.‘!SUYﬁREY CORPORATE REPORT

> the future lives here.

NO: R119 COUNCIL DATE:  June 17, 2013
REGULAR COUNCIL
TO: Mayor & Council DATE: June 17, 2013
FROM: General Manager, Planning and Development FILE: 3900-30

SUBJECT:  Proposed Zoning By-law Amendments related to
Single Family Residential Zones

RECOMMENDATION
The Planning and Development recommends that Council:
1. Receive this report as information;

2. Approve amendments, as generally described in this report and documented in Appendix (a)
attached to this report, to Surrey Zoning By-law 1993, No. 12000, which include:

(a) revisions to the Single Family Residential Zone ("RF"); and

(b) the introduction of a new Single Family Residential (10) Zone ("RF-10") and a new Special
Single Family Residential (10) Zone ("RF-10S") Zone; and

3. Authorize the City Clerk to bring forward the necessary amendment by-law for the required
readings and to set a date for the related public hearing.

INTENT

The purpose of this report is to obtain approval for amendments, as documented in Appendix (a),
to the Single Family Residential Zone ("RF") Zone of Surrey Zoning By-law, 1993, No. 12000 (the
"Zoning By-law") and to introduce a new Single Family Residential (10) Zone ("RF-10") and Special
Single Family Residential (10) Zone ("RF-10S") to be used in place of the current Single Family
Residential (9) Zone ("RF-9") and Special Single Family Residential (9) Zone ("RF-9S") for new
rezoning applications where the RF-g9 and RF-9S Zones have previously been applied.

BACKGROUND

In 2008, the Surrey Ratepayers Association ("SRA") submitted a 4,000 name petition to Council
which, amongst other considerations, requested that the cap on the maximum floor area in the
RF Zone be removed. The SRA believed that that the cap unfairly penalized oversized lots and
was inadequate for meeting the housing needs of households with extended family members.



City staff responded with a proposal to increase the Floor Area Ratio (FAR) (i.e., the FAR is
calculated by the dividing the floor area of the above-grade floors of the dwelling by the area of
the lot) and the maximum permitted floor area; however, concerns were raised by the Surrey
Coalition of Sustainable Communities and in public feedback at a series of open houses held in
2009. The proposal review process ended inconclusively due to a lack of consensus on a
resolution to the matter. At the same time, City staff was addressing building violations and
unauthorized construction of additional rooms in covered balconies and decks and double-height
rooms. Corporate Report No. 215, titled "Potential Modifications to the Single Family Residential
(RF) Zone - Report on Community Open House Meetings", attached as Appendix (b) to this
report, documents the SRA petition and the subsequent review and consultation process.

One of the most contentious aspects of increasing the FAR and maximum floor area in the

RF Zone was a concern that larger houses would encourage unauthorized construction of
secondary suites, which at the time were restricted to a small number of single family zones.
However, in December 2010, Council approved amendments to the Zoning By-law that permitted
secondary suites across most single family zones in the City subject to certain conditions being
met, including the provision of additional parking.

DISCUSSION
RF Expert Panel

An expert panel was convened in 2012 to review and make recommendations on amendments to
the RF Zone. The panel was comprised of eight building designers and development advisors who
each have extensive working experience in Surrey and in other Lower Mainland municipalities in
the area of single family dwellings. The panel was chaired by Mr. Scott Kemp, MAIBC, an
Architect based in Delta.

The expert panel held four workshop sessions over six months in 2012 and achieved a high level of
consensus on recommended changes to the RF Zone to address the issues raised with the existing
zone. A letter of support, dated June 11, 2013, from the chair of the expert panel is attached as
Appendix (c).

The panel researched the issues with the RF Zone including the SRA submission, the results of the
2009 public consultation process and information regarding unauthorized construction that has
taken place over time such as the walling in of covered decks and interior extended height ceiling
areas to create new rooms. The panel also reviewed house sizes and regulations in Zones
compared to Surrey's RF Zone in other Lower Mainland municipalities.

The panel analyzed several alternative scenarios using three-dimensional simulations to assist in
their review.

The expert panel has recommended in relation to the RF Zone an increase in the maximum FAR
and the maximum allowable floor area, while at the same time, recommending that extended
height rooms and covered outdoor areas (i.e., covered decks) be included in the calculation of the
FAR, since these areas contribute to the mass and scale of the dwelling. The expert panel also
recommended that the maximum lot coverage for oversized lots be reduced, that the floor area
reserved for a garage be increased and that the size of excavated (in-ground) basement access
wells be limited to a specified area. Illustrated examples of these recommendations are
documented in Appendix (d). City staff has developed draft text amendments for the RF Zone
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consistent with the recommendations of the expert panel, which amendments are documented in
Appendix (a) to this report.

Small Lot Review

A review of the East Clayton neighbourhood in 2011 established that residents were generally
satisfied with their neighbourhood in terms of its walkability and green environment; however,
residents and City staff identified issues with parking, building setbacks, drainage and the
usability of yards. Council received a Corporate Report on East Clayton (see Appendix (e) -
Corporate Report No. 152 titled "Review of East Clayton Neighbourhood") and authorized staff to
develop zoning amendments for parking and other enhancements to the small lot zones as part of
a wider review of Surrey's small lot zones.

A sub-committee of the Development Advisory Committee ("DAC") was formed to review
problems associated with small lot residential zones in Surrey and to consider possible solutions
(see Appendix (f) for members of DAC Sub-Committee on Small Lots). The review found that
most of the issues with small lots zones (i.e., lots that are narrower than the standard RF lot) are
related to the RF-g9 and RF-9S Zones and the zones that permit coach houses. This report is
recommending that the issues will be addressed by replacing the RF-g and RF-9S Zones with new
RF-10 and RF-10S Zones. Amendments to the Single Family Residential (12) Zone (RF-12) may be
considered in the future. If the RF-10 and RF-10S Zones are approved, they will be used in place of
the current RF-g9 and RF-9S Zones where such Zones are currently contemplated by City plans
and policies. Illustrated examples of these proposed changes are documented in Appendix (g)

Council has expressed concerns with coach houses in small lot zones, particularly due to parking
demand that occurs if a coach house is permitted on a small lot and an unauthorized secondary
suite is installed in the principal dwelling on the same lot. In the view of these concerns it is
being recommended that coach houses not be allowed in small lot zones.

Changes Proposed in relation to the RF, RF-10 and RF-10S Zones
Garage Size

Adequate parking is a major concern for residents of single family dwellings, not only in relation
to the availability of parking, but also in having garages that realistically accommodate vehicles
and storage needs. The Part 5 - Off-Street Parking provisions of the Zoning By-law set out the
minimum size of a double garage, measured between inside walls, at 5.7 m by 6.1 m. These
minimum standards result in a garage with a floor area of 37 square metres [400 sq.ft.], including
the area of the external walls. The RF Zone reserves 37 square metres of allowable floor area
exclusively for the use as a garage or carport. However, in the RF-g9 and RF-9S Zones, the
minimum garage width has been reduced so that a third parking space can be accommodated on
a parking pad beside the garage. Effectively, garages in the RF-g and RF-gS zones are 36 square
metres [386 sq. ft.]. Residents have advised that they have difficulty parking vehicles in smaller
garages, which puts greater pressure on on-street parking.

It is proposed that the current minimum standards for double garages be retained in Part 5 of the
Zoning By-law to accommodate existing single family lots, and that the area reserved for garages
in the RF Zones be increased. For consistency across the Zones and to ensure construction of
usable garages, it is proposed that the minimum permitted floor area for a garage in the RF-10 and
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RF-10S Zones, respectively, be increased to the "industry standard" of 39 square metres
[420 sq. ft.].

Extended Height Rooms

Extended height foyers and double height rooms are a desirable design feature in many larger
homes. Currently the amount of floor area that can be used for extended height rooms is not
limited by the Zoning By-law with the floor area of such rooms being calculated in the same
manner as conventional height rooms. Based on a survey, it has been determined that some other
municipalities including Delta, Richmond and Burnaby, for the purpose of calculating the floor
area of a proposed dwelling count the floor area of double height rooms as twice their actual floor
area. Double height rooms add significantly to the massing of a dwelling. Experience in Surrey
shows that some homeowners after receiving final approval of the dwelling from the City fill in
the double height rooms with a floor to divide the extended-height room into two rooms; being
an upstairs room and a main level room, which creates additional unauthorized floor area in the
dwelling.

It is proposed for the purposes of calculating the floor area of a dwelling for Zoning By-law
purposes that the floor area of extended height rooms, including staircases, be doubled for any
such spaces that exceed 19 square metres [200 sq.ft.] in area in the RF Zone and 10 square metres
[108 sq.ft.] in area in each of the proposed RF-10 and RF-10S Zones, respectively.

Basement Access to the Principal Building

There are currently no restrictions in the Zoning By-law on the size of sunken landings and
sunken patios that provide access to an in-ground basement for a single family home. The Zoning
By-law exempts structures that are less than 0.6 m [2 ft.] in height from lot coverage regulations
and from the separation regulations of the RF-g and RF-g9s Zones. On some single family lots, the
owner has excavated large areas of the lot to provide large, sunken patios that are covered,
affecting both natural drainage and the usability of the yards. With a view to addressing these
concerns, it is proposed that structures such as sunken landings and sunken patios, excluding the
staircase within such landing or patio, be limited to a maximum area of 13 square metres

[140 sq.ft.] in the RF Zone and 5 square metres [54 sq.ft.] in each of the proposed RF-10 and RF-10S
Zones, respectively.

Proposed RF Zone Amendments
Maximum Floor Area

Until the last decade, the RF Zone was the "standard” single family zone in Surrey. The RF Zone
requires a minimum lot area of 560 square metres [6,000 sq.ft.] and stipulates a maximum floor
area of 270 square metres [2,900 sq.ft.] for lots that are 560 square metres or less and 330 square
metres [3,550 sq.ft.] for larger lots. Many older subdivisions have RF lots that significantly exceed
the current minimum lot area but that are covered by the same floor area cap, and therefore are
limited to a much lower density (FAR) than on RF lots that have the minimum lot area allowed
under the RF Zone. It is proposed that the maximum allowable floor area of the RF Zone be
increased to 465 square metres [5,000 sq.ft.] for all lot sizes subject to amendments to the FAR
and lot coverage provisions as described in the following section. On this basis, the increased
maximum floor area will not increase the mass or scale of homes on RF lots in comparison to the
area of the lot on which the house is constructed.



