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This report has two focuses. The firstis on the design guidelines related to laneway and
carriage houses where people felt that more refinement was needed; specifically: property
density, smaller second floor, building separation, and parking design. Staff is requesting
direction from Council on each of these items before moving forward with editing the Infill
Housing Design Guidelines.

The second focus is on parking requirements. Participants were presented with three
scenarios related to parking requirements from laneway and carriage houses, and asked to
rate each one. The preferred option was for three units to be permitted (the main house,
secondary suite, and laneway/carriage house) and for only two parking spaces to be required.
Staff is requesting direction from Council on this requirement.

The next step will be for staff to create the next draft of the Infill Housing Design Guidelines
based on the feedback from the community and the direction from Council. Another next
step will be for staff to begin to identify which of the guidelines should be implemented as
guidelines (included in the Official Community Plan) and which should be implemented as
regulations (included in the Zoning Bylaw). Staff will also begin to explore the approval
process and trial period for these new housing forms. Staff expect to report back to Council
on this work early in 2017.

PURPOSE

This report contains a summary of feedback regarding the Infill Housing Design Guidelines
for Laneway and Carriage Houses, and for Townhouses and Rowhouses, received during the
recent OUR CITY 2041 community consultation. This report requests that Council provide
direction based on the feedback received.

BACKGROUND

Previous Council Direction

In January 2014, Council endorsed a general scope, work plan and budget for the Official
Community Plan (OCP) review process. 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 public 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 begin an implementation strategy for the
housing forms that received the highest level of support during consultation: laneway and
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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 regulations are needed? (e.g. minimum lot size, parking, building size)

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 the 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.

Laneway and Carriage House Test Sites

There are just over 6,000 properties in the mainland of the city that are zoned for single
detached dwellings. This total does not include properties in Queensborough, which are not
being considered during this Official Community Plan update, since this neighbourhood has
its own community plan. To better understand how the guidelines could apply to properties
in New Westminster, staff worked with Ramsay Worden Architects, to test some typical site
sizes. The guidelines have been further refined since the test images were created, but they
still help visualize laneway and carriage houses on properties. In addition to Figure 11 and
12, Attachment 8 includes examples of site plans with laneway and carriage houses on
different size properties.
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Figure 9: Example of a carriage house on a lot that is 50 feet wide and 120 feet deep.

PROCESS
Community Consultation Process

The last major milestone of public consultation included six events which were held over
three Saturdays. Although the main focus of the workshops was to obtain feedback on the
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draft Land Use Designation Map, there was also opportunity to review and provide feedback
on the draft Infill Housing Design Guidelines. Display boards presented the key criteria and
both staff and the consultants were available to answer questions. Community members also
had the option to provide feedback through an online survey which included the same
material. The survey was posted from September 22 to October 23, 2016.

Participants were asked to either “Agree” or “Disagree” with the proposed guidelines and
provide additional comments. Participants were also presented with three scenarios related to
parking requirements for laneway/carriage houses, and asked to rate each of them with stars,
with one star for the least preferred and five stars for the most preferred scenario.

The materials used for the Our Future City events are included in Attachment 1 and the
feedback received is included in Attachment 3. The feedback received through the online
survey isincluded in Attachment 4. Email and twitter feedback received is included in
Attachment 5.

A detailed summary of the public consultation events, including how they were advertised
and the demographics of participants, and the feedback received was outlined in a November
7,2016 Council report.

Summary of Participation

Overall, the public consultation was considered to have been a success and a large amount of
detailed feedback was gathered. The in person events also provided an opportunity to answer
participant questions and discuss in detail how the infill housing options could look in their
neighbourhoods. In total, 495 people attended the Our Future City events and 216 people
provided feedback through the online survey, for a total of 711 people (although itis
expected that people may have both attended the events and completed the survey).

