cost of the work. Or similarly that homeowners would be required to 

spend in order to take advantage of the floor space, whereas other incentive 

options may not require an owner to spend in order to receive the benefit. 

o Homeowners do not want to take advantage of, or do not need, more space in 

their houses.   

o The extra floor space may increase the prevalence of illegal secondary suites.  
o Zoning incentives will encourage further alterations to Advanced category 

(protected) houses, which could reduce the heritage character of those houses. 

 

 A number of participants highlighted the options being considered for Character 
Homes in Vancouver, and want New Westminster to consider the same. The 

comments indicated that this process should also look at what other municipalities are 

doing, as part of similar programs.  

 

 Some comments noted that a “one size fits all” approach is not appropriate, due to the 
diversity of houses and property types in the neighbourhood. It was suggested that a 

program with a variety of options would allow a homeowner to pick which incentive 

works best for them and their house. Some homeowners were concerned that due to 

the circumstances of their house or their property (such as size, shape, or slope) they 

would not be able to take advantage of the zoning incentives presented.  

 

 A few participants raised concerns that the use of the proposed zoning incentives 
could erode the heritage character of the neighbourhood. For example, concerns were 

raised that incentives would make it harder for homeowners to take advantage of their 

maximum zoning entitlements and therefore there would be an increase in the 

likelihood that a demolition permit would be approved. Or, that implementation of 

any of the incentives would allow new additions in a way that is not complementary 

to the character of the house, the overall neighbourhood character or the streetscape.  

 

 A few participants raised concerns that taking advantage of the incentives would 
result in an increase in property value due to improvements made, and could impact 

the affordability of the neighbourhood.  

 

 A few participants suggested that incentives should apply to Limited category houses 
too, as there are some additional regulations through the Heritage Conservation Area 

(design guidelines for new construction) that are not present in other areas of the city.  
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Specific Feedback on the Proposed Zoning Incentives 

 

Increased Floor Space 

 

This incentive would increase the permitted Floor Space Ratio (FSR) for properties protected 
through the Heritage Conservation Area. This would increase the amount of floor space that 

could be built on each property. The exact amount of the increase would be explored through 

the next steps of the incentives development program. 

 

The feedback for this incentive can be summarized as follows: 

 There was general support for this incentive.  

 Should be implemented in a way that increases housing choice.  

 Increasing FSR will add massing and density in a way that is not appropriate for the 
entire neighbourhood. Similarly, concerns were raised about this incentive leading to 

“monster homes”.  

 This should be one of many incentives implemented.  
 

Exempt Attics 

 

This incentive would exempt attic space from the total FSR calculation. This may either 
create an opportunity for owners to make use of existing underutilized space in their house, 

or for houses with already useable attics, this exemption could “free up” floor space and 

allow the owner to build an addition. 

 

The feedback for this incentive can be summarized as follows: 

 Though there was support for this incentive, the level of support was lower than the 
other options. 

 Some felt that this was not enough of an increase in floor space.  

 This could legitimize examples were homeowners have already started using this 

space.  

 Often unsuitable space. 

 Concerns were raised about this incentive encouraging the addition of dormers that 
are not consistent with the heritage character of the house.  

 Only support this incentive if it means using existing space not adding new space.  

 The expectation is that the height regulation in the Zoning Bylaw would still apply.   

 This should be one of many incentives implemented.  
 

Exempt Basements  

 

This incentive would exempt basement space from the total FSR calculation. This could 

mean that a basement could be added to a house currently without a basement, even if the 

existing house is already at the maximum FSR. For a house with an existing basement, this 

exemption could “free up”  floor space and allow the owner to build an addition. 
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The feedback for this incentive can be summarized as follows: 

 This was the most popular of the three incentives proposed.  

 This incentive is seen to have the least impact on the neighbourhood.  

 It is too expensive to add a basement to an existing house build “slab on grade” style.  

 There should still be limits on the amount a building can be raised and how much of 
the basement can be above ground. The more that is allowed above ground, the more 

the visual impact, and the more the compromise of heritage character. Taller houses 

would also block more views.  

 There is a bigger benefit to those that already have a basement since it will be easier 
achieve the added density than it will be to add a basement.  

 It is too substantial of a renovation undertake while you still live in the house.  

 This should be one of many incentives implemented.  
 

Other Incentives Identified  

 

At both the open houses and as part of the online survey, participants were given the 
opportunity to suggest other incentives that should be considered through this process. Most 

participants indicated they had expected a much wider range of incentives to be presented 

and were disappointed by the options provided. A number of participants wanted to see other 

types of incentives, specifically financial incentives. Through the consultation process, a 

number of suggestions for other incentives were made including:  

 

Zoning Based 

 

 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 

 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).  
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Process 

 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.  

 

No Incentive 
 

Participants were also given the opportunity to indicate that no incentive should be 

implemented. No one at the open houses selected this option. About a third of online 

respondents selected this option. Some reasons given include a feeling that this creates an 

advantage to houses in Queen’s Park that other neighbourhoods would not have access to. It 

was also felt that all houses should be treated equally, regardless of the protection level.   

 

DISCUSSION  

 

Proposed Expansion of Incentives Work Plan  

 

In response to the feedback received and recent direction from Council, at this time staff 

proposes expanding the scope of the Zoning Incentives Work Plan to include a wider range 

of zoning incentives (including the incentives being considered by the City of Vancouver) 
and to consider other categories of incentives (such as process based incentives or financial 

based incentives).  

 

Staff has begun the process of retaining consultants to assist with this work. Working with 

consultants will ensure that a broader range of incentives can be explored without extending 

the timeline for this work. It is anticipated that the research and recommendations would be 

presented to Council in the spring. At this time staff would identify incentives that could be 

brought forward for Council’s consideration immediately, as well as any additional 

incentives that could be considered at a future date. It is anticipated that the incentives to be 

put in place immediately could be substantially complete by summer break.  

 

Incentive Program Panel Discussion  

 

As a next step in the research phase, staff would host a panel discussion. The panel would 

include professionals that have detailed experience with a heritage related incentives 
program. Community members would be invited to come and learn more about how heritage 

conservation incentive programs have worked in other municipalities.  
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The event details are: 

 

Date: Wednesday, February 7, 2018 

Time: 6:30pm – 8:30pm (doors at 6pm) 

Location: Anvil Centre Theatre, 777 Columbia Street  
 

Residents, and other interested stakeholders, from throughout the city would be invited to 

come, ask questions, and learn more about incentive programs.  

 

Save the date notices have already been distributed to all residences in the Queen’s Park 

neighbourhood. Further advertising will include: 

 

 an invitation delivered to the Queen’s Park neighbourhood, 

 an invitation sent to all Residents’ Associations,  

 a notice in City Page, 

 a notice on the “what’s happening” section of the City’s website  homepage, 

 the City’s social media, and  

 invitations posted in City Hall. 
 

Invited Discussions 

 

During this round of consultation, staff would continue to schedule consultation events with 

small groups of stakeholders, where they would have the opportunity to share their insights. 

These meetings will be purposefully kept small in order to ensure that there will be a 

meaningful dialog between all participants. The goal of these small group sessions is for staff 

to hear the most common questions and concerns. Ideas about the incentive program, and the 

Heritage Alteration Permit (HAP) process would also be discussed. The first meeting is 
proposed to happen at the Anvil Centre in the first few weeks of February to coincide with 

the panel discussion. Additional meetings may continue or increase in number through the 

research process.   

 

Discussion Paper 

 

The consultants retained by the City would create a discussion paper that would summarize 

the findings of their research. The scope of the paper would be guided by the research staff 

has conducted to date, the results of this first round of community consultation, and any 

further areas of interest raised at the panel discussion in February. This research would be 

presented to Council for review and comment. 

 

It is expected that the discussion paper would become a background document that residents 

could review before attending the next round of community consultation, which would be 
scheduled in the spring.  
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Mailing List  

 

A mailing list has been created so that people who are interested in the Queen’s Park 

Heritage Conservation Area can sign up to receive updates, including invitations to future 

consultation events. Anyone can sign up for the mailing list through the link included on the 
Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area webpage or by contacting the Planning Division. 

 

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS  

 

Staff is requesting a budget enchantment for the project of $75,000, which would be 

reallocated from existing 2018 budget sources. This enhancement would cover the addit ional 

resources required for the proposed expansion to the scope of work, including consultants, 

additional consultation events (venue, staffing, adverting), and staff overtime. 

 

NEXT STEPS 

 

The Heritage Conservation Area Incentives Program has now moved into the detailed 

research phase of the work plan. This phase will include further analysis of the feedback 

received during the first round of consultation, a detailed examination of how incentives 

have worked in other municipalities, and an exploration of the impacts of implementing each 
incentive in the context of the Queen’s Park neighbourhood. As part of the research phase, 

staff will conduct interviews with groups such as local financial institutions, BC Assessment, 

and local builders and renovators. An economic analysis will also be conducted to better 

understand the financial impact of the adoption of the Heritage Conservation Area, and to 

understand the financial benefit of each incentive.  

 

The findings of the research would be presented to Council for review and feedback, and 

then to the community and City committees in the spring.   

 

INTERDEPARTMENTAL LIAISON 

 

Staff is providing updates to other Departments on this work on an ongoing basis. 

 

OPTIONS 

 
The following options are available for Council’s  consideration: 

 

1. That Council endorse the enhanced work plan for the Queen’s Park Heritage 

Conservation Area Incentives Program and authorize funding of $75,000 for the 

additional work. 
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2. That Council provide alternative direction.  

 

Staff recommends Option 1. 

 

ATTACHMENTS 

 

Attachment 1: Public Consultation Material 

Attachment 2: Excerpts of City Committee Minutes 

Attachment 3: Raw Notes from Community Consultation 

 

 

This report has been prepared by:  

Britney Quail, Heritage Planner 

Lynn Roxburgh, Senior Planner 

 

 

This report was reviewed by: 

John Stark, Acting Manager of Planning 

 
  Approved for Presentation to Council 

   

 

 

 

 

 

Jackie Teed 

Acting Director of Development 

Services 

 Lisa Spitale 

Chief Administrative Officer 
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Queen’s Park Zoning Incentives Survey 

Queens's Park Heritage Conservation Area Zoning Incentives 

In June 2017, a Heritage Conservation Area was adopted for the Queen's Park 

neighbourhood. At that time Council also ehdorsed implementation actions, including 

the exploration of zoning ｾ ｮ｣･ｮｴｩｶ･ｳ＠ for protected properties. 

Iii 
Zoning,: Almost all single detaehe_d dwelling. ー ｲｯｰｾ ｲｴｩｾｳ＠ in Queen's 

Park are zoned RS-1 , which allows for a Floor Space Ratio {FSR) of 

0.5. That means that the size of the house can be ·a maximum of 50% 

of the size of the property. 

NEW WESTMINSTER 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Principle Three Principle Four 

Principle One 

Incentives should benefit the protected 

properties. 

The intent of this principle is to ensllre that 

the incentive program will work on the 

prot.ected properties. The unique context, 

including diversity of building/property shape 

and size, must be taken into consideration 

when developing an incentive package. 

Do you agree with this direction? 

I Disagree II Neutral II Agree I Strongly 

Agree 

Principle Five 

C) Next 
ｾ＠
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Strongly 

Disagree 

Strongly 

Disagree 

Q What to do 

Principle Three Principle Four 

Principle Two 

The benefits to the property must be 

balanced with the benefits to the 

community. 

The intent of this principle is to ensure that 

the benefit the community sees through 

heritage protection is relatively equal to the 

benefit the property owners receive through 

the incentive. 

Do you agree with this direction? 

I Disagree II Neutral II Agree I Strongly 

Agree 

Principle Five 

C) Next J 

Q What to do 

Principle Three Principle Four 

Principle Three 

Consider the liveability and character of 

the Queen's Park neighbourhood. 

The intent of this principle is to ensure 

incentives do not exceed the upper limit of 

density and building massing that is 

appropriate in a single detached dwelling 

context. New construction must fit within the 

context of the neighbourhood. Compatibility 

of the incentives with other city-wide 

programs, such as Heritage Revitalization 

Agreements and lanewayfcarriage houses, 

must also be considered. 

Do you agree with this direction? 

I Disagree II Neutral II Agree I Strongly 

Agree 

Principle Five 

C) Next _. 
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Q What to do 

Principle One Principle Two Principle Three Principle Four Principle Five 

petmltltd 

donslty 

ｾ ］］］＠

｀ ｾ ］］＠

ｾ］］］＠

Strongly 

Disagree 

other Queen's 
Arul Park HCA 

Strongly 

Disagree 

, Prev10us 

Principle Four 

Ensure that the incentives continue to 

allow meaningful opportunities for 

Heritage ｾ･ｶｩｴ｡ｬｩｺ｡ｴｩｯｮ＠ Agreements. 

