3.9 FAR Potential Development Property in White Rock

For Sale
1328 JOHNSTON RD, White Rock
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Must see! Approx. 8,352 sf lot size with 3 storeys building area 4,800 sf plus new ocean view 2,660 sf
penthouse in White Rock Town Centre area. Located on the Johnston street, only one building away from
Roper Ave. Within the most prosperous commercial area in White Rock Downtown, which has great traffic
and pedestrian exposure. The property is in CR-2 zoning, under White Rock Town Centre OCP, potential to
3.5 FSR, which is 6 stories and approx. 29,500 sf buildable. An excellent income property for people who
are looking for future development. Call now for more information!

Video link: https://vimeo.com/463263326

Property Information: Government Assessment:
Address: 1328 JOHNSTON RD, White Rock Land: $2,484,000.00
Legal Description: LOT 3, BLOCK 17, PLAN NWP2793, Improvement: $11,000.00
PART NW1/4, SECTION 11, Actual Total: $2,495,000.00
TOWNSHIP 1, NEW WESTMINSTER Gross Taxes(2020):  $18,008.87
LAND DISTRICT, EXCEPT PLAN W 7'
PID: 000-554-031 Building Information:
Lot Size: 8352 SQUARE FEET
Zoning: CR-2 Year Built: 1971
Building Storeys: 3
Building Size: Approx. 4,800 sf

Penthouse Size: Approx. 2,660sf
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1350 Johnston Road, White Rock, BC
97 Residential Units, 12 Storeys Condo
Preconstruction

liveatmonaco.ca



https://liveatmonaco.ca/
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6.17 CR-2 Lower Town Centre Area Commercial / Residential Zone

The intent of this zone is to accommodate commercial and multi-unit residential uses in the
Lower Town Centre area and areas adjacent to the Town Centre.

6.17.1 Permitted Uses:
The following uses are permitted in one (1) or more principal buildings:

1) retail service group 1 uses;

2) retail service group 2 uses;

3) licensed establishments, including liquor primary, food primary, agent store, u-
brew and u-vin;

4) civic use;

5) medical or dental clinic;

6) multi-unit residential use in conjunction with not more than one of the following
accessory uses per dwelling unit:

h) accessory home occupation in accordance with the provisions of Section 5.3.;
i) accessory boarding use in accordance with the provisions of Section 5.4.

7) aone-unit residential use, a two-unit residential use, or a three-unit residential use
accessory to a retail service group 1 use or a retail service group 2 use, and limited
to the storey or storeys above the portion of a building used for retail service group
1 or retail service group 2 uses.

6.17.2 Lot Size:
1) Minimum lot width, lot depth and lot area in the CR-2 zone are as follows:

Lot width 15.24m (50.0ft)
Lot depth 35.0m (115.0ft)
Lot area 534.2m? (5,750.51t%)

6.17.3 Lot Coverage:
1) Maximum lot coverage per fee-simple lot is 65%.

6.17.4 Density:
1) Maximum gross floor area (GFA) of all uses shall be 1.75 times the lot area.

6.17.5 Building Heights:
1) Principal buildings shall not exceed a height of 10.7m (35.1ft).
2) Structures shall not exceed a height of 4.0m.

Zoning Bylaw No. 2000 Page 66



6.17.6 Minimum Setback Requirements:
1) Principal buildings and structures in the CR-2 zone shall be sited in accordance with
the following minimum Setback requirements:

Setback Principal Building Structures
Front lot line 1.5m (4.92ft) Not permitted *
Exterior side lot line 1.5m (4.92ft) 3.0m (9.84ft)
Interior side lot line or rear lot line 1.5m (4.92ft) 3.0m (9.84ft)
adjacent to a lot zoned only for

residential use

6.17.7 Ancillary Buildings and Structures:

Except as otherwise provided in Section 4.13 and in addition to the provisions of sub-

sections 6.17.5 and 6.17.6 above, the following also applies:

1) ancillary buildings shall not be permitted.

2) structures shall not be sited less than 3.0m from a principal building on the same lot.