Event participants and survey respondents were asked to share information about themselves.
Providing the information was voluntary and was not given by all participants, but the
information collected did give an idea of participant demographics. The results were
compared to data from the 2011 Census or National Household Survey (see additional detail
in Attachment 2). The key findings are illustrated in Figures 1,2 and 3 and include:

Over Represented
e Middle age people (between 36-50 and between 51-65)
e Connaught Heights, Glenbrooke North, McBride Sapperton and West End

Under Represented
e Children and youth (under 20) and to a lesser extent young adults (20-35)
e Renters
e Moody Park, Brow of the Hill
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Figures 1 & 2: Summary of Results - What is Your Age? Do You Rent or Own?
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Figure 3: Summary of Results - In what neighbourhood do you live?
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Other Consultation
Committee Consultation

Staff presented the draft Infill Housing Design Guidelines to the New Westminster Design
Panel and the Advisory Planning Commission. Excerpts from the draft minutes are included
of each Attachment 6.

Development Community Consultation

Builders, developers, architects, designers, a representative of the Urban Development
Institute and a representative of Canadian Mortgage and Housing Corporation attended a
meeting to discuss the draft Infill Housing Design Guidelines. A total of nine people
attended. Their feedback largely discussed the challenges and successes of designing and
constructing similar infill housing forms in other municipalities. Their feedback is
summarized in Attachment 7.

SUMMARY OF FEEDBACK

Laneway and Carriage House Design Guidelines

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. The
guidelines are intended to ensure that laneway and carriage houses are designed to fit within
existing neighbourhoods, and have minimal impact on streetscapes and neighbours. The
guidelines cover a wide range of topics including building size, setbacks, open space, and
parking.

Community Feedback on Laneway/Carriage House Design Guidelines

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
participants were worried about the guidelines being too restrictive and wanted to see an
appropriate amount of flexibility to maximize people’s opportunity to build, while still
achieving a livable, well-designed infill house.

As indicated in Figure 4, most design guidelines that were the focus of consultation received
a high level of support (over 75% Agree). There were four exceptions:
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e Property Density (49% disagree): The guidelines proposed that the total floor space
permitted on a property would stay the same. So the size of laneway/carriage house
would be limited by the size of the lot and main house. Participants that disagreed
with the guideline felt that the density permitted should be higher than the current
maximum floor space ratio of 0.5. They felt that the limit proposed was far too
restrictive and would prevent too many people from building a laneway/carriage
house. Many felt that this guideline was counterproductive to the overarching
objective of allowing infill. People felt that a higher floor space ratio is needed and at
the very least should permit a laneway/carriage house that is the same size as a
permitted garage.

o Small Second Floor (31% disagree): The guidelines proposed that the second floor
would be smaller than the first (a maximum of 60% of the size of the first floor).
Many participants were interested allowing a second floor that 1s larger than what the
guidelines proposed. Some felt that 70% or 80% would be a better number. Many
others felt the second floor should be the same size as the first and that including a
restrictive maximum percentage would limit creativity. A smaller number of
participants felt that an even smaller second floor should be permitted.

o Building Separation (30% disagree): The guidelines proposed that the minimum
distance between the main house and the laneway/carriage house would be 16 feet.
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. Participants preferred a case-by-case analysis that
took the lot-specific context into account (e.g. location of existing home on the lot,
location of trees on the lot). Others felt that there should be a smaller requirement
(e.g. 10 or 12 feet) or no requirement at all based on the feeling that there were too
many rules governing laneway/carriage houses.

o Parking Type (26% disagree): The guidelines proposed that a maximum of one space
would be in a garage (enclosed parking) but would count towards the total permitted
size of the unit. Many participants that disagreed with this guideline felt that more
enclosed/garage parking should be permitted as part of the laneway house building.
Many others felt that enclosed/garage parking space should not count towards the
total permitted floor space.
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Figure 4: Summary of Results - Laneway and Carriage House Design Guidelines
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Other Feedback on Laneway/Carriage HouseDesign Guidelines

The Advisory Planning Commission feedback related to laneway/carriage houses was
focused on increasing the total density permitted and allowing units to be located above
garages. A reduction in the number of parking stalls required was suggested when in close
proximity to transit.