The intent of this principle is to ensure that 

Heritage Revitalization Agreements (HRAs) 

are still attractive for homeowners. The 

incentives being considered for protected 

properties are some of the incentives that 

the City usually uses through HRAs. Since 

HRAs are a higher level of protection than 

the Heritage Conservation Area, it is 

important fo r the City to still be able to offer 

additional incentives. 

Do you agree with this dkection? 

I Disagree II Neutral II Agree I Strongly 

Agree 

pr-1td 
propel'tleol ..,,..,"""" 

Q What to do 

Principle Three Principle Four 

Principle Five 

Implementation of the zoning incentives 

must not result in needing to increase the 

incentives available for Heritage 

Revitalization Agreements. 

The intent of this principle is to maintain the 

current upper limit of incentives available in 

exchange for heritage protection. The 

highest level needs to be retained for 

Heritage Revital ization Agreements (HRAs) 

across the city. A lower level of incentives is 

being considered for the protected properties 

in Queen's Park. The City will determine the 

appropriate level through this process. 

Do you agree with this direction? 

I Disagree II Neutral II Agree I Strongly 

Agree 

C) Next 
·' 

C) Next , 
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Prev10us 
ｾ＠

Increase the FSR 

Prev1ous 
J 

Exempt Basements Exempt Attics 

Increase the FSR 

Floor Space Ratio (FSR) is the tool the City 

uses to regulate the size of houses. FSR 

links the size of a house to the size of the 

property. This incentive would increase the 

permitted FSR, which would increase the 

amount of floor space that could be built on a 

protected property. If this is a preferred 

incentive, the exact amount of the increase 

would be explored during the next 

steps With this incentive, the exact amount 

of new floor space each property would be 

entitled to would be easy to determine. This 

would be the easiest incentive for the City to 

administer. 

Do you agree with this direction? 

.. Agree .. Disagree 

Optional Comment 

Exempt Attics 

Exempt Basements 

This incentive would exempt basement 

space from the FSR total. This could mean 

that a new basement could be added to a 

house without a basement, even if the 

existing house is already at the maximum 

FSR For a house with an existing basement, 

this exemption may •tree up" floor ·space and 

allow the owner to build an above ground 

addition equivalent of up to the size of their 

basement. The amount of floor space that 

could be added through this incent ive is 

difficult to determine, and could vary 

significantly by property. This incentive 

would be more challenging for the City to 

administer. 

Do you agree with this direction? 

.. Agree .. Disagree 

-
Optional Comment 

C) Next 

' 

C) Next 

Back to Agenda



 

Increase the FSR Exempt Basements 

Prev10us 

Exempt Attics 

Under the City's current zoning, some of the 

space in an attic counts towards the FSR. 

This incentive would exempt that attic space 

from the FSR total. This may increase the 

opportunity for owners to make use of 

existing underutilized space in their house. 

For houses with accessible attics, this 

exemption may "free up• new density and 

allow the owner to build an addition of up to 

the equivalent of the size of their usable 

attic. The amount of floor space that could 

be added through this incentive is difficult to 

determine. This incentive would be the most 

challenging for the City to administer. 

Do you agree with this direction? 

.. Agree .. Disagree 

Optional Comment 

-

Exempt Attics 

Other 

Increase the FSR 

C) Next 
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Final Questrons 

Do you live in Queen's Park? 

I SelectEJ 

Do you live on a protected property? 

I Select EJ 

What is your age? 

I Select EJ 

Housing Tenure 

I SelectEJ 

Were you involved in previous consultation? 

I Select EJ 

Any last comments you want to add? 

'Type . v 

!g) Submit Fmal Oueslons j 

0 What to do 

ilumk 'rou 

Thanks for your input! All of your 

feedback will help shape the 

zoning incentives proposed for 

protected properties in the Queen's 

Park Heritage Conservation Area. 

Please visit our website. 

.b 
NEW WESTMINSTER 
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QUEEN’S PARK HERITAGE CONSERVATION AREA: 

ZONING INCENTIVES FOR PROTECTED PROPERTIES

www.newwestcity.ca/heritage/qphca  December 2017

BOARD #1

Welcome
The purpose of this open house is to present and gather community 
feedback on the zoning incentives being considered for properties 
protected by the Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area. 

Protected properties are those with houses built in 1940 or earlier or 
listed on the Heritage Register. These incentives would not apply to 
other properties in the Queen’s Park neighbourhood. 

This board outlines the materials you will review today. Please visit 
each stop in the order below!

HAVE A 
QUESTION? 
ASK US! 
Staff members are here to answer 
questions and gather feedback. 

Your feedback on the zoning 
incentives is important. It will 
be considered as we draft an 
approach to implementation, 
including the preparation of 
draft zoning regulations. 

Take the survey online at www.
newwestcity.ca/qphca. 

The survey will be open from 
December 7 to December 27.

Don’t have a lot of time today?

Take the online SURVEY!

STOP ONE
TELL US A BIT ABOUT 
YOURSELF

Knowing who participated today 
will help tell the story of this event 
in the report to Council. It also helps 
us understand whose voices are 
missing from the conversation. 

STOP

1

SEE BOARD #2

STOP TWO
HERITAGE CONSERVATION 
AREA BACKGROUND + 
NEXT STEPS

These boards outline the process of 
creating the Queen’s Park Heritage 
Conservation Area (HCA). Now that 
the HCA has been adopted, staff 
is focused on implementation. 
The zoning incentives being 
discussed today are one of the 
implementation projects. 

STOP

2

SEE BOARDS #3-5

STOP THREE
WHAT IS PERMITTED 
TODAY

These boards outline the 
development opportunities that 
currently exist for single detached 
dwelling properties in the Queen’s 
Park neighbourhood. 

STOP

3

SEE BOARD #6

STOP FOUR
GUIDING PRINCIPLES

We have created a draft set of 
principles to guide the process of 
creating zoning incentives. Review 
the principles and let us know what 
you think. 

STOP

4

SEE BOARD #7

STOP FIVE
ZONING INCENTIVES

These boards present the zoning 
incentives being considered. Review 
the options and let us know what 
you think.

STOP

5

SEE BOARDS #8-10

STOP SIX
PRIORITIZING THE 

 ZONING INCENTIVES

Once you have reviewed the 
incentives being considered, we 
want you to tell us which are the 
highest priority for you. 

You will need the colourful cards to 
complete this task. If you don’t have 
a set of cards, ask staff!

STOP

6

SEE BOARD #11

@new_westminster/NewWestminster

newwestcity.ca/heritage/qphca plnpost@newwestcity.ca 604.527.4532

THANK YOU!
THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING 
AND PROVIDING FEEDBACK ON 
THE ZONING INCENTIVES.

Make sure to watch for more 
information on the incentive 
options and next steps in the 
spring!
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QUEEN’S PARK HERITAGE CONSERVATION AREA: 

ZONING INCENTIVES FOR PROTECTED PROPERTIES

www.newwestcity.ca/heritage/qphca  December 2017

STOP ONE 

BOARD #2

Tell Us About Yourself

Where do you live?

Place your sticky dot here if 
you live outside the Queen’s 

Park neighbourhood.

Why do we ask? 
Knowing who participated 
today will help tell the 
story of this event in the 
report to Council. It also 
helps us understand whose 
voices are missing from the 
conversation. 

What is your age?

19 & under

20 - 34

35 - 49

50 - 64

65 & older

Prefer not to 
say

Renter

Owner

Other

Housing Tenure

Yes

No

I don’t know

Is your house protected by 
the Queen’s Park Heritage 
Conservation Area?

Yes

No

I don’t know

Have you been involved in 
previous consultation in 
Queen’s Park?

Queen’s 

Park

M
cB

rid
e

 B
lv

d

City Hall

Royal Ave

6th Ave

6
th

 St

Royal City 
Centre

1
st St

2
n

d
 St

3
rd

 St

4
th

 St

5
th

 St

5th Ave

4th Ave

3rd Ave

Queens Ave

Use these sticky dots 
to answer each of the 
questions about yourself.
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QUEEN’S PARK HERITAGE CONSERVATION AREA: 

ZONING INCENTIVES FOR PROTECTED PROPERTIES

www.newwestcity.ca/heritage/qphca  December 2017

STOP TWO 

BOARD #3

Introduction to the Queen’s Park  
Heritage Conservation Area
A Heritage Conservation Area 
is a distinct and identifiable 
neighbourhood, characterized by its 
historic value, which is identified in 
a City’s Official Community Plan for 
heritage conservation purposes. The 
Queen’s Park neighbourhood has 
been identified as having a unique 
character that reflects the history of 
New Westminster throughout the 
twentieth century and is therefore 
worthy of conservation.

The purpose of a Heritage 
Conservation Area is to minimize 
the loss of historic houses and 
street character, while ensuring any 
new construction is appropriate 
to the existing character of the 
neighbourhood.  It does this by 
providing both long-term heritage 
protection and design control for 
new construction. 

Properties in the Queen’s Park 
neighbourhood fall into one 
of three categories: Protected 
(Advanced), Study (Special Limited), 
and Non-Protected (Limited). 
Heritage protection provisions do 
not apply to the interior or rear 
of any buildings. Additionally, 
all zoning regulations and 
entitlements continue to apply.

PROTECTED (ADVANCED) CATEGORY
Houses built in 1940 or earlier and houses already designated 
or listed on the Heritage Register are in this category. A Heritage 
Alteration Permit is required for:

• Changes to the front or sides of house including addition of 
floorspace, changes to windows or doors, addition or removal 
of porches or verandahs, and change or removal of other 
major features.

• Changes to the roof form which would be visible from the 
street;

• Demolition of a house;

• Construction of a new residential building; and

• Subdivision or consolidation of a lot.

NON-PROTECTED (LIMITED) CATEGORY
Houses built in 1941 or later and those which have successfully 
applied for exemption, due to low heritage merit are in this 
category. A Heritage Alteration Permit is required for:

• Construction of a new residential building; and

• Subdivision or consolidation of a lot.

STUDY (SPECIAL LIMITED) CATEGORY
Houses built in 1940 or earlier, not designated or on the Register, 
with at least one of these characteristics are in this category:

• Less than 30 feet of lot frontage;

• Less than two full storeys (above or below ground); or

• More than 75% of the allowable site coverage and less than 
75% of the allowable floor space.

Heritage Alteration Permit required for:

• Demolition of a house;

• Construction of a new residential building; and

• Subdivision or consolidation of a lot.

ARE YOU INTERESTED 
IN PROTECTING 
YOUR HOUSE?
If your house is built after 1940, 
you can request to move your 
house from Non-Protected to 
Protected. This strengthens the 
HCA and an incentive may apply 
to your house. 

Back to Agenda
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ZONING INCENTIVES FOR PROTECTED PROPERTIES

www.newwestcity.ca/heritage/qphca  December 2017

STOP TWO 

BOARD #4

Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area 
Background + Implementation

MAY 2013 NEIGHBOURHOOD HERITAGE STUDY LAUNCHED

Council received a delegation from residents identifying concerns about 
the loss of historic houses in the Queen’s Park neighbourhood and the 
character of replacement houses. As a result, Council requested an 
exploration into heritage conservation options, effectively launching the 
Queen’s Park Neighbourhood Heritage Study. 

NOVEMBER 2014 HERITAGE STUDY WORKING GROUP IS CREATED

Council endorsed the creation of a Queen’s Park Neighbourhood Heritage 
Study Working Group.

FALL 2018 -  
SPRING 2019

SPECIAL LIMITED CATEGORY STUDY 

Through the HCA policy development process, approximately 80 
properties were identified for further study. Through the study, these 
properties would either be reclassified as “protected” (Advanced) or “not 
protected” (Limited), based on detailed analysis of their heritage merit and 
development options. 

FALL 2017 -  
SPRING 2018

ZONING INCENTIVES PROGRAM  [WE ARE HERE!]

Council directed staff to look at potential zoning incentives for properties 
protected under the Queen’s Park HCA policy.  
See Board #5 for more about this process.

JUNE 2017 HERITAGE CONSERVATION AREA

Council designated the Queen’s Park neighbourhood as an HCA. This policy 
protects houses built in 1940 or earlier by requiring Heritage Alteration 
Permits, approved by the Director of Development Services. Additionally, 
new construction is required to follow a set of design guidelines.

JUNE 2016 HERITAGE CONTROL PERIOD

Council established a one year temporary Heritage Control Period. The 
Control Period required Heritage Alteration Permits, approved by Council, 
to be taken out for any work on buildings built before 1967. The Control 
Period provided additional review of applications while the permanent 
HCA policy was developed.

MAY 2016 FINAL STUDY RECOMMENDATIONS

After more than two years of research and community consultation, 
the Study concluded and the Working Group made four formal 
recommendations to Council: 1) consider the creation of a Queen’s Park 
Heritage Conservation Area (HCA), 2) that the consultation process for 
an HCA be undertaken during a one year Heritage Control Period, 3) a 
photograph inventory of all publicly visible buildings be taken, and 4) the 
Queen’s Park Historic District Residential Design Guidelines be updated. 

