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consultation material included two boards that provided an update that reflected the direction
provided by Council at the November 28,2016 Open Workshop. Staff was available to
discuss the first draft of the design guidelines and the next steps.

Overall, the feedback received was positive. People look forward to have the opportunity to
build a laneway or carriage house, and are eager for this process to be completed. Only
minor revisions were proposed to the guidelines for laneway/carriage houses and for infill
townhouses and rowhouses. Most of the feedback received was consistent with the feedback
received at past events and discussed at Council at the November 2016 Open Workshop, and
staff recommends continuing with Council direction from that meeting.

As part of the implementation strategy, the guidelines of these housing forms have now been
split into two regulation tools: Development Permit Areas, including design guidelines, and
Zoning Bylaw regulations. The Development Permit Areas and zoning regulations for
laneway/carriage houses and for town/rowhouses have also now been separated. All of the
material has been included in Attachments 5-8. This report outlines the community
feedback received on the first draft ofthe guidelines and provides a response as to how each
has or has not been incorporated into the final draft guidelines and regulations attached to
this report.

This report also outlines the three primary options for the approval process. The first
scenario would be to require both a rezoning and a development permit. The second scenario
would be to require only a development permit. The third scenario would be to only require a
development permit and delegate the approval ofthe permit to the Director of Development
Services. Regardless of the approach taken, and even if different approaches are taken for the
different forms, staff reccommends a two year trial period after which the process would be
reviewed and revised. Staff is requesting direction from Council on the preferred appro val
process. A different process could be used for each of the two housing forms: for
laneway/carriage house, and for town/rowhouses.

Should Council endorse the draft material the next step would be community and stakeholder
consultation which would include presenting the material to the New Westminster Design
Committee and the Advisory Planning Commission. It would also include a “One-on-one
Information Sessions” where community members can have a one-on-one meeting with a
staff member to discuss their property. Staff would not be able to give definitive answers
about what can or cannot be built, but they will be able to raise concerns or opportunities
based on the site size and shape of the property, and the size and placement of the existing
house.
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PURPOSE

This report contains a draft Development Permit Area, draft zoning regulations and options
for the approval process for laneway and carriage houses, and for townhouses and
rowhouses. The purpose of this report is to request Council endorsement for the draft design
guidelines and zoning regulations, and Council direction on which approval process would
be appropriate, should Council adopt the new Official Community Plan.

BACKGROUND

In January 2014, Council endorsed a work plan for the Official Community Plan (OCP)
review process titled OUR CITY 2041. The purpose of the revised OCP is to provide a
renewed vision for New Westminster to the year 2041 and a regulatory framework to guide
future growth of the city.

The results of OUR CITY 2041 consultation events titled “A Community Conversation on
Housing,” which were held between November 2015 and February 2016, were presented to
Council on April 25,2016. The report recommended that staff develop an implementation
strategy for the housing forms that received the highest level of support during consultation:
laneway and carriage houses (66% of participants in support), townhouses (57% support),
and rowhouses (56% support). The implementation strategy was to include exploring three
overarching questions:

e What zoning regulations are needed? (e.g. height, size, parking)

e What design guidelines are needed? (e.g. related to privacy and overlook,

landscaping, building design)
e What does the approval process look like?

Staff retained Ramsay Worden Architects to assist with the drafting of design guidelines for
these infill housing forms. They created the draft Infill Housing Design Guidelines that were
presented to Council on September 19, 2016.

Implementation strategies for other ground oriented housing forms, such as duplexes and
single detached dwellings on a small lot, will be developed after the completion of the OCP.

Land Use Definitions
For the purpose of the Official Community Plan, a laneway house is a detached rental unit at
the rear of an existing single detached lot with a lane. A carriage house is a detached rental

unit at the rear of a single detached dwelling, but is on a lot which does not have a lane.

Both townhouses and rowhouses are ground oriented units which share a wall with a unit on
at least one side. Townhouses are stratified to allow multiple owners. Rowhouses are
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developed as freehold lots, meaning that each unit is on its own lot. For the purpose of the
Official Community Plan infill discussion, the projects being considered would be small
scale (e.g. five to ten units) and side-by-side (i.e. not stacked).

The design guidelines focus on the following forms:

o Street Fronting (Townhouse and Rowhouse): All units on shallow lots would face the
street. This is a traditional form that creates an attractive streetscape with front doors
and yards. Units also have back yards. This format also has the flexibility of being
either a townhouse (strata) or a rowhouse (fee simple).

o Courtyard (Townhouse): A project on deep lots could be a courtyard style
development, where units face an internal courtyard. The two end units would be
required to face the street. Due to the layout this format could only be a townhouse
(strata), not a rowhouse (fee simple).

Previous Consultation and Council Direction

At the November 28,2016 Open Workshop, Council received a report outlining the results
of consultation on the first draft of the Infill Housing Design Guidelines. At this Workshop
staff requested direction on each of the guidelines related to laneway and carriage houses that
the community felt needed to be further refined, specifically: property density, smaller
second floor, building separation, and parking design. Staff also requested direction
regarding the parking requirements for laneway and carriage houses. The direction provided,
which is outlined in Attachment 1, was used to inform changes made during the editing of
the Design Guidelines for laneway and carriage houses.

As all the community feedback related to townhouses and rowhouses focused on location
and not the design guidelines, no further direction was requested from Council on these
forms at this workshop.

PROCESS

Summary of Feedback from the Final Round of Community Consultation

In February 2016 staff held public consultation events regarding the first draft of the full
Official Community Plan. The focus of these events was not on infill housing; however, the
consultation material included two boards that provided an update that reflected the direction

provided by Council at the November 28, 2016 Open Workshop. Staff was available to
discuss the first draft of the design guidelines and the next steps.
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Laneway and Carriage House Design Guideline Feedback

Generally, participants continued to express support for the City moving forward with
allowing laneway/carriage houses. Many participants want to see this process move forward
quickly so that they will be able to build a laneway/carriage house in the near future. Many
people had specific questions or concerns about how the guidelines would be interpreted for
their property, especially when they had a unique circumstance like a steeply sloping lot.

Other themes that emerged from the feedback included:

e Density: Generally people were much happier with revised proposal of a floor space
ratio of 0.5 (house) plus 0.1 (laneway/carriage house OR garage). Some people
thought that both calculations (for the principal house and the laneway/carriage
house) were still too restrictive and suggested further changes.

e FEnclosed Parking: Many people continued to express their preference to be able to
build a multi-car garage with a unit above.

e Parking Number: Some people wanted there to be a higher parking requirement than
what is proposed.

e Converting an Existing Garage: Some people expressed an interest in converting their
existing large garage to a laneway house.

e Lane Standards: Some questions were received about the required lane standards (e.g.
width, paving).

e Servicing: Some questions were received about how laneway/carriage houses would
be serviced.

e Clear and Less Strict Guidelines: A number of people commented that the guidelines
should be clear and easy to follow, and have the flexibility to work in a variety of
situations.

Simple Approval Process: Some expressed their preference for a simple and straight
forward approval process that does not require applicants to “jump through hoops.”

Attachment 3 includes all of the feedback received from the community during the most
recent round of public consultation.

Townhouse and Rowhouse Design Guideline Feedback

Generally, participants’ concerns continued to focus on the location of townhouses more so
than the design. Many participants had questions about how townhouse development would
fit in their neighbourhood or directly next to them. Much of the detailed feedback received
regarding density, height and parking was received from people who have already been
consulting the development community about the opportunity to develop their property.
They would prefer: density be increased, permitted size of the third level be increased,
enclosed or underground parking be permitted, maximum site frontage be increased, internal
roads be permitted, and properties be pre-zoned.
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Other themes that emerged from the feedback included:

e Rowhouses: People continue to express their support for rowhouses since they would
be fee-simple rather than strata.

e Parking Number: Some people wanted to see an increase in the required number of
parking spaces.

e Transition: A number of comments and questions were about the transition between
townhouses and single detached dwellings. People preferred the side wall of a
townhouse unit, rather than the backyard, to be located along the side property line of
a single detached dwelling.

e Pre-zoning: Some people wanted to see sites designated ‘“Residential — Townhouse”
and ‘“Residential — Ground Oriented Housing” on the Land Use Designation Map be
pre-zoned to allow for townhouses and to help with implementation of the Plan’s
objectives.

e Permitted Uses: Many people that have properties that would be designated
“Residential — Infill Townhouse” want to still have the opportunity to build a
laneway/carriage house.

Attachment 4 includes all of the feedback received from the community during the most
recent round of public consultation.

DISCUSSION

Staff has prepared draft Zoning Bylaw regulations and draft Development Permit Areas and
related guidelines for each of laneway/carriage houses and town/rowhouses. These would be
considered for adoption by Council at the same time as the new OCP. All of the material has
been included in Attachments 5-8.

Proposed Laneway and Carriage House Regulations and Guidelines

Response to Council and Community Feedback

At the November 2016 Open Workshop, Council provided feedback on six different themes
that emerged during the previous round of community consultation. The direction provided
by Council at the time, which is outlined in Attachment 1, is reflected in the draft
regulations and guidelines. The draft Laneway and Carriage House Development Permit

Area is included as Attachment S, and the draft zoning districts are included at Attachment
6.

Of these six, three themes (building separation, second floor size, and minimum unit size)
did not receive further feedback during the recent open houses and no further changes are
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recommended. The other three themes (parking type, parking number and density) continued
to receive feedback at the recent open houses. The following section outlines the feedback
received, previous Council direction and staff recommendations for each.