3) * notwithstanding sub-sections 6.17.6 and 6.17.7 (2), patios and awnings are
permitted in the front and exterior side yard areas in accordance with White Rock
License Agreement (Sidewalk Café/Business License) Bylaw requirements.

6.17.8 Accessory off-street parking shall be provided in accordance with the provisions of
Section 4.14.

6.17.9 Accessory off-street loading spaces shall be provided in accordance with the provisions
of sub-section 4.15.2 and 4.15.3.

Zoning Bylaw No. 2000 Page 67
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Official Community Plan Review — Summary of Town Centre Urban Design & Public Realm Review Phase 2
Public Engagement and Recommendations
Page No. 8

APPENDIX B

Review of Implementation Mechanisms and “Considerations” tied to DIALOG
Recommendations pertaining to the Town Centre Urban Design and Public Realm Review

DIALOG Recommendation 1a):

The City should consider a policy requiring targets for tree canopy on large sites (8,094 m?
(2.00 acres) or more) (e.g. 20% on the ground level); and, for medium sites (3,035 m? to
8,093m? (0.75 to 1.99 acres) (e.g. 20% between ground and roof level).

Staff Comment on Recommendation 1a):

Concur with recommendation.
Implementing Mechanisms:

a) OCP Amendment
b) Town Centre Development Permit Area Guidelines

Considerations:

Figure 1.0 below highlights parcels within the Town Centre based on the area thresholds
identified in the recommendation. It is noted that lot consolidation and/or subdivision would
affect the threshold that properties fall within and accordingly the way the policy would apply
to the lands.
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1) An amendment to the OCP could be made to introduce a policy which would set a target
for the creation of spaces that could be used to support tree planting and an overall increase
in the tree canopy. It is acknowledged that tree plantings on rooftops in a seaside City can
be challenging due to winds and other climactic conditions. Taking this into account it may

LU & P AGENDA
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Official Community Plan Review — Summary of Town Centre Urban Design & Public Realm Review Phase 2
Public Engagement and Recommendations
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be beneficial that this policy be introduced as an ‘“aspirational” policy (i.e., not a
requirement).

1) Amendments to the Town Centre Development Permit Area (DPA) Guideline could
recognize the policy targets and provide direction regarding the types of tree species likely
to thrive in White Rock. The DPA Guidelines may also recognize a period over which the
tree canopy would be expected to make up the 20% canopy (ground and/or roof coverage)
as noted in the policy.

DIALOG Recommendation 1b):

The City should consider requiring that a minimum percentage of trees be coniferous trees (e.g.
10%).

Staff Comment on Recommendation 1b):

Concur with recommendation. Appropriate species and tree selection at the time of planting,
based on soil conditions, solar exposure, etc. will be essential for long-term health of trees.

Implementing Mechanisms:
a) OCP Amendment

b) Town Centre Development Permit Area Guidelines

Considerations:

This could be effectively implemented within the Town Centre DPA Guidelines with a
corresponding, enabling, OCP Policy.

DIALOG Recommendation 2:

The City should consider amending its Zoning Bylaw to require a maximum effective
impervious surface area (e.g. 65%). To achieve 65% effective impervious area, on-site
stormwater best management practices such as rainwater harvesting, porous paving and on-site
infiltration would be required to reduce the effective impervious area on the site overall.

Staff Comment on Recommendation 2:

Concur with recommended regulation, but propose that it be implemented through Development
Permit Area Guideline to allow flexibility and allow proponents to demonstrate through their
design how the performance target is achieved (rather than a Zoning Bylaw regulation with less
flexibility).

Implementing Mechanisms:

a) Town Centre Development Permit Area Guidelines

Considerations:

1) The intention of this DPA guidelines would be to allow for the controlled infiltration of
stormwater into the municipal stormwater management system and/or to allow for
stormwater to be absorbed naturally into the land.

i1) The recommendation could be introduced as an amendment to Guideline 22.3.2(j), which
currently reads “Incorporate Low Impact Development Techniques for stormwater

LU & P AGENDA
PAGE 84




Official Community Plan Review — Summary of Town Centre Urban Design & Public Realm Review Phase 2
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management, where appropriate and in accordance with the City’s Integrated Storm Water
Management Plan (ISWMP). This includes but is not limited to bio-swales, cisterns, and
permeable paving. Narrower lanes/access roads and the use of porous asphalt are
encouraged.”