SPRING 2019 POLICY REVIEW 

Council endorsed a full review of the Heritage Conservation Area policy. The 
elements of the policy to be reviewed will be determined at the beginning 
of the process. However, data required for the review is already being 
collected.
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ZONING INCENTIVES FOR PROTECTED PROPERTIES

www.newwestcity.ca/heritage/qphca  December 2017

STOP TWO 

BOARD #5

Zoning Incentives Program

  DECEMBER 2017 CONSULTATION ROUND ONE  [WE ARE HERE!]

These open houses and the online survey are the first step in the process 
for developing zoning incentives. During this round of consultation, 
feedback will also be gathered from the Community Heritage Commission 
and Advisory Planning Commission. 

WINTER 2017/2018 RESEARCH

The City will compile and analyse the feedback provided during the first 
round of consultation, and will undertake further research. An economic 
analysis will also be conducted to better understand potential benefit of 
each incentive.

SPRING 2019 COUNCIL CONSIDERATION + PUBLIC HEARING 

The Zoning Amendment Bylaw will be presented to Council for their 
consideration. If Council gives the Bylaw first and second reading, a Public 
Hearing will be scheduled. The community will have an opportunity to 
present their point of view on the proposed bylaw to Council. After the 
close of the Public Hearing, Council will consider whether to support the 
Bylaw.

SPRING 2018 ADVISORY PLANNING COMMISSION (APC)

After final revisions have been made, a Zoning Amendment Bylaw, 
which would implement the zoning incentives, would be presented to 
the Advisory Planning Commission (APC). The community will have an 
opportunity to present their point of view on the proposed Bylaw to the 
APC. The APC will then make a recommendation to Council.

MARCH 2018 CONSULTATION ROUND TWO

The purpose of this consultation will be to present the draft zoning 
regulations to the community and the Community Heritage Commission 
for review and feedback. Revisions will be made to the draft regulations 
based on this feedback. 

FEBRUARY 2018 REPORT TO COUNCIL

Staff anticipate presenting a report to Council in February that 1) 
summarizes the feedback received during round one of consultation, 
2) summarizes the results of the research, and 3) presents draft zoning 
regulations for Council’s review and feedback. Revisions will be made to the 
draft regulations based on this feedback. 

SPRING 2019 ADOPTION 

The last step in the process will be for Council to adopt the Zoning Bylaw 
Amendment (fourth reading). 

OCTOBER 2017 PROGRAM LAUNCH

On October 16, Council endorsed a Work Plan that included the review of 
zoning incentives for properties protected in the Queen’s Park Heritage 
Conservation Area. This endorsement launched the program. 
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QUEEN’S PARK HERITAGE CONSERVATION AREA: 

ZONING INCENTIVES FOR PROTECTED PROPERTIES

www.newwestcity.ca/heritage/qphca  December 2017

STOP THREE 

BOARD #6

What is Permitted Today

ZONING BYLAW ENTITLEMENTS

RS-1 ZONING

A majority of the single detached dwellings in the Queen’s Park 
neighbourhood are zoned RS-1. In this zone, a house is permitted to be 
built to a 0.5 Floor Space Ratio (FSR). This means the total square footage of 
the house may be up to 50% of the size of property. 

LANEWAY AND CARRIAGE HOUSES

In October 2017, at the same time the new Official Community Plan was 
adopted, the RS-1 zoning was changed to allow property owners to build 
a laneway or carriage house. The laneway or carriage house can have 
an FSR of 0.1 (10% of the size of the property). This adds further density 
entitlements to the properties in the Queen’s Park neighbourhood. 

RS-6 ZONING

Approximately 20 properties in the Queen’s Park neighbourhood are zoned 
RS-6, which was developed prior to the Heritage Revitalization Agreement 
program to incentivize the retention of houses with heritage value. The 
RS-6 zone already allows an FSR of 0.6 (60% of the size of the property), 
although it does not allow laneway or carriage houses.

HERITAGE REVITALIZATION AGREEMENTS
A Heritage Revitalization Agreement (HRA) is a formal, voluntary, and 
written agreement that is negotiated between a property owner and the 
City. The agreement offers incentives and/or allows relaxations to zoning 
requirements in exchange for retention, restoration, and legal protection 
(Heritage Designation) of a building with heritage value. Each agreement 
is written to suit unique properties and situations. Therefore, each HRA is 
different from the next and does not create precedence.

Relaxations in HRAs principally include permitting a different use, 
reducing parking on site, reducing setbacks, increasing the overall density, 
increasing the number of units on site, subdivision, and stratification. 
These incentives are provided to make it viable for owners to conserve and 
protect a heritage property.

Before considering what incentives are appropriate for protected 
properties in the Queen’s Park neighbourhood, it is important to consider 
the context.

ARE YOU 
INTERESTED 
IN AN HRA? 
HRAs offer a higher level of 
protection than the Heritage 
Conservation Area. This means 
that someone with a protected 
property can still apply for an 
HRA, and would receive greater 
benefit than what would be 
offered through the zoning 
incentives program.
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QUEEN’S PARK HERITAGE CONSERVATION AREA: 

ZONING INCENTIVES FOR PROTECTED PROPERTIES

www.newwestcity.ca/heritage/qphca  December 2017

STOP FOUR 

BOARD #7

Draft Guiding Principles

1. Incentives should benefit the protected properties.

The intent of this principle is to ensure that the incentive 
program will work on the protected properties. The unique 
context, including diversity of building/property shape and size, 
must be taken into consideration when developing an incentive 
package.

2. The benefits to the property must be balanced with 
the benefits to the community. 

The intent of this principle is to ensure that the benefit the 
community sees through heritage protection is relatively 
equal to the benefit the property owners receive through the 
incentive.

3. Consider the liveability and character of the Queen’s 
Park neighbourhood. 

The intent of this principle is to ensure incentives do not 
exceed the upper limit of density and building massing that 
is appropriate in a single detached dwelling context. New 
construction must fit within the context of the neighbourhood. 
Compatibility of the incentives with other city-wide programs, 
such as Heritage Revitalization Agreements and laneway/
carriage houses, must also be considered.

4. Ensure that the incentives continue to allow 
meaningful opportunities for Heritage Revitalization 
Agreements (HRAs).

The intent of this principle is to ensure that HRAs are still 
attractive for homeowners. The incentives being considered for 
protected properties are some of the incentives that the City 
usually uses through HRAs. Since HRAs are a higher level of 
protection than the Heritage Conservation Area, it is important 
for the City to still be able to offer additional incentives.

5. Implementation of the zoning 
incentives must not result 
in needing to increase the 
incentives available for HRAs.

The intent of this principle is to 
maintain the current upper limit of 
incentives available in exchange for 
heritage protection. The highest level 
needs to be retained for HRAs across 
the city. A lower level of incentives is 
being considered for the protected 
properties in Queen’s Park. The City 
will determine the appropriate level 
through this process.

Do you agree or disagree 
with these principles? 
Use post it notes to 
provide your feedback.
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STOP FIVE 

BOARD #8

Zoning Incentive:
Increase Floor Space Ratio (FSR)
Floor Space Ratio (FSR) is the tool the City uses to regulate 
the size of houses. FSR links the size of a house to the 
size of the property. This incentive would increase the 
permitted FSR, which would increase the amount of floor 
space that could be built on a protected property. 

If this is a preferred incentive, the exact amount of the 
increase would be explored during the next steps. With 
this incentive, the exact amount of new floor space each 
property would be entitled to would be easy to determine. 
This would be the easiest incentive for the City to 
administer.

Thumbs  
UP

Thumbs 
DOWN

Use these sticky dots to give 
this option a thumbs up or 
a thumbs down in the box 
below. 

Use the post it notes to provide your comments. 
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STOP FIVE 

BOARD #9

Zoning Incentive: 
Exempt Basements
This incentive would exempt basement space from the 
FSR total. This could mean that a new basement could be 
added to a house without a basement, even if the existing 
house is already at the maximum Floor Space Ratio. For 
a house with an existing basement, this exemption may 
“free up” floor space and allow the owner to build an 
above ground addition equivalent of up to the size of their 
basement. The amount of floor space that could be added 
through this incentive is difficult to determine, and could 
vary significantly by property. This incentive would be 
more challenging for the City to administer.

Thumbs  
UP

Thumbs 
DOWN

Use the post it notes to provide your comments. 

Use these sticky dots to give 
this option a thumbs up or 
a thumbs down in the box 
below. 
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STOP FIVE 

BOARD #10

Zoning Incentive: 
Exempt Attics
Under the City’s current zoning, some of the space in 
an attic counts towards the Floor Space Ratio (FSR). This 
incentive would exempt that attic space from the FSR 
total. This may increase the opportunity for owners to 
make use of existing underutilized space in their house. 
For houses with accessible attics, this exemption may 
“free up” new density and allow the owner to build an 
addition of up to the equivalent of the size of their usable 
attic. The amount of floor space that could be added 
through this incentive is difficult to determine. This 
incentive would be the most challenging for the City to 
administer. 

Thumbs  
UP

Thumbs 
DOWN

Use the post it notes to provide your comments. 

Use these sticky dots to give 
this option a thumbs up or 
a thumbs down in the box 
below. 
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EXEMPT BASEMENTSINCREASE FSR

QUEEN’S PARK HERITAGE CONSERVATION AREA: 

ZONING INCENTIVES FOR PROTECTED PROPERTIES STOP SIX  BOARD #11

Prioritization of Incentives
Staff may recommend one incentive, all of the incentives, 
or a combination of incentives to Council. To help inform 
this recommendation, we want to understand which of the 
incentives are the highest priority for you. 

WHAT TO DO NOW:
Now that you have been to all the stops, please tell us how you would prioritize the 
incentives for protected properties in the Queen’s Park HCA. 

Place your priority cards in the jars labeled with each incentive option. Feel free to indicate 
“No Incentive” as your top priority or propose another incentive in the jar labeled “Other”. 
You can describe an alternative incentive or provide comments on the back of the priority 
card. If you don’t have cards, ask staff for a set. You don’t have to use all your cards.

EXEMPT ATTICS OTHER NO INCENTIVE

This incentive would increase 
the permitted Floor Space 
Ratio.

This incentive would exempt 
basement space from the Floor 
Space Ratio total for protected 
properties. 

This incentive would exempt 
accessible attic space from 
the Floor Space Ratio total for 
protected properties.

Do you have a different zoning 
incentive that you would like 
us to consider? Use the space 
on the back of the card to tell 
us your idea. 

Would you prefer to see no 
incentives for protected 
properties in the Queen’s Park 
Heritage Conservation Area? 
Rank this “No Incentive” item 
as your top priority.
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ADVISORY PLANNING COMMISSION 
 

Tuesday, December 5, 2017 at 6:30 p.m. 

Council Chambers 
 

EXCERPT OF MINUTES 
 

VOTING MEMBERS PRESENT: 

Peter Hall     - Chair, Community Member 

Christa MacArthur    - Vice-Chair, Community Member 

Darlene Carty    - Community Member 

Laura Cornish    - Community Member 

Margaret Fairweather   - Community Member 

Andrew Hull     - Community Member 

Tobi May     - Community Member 

 

VOTING MEMBERS REGRETS: 

Alex Sweezey    - Community Member 

 

GUESTS: 

Tara Fraser     - Property Owner (312 Fifth Street) 

Hugo Shaw     - Property Owner (318 Fifth Street) 

Nancy Shaw     - Property Owner (318 Fifth Street) 

Kirsten Sutton    - D3 Dimension Drafting and Design Inc. 