A. Density

e Previous Council Direction:

THAT Council support the direction of allowing a main house plus a
laneway/carriage house to a maximum total density of 0.6 Floor Space Ratio, and
that no other detached accessory building be permitted on properties with a
laneway/carriage house.

e Community Feedback: Generally people were happy with proposed floor space ratio
(0.5 for the principal house plus 0.1 for the laneway/carriage house), which was
increased over the maximum 0.5 floor space ratio for both buildings. Some people
thought that both calculations were still too restrictive and suggested further changes.

e Comments on Approach: One of the objectives for laneway/carriage houses is that
they be added in a way that fits the existing neighbourhood context, by not allowing
additional building bulk on a property. The approach proposes reallocating the
entitlements for detached accessory structures to the laneway or carriage house, rather
than the original approach of reallocating density from the principal dwelling. This
allows a full size principal dwelling and a laneway/carriage house without adding
additional square footage than what is permitted for all uses. A detailed summary of
the proposed approach is included in Attachment 2.

Staff recommends keeping with previous Council direction: The total maximum FSR
on a property would be 0.6. Home owners would have the option to either build a
detached accessory structure (e.g. a detached garage) or laneway/carriage house of the
same size. The laneway/carriage house could have a floor space of 0.1 FSR. An
additional 0.05 FSR would be permitted for the laneway/carriage house (but not for
any other detached accessory structure) if the principal dwelling is built at least 0.05
FSR below the maximum. This isreflectedin the draft Zoning Bylaw regulations.

B. Parking Number
e Previous Council Direction:

THAT Council support the direction of two permitted parking spaces for three
dwelling units (a principle dwelling, secondary suite and laneway house).

e Community Feedback: Some feedback received during the recent open houses and
online survey suggested that the number of parking spaces required be increased.

e Comments on Approach: Increasing the parking requirement would mean that a
high number of properties would no longer be eligible for a laneway/carriage house
since a large and wide property would be needed to accommodate the extra parking.
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Staff recommends keeping with previous Council direction: Two parking spaces
would be required for three units (principal unit, secondary suite and laneway/carriage
house). This direction is reflected in the draft Zoning Bylaw regulations.

C. Enclosed Parking

Previous Council Direction:

THAT Council support limiting a property with a laneway/carriage house to one
enclosed garage parking space (with the other required space being a parking pad or
carport), which would count towards the laneway/carriage house Floor Space Ratio.
Community Feedback: Some people disagreed with the guideline that restricts the
garage (enclosed parking) to one space. Participants felt that more garage parking
spaces should be permitted and should not count towards the total permitted floor
space. Some participants wanted this flexibility in order to build a laneway/carriage
house as a second floor above a full garage.

Comments on Approach: The proposed guidelines are intended to reduce the bulk
and size of'the laneway/carriage house, by not permitting additional floor space on a
property over the 0.6 FSR total proposed. Additionally, carports and parking pads are
more likely to remain available for parking (or hard surface open space) rather than be
converted to living or storage space, which has been noted as an issue in other
municipalities that permit laneway/carriage houses.

Staff recommends keeping with previous Council direction: One garage parking space
would be permitted within the laneway/carriage house and the space would count
towards the floor space ratio. This direction is reflected in the draft Zoning Bylaw
regulations and draft design guidelines.

Response to Additional Community Feedback

During the recent open houses new themes began to emerge that had not been previously
discussed with Council. These new themes are summarized below.

A. Lane Standards

Community Feedback: Some questions were received about the required lane
standards (e.g. width, paving), especially from homeowners who do not currently
have a complete back lane.

Comments on Approach: Additional clarity has been added to the Development
Permit Area regarding what a carriage house is and what a laneway house is, and
where parking must be accessed from. This helps addresses the variety of contexts
that exist in New Westminster, including when the lane has not yet be developed. A
requirement has also been added that properties that front onto a major city street
(including arterial and collector streets) must dedicate land for a future lane. This is in
keeping with the City priority to develop lanes and remove driveway access from all
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busy roads. This is for the safety of pedestrians, cyclists and drivers, as well as the
homeowner.

Staff Recommendation: Access would be required from a developed lane. Front street
access would be permitted when the lane has not yet been developed. Properties on
major city streets would be required to dedicate the land required for a lane. This
direction is reflected in the draft Zoning Bylaw regulations and draft design
guidelines.

B. Converting Existing Garages

e Community Feedback: During the most recent round of consultation, some
participants asked about converting an existing garage. They have expressed interest
in the design guidelines being more flexible for existing structures to permit the
conversion.

e Comments on Approach: The primary focus of the design guideline development
has been to ensure laneway/carriage houses fit into neighbourhoods without greatly
impacting liveability of existing properties or future residents of laneway/carriage
houses. While the laneway/carriage house initiative does not focus on enabling the
conversion of existing garage structures an applicant may be able to convert an
existing building if they are able to meet the design guidelines, zoning regulations and
the requirements of the BC Building Code. However, staff notes that this likely would
be difficult and costly to do given the required standards. For example, all buildings
would have to conform to the current seismic and energy efficiency requirements for
habitable spaces. A structural engineer would be required for any seismic upgrade
work.

C. Servicing

e Community Feedback: Some questions were received about how laneway/carriage
houses would be serviced.

e Comments on Approach: Providing service connections to the laneway/carriage
house would be the responsibility of the home owner. There would continue to be one
connection from property line to each of the public mains in the street. Once on the
property, the service connection would split into two (“wye” connection) to serve the
principle dwelling and the laneway/carriage house. If the service connection were to
be connected to a public main in the street, this would mean that the home owners
would have to dig a trench along the side of the property in order to service the
laneway/carriage house. It is possible that an upgrade of the existing service
connection would be required depending on its age and size. Homes with combined
sewer laterals would be required to replace them with separated sewer laterals (storm
and sanitary). Meter boxes and setters for the water connection, and inspection
chambers for the storm and sanitary connections would be required at property line as
per City standards.
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Townhouses and Rowhouses

Response to Additional Community Feedback

The majority of feedback received during the previous round of consultation was regarding
the location of town/rowhouses, rather than regarding the design. As a result, no themes were
discussed with Council at the November 2016 Open Workshop. During the recent open
houses new themes began to emerge which are summarized below, with staff
recommendations for each.

A. Density and Massing

Community Feedback: Detailed feedback was received regarding density and height,
which was largely received from people who have already been consulting the
development community about the opportunity to develop their property. They would
prefer the overall density and the permitted size of the third level be increased.
Comments on Approach: The suggested changes to the density and massing would
result in a higher density form of townhouse than what was envisioned for the
“Residential — Infill Townhouse” or “Residential — Ground Oriented Housing”
designations. These designations are intended to permit “infill” town/rowhouses that
are complementary neighbours to single detached dwellings. The densities and the
number of storeys (a maximum two and a half stories) proposed are more appropriate
for a townhouse development on land designated “Residential — Multiple Unit
Buildings.”

Staff Recommendation: Not changing the permitted density or the size of the third
storey.

B. Building and Site Frontage

Community Feedback: Feedback was received regarding proposed limits to the site
frontage. This feedback was largely received from people who have already been
consulting the development community about the opportunity to develop their
property. They would prefer that there be no limit on the frontage of the site, which
would allow the consolidation of a larger number of properties.

Comments on Approach: The firstdraft of the design guidelines included a limit on
both the site frontage and on the building frontage. The purpose of this was to help
ensure that these infill town/rowhouse projects are small scale and do not include a
high number of units. It also ensures that a block would not have one continuous
block of townhouses.

Staff Recommendation: Removing the limit on the site frontage but not on the
building frontage. This would ensure that the principles regarding building size are
still met, while being more flexible about the number of properties consolidated. This
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way even if the town/rowhouses were part of one project, they would still read as
multiple buildings and achieve the desired streetscape appearance.

C. Parking Type

Community Feedback: Feedback was received that people wanted enclosed parking,
including detached garages and underground parking, to be permitted.

Comments on Approach: The firstdraft of the design guidelines did not allow
garages (enclosed parking). The purpose of this was to ensure that the massing of
buildings would be kept to a minimum and that there would be adequate usable open
space (rather than driveways, etc.). It also would avoid the opportunity for attached
parking space to be converted to living or storage space. Specific language about
underground parking was not included in the original design guidelines since it was
expected that it would not be economically viable for many projects to accommodate
underground parking.

Staff Recommendation: Adding language to the design guidelines to clarify that
underground parking would be permitted if it is not visible (i.e. no portion of the
parking may extend above ground), but maintaining the design guidelines that restrict
above ground enclosed parking (attached or detached garages).

D. Permitted Uses

Community Feedback: Many people that own properties that would be designated
“Residential — Infill Townhouse” want to still have the opportunity to build a
laneway/carriage house.

Comments on Approach: One of the main focuses of the OCP update has been to
provide a grated range of ground-oriented housing options. Town/rowhouses are a key
piece of that “missing middle” of housing choice. This is a common issue throughout
the region, as town/rowhouses projects with a density and massing that are
complementary to single detached dwelling neighbourhoods have difficulty being
financially viable given the value of single detached dwelling properties.

As currently proposed, a laneway/carriage house would be permitted in the
“Residential — Detached and Semi-Detached” and ‘“Residential — Ground Oriented
Housing” designations. A laneway/carriage house would not be permitted in the
“Residential — Infill Townhouse” designation. Allowing laneway houses on properties
with the latter designation would mean that each property may be eligible to build
three units (a laneway/carriage house, secondary suite and principle house). This
would reduce the likelihood and wviability of someone building town/rowhouses, since
the town/rowhouse projects envisioned would be relatively low density and include a
relatively small number of units. Adding a laneway/carriage house would be an easier
and cheaper way to add an additional unit to a property and would disincentive
town/rowhouse projects. The result would be that less of the “missing middle” of
housing choice would be achieved in the city.
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Staff Recommendation: Not changing the proposed permitted uses. Note: During a
future report to Council regarding feedback on the overall Official Community Plan,
including the revised draft Land Use Designation Map, Council will have further

opportunity to provide feedback about which properties should be designated
“Residential — Infill Townhouse.”

Proposed Approval Process

There are three primary options for the approval process. The first scenario would be to
require both a rezoning and a development permit. The second scenario would be to require
only a development permit. The third scenario would be to only require a development
permit and delegate the approval of'the permit to staff. A different process could be used for
each of the two housing forms: for laneway/carriage house, and for town/rowhouses.