The New Westminster Design Panel felt the design guidelines were well written and
illustrated, and provided clear direction. Panel members felt that requiring three parking
stalls was too many and would limit the amount of greenspace. The Panel members also felt
that the density calculation was too restrictive. Some minor revisions were also suggested.

Detailed feedback was received from the development community regarding the
laneway/carriage house design guidelines, including access, servicing requirements, and
setbacks. It was also recommended that the density calculation for the laneway/carriage
house be separate from the main house for ease of implementation. They also felt that the
proposed density and the requirement for a second storey that is 60% of the size of the first
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storey were both too restrictive. They also felt that to be successful only one parking space
should be required. It was also suggested that additional incentives for single story units
should be added.

Laneway and Carriage House Parking Requirements

One of the main topics staff was gathering feedback on was laneway/carriage house parking
requirements. Staff identified three main options:

1. Three Units and Three Parking Spaces: This scenario would allow three units — the
main house, a secondary suite (in the main house) and a laneway/carriage house. One
parking spot would be required for each unit (three total).

2. Two Units and Two Parking Spaces: This scenario would only allow two units — the
main house and either a secondary suite (in the main house) or a laneway/carriage
house. One parking spot would be required per unit (two total).

3. Three Units and Two Parking Spaces: This scenario would allow three units — the
main house, a secondary suite (in the main house) and a laneway/carriage house. Only
two parking stalls total would be required.

Community Feedback on Laneway/Carriage House Parking Requirements

Participants were asked to rate each option out of five stars, with five stars indicating that
they strongly like the option and one star indicating they dislike the option.

Option One: Three Units and Three Parking Spaces

Overall this option received the lowest support (19% five star ratings, 2.8 average stars).
Many participants felt that providing three parking spaces on one site was too much. Some
were concerned about the impact on open space and the amount of paving required. Others
felt that less of a priority should be put on providing parking, feeling that parking needs are
changing or that design should not be dictated by parking.

Some felt that the City should use the City of Vancouver as a model and only require one
parking space. Others suggested that there should be flexibility regarding the number of
parking spaces for properties well served by transit or in areas where there is sufficient on-
street parking.

Participants that were in support of this option felt that it was important to provide parking
on-site since there is already a high demand for parking space, including on-street, in many
neighbourhoods. Some participants were worried about the impact ofillegal secondary
suites, and the additional parking demand they would generate.
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Option Two: Two Units and Two Parking Spaces

There was also limited support for this option (26% five star ratings, 3.2 average stars).
Participants felt that requiring a choice between a secondary suite and a laneway house
would limit the availability of housing and was counterproductive to the principles of
increasing housing choice and accommodating growth.

Option Three: Two Units and Two Parking Spaces

The support was strongest for this option (44% five star ratings, 3.6 average stars). People
supported this option because they did not feel three parking spaces should be provided on-
site. Reasons for this opinion included a feeling that there is a reduced demand for cars, there
would be an impact on open space, and a smaller number of properties would be eligible.
Many also hoped that the lack of parking would help encourage people to use sustainable
modes of transportation rather than owning a car.

Some expressed that while they liked this option best, they would have preferredan option
that allowed three units but only one parking space.

People also noted that some owners would have the flexibility of providing more parking on
their site if they chose to. In this way it would be up to their discretion, based on their needs,
rather than based on City requirements.

Participants were also supportive of this option because it allowed both a secondary suite and
laneway house which would allow for increased housing choice, facilitate affordability, and
would help accommodate growth.

The participants that were opposed to this option felt that it would be impractical to expect
that the three units would not generate a high demand for parking, especially given how
many cars are sometimes owned by one household.

Townhouse and Rowhouse Design Guidelines

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
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 (e.g. not stacked).

The design guidelines focused on the following forms:

o Street Fronting (Townhouse and Rowhouse): All units on shallow mid-block lots
would face the street. This is a traditional form that creates an attractive streetscape
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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).