David Vickars    - Property Owner (312 Fifth Street) 

 

STAFF: 

Julia Dugaro     - Planning Analyst 

Britney Quail     - Heritage Policy Planner 

Heather Corbett    - Committee Clerk 

 

1.0 REPORTS AND INFORMATION 

 

1.1 Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area: Proposed Community 

Consultation on Zoning Incentives for Protected Properties 

 

Ms. Britney Quail, Heritage Policy Planner, reviewed the report dated December 

5, 2017, and gave a presentation to the Commission outlining the guiding 

principles and potential zoning incentives being considered for properties 

protected through the Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area (HCA). 
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Ms. Quail’s presentation reviewed the following information: • The Council-endorsed work plan, including the four implementation 

actions of the HCA: 

1. An update to the Minimum Maintenance Standards for Protected 

Heritage Properties Bylaw; 

2. Development of zoning based incentives for protected properties; 

3. A “Special Limited” category study and subsequent City-led Official 

Community Plan Amendment; and, 

4. A program to encourage voluntary protection of post-1941 homes in 

the Heritage Conservation Area; • The current policies, protection levels, and regulations allowed in the 

Heritage Conservation Area; • The five guiding principles, as proposed by Staff, to guide the zoning 

incentives work, including: 

1. Incentives developed should benefit protected properties; 

2. Benefits to the property owner should be balanced with benefits to 

community; 

3. Consider the livability of the Queen’s Park neighbourhood in the 

context as a single family neighbourhood; 

4. Ensure that there are meaningful opportunities for HRAs in the 

Queen’s Park neighbourhood; and, 

5. Implementation of the incentive must not increase the amount of 

incentives considered for HRAs across the city. • The three proposed zoning incentives developed by Staff: 

1. Increase in Floor Space Ratio (FSR), which would provide 

additional density spread over the principal house and/or laneway 

house – this would be simple for the City to administer and would be 

related to lot size; 

2. Exempt basements from the FSR calculations, opening up a potential 

of vastly increasing density, especially in houses that currently have 

a basement; and, 

3. Exempt attic space from the FSR calculations, which would 

generally make it harder to predict how much density would be freed 

up, as it would depend on the pitch of the roof, and adhering to more 

requirements in terms of building and fire codes. 

 

Ms. Quail informed the Commission that community consultation will be 

forthcoming as a next step, and asked for the Commission’s feedback and 

comments on the proposed incentives in order to help in directing further research 

and preparing the draft regulations. 

 

Back to Agenda



In response to questions from the Commission, Ms. Quail provided the following 

information: • The lot sizes in Queen’s Park range from 2,000 sq. ft. to 18,000 sq. ft.; • An increase in FSR has been proposed because it allows for flexibility 

within the policy rather than looking at lots individually; • An FSR ceiling on HRA applications has not been proposed as each 

individual HRA is negotiated on a case by case basis and are context 

specific; • Adjusting rental suite sizes has not been proposed as an incentive because it 

would not be permissible under the BC Building Code; • Stratification of properties is currently only supported through the use of an 

HRA; • The increase in FSR would be determined taking into consideration all 

houses on a property, however under the current guidelines, laneway 

houses have a cap of 0.1; • The proposed incentives would be provided to existing protected houses in 

the HCA; • There are no current plans to make significant changes to the laneway 

house program; and, • Currently rental suites are permitted on upper floors, however satisfying the 

requirements, such as providing egress and a separate front door, can often 

be difficult on upper floors. 

 

Upon discussion, the Commission made the following comments: • Equitability may be an issue – there seems to be an advantage to Queen’s 

Park heritage homes rather than those in other neighbourhoods; • It is possible that these incentives may only benefit bigger property owners 

who have the space to add additional FSR, in which case these incentives 

may not be equitable and beneficial to all property owners in the HCA; • A sliding scale in terms of FSR may be beneficial whereby thresholds could 

be worked out and properties below a certain threshold could take 

advantage of a bonus in FSR; • As there is a desire for family friendly housing in the City, it may be 

beneficial to allow laneway houses an FSR which equates to a family 

friendly size; and, • Incentives could be oriented towards creating additional units and 

densification, rather than on FSR. 

 

MOVED and SECONDED 

THAT the Advisory Planning Commission accept the December 5, 2017 report; 

and,  
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THAT the Advisory Planning Commission support a revision of the guiding 

principles for the zoning incentives program for properties protected through the 

Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area, to encourage an increased number of 

family friendly forms of units; and, 

THAT the Advisory Planning Commission support a revision of the proposed 

zoning incentives for properties protected through the Queen’s Park Heritage 

Conservation Area, to include a sliding scale benefitting smaller properties in 

order to encourage increased FSR on smaller lots. 

CARRIED 

All members of the Commission present voted in favour of the motion. 
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COMMUNITY HERITAGE COMMISSION 
 

December 6, 2017 6:00p.m. 

Committee Room #2 
 

EXCERPT OF  MINUTES 
 

VOTING MEMBERS PRESENT: 

Councillor Jaimie McEvoy  - Chair 

John Davies    - Community Member 

Wayne Janzen    - Community Member 

Lauren Neufeld   - Community Member 

Roger Nottingham   - Community Member 

Lynn Radbourne   - Community Member (left at 6:45 pm) 

David Sarraf    - Community Member (arrived at 6:30, during 3.1) 

 

REGRETS: 

Catherine Hutson   - New Westminster Heritage Preservation Society 

 

STAFF: 

Rob McCullough   - Manager, Museums & Heritage Services 

Britney Quail    - Heritage Policy Planner 

Jay Young    - Manager, Recreation Services 

Heather Corbett   - Committee Clerk 

 

3.0 PRESENTATIONS 

 

3.1 Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area: Zoning Incentives for Protected 

Properties 

 

Ms. Britney Quail, Heritage Policy Planner, reviewed the report dated December 

6, 2017, and gave a presentation to the Commission outlining the guiding 

principles and potential zoning incentives being considered for properties 

protected through the Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area (HCA). 

 

Ms. Quail’s presentation reviewed the following information: 
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• The Council-endorsed work plan including four implementation actions of 

the HCA: 

5. An update to the the Minimum Maintenance Standards for Protected 

Heritage Properties Bylaw; 

6. Development of zoning incentives for protected properties; 

7. A “Special Limited” category study and subsequent City-led Official 

Community Plan; and, 

8. A program to encourage voluntary protection of post-1941 homes in 

the Heritage Conservation Area; • The current policies, protection levels and regulations allowed in the 

Heritage Conservation Area; • The Guiding Principles, as proposed by Staff, to guide the zoning 

incentives work, including: 

6. Incentives developed should benefit protected properties; 

7. Benefits to the property be balanced with benefits to community; 

8. Consider the livability of the Queen’s Park neighbourhood in the 

context as a single family neighbourhood; 

9. Ensure that there are meaningful opportunities for HRAs in the 

Queen’s Park neighbourhood; and, 

10. Implementation of the incentive must not increase the amount of 

incentives considered for HRAs 

 

In response to questions from the Commission, Ms. Quail provided the following 

information: • The mechanism available for a homeowner to remove protection associated 

with the Queen’s Park Heritage Conservation Area is an Official 

Community Plan Amendment, which is approved by Council. The 

application would include an assessment completed by a heritage 

professional, which would then be used by Staff to complete a checklist 

that evaluates the development potential of the property; • Many of the apartment buildings in the Queen’s Park neighbourhood are 

zoned RS-1, and therefore if they were demolished, the property owner 

would need to build a house in its place; • HRAs would remain valid tools in Queen’s Park and other neighbourhoods 

of the City for the protection of heritage buildings; • The incentive to do an HRA project in Queen’s Park would be proportional 

to the benefit of the proposed incentives; and, • Parking is not being reviewed at this time and the requirement of two 

parking spots if more than one dwelling would remain the same. 

 

Ms. Quail continued her presentation to the Commission, covering the three 

proposed zoning incentives developed by Staff: 
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1. Increase in Floor Space Ratio (FSR), which would provide additional 

density spread over the principal house and/or laneway house – this would 

be simple for the City to administer and would be related to lot size; 

2. Exempt basements from the FSR calculations, opening up a potential of 

vastly increasing density, especially in houses that currently have a 

basement; and, 

3. Exempt attic space from the FSR calculations, which would generally make 

it harder to predict how much density would be freed up, as it would 

depend on the pitch of the roof, and adhering to more requirements in terms 

of building and fire codes. 

 

In response to questions from the Commission, Ms. Quail provided the following 

information: • The definition of a basement space whether partial or above ground, despite 

slope, is approximately four feet;  • A similar process would be studied as is currently in place for NR-1 zoning 

in terms of regulations and restrictions; • Changes in attics would generally need to occur at the back of the house or 

in dormers with the intention that they not affect front façade , as per the 

design guidelines for the Queen’s Park HCA; and, • Staff has not yet determined whether they will recommend one or more or a 

combination of the proposed incentives. 

 

Ms. Quail informed the Commission that community consultation will be 

forthcoming as a next step, and asked for the Commission’s feedback and 

comments on the proposed incentives in order to help in directing further research 

and preparing the draft regulations.  

 

Upon discussion, the Commission made the following comments: • It would be important to take in account, or rank, which of the three 

incentives, or exemptions, has the least impact on the visual look of the 

house and on the property’s uses; and, • An important aspect to consider in terms of laneway houses is their design 

and whether they conform with the guidelines set forth in the HCA – 

especially in situations where the laneway houses are being added on to the 

rear of a protected house 

o The Commission agreed to tackle this discussion point at a future 

meeting. 

MOVED and SECONDED 

THAT the Community Heritage Commission support the guiding principles for the 

zoning incentives program for properties protected through the Queen’s Park 

Heritage Conservation Area, as outlined in the December 6, 2017 report; and, 
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THAT the Community Heritage Commission support the proposed zoning 

incentives for properties protected through the Queen’s Park Heritage 

Conservation Area, as outlined in the December 6, 2017 report. 

 

AMENDMENT TO THE MOTION 

MOVED and SECONDED 

THAT the words “and including the consideration of parking” be added to the 

second motion after “as outlined in the December 6, 2017 report”. 

CARRIED. 

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

 

MOVED and SECONDED 

THAT the Community Heritage Commission support the guiding principles for the 

zoning incentives program for properties protected through the Queen’s Park 

Heritage Conservation Area, as outlined in the December 6, 2017 report; and, 

 

THAT the Community Heritage Commission support the proposed zoning 

incentives for properties protected through the Queen’s Park Heritage 

Conservation Area, as outlined in the December 6, 2017 report, and including the 

consideration of parking. 

CARRIED. 

 All members of the Commission present voted in favour of the motion. 
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OVERVIEW: ALL OF ROUND ONE CONSULTATION  

 
Demographics 
Approximately 167 participants at two open houses and on an online survey (open for three weeks).

 
Age range # responses % 

19 & under 0 0% 

20-34 24 16% 

35-49 47 32% 

50-64 42 28% 

65& older 33 22% 

Prefer not to say 3 2% 

Total responses 149  

 
Housing Tenure # responses % 

Rent 22 15% 

Own 123 84% 

Other 1 1% 

Total responses 146  

 
Where do you live? # responses  

Queen’s Park 104 87% 

Outside the 
neighbourhood 

15 13% 

Total responses 119  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Is your house protected by the Queen’s 
Park Heritage Conservation Area? 

# responses % 

Yes 83 57% 

No 54 36% 

I don’t know  11 7% 

Total responses 148  

 
Have you been involved in previous 
consultation in Queen’s Park? 

# responses % 

Yes 89 63% 

No 50 35% 

I don’t know  3 2% 

Total responses 142  

 
 
 
 

Doc#1150136 
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Summary Table 
 

Incentive type # submissions 
total 

# submissions with 
comments 

#thumbs up  #thumbs down 
 

#comments on 
thumbs up/down 

Other 63 61 n/a n/a n/a 

Increase Floor Space 49 12 55 68 43 

Exempt Basements 52 11 60 67 36 

Exempt Attics 63 13 82 50 34 

None 38 0 n/a n/a n/a 

 
Ranking Incentive Options 
 
Incentive type Ranking #submissions 

Increased Floor Space Priority 1 25 

Priority 2 13 

Priority 3 9 

Priority 4 0 

Priority 5 2 

Total  49 

Exempt Attics Priority 1 7 

Priority 2 29 

Priority 3 20 

Priority 4 7 

Priority 5 0 

Total 63 

Exempt Basements Priority 1 18 

Priority 2 17 

Priority 3 14 

Priority 4 2 

Priority 5 1 

Total 52 

Doc#1150136 

Back to Agenda



Other Priority 1 27 

Priority 2 12 

Priority 3 5 

Priority 4 14 

Priority 5 5 

Total 63 

No Incentive Priority 1 33 

Priority 2 3 

Priority 3 2 

Priority 4 0 

Priority 5 0 

Total 38 
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OVERVIEW: THURSDAY OPEN HOUSE 

Summary Table 

Incentive type # submissions 
total 

#submissions with 
comments 

#thumbs up  #thumbs down #comments on 
thumbs up/down 

Other 27 27 n/a n/a n/a 

Increase Floor Space 10 5 5 1 12 

Exempt Basements 10 5 9 2 9 

Exempt Attics 9 4 8 3 7 

None 0 0 n/a n/a n/a 

 

Ranking Incentive Options 

Incentive 
type 

Ranking # 
submissions 

%of 
submissions in 
this category 

Comments 

Increased 
Floor 
Space 

Priority 3 4 40% - Useful but should be used judiciously to preserve “character” 
- This option is VERY fine too – But I worry about 

compromised weird design. 
- Increased FSR for Some property 
- Back additions may not be possible due to lot restrictions. 

Priority 1 4 40% No comments 

Priority 2 1 10% - Possibly -including carriage house. But this further devalues 
my small house + I can’t afford to increase my floor space. So 
overall, not an incentive. 