Regardless of the approach taken, and even if a different approach is taken for each of the
two housing forms, staff recommends a two year trial period after which the process would

be reviewed and revised.

Scenario One: Rezoning and Development Permit

Under this scenario property owners who want to build one of the new housing forms would
have to apply for a rezoning to change from the current zoning district to a new zoning
district based on the draft zoning regulations attached to this report.

Informal consultation with direct neighbours would be expected for all forms. Townhouse
and rowhouse applicants would also be required to present to the relevant residents’
association and host and open house.

Pros of this approach include:
e The City would have more authority to ask for additional improvements as a
condition of approval of the rezoning.

e Would allow for a more rigorous public consultation process, which would
include a Public Hearing.

Cons of this approach include:

e A more onerous process for applicants, especially for homeowners. However,
if this approach is preferred staff would explore ways to make a “lighter”
process for laneway/carriage houses than what is required for other, more
complex rezonings. For example, this could include not being required to go to
the Land Use and Planning Committee or New Westminster Design Panel.

e The process would take longer and would require greater staff resources and
Council time.
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e This would increase the risk and cost for developers and make it less likely that
infill projects would be pursued.

Scenario Two: Development Permit Only

Under this scenario property owners who want to build one of the new forms would have to
apply for a Development Permit, through which staff would review the application’s
compliance with the design guidelines included in the Development Permit Area. Once the
review process was complete, the Development Permit application would be presented to
Council for their consideration.

The implementation of this scenario would mean that the City would have to undertake the
steps to pre-zone relevant properties, which staff would prepare for consideration by Council
for adoption.

The consultation process for all forms would be the same as outlined in Scenario One,
including no review of laneway/carriage houses by the Land Use and Planning Committee or
the New Westminster Design Panel.

Pros of this approach include:

¢ A moderate process for applicants, which would take less time than option one,
but more than option two.

e Decreased risk for developers and more likely to see infill housing projects
pursued.

Cons of this approach include:

e There would be a less rigorous public consultation process, including that no
Public Hearing would be required.

e The City would have limited authority to ask for additional improvements
beyond the design guidelines as a condition of approval.

e The process would be extended and would require moderate increases in staff
resources and Council time.

Scenario Three: Delegated Development Permit Only

This scenario would be the same as Scenario Two, with the exception that, through the
power ofthe Community Charter, Council would delegate the consideration and approval of
Development Permits for either of the infill housing forms to the Director of Development
Services.

Pros of this approach include:
e A relatively simplified process for applicants.
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e Limited relative risk for developers and more likely to see infill housing
projects pursued.

e The process would be the shortest relatively speaking and would require the
least staff resources and no Council time.

Cons of this approach include:
e There would be a less rigorous public consultation process, including that no
Public Hearing would be required.
e The City would have limited authority to ask for additional improvements
beyond the design guidelines as a condition of approval.
e Council would not be provided opportunity for input.

Trial Period

Staff recommends a two year trial period that would include monitoring of the program. At
the end of two years a hold would be placed on the program and no more applications would
be accepted while the review is completed. This review would include assessing the success
of the design guidelines, zoning regulations and the approval process. A report would be
presented to Council with the findings of this review and suggested modifications, as
required.

CONSULTATION

Should Council endorse the draft Zoning Bylaw regulations and Development Permit Area
design guidelines, the following further consultation would be undertaken. This consultation
would be the next step, regardless of the approval process preferred by Council.

Community Consultation

Most of the feedback received in the final round of consultation events regarding laneway
and carriage houses, and regarding townhouses and rowhouses, was regarding site specific
comments and questions. People want to know what may be possible on their property. As a
result, instead of having an open house that presents the draft Development Permit Areas and
draft zoning regulations, staff would host “One-on-one Information Sessions” where
community members could have a one-on-one meeting with a staff member to discuss their
property. Staff would not be able to give definitive answers about what can or cannot be
built, but they would be able to raise concerns or opportunities based on the site size and
shape, and the placement of the existing house.
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Committee Consultation

Staff would present the draft Development Permit Areas for Laneway and Carriage Houses,
and for Townhouses and Rowhouses to the New Westminster Design Panel.

Stakeholder Consultation
A consultation event would be held for builders, designers, developers and representatives of

the Urban Development Institute. Feedback from these stakeholders would help ensure that
what is being proposed would allow for viable projects.

FEEDBACK FROM COUNCIL

At this time staff is requesting direction from Council on the appropriate approval process
for infill housing, should Council adopt the new OCP, as follows:

Laneway and Carriage Houses

e Scenario One: Rezoning and Development Permit, requiring Council approval
(processed concurrently).
OR

e Scenario Two: Development Permit only, requiring Council approval. City pre-zones
properties across the city.
OR

e Scenario Three: Delegated Development Permit only. Council delegates approval to
the Director of Development Services, and the City pre-zones properties across the
city.

Townhouses and Rowhouses

e Scenario One: Rezoning and Development Permit, requiring Council approval
(processed concurrently).
OR

e Scenario Two: Development Permit only, requiring Council approval. City pre-zones
properties across the city.
OR

e Scenario Three: Delegated Development Permit only. Council delegates approval to
the Director of Development Services, and the City pre-zones properties across the
city.
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NEXT STEPS

Based on the direction received from Council staff would undertake the following:

1. Incorporate Development Permit Areas into the OCP

The proposed timeframe for the next steps of the OCP process are as follows:
e Presentdesign guidelines to the New Westminster Design Panel (March)
e Community and stakeholder consultation (April)
e Presentrevised OCP and draft adoption bylaw to the Advisory Planning Commission
(May)
e Present adoption bylaw, including revised OCP, to Council for First and Second
Reading (May)

e Public Hearing (June)
e Adoption of the OCP once referral process is complete

2. Zoning Bylaw Amendments

A zoning bylaw amendment is required for all of the approval scenarios either to pre-zone
properties or to create new zones for properties to rezone into.

If Council were to decide that property owners should not have to undertake a rezoning
process for laneway/carriage houses staff would forward to Council a Zoning Amendment
Bylaw that would seek to pre-zone the subject properties across the city. This bylaw could be
considered for adoption along with the new OCP.

If Council were to decide that owners should not have to undertake a rezoning process for
town/rowhouse projects, staff would recommend that further consultation be conducted with
the owners of subject properties. Pre-zoning for town/rowhouses would mean more
significant change to zoning, permitted uses, and overall entitlements than would be the case
with laneway/carriage houses. At the completion of this consultation staff would report back
to Council before bringing forward to Council a Zoning Amendment Bylaw that would seek
to pre-zone the subject properties across the city.

If the approval process selected requires applicants to go through a rezoning process, staff
would ament the Zoning Bylaw to add in the new zoning district (included in Attachment 6

and 8). Applicants could then apply to rezone to this new zoning district.

3. Administration Policy

Staff would prepare a policy and information documents outlining the review process for
laneway/carriage houses. As town/rowhouse applications would be similar to existing
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development applications they could be captured within exiting process and information
material.

4. Laneway and Carriage Houses in Queensborough

As a next step after the adoption of the OCP, staff would assess how the laneway and
carriage house work could be applied to the Queensborough neighbourhood. This assessment
would take into account the specific context of Queensborough, including the impact of
being located in the flood plain.

INTERDEPARTMENTAL LIAISON

The OCP is being developed as a coordinated interdepartmental process, focused on creating
a single, commonly-held vision that is supported by the community and understood by all
potential audiences. Interdepartmental teams are involved with research and analysis, and
will continue to be invited to contribute their insights and feedback.

OPTIONS

The following options are presented for Council’s consideration:

1. That Council endorse the draft regulations and design guidelines for laneway/carriage
houses and town/rowhouses, and direct staff to proceed with next steps.

2. That Council indicate a preferred approval process for laneway houses and carriage
houses, and direct staff to prepare the necessary bylaw amendments for
implementation, for Council consideration should Council adopt the new Official
Community Plan.

3. That Council indicate a preferred approval process for townhouses and rowhouses,
and direct staff to prepare the necessary bylaw amendments for implementation, for
Council consideration should Council adopt the new Official Community Plan.

4. That Council provide staff with alternative direction.

Staff recommends Option 1, 2 and 3.
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Parking Number

Consultation Question: What should the required number of parking spaces be?

Feedback: The strongest support was for requiring two parking spaces for three

units (the principal unit, secondary suite, and laneway/carriage house).

Council Resolution:
THAT Council support the direction of two permitted parking spaces for
three dwelling units (a principle dwelling, secondary suite and laneway
house).

Two Council members opposed the resolution.

Change Proposed: Two parking spaces are required for three units.

Parking Type

Original Guideline: A maximum of one parking space could be in a garage and
would count towards the total permitted size of the unit.
Feedback: Many participants felt that parking in garages should be permitted and
not count towards the floor space of the unit.
Council Resolution:
THAT Council support limiting a property with a laneway/carriage house
to one enclosed garage parking space (with the other required space being
a parking pad or carport), which would count towards the
laneway/carriage house Floor Space Ratio.
Two Council members opposed the resolution.
Change Proposed: The guideline has not been changed since the objective was to
minimize the bulk of new buildings added into single detached dwelling
neighbourhoods. Encouraging parking pads and carports also helps ensure that the
space is used for parking rather than being converted to living space.

Second Floor Size

Original Guideline: The second flood could be a maximum of 60% of the size of
the first floor.

Feedback: Many participants were interested allowing a second floor that is larger
than what the guidelines proposed. Many others felt the second floor should be the
same size as the first.

Council Direction: No direction was proposed in November 2016. Instead staff
proposed conducting additional research.