FAR and Calculation of FAR

Currently, the maximum FAR in the RF Zone is 0.52 for lots that have an area of 560 square
metres or less and is 0.48 for RF lots that have an area greater than 560 square metres. Currently
the calculation of FAR does not include any floor area associated with covered outdoor areas that
are unenclosed and does not apply any adjustment for floor area in extended height rooms. It is
proposed that the FAR in the RF Zone be increased to 0.60 and that all covered outdoor areas
whether enclosed or not, be included as floor area in the calculation of FAR and that the floor of
double height rooms be doubled in the calculation of the FAR. It is also proposed that oversized
RF lots be permitted additional density. In this regard, it is proposed that for the first 560 square
metres of such lots an FAR of 0.60 be allowed and that an FAR of 0.35 be applied to the remaining
lot area over 560 square metres, thus creating a "sliding scale" of density as the area related to an
RF lot increases.

Lot Coverage

Unenclosed, covered outdoor areas are currently not included in the calculation of FAR in the

RF Zone and are only constrained by the maximum lot coverage of 40% in the Zone. Lot coverage
is calculated by taking the area of the lot that is covered by the dwelling and dividing it by the
area of the lot. Houses can be built to 40% lot coverage including covered balconies and covered
patios. In some instances, covered decks are enclosed after final building inspection to create
unauthorized additional floor area in the dwelling. It is proposed that the maximum lot coverage
in the RF Zone be reduced from 40% for all lots to 40% for lots with an area of 560 square metres
[6,000 sq.ft.] or less and 40% minus 2% for each additional 93 square metres [1,000 sq.ft.] of lot
area for lots with an area greater than 560 square metres to a limit of no less than 18% lot
coverage. In this regard, as the area of the RF lot increases the permitted lot coverage will
decrease.

Covered Outdoor Area

It is proposed that the calculation of allowable floor area include all covered unenclosed areas
except for 28 square metres [300 sq.ft.] of such areas. It is further proposed that 10% of the
permitted floor area on an RF lot be reserved for covered outdoor areas including covered
porches, verandas, balconies and decks and that 15 square metres [160 sq.ft.] of this area be
reserved for a front porch or veranda, which will retain architectural variety on the front facades
of houses.

Differences between RF-g and RF-9S Zones and Proposed RF-10 and RF-10S Zones
Lot Size

It is proposed that issues in the RF-g and RF-9S Zones regarding parking, setback transitions,
natural drainage and yard space, be addressed by introducing a new set of Zones, being the RF-10
and RF-10S Zones. The minimum lot area on Type I lots in these Zones will be 15% greater than
the minimum areas currently specified in the RF-9 and RF-9S Zones. For Type I RF-10 lots and
RF-10S lots, it is proposed that the minimum ot area be 291 square metres [3,130 sq. ft.] (in
comparisons to 250 square metres [2,690 sq. ft.] in the RF-g and RF-9S Zones) and that the
minimum lot width be increased from 9 metres [30 ft.] to 9.7 metres [32 ft.] and that the



minimum Jot depth be increased from 28 metres [9o ft.] to 30 metres [98 ft.]. These adjustments
will provide more area for on-lot parking than is currently possible on RF-g and RF-gS lots.

Narrow Lot Option

Where the neighbourhood and road patterns result in the possibility for deeper lots, it is
proposed that a new, narrow width lot option be allowed. It is proposed that a Type IV lot be
recognized in the RF-10 Zone and a Type II lot in the RF-10S Zone, which would have a minimum
lot area of 324 square metres [3,490 sq. ft.], a minimum lot width of 9.0 metres [30 ft.] and a
minimum lot depth of 36.0 metres [118 ft.]. These narrow lots would have a minimum rear yard
setback for accessory buildings and structures of 6.0 metres [20 ft.] to allow for additional parking
spaces on the driveway between the garage and the rear lane that provides access to the lot.

Parking

The proposed increase in lot width between the RF-9 and RF-9S Zones and the RF-10 and RF-10S
Zones is intended to provide more on-site parking spaces and thereby reduce the demand for on-
street parking in small lot neighbourhoods. As noted above, it is proposed that the currently
permitted reductions in the minimum width of garages in the RF-g and RF-9S Zones be
eliminated. Further, it is proposed that the parking pad width located beside a detached garage
be increased for Type I RF-10 and RF-10S lots be a minimum of 3.0 metres [g ft. 10 in.] in width
instead of the 2.8 metres [9 ft. 2 in.] width that is currently stipulated in the RF-g and RF-9S
Zones. To create a third parking space on Type III RF-10 lots, which is currently possible only by
essentially eliminating yard space, it is proposed that the rear yard setback for attached garages be
increased from o.5 metres [1 ft. 6 in.] to 6.0 metres [20 ft.] to allow parking on the driveway
between to the garage and lane. Finally, it is proposed the current prohibition on tandem parking
in the RF-g and RF-9S Zones be eliminated in the proposed RF-10 and RF-10S Zones to allow for
the provision of parking on a driveway apron behind the garage.

Type II RF-10 Lots

Type II RF-10 lots will have the same minimum width as Type II RF-g lots, which have a minimum
width of 7.9 metres [26 ft.]; however, the minimum Type II lot depth is proposed to be increased
in the RF-10 Zone from the 28 metres [go ft.] as stipulated in the RF-9 Zone to 30 metres [98 ft.],
as is the case for the Type I RF-10 lots. Currently Type II RF-g lots do not have sufficient lot width
for a third on-site parking space and the narrow frontage of such lots reduces the potential for on-
street parking space. Given that most new homes have secondary suites, which require a third
parking space, it is proposed that the number of Type II lots permitted in any subdivision be
reduced from 33% of the total lots being created to 25% of the total number of RF-10 lots being
created.

Setback Transitions

To deal with lot grades and the transition between the house and/or the detached garage to the
property line, to avoid conflict between the house and service connections and to improve access
from the lane into the detached garage, it is proposed that the front and rear setbacks be
increased in the new RF-10 and RF-10S Zones in comparison to the provisions in the RF-g and RF-
9S Zones. It is proposed that the front yard setback for the principal building be increased from
3.5 metres [11 ft. 6 in.] to 4.0 metres [13 ft.] and the rear yard setback for a detached garage be
increased from 0.5 metres [1 ft. 6 in.] to 1.2 metres [4 ft.]. It is also proposed that the front yard



setback for a porch or veranda be increased by 0.5 metres, from 2.0 metres [6 ft. 7 in.] to
2.5 metres [8 ft.] and the rear yard setback for the principal building be increased from 6.5 metres
(21 ft.) to 7.5 metres (25 ft.) to be consistent with the RF and RF-12 Zones.

Landscaping and Back yard

To ensure there is adequate porous area for natural drainage on each lot and to assist in ensuring
that the backyard is a useable space, a minimum of 35 square metres [375 sq.ft.] of porous
landscaping will be required between the principal building and the rear lot line in each of the
RF-10 and RF-10S Zones. This landscaped area is to have a minimum width and depth of 5 metres
[16 ft.], except where there is a road allowance corner cut at the intersection of a road or lane
where the corner cut will not penalize the calculation. It is also proposed that the minimum
separation between the principal building and a detached garage be increased from 6.0 metres

[20 ft.] to 6.5 metres [21 ft.], except that this separation may be reduced to 5.0 metres [16 ft.] at the
first storey by stairs that serve a covered or uncovered deck or patio that does not exceed

10 square metres [108 sq. ft.] in area.

Corner Lots

To provide an appropriate transition between private property and the public realm, the Zoning
By-law requires that the width of a corner lot and side yard on a flanking street be greater than the
width and side yard for an interior lot. In the RF-g and RF-9S Zones, in addition to having a rear
lane, the side of some lots may also flank another lane. The Surrey Design Criteria Manual sets
out the following width and depth requirements for corner cuts:

e 5.5 metres by 5.5 metres at the intersection of a lane with another lane;
¢ 3 metres by 3 metres at the intersection of a lane with an arterial or major collector street; and
e no corner cut required at the intersection of a lane with a local road.

The current minimum width requirements for corner lots in the RF-g and RF-9S do not
adequately accommodate the above-listed range of corner cut areas and in some instances, the
corner cut would eliminate the possibility of a third parking space on the lot or a useable back
yard. It is therefore proposed that the minimum width of corner lots be increased from

10.5 metres [35 ft.] to 12.8 metres [42 ft.] for Type I RF-10 lots and RF-10S lots and from 13.8 metres
[45 ft.] to 14.0 metres [46 ft.] for Type III RF-10 lots. Additionally, it is proposed that the increased
side yard setbacks on a flanking street be extended to also apply to the side yards on a flanking
lane.

Utility Room

A utility room attaching the principal building to a garage or carport is currently permitted in the
RF-9 Zone but not on larger single family residential lots. It is proposed that the special
regulations and relaxation of separation requirements that currently allow construction of a utility
room in the RF-9 Zone not be included in the proposed RF-10 Zone due to the impact that such a
space would have on natural drainage and the usability of the rear yard. The floor area currently
reserved for a utility room would be added to the maximum permitted floor area for the principal
building on such lots.



Coach House

The RF-9S Zone currently permits either one secondary suite or one coach house but not both any
lot. The proposed width, depth and setback increases as proposed in the RF-10S Zone in
comparison to the RF-9S Zone are equal to those proposed for the RF-10 Zone and are based on
massing for a garage but not for the larger massing of a garage combined with a coach house. It is
proposed that coach house as a permitted use not be included in the RF-10S Zone but that a
secondary suite be a permitted use.

Transition Policy

There are several development (rezoning and subdivision) applications that are “in stream” that
collectively are proposing to create over 450 proposed RF-g lots and a small number of proposed
RF-9S lots. In addition, there are approximately 100 RF-g9 and RF-gS lots for which building
permits for the construction of single family homes have not yet been issued. Amendments to the
RF-9 and RF-9S Zones, if adopted by Council, would have an immediate impact on these lots, and
would require the issuance of Development Variance Permits before a building permit could be
issued to allow development on these lots. Therefore, it is proposed that the Zoning By-law be
amended by creating the above-referenced new RF-10 and RF-10S Zones to replace the RF-g and
RF-9S Zones, which new zones would be applicable to all new rezoning applications. The RF-g
and RF-9S Zones would be retained in the Zoning By-law to regulate lots that have already been
created or are being proposed under applications that have already been submitted to the City.
Subject to Council approval, any new applications for small-lot zoning in areas of City plans that
call for such zoning would be processed under the RF-10 or RF-10S regulations as detailed in this
report.

Legal Services Review

Legal Services has reviewed this report and the amendments to the Zoning By-law, as
documented in Appendix (a), and has no concerns.

SUSTAINABILITY CONSIDERATIONS

The Zoning By-law amendments as proposed in this report will assist in achieving the objectives
of the City's Sustainability Charter, particularly the following action items:

e SCo9 - Adequate, Appropriate and Affordable Housing;
e EC9 - Quality of Design in New Development and Redevelopment; and
e ENg - Sustainable Land Use Planning and Development Practices.