Priority 5 1 10% No comments 
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Exempt 
Attics  

Priority 2 5 -  - But not so many dormers the house does not look appropriate 
- Attics, with a flexible definition, are not as livable as self-

contained units with separate entrance etc; it allows more FSR 
potential for laneway/carriage houses 

- OK with attic being exempted – as long as new dormers etc. 
not allowed—would dramatically alter look of house exterior 

- Though wary of weird attic dormer the use of attics probably 
the least intrusive. I’m just unsure of those dormers. 

Priority 3 3  No comments 

Priority 4 1  No comments 

 

Exempt 
Basements 

Priority 1 5 -  - Livability and increased density goals are best achieved with 
above ground housing 

- Most (more) people may have basements already – or would 
love to enhance what they may have. 

- Basement has the least impact on the neighbourhood. 
- Least impact on exterior of house – as long as there are limits 

on height house can be raised. 
- Basement Exempt-Incentive 

 

Priority 2 3  No comments 

Priority 3 2  No comments 

 

Other Priority 1 9 -  - It is not an incentive if we can’t do these things (time, $$, 
inclination) 

- Moving into “Limited”—none of these incentives work for my 
house—houses like mine will be further devalued against the 
homes that can use them. 

- Subdivision of lot 66x145.2 with 2 lots but someone in City 
Hall combined them years ago without owners’ permission 
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- Subdivision of lot. It is 2 parcels Lot 1 and Lot 2 and legally 
still is 66’ x145.2’ 

- City is offering only one incentive—FSR Vancouver is 
offering 4—why are QP residents being short changed 

- Many families can’t realize or can’t afford the proposed 
incentives. For them, you need to provide financial incentives 
or allow homes to move into Limited Protection 

- Property tax subsidy; improved sidewalks, curbs, streetlights in 
order to increase/improve safety 

- Tax breaks. My property is unique, not easily sold and I don’t 
need more space or want a renter. I want a thriving real estate 
market back in my neighbourhood. 

- Ensure persons seeking permits to renovate are expedited in the 
process. 

Priority 2 6 -  - Persons buying to renovate should be given minor guidelines to 
expedite the process 

- Match Vancouver’s incentives for being in a designated 
Heritage area. 

- Copy Vancouver rules and regulations. No true incentives in 
New Westminster. 

- Offer more diverse choice of incentives 
- Let people move down to “Limited” 
- Bare trees agreement for laneway house 

Priority 4 5 -  - Exempt Basement 
- Stratify/split lot 
- Keep basements low – don’t raise houses too much 
- Other incentive options other than FSR. E.g.--> Limited 

protection from Advanced. E.g. What are the incentives in 
other municipalities that are actually being used.  

- Stratify 
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Priority 5 4 -  - Building code relaxations where possible for protected houses. 
- Split lot 
- Exempt Attics 
- Stage in life clarifies how long you can wait for things to be 

resolved and how much $ you have to invest in housing. 

Priority 3 3 -  - City devalued our property – HCA. Give something tangible 
back; strata titling or subdivision 

- Increase FSR (x2 comments) 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS: THURSDAY OPEN HOUSE 

 
Increase Floor Space 
5 Thumbs Up, 1 Thumb Down 
 
- What if we don’t want or need the extra space 
- Will corner lots be an issue? 
- Want the flexibility to adjust to changing times (ie physical limitations, life changes) *want to downsize on the 

property/in the neighbourhood 
- Will this just result in more secondary suites 
- Timeline of next steps too long—don’t have time to wait and don’t want to spend $ to assess home 
- Too much cost for permits and up front assessment and risk to get turned down/rejected. All the extra time. 
- FSR to 0.75 
- But I can’t afford to make use of this. Further devalues my small house. 
- This will cost hundreds of thousands of dollars, and some properties are not situated to allow for an extension 
- Asking us to spend LOTS of money to bring our value up to everyone else’s is NOT an incentive. 
- Stating value at BP process means Assessment value goes up – more taxes 
- Would rather that the incentive be city investments. ie. Lighting and sidewalks 
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Exempt Attics 
 8 Thumbs Up, 3 Thumbs Down 
 
- How do all these incentives compare with other municipalities? E.g. Vancouver etc… 
- SUBDIVISIONA MUST!! Then you can sell one property to pay to build second to sell  
- What about house that can’t use this …or any of the other incentives? 
- As long as it’s for personal use not suites w/ more cars on the street (parking) etc… 
- Not gaining much through this incentive 
- Didn’t buy these old homes to make significant changes 
- Definition of attic needs to be flexible and reasonable 
 
Exempt Basements 
9 Thumbs Up, 2 Thumbs Down 

 
- Many homes don’t have basements. What about those? 
- Definition of “basement” needs to be flexible and reasonable. 
- Add a basement?? How much does that cost? Where will I live while my house is being lifted? 
- This has an impact on us now. Speed up process.  
- Issue with pumping sewage 
- How far out of the ground ban the basement be? 
- These aren’t incentives. Don’t have room for a laneway house. Too expensive for a basement. 
- What if your house is on multiple properties? 
- Physical design makes it impossible to do an addition due to HCA guidelines. 

 
Principles 
  
- Agree#1; #2 what benefits an infringement of my property rights 
- Except the HRA[sic] has made it impossible to sell at a reasonable price and I have $ to take advantage of incentives 
- 1. Incentives should offset property value loss from implementation of HCA 
- “Incentive” is not the correct term. An incentive is meant to entice someone to do something. We are being FORCED to 

do it. There is no choice! 
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OVERVIEW: SATURDAY OPEN HOUSE 

Summary Table 

Incentive type # submissions 
total 

# submissions with 
comments 

#thumbs up  #thumbs down #comments on 
thumbs up/down 

Other 9 9 n/a n/a n/a 

Increase Floor Space 17 2 11 0 7 

Exempt Basements 18 2 11 1/2 4 

Exempt Attics 16 2 9 0 5 

None 0 0 n/a n/a n/a 

 

Ranking Incentive Options 

 
Incentive 
type 

Ranking # 
submissions 

% of 
submissions in 
this category 

Comments 

Increased 
Floor Space 

Priority 1 7 40% - I believe there needs to be a social benefit (family quality of 
life) for any increase of FSR. 

Priority 2 5 30% No comments 

Priority 3 5 30% - Only if streetscapes are maintained. 

  

Exempt 
Attics  

Priority 2 8 50% - As long as “attic” doesn’t morph into a new level impacting 
exterior shape to a significant event 

- Already have attics 

Priority 3 6 38% No comments 

Priority 1 2 12% No comments 
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Exempt 
Basements 

Priority 1 9 50% - Most houses already have basements 

Priority 2 5 28% No comments 

Priority 3 3 17% - Don’t allow house raising (by more than a couple of feet) 

Priority 5 1 5% No comments 

  

Other Priority 4 7 78% - [illegible] input into each development as to [illegible] it 
meets community and neighbourhood development 

- Consider how current homeowners on small lots in the 
limited category have been negatively impacted financially 
by HCA 

- Relaxation in parking, feeds, [illegible]fees, tax incentives, 
or relaxation of taxes for projects 

- Make a Queen’s Park zoning so to its special legal and lot 
size and types of buildings. 

- Not really an incentive as much as a comment: policy 
context for understanding how all QP HCA incentives work 
with base zoning and other OCP policies (laneway). 

- Allow extra FSR on new builds, not fair to only allow on 
protected property and restricted to guidelines. 

- Lower/decrease taxes 
- Financial incentives  

Priority 3 1 11% - Revisit how homes can be moved between categories (i.e. so 
they are not limited) 

Priority 5 1 11% - Input into each development  
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GENERAL COMMENTS: SATURDAY OPEN HOUSE 

Increase Floor Space 
11 Thumbs Up, 0 Thumbs Down 
 
- I understand the intent. What’s the objective? If heritage can simply get bigger it’s not fair. If there is a more substantive 

reason—possible risk of demo then O.K. I support it for smaller houses or lots.  
- Extra FSR should be allowed to new builds as well. Not Fair (a sticky dot affixed to post-it) 
- Must maintain street scape 
- 10% pure? (check mark) or certain # of SQFT 500 more be added to existing house (check mark) 
- I support [illegible] lots <6000 sqft but max out at houses = 3000 sqft. Don’t want monster homes. 
- Why do I have to spend more $ to try and make up for the loss of the HCA? 
- What about those that can’t increase FSR? 
 
Exempt Attics 
9 Thumbs Up, 0 Thumbs Down 
 
- Should be allowed on new builds as well not fair (a sticky dot also affixed to post-it) 
- Yes! But cannot change roof line substantially with new dormers/windows must fit design guidelines 
- As long as roof is restricted in height 
- Yes, if they have high attics already 
- Please do this! Folks do this illegally right now!! 
 
Exempt Basements 
11 Thumbs Up, 1/2 Thumbs Down 
 
- Only if more than ½ of basement is fully below grade 
- New builds done on slabs, no basements. Not good for density exempt fully underground basement 
- Have issues! Don’t like seeing smaller cottages raised too high. Destroys the street “feel” (1/2 dot also affixed to post-it) 
- Should be allowed on new builds as well. Not fair. (a sticky dot also affixed to post-it) 

 

Back to Agenda



 
Principles 
  
#1: 7 “yes” (one with!), 1 checkmark 
- policy for non-protected structures? (“important*” added to post-it) 
#2: 6 “yes” (two with!), 1 checkmark  
- yes – provided it includes designation bylaw & restoration/conservation plan  (“yes” and checkmark added to post-it) 
#3: 6 “yes” (one with!), 1 checkmark 
- Sure but need to compare to existing dense parts of QP like area near Townsend/Gifford/Warren. Not areas that are 

dense like closer to 6th Ave 
#4:  5”yes” (one with!), 1 checkmark 
- Yes—provided need further policy of HAP applications. (“agree” added to post-it) 
- Yes but the value/work done needs to be balanced with the incentive 
#5: 6 “yes” (one with!) 

- Ideally QP HRA will have more generous incentives (checkmark added to post-it)  
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“OTHER COMMENTS”: THURSDAY AND SATURDAY OPEN HOUSES 

8 total  
- Extra FSR should be allowed on new builds as well. Not fair that restrictions/guidelines are in place without any incentives. 

Extra FSR. 
 

- Maybe incentive is the wrong thig to be looking at think of it as compensation for the risk and rights taken away. We will be 
watching the law suit that a homeowner in Vancouver just won and how the City now has to pay the home owner for loss due 
to Heritage claimed by the City.  

 

- Completely opposed to this HCA and even more angry with what you have brought to us. Where is the compensation? Tax 
breaks, grants to cover costs?? The City is taking taking taking and not caring at all by the actions they do. Why is there only 
one single incentive? Have you not looked at what Vancouver has done? I suggest you do. This open house and survey is 
poorly done. The City says they want to hear us, but that is just so you can check a box. There is no trust in any of your 
action to say something different.  
 

- I don’t see any options for those that don’t have the funds or have the right type of property or are not interested in 
undertaking these stressful tasks. All I see is residents giving up everting and the City giving up nothing. This isn’t win-win 
this is a dictatorship 
 

- An incentive is “a thing that motivates or encourages one to do something”. However, we are already locked in to restrictions 
which forces us to do what you want. Therefore we (who actually live here) have no choice which means nothing is actually 
being incentivized. You are telling us we can spend hundreds of thousands of dollars to increase our FSR. What about those 
that don’t have the $ or the right land or home to do this? This is a poor plan brought to the community.  

 

- It would be great to see the City put something in to Queen’s Park for example sidewalks. I’d also like to see non-zoning 
incentives.  

 

- The City should be putting $ into the area since the home owners are expected to: sidewalks (BIG ONE!!), tree trimming, 
crossings, lighting. 

 

- Tax breaks, cash incentives, compensation in $  
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DEMOGRAPHICS: OPEN HOUSES  

Approximately 50 participants 

 
Age range # responses % 

19 & under 0 0% 

20-34 4 8% 

35-49 9 20% 

50-64 18 40% 

65& older 14 32% 

Prefer not to say 0 0% 

Total responses 45  

 
Housing Tenure # responses % 

Rent 0 0% 

Own 43 100% 

Other 0 0% 

Total responses 43  

-  
Where do you live? # responses  

Queen’s Park 13 93% 

Outside the 
neighbourhood 

1 7% 

Total responses 14  

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Is your house protected by the Queen’s 
Park Heritage Conservation Area? 

# responses % 

Yes 37 84% 

No 5 11% 

I don’t know  2 5% 

Total responses 44  

 
Have you been involved in previous 
consultation in Queen’s Park? 