Change Proposed: The revised draft of the design guidelines now states that a
laneway/carriage house with a flat or shallow pitched roof must reduce the area of
the second floor to 80% of the ground floor, not including the carport. The purpose
of the design guidelines related to the second floor of a laneway or carriage house
is to minimize the overall bulk of the building and to minimize the visual impact
of the building on neighbouring properties. The Development Permit Area also
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includes a design guideline that applies to all roof forms that requires the second
floor of laneway/carriage homes to be integrated into the roof line.

Building Separation

¢ Original Guideline: The minimum distance between the main house and the
laneway/carriage house would be 16 feet.

o Feedback: While participants supported the principle of building separation they
also wanted there to be a level of flexibility to make sure that home owners would
be eligible to build a laneway/carriage house.

e Council Resolution:

THAT Council support making minimum building separation distance a
guideline, and that staff develop a list of circumstances where a reduction
of the minimum building separation distance may be considered, and that
staff establish a maximum permitted reduction.

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

e Change Proposed: The Development Permit Area includes an expanded
guideline that includes the conditions under which a reduced building separation
would be considered, such as when it would allow a tree to be preserved. The
design guideline proposed also includes a maximum reduction

Property Density

e Original Guideline: The floor space ratio for single detached dwelling properties
would remain the same as today (0.5 FSR). This would mean that where a home is
already built to the maximum, a laneway/carriage house would not be permitted.

e Feedback: Participants felt that this was far too restrictive. Many felt that this
guideline was counterproductive to the overarching objective of allowing infill.

e Council Direction:

THAT Council support the direction of allowing a main house plus a
laneway/carriage house to a maximum total density of 0.6 Floor Space
Ratio, and that no other detached accessory building be permitted on
properties with a laneway/carriage house.

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

o Change Proposed: Instead of building a garage, home owners would be able to
choose to build a laneway/carriage house of the same size. A laneway house could
have a floor space of 0.10 FSR. An additional 0.05 FSR would be permitted for
the laneway/carriage house if the principal dwelling is not built to the maximum.
The total maximum FSR on each property would be 0.6.

Minimum Building Size
¢ Original Guideline: The minimum total area for a laneway/carriage house would
be 32.5 square metres (350 square feet), which is consistent with the requirement
for a secondary suite.
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e Feedback: A number of community members have expressed interest in building
a small or tiny laneway/carriage house.

e Council Feedback: During the November 2016 Open Workshop Council
feedback indicated that the minimum building size should be removed from the
design guidelines.

e Change Proposed: The required minimum number of square feet has been
removed. The tiny house would still need to comply with the remainder of the
draft zoning regulations, the draft design guidelines and the Building Code.
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APPROACH THE LANEWAY AND CARRIAGE HOUSE DENSITY

The first draft of the design proposed that the total floor space ratio (FSR) remain the
same as today (0.5 FSR). This would mean that the floor space of the main house plus the
laneway/carriage house could not be more than 0.5 FSR. Where a home is already built to
the maximum, a laneway/carriage house would not be permitted.

The guidelines as initially proposed were based on the following objectives to:

e help ensure that these new units could be added in a way that fits the existing
neighbourhood context, by not allowing additional building bulk on a property.

¢ incentivise keeping existing houses that are below the maximum density permitted
by providing an alternate way to achieve the maximum.

e not precluding options to incentivize preservation of heritage homes by ensuring
that density incentives for Heritage Revitalization Agreements are still viable and
of an appropriate size for neighbourhoods.

e factor in concerns from the community about the size and bulk of single detached

dwellings currently permitted under existing zoning, by not permitting additional
building bulk.

Due to the feedback received, and to increase the number of eligible properties, staff
outlined a proposal to modify the density permitted at the November 28, 2016 Open
Workshop. As illustrated in Figure 3 and 4, the proposed change would allow
laneway/carriage houses of the same size as a detached accessory structure (such as a
garage). Home owners would be able to build either a laneway/carriage house OR a
garage (or other detached accessory structure).

To help ensure that all of the aforementioned objectives are met, staff also proposes
allowing a small increase in the permitted size of the laneway/carriage house, when the
additional density is “unused” density from the principal dwelling (i.e. the main house is
not built to the maximum density). The maximum size of a laneway/carriage house would
still be 950 square feet. The total density of the site and the size of a laneway house could
be further increased through the negotiation of a Heritage Revitalization Agreement that
protects the heritage merit of the principal dwelling.
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Summary of Existing Zoning Bylaw Regulations

There are two principal single detached dwelling district zones on the mainland of New
Westminster, which would need to be amended to implement this approach: RS-1 and
NR-1. As outlined in Figures 1 and 2, these zoning districts currently allow a 0.5 floor
space ratio (FSR) for the principal house (with additional conditions requiring basement
space and cellar exemptions in the NR-1 district).

Detached accessory structures such as garages, sheds, carports and workshops are
permitted in addition to the FSR for the principal building. In RS-1 a maximum site
coverage of 10% is permitted for detached accessory structures. In addition, the RS-1
district allows a site coverage of 10% for attached accessory structures (e.g. attached
garages and carports, decks porches and balconies). In NR-1, the combined total site
coverage of detached and attached accessory structures must not exceed 15%.

Figure 1: RS-1 Zoning District — Illustration of What is Permitted Now
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Figure 2: NR-1 Zoning District — Illustration of What is Permitted Now
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Summary of Proposed Changes to the Zoning Bylaw Regulations

Implementation of this approach would require the following changes to the Zoning
Bylaw regulations.

o Floor Space Ratio (FSR) for Detached Accessory Structures or Laneway/Carriage
Houses: Staff proposes using a floor space measure of 0.10 FSR (the equivalent to
a site coverage of 10%) for detached accessory building. This FSR would replace
the current site coverage regulations for detached accessory buildings. Instead of
building a detached accessory structure home owners could choose to build a
laneway/carriage house with the same 0.1 FSR. This would allow a maximum
FSR 0of 0.6 (0.50 + 0.10) on each property.

o Laneway/Carriage House Floor Space Ratio Bonus: Staff proposes allowing an
additional 0.05 FSR for the laneway/carriage house if the principal dwelling was
not build to the maximum (i.e. if the FSR of the main house 1s 0.45 or lower, an
additional 0.05 FSR could be allocated to the laneway/carriage house). This would
allow a maximum laneway/carriage house FSR of 0.15. The maximum FSR for
the property would still be 0.6.

o Attached Accessory Structures: Staff proposes revising the site coverage measure
for attached accessory structures (decks, balconies, attached carports) and
removing the ability to double count decks, balconies and porches by stacking one
over another. This will help achieve the objective of addressing building bulk.
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Figure 3: RS-1 Zoning District — Illustration of Proposed Approach
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Figure 4: NR-1 Zoning District — Illustration of Proposed Approach
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LANEWAY HOUSE FEEDBACK

Notes from the “See Your Plan for Our City” Open Houses

¢ [ think many residents would accept greater bulk between the main house and
LWH. The proposed guidelines do not allow enough density to be sustainable in
the long term

e If max combined FSr is 0.6, we would prefer to allocate less than 0.5 to the main
house and more than 0.1 to laneway + garage

e We need design guidelines for laneway homes when the lane is at a significant
elevation above the backyard

e Don't penalize homes built in last 30 years to use density. Aallow for all to build
laneway

e >>(.5

e suspended concrete slab on garage floor. Have storage or living space beneath,
completely covered by dirt

e Included garage - 2 parking 600 sqft, enclose suite above, 1000-1400 sqft total

e there should be 1 parking for each unit, or street parking residential

e allow for tiny (portable) houses on existing lots

e why is the FSR still only 50% when other cities are more?

e 1.5-1.75 stalls per unit

e (.5 FSR over all floors for people to build basement entry. But that takes up a
larger footprint. Allow an allowance for inground basement beyond 0.5 but set a
maximum house size

e (.5 FSR is way less than vancouver

e consider a 0.15 FSR as 0.1 over a 5000sqft lot doesn’t even get a comfortable 500
sqft 1 bed unit. Allow combo of garage and laneway house max area.

e Max FSR +0.1 not 0.5+0.1
e FSR still too restrictive
e 4 cluster house with central garden + driveway

e Do not allow carriage house - too expensive to build - traffic congestion -
increased cost of housing not decrease - decreases lot usability

e shrink the size of the laneway house

e need to expand parking in laneway house, not enough parking! Spend more time
with design and function
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Raw Notes from the 2017 Online Survey

e Laneway with a garage allowed!

e change some policies around the laneway house for existing garage that can
accommodate easily without having to tear down perfectly good garages to meet
the new guide lines.

e More exploration on laneway housing...current proposal is very limited

e [ would like to see laneway homes on top of garages to provide affordable housing
options

e There needs to be more vision regarding design and function regarding laneway /
carriage homes , to restrict parking as to integration in to this plan is very short
sited and we need to embrace more integration to accommodate more parking to
get not only moving traffic off the main roads but also stationary vehicles. We will
should be adjusting the requirements for enclosed parking under living space ( ie 2
enclosed parking spaces (24 x 22 ) 530 Sq ft living space not huge but very
livable also 265 square for deck space Oove a carport area and also getting 3
vehicles off the main roads We need to concider the possibility of not having all
residences not having lane way or carriage houses so to make the laneways a fully
pedestrian thorough fair is short sited and loosing rear parking will not be
sustainable in the future There absolutely needs to be thought on this issue and a
more consideration needs to be brought forward Please consider functional design
and parking with the new OCP cars are a fact of life at this stage of our evolution
and are not going away anytime soon THE MORE PEOPLE THE MORE CARS
Also I am very opposed to townhouses on 8th St between 10th Ave and 8th Ave
designated RT due to NO parking on 8th St so all stationary vehicles will be
diverted to the alley ways in the rear of the properties I STRONGLY OPPOSE
THIS DESIGNATION With the High School and excessive pedestrian traffic this
will not be sustainable

e The FSR needs to increased to allow for infill homes such as coach houses

e Laneway must be a go for all residence rather than a bonus for people keeping
older homes

e [ dont like the option of having just a garage or a laneway house. I think garage
space is needed in laneway housing for all the storage that goes along with an
average family. Most garages are used for storage rather than cars

e Grandfather garages that exist that can be converted to laneway housing...about
100 or so in the city

e allowing both laneway and garage to coexist

e More flexibility and fewer restrictions with laneway houses (i.e., basic FSR of
0.16 (like Vancouver) instead of proposed 0.10, independent of house FSR).