CONCLUSION

Issues related to several significant single-family residential zones including the RF, RF-g and RF-
9S Zones have arisen in recent years. To address such issues, this report is recommending
amendments to the RF Zone and for the purposes of new applications, introducing new RF-10 and
RF-10S Zones in the Zoning By-law that would be used in place of the RF-g and RF-9S Zones.
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Based on the above discussion, it is recommended that Council:

e Approve amendments, as generally described in this report and documented in Appendix (a)
attached to this report, to Surrey Zoning By-law 1993, No. 12000, which include:

- revisions to the Single Family Residential Zone ("RF"); and

- the introduction of a new Single Family Residential (10) Zone ("RF-10") and a new Special
Single Family Residential (10) Zone ("RF-10S") Zone; and

e Authorize the City Clerk to bring forward the necessary amendment by-law for the required
readings and to set a date for the related public hearing.

Original signed by
Jean Lamontagne
General Manager,
Planning and Development

HC:saw

Attachments:

Appendix (a)
Appendix (b)

Appendix (c)
Appendix (d)
Appendix (e)
Appendix (f)
Appendix (g)

Summary of Proposed Amendments to Surrey Zoning By-law, 1993, No. 12000
Corporate Report No. R215 titled "Potential Modifications to the Single Family
Residential (RF) Zone - Report on Community Open House Meetings"

Letter of Support from Chair of the Expert Panel on RF Zone

Scenario Examples Illustrating Proposed Amendments to the RF Zone
Corporate Report No. Ris2 titled "Review of East Clayton Neighbourhood")
Members of DAC Subcommittee on Small Lots

Diagrams Illustrating Proposed Amendments to Small Lot Zones
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Appendix (a)

Summary of Proposed Amendments to
Surrey Zoning By-law, 1993, No. 12000, as amended

Amend the Single Family Residential Zone ("RF") as follows:

(@) Increase the floor area ratio (FAR) for single family dwellings from o.52 for lots that are
560 square metres [6,000 sq.ft.] or less and 0.48 for lots greater than 560 square metres to
0.60 for the first 560 square metres of lot area and 0.35 on the additional lot area for all lot
sizes;

(b) Increase the floor area reserved for use only as a garage or carport from 37 square metres
[400 sq.ft.] to 39 square metres [420 sq.ft.];

(c) Introduce a provision that of the resulting allowable floor area, 10% must be reserved for
covered outdoor area, including the area beneath a covered balcony or covered deck;
furthermore, 15 square metres [160 sq.ft.] of this covered outdoor area must be reserved for
a front porch or veranda;

(d) Except in City Centre, to increase the maximum allowable floor area from 270 square
metres [2,900 sq.ft.] for lots that are 560 square metres or less and from 330 square metres
[3,550 sq.ft.] for lots greater than 560 square metres to a maximum allowable floor area of
465 square metres [5,000 sq.ft] for all lots; and

(e) Introduce a provision that the calculation of FAR must include covered outdoor area,
except for 28 square metres [300 sq.ft.], and floor area with extended height, including
staircases, must be doubled, except for 19 square metres [200 sq.ft.];

(f) Reduce the maximum lot coverage from 40% for all lots to 40% for lots that are 560 square
metres or less and 40% minus 2% for each additional 93 square metres [1,000 sq.ft.] for
lots greater than 560 square metres to not less than 18% lot coverage; and

(g) Introduce a regulation in the RF Zone that structures such as landings and sunken patios
which provide access to the basement of a principal building must not exceed 13 square
metres [140 sq.ft.] in addition to the stairs.

Introduce a new Single Family Residential (10) Zone ("RF-10") and Special Single Family
Residential (10) Zone ("RF-10S") based on the existing Single Family Residential (9) Zone
("RF 9") and Special Single Family Residential (9) Zone ("RF-9S") with the following changes:

(a) Remove a utility room as a permitted structure in the RF-10 Zone and coach house as a
permitted use in the RF-10S;

(b) Increase the maximum allowable floor area in the RF-10 and RF-10S Zones from 173 square
metres [1,865 sq.ft.] for the principal building, excluding a garage, to a maximum of
217 square metres (2,335 sq.ft.], with 39 square metres [420 sq.ft.] reserved for a garage;

(c) Introduce a provision that in the calculation of allowable floor area in the RF-10 and
RF-10S Zones, floor area with extended height, including staircases, must be doubled,
except for 10 square metres [108 sq.ft.];



(d) Reduce the maximum lot coverage for a Type III lot in the RF-10 Zone from 60% to 52%;

(e) Amend minimum setbacks in the RF-10 and RF-10S Zones as follows: increase the front
yard setback for the principal building from 3.5 metres [u ft. 6 in.] to 4.0 metres [13 ft.];
increase the front yard setback for a porch or veranda at the first storey from 2.0 metres
[6 ft. 7in.] to 2.5 metres [8 ft.]; increase the rear yard setback for the principal building
from 6.5 metres [21 ft.] to 7.5 metres [25 ft.]; and increase the rear yard setback for
accessory buildings and structures from o.5 metres [1 ft. 6 in.] to 1.2 metres [4 ft.];

(f) Increase the minimum separation between the principal building and a detached garage in
the RF-10 and RF-10S Zones from 6.0 metres [20 ft.] to 6.5 metres [21 ft.], which may be
reduced to 5.0 metres [16 ft.] at the first storey for an area not exceeding 10 square metres
[108 sq.ft] for stairs and a covered or uncovered deck or patio;

(g) Increase the side yard setback of a detached garage on a Type I RF-10 and RF-10S lots from
2.8 metres [9 ft.] to 3.0 metres [9 ft. 10 in.];

(h) Increase the rear yard setback of an attached garage on a Type III RF-10 lot from 0.5
metres [1 ft. 6 in.] to 6.0 metres [20 ft.];

(i) Introduce a provision that minimum side yard setbacks on a flanking street also apply to
side yard setbacks on a flanking lane in the RF-10 and RF-10S Zones;

(j) For the RF-10 and RF-10S Zones, remove the permitted reduction in minimum garage
width set out in the Off-Street Parking provisions of the Zoning By-law and remove the
current prohibition on tandem parking.

(k) Introduce a regulation in the RF-10 and RF-10S Zones that 30% of the lot must be covered
by porous surfaces. Furthermore, introduce a minimum requirement that 35 square
metres [375 sq.ft.] of the area between the principal building and the rear lot line must be
landscaped and have a porous surface.

(I) Introduce a regulation in the RF-10 and RF-10S Zones that structures such as landings and
sunken patios which provide access to the basement of a principal building must not
exceed 5 square metres [54 sq.ft.], in addition to the stairs.

(m)For Type I lots in the RF-10 and RF-10S Zones, increase minimum lot area from 250 square
metres [2,690 sq. ft.] to 291 square metres [3,130 sq. ft.], minimum lot width from 9 metres

[30 ft.] to 9.7 metres [32 ft.] and minimum lot depth from 28 metres [go ft.] to 30 metres
[98 ft.];

(n) For Type II lots in the RF-10 Zone, decrease the number of Type II lots from 33% of total
RF-10 lots in a subdivision to 25%. Furthermore, increase the minimum lot area for Type
IT lots from 220 square metres [2,368 sq. ft.] to 237 square metres [2,550 sq. ft.] and
increase minimum lot depth from 28 metres [go ft.] to 30 metres [98 ft.].

(o) Introduce a Type IV lot in the RF-10 Zone and a Type II lot in the RF-10S Zone having
minimum subdivision standards of 324 square metres [3,490 sq. ft.] for lot area, 9.0 metres
[30 ft.] for lot width and 36.0 metres [118 ft.] for lot depth and a minimum rear yard
setback for accessory buildings and structures of 6.0 metres [20 ft.];



(p) For Type I corner lots in the RF-10 and RF-10S Zones, increase minimum lot area from
275 square metres [2,960 sq. ft.] to 369 square metres [3,970 sq. ft.], minimum lot width
from 10.5 metres [35 ft.] to 12.8 metres [42 ft.] and minimum lot depth from 28 metres
[90 ft.] to 30 metres [98 ft.];

(q) For Type III corner lots in the RF-10 Zone, increase minimum lot area from 285 square
metres [3,068 sq. ft.] to 293 square metres [3,150 sq. ft.]| and minimum lot width from
13.8 metres [45 ft.] to 14.0 metres [46 ft.]; and

(r) For Type IV corner lots in the RF-10 Zone and Type II corner lots in the RF-10S Zone,
introduce minimum subdivision standards of 435 square metres [4,680 sq. ft.] for lot area,
12.5 metres [41 ft.] for lot width and 36.0 metres [18 ft.] for lot depth.
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CITY OF

!!SURREY CORPORATE REPORT

the future lives here.

NO:  R215 COUNCILDATE:  November 16, 2009
REGULAR COUNCIL
TO: Mayor & Council DATE: November 16, 2009
FROM: General Manager, Planning and Development FILE:  6745-20 (RF)

SUBJECT:  Potential Modifications to the Single Family Residential (RF) Zone -
Report on Community Open House Meetings

RECOMMENDATION

The Planning and Development Department recommends that Council receive this report as
information.

BACKGROUND

At the Regular Council Meeting on July 27, 2009, Council considered Corporate Report No. Ri51
(attached as Appendix I), which discussed potential modifications to the Single Family Residential
(RF) Zone and directed staff to proceed with public consultation and to report back to Council
with the results of that consultation.

DISCUSSION

Since July, Planning and Development Department staff has prepared presentation information
and conducted a series of five public information meetings/open houses to present to, discuss
with and receive feedback from Surrey citizens on possible modifications to the RF Zone, as
described in Option 2 of Corporate Report No. Coos (Appendix "A" to Appendix 1).

Open Houses were held in the communities of:

e Newton (November 3, 2009);

e Whalley/City Centre (November 4, 2009);

e Guildford-Fleetwood (October 28, 2009);

¢ C(Cloverdale/Clayton (November 5, 2009); and
e South Surrey (October 27, 2009).

All of the open houses were well attended and there was a significant amount of interest from the
public.

From the sign-in sheets related to the open houses, over 2,300 individuals attended the open
houses with the majority taking time to fill in comment sheets that were either handed in at the
open house locations or sent in to the City after the open houses. A total of 2,727 comment sheets
have been received by the City, either during or since the five open houses. The deadline for
submission of comment sheets was communicated as November 20, 2009.


SAW
Text Box
Appendix (b)

SAW
Text Box
November 16, 2009

SAW
Text Box
R215


Planning and Development Department staff has started collating the comments received to date.
Based on the feed-back received during conversations at the open house meetings and from the
comments received through the comment sheets, it is evident that there is no clear consensus on
changes to the Single Family Residential (RF) Zone.

Next Steps

In the absence of other direction from Council, staff will continue to compile the full results of the
comments received during the open houses and will prepare a full report to Council on the matter
within the next month that will include possible next steps for Council’s consideration.