The amendment would establish a maximum effective impervious surface of 65% within
lands designated Town Centre in the Official Community Plan. The standard would
ultimately quantify that 35% of newly developed private lands within the Town Centre
remain effectively pervious.

1) Would want to create a definition of “effective impervious surface” to recognize
components that would be applied in determining compliance with the standard.

i1) There may be a need to recognize exemptions to the standard in circumstances such as the
redevelopment of small, constrained sites, where it may be impractical to achieve 35%
pervious surface while accommodating the core components of development (e.g.,
driveway access, building footprint, parking, etc.).

1i1) The City may also wish to exclude lands subject to a Statutory Right-of-Way (SRW) from
the calculation of the percentage of effective impervious surface when these lands
accommodate infrastructure such as pedestrian paths and bike lanes, recognizing that
pervious surface treatments (e.g., permeable concrete, interlocking stone, etc.) can come
with higher costs.

iv) Note: In the Town Centre context, the ability to achieve 65% effective impervious surface
may result in substantial costs to redevelopment as impervious surfaces, in some cases
covering 100% of an existing property, would need to be replaced with pervious surfaces.
In defining “effective impervious surfaces” there may be a means of recognizing
(exempting) surfaces that allow for the retention of stormwater (e.g., rooftop retention)
thereby acting to support the overall intention of the standard.

DIALOG Recommendation 3:

The City should consider a policy requiring continuous soil for tree health and rainwater
infiltration on medium to large sites (3,035 m? (0.75 acres) or more). For example, the City
could establish a minimum percentage of continuous soil for sites (e.g. 10%) which would be
achieved by reducing the size of the podium and by providing parkade setbacks.

Staff Comment on Recommendation 3:

Concur with recommendation. Coniferous trees particularly would require areas of continuous
soil to achieve healthy lifespans.

Implementing Mechanisms:

a) Official Community Plan Amendment
b) Zoning Bylaw Amendment

Considerations:

1) The recommendation could be introduced as an OCP policy which identifies the intention
behind establishing continuous soil while a zoning standard could be introduced to require
a minimum percentage of continuous soil for sites greater than 3,035 m?.

LU & P AGENDA
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i1) A definition of “continuous soils” would need to be added to the Zoning Bylaw to ensure
the standard can be effectively, and consistently, implemented.

DIALOG Recommendation 4a):

The City should consider prioritizing the development of a Green Building Strategy requiring
targets for building performance. This strategy could take a holistic approach to include other
sustainable design considerations such as operational and embodied greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions, renewable energy generation, water efficiency, integrated rainwater management,
healthy materials and indoor air quality, and waste reduction strategies.

Staff Comment on Recommendation 4a:

Concur with recommendation. As Energy Step Code implementation is already endorsed as a
Council Strategic Priority, staff proposed that a separate Green Building Strategy be deferred
until after the Energy Step Code is implemented.

Implementing Mechanisms:

a) Existing: Official Community Plan contains enabling policy to pursue Strategy (12.5.3)
b) Town Centre Development Permit Area Guidelines
¢) Amendment to Density Bonus / Amenity Contributions Policy (No. 511)

Considerations:

1) The preparation of a stand-alone Green Building Strategy may require additional resources.
It is noted that some municipalities have retained an Environmental / Sustainability
Coordinator responsible for reviewing measures to achieve enhanced levels of building
efficiency and to provide in-house oversight in the implementation of such measures.

ii) Efforts are underway to implement the BC Energy Step Code which will allow for the
realization of improvements in building performance (sustainability) and may lessen the
urgency / need for a Green Building Strategy specific to White Rock.

ii1) Changes to the Town Centre DPA Guidelines could allow for the recognition of
sustainability measures that would allow for improved building performance. Recognizing
these features within the DPA Guidelines would provide some flexibility not otherwise
available in a municipal bylaw.

iv) Amendments to the Density Bonus / Amenity Contributions Policy could allow for the
recognition of enhanced building performance measures (i.e., those that go beyond the
requirements of the BC Building Code) as a basis for the reduction in amenity contributions
and/or the basis for an increase in density being exempt from a contribution requirement.