e Make it easier to create more housing options by allowing garage and laneway
combined.
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e [ am greatly concerned with the statement regarding laneway/carriage housing(a
"laneway frontage guidelines" i1 mid-block ... develop lanes as active pedestrian
oriented public space.... WHAT ARE YOU SAYING?? The already taxed parking
situation will be limited ,, people will drive cars in this city we do and will need
parking spaces this is a travesty and it is embedded in here and many residences
may not even read this or miss this statement when trying to digest this extensive
plan. I am pleased the plan considers exterior light pollution tree and green scape .
However I am not an architect or draftsman and I find the info on
laneway/carriage housing looks complicated and restrictive. I would like to have
laneway but am hoping the restrictions are not so complicated and restricted that I
cannot partake in this opportunity. I am very cautious about the RGO it leaves
WAY to many variables. If someone has a monoply of homes on a street they can
force there own agenda

e to many hoops to juno through for lane way housing options
e guidelines for laneway
e The proposal for laneway should be expanded to combined laneway and garage.
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TOWNHOUSE / ROWHOUSE FEEDBACK

Raw Notes From the “See Your Plan for Our City” Open Houses

o [ like row houses: no strata fees, easy to make energy efficient, encourage
community. Put entrance close to street. Should be in place on transit routes

e Not enough parking planned for townhouses or rowhouses - most families have 2
cars

e Should make TH 3 bedroom to meet family needs - already have too many 1-2
bedroom apartments

e Prezone TH & RH

e Rezone T & row housing

e allow attached garages off rear lanes - above attached garage

e [ want people to move here. This will not spike change. More density

e allow for non restrictive and creative infill town and row homes - with internal
roads, enclosed garage off lane. Usable yards so carved out along lanes,
streetfronting

e internal roads. Why FSR not 1.0. people want a garage. Not 1 spot per.

e detached garages over parking pads. Can mitigate garage doors by providing
single enclosed garage access of 1 outdoor pad with a shared party wall.

e carports are a huge safety concern. You cant prevent people from storing garbage
in carports which attracts raccoons, persons etc. Also coming home at midnight to
a dark alley and parking in a carport is not safe, inviting predators. Must have
some enclosed garages.

e townhouses should be 3 story, as houses are 3 story - so home doesn’t block view
- more uniform

e 1.0 FSR minimum (0.75 too small) families downsizing or starting need bigger
than 1200 sqft townhouse

e pre-zone the ground oriented and townhouse sites

e allow internal roads - 1.0 FSR - 3 story? 1.5 parking stall needed

e parking spots, realistic view is 1.5 to 1.75 per townhome

e people want to drive up and park in house - not in lane (rains) - allow roads

e allow greater than 150 lot frontage so better developments can be built

e set minimum lot parcel size for townhomes/rowhomes rather than number of lots

¢ allow internal roads for parking @ ground floor of units with 1.0 FSR. 3 storey. 1-
2 parking depend on area / amenities

e townhouses and rowhouses should fit into streetscape

e allow internal roads with yards along lanes and municipal. Allow garages @
ground floor of buildings in attached form to their units
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e consider 4' inside side yard setback in cases where windows are limited on narrow
streets

e allow enclosed garages at grade along lanes and internal roads. People expect to
park indoors in new townhomes.

e Pre-zone RGO & townhouses

e for townhouses garages are a lot better than carports
e (arages are better than carports

e RGO 1.0 FSR minimum, allow garages, allow internal roads
e 300 block cumberland:

1.5-1.75 park stalls per!

150 ft+ frontage

3 storey height

need 1.0 FSR for RGO + RT

prezone block for RGO and RT

allow internal roads"

© O O O O O

Raw Notes from the 2017 Online Survey

e What is with the open car ports for townhouse designation?

e Policy surrounding design guidelines for infill / townhome designation needs to be
addressed. - internal roads should be allowed -1.5 parking stalls should be required
/ unit - developments should be allowed to be 3 storeys - development frontage
should be allowed to be greater than 150 feet.

e Changes to the Draft Infill Housing Design Guidelines are... Maximum permitted
base density of 1.0 FSR or greater for Ground Oriented Infill Housing (RGO) and
Residential Townhouse (RT), not the 0.75 to 0.85 FSR proposed. It's too low.
Pre-rezone Townhouse and Ground Oriented Housing. Allow internal roads in a
Townhouse and Ground oriented housing development sites so parking can be
close to each unit. Townhouse owners want parking close to their unit vs. walking
in the rain from the lane. 1.5 to 1.75 parking stalls per unit, not 1 spot per unit like
the current draft says. Families often have more than one car per household.
Permit development sites with frontages greater than 150 feet. Limiting
development sites to frontages no greater 150 feet will not work for our block.
Allow building heights 3 storeys, 2.5 storeys is too low. There is already 3 storey
houses in so what’s the difference?

e [ would like the City to pre-zone townhouses.

¢ [ think internal roads make the best sense and should be approved in
redevelopment. And 1.5 to 1.75 parking stalls should be made to accomodate
more cars. Only one parking stall isn't enough. 3 storey townhouses makes more
sense for more room for growth.
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e Internal roads are more convenient for redevelopment townhouses and should be
approved. - Parking stalls should be at least 1.5. - One parking stall is not enough
for family use. - Townhouses should be 3 levels.

e Step up rezoning so the projects can get started to increase density,so far lots of
talk ,but we are playing hard ball. These projects must be economicallly viable
,with the price of land in the city increase the communication with the builders.

e [ think the design guidelines for townhouses should allow up to three levels. A
frontage of 150 feet is too small\short and units should require more parking
spaces.

e [ have some concerns around design guidelines for townhomes. Although we don't
have kids ourselves, many of our friends and neighbours do. And many couples
with 1 or 2 kids or more have 2 cars. I'd suggest parking should be more dense
than one spot per household. As well, for safety, storage, and other purposes, If |
lived in a townhome complex I'd rather have either underground parking or a
garage. I'm not keen on the idea of a carport. - Also, a frontage of only 150 feet is
not very much. That is so limiting. Why not make it much larger than that? Again,
there has to be incentive for people to sell their property for these changes, as well
as for developers to develop.

e more transition housing (townhouses and rowhomes) in teh 22nd Street station
area north of the boundary currently proposed in the draft map.

e internal roads should be allowed -1.5 parking stalls should be required / unit -
developments should be allowed to be 3 storeys - development frontage should be
allowed to be greater than 150 feet. There should be more townhome designation
- 1.0 FSR should be the min for the RT & RGO designation - Developers have
told me that below this threshold will not allow for redevelopment - I would like
to see pre-zoning take place RT & RGO

e Greater density is required for the (RT) designation, and the building height needs
to be 3 storey's not 2.5. A larger FSR of 1.0 minimum and 3 storey homes would
allow for developers to build the types of homes (1400-1800 sq feet) that are
selling well in other municipalities. Allowing garages and parking directly
attached to the homes is a must in a city that rains so much. Pre-zoning the (RT)
designation would allow the city to deal with other pressing zoning applications
such as the (RGO) designation, where the city might have to consider a variety of
building types on one lot, and might want to consider what is happening in the
neighborhood before approving new zoning. This would also help citizens clarify
the difference between the (RT) and (RGO) designations, as the difference is not
clear. Allowing larger than 150 sq foot frontage on (RT) zoned sites would allow
for greater density, larger homes, and better developers to help build the next new
waves of homes in the city.

¢ internal roads should be allowed. - 1.5 stalls per unit, - 3 storeys for townhouses
would be better -Development frontage should be increased to greater than 150
feet.
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e The (RT) and (RGO) land use designations need to be changed. If we want to
encourage young families and downsizers to stay in the city, the following
changes to the infill design guidelines need to be considered: 1) 1.0 FSR minimum
- .75-.85 is not large enough to allow for larger townhouses to be built (families
want 1400-1800 sq feet, not 1200 sq ft), 2) Pre-zoning helps everyone, the city has
less pressure to respond to zoning requests, homeowners and developers know
exactly what they can do with their land, 3) Attached garages are extremely high
on anyone list of needs when it comes to a new home, parking pads are impractical
in a city that rains so much and can attract crime to the area, 4) 1.0 parking space
per townhouse is not practical 1.5-1.75 would be preferred, 5) 3 storey homes are
a must, 2.5 storey's promote smaller homes and lead to less uniform
neighbourhood heights, 6) Greater than 150 lot frontage on townhouse projects
would allow for better quality developments.

e The RT and RGO townhouse and rowhome designations need to allow for 1) a
higher FSR of 1.0 or greater, 2) Pre-zoning for the RT and RGO designations, 3)
No parking pads, attached garages are preferred by 99% of people buying a
townhouse or rowhome, 4) There should be at least 1.5 to 1.75 parking spaces per
townhouses, 5) Lot frontage should be greater than 150 square feet, 6) Building
height should be 3 storey, not 2.5 storey. I am not sure how the city came up with
the present guidelines for townhouses and rowhomes, but the specifications are not
functional for most families. The city should be listening to the types of homes
people want to live, rather than what the present generation of single family
homeowners say they want there city block to look like. Otherwise, all the good
young families living in the city now will leave for bigger more functional homes.
The "missing middle" should not be missing the function and size most people
want, otherwise why introduce new land use?