CONCLUSION

Based on feedback and comments received during the public information meetings/open houses
there is no clear consensus on changes to the Single Family Residential (RF) Zone. Staff will
continue to review the comments and information that has been received and will report back to
Council within the next month including possible next steps for Council’s consideration.

Original signed by
Jean Lamontagne
General Manager,
Planning and Development

JLL:saw
Attachment:
Appendix1  Corporate Report No. Ri51
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Appendix 1

.‘!SUYﬁREV CORPORATE REPORT

- the future lives here.
NO: R151 COUNCIL DATE:  July 27, 2009
REGULAR COUNCIL
TO: Mayor & Council DATE:  July 27, 2009
FROM: General Manager, Planning and Development FILE:  6745-01
3900-30

SUBJECT:  Proposed Modifications to the Single Family Residential (RF) Zone -
Next Steps

RECOMMENDATION
The Planning and Development Department recommends that Council:
1.  Receive this report as information; and

2. Authorize staff to proceed with public consultation as described in this report to receive
public input on a modified Single Family Residential (RF) Zone, as described in Option 2 in
Corporate Report No. Coos, which is attached as Appendix "A" to this report.

INTENT

The purpose of this report is to advise Council of meetings that staff has held with the Surrey
Ratepayers Association (the "SRA") and the Surrey Association of Sustainable Communities

(the "SASC"), regarding proposed modifications to the RF Zone, which were considered by
Council on May 25, 2009 (see Corporate Report No. Coos attached as Appendix "A"). This report
also advises Council of staff's intended course of action in relation to consulting with the public
regarding the proposed modifications.

BACKGROUND

On September 29, 2008, Council received a letter from the Association, dated September 26, 2008,
which documented concerns regarding the restrictions contained in the Single Family Residential
(RF) Zone of Zoning By-law No. 12000. The letter also included a request that the following
revisions be made to the RF Zone:

1. For lots in excess of 560 square metres (6,028 square feet), the house floor area restriction be
removed;

2. For lots in excess of 560 square metres (6,028 square feet) the house size only be subject to the
current 40% maximum lot coverage restriction and the 9-metre (30 feet) maximum building
height (i.e., that there be no maximum floor area);



3. The restriction on outdoor parking be revised to allow four vehicles plus a house trailer,
camper or boat; and

4. One secondary suite be allowed upon general application to build a house.

The letter from the Association was accompanied with a petition containing 4,239 signatures. In
addition to requesting the above-listed modifications, the petitioners requested that changes to
the RF Zone be applied retroactively to all properties that are in contravention of the by-law and
requested that all orders, claims, lawsuits, court orders or any other actions demanding
compliance with the existing by-laws be withdrawn.

After receiving the letter and petition, Council passed the following resolution [RES. Ro8-218]:

"That Council direct staff to undertake a review of the policy issues and
administrative options in relation to the matters documented in the letter dated,
September 26, 2008 from Mr. Kalvinder Singh Bassi on behalf of the Surrey
Ratepayers Association and provide a report to Council on these matters complete
with recommendations, and further that actions being taken by the City to address
existing unauthorized house additions as described in the subject letter be held in
abeyance pending Council consideration of the report and recommendations".

At the May 25, 2009 Council-in-Committee Meeting, Council received Corporate Report

No. Coos, which provided information on a review undertaken by staff regarding the requests of
the SRA together with recommendations for Council's consideration. At that same Council-in-
Committee meeting, a letter from the SASC, dated May 25, 2009, was received by Council. The
letter from the SASC documented concerns that there was a lack of consultation with all
community associations and the general public in dealing with this complex issue, and that there
was no opportunity to review and evaluate the information and recommendations contained
within Corporate Report No. Coos.

After considering Corporate Report No. Coos and the letter from the SASC, Council adopted the
following resolution [RES. Rog 982]:

"That Council:
1. Receive Corporate Report Coos as information;

2. Approve amendments to the Single Family Residential (RF) Zone as described in Option 2
of this report and as documented in Appendix I;

3. Direct staff to review, for consistency with the amendments to the RF Zone proposed in
recommendation 2, the regulations in all single family residential zones in Surrey Zoning
By-law, 1993, No. 12000 ("Zoning By-law No. 12000") and Surrey Zoning By-law, 1979, No.
5942 ("Zoning By-law No. 5942") and provide a report to Council, complete with
recommendations; and

4. Authorize the Planning and Development Department to move forward with public
information meetings with the citizens of Surrey and then report back to Council".



DISCUSSION

As an initial step in the public consultation process identified in point 4 above, staff met with
representatives of the SRA and separately with representatives of the SASC. The following
provides details in relation to those meetings.

Meeting with the Surrey Ratepayers Association
On June 15, 2009, staff met with eight members of the SRA. The purpose of the meeting was to:

e Advise the SRA of Council's direction regarding the recommendations in Corporate Report
No. Coos; and

e Receive comments from the SRA on Option 2 of Corporate report No. Coos and on the public
consultation process regarding the proposed amendments to the RF Zone.

The SRA representatives expressed general agreement with Option 2 as a means of addressing
their request for larger houses even though the proposed amendments to the RF Zone would
potentially capture only approximately 50% of the current unauthorized construction on RF lots.
The SRA requested that consideration be given to exclude the front veranda area from the FAR
calculations as such features are intended to provide style and character to the houses as opposed
to functional area.

The SRA representatives indicated they are not opposed to the City conducting open house
meetings to gauge the community's support for the proposed revisions to the RF Zone but noted
that the public consultation process could take a considerable amount of time to complete. SRA
members indicated that if some neighbourhoods oppose the proposed change the changes could
still be applied to those neighbourhoods that support the changes.

The SRA members expressed concern that Option 3 of Corporate Report No. Coos, establishing a
new Single Family Residential Zone, would not address the unauthorized construction as
expeditiously as a citywide rezoning of RF properties.

The minutes of the meeting with the SRA representatives are attached as Appendix "B".

Meeting with the Surrey Association of Sustainable Communities

On June 29, 2009, staff met with eight representatives of the SASC. The purpose of the meeting
was to:

e Provide an overview of the request by the SRA to modify the RF Zone; and

e Receive feedback from the SASC regarding this issue and the resolution adopted by Council
with respect to Corporate Report No. Coos.

The SASC is an umbrella association representing approximately 20 community associations.
Representatives from eight of the 20 associations attended the June 29, 2009 meeting with staff.
The following community associations were represented at the meeting:



Country Woods Residents Association;
Elgin Ratepayers';

South Westminster Ratepayers Association;
Semiahmoo Ratepayers Association;

e Ocean Park Community Association;

¢ Royal Heights Parks Group;

e Surrey Environmental Partners; and

e Bridgeview In Motion.

It was noted that the West Panorama Ridge Association was unable to attend the meeting but
advised of their opposition to any increase in allowable house size on RF lots.

The SASC representatives indicated that the SASC has yet to take a position on the proposed
modifications of the RF Zone and wanted to use the meeting to obtain more information on this
issue. The SASC expressed two main concerns:

1.  Process - The SASC expressed concern that there was a lack of public consultation prior to
Corporate Report No. Coos proceeding to Council. The SASC requested that there be some
sort of public consultation process with affected community associations and the general
public; and

2. Content - The SASC stated that the information and data in Corporate Report No. Coos do
not establish a justification for the recommendations in the report, namely to proceed with
amendments to the RF Zone.

In summary, the main points raised by the SASC were:

1. Alack of public consultation prior to proceeding to Council with recommendations;

2. Inaccurate, misleading and incomplete information within Corporate Report No. Coos;

3. Alack of analysis as to the impacts of the proposed modification on a City-wide basis;

4. A disregard for the environment and the principles within the Sustainability Charter;

5. The creation of a culture where compliance is ignored and rule breaking is encouraged;

6. Inequitable treatment of citizenry in terms of the process to modify the RF Zone as requested
by the SRA in relation to the process the residents of the St. Helen's neighbourhood had to go
through to achieve the down-zoning of their neighbourhood; and

7. Implications for an over-burdened infrastructure system, and inequitable taxation.

The minutes of the meeting with the SASC representatives are attached as Appendix "C".

Potential Citywide Implications of the Proposed Modifications to the RF Zone

Under Option 2, which received preliminary approval from Council on May 25, 2009, the

proposed floor area cap for single-family houses under the RF Zone would be increased from 330
square metres (3,550 square feet) to 422 square metres (4,550 square feet), and the maximum



allowable floor area ratio (FAR) would increase from 0.48 to 0.60. Such changes will allow all
home owners under the RF Zone the ability to increase their current house size by approximately
25% or 67 square metres (721 square feet) of additional floor space for lots that are 560 square
metres (6,028 square feet) in lot area. Owners of homes located on RF lots that are larger than
560 square metres in area will be able construct additions such the total floor area on the lot is up
to 422 square metres (4,550 square feet).

Presently, there are approximately 64,500 single family RF zoned lots in Surrey. The number of
RF lots in each of the six communities in Surrey is as follows:

e Whalley 17,303 (27%);

e Newton 13,135 (20%);

e Fleetwood 10,820 (17%);

e South Surrey 8,145 (13%);

e Guildford 8,092 (12%); and
¢ Cloverdale 6,953 (11%).

It is clear that the proposed modifications to the RF Zone will have citywide implications. The
SASC is concerned that insufficient analysis has been undertaken on the potential impacts of
proposed changes on the layout, massing and design of single family houses. The SASC members
are concerned that these proposed changes may negatively affect the character of established
single-family neighbourhoods throughout the City.

A further concern raised by the SASC is that the resulting larger house size presents an
opportunity for the owners to convert the new space into multiple secondary suites. This, in turn,
creates issues related to street parking, school capacity, public facilities, and garbage services.

Public Consultation

The Planning and Development Department is intending to move forward with a series of public
information meetings/open houses with the citizens of Surrey during the fall of 2009 to present
and receive feedback on the proposed modifications to the RF Zone, as described in Option 2 of
Corporate Report No. Coos. Staff will prepare illustrative material in the form diagrams and
photographs comparing various house designs under the current RF Zone and the proposed
modified RF Zone.

To ensure that all Surrey residents have an opportunity to attend, information meetings/open
houses will be held in each of the following communities:

e Newton;

e Whalley;

e Guildford-Fleetwood;

¢ C(Cloverdale-Clayton; and
e South Surrey

The public consultation process, as described above, will commence in September 2009 and will
take approximately two to three months to complete. Staff will forward a further report to
Council on the results of the public consultation process later this fall, together with
recommendations.



While the SRA supports some public consultation, it is concerned about the length of time this
process may take. The SRA is anxious to proceed with the proposed modifications to the RF Zone
and voiced concerns on the public consultation process as being time-consuming and on the
possible outcome being lack of community acceptance of any proposed changes to the RF Zone.