Community Feedback on Townhouse/Rowhouse Design Guidelines

Generally, participants were supportive of this form of infill housing. Most of the concerns
raised were in regards to the location of townhouses and rowhouses in the city, rather than on
their design. As outlined in Figure 6, all questions received a high support level (over 75%
Agree).

Figure5: Summary of Results - Townhouse and Rowhouse Design Guidelines
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Other Feedback on Townhouse/Rowhouse Design Guidelines

The Advisory Planning Commission feedback focused on suggesting additional locations
were townhouses and rowhouses should be permitted in the city.

The development community recommended a higher density for townhouses and rowhouses
to ensure that the project would be economically viable. Flexibility was also seen as an
important factor for ensuring successful projects and for allowing creativity. There was also
a lot of discussion about the impact of sloping properties, especially on how height should be
calculated.

DISCUSSION

This section provides a summary of the proposed changes to the laneway and carriage house
design guidelines, organized as follows:

Property Density

Building Separation
Parking Design

Number of Parking Spaces
Small Second Floor

[, T S S I N Iy

This section focuses on the more substantial changes proposed to the design guidelines for
laneway and carriage houses. Staff would like feedback from Council prior to moving
forward with making these changes.

No major changes are proposed for the design guidelines for townhouses and rowhouses so
these forms are not discussed in this section of the report.

1. Property Density

The design guideline related to property density proposed that the total floor space ratio
(FSR) for single detached dwelling properties 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:

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.
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e 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.

Proposed Alterations to Property Density Approach

As outlined in the Summary of Feedback section of this report, this design guideline received
the lowest level of support (51% support) of all the proposed guidelines. Due to the feedback
received, to increase the number of eligible properties, and to continue ensuring that all of
the aforementioned design guideline objectives are met, staff proposes modifying the density
permitted, as follows:

e Allowing laneway/carriage houses to use the area which is currently permitted for
detached accessory structures (such as garages), as illustrated in Figures 8 and 9.
Home owners would be able to build either a laneway/carriage house OR a garage (or
other detached accessory structure),

Allowing a small increase in the permitted size of the laneway/carriage house, when
the additional density is “unused” density from the principle dwelling (i.e. the main
house is not built to the maximum density),

Keeping the proposed 950 square foot maximum size for a laneway/carriage house,

Considering any further increase through the negotiation of a Heritage Revitalization
Agreement that protects the heritage merit of the principle dwelling,

Make additional modifications to the existing Zoning Bylaw regulations (described
below) to ensure concerns about building bulk are addressed.

Proposed Alterations to 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.
A summary of the existing regulations and the proposed alterations are detailed below.
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Summary of Existing Zoning Bylaw Regulations

As outlined in Figures 6 and 7, 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 6: RS-1 Zoning District — Illustration of What is Permitted Now
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Figure 7: NR-1 Zoning District —I1lustration 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.

e Floor Space Ratio 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 floor space ratio 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 of
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 principle dwelling was not
build to the maximum (i.e. if the FSR of the main house is 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.
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o Attached Accessory Structures: Staff proposes removing the site coverage measure for
attached accessory structures (decks balconies, attached garages) and replace it with a
maximum deck, balcony and porch calculation to achieve the objective of addressing
building bulk.

e Parking Exemption: Staff proposes removing the floor space ratio exemption for an
attached garage inthe RS-1 zone in order to match the existing regulations regulation
in the NR-1 zone.

Figure 8: RS-1 Zoning District — Illustration of Proposed Approach
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Figure 9: NR-1 Zoning District — Illustration of Proposed Approach

Il
L\Pﬂnap%lillﬂe ing

/_.l_jD

T.]
07
X Rasement

Lanew
(o. |r5@e‘2 (arriage P )

AND || op DHD

(o |‘r"€?-)

Principle Dwelling: 0.4 Floor Space Ratio PLUS
0.1 Floor Space Ratio for the basement

AND
Detached Accessory Structures: 0.1 Floor Space Ratio
(e.g. detached garages, sheds)
OR
Laneway/Carriage House: 0.1 Floor Space Ratio PLUS

0.05 Floor Space Ratio IF the Floor Space Ratio for
the Principle Dwelling is 0.45 or less

Question for Council: Do you support the direction proposed which would allow a
maximum total density of 0.6 FSR for the main house plus a laneway/carriage house,
with no other detached accessory building being permitted?