e The infill guidelines for RT and RGO need to be less restrictive. The city needs to
get the townhouse, rowhome land use designation right the first time. Why?
Because families are buying larger townhouses with attached garages that are 3
storey's all over the lower mainland, and the city of New West has none of this
type of product to offer. Many current New West townhouses are "age restricted"
even though they are perfect size for families (between 1500-2200 square feet).
What would I change in the infill guidelines? 1) .75-.85 FSR is too low, it should
be 1.0 FSR minimum, 2) RT and RGO should be prezoned, 3) Parking should be
an attached garage (1.5-1.75 parking sports per unit), 4) 3 storey height not 2.5
storey (homes are 3 storey, why should townhomes be different?), 5) Roads should
be allowed - parking pads are not practical at all, 6) 150 lot frontage is too
restrictive, perhaps 300 to 450 would attract better developers.

e We should have more townhouses on major streets Townhouse frontage should be
more than 150 feet They should require 1.5 parking spaces The FSR of
townhomes should be at least 1.0

e Parking garage in the structures
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e Families need larger homes than condos can provide. The city needs to provide
more medium to large sized (1400-1800 sq feet) townhouse or rowhouses to
encourage more families to stay in the city. These homes need to be functional
(garages attached, 3 full storey's, well constructed by reputable builders, with
ample parking), otherwise people will simple buy these types of homes in other
nearby cities where they already being constructed. To encourage young families
to move to New West, and to keep downsizers from moving away, the right kind
of townhouses and rowhouses need to be constructed. Preserving the visual
appeal of the neighborhood is important, but if the current guidelines for
townhouses and rowhouses passes as is, the city will be left with a generation of
small, low quality homes that don't meet the functional needs of most families.
People will simple buy better quality, larger homes in nearby cities.

e Maximum permitted base density of 1.0 FSR or greater for Ground Oriented Infill
Housing (RGO) and Residential Townhouse (RT), not the 0.75 to 0.85 FSR
proposed.

e [t would be better to have more townhouses and front parking for accommodating
growing families.

e The (RT) and (RGO) designations need to be changed to attract young families
and downsizers to the city. Neighbouring cities are providing larger townhouses
(3-4 bedrooms, 1400-1800sq feet, with attached garages, that are 3 full storey's).
This is the type of home severely lacking all over the lower mainland. The current
infill guidelines for RT and RGO do not go far enough to allowing for this type of
home to be built. It's one thing to accommodate expected growth with condo's,
but the city has to ensure it attracts the right kind of people to the city by allowing
the type of townhouses that families truly need. Listening the vocal minority (the
generation over 50 currently in single family homes in the city) dismiss larger
townhouses as intruding on the character and fabric of the neighbourhood is the
wrong approach for the city to take. The city must change its course now to allow
for larger townhouses, or good families will simply move away.

e Accommodating growth should also mean investigating the demographic of
people that will want to buy the new townhouses and rowhomes the city is
proposing. If I was in the market for townhome I would not buy one. The RT and
RGO townhouse and rowhome designations need to allow for 1) a higher FSR of
1.0 or greater, 2) Pre-zoning for the RT and RGO designations, 3) No parking
pads, attached garages are preferred by 99% of people buying a townhouse or
rowhome, 4) There should be at least 1.5 to 1.75 parking spaces per townhouses,
5) Lot frontage should be greater than 150 square feet, 6) Building height should
be 3 storey, not 2.5 storey. I am not sure how the city came up with the present
guidelines for townhouses and rowhomes, but the specifications are not functional
for most families.

e The question on growth is what type of person is the city looking to attract? With
the current infill guidelines on RT and RGO being so restrictive, that large 1500-
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2200 square foot townhouse is not a possibility in the city. Many younger families
will move into Burnaby, Coquitlam and Surrey where they can find a functional
townhouse. Also, downsizer's at many of the 2041 meetings said they would love
to stay in New West but there is know townhouse products to buy. The present
infill guidelines will promote nonfunctional smaller townhouses, which will not
work for younger families or downsizers looking to retain some similar space and
functionality to a detached home. Whose left the buy these smaller townhouses
with parking pads? The city will lose a large swell of downsizers and young
families, and only the people locked out of other markets (lower income, late
comers to the market, young couples who will eventually leave the city) will be
left to buy in New West.

e More density in RGO & RT designation 1.0 FSR Min

e ['d like to see: ¢ Pre-zoning of Townhouse (RT) and Ground Oriented Housing
(RGO). * Building heights of 3 storeys. * The maximum permitted base density of
1.0 FSR or greater for Ground Oriented Infill Housing (RGO) and Residential
Townhouse (RT). e Internal roads in Townhouse and Ground oriented housing
development sites. * Parking stalls per unit boosted from 1 stall per unit to 1.5 or
1.75 stalls per unit. * Development sites with frontages greater than 150 feet.

e It would be better to have a parking stall that is wide enough by 1.5 to 1.75

parking per unit because some families have more than 1 car.

It would be better for at least more than 150 feet of front parking and 3 storeys.

We need higher density in RGO & RT - at least 1.0 FSR Minimum.

No, - it needs more density in RGO & RT - to at least 1.0 FSR - Minimum !

Increasing housing choice means creating functional 3-4 bedroom townhouses that

are 1500 square feet and over. The current RT and RGO would not allow this.

The RT and RGO townhouse and rowhome designations need to allow for 1) a

higher FSR of 1.0 or greater, 2) Pre-zoning for the RT and RGO designations, 3)

No parking pads, attached garages are preferred by 99% of people buying a

townhouse or rowhome, 4) There should be at least 1.5 to 1.75 parking spaces per

townhouses, 5) Lot frontage should be greater than 150 square feet, 6) Building
height should be 3 storey, not 2.5 storey. Larger more functional
townhomes/rowhomes with attached garages that are 3 storeys are what the city
needs. The city needs to get this right. All over the lower mainland, cities are
starting to build townhomes. If New West does not get this right, people will
move away to other municipalities who allow the infill guidelines to promote
larger more functional homes.

e The proposed FSF (.75) is too low for the RT (townhouse / rowhouse) land
designation. Small scale projects with an FSR that low will create small
townhomes (1200-1300 sq feet), built by only lower cost developers. Families
require larger homes of 1400-1800 sq feet, which means a minimum 1.0 FSR is
required. Restricting height to 2.5 storey's when single family homes can by 3
storey's creates a lack of uniform height in a mix of homes on a street, and can
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lead to blocked views for the townhomes. Parking needs to lead directly into the
townhome or rowhome, in a city that rains so much no one wants to buy
townhomes that have parking pads versus garages. Townhomes also require
greater than 1 parking spot per unit, perhaps 1.5 to 1.75. Greater than 150 lot
frontage should be used for townhouse / rowhouse projects as better quality
developers could participate in creating collections of home in the city that would
be of higher quality, better design, and have leave a positive lasting impression of
neighborhoods in transition that have been thoughtfully considered and built to
high standards.

e [ support the Draft OCP but I have the following recommendations. Maximum
permitted base density of 1.0 FSR or greater for Ground Oriented Infill Housing
(RGO) and Residential Townhouse (RT), not the 0.75 to 0.85 FSR proposed. It's
too low. Pre-rezone Townhouse and Ground Oriented Housing. Allow internal
roads in a Townhouse and Ground oriented housing development sites so parking
can be close to each unit. Townhouse owners want parking close to their unit vs.
walking in the rain from the lane. 1.5 to 1.75 parking stalls per unit, not 1 spot per
unit like the current draft says. Families often have more than one car per
household. Permit development sites with frontages greater than 150 feet. Limiting
development sites to frontages no greater 150 feet will not work for our block.
Allow building heights 3 storeys, 2.5 storeys is too low. There is already 3 storey
houses in so what’s the difference?

e The areas and maps are well considered, but I would change the infill guidelines
for a few land use designations. Most cities around New West are selling
townhouses and rowhomes that are 3-4 bedrooms (1400-1800 square feet), have 1-
2 garages attached, and are 3 storey's. The townhouse/rowhouse designation (RT)
and the Ground Oriented Infill Housing (RGO) are proposed for .75 FSR, which is
not high enough to make development projects worthwhile. A minimum of 1.0
FSR is required to attract better quality builders and to actually make
developments worth doing. Also, pre-zoning the RT and RGO designations would
take pressure off the planning department at the city, and helps home owners and
developers because they have a clear understanding of what is allowed on there
land. Families do not want parking pads. They have to walk through the rain to
bring items into there home (strollers, groceries, shopping bags), and parking pads
induce crime (see the recent rash of break-ins in Feb17 in uptown) as criminals
targets cars. People want garages attached to there homes. Car ports are not ideal
either, as they are promote visual clutter around the neighbourhood. 2.5 storey's
are not practical either, as single family homes can be 3 storey's, so neighbourhood
blocks will not be uniform, and smaller size townhouses will be constructed (a
1200 square foot townhouse is not a big step up from a 1000 square foot condo).
Please reconsider the infill guidelines for (RT) and (RGO) designations or people
will choose to buy in Surrey, Burnaby, and Coquitlam where proper sized
functional large townhouses are being built for the families who need them. Do
not listen to the vocal minority of people who say these homes will ruin their
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neighbourhoods. The next generation of people purchasing homes in New West
(the under 40 demographic) simply wants to be able to raise families in the great
city of New West in homes that work for them. We do not expect to own single
family homes with white picket fences. But those people living behind the white
picket fences should not shrink the size of the next generation of townhouses and
rowhomes built around the city over the next 25 years simply because they think it
will destroy the fabric of the neighbourhood. The worst destruction to any city
neighbourhood is losing young families and people downsizing to other
municipalities for larger, more functional homes.

e We want the City to pre-rezone RT and RGO Ground Oriented Housing We want
a maximum permitted base density of 1.0 FSR or greater for Ground Oriented
Infill Housing (RGO) and Residential Townhouse (RT), not the 0.75 to 0.85 FSR
that is proposed in the Land Use Map. We want internal roads in Townhouse and
Ground oriented housing development sites so parking can be close to each unit
for ease of acess and for safety reasons. Families often have more than one car per
household so it makes sense to increase the parking stalls per unit from 1 spot per
unit as outlined in the current draft. Permit development sites with frontages
greater than 150 feet. Allow building heights to go to 3 storeys, There already 3
storey houses in our area so there is no reason to build only 2.5 storeys in the
neighbourhood.