DIALOG Recommendation 4b:

The City should consider prioritizing the adoption of the BC Energy Step Code to incentivize
and enforce incremental improvements in energy efficiency for new construction.

Staff Comment on Recommendation 4b:

Concur with recommendation. This work is at early stages but underway with the addition of
the Building Official III position.

LU & P AGENDA
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Implementing Mechanisms:
a) White Rock Building Code Bylaw, 2012, No. 1928

Considerations:

1) The BC Energy Step Code establishes different levels, or “steps”, of energy-related building
design measures applicable to different types and scales of development. The determination
of which step to go to will be the focus of future review.

i1) City staff are working on the implementation of the BC Energy Step Code. The work will
require amendments to the White Rock Building Bylaw. As this work proceeds Council
will be provided periodic updates.

DIALOG Recommendations 5a) to 5d):

5a. Rental Zoning — Negotiate a target Floor Area Ratio (FAR) (e.g.. 1.0 FAR) be preserved as
rental housing after development;

5b. Density Bonus Policy — Negotiate a target FAR (e.g.. 1.0 FAR) or a percentage of new
developments be affordable housing as a part of the existing Community Amenity
Contribution density bonus policy;

5c. Non-profit Housing Organization — Support the establishment of a non-profit housing
organization (or work with an existing regional housing organization) that would provide
and manage non-market housing stock; and,

5d. Housing Needs Report and Action Plan — The City’s Housing Needs Report could be the
basis for a Housing Action Plan.

Staff Comment on Recommendations 5a) to 5d):

Generally concur with recommendation 5a) and 5b), with additional specifics to be discussed in
presentation to Land Use and Planning Committee. Support intent of recommendation 5¢) and
5d), no further action required to implement these items at this time.

Implementing Mechanisms:

a) Official Community Plan Amendment

b) Zoning Bylaw Amendment

¢) Amendment to Density Bonus / Amenity Contributions Policy (No. 511)
d) Housing Needs Report

Considerations:

Regarding Recommendations Sa & Sbh:

i) Policy amendments to the OCP may be used to enable greater density subject to the
dedication of a specific amount of floor area (e.g., 1.0 FAR) to rental and/or affordable
housing.

i1) Policy amendments within both the OCP and the Density Bonus Policy (No. 511) may also
be made to enable a waiver of a portion of the required community amenity contribution,
perhaps being automatic, when the density is tied to either, or both, rental and affordable
housing. The current policy allows for the waiver of up to 100% of the CAC when tied to
“affordable rental” and up to 50% when tied to “rental” housing.

LU & P AGENDA
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ii1) Policy amendments to the OCP and Density Bonus Policy may benefit from the introduction
of a formal definition of “affordable” as the term relates to rental and ownership housing.

1v) Amendments to the Zoning Bylaw could be made to require that specific proportions of
development tied to a rezoning application for which a density bonus is sought be subject to
specific allocations of density to rental housing and/or affordable housing.

Regarding Recommendations 5¢ and 5d:

1) It may be advantageous to leverage the expertise that exists within established non-profit
housing organizations such as Metro Vancouver Housing Corporation (MHVC), taking
advantage of economies of scale, rather than directing resources to establishing a non-profit
housing organization specific to White Rock.

i1) The preparation of a Housing Needs Report is scheduled to occur this year. Note that UBCM
has recently announced a new intake deadline for grant funding, being October 16, 2020.
The City’s application for this funding has been submitted. Resource limitations and the on-
going COVID-19 crisis have hindered the ability of staff to advance the Housing Needs
Report in accordance with the timelines referenced in the original funding application. As
the deadline for submissions draws nearer staff will provide UBCM with an updated work
plan to reflect the status of the undertaking, at that time, and any adjustments that will be
made to ensure the project continues to move forward.