# responses % 

Yes 39 100% 

No 0 0% 

I don’t know  0 0% 

Total responses 39  
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DEMOGRAPHICS: THURSDAY OPEN HOUSE 
Approximately 30 participants (60% of total for Open Houses)
 

Age range # responses % 

19 & under 0 0% 

20-34 1 4% 

35-49 5 20% 

50-64 9 36% 

65& older 10 40% 

Prefer not to say 0 0% 

Total responses 25  

 
Housing Tenure # responses % 

Rent 0 0% 

Own 25 100% 

Other 0 0% 

Total responses 25  

 
Where do you live? # responses % 

Queen’s Park 9 90% 

Outside the 
neighbourhood 

1 10% 

Total responses 10  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Is your house protected by the Queen’s 
Park Heritage Conservation Area? 

# responses % 

Yes 20 84% 

No 2 8% 

I don’t know  2 8% 

Total responses 24  

 
Have you been involved in previous 
consultation in Queen’s Park? 

# responses % 

Yes 22 100% 

No 0 0% 

I don’t know  0 0% 

Total responses 22  
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DEMOGRAPHICS: SATURDAY OPEN HOUSE 
Approximately 20 participants (40% of total for Open Houses)

 
Age range # responses % 

19 & under 0 0% 

20-34 3 15% 

35-49 4 20% 

50-64 9 45% 

65& older 4 20% 

Prefer not to say 0 0% 

Total responses 20  

 
Housing Tenure # responses % 

Rent 0 0% 

Own 18 100% 

Other 0 0% 

Total responses 18  

 
Where do you live? # responses % 

Queen’s Park 4 100% 

Outside the 
neighbourhood 

0 0% 

Total responses 4  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Is your house protected by the Queen’s 
Park Heritage Conservation Area? 

# responses % 

Yes 17 85% 

No 3 15% 

I don’t know  0 0% 

Total responses 20  

 
Have you been involved in previous 
consultation in Queen’s Park? 

# responses  

Yes 17 100% 

No 0 0% 

I don’t know  0 0% 

Total responses 17  

 
 
 

Doc#1131512 

Back to Agenda



OVERVIEW: ONLINE SURVEY 

Summary Table 

Incentive type # submissions 
total 

# submissions with 
comments 

#thumbs up  #thumbs down 
 

#comments on 
thumbs up/down 

Other 27 25 n/a n/a n/a 

Increase Floor Space 22 5 39 67 24 

Exempt Basements 24 4 40 64 23 

Exempt Attics 38 7 65 47 22 

None 38 0 n/a n/a n/a 

 

Ranking Incentive Options 

Incentive type Ranking #submissions % of submissions in 
this category 

Comments 

Increased 
Floor Space 

Priority 1 14 64% -  This is a win for the community and the home owner.  
- If increased FSR is allowed the addition must be 

seamless and reflect the architectural style of the 
house.  The use of the Canadian Guidelines only 
creates a home that looks incompatible with itself and 
is an eyesore. 

Priority 2 7 32% - Please also allow for higher FSR increases for 
particular density increases - e.g., a two bedroom 
laneway or basement suite should be rewarded with 
more FSR than an extension to an existing unit. 

- As long as extra FSR is sympathetic to original home 
design and is at the back of the home. 

Priority 5 1 5% - Without an HCA would be the easiest to administer. 
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Exempt Attics Priority 2 16 42% - Not sure why it is difficult to implement as long as it 
is existing space ie: not adding a new roof line to 
create more floor space. This seems like an easy one 
to me! 

- No exemptions for anyone, all homes are equally all 
homes are loved. 

- Utilizing space within the envelope is the most 
positive. 

Priority 3 11 29% - Without an HCA would be the easiest to administer. 
- As long as it is EXISTING attics and they aren't 

added on - after the fact. 

Priority 4 6 16% - Your entire survey is flawed because you attempt to 
focus respondents on one single incentive that reflects 
the stingy, insensitive, nature of your /council.   New 
West should be trying to better what Vancouver does 
for its heritage home owners.  Instead, New West 
offers a meaningless incentive that will do nothing to 
restore the property value we lost.   these survey 
results will be invalid because the survey is designed 
to give our stingy mean-spirited council the result 
they want to hear. 

Priority 1 5 13% - Often unusable space. 

 

Exempt 
Basements 

Priority 3 9 38% No comments 

Priority 2 9 38% - This incentive may be very helpful for the majority of 
people, especially those in the special limited 
category.  Often the most useful living space for a 
family is that which is above ground. 

Priority 1 4 17% - I believe going down is a more positive direction, 
rather than out or up. 
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Priority 4 2 8% - Without an HCA would be the easiest to administer. 
- But total roof height and neighbours concerns would 

need to be taken into consideration (suddenly an old 
home behind with a view may then be staring at 
someone's roof line - not acceptable), or their yard 
shadowed by the height. 

 

Other Priority 1 18 67% - Subdivide into a small lot for the second property 
with increased FSR. 

- Allow larger laneway houses 
- Ability to Strata or Duplex Title Property 
- 1. Allow for larger laneway homes 

2. More flexibility in how floorspace is allocated 
(ie. .1 FSR detached accessory space transferred to 
primary building). 
3. Stratification benefits (allow for duplex or strata 
LWH if over a certain lot size). 

- There is only one incentive being suggested in this 
survey: increasing the FSR. Why are they being 
presented as three separate ideas here? "Exempting 
attics" and "Exempting basements" are directly tied to 
the idea of "Increasing FSR". That is very deceptive. 
All of the promises of "wonderful perks" that were 
fed to owners over the last few years, and it all boils 
down to ONE idea? What about financial 
compensation? There are many owners who will not 
have the ability or money to increase their FSR. What 
will they receive? 

- 1. Subdivision of property to allow for laneway and 
carriage houses (the sale of these units could make it 
viable to use some of the offered "incentives" to 
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recoup some of our financial losses. 
2.Multiple strata suites in one house for resale. 
3. Increased FSR to allow for 1. and 2.  
4. Infill houses. 

- Tax incentives.  Not only advocate with BC 
Assessment to reduce our property values to reflect 
the realistic expectation of price if we must sell 
(given that 5 homes have been sitting on the market 
for well over a month) but temporary tax breaks on 
the property so it is attractive to potential buyers. 

- I don't like any of these. They are so expensive and 
difficult! This is not fair compensation for taking 
away our rights and lowering our home values. We do 
not have the money to pay for this! 

- Strata or duplex zoning is essential to restore equity 
lost from HCA.  Each protected property should be 
able to add a marketable title. 

- You need to combine FSR with an incentive that lets 
people build and sell off laneway homes or expand 
and convert their homes into duplexes.   This is the 
only way to restore the $350k in lost property value 
that Council imposed on us by approving the HCA.  
Our Council needs to stop being cheap and mean. 

- FSR by itself is useless ...... you need to add 
incentives that let homeowners actually recover their 
lost property value. 

- Increase FSR at a higher rate for stratification of units 
Or the creation of new family friendly units. 
Stratification is allowed under the existing HRA 
incentives but seems to be underutilized. 

- Give people a 10 or 20 year tax exemption. 
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- Amend the bylaw to what is was before. No HCA. 
- Monetary compensation to all those affected. 
- Tax incentives. 
- I don’t want to increase my FSR, which is all that is 

being offered. I do NOT want advanced protection on 
my house! The city has lowered the value of hundreds 
of homes by vast amounts, and this is supposed to 
compensate us? My realtor told me I’ve lost $400k! 
And now the city wants me to shell out more?? What 
about those that can’t even use this weak offering? 
 

Priority 2 6 22% - Please pursue more than just FSR.  Where is 
considerations of other incentives such as Vancouver 
is doing. 

- $50 gift card 
- Give them a Plaque to put on their home. 
- Put the homes in a brochure. 
- I haven't spent much time thinking about this but 

judging by your survey, you haven't spent much time 
on it either. 

Priority 4 2 7% - The three incentives are really one FSR incentive. 
Add: move to limited protection; allow stratification 

Priority 3 1 4% - Look at and evaluate the physical realities of the lots 
individually. The homes in Queen’s Park are of 
different shapes and sizes as well as design. The 
physical realities of the lots need to be taken into 
consideration when any design process is undertaken. 
This dictate to enforce homogeneity is NOT 
WORKABLE. Work with families who want to 
invest their time and money here not against them. 
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No Incentive Priority 1 33 87% No comments 

Priority 2 3 8% No comments 

Priority 3 2 5% No comments 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS: ONLINE SURVEY 

Increase Floor Space 

 
- This "incentive" still requires the homeowner to spend thousands of dollars. This is not an incentive. 

 

- This in no way compensates us for the incredible loss of value to our homes and our rights! We have lost $300,000 to 

$400,000. or more in property value since the inceptions of the HCA. Furthermore we would have to invest a lot more 

money in our properties to take advantage of this so called incentive. No one with any common sense would this as it 

amounts to throwing good money after bad! 

 

- The HCA has cost the homeowner a large loss in property value. For a homeowner to invest more of their own monies to 

try to recoup this loss in value is a no win proposition. 

 

- Advanced protection properties should be given a lot of different incentives. Saving them for HRAs should not be part 
of the equation. In Queen's park many different incentives should be given, as soon as possible. Houses in other parts of 
the city can access the incentives typically given for HRA. 

 

- Should be tailored to discourage ‘monster homes’ and encourage ‘housing choice’ 
 
- Not if this [FSR Increase] is the only incentive 
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- Many of us can't increase our FSR because of our lots, house positions, or simply because it's prohibitively expensive to 
do so. Requiring residents to invest vast amounts of money to bring their home values to parity with the market is not an 
incentive, it's punitive. 

 

- FSR as per RS-1 should be the same for all houses. 
 

- That's all we need, more monster heritage homes. 
 

- FSR should be the same for all homes. 
 

- Increase in FSR results in massing and density that is not appropriate for entire neighbourhood. 
 

- Most houses are too big for their lot size. 
 

- You call this an incentive? Paying for expensive renos with my own money to get back the value on my home? 
Unacceptable. 

 

- What about people who can't afford to do this or have strange house/lot configurations? My house is at the back middle 
position on my lot so I can't expand back and don't have much room on my small lot to move sideways. I'd have to rip 
out my foundation and put in a basement or move the entire house to one side! 

 

- + FSR is the 'easiest' for the city because it doesn't cost the city a dime.  Any benefit to a home owner would come at 
their own expense and risk.  Some properties (like mine with a medium size house on a small lot) have no practical 
benefit to this proposal. 

 

- All QP advanced owners need a basket of robust and varied incentives to choose from, so each property can decide what 
works for them, they can try to gain back value lost. Of course the best incentive is to allow everyone to move to limited 
asap.  
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- Too expensive! 
 

- What if people aren’t able to increase FSR? This incentive passes cost onto the residents. Not much of a reward for 
giving up property rights. 

 

Exempt Attics 

 
- Stating again, Advanced Protection homes need a full and wide ranging basket of incentives to gain back what they've 

lost in property freedoms and value drops. Giving all three of the currently proposed incentives is not nearly enough. Not 
even close. 
 

- Once again this is not an incentive when the property owner who has seen the value of said property go down due to the 
bylaw...needs to spend thousands of dollars.  

 

- Again this is not an incentive! All 3 suggested "incentives" require the home owner to invest more money, time and 
energy into their homes which have been drastically devalued under the HCA restrictive rules. All these so called 
"incentives" can only be seen as incentives to those owner who fully support the HCA and who have both the time and 
money to waste!   

 

- This is still not an incentive. Refer to my last comment. 
 

- Along with these 3 FSR incentives also allow: large lane houses, subdivision of property, multi-units in each house, 
stratification of all units on a property. QP advanced owners need many different incentives at their disposal so they can 
try to work back the value loses they have incurred. Also, allowing many incentives gives different owners different 
options at making their value whole again. 

 

- Wow.... a third FSR incentive dressed as 3 separate options.... they are all the same. Is this a joke? Is this legal? 
 

- We need a diverse set of incentives ...... much for like but better than what Vancouver has. 
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- Same as the previous two "incentives” offered. You can't advertise this as 3 separate incentives. Not everyone has an 
attic they can immediately use to easily achieve an increase in FSR. We can't add another floor to the top of our house 
and even if we could it would be prohibitively expensive. This is an unfair incentive that only benefits those who already 
have attics in place that can be easily converted to living spaces.  

 

- If you go with this one then I'm sure we'll soon see rooftop decks. 
 

- Same as the other two... One incentive advertised as three. Deceiving. 
 

- Same as my last comment about basements. I can't build another floor on the top of my house so this really only benefits 
homes that already have an attic. 

 

- It's insulting to present this single proposed incentive of increased FSR as 3 separate ideas.  They all increase FSR. They 
are all useless as forms of compensation for the equity loss in our homes as a result of these protection labels and HCA's 
involuntary implementation. 

 

- Same as basements. Unfair to those of us with smaller homes where adding an attic is really expensive. All of these 

incentives kind of seem like the same thing to me. 

 

- Again, this is all about FSR. I don’t want to increase my FSR - it’s way too costly!! 
 