Alternative Course of Action
Although, staff is not recommending this course of action, Council could

e Approve amendments to Surrey Zoning By-law, 1993, No. 12000 (the "Zoning By-law"), as
documented in Appendix I of Appendix "A" of Corporate Report Coos; and

e Instruct the City Clerk to introduce the necessary amendment by-law for the required
readings and set a date for the related public hearing.
The concern with this approach is that the community reaction is unknown and follow-up work
may be necessary as a result of the public hearing. The feedback from the SASC suggests that
there are concerns in the community that need to be heard and considered in advance of
proceeding to a public hearing. In the end, proceeding to a public hearing now will not
necessarily result in a shorter overall timeframe to reach a resolution that is acceptable to the
community than proceeding with a more involved public consultation process at this time in
advance of proceeding the by-law amendment process.

CONCLUSION

This report outlines a public consultation process involving a series of public information
meetings/open houses throughout the City. It is estimated that this process would take
approximately three months, followed by a report to Council later this fall on the results of the
public consultation complete with recommendations.

Based on the above discussion, it is recommended that Council authorize staff to proceed with
public consultation as generally described in this report to receive public input on a modified
Single Family Residential (RF) Zone, as described in Option 2 in Corporate Report No. Coos,
which is attached as Appendix "A" to this report.

Original signed by
Jean Lamontagne
General Manager,
Planning and Development

DC:saw

Attachments:

Appendix "A" - Corporate Report No. Coos

Appendix "B" - Minutes of June 15, 2009 Meeting with the SRA
Appendix "C" - Minutes of June 29, 2009 Meeting with the SASC
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Appendix "A"

Corporate NO: C005
SURREY Report COUNCIL DATE: May 25, 2009

CITY OF PARKS

COUNCIL-IN-COMMITTEE

TO: Mayor & Council DATE: May 25, 2009
FROM: General Manager, Planning and Development FILE: 6745-01
3900-30

SUBJECT:  Modifications to the RF Zone - Request from Surrey Ratepayers Association

RECOMMENDATION
The Planning and Development Department recommends that Council:
L Receive this report as information;

2. Approve amendments to the Single Family Residential (RF) Zone as described in
Option 2 of this report and as documented in Appendix I;

3. Direct staff to review, for consistency with the amendments to the RF Zone
proposed in recommendation 2, the regulations in all single family residential
zones in Surrey Zoning By-law, 1993, No. 12000 ("Zoning By-law No 12000) and
Surrey Zoning By-law, 1979, No. 5942 ("Zoning By-law No. 5942) and provide a
report to Council, complete with recommendations;

4. Authorize the City Clerk to bring forward the necessary amendment by-law to the
RF Zone of Zoning By-law No. 12000 for the required readings and to set a date for
the required public hearing (Appendix I); and

5. Authorize the City Clerk to forward a copy of this report and the related Council
resolution to the Surrey Ratepayers Association (the "Association”).

INTENT
The purpose of this report is to:
e Update Council on the results of a review on the matter of house size restrictions as

contained in the RF Zone of Zoning By-law No. 12000 and existing unauthorized house
additions, as identified in a letter dated September 26, 2008, from the Association;



e Discuss options which could be pursued regarding this matter; and
e Recommend a course of action for Council's consideration.
BACKGROUND

On September 29, 2008, Council received a letter from the Association, dated

September 26, 2008, which documented concerns regarding the restrictions contained in
the Single Family Residential (RF) Zone of Zoning By-law No. 12000. The letter also
included a request that the following revisions be made to the RF Zone:

1. For lots in excess of 560 square metres (6,028 square feet), the house floor area
restriction be removed;

2. For lots in excess of 560 square metres (6,028 square feet) the house size only be
subject to the current 40% maximum lot coverage restriction and the 9-metre
(30 feet) maximum building height (i.e., that there be no maximum floor area );

3. The restriction on outdoor parking be revised to allow four vehicles plus a house
trailer, camper or boat; and

4. One secondary suite be allowed upon general application to build a house.

The letter from the Association was accompanied with a petition containing 4,239
signatures. In addition to requesting the above-listed modifications, the petitioners
requested that changes to the RF Zone be applied retroactively to all properties that are in
contravention of the by-law and requested that all orders, claims, lawsuits, court orders or
any other actions demanding compliance with the existing by-laws be withdrawn.

After receiving the letter and petition, Council passed the following resolution [RES. Ro8-
218]:

"That Council direct staff to undertake a review of the policy issues and
administrative options in relation to the matters documented in the letter
dated, September 26, 2008 from Mr. Kalvinder Singh Bassi on behalf of the
Surrey Ratepayers Association and provide a report to Council on these
matters complete with recommendations, and further that actions being
taken by the City to address existing unauthorized house additions as
described in the subject letter be held in abeyance pending Council
consideration of the report and recommendations".

DISCUSSION
The Petition

Staff have reviewed the petition submitted by the Association and plotted the addresses
listed in petition. Based on the addresses listed in the petition, 3,164 of the signatories
(75%), listed addresses within Surrey and 169 listed addresses (4%) outside of Surrey, but
within Metro Vancouver (see Appendix II). The remaining 9o6 signatures (21%) had
either illegible addresses or no address listed. Of the 3,164 addresses that are located



_3_

within Surrey, 1,420, or 45% of signatures, listed the same address within Surrey.
Therefore, the 3,164 signatures represent 1,731 properties (urban-sized lots of various single
family zones, including the RF, RF-SS, RF-12, and RF-9 Zones) in Surrey. Since the
petition referenced residential lots in excess of 6,028 square feet (560 square metres),
which is in reference to the Single Family Residential (RF) Zone or the Single Family
Residential Secondary Suite (RF-SS) Zone, a further analysis of the above-referenced 1,731
properties was undertaken. It was determined that the addresses listed on the petition
represent 1,507 lots zoned either RF or RF-SS.

Staff note that a high percentage of the 1,507 petition lots are located in Newton (750+ lots
or 50%) and Whalley (540+ lots or 36%) as documented in Appendix III. Appendix III also
contains information about the average lot area and the average house floor area of the
1,507 petition lots in each community. For those lots that are located in Whalley, which is
an older community where single family developments occurred 30 to 40 years ago, based
on the single family residential zones under Surrey Zoning By-law, 1964, No. 2265 or
Zoning By-law No. 5942, the average lot area is 767 square metres (8,253 square feet). The
minimum lot area permitted under the current RF Zone (Zoning By-law No. 12000) is 560
square metres (6,028 square feet). Based on the average lot area of RF lots in Whalley and
the current maximum floor area ratio (FAR) of 0.48 as contained in the RF Zone, a house
with a floor area of 368 square metres (3,961 square feet) could be built if the maximum
house size restriction of 330 square metres (3,550 square feet) as contained within the RF
Zone was eliminated.

Meeting with the Surrey Ratepayers Association

On January 27, 2009, staff met with members of the Association, represented by five

directors, including the President (Mr. Kuldeep Sekhon) and the Vice-President (Mr.
Kalvinder S. Bassi). The purpose of this meeting was to ensure that there was a clear
understanding of the concerns of the Association.

The Association was established in mid-2008 (approximately August or September), and
consists of approximately 250 members and 10 directors. The Association is open to any
Surrey resident or property owner, and meets on a monthly basis. It is not a fee-based
association at this time.

According to the Association representatives, over 200 volunteers circulated throughout
the community to raise awareness about the Association and to collect signatures on the
above-mentioned petition to remove specific restrictions in the RF Zone. The Association
representatives advised that, although some members of the community were opposed to
the direction of the petition, the majority of those approached were in favour.

During the meeting, the Association reiterated the four key areas that it wanted the City
to adjust in relation to the RF Zone, as identified previously in this report. The following
paragraphs provide more detail in relation to the Association's comments:



House Size/FAR Restriction

The RF Zone stipulates a maximum allowable floor area of 330 square metres (3,550 square
feet). The Association is concerned that this restriction impacts on the construction of
new homes on older (infill) lots that have relatively larger lot areas than RF lots in new
subdivisions. Council adopted the maximum floor area restriction in the RF Zone in 1995
(Corporate Report No. C235), and is a regulation in addition to the floor area ratio (FAR)
restriction of 0.48 adopted in 1991 under Zoning By-law No. 5942 (Text Amendment By-
law No. 11028).

The Association stated that its members have no objection to the FAR restriction, only to
the maximum floor area limitation. The Association notes that many community
residents require a certain amount of floor area to house their extended families. Prior to
the above-mentioned regulatory changes, it was possible for owners of lots that had an
area in excess of 69o square metres (7,400 square feet) to build more than 330 square
metres (3,550 square feet) of floor area. The position of the Association is that it is
reasonable to expect that a larger lot will allow for the construction of a larger house.
According to the Association, a return to the floor area allowed, prior to the 1995 floor
area restriction, would permit owners to construct an adequately sized house.

In addition, the Association commented that the basement allowance (i.e., the floor area
of a basement is not included in the floor area calculation) should be granted to houses on
lots that cannot accommodate basements as defined in Zoning By-law No. 12000 (i.e., a
minimum of 50% of the basement volume is below the finished grade of the lot). The
rationale underlying this position is that it is not possible to build an adequately sized
house on a lot with an FAR of 0.48, without a basement. Staff noted that this proposed
change would result in substantive changes to the majority of single-family lots in the City
of Surrey and would, therefore, require a much more onerous review process.

Lot Coverage Restriction Only

The Association suggested that the maximum floor area (i.e., house size cap) be removed
entirely for lots in excess of 560 square metres (6,028 square feet), and that those lots
instead be subject only to the Lot Coverage restriction in the RF Zone of 40%. The
Association identified the City of Richmond as a model to replicate (see Appendix IV).

Revision of Off-Street Vehicle Parking Restrictions

The Association also requested that the off-street parking restrictions for RF-zoned lots
with an area greater than 560 square metres (6,028 square feet) be adjusted. Currently,
the RF Zone permits a maximum of two cars or trucks (not including campers, boats, etc.)
to park outside of the garage, and a maximum of two vehicles to be parked in the front or
side yards. Furthermore, driveway width is generally limited to 6 metres (20 feet).

The Association commented that extended families often require space for five or more
vehicles. While three-car garages are permitted in the RF Zone, the third enclosed
parking space counts against the allowable FAR. The Association suggested to staff that
driveway width should reflect larger lot widths, such that larger lots could accommodate
up to a maximum of four cars or trucks (not including campers, boats, etc.) when parked
outside of the garage, and in the front or side yard setbacks.



The limitations of the RF Zone pertaining to the number of vehicles that can be parked in
the front or side yards and driveway widths are intended to address aesthetic and "green"
standards dealing with landscaping and the amount of impervious surfaces. Landscaped
yards are one of the main character defining aspects of single family neighbourhoods.
Increasing the number of vehicles that may be parked in a front or side yard will
negatively impact this character and is not recommended.