1i1) The Housing Needs Report will ultimately be used to identify areas of local housing need.
Stemming from this work, staff will seek direction from Council to implement measures that
will help to address these areas of need. These measures may include, but are not limited to:
policy and regulatory incentives to support affordable housing and the construction of
various housing types; efforts to establish collaborative partnerships with local housing
providers and agencies that deliver housing-related services; and, the creation of funding
mediums (e.g., reserve funds, tax abatement programs, etc.) that make it more cost efficient
for the development industry to address needs within the non-market housing sector.

DIALOG Recommendation 6:

The City should set a target for some of the density entitlement in the Town Centre (e.g. 1.0
FAR) for use as new civic facilities, including a hotel or conference centre.

Staff Comment on Recommendation 6:

Concur with intent of recommendation, with additional specifics to be discussed in presentation
to Land Use and Planning Committee (see also recommendation 9). As the floor area of City
owned community facilities (i.e. “community amenity space”) does not count towards a
property’s maximum floor area, staff recommend that these types of facilities be incentivized at
strategic locations near existing and future civic facilities through consideration of additional
building height for properties incorporating these facilities.

Implementing Mechanism(s):

a) Official Community Plan Amendment
b) Zoning Bylaw Amendment
¢) Amendment to Density Bonus / Amenity Contributions Policy (No. 511)

Considerations:
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1) A review of how existing community amenity contributions (funds) ought to be spent was
the focus of a recent review to help identify local interests as they relate to potential amenity
investments. The results of this work were presented to Council on March 30, 2020.
Investing in “civic facilities” was identified as the “most important” amenity project by only
12 percent of the 523 people who completed a survey related to the review.

i1) Amendments to the OCP and Density Bonus Policy could be made to dedicate a portion of
any amenity contribution, or space within a development which benefits from a density
bonus, to the creation of civic facilities, including a hotel or conference centre.

ii1) Amendments to the Zoning Bylaw would be needed to ensure any pre-determined allocation
of FAR (if it is not owned by the City) towards a specific facility or amenity is realized (i.e.,
make the allocation a clear requirement and not something to be negotiated through policy).

DIALOG Recommendation 7:

The City should continue to support the establishment of a new transit exchange in the Town
Centre; and, prioritize identification of long-term options for the development of a new transit
exchange in collaboration with TransLink and the City of Surrey.

Staff Comment on Recommendation 7:

Concur with recommendation.

Implementing Mechanisms:

a) Consultation and facilities planning with staff at both TransLink and the City of Surrey to
look at opportunities for a transit exchange in the Town Centre

b) Official Community Plan Amendment
¢) Zoning Bylaw Amendment
Considerations:

i) City of White Rock staff have been working with planning staff at the City of Surrey as a
plan for the Semiahmoo Town Centre continues. It will be important to collaborate on
efforts to centralize a transit exchange, within approximately 500 metres of the northern
portion of the City of White Rock’s Town Centre to take advantage of the population
density (ridership) that is likely to be generated through the realization of the Semiahmoo
Town Centre Plan and on-going development within White Rock’s Town Centre.

a) Staff will circulate a copy of the minutes of this meeting to transportation / land use planning
staff at the City of Surrey and TransLink as an indication of Council’s support for a transit
exchange being situated within 500 metres of the Town Centre’s northern boundary (i.e.,
North Bluff Road or 16 Avenue).

DIALOG Recommendation 8:

The City should consider updating the Zoning Bylaw to reduce the CAC bonus from 5.4 GFA
to a GFA that would achieve an urban design vision that better aligns with the OCP and resident
aspirations for Town Centre. For example, the City could consider the GFAs that are outlined
in the two illustrations below.
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PROPOSED MAXIMUM GFA

NORTH BLUFF ROAD _

FOSTER STREET

MARTIN STREET
JOHNSTON ROAD

(T

THRIFT AVENUVE
Recently Redeveloped/No Change to FAR

Proposed Maximum GFA
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Buildings shown in blue represent the proposed maximum GFA.