2. Building Separation

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. Staff proposes making building separation a guideline (rather than a
regulation) in order for there to be greater flexibility (e.g. a Development Variance Permit
will not be required for a property specific modification). However, staff would like the
guidelines to outline the conditions under which a reduced building separation would be
considered, such as when it would allow a tree to be preserved.

Question for Council: Do you support the direction proposed where building

separation would be made a guideline that includes a list of circumstances (e.g.
protecting a tree) under which the requirement could be reduced?
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4. Number of Parking Spaces

The results of the consultation, which aligns with feedback received during past rounds of
consultation, indicates a preference for allowing three units (principle dwelling, secondary
suite, and laneway/carriage house) and two parking spaces. Staff supports this direction.
Although this option has the potential to have the greatest impact on on-street parking,
requiring three parking spaces would greatly limit the number of eligible properties. Limiting
the number of units of a site (allowing a laneway/carriage house or a secondary suite) is seen
as not achieving the objective of increasing housing choice and could increase the amount of
illegal suites.

Question for Council: Do you support the direction proposed that three dwelling units (a
principle dwelling, secondary suite and laneway house) be permitted and only two
parking spaces be required?

3. Parking Type

Some participants disagreed with the guidelines that indicated that only one enclosed parking
space (garage) would be permitted. Participants felt that more enclosed/garage parking
should be permitted as part of the laneway house building 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.

Staff proposed these guidelines as a way to reduce the bulk and size of the laneway house.
This direction helps to meet staff’s objective of addressing concerns from the community
about the size and bulk of single detached dwellings currently permitted by existing zoning,
by not permitting additional building bulk. 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. This approach is consistent with how other municipalities which
have permitted laneway/carriage houses have addressed the conversion to dwelling space.

Staff proposes not making changes to the proposed guidelines in this case.
Question for Council: Do you support the direction of maintaining the current guideline
which limits 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 Floor Space Ratio?

S. Small Second Floor
Some participants were interested allowing a second floor that is larger than what was

proposed (60% of the size of the first floor). Some felt a higher percentage should be
permitted (e.g. 70%, 80%, or 100%), while others felt that including a restrictive maximum
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percentage would limit creativity. Staff is conducting additional research on how this
regulation is working on other municipalities that have taken the same approach and will
report back to Council.

SUMMARY_ OF QUESTIONS FOR COUNCIL

Before moving forward with making changes to the design guidelines, staff is seeking
additional direction from Council on the proposed changes.

1. Property Density

Do you support the direction proposed which would allow a maximum total density of
0.6 FSR for the main house plus a laneway/carriage house, with no other detached
accessory building being permitted?

2. Building Separation

Do you support the direction proposed where building separation would be made a
guideline that includes a list of circumstances (e.g. protecting a tree) under which the
requirement could be reduced?

3. Number of Parking Spaces

Do you support the direction proposed that three dwelling units (a principle dwelling,
secondary suite and laneway house) be permitted and only two parking spaces be
required?

4. Parking Type

Do you support the direction of maintaining the current guideline which limits 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 Floor
Space Ratio?

NEXT STEPS

Based on the direction received from Council staff will refine the draft Infill Housing Design
Guidelines. Additional minor refinements will be made based on the feedback received
during consultation. One example will be removing the minimum size required for
laneway/carriage houses, which will allow the opportunity for people to build smaller
laneway or carriage houses (if the remainder of the guidelines can be met). Other changes
will be made to help clarify the intent, when feedback indicated that it was not clear. For
example, defining the density permitted in the basement of a townhouse and rowhouse.
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Next Steps Include:

Determining which guidelines should be implemented as develo pment permit area
design guidelines and which should be implemented as regulations. Those that should
be regulations would be incorporated into the Zoning Bylaw. Those that should be
guidelines would be included in a Development Permit Area in the Official
Community Plan. The basics, such as setbacks, height and density, will be
regulations. As a starting principle staff intends to keep many as guidelines with
certain conditions to be met to allow flexibility as appropriate.