Notwithstanding the regulations of the RF Zone pertaining to the outside parking of cars
or trucks, the RF Zone also permits the outside parking or storage of one house trailer,
camper, or boat. For those owners who do not own a house trailer, camper or boat, it is
reasonable to allow the outside parking of one additional car or truck to a maximum of
three cars or trucks.

Secondary Suites

The Zoning By-law does not allow secondary suites in single family zones, unless they are
explicitly permitted. The Association has requested that the City revise the RF Zone to
permit a maximum of one secondary suite on each lot. Secondary suites are permitted in
the Single Family Residential Secondary Suite (RF-SS) Zone and property owners are
encouraged to apply for a rezoning to construct a secondary suite. The Association's
position is that the rezoning process is too complicated, and that a property owner should
be permitted to construct a suite to accommodate a family member. In addition, the
Association noted that secondary suites are an important source of income to
homeowners in relation to making the purchase of a house affordable.

The recommendations of the Association regarding secondary suites represent a
significant policy shift, which has far-reaching implications. This matter will be
comprehensively reviewed as part of the City's Housing Action Plan, which is currently
being developed and will be forwarded to Council for consideration in due course.

Current Zoning and House Size Issues in Surrey

The matter of maximum house size has been reviewed by the City several times over the
years, due to public concerns with the size of new houses (i.e., "mega houses"), which were
viewed as out of scale and character with the neighbouring houses. The City responded
by making amendments to Zoning By-law No. 12000 to limit the size of single family
homes. Changes were made to the Single Family Residential zones of Zoning By-law No.
5942 in 1988, by adding a floor area ratio (FAR) of 0.40 and restricting the floor area of the
second floor to 80% of the first floor (Text Amendment By-law No. 9474).

In 1991, the FAR was modified to the current 0.48, provided 45 square metres (480 square
feet) is reserved for the garage and 10 square metres (105 square feet) is reserved for
accessory structures (Text Amendment By-law No. 11028). In 1992, the density section of
the R-F Zone was amended to increase the FAR to o.52 for lots 560 square metres (5,000
square feet) in area or less (Text Amendment By-law No. 11410), to address existing smaller
RF lots in Ocean Park and Crescent Beach. In 1995, basements were excluded from the
floor area ratio calculation (Text Amendment By-law No. 12239) and the 80% second floor
regulation was instituted for single family dwellings (Text Amendment By-law No. 12101).
In 1995, further restrictions on the house size were implemented (Text Amendment By-



law No. 12681) by placing a maximum building cap of 330 square metres (3,550 square
feet). This cap was determined, using as a guide, the previous standard lot size of 660
square metres (7,200 square feet) in the Single Family Residential Zones of Zoning By-law
No. 5942 and a review of typical house sizes being constructed at that time. Prior to 1988,
there were no specific density restrictions in the single family zones.

The FAR and floor area provisions in the RF Zone are intended to control the visual
impact of houses by limiting their massing so as to ensure a reasonable level of house size
compatibility on the same block. However, it is reasonable to say that covered decks and
covered patios add to the visual impact (massing) of a house and, as such, the current
practice of excluding them from the floor area calculation is inconsistent with the
objective that underpinned the inclusion a maximum floor area in the RF Zone in the first
place.

It has been made clear over the years that some Surrey residents perceive large houses as a
threat to the character of their neighbourhoods. While, to others, large houses are
popular as they provide the needed space for extended families and/or allow for the
conversion of part of the extra floor area to a separate secondary suite.

Currently, the Single Family Residential (RF) Zone stipulates the following density/house
size restrictions:

e For lots that are 560 square metres (6,028 square feet) or less in area, the maximum
floor area ratio (FAR) is 0.52 and the maximum floor area is 270 square metres (2,900
square feet); and

e For lots that are in excess of 560 square metres (6,028 square feet), the maximum floor
area ratio (FAR) is 0.48 and the maximum floor area is 330 square metres (3,550 square
feet).

Of the allowable floor area, 37 square metres (400 square feet) are to be reserved for a
garage or carport. Basements, which are defined as being a minimum of 50% below grade,
are excluded from the floor area calculation. Based on the current provisions of the
Zoning By-law, covered decks and covered patios are not included in the calculation of
floor area. In addition, the floor area of double height rooms is not counted twice, unlike
most other Metro municipalise.

Building Violations

Between January 1, 2006 and December 31, 2008, the City issued 278 stop work orders
against owners of homes for unauthorized construction (i.e., construction without a
building permit) on single family lots. This construction primarily related to the
homeowner filling in covered decks, patios, balconies and terraces and/or adding floor
area by creating a second floor in double height rooms. This construction activity has the
effect of converting areas not counted as floor area (e.g., covered decks, covered patios
and double height rooms) to floor area that must be counted as floor area under the
provisions of Zoning By-law No. 12000. The additional floor area created by the
unauthorized construction then pushes the total floor area on the lot to above the
maximum permitted in the Zone.



The stop work orders were posted following inspections by the City's Building Inspectors,
generally as a result of complaints and concerns directed to the City by members of the
public. Building permits cannot be issued for this work since the additional floor area
results in the building exceeding the allowable density provisions of the Zone.

Of the 278 stop work orders related to unauthorized construction of additional floor area,
42% are for addresses in Newton, 38% in Whalley, 12% in Fleetwood, 4% in Guildford, 2%
in South Surrey and 2% in Cloverdale. Staff determined that the average lot area of the
single family lots that were posted with a stop work order is greater than 745 square
metres/8,022 square feet (see Appendix V).

Based on an analysis of the 278 stop work orders, it has been determined that the average
floor area of unauthorized enclosures is 87.5 square metres (942 square feet). Typically,
the enclosures have occurred on both the main floor of the house (covered patios) and the
second floor (covered decks).

If the maximum floor area restriction, as contained in the RF Zone, was increased by:

e 85 square metres (917 square feet) to a total of 415 square metres (4,467 square feet),
approximately 50% of the 278 houses analyzed that currently have stop work orders
would be within this increased maximum floor area;

e 99 square metres (1,070 square feet) to a total of 429 square metres (4,618 square feet),
approximately 60% of the 278 houses with stop work orders would be within this
increased maximum floor area; and

e approximately 158 square metres (1,705 square feet) to a total of 488 square metres
(5,252 square feet), approximately 80% of the 278 houses with stop work orders would
be within this increased maximum floor area.

It should be noted that between January 1, 2009 and May 13, 2009, 30 additional stop work
orders have been issued related to unauthorized construction of additional floor area in
single family homes. These additional stop work orders have generally resulted from
complaints received from the public.

House Size Regulations by Other Municipalities

Staff has undertaken a survey of the following municipalities with a view to determining
the approach taken by these other municipalities in restricting floor area on single family
residential lots:

e Vancouver

e Langley Township

e New Westminster (Queensborough)
e Burnaby

e Delta

e Richmond

e Coquitlam



The results of the survey are contained in Appendix IV. The intent of this survey was to
better understand the restrictions other municipalities in Metro Vancouver place on the
floor area of houses constructed in a standard single family zone. Staff focussed on zones
comparable to Surrey's Single Family Residential (RF) Zone. The following provides some
additional detail in relation to this survey.

Lot Coverage

Lot coverage refers to the percentage of the lot area that is covered by structures on the
lot. All municipalities surveyed restrict lot coverage in their single family zones. In the
case of Langley Township, lot coverage is the primary method for restricting house size.

The restriction and definition of lot coverage varies from municipality to municipality.
Restrictions range from 35% in Langley Township and New Westminster
(Queensborough) to 45% in Richmond, Delta and Coquitlam. Surrey is at 40%.

Decks, whether covered or uncovered, are typically included in the lot coverage
calculations of most municipalities, including Surrey. The exceptions are Vancouver,
which does not include permeable decks that are not covered and Coquitlam, provided
the deck is more than 60% unobstructed (by a wall or canopy). Vancouver is unique in
that it also includes in lot coverage calculations, impermeable surfaces, which are limited
to no more than 60%.

Floor Area Ratio

Floor Area Ratio (FAR) is a commonly used method for regulating house floor area in most
of the municipalities surveyed.

The majority of municipalities surveyed are relatively similar to Surrey in that they allow
for similar-sized houses on comparably sized lots. The exceptions are Burnaby and
Richmond, which allow for significantly larger homes than the average. Coquitlam and
Langley Township do not use FAR at all as a means to restrict house floor area.

There are differences as to what is included in the FAR calculation. Decks and patios
(covered and open), for example, are typically not included in the FAR, with the exception
of Burnaby and Vancouver. There is no typical approach with respect to the inclusion of
basements in FAR (Surrey does not include basements in the floor area calculation,
provided that the basement is at least 50% below the finished grade of the lot).

Where the City of Surrey differs from the majority of municipalities surveyed, is in the
consideration (or in the case of Surrey, the exclusion) of "Open-to-Below" floor area in the
FAR calculation. "Open-to-Below" (OTB) floor area is the theoretical floor area of the
second level of a double - height room. Of all the municipalities surveyed that regulate
FAR, Surrey is alone in not including OTB floor area in the FAR calculation.

Surrey is in the minority in relation to stipulating a maximum allowable floor area (at

330 square metres or 3,550 square feet in the RF Zone) regardless of lot size. Coquitlam,
Burnaby and the North Delta neighbourhood of the Municipality of Delta, also stipulate a
maximum floor area. Burnaby and Coquitlam allow for a greater maximum floor area
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than does Surrey. In North Delta, similar to Surrey, floor area is limited to 330 square
metres (3,350 square feet) for single family lots.

Height

Although the individual municipalities appear to have various overall height restrictions,
in practice, the differences are insignificant due to the differences in how height is
defined and measured. Typically, municipalities restrict the height of a single family
dwelling to either 2 or 2.5 storeys, and include all storeys (except for in ground
basements) in the FAR calculation. Surrey restricts the height of a single family home to
9 metres (30 feet).

Secondary Suites

The majority of municipalities surveyed permit secondary suites in all single-family zones.
Typically, suites that existed before a specified date are legally non-conforming, while
newly constructed suites must meet more stringent Building Code requirements. Only
Delta and Surrey do not permit secondary suites in the standard single family zone;
although Surrey permits secondary suites in its Single Family Residential Secondary Suite
(RF-SS) Zone and some small lot single-family zones. As noted above, it is anticipated
that the issue of secondary suites will be comprehensively reviewed as part of Surrey's
Housing Action Plan, which will be forwarded to Council for consideration later in the
year.