Exempt Basements 
 
- Exempt basements should be given with increased FSR, plus exempt attics, plus a basket of additional incentives, like 

increased FSR for lane/carriage homes. 
 

- Once again this so called incentive requires that I spend thousands of dollars. How is this an incentive? My property 
value has gone down as a result of this bylaw. 
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- Again this is not an incentive! Many people do not have the funds to make use of this so call incentive! Our homes have 
been so devalued that no one except a few heritage extremist are going to invest more money into this area as long as it 
is a HCA.  

 

- One cannot spend good money in an HCA to try to recoup the loss of property value as suffered by the owner due to the 
restrictive and unfair zoning regulations.  

 

- These 3 FSR incentives should be given asap, in conjunction with many others, asap. 
 

- Unfair advantage for QP residents. 
 

- This FSR increase is no different from previous option. Why would this be considered a separate incentive? 
 

- FSR needs to be considered together with strata titling of the property.  FSR as the only incentive is useless and of no 
value to 95% of homes. 

 

- First, many homes don't have existing basements. This will create a relative devaluation for the ones that already have 
them b/c they'll be able to more easily achieve higher FSR. Second, this is just a re-iteration of the "Increase the FSR" 
incentive. What am I expected to do? Rip out my foundation, dig down 8 feet, put in a new foundation and basement so I 
can add a few hundred extra square feet? Do you have any idea how much that will cost? And for what? So that I can 
recoup some of my home's lost value??? 

 

- This is an essential incentive because QP basements are actually just low ceiling cellars and shouldn't count as sq 
footage in the first place. 

 

- I generally like the simple FSR based incentive best. However in some scenarios, such as small lots with high coverage, 
basement exemption could be preferable. 
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- If you exempt basements for heritage homes then new home basements should also be exempt. 
 

- Houses are too tall, block everyone's view. 
 

- This is the same incentive as increasing FSR... I don't have a basement and I don't want to build one. 
 

- Expensive, houses that already have basements will benefit more than those of us without. 
 

- Again, this is hardly an incentive to benefit all of the owners that are stuck in these categories of 'protection'.  Raising a 
house built before 1940 to add a basement or digging one out is a massively risky and expensive proposition.  It's 
ridiculous to think this proposal is an 'incentive' to placate the owners of property who's rights have been stripped away 
or sent to purgatory with these 'protection' labels. 

 

- Isn’t this the same thing as the one before? It’s about FSR. Increasing FSR is incredibly expensive! 
 

- How is this an incentive for smaller homes that are not worth very much? Cost of adding a basement is probably more 
than my entire house! 

 

- Opt Out: for owners that simply want to renovate their house without the restrictions of the HCA.  
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Principles 

- Please pursue more than just FSR.  Where is considerations of other incentives such as Vancouver is doing here 
... http://council.vancouver.ca/20170725/documents/p2.pdf 
 

- subdivide into a small lot for the second property with increased FSR 
 

- What about property tax reductions for homeowners impacted by lower assessed values? How about eliminating fees 
to have your house assessed for heritage value? 
 

- The there incentives are really one FSR incentive. Add: move to limited protection; allow stratification.  
 

- Exempt basements and attics and allow this FSR to be used elsewhere inclusive of garage/laneway 
 

- There is only one incentive being suggested in this survey: increasing the FSR. Why are they being presented as 
three separate ideas here? "Exempting attics" and "Exempting basements" are directly tied to the idea of "Increasing 
FSR". That is very deceptive. All of the promises of "wonderful perks" that were fed to owners over the last few 
years, and it all boils down to ONE idea? What about financial compensation? There are many owners who will not 
have the ability or money to increase their FSR. What will they receive? 
 

- All Advanced Protected homes should be given the opportunity to move to Limited Protection, no questions asked. 
This is the best incentive that could be given. Design guidelines would be in place. This is reasonable. 
 

- Make consideration for those in a life stage where they cannot wait to get the value out of their home. e.g. move to 
limited protection is made a realistic option. 
 

- It is clear that New Westminster is way out of sync with other districts....put in place the same incentives as 
Vancouver. 
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- As said, many options are required for all advanced owners so they can pick and choose which ones work for them, 
so they can implement to try to regain lost value. Being stingy with incentives benefits no one. Also, QP needs to 
send a signal out to new buyers and current owners that the city wants density, wants the neighbourhood to flourish. 
The HCA has stagnated sales. This will only get worse over time. Now is the time to offer a large, varied incentive 
package to help fix what's been damaged. The heritage folks that wanted the HCA so badly have their prize. They got 
their HCA. Their street scape is protected. Now its time to make whole all the rest of us that have lost so much value. 
 

- Incentives are a very important component of the HCA.  It may be difficult to have a one size fits all because the 
homes in the Queen's Park neighbourhood are as diverse as the age and style of their construction and the size of the 
lots.  Some houses may already be way too big to take advantage of any increased FSR while others may not have 
the lot size to allow an increase if just one specific incentive is chosen.  It may be that all three are needed to 
accommodate the variety of needs.  However, the greatest benefit of the HCA is the protection of the homes built in 
1940 and earlier and therefore a neighbourhood well worth saving has been protected.   

 
- I feel people should have a choice to opt out of this....no inventive required for that.  

 

- Strata or duplex zoning is essential to restore equity lost from HCA.  Each protected property should be able to add a 
marketable title. 
 

- The city must allow owners who cannot take advantage of these incredibly expensive incentives to move down the 
Limited protection category. Does the city think we all have large properties that will allow this? Does the city think 
that we all have a fortune sitting in the bank? Many of us are barely covering our monthly expenses, and now our 
homes are worth much less - just ask any realtor! This whole thing is tone-deaf. 
 

- I don't like any of these. They are so expensive and difficult! This is not fair compensation for taking away our rights 
and lowering our home values. We do not have the money to pay for this! 
 

- You need to combine FSR with an incentive that lets people build and sell off laneway homes or expand and convert 
their homes into duplexes.   This is the only way to restore the $350k in lost property value that Council imposed on 
us by approving the HCA.  Our Council needs to stop being cheap and mean. 
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- FSR by itself is useless ...... you need to add incentives that let homeowners actually recover their lost property value 
 

- I think it's important it be pointed out that there is really one ONE incentive being offered here, which is increased 
FSR. Trying to communicate it as 3 different incentives is misleading and dishonest. This is not an incentive because 
many homes cannot achieve higher FSR and many of us CAN'T AFFORD to spend vast amounts of money to 
renovate our homes so that they are brought up to market value. The city is completely skirting their responsibility to 
provide us with reasonable incentives. This will not cost the city a dime and puts all the cost and burden onto 
homeowners. How about property tax exemption as an incentive? What about a yearly renovation fund we can access 
to bring down the cost of expensive renovations given all the new restrictions (like Kelowna has)? Most importantly, 
what about doing the RIGHT thing and admitting there is nothing the city will offer that all homes can use and for 
those of us that can't afford expensive renovations we should be allowed to move down into Limited protection 
immediately to mitigate any further market loss. 

 
- Look at and evaluate the physical realities of the lots individually. The homes in Queens park are of different shapes 

and sizes as well as design. The physical realities of the lots need to be taken into consideration when any design 
process is undertaken. This dictate to enforce homogeneity is NOT WORKABLE. Work with families who want to 
invest their time and money here not against them. 
 

- Increase FSR at a higher rate for stratification of units Or the creation of new family friendly units. Stratification is 
allowed under the existing HRA incentives but seems to be underutilized. 
 

- No incentives 
 

- I really like the exempt basements! I'd like to see some kind of incentive connected to the exempt basement and attic 
that would encourage carriage houses and laneways. Also protections for multiple unit residences currently in the 
HCA. 
 

- My small home can't take advantage of the attic/basement incentives. I don't want to spend money increasing my 
FSR. Why doesn't the city pay for renovations then? You're the ones that devalued my home in the first place! 
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Minimum acceptable solution here is to let me move my home down to lower protection category so I can recoup 
some of the lost value. 
 

- It's not that I don't want incentives, but what I'm seeing here are incentives that benefit some houses without them 
doing a lot of work. Either they have basements and attics that could become excluded or they have lots of money to 
spend on FSR increases (which I don't). I'd rather see no incentives than see some homes get their values increased 
and others (mine included) reduced. I don't want to even be in this HCA anymore after seeing this. I heard lots of 
promises about how great the incentives were going to be. So far I'm seeing how dishonest everyone down at the city 
has been with us. I want out of the Advanced protection altogether. This plan works against me, not for me! 
 

- 1) Move all houses built before 1940 to limited protection immediately. 
2) Research the incentives that the city of Vancouver offered its residents.  You'll find they were considerably more 
robust and may actually get some affected and currently furious residents on board. 
 

- I don’t want to increase my FSR, which is all that is being offered. I do NOT want advanced protection on my house! 
The city has lowered the value of hundreds of homes by vast amounts, and this is supposed to compensate us? My 
realtor told me I’ve lost $400k! And now the city wants me to shell out more?? What about those that can’t even use 
this weak offering? 
 

- I can’t use these incentives and I disagree with principles that put the community ahead of my own individual rights 
as a property owner. I don’t want an HCA and these incentives aren’t very enticing. Part of me wonders what 
incentives we would have received had they been negotiated BEFORE this bylaw was rammed through by council. 
Lots of homes sitting on the market now. Maybe the city should consider financial compensation as an incentive. 
 

- The city must allow owners who cannot take advantage of these incredibly expensive incentives to move down the 

Limited protection category. Does the city think we all have large properties that will allow this? Does the city think 

that we all have a fortune sitting in the bank? Many of us are barely covering our monthly expenses, and now our 

homes are worth much less - just ask any realtor! This whole thing is tone-deaf. 
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“FINAL COMMENTS”: ONLINE SURVEY 

67 total 

- It seems that only one incentive is being considered (FSR).  Where is the broad set of incentives promised? 
 

- Happy to see this progress with the whole process 
 

- Personally, because of how my home is positioned on my lot, I cannot qualify for a lane way or infill home, which I 
am okay with. Knowing my home will be protected from demolition because of the HCA is the biggest and most 
important incentive for me. 
 

- Great to see this moving forward and very happy with the HCA! 
 

- With the property rights taken away from the owners due to the HCA It would be appropriate for the city to 
compensate the property owners with increased FSR and the ability to subdivide the vacant portion of the lot in order 
to build another single family detached dwelling (not a coach house or carriage home). 
 

- I don’t think incentives will make up for the overall errors and lack of fair process that led to the current protections 
and restrictions. 
 

- What about zoning incentives for rental buildings in qp and providing density incentives if buildings are restored and 
tenant security is negotiated. There should be parking reductions as part of zoning incentives 
 

- This should have all been done when the bylaw was introduced...not after. Not a good process. 
 

- We need to propose more than just 3 variants of an FSR incentive. Add in moving to limited protection with design 
guidelines; stratification. 
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- The rights of people should trump that of houses. The city should have encouraged individuals to voluntarily submit 
there homes for protection in exchange for property tax breaks! The HRA has and will continue to effect property 
values of certain homes / property. Two sold homes in the park since the HRA was introduced! That's a 20 year low! 
 

- Our home is basically a tear down. Unfortunately it was built in 1940 so is now heritage. We believe it will now be 
unattractive to a purchaser. We were counting on this asset to fund our assisted living. 
 

- As the owner of a small property, I was told that the incentives would take ALL residents (with both large and small 
homes) into account. This is incredibly unfair and elitist, and I feel very misled. This is only going to help owners 
with large lots and/or with the ability to pay for extensive construction. I also think it's interesting the city is asking 
for our ideas after it has passed the HCA. Clearly it has no good ideas, which is alarming. Shouldn't the city have had 
a great plan in place BEFORE it forced these restrictions on us? 
 

- If the City is intent on the HCA then they should be willing to compensate all us owners who have worked all our 
lives to own our homes. We now find ourselves subjected to huge financial losses and debilitating stresses brought 
about by a dictatorial City Council that has striped us of the vast majority of our property rights! 
 

- Compensation for heritage designation of a monetary payment by local government to owners of designated 
properties. Our property rights were unfairly and unlawfully trespassed upon. 
 

- Changing the rules for my property 5 years before I retire, at a time when I am making decisions about when to 
downsize, how will I afford retirement now that I have lost approximately $300,000 in equity according to a 
mortgage appraisal, etc., terrifies me.  Prices may rebound but, currently, a nice condo uptown or in Victoria Hill 
costs almost as much as I could get for my small home plus there are strata fees.  Last year's BC Assessment was 
$1.3m.  Two realtors have counselled against selling now but if I did try would suggest not asking over $1m.!!!!  
What kind of incentives can possibly support me to move forward?  To break even on the cost of my home, I need to 
sell for over $900,000. 
 