Staff Comment on Recommendation 8:

Generally concur with intent of recommendation (lowering of maximum GFA from what is
currently identified as allowable in the Zoning Bylaw), but propose that the implementation
mechanism be more broad (i.e. the same density allocation applying over an entire block, versus
property by property) and that smaller sites be encouraged to be consolidated with larger
adjacent parcels to provide more opportunities for the development to incorporate public open
space (plazas, pedestrian pathways, landscaped areas, etc.) on the ground level. Smaller parcels
would have the opportunity to transfer their development potential. The proposed densities (in
the revised Figure 9 below) represent a reduction of approximately 12-25% from the level of
density currently permitted in the OCP (with the exception of the block in the south-east corner,
which has a potentially 16% increase), with further reductions if sites are not assembled into
larger parcels. This reduction in development potential, whether at the level in the DIALOG
recommendation or as proposed by staff, may result in some property owners delaying the
redevelopment of their property.

Implementing Mechanisms:

a) Official Community Plan Amendment
b) Zoning Bylaw Amendment
¢) Amendment to Density Bonus / Amenity Contributions Policy (No. 511)

Considerations:
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1) The maximum Gross Floor Area Ratio (FAR) figure by DIALOG should be considered
against the maximum FAR currently recognized in Figure 9 of the OCP. The portion of the
Town Centre north of Russell Avenue currently considers a maximum (FAR) of 5.4, if
developed in accordance with the City’s 2011 Town Centre Design Plan (which does not
illustrate a 5.4 FAR on all parcels) whereas DIALOG’s figure, if implemented through
amendments to the Official Community Plan and Zoning Bylaw, would lower the maximum
FAR to between 2.30 and 3.95 FAR. For some land owners the reduction in what they
understand to be their maximum FAR may render redevelopment plans financially

unfeasible, leading to the stagnation of the properties.
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i1) South of Russell Avenue and north of Thrift Avenue the OCP considers maximum FAR of
4.0. For the most part, DIALOG’s recommendation has excluded lands which have been
recently redeveloped or where no change to the FAR is recommended as existing
development would largely align with the current maximum. Lowering FAR permissions
south of Russell Avenue, from 4.0 to between 2.30 and 3.10, would help to achieve the
massing vision as communicated by members of the public but it may also render
redevelopment of these lands financially unfeasible.

1i1) Tying zoning standards such as a minimum lot area and frontage requirements to increased
density permissions may incent land assembly, thereby helping to realize a more cohesive
build out of the Town Centre and its open space network. For example, land assembly may
not only support the realization of the height and density permissions recommended by
DIALOG but it may also enable developers to provide contiguous open spaces and urban
design features as contemplated in the Town Centre Urban Design Plan.

For example, the following base density (i.e. FAR) provisions could be built into the CR-1
Zone to incent land assembly by allocating the density available to land based on its size:
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1. Base Density by Minimum Lot Area:
1. 1.75 FAR base with no minimum lot area;
2. 2.3 FAR base with minimum lot area of 0.75 acres;
3. 3.5 FAR base with minimum lot area of 1.25 acres;

4. 4.0 FAR base with minimum 2.0 acres

Additional requirements for accessing density above 1.75 FAR could include a minimum
provision of rental units, a fully office/employment development to encourage local job
opportunities, amenity contribution, and achievement of Energy Step Code levels.

The actual density achieved by the sites under the above size criteria may be similar to what
is presented in Recommendation 8, due to the existing parcel configuration (smaller parcels
along Johnston Road), but would be fairer to owners of smaller parcels who could transfer
their development potential to adjacent redevelopments.

iv) Alternative to the FAR figures presented by DIALOG, planning staff propose the following
FAR figures which applies the same density allocation over an entire block, versus property
by property. While still an overall reduction in allowable density (generally), this will
encourage smaller sites to be assembled with adjacent parcels to allow the density to be
shifted on the site and allow additional public green/open space at the street level. This is
also a means of enabling some renewal of undeveloped properties in the Town Centre. The
following Figure illustrates potential amendments to Figure 9 of the OCP.