Summary

Compared to other municipalities in Metro Vancouver surveyed, Surrey's restrictions on
single family dwellings are in the minority with respect to:

e its restrictions on the maximum allowable floor area;

e excluding OTB floor area from the FAR calculation; and

¢ not allowing a secondary suite as a permitted use in the standard single-family zone.
Options for Consideration

Three options have been considered in response to the concerns raised by the Association,
as described below:

Option 1 - Modify the RF Zone, as requested by the Association, by eliminating the
maximum floor area restriction, allowing one secondary suite as an outright
permitted use, allowing above-ground basements to be excluded from the floor
area calculation and permitting more than two vehicles to be parked outside on a
lot.
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Pros:

e Satisfies the Association;

e Addresses the demand for larger houses to accommodate extended families;

e May reduce the amount of unauthorized modifications to houses and thus result in
fewer stop work orders and less related administration;

e TFacilitates more efficient use of land; and

e Eliminates perceived inequities for owners of over-sized RF-zoned lots.

Cons:

e Will apply City-wide and may result in the construction of houses that are out of
context with a neighbourhood, which will bring complaints from others in the
neighbourhood;

e Inconsistent with the changes that were made by the City in 1988, 1991, and 1995 to
address complaints regarding the construction of large houses and, therefore, may be
contrary to the wishes of many of the owners of RF-zoned lots;

e Permitting more than two vehicles to be parked outside on a lot will lead to more
impervious surfaces and a loss of green space; and.

e Public reaction is unknown

Option 2 - Modify the RF Zone by increasing the maximum floor area (i.e., house
size), the floor area ratio (FAR) and the lot coverage allowance and include covered
decks, covered patios and double height rooms in the FAR and floor area
calculations.

Pros:

e Moves towards addressing the requests expressed by the Association;

e Addresses the demand for larger houses to accommodate extended families;

e May reduce the amount of unauthorized modifications to houses and thus result in
fewer stop work orders and less related administration;

e Facilitates more efficient use of land;

¢ Eliminates to some extent the perceived inequities for owners of over-sized RF-zoned
lots; and

e More consistent with the approach taken by other Metro Vancouver municipalities in
relation to calculating density on single family lots.

Cons:

e Will apply City-wide and may result in the construction of houses that are out of
context with a neighbourhood, which will bring complaints from others in the
neighbourhood;

¢ Inconsistent with the changes that were made by the City in 1988, 1991, and 1995 to
address complaints regarding the construction of large houses and, therefore, may
be contrary to the wishes of many of the owners of RF-zoned lots;

¢ Inequities will remain between over-sized RF-zoned lots since a floor area
restriction will remain in effect, although will be increased; and

e Public reaction is unknown
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Option 3 - Establish a new Single Family Residential Zone in the Zoning By-law that
contains the modifications to the existing RF Zone that are referenced in Option 2
and apply the new Zone through the normal zoning process either on individual
lots or across neighbourhoods where support exists for the new zone.

Pros:
e Enables public input prior to allowing for the construction of larger houses on existing
lots;

Will allow for consideration of the context of the subject site and the suitability of a

large house in that context;

e Such rezoning could be proposed on a neighbourhood basis rather than on a lot-by-lot
basis;

e House size will be proportional to the lot size and, thereby, will eliminate current
inequities related to over-size RF-zoned lots;

e Moves significantly in the direction of the requests expressed by the Association;

e Addresses the demand for larger houses to accommodate extended families;

e May reduce the amount of unauthorized modifications to houses and thus result in
fewer stop work orders and less related administration;

e Facilitates more efficient use of land; and

e More consistent with the approach taken by other Metro Vancouver municipalities in

relation to single family lots.

Cons:

e Does not fully address the requests of the Association;

e Will cause additional administration in relation to the rezoning process and will delay
construction of larger houses due to the time required to complete the rezoning
process; and

e Public reaction is unknown.

Evaluation of Options

Considering changes to the density provisions in the RF Zone is a relatively complex
matter, particularly given its history in Surrey. Although a 4,239-signature petition was
submitted from 1,731 properties in Surrey, the concerns appear to be geographically
localized to a couple of areas in the City (Newton and Whalley). Opposing opinions on
house floor area restrictions are also evident. In fact, stemming from a group of
concerned citizens, a neighbourhood in the St. Helen's Park area of North Surrey was
rezoned from RF to CD (By-law No. 16156) on December 4, 2006, to reduce the allowable
floor area for single family homes in that neighbourhood. Similarly, a neighbourhood in
the Royal Heights Park area of North Surrey was rezoned from RF to CD (By-law

No. 16419) on March 31, 2008 to reduce the allowable floor area of single family houses.

Option 1 would result in substantive changes to the zoning provisions on the majority of
the single family lots in Surrey. These changes would have significant design implications
that will likely alter the character of existing residential neighbourhoods as houses are
replaced. If the maximum house floor area (i.e., house cap) were to be removed in the RF
Zone, older communities such as Whalley and Newton would be most affected. There are
approximately 7,843 and 4,202 RF lots in Whalley and Newton, respectively that have
sufficient lot area to potentially allow the conversion of existing houses into larger homes
if the house floor area cap was removed. This scenario will undoubtedly impact existing



_12_

neighbourhoods and could be a major concern for many residents. As such, Option 1 is
not recommended.

Approximately 83% of the City's stop work orders, related to unauthorized single family
construction, involve deck and patio enclosures. The average area of unauthorized
construction is about 85 square metres (917 square feet). Under Option 2, the floor area
cap would be increased, but the floor area of covered decks, covered patios and double
height rooms would be included in the calculation of floor area and FAR. Covered decks
and covered patios are currently not counted toward the floor area and FAR of a house on
an RF lot. The inclusion of these spaces in the FAR calculation may have some impact on
the massing of houses on RF lots.

Option 3 accomplishes the same effect, as Option 2, but requires a rezoning process to
implement on a lot-by-lot or neighbourhood basis. However, creating a new zone and
requiring owners to go through the rezoning process would be administratively
burdensome and expensive.

Recommended Approach

On balance, staff recommend that Council adopt the approach described in Option 2.
Based on this approach, it is recommended that the maximum allowable floor area for lots
560 square metres (6,028 square feet) or greater be the lesser of an FAR of 0.60 (an
increase from 0.48) or 422 square metres (4,550 square feet) (an increase from 330 square
metres/3,550 square feet). It is further recommended that the definition of floor area ratio
be amended to include covered decks, covered patios and double-height rooms in the
calculation of FAR (Appendix I).

Taking into consideration in-ground basements, which are excluded from the FAR
calculation, these recommendations could result in house sizes on oversized RF lots of up
to 603 square metres (6,500 square feet). Some negative public reaction related to the
potential for houses of this size is probable.

Taken in combination, these proposed by-law amendments will move towards addressing
the requests of the Association; make Surrey's zoning regulations, pertaining to single
family lots, more consistent with the approach taken by other Metro Vancouver
municipalities, and still maintain a reasonable level of house size compatibility between
lots.

Other Comments

It is noted that the above-discussed amendments are intended to address zoning issues
related to the size of houses in the RF Zone. In addition to zoning issues, where
unauthorized construction has taken place, the owners still face the need to comply with
current building, plumbing and electrical requirements. Subject to Council's decision on
the proposed by-law changes, a subsequent report will be prepared by staff to address the
issue of non-compliance.

If Council decides to follow the recommendations of this report, a text amendment to the
RF Zone would be required. The necessary amendments to the RF Zone to implement
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Option 2 are documented in Appendix I. Legal Services has reviewed the proposed
amendments and finds them satisfactory.

Although no public consultation has taken place, a public hearing would be required to
bring the amendments into effect. The City Clerk would ensure the public is informed of
the public hearing by placing the public hearing notice in two consecutive issues of the
Surrey Now, commencing a minimum of 10 days prior to the scheduled public hearing
date. As this is a text amendment to Zoning By-law No. 12000, there would be no
individual notifications mailed to property owners.

To ensure consistency between modified RF Zone, as recommended in this report, and
other single family zones, it is recommended that Council direct staff to undertake a study
of how the other single family zones should be amended and report back to Council with
recommendations.

Addressing Houses with Unauthorized Construction

The Association has requested that any changes to the RF Zone be applied retroactively to
all properties that are in contravention of the by-law and requested that all orders, claims,
lawsuits, court orders or any other actions demanding compliance with the existing by-
laws be withdrawn.

Planning and Development Department staff, jointly with Legal Services, will prepare a
subsequent report on this matter.

CONCLUSION

The development and acceptance of large houses in a community is a very sensitive issue.
Over the years, the City has made amendments to the Zoning By-laws to regulate house
sizes as a result of public concerns. Recently, the Association has requested that the
current house size restriction be removed. In discussion with the Association, staff
acknowledge the continuing trend for larger houses as a reflection of the socio-economic
need.

To address the balance between accommodating the need for larger houses, while
addressing other concerns associated with larger homes, this report recommends the
following (Option 2):

¢ The maximum allowable floor area in the RF Zone for lots 560 square metres
(6,000 square feet) in area or more be the lesser of an FAR of 0.60 (an increase from
the current FAR of 0.48) or 422 square metres (4,550 square feet) (an increase from the
current allowable floor area of 330 square metres/3,550 square feet).

e The definition of floor area ratio be amended to include covered decks, covered patios,
and double-height rooms in the calculation of FAR in the RF Zone.

Taken in combination, these proposed by-law amendments will move towards addressing
the requests of the Association, make the RF Zone, pertaining to house size, more
consistent with the approach taken by other Metro Vancouver municipalities, and still
maintain "neighbourly" house design.
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It is recommended that Council approve Option 2 and instruct the City Clerk to bring
forward the necessary by-law amendment for the required readings and to set a date for
the related public hearing and forward a copy of this report and the related Council
resolution to the Association.

DC/kms/saw

Attachments:

Appendix I
Appendix II
Appendix III
Appendix IV

Appendix V

Original signed by
Jean Lamontagne
General Manager
Planning and Development

Proposed Zoning By-law 12000 Amendments

Map of Metro Vancouver Addresses in SRA Petition

Tables Summarizing Surrey Addresses in Association's Petition and Average
House Size and Average Lot Size in the Association's Petition

Table Comparing Single Family Regulations in 8 Metro Vancouver
Communities

Average Lot Size of Stop Work Orders on Single Family Lots, Issued Between
January 1, 2006 and December 31, 2008



Appendix I
Proposed Amendments to Surrey Zoning By-law, 1993, No. 12000

The following amendments are proposed to Part 16 Single Family Residential Zone (RF) of Surrey
Zoning By-law, 1993, No. 12000, as amended:

L Delete Sub-section D.2.(a) and replace it with the following:

"(a)  For the purpose of this Section and notwithstanding the definition of floor area
ratio in Part 1 Definitions of this By-law, the following shall be included as floor
area in the calculation of floor area ratio:

i. all covered areas used for parking, excluding covered parking located
within the basement;

ii. all covered outdoor areas including covered decks and covered patios; and

iii. all floor area with extended height shall be multiplied by 2, where the
extended height, as measured to the wall top plate is 3.7 metres [12 ft.] or
more above the floor, excluding a maximum of 10 square metres [107 sq.ft.]
for stairwells and entranceways; and".