e allow RT on 8th ave block same as 6th ave pre-rezone RT and RGO housing 1 1\2
parking stalls per unit of RT and RGOs Extend maximum base density to 1.0 to
RT and RGOs Allow internal roads in RTs and RGOs Allow building heights of 3
stories Allow maximum frontages of more than 150 feet in some cases

e [ am concerned about the infill guidelines for townhouses and rowhomes. Both the
RT and RGO land use designations offer between .75 and .85 floor space ratio
(FSR). Many other cities offer 1.0 FSR or higher. I would suggest the city follow
other municipalities and offer 1.0 FSR or higher for base density. The reason for
this is the city has 95% of its housing in single family homes or condos. The
"missing middle" is a large sized townhouse (around 1500 square feet and higher)
with an attached garage that is 3 storey's. Parking pads are also not functional as
no one enjoys walking into there house in the rain, and they can attract an element
of crime as 5-10 cars parked side by side in a residential area off a main street is
an easy target for criminals. The combination of a lower FSR (.75) and a 2.5
storey home promotes 2-3 bedroom townhomes or rowhomes under 1400 square
feet. These are not functional homes for the large demographic the city is hoping
to attract (younger families, middle aged families, or downsizers looking to keep
space for visiting family members). If the city goes ahead with the RT and RGO as
is, most of the families looking for a good sized functional townhouse or rowhome
will move to Burnaby, Surrey, and Coquitlam where larger more functional homes
can be found. Pre-zoning the RT and RGO designations would also take pressure
off the city, and allow homeowners to know exactly what they can do with there
lots.
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e [ have concern about the RT and RGO land use designations, particularly the infill
guidelines for townhouses and rowhomes. The city of New West has 95% of its
home in single family detached, or condos. The remaining 5% is townhomes. But
of those 5% a great number of townhomes have strata's that are "adult only".
Searching MLS for these floor plans show townhomes that are perfectly designed
for families. They have 3-4 bedrooms, 2-3 bathrooms, a rec room and are between
1500-2200 square feet. The present infill guidelines would not allow for these
larger townhomes. I understand the city took feedback from citizens on the type of
homes they would allow in there neighbourhoods, but the city needs to be
progressive in understanding the vast majority of people locked out of the single
family market wants larger townhomes with attached garages that are 1500-2200
square feet. Other cities are building these homes, so if New West does not allow
for them, people will move out of the city. Here are some things to consider which
would allow for larger homes: 1) 3 storey townhouses, not 2.5 storey's; 2) 1.0 FSR
or greater (.75 to .85 is way too low), 3) Roads should be allowed in townhouse
developments, 4) Pre-zoning (then owner's really know what they can do with
there land, the city planning isn't slammed with zoning requests), 5) Parking pads
should not be preferred - it should be attached garages (that is what people really
want), 6) Larger than 150 lot frontage should be considered. There is a way to
preserve the great character in many of New West's great neighbourhoods. But the
land that has been designated for RT and RGO has been well considered by the
city planning department. The only change that needs to be made is to make the
infill guidelines less restrictive so the proper type of homes can be built. A 1200
square foot 2-3 bedroom townhome with a parking pad, is not a huge step up from
a 2-3 bedroom condo. In fact, many people would choose the condo because it has
covered parking. The city really needs to make its next generation of townhomes
stand out for being well constructed also. And at present, the RT and RGO infill
guidelines are so restrictive they will only attract lower cost developers who may
not have the architectural expertise in house to design tasteful and functional
homes. As construction costs rise (see the price of gyp-rock), profit margins are
extremely tight on these townhome projects. We don't know to see the generation
of homes in New West turned into the leaky condo mess of the 1990's. With only
low cost developers making sense to work on the homes within the present
guidelines, the city is risking an entire generation of homes being built fast, cheap,
and not well considered. Do not take that risk! Change the infill guidelines for RT
and RGO now before it is too late.

e allow townhouse building heights of 3 stories rather than 2.5 - makes better use of
space and more appealing to families - 1.5 parking spots is better than just one per
family - internal roads for townhouses and ground oriented homes would allow for
parking closer to one's home - please pre-zone RT and RGO - sites should allow
for frontages 150 ft plus - maximum permitted base density of 1.0 FSR or
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SECTION 1.1 LANEWAY AND CARRIAGE HOUSES
INTRODUCTION

INTRODUCTION y

The Laneway House {LWH) and Carriage Hous:
intensive residential area, identifie
Permil Area 1.1 [See Map |, is designated it order Lo
provide an opportunity for an innovative infill housing
type. -

LWHs and CHs are compact, dé%ghed,dwund.oriented
dwellings located in existing bacﬁ%ﬁ LwHs are
located on properties with a lane. CHs are located on
proper des withoul lanes. IWHs and CHs are permilled
to be rental units but not strata titled.

g (L

LwIland Cllincrease the availability of ground oriented
dweellings in existing residential neighbourhoods. LWHSs
and CHs are located in existing rear yards, with minimal
impacl on Lhe exisiing slreelscapes. Lanes will develop
with LWHs providing “eyes on the lane”, creating safe,
pedestrian oriented neighbourhood places. Units which
include main living spaces, a bedroom and balhroom

on the ground level are encouraged to provide options
to age in place.

:f_?hw's Development Permit Area encourages hest
- practices for promoting water and energy conservation

and reducing greenhouse gas emissions. Iz also
establishes guidelines for the form and characzer of the
intensive residential development and will shape the
development of LWH and CH.

The Principal House are exempt from these design
guidclines,

GENERAL PRINCIPLES
Guiding Principles for these forms of infill are:

« Des‘gn infill buildings 1o be good ne’gabours by
minimizirg snade, shacow and overlook onto ac acent
properlics.

+ Design buildings for durabilily and suslainabi Ly,

= Provice livable spaces with eptinum daylight and
ventilat'on, access to grourd level private open space, and
functional, efficiant intariors.

+ Design nutdooT snaces as a valued year round asset.

« Balance efficent space planning with comfort and
flexibility.
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SECTION 1.1 LANEWAY AND CARRIAGE HOUSES
DESIGN GUIDELINES

Intent: All forms of infill buildings are encouraged to
consider addilional currenl and Tulure opporLunilies
for sustainable design where possible including:

- Passive solar cesign ‘ntegrated into the architecture ane
lardscape design.
« Lnergy e'ficient design and internal infrastructure

intluding stractuial supporls lor fulure solar panels.

Cpportunitics for natural ventilation to oplirrize air

quality and reduce mecnhanica coclirg.

+ Healthy, durable build'ng materials. Example of a rain garden and permeable surface.

« Drought resistant, low ma‘ntenance plants.

- Architecture ard landscape cesign that integrates water
conservation and rainwater managemant incueing the
use of rain barrels and rain garcens, and maxinzing
permeable surfaces,

« secure storage for bicycles,

< 5a’e, pleasant pedestrian connections to the street anc
the lane,

=
zZ
O =
$
L
2
W w
O o

Well designed compact spaces increase livability.
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SECTION 1.1 LANEWAY AND CARRIAGE HOUSES

DESIGN GUIDELINES

- I
4.88 metres min.

separation to
principal house

L2299 v —e12)
metre | WH building metre
m™Min, envelope min.
footprint

'

determined hy
lane width

Fig. 1 - LWH setbacks.

LWH building
envelope
footprint

?

I
Lane 3.96 6.71 metres |
mesres maneuvering |
. space
centre line
610 metre 2
wide lane ~Property Line (pl}

|
o~ | B __._‘

Fig. 2 - Sethacks jrom the lane.

‘ driveway
r )

: [ ingludes 1.22
wide access
‘ § path
I 2
—
=t
‘ 4.88 metre min. ’
| separation |
| |
CH building
122 cnvelope 122
metre | faotprint | metre
min. min.
2.44 metre
™in. rear yard

Fig. 3 - CH setbacks.

Intent: Setbacks optimize privacy between
developments, access wo sunlighl and opporlunilies for
open space. LWH setbacks from the lane suppart the
development of attractive, urban lanescapes balancing
a close proximity of the WWH to the lane with space for
landscaping. Additional details about setbacks can be
found in the Zoning Bylaw.

« Minimum 1.22 metre (4 foot) side yards are required for
LWHs and CHs, incuding the flanking street on cotner
lots.

- One s'de yatd may be reduced to a minimum 0.61 matres
{2 feet] ir order to zccommodate a single storey accessible
unit thathas a funetinnal nlan for aging 'n place,

« Thesetback of a lWH huilding from the rear preperty line
should accommadate a future .10 metre (20 foot) wide
lane, Anadditional 0.91 metre {3 foot) setback must be
incluced to accorr modale landscaping.

« Aminimum 2.44 metie (8 Tool) rear yard is requircd Tora
CH. Rear vards grealer Lhan 244 melres are encotraged Lo

accommodate private outdoor space.

Parking and building locations
for illustrative purposes anly

f ks

WHAT IS THE FUTURE OF LANES?

The City would like to see full width lanes, which
are 6.10 meters (20 feet) wide, tThroughout New
Westminster. The highest priority is for lanes

to he developed hehind majar streets, including
major tead netwaork, arterial, city callector and
neighbourhood collectors (as shawn in the
Master Transportation Plan). Iaving lanes in
these locations means that all driveways onto to
main street can be removed over time and that
noone has Lo reverse onlo a busy siree., This
improves the safety for all road users.

The siting of laneway houscs takes into account
this desire to have lanes, and maintains the
opportunities for narrow lanes to be widened in
the future (i.e. alaneway house cannet be built in
the location of a potential future lane),

. ¥
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SECTION 1.1 LANEWAY AND CARRIAGE HOUSES

DESIGN GUIDELINES

« & minimum distance of 4.88 metres (16 Teel) is required,
measurcd from the clesest building Mace of the Princioal
House and the closest face of the JWH or CH.