(Revised Figure 9 from OCP — previous FAR in brackets)
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DIALOG Recommendation 9:

The City should consider restricting buildings to the height outlined in the diagram and
perspective below. Summary of Height Recommendations:

Low rises retain the village quality of Johnston Road;

Johnston Road is limited to 3 storeys (see Recommendation 10 for suggested variance);
Mid-rises are the predominant neighbourhood form;

High rises are permitted along North Bluff Road. These taller buildings allow for
flexibility so that generous open spaces and community amenities can be provided.

PROPOSED MAXIMUM HEIGHTS

NORTH BLUFF ROAD

C)E-E

=
RUSSELL AVEi ‘

MARTIN STREET
1
Bl Beppiitentedl B s,
P —=—
o
 FOSTER STREET
(amame 1

JOHNSTON ROAD
GEORGE STREET

L
[ TTeTe—

THRIFT AVENUVE

n Proposed Maximum Heights (*indicates where a variance is
recommended - see Recommendation 10)
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Low Rise (1 - 4 storeys)
Mid Rise (s - 11 storeys)
High Rise (12+ storeys)
[ Recently Redeveloped)/
Existing Massing to Remain

Staff Comment on Recommendation 9:

Generally concur with intent of recommendation, and believe that it captures the general
consensus of public input in Phase 1 and 2 of this Town Centre Review. For clearer policy
direction and graphical clarity, given that existing 8/9 storey buildings are unlikely to redevelop
to 12 storeys and that sites with existing 23 storey buildings would not redevelop as 10 storey
buildings, staff propose that sites which are not anticipated to redevelop in medium term (20+
years) do not have a maximum height specified in the diagram, and instead the maximum height
for those properties is noted as the maximum allowed in the Zoning Bylaw at the time the
building permit for the property was issued. Staff further propose that any taller buildings around
the block bounded by Russell Avenue, Foster Street, North Bluff Road, and Johnston Road,
including a taller building on Russell Avenue which was not illustrated in the DIALOG diagram,
be required to incorporate a significant civic/public amenity (such as a theatre / art gallery / new
City Hall) to access their maximum height, as a means to encourage a variety of uses in the
Town Centre and complement the Community Centre facility.

Implementing Mechanisms:

a) Official Community Plan Amendment
b) Zoning Bylaw Amendment
¢) Amendment to Density Bonus / Amenity Contributions Policy (No. 511)

Considerations:

1) The heights recommended by DIALOG reflect, to an extent, the build out of the maximum
FARs discussed in Recommendation 8. The heights as shown in the “Proposed Maximum
Heights” figure do not, however, align with the existing height of buildings in the Town
Centre which, in several instances, greatly exceed those proposed. For example, existing
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buildings in the Miramar Village development range from 15 to 21 storeys whereas the
height mapping proposed, if implemented through amendments to the OCP and Zoning
Bylaw, would “enable” heights ranging from 3 to 8 storeys. This change would also
necessitate amendments to Figure 10 in the OCP, being a schedule that illustrates
“conceptual height transitions in the Town Centre, Town Centre Transition, and Lower
Town Centre Areas”.
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i1) Similar to the notes in the section above, the downgrading of height permissions recognized
in the OCP and implemented through the underlying Zoning Bylaw, may limit the
feasibility of any future redevelopment scheme on those lots that have not been the subject
of more recent development.

iii) Alternative to the building heights presented by DIALOG, planning staff propose the
following heights. The following Figure illustrates potential amendments to Figure 10 of
the OCP.
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(Rewsed Flgure 10 from OCP)
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Note: the ““*”” symbol identifies where additional density and height would only be enabled
if a significant on-site amenity / civic facility (e.g., hotel / conference centre, City Hall, etc.)
were provided to complement the Community Centre and future central park within the
block as contemplated by the 2011 Town Centre Urban Design Plan (see figure below). The
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Town Centre Design Plan (2011) Green Space Network
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iv) If Council supports the changes to maximum FAR and height as recommended by
DIALOG, additional changes to similar standards ought to be considered around the
perimeter of the Town Centre so as to ensure an appropriate transition in building heights
moving out of the City’s downtown core. For example, at present, Figure 10 of the OCP
contemplates heights of 18 storeys at the southeast corner of George Street and North Bluff
Road and between Blackwood and Martin Streets at North Bluff Road. Opposite the
abutting streets in these two locations, the height mapping recommended by DIALOG
proposes heights of 12 storeys, creating a somewhat staggered interruption to the transition
of heights moving east and west from the Town Centre.