- I am very disappointed with the incentives...none of these help me at all. When is the city going to give the home 
owners something in return for this forced hca? It’s currently not a win win. 
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- The Consultation process is an insult to those homeowners affected. The City has adopted for anyone to have an 
input....this is wrong. City Councillor also stated that the reason that the City opted for the heritage blanket over 
Queens Park was to stop developers.....this is wrong. All that is in place is a streetscape policy......while the heritage 
of a home can be destroyed excepted wood walls front and side that will be encapsulated...and the cost to do so is 
15%+ higher in renovations without compensation.....this is wrong. The incentives are out of sync with other districts 
and the need to retain property values .......not many are going to spend a fortune on a home that when trying to sell 
will not get back their investment..... It is a so sad that this City failed to understand the impact of their heritage 
policy on homeowners and families......this is wrong. Consultation questions are based on what the city will 
implement and not what the homeowners affected want....this is wrong.......for instance you give 3 incentives 2 of 
which the city will have difficulty implementing so clearly you won't implement no matter what homeowners 
request. The City should be ashamed at driving down home values in QP. 
 

- Don't let the QP value problem get worse. Don't let the property market stagnate any longer. Mayor, Council and the 
heritage activists created this problem. I had no choice in it. You can fix it very easily by letting all who want out the 
ability to drop to Limited. If not, fix the problem with a large, varied selection of incentives. Offering one to three of 
the suggested incentives is such a weak attempt at an "incentives" package. I'm truly shocked that anyone at City 
Hall thought this incentive package was decent. So stingy. I can't understand it. How can other jurisdictions put 
together healthy and varied incentive packages, yet New West comes up with this Grinch package? It really is sad. 
Fix it. 
 

- Incentives should not be used to further privilege the already privileged. They should be used to increase the income 
and tenure diversity of Queen’s Park.  
 

- Grew up in Queen’s Park. 
 

- Single FSR incentive is not an incentive at all.   Incentives must add value to property.  #1 and only Guiding 
Principal must be to replace property devaluation suffered by homeowners due to implementation of HCA.  Why 
does new west propose only one incentive and Vancouver implements many.  QP residents are being shortchanged 
compared to Vancouver. The single FSR incentive is unacceptable and outrageous given 20% loss in our property 
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value. Affected properties must be able to use FSR combined with the ability to strata or duplex title their property.  
You need to take this project and take it back to the drawing board and introduce a comprehensive set of incentives 
like Vancouver did.  What has been tabled is outrageous and insulting. 
 

- City has done people wrong and devalued their homes. Increase FSR should be considered for new builds as well, as 
new builds are subject of guidelines.  
 

- I remember getting a few notices about this from some concerned residents, but was assured by the residents' 
association that everything would be fine. Maybe for them! They want to do all of these things the city is suggesting. 
Now I see homes just sitting on the market month after month, while any half-decent home in Glenbrook North is 
snapped up quickly. Wish I had listened to those people who were raising issues early on. They were 100% correct! 
The incentives that are planned are unfair to people like me who cannot use them. 
 

- The HCA is key to protecting the character of the homes and the neighbourhood.  Now that it is in place we need to 
make it work for all homeowners so that they can access the benefits the HCA.  I think that these incentives are a 
good start but education and enlightenment about the HCA must continue to prevent misinformation from 
circulating. 
 

- This is terrible. These restrictions have damaged the neighbourhood financially. Now the city wants us to shell out 
piles of money to make up for the lost equity?! You know who would have hated all these rules? The people who 
originally built these homes! I am tired of the heritage activists telling all of us what to do!!! 
 

- The incentives presented are far too limited to be of value to some homeowners. You need to provide a process for 
homeowners to move from Advanced protection to Limited. 
 

- Go back to previous system.... it was working well. 
 

- Why only one incentive?  Queens Park homeowners are being shortchanged by this Council compared to Vancouver.  
Why is Council punishing Queens Park homeowners? 
 

Doc#1139390 

Back to Agenda



- This council has ruined our retirement.   We were planning to downsize and use our home equity to fund our 
retirement and now you have ruined our plans.   Our realtor tells us that now we can expect to get $350K to $400K 
less for our home because of this HCA.   We did not ask for this ..... this Council imposed this loss on us.   Your 
guiding principles do not at all consider that restoring the equity loss people in Queens Park suffered from the HCA 
should be a principal at all?   It should be the only principle that overrides and is more important than all others. 
 

- Council needs to tangibly add value to Queen's Park homeowners and not be so cheap with incentives.  If you are not 
willing to do so, the homeowner must be given the option to remove their properties from the HCA.  
 

- Many of us do not want an HCA. We have had our property rights stolen from us. Our only hope is that we can at 
least get some decent incentives and this is the garbage we get? What in insult! I'm perplexed by the HCA supporters 
who were willing to give up their own rights as well as the rights of their neighbours without even negotiating a 
single incentive BEFORE the bylaw was passed. Now what are we expect the city to really do? How can we expect 
the city to spend a single dollar to help us? Shameful... 
 

- Not suitable for print! 
 

- The incentives should be available for homes purchased after a certain date (e.g. ca. Spring 2016) when the HCA 
came into effect. All the people who have lived in QP for years and insisted on punishing newer New West residents 
by campaigning to restrict home owner rights should get absolutely NOTHING in terms of incentives. If they believe 
in conservation like they said they did in their council delegations then they don't need incentives to encourage them 
to maintain or restore their homes. If they say they need incentives then it shows they were always disingenuous 
about their beliefs and council fell for it. Only offer incentives to the people needlessly victimized by council's ham-
fisted approach to this whole issue. 
 

- Please see comments regarding other incentives such as stratification and more flexibility in how FSR can be 
distributed. Also consider opening up these same incentives to any property on the heritage register city wide. 
 

- Did live in the QP Neighbourhood for 16 years prior to moving 2 years ago. 
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- Should make all of New West an HCA. 
 

- Alleviating/addressing the housing crisis in New Westminster is something each neighbourhood needs to do. Each 
neighbourhood will do that differently, but Queens Park shouldn't be exempted from the changing times. Please take 
the serious housing shortage into consideration when considering how housing will evolve in QP over the next 
generation. 
 

- No Incentives for heritage 
 

- All homes should be equal, no special deals for anyone. 
 

- Treat all home owners fairly, same rules for everyone. 
 

- Don't waste any more of my tax dollars on heritage buildings. 
 

- Let owners restore or protect their homes on their own dime. My new home in Sapperton is just as special as any 
other in the city. 
 

- Thank you council for ruining my neighbourhood. 
 

- Need More Affordable Housing Options. Build More Condos Row Homes in Queens Park. 
 

- There should be no incentives, we should not favour one house over another. 
 

- Can't see how any of this makes it more affordable for me to live here. 
 

- No to Incentives. No to HCAs 
 

- Should have left area alone, I don't want any heritage restrictions. 
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- The city is spending too much time and money on this issue, more important issues out there. 
 

- Spend my money on new facilities instead of old homes. 
 

- You just passed a bylaw that immediately needs amending. Perhaps it time for a new council at city hall. 
 

- Very disappointed that houses build from 1941 to 1955 were not included in the advanced category.  We intend to 
apply to have our home moved into that category in the new year. 
 

- Would like to see houses from 1941 to 1955 on the protected list I feel these homes are an important part of the 
Queen's Park neighbourhood’s history and streetscape. 
 

- I've lived in New West for more than 30 years and have been supportive of both Council and Heritage. In light of 
recent actions I am now re-examining that support. 
 

- It's a shame what COUNCIL has done to those poor people in Queen’s Park. Significant changes such as this should 
have been brought to THEM for a VOTE and not imposed against their will. 
 

- It would help to know what exactly the benefit to the community is in regards to protecting heritage so I can select a 
relatively equal benefit for the property owner. 
 

- Other homeowners in the city would be justified to demo their old homes and develop their properties before the 
community claims any ownership over them. 
 

- Once upon a time people in this neighbourhood had respect for their neighbours and their property rights. We trusted 
each other to do the right thing and didn't need a bylaw to enforce it. Now a small group of homeowners have 
influence and sway over all of us through these stupid HCA rules. These "incentives" are a joke. 
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- Heritage has always been voluntary in our community, not so anymore. I won't be surprised if the anti-heritage bias 
ramp ups. 
 

- These are not incentives at all, if anything they are concessions. We all like the old homes, but not all of us live in a 
grand house, nor do we have the money,, desire, ability to use these concessions imposed, or are at the stage in life 
that we can remain in our house long enough to see any return on our investment. For the first time in 48+ years in 
this house, I'm sorry I live in Queens Park. 
 

- Don't have issues with Lane-way or Carriage homes as long as they are sympathetically designed with the character 
of the heritage home  and that they CANNOT later be stratified and sold off.  If the intent is to do that - then owners 
must initially apply for stratification.  Otherwise it will become just misuse of the HRAs for future owners who want 
to sell-off the land at no real benefit to the heritage home. 
 

- I wasn't originally that worried about the HCA because I was told by heritage association that I could opt out. Turns 
out that isn't really true. Seems there are a bunch of hoops I have to jump through and absolutely no guarantee of 
anything. I thought there would at least be a lot of good incentives, but so far what I'm seeing is not very good. I'm 
thinking that supporting this HCA might have been a bad idea, I didn't realize what I was giving up. If there's any 
way to speed up the process so that some of us folks can move down to lower protection without spending a bunch of 
money or emotional distress, that would be the best incentive we could hope for at this point. I don't have a whole lot 
of faith in the city's ability to manage this thing honestly going forward, unfortunately. 
 

- We disagree strongly with the forced concept of the HCA as the HRA always has existed. It should be a choice to 
home owner to protect home, not city council's. 
 

- To call these incentives is misleading and incorrect.  An incentive motivates or encourages one to do something.  
These would be incentives if QP houses are all in the limited protection category and taking advantage of + FSR (or 
monetary compensation) put a house into a different protection category. I've lost equity in my home because of this 
HCA and advanced protection. This +FSR is a offer of compensation and for the $100,000+ I've lost in equity it's 
flatly insulting that your offer to compensate me is to afford me the opportunity to spend more than $100,000+ on 
my home.  I reject this entire proposal.  You need to put houses built before 1940 all in limited protection 
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immediately, go back to the drawing board, and come back with incentives to move into protection categories that 
are equal to what the hard working home owners of QP are giving up. 
 

- The incentives you are proposing are not useable to everyone. We have lost a lot of value in our homes because of 
the HCA being implemented. You have an ethical obligation to attempt to make us whole. The best way is to allow 
homeowners the option of moving to limited. The lesser way is to offer a number of incentives so that homeowners 
can choose what suits them. The incentives you are proposing are weak and do not even make an attempt to 
compensate owners who have lost tens of thousands of dollars. What you have done is cruel and unfair. Putting 
everyone in limited would have achieved the same goal of unifying and beautifying the neighbourhood without 
taking all this money away from people. While the rest of New West continue to thrive, we have been punished 
because we chose to buy this house rather than another house a few blocks away. You have a duty to rectify the 
situation, instead of just pretending you are. 
 

- Has the city been noticing all the homes in this neighbourhood that now can’t sell? I remember when people wanted 
to live here, but not anymore! People want to have freedom over their homes, not have a watchdog group tell them 
what to do. 
 

- Seems to be a lot of different opinions on how this thing works. Promises were made by the Heritage advocates that 
we would get great incentives. Now that it’s clear that won’t happen they seem to be silent. Very disappointing. I 
think the whole thing needs re-tooling to be honest. The incentives should be sold as a reason to stay in advanced 
protection. If the incentives are good you’ll have no problem keeping many homes (and even getting new ones) into 
advanced protection. If they are not satisfactory or not right for our own family then we should be able to opt out of 
advanced protection altogether. 
 

- Although I do support the incentives noted in the survey for those who may feel they may be negatively impacted by 
the HCA , there needs to be a reasonable balance that will not adversely affect the neighbourhood, yet provide some 
sensitive bonuses for those who may be entitled. 
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DEMOGRAPHICS: ONLINE SURVEY 

Approximately 117 participants 

 
Age range # responses % 

19 & under 0 0% 

20-34 20 19% 

35-49 38 37% 

50-64 24 23% 

65& older 19 18% 

Prefer not to say 3 3% 

Total responses 104  

 
Housing Tenure # responses % 

Rent 22 21% 

Own 80 78% 

Other 1 1% 

Total responses 103  

 
Where do you live? # responses  

Queen’s Park 91 87% 

Outside the 
neighbourhood 

14 13% 

Total responses 105  

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Is your house protected by the Queen’s 
Park Heritage Conservation Area? 

# responses % 

Yes 46 44% 

No 49 47% 

I don’t know  9 9% 

Total responses 104  

 
Have you been involved in previous 
consultation in Queen’s Park? 

# responses % 

Yes 50 48% 

No 50 48% 

I don’t know  3 4% 

Total responses 103  
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