» Reductions to this requirement, to a minimum ot 0.91
metres (3 feet] may he considered if a reduced separation
is needed to;

- Accommaodate thicker energy efficient walls.
- Facilitate the retention of an existing tree.

» Facilitate 2 single storey accessible unit.

Intent: Careful attention to the size and mass of CHs
and LWHs are key to successfully fitting these new
housing Torms inlo residential neighbourhoods.
Efficient and compact building design is expected.

These Guidelines aim to minimize the impact of shade,
shadow and overlook on neighbouring properties.

They also direct the highest portion of the building
towards the centre of the lot, the lane, and for corner
lots, towards the Manking streel. Integration of the
upper level into the roof form, rather than increasing
height by “adding” a roof form above the second level, is
required to create a compact building form.

Additional information about density and height can be
found in Lhe Zoning Bylaw.

General Building Envelope Guidelines
« The building envelope footprint is constrained by tnhe

relevant setbacks,

All decks, balcan’es and bay windows arc reodired Lo be
wilhin the building envelepe.

Decks and balconics are net allowed to be enclesed or

COVETED.

- Creative solutions for optimizing deve'opments on sloping
sites ave strongly encouraged.

= For carnet lots, the flanking street elevation is the "front”
of the 1'%k or CH and design elements that re’nforce
this public side of the building are strongly encouragec,
includirg porches and front gardens.

Exterior Stairs
Lxlerior stairs, excepl those to the main level, are not

permilled.

Projections
Projections are permitted within the required yards
and building envelope only as follows:

Separation to Main House
» Laves up to 0.61 metres (2 feet).
« Urenclosed porches off the main level Lo lo 1.22 metres
[aeed).
« Canlilevered canooies over enlrances wp Lo 1.22 mcelres (4
feet).
» Stens and ramos from first floor to grade — no maximum

projection.

Side Yard
+ Faves upto 0.61 metres {7 feet).
- Window hoxes and planter boxes up to 0.30 metres (1
foot).

LWH Rear Yard
« Laves uplo 061 metres (2 fect).

CH Rear Yard
« Eaves up to 0.61 metres {2 feet).
» Urenclosed porches off the main level un to 1.22 metres
{4 feet).
- Cantilevered cancnies over entrances upto 122 metres (4
feet).
» Stens and ramos from first fleor to grade —no maximum

prajection.
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SECTION 1.1 LANEWAY AND CARRIAGE HOUSES

DESIGN GUIDELINES

Building Envelope

intent: The Building Envelope is intended to optimize
daylighling and minimize shade and shadoewing on
neighbours, the Principal House and open space.

Envelope heights are measured from a horizontal
height datum, established at the mid-point of the
envelope at existing grade on each side elevation. On
flat sites, these values on each side elevation are the
sarre. Siles tha. slope across the width ol the properly
will have different values. When this is the case, the
average of these two values is used to establish the
height datum.

The figures on this page illustrate building envelopes
conslrucled on Mal siles. Figures 7-11 on the nexl
page illustrate how Lo construct building envelopes on
sloping sites.

e ™

WHAT IS BUILDING ENVELOPE?

The building envelope is Lhe Lhree dimensional
space the LWH or CH house must be located
within. The building envelope is generally defined
by side and rear sethacks, separation from the
main house, and height. I he building envelope

is shown in dark hlue in the figures in this
Development Permit Area. As the figures shaw,
the building envelope tends to be larger than the
maximum unit sizc that would be permitted.
The unit is shown in light bluein the figures. This
means that it is pessible to configure a LWH or
CH in differentways, while still fitting within the

envelope.

. S

45 deg
P urface

roof

& peak
T o ——
rmapa i LWH
' LANE
................. 2 - ]
4.88 " height datum is i
metres at grade of flat
sites

Fig. 5 - Side elevation.

e thiette

LWH Mid-Block Lot Building Envelope
< A LW will be construcledwilain a maximum buile ng
cavelope, delermined by:

+ projecting up from the height caturm at the rear yard
setbacc to the maximum building height,

« projecting up 5.49 metres (18 feet) from the height
datum 4.38 metres (16 feet) from the closest wall on
the rear elevation of the Princ’pal House ard then
inclining inward at 2 45 degree angle to the maximum
builc’ng height, ard

« projecting up 1.83 metres (6 feet) from the mid-point
o' the building eavelope on the ‘nlerior side property
lines, andthen nclining inward al a 43 degree angle
Lo Lae maximuamn building height.

~-- 7 metre roof peak

\\2\75\
' Lwi )4
18397 rmvelope 183
metresat i i metres at
K- pemt ; mid-point
Pl height datum is Pl
at grade of flat
sites

Fig. 4 - Rear (lune) elevalion.

The light blue LWH/CH buildings shown
within the dark blue building envelapes
are for illustrative purposes only.

7 metre roof
. e peak

“height
datur is
al grade of
flat sites

Fig. 6 - 3D view.
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SECTION 1.1 LANEWAY AND CARRIAGE HOUSES
DESIGN GUIDELINES

7 metre roof peak | 488 meres
T HECRTRINE ] e 43 deg

surface

: -!,'"-- :
' i 0
1839 ¥ T
met 8 L= “.........1_83 : E
atmid- & 1 metres &
paelin - atmid
"point ” : 1
pl  heightdatum (red) -~ POt 4 height datum {red) o -
is the average of '
high and low points grade atenvelo !J}e e mid pointe 1
esLabhshes Lhe heighl dalum IP]

Fig. 7 - Lane glevation with cross slape.

' \\ \' k5 4sg

7 metre roof | surface

“Principal |
House |

y height =~ e i el rojeccup 1.83 -
p] datum {ch} " §] pmétreg TOm ol ht
the mid point dgng
of the building ddum
envelope 5 (red)
Fig. 9 - Rear (lane) elevation withelt cross slope. on the side gradé'}lL rear
9 ' properzy fines propertyline
Lig. 10 |leight of rear building envelope measured from hight datum
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Principal |
House

height
1-datum (red)

----- opmg ground
plane

‘pmlect up 183 metres

Fig. 11 - Height of building envelope at from Lhe mid-poinl of
“-grade at envelope the building envelope on

4.88 metre separation from principal mid-point establishes the side propercy lities
house measured from hight datum. the height datum
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SECTION 1.1 LANEWAY AND CARRIAGE HOUSES
DESIGN GUIDELINES

LWH Corner Lot Building Envelope

« [mesame guide ires as WH mid block development app v,

aulincreased heighl al Lthe exlerior side vard {facing the The lighl Blue LWH/CH buildings shown
flanking street) by projectirg up from the exteriar side within the dark blue building envelopes
property line and the correr cut (refer to Figure 12 below) are for illustrative purposes only,

to the maximum building height is allowec.

7meire
To0f peak ..

£.88 metre
separation

L ;

4.57 melre~

corner visibility
requirernent

Fig. 12 - Perspective view.

G 7 metre roaf peak

---- “45 deg surface

flanking
LWH street

Envelope

=
z
=
=
2
&

INIWd4O13AId

1.83
metres g
. 4.57 metre- ......-’-’:'-]
p! corner visibility P
requiremnent

Fig. 13 - Rear (lane) elevation.
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SECTION 1.1 LANEWAY AND CARRIAGE HOUSES
DESIGN GUIDELINES

CH Mid-Block Lot Building Envelope « projecting upTromthe rear property line 3.05 metres
« looplimize daylighl and minimize shade anc shadowing {10 Teet) and Lher inclining inward al 45 degrec
of neighbours, the Principal House and oper space, a CH ang ¢ Lo the maximum building heick L, and
will be constructed within a maximurr building envelope + 4.88 metres (16 feet) from the back face of the
determined by 2rincipal House projectirg up 579 metres {18 feet)
+ profecting up 1.83 metres (6 feet] from the interior and then incliring inward at a 45 cegree angle to the
side property lines and then indlining inward at a 43 maxirrum kuildinrg heigat.

cegree angle to the maximum huilding height,

7 metre
rool peake.

LWH/CH buildings within the
‘blue building envelopes are for
iMusLracive purposes only

CH Envelope

[}
|
araes L3
135 ’
metres :
=
(|
1

pl

Fig. 14 - Rear elevation.

....... 45 deg surface

p! @C}-—;— %
S W% b
' e 3
1 :
s Principal
e | 1549 House
305 | CH Envelope | imetres
metresi ! i
U P
244 metre ‘e mf.tre'
rear yard i

Fig. 15 - Side elevation.

7 mezre roof peak

245 deg

2.4 metre

rear yard
4.88 metre

separation

Fig. 16 - Perspective view.
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SECTION 1.1 LANEWAY AND CARRIAGE HOUSES
DESIGN GUIDELINES

CH Corner Lot Building Envelope SITE COVERAGE
+ [nesameguideires as mid block apply, bul allow ¢ The LW Lo CH skall nol exceed 10% sile coverage anless
increased hieighl al Lhe exler o side yard (Manking street iLean be cemonslrated thal 10% s'te coverage prohibils
elevation) oy projecting up from the exterior sice yard zsingle storey accessible urit that nas a furctional plan
setbhack to the max mumr building height, for aging ir place, inwhich case site coverage can be
« Minimizing the visual impact of parked cars on the increasedto 15%.

streetscape is strorg'y encouraged.

- Parking hetween the Ck and Princing’ House is strangly

— The lighl blue LWH/CH buildings show
within the dark blue building envelopes
are for illustrative purposes only.

1.22
metres
45 deg sutface-. L
- - AR, 7 metrae
interior .. toof peak
side l y N
yard i 0 4 ' N
: CH Envelope
mjéi'g ast FLANKING
STREET

pl 7l

Fig. 17 Rear elevation.

7metre  wovin : =
Toof peak

4 .88 metre
separation

Fig. 18 - Perspective view.
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