DIALOG Recommendation 10:

Assuming Recommendation 9 on building heights is followed, the City should consider a
building height relaxation to promote plazas and patios on Johnston Road. For example, the
City could allow up to 13.7m (approximately 4 storeys) with a 2m step back after the third floor
if a 7m setback for patio or tree canopy is provided (e.g. trees growing to a minimum of 7m
canopy diameter spaced at a maximum of 7m apart).

Staff Comment on Recommendation 10:

Concur with recommendation. This would assist in enabling reasonable scale development on
smaller parcels at the base density (1.75 FAR) if they are unable to be assembled with adjacent
parcels, while achieving modest open space at street level.

Implementing Mechanisms:

a) Official Community Plan Amendment
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b) Zoning Bylaw Amendment
Considerations:

1) The recommendation could be implemented by way of introducing an enabling policy into
the OCP, generally recognizing the desire to step buildings back away from Johnston Road
where doing so is undertaken concurrent with greater step backs from the street, used to
accommodate spaces for patios and plantings.

i) Amendments to the Zoning Bylaw would be undertaken to limit building heights in
accordance with the recommendation.

DIALOG Recommendation 11:

11) The City should continue to support the establishment of the open space network as outlined
in the Town Centre Urban Design Plan (2011) through the Community Amenity
Contribution Policy in the Town Centre. To date, these amenities have been delivered
through a density bonus program.

Staff Comment on Recommendation 11:

Concur with recommendation.

Implementing Mechanism:

None required at this time. Staff could consider updates to the Density Bonus Policy to
incorporate explicit reference to the open space network and eligible on-site amenities if
additional emphasis/clarity on achieving the open space network is desired by Council (see
recommendation 12 below), but staff do not consider this to be necessary.

Considerations:

The open space network identified in the 2011 Town Centre Plan is part of the existing OCP
policies for the Town Centre area, and is discussed with applicants as part of the pre-application
process. Staff

DIALOG Recommendation 12:

12) The City should identify pre-determined target amenities that they intend to seek from
development sites. This will allow the City to establish priorities for Town Centre that
clearly identify community needs. In addition to ensuring that the impacts of development
in the Town Centre are offset through the delivery of amenities in Town Centre, this
approach will provide some predictability for the community and developers before the
negotiation phase.

Staff Comment on Recommendation 12:

Concur with recommendation. Actual implementation of this recommendation should follow
Council’s workshop on the use of Community Amenity Contributions (anticipated Fall 2020),
and any direction that comes following the workshop.

Implementing Mechanisms:

a) Community Facilities and Amenities Study (if requested by Council following workshop)
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b) Public Engagement
c) Official Community Plan Amendment
d) Amendment to Density Bonus / Amenity Contributions Policy (No. 511)

Considerations:

1) The “ear-marking” of eligible/candidate on-site amenities can be beneficial in setting clear
expectations for both developers, staff and the public. The approach can also contribute to
a more transparent negotiation process while allowing for a phased approach to obtaining
higher-cost amenities (i.e., those that would not be covered by a single amenity contribution
but may require multiple contributions to overcome cost constraints). Council has already
requested a workshop to further discuss the outcomes of public engagement taken on
Community Amenity Contribution priorities in January 2020.

Should further information be required following the Council workshop, the approach could
benefit from the completion of a “Community Facilities and Amenities Study” (i.e. a
detailed evaluation of the supply of existing and planned facilities and amenities relative
to current and planned population of the catchment area of such facilities and amenities so
as to determine whether there are gaps that may be addressed through targeted amenity
investments).

i1) Ifspecific facilities and amenities are identified as being needed, the OCP could be amended
to recognize these facilities and amenities as “priorities” in the Town Centre. Similar
amendments could be made within the Density Bonus Policy, to further incentivize projects
that contribute to facilities and amenities not just desired by the community but recognized
as being of localized need.
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