Adding new categories of guidelines. During the consultation additional categories of
guidelines were suggested. For laneway/carriage house staff will explore new
guidelines for passive house and for single storey projects that would allow aging in
place. For townhouses and rowhouses staff will add additional clarification about
measuring height and regulating basements, taking the impact of sloped sites into
account.

Implementation Strategy. Staff will develop an implementation strategy for both
housing forms. This work will include creating draft zoning districts, exploring the
best way to implement these new zoning districts, and determining what the approval
process would be for people wanting to build these forms. This research will also
explore what type of'trial period would be appropriate, in order to test, assess and
refine the guidelines and regulations.

Staff expects to complete this work over the winter and report back to Council on the
findings in early 2017. After an update to Council the next steps would be to:

Present revised regulations and guidelines to the New Westminster Design Panel and
Advisory Planning Commission.

Present to Council the Development Permit Areas and the Zoning Bylaw amendment
bylaw (for firstand second readings).

Public hearing for the Zoning Bylaw amendment bylaw.

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.

Agenda ltem 425/2016



City of New Westminster November 28,2016

22

OPTIONS
The following options are presented for Council’s consideration:

1. That Council provide comment to staff regarding the Infill Housing Design
Guidelines as outlined in the “Summary of Questions for Council” section of this

report, which can be used by staff to create the next draft of the design guidelines.

2. That Council provide staff with alternative direction.
Staff recommends Option 1.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment 1: Our Future City Workshop Materials

Attachment 2: Summary of Consultation Activities

Attachment 3: Excerpt of Raw Notes from Our Future City Workshops
Attachment 4: Online Survey and Raw Notes

Attachment 5: Written Feedback

Attachment 6: Committee Feedback

Attachment 7: Development Community Feedback

Attachment 8: Laneway and Carriage House Test Sites

This report has been prepared by:
Lynn Roxburgh, Senior Planner

This report was reviewed by:
John Stark, Acting Manager of Planning

Approved for Presentation to Council

- : _rIJr .'-'4
Jackie Teed Lisa Spitale
Acting Director of Development Chief Administrative Officer
Services

Agenda ltem 425/2016



é Corporation of the City of
e \NEW WESTMINSTER

Attachment 1
Our Future City Workshop Materials



OUR FUTURE CITY WORKSHOP

URCITY

NEW WESTMINSTER 9BAYy

LANEWAY AND COACH HOUSE DESIGN:
Building Size
We are considering allowing Laneway and Carriage Houses in

the city. Before we move forward we want to know what you
think about the draft design criteria we have created.

WHAT DO YOU THINK?

Use a dot to tell use whether you
agree or disagree with the direction
proposed. Use Post-It Notes to tell

BUILDING SIZE us why.

What: The size of a laneway/carriage
house would be between 350 and 950 .
square feet. Disagree

Why: This would allow for a range of
unit sizes while still ensuring that the
new unit is secondary to the main
house.

What: The total floor space permitted
on a property would stay the same. So .
the size of a laneway/carriage house Disagree
would be limited by the size of the lot and

main house. This means a house built to

maximum density would not be able to

build a laneway/carriage house.

Why: This would allow increased housing
choice while maintaining the existing
neighbourhood character by not allowing
more density than currently permitted.

What: The second floor would be
smaller than the first (a maximum of .
60% of the size of the first floor). Disagree

Why: This would make the building look
shorter and less bulky. It will also allow
more light into surrounding yards.

BUILDING INTO THE ROOF LINE

What: The second floor would have to
be built into the roof line.

_ Disagree
Why: This would allow a more useful

second floor while keeping the building
height lower. It will make the building
less bulky and allow more light into
yards.

September - October 2016
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