2. Amend Sub-section D.2.(b)i. by deleting the number "0.48" and replacing it with the
number "0.60".

3. Delete Sub-section D.2.(b)iii.(b) and replace it with the following:

"(b) 423 square metres [4,550 sq.ft.] for lots in excess of 560 square metres [6,000
sq.ft.], except in the area designated as City Centre in Surrey Official Community
Plan By-law, 1996, No. 12900, as amended; and".

4. Amend Sub-section H.2(a) by deleting the number "2" and replacing it with the

n_n

number "3".
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Appendix III

Petition Properties of Single Family Dwellings by Average House Size, Number of
Addresses and Community

Single Single Single Percent of
Family Family Family Total
. Average Square Footage of House . . . . .
Community Residential | Residential Dwelling Number of
and Number of Addresses
Secondary Zone Total Addresses
Suite Zone
| dal Average Square Footage of House 3,172 3,172
C
overdale Number of Addresses 19 19 1.3%
Average Square Footage of House 4,036 3,240 3,245
Fleetwood
Number of Addresses 1 158 159 10.6%
Average Square Footage of House 2,814 2,814
Guildford
Number of Addresses 27 27 1.8%
Average Square Footage of House 3,637 3,308 3,363
Newt
ewton Number of Addresses 126 630 756 50.2%
h Average Square Footage of House 2,348 2,348
South S
outh Surrey Number of Addresses 6 6 0.4%
Average Square Footage of House 3,443 2,981 3,022
Whalle
y Number of Addresses 49 491 540 35.8%
| Average Square Footage of House 3,586 3,163 3,212
Tot
ot Number of Addresses 176 1,331 1,507 100.0%

Petition Properties of Single Family Dwellings by Average Lot Size, Number of Addresses
and Community

. Average Square Footage of Lot and Slngl'e Famlly
Community Residential
Number of Addresses
Zone
| dal Average Square Footage of House 7,408
Cloverdale Number of Addresses 19
| q Average Square Footage of House 7,797
Fleet
eetwoo Number of Addresses 158
Average Square Footage of House 7,562
Guildford
Number of Addresses 27
Average Square Footage of House 7,799
Newt
ewton Number of Addresses 630
H Average Square Footage of House 9,519
South Surrey Number of Addresses 6
Average Square Footage of House 8,253
Whalley
Number of Addresses 491
| Average Square Footage of House 7,964
Tota Number of Addresses 1,331




Survey of Single Family House Size Restrictions in Metro Vancouver '

Appendix IV

Floor Area

Lot Alternative Permitted Maximum Basement OTB Decks Incl. | Decks Incl. in Suites Impermeable
Municipality | Zone Base FAR |FAR Calcula- Floor : Incl. in : : . Height Permit- | PerMe
Coverage tion on 660 Area Incl. in FAR FAR in FAR coverage ted Restrictions
sg.m. Lot
316.8 sqm 330 sgm
0,
Surrey RF 40% 0.48 N/A (3,410 sqft) (3,550 sqft) No No No Yes 9 metres No N/A
X o 2 291 sgm 5 No (not covered) 10.7 metres o
Vancouver RS- 40% 0.6 0.3 + 93 sg.m. (3,132 sqft) N/A No Yes No Yes (covered) (2.5 storeys) Yes 60%
Langley o0 3 415.8 sqm No
(Township) R-IA 35% N/A N/A (4,476 sqfft) * N/A @incl. in %) N/A N/A Yes 9 metres Yes N/A
6.4 metres
New West. ROl 35% 05 N/A 330 sqm N/A N/A Yes No Yes (above flood Yes N/A
(Qnsboro) (3,550 sqft)
control space)
lot size x .5, x 8 Yes, in-
Burnaby R3 40% allfzzir (())fBIC:)tr 0.55, or x 0.6 396 sqm 3;2;%2) fg]ro No Yes ° Yes Yes 9.0m (2.5 storeys) law 70%
2% |depending on lot| (4,263 sqft) ° ’ ’ suites
370 sg.m subzone R3a)
: width 7 only

lot area x 0.55

to max of 464.5 304 sgm
Richmond RI 45% sg.m + lot area N/A (4241 S?Jﬁ) 12 N/A Yes Yes B No Yes 2.5 storeys Yes 80%

X 0.30 for ’
remainder '
N/A (except
lot area x 0.3 + 291 sm North Delta 1 8.0m (2.5
0, ) 0,
Delta RSI 45% 93 sq.m N/A (3,132 sqft) which is 330 Yes Yes No Yes storeys) No 60%
sgm %)
) 505 sqm |505 sqm (5,436 No (if >60%
- 0,

Coquitlam RS-9 45% N/A N/A (5,436 sqft) sqft) Yes No N/A unobstructed) 11 metres Yes N/A

[

© © N o g ~ w N

e
w M PO

=
>

based on a 660-sg.m (7,104 sq.ft) lot
where site exceeds width of 18m and area of 500 sq.m
with conditions
based on Lot Coverage, and 80%-rule for 2nd floor
incl. covered balconies, provided they do not exceed 5% of permitted floor area
Zone also has a separate FAR calc. for SFD only = the greater of lot size x 0.2 + 130 sg.m or lot size x 0.4
sub-Zone R3a

FAR does not include first 42 sq.m (452 sq.ft) of garage/carport
for open areas that exceed 3.7m floor height and 9.3 sq.m area
incl. balconies, sundecks, and covered decks > 8% of gross floor area and covered porches exceeding 3.7 sq.m, with conditions
add 10% of lot size exclusively for covered areas of SFD + 50 sg.m exclusively for accessory buildings and off-street parking
incl. 50 sq.m. (538 sq.ft.) for garage
for open areas that exceed 5m in height, excluding up to 10 sq.m for entry/staircase

for open areas that exceed 4.3m in height, excluding 10 sg.m for entry/stairwell. Can increase 10 sg.m maximum if area is not practically convertible to floor area




Appendix V

Number of Building Violations, Single Family Dwelling, Average House Size, number of
Addresses and Community

Single Famil Percent of
Communit Average Square Footage of House and Regsidentialy Total
¥ Number of Addresses Zone Number of
Addresses
| dal Average Square Footage of House 2,945
1.8
Cloverdale Number of Addresses 5 8%
| q Average Square Footage of House 3,129
0,
Fleetwoo Number of Addresses 34 12.2%
dford Average Square Footage of House 2,540
Gui 3.69
uriaror Number of Addresses 10 %
Average Square Footage of House 3,170 o
Newt 42.19
ewton Number of Addresses 117 °
h Average Square Footage of House 2,315
South S 2.59
outh surrey Number of Addresses 7 %
Average Square Footage of House 2,705
Whalley 37.8%
Number of Addresses 105
| Average Square Footage of House 2,941
T 100.09
ota Number of Addresses 278 00.0%

Number of Building Violations, Single Family Dwelling, Average Lot Size, Number of
Addresses and Community

Single Famil
. Average Square Footage of Lot and mg.e a”.“' Y
Community Residential
Number of Addresses
Zone
| dal Average Square Footage of Lot 8,279
C
overdale Number of Addresses 5
| g Average Square Footage of Lot 8,022
F
eetwoo Number of Addresses 34
Average Square Footage of Lot 8,045
Guildford
Number of Addresses 10
Average Square Footage of Lot 8,073
Newt
ewton Number of Addresses 117
h Average Square Footage of Lot 10,794
South Surrey Number of Addresses 7
Average Square Footage of Lot 8,399
Whalle
y Number of Addresses 105
Average Square Footage of Lot 8,261
Total

Number of Addresses

278



Appendix "B"

. CITY OF File: 6745-01/3900-30
I SU EY Date: June 15, 2009
o= rheRFurBives here. M I N U T E S Time: 1:00 pm

Location: Planning Room #1

Planning Department - Current Planning
Petition for Larger Homes

Present
Staff: Surrey Ratepavers Association:
Facilitator: Dan Chow Baljit Johal
Christopher Atkins Inderjit Dhillon
George Fujii Kuldeep Sekhon
John McKenzie Surjit Bahia
Gertrude Kwan Avtar S. Thind
Hardip Gill
P. S. Mand
Kalvinder Singh Bassi

The meeting started at 1:25 p.m.

e Dan briefed the Surrey Ratepayers Association (SRA) representatives on Corporate Report
C005 which was considered by City Council on May 25, 2009. It was noted that:
0 Recommendation #1, 2 & 3 were approved,;
0 Recommendation #4 was referred back to staff; and
0 Recommendation #5 — no action.

e Dan explained the proposed amendments in Option 2 of the Corporate Report, including:
0 The floor area ratio (FAR) proposed to be increased from 0.48 to 0.60;
o0 The maximum floor area proposed to be increased from 3,550 sq.ft. to 4,550 sq.ft.
o The number of off-street vehicle parking spaces to be increased from 2 to 3. It was
noted that this amendment would preclude the outside parking of a house trailer,
camper or boat.

e Dan commented that even if the proposed by-law amendments were approved, this could
potentially capture about 50% of the illegal construction right now. It would not address all
the unauthorized construction to date.

e Dan informed that staff would be meeting with other Associations next week to hear their
comments and concerns and to report back to Council.

e SRA provided the following comments:

0 SRA queried and staff confirmed that the space under the covered sundeck would be
counted as FAR calculations.



0 SRA requested that consideration be given to exclude the front veranda area from the
FAR calculations as these features are intended to provide character to the area so as
not to create the "boxiness" of a 2-storey dwelling. They indicated examples in other
jurisdiction e.g. City of Burnaby to allow up to maximum 4 ft deep and about 8 — 10
ft in length (i.e. about 40 sq.ft.). Staff indicated that Planning could review this
aspect further.

0 SRA indicated that Option 2 is acceptable to them.

0 They had submitted +/- 4,200 signatures in support. They could bring in more
signatures if needed.

0 They have another association which they can bring in if needed.

o0 They did not want to be counted by the number of Associations; but rather by the
number of actual votes.

0 SRA indicated that they would like City to hold an Open House, in order to gauge the
community's support for the proposed revisions. Although concerned, SRA
understands that the Public Consultation process can take considerable time to
complete.

0 SRA noted that houses already been built and did not want to demolish them. These
homes should be given "amnesty" (grandfathered), recognizing that they must meet
code compliance. Suggest a lot-by-lot CD rezoning to legalize existing non-
conforming homes.

0 SRA preferred Option 2 to change the RF Zone by-law.

o0 They were concerned that Option 3 would not address the illegal construction in a
speedy manner.

0 SRA was aware that they would still need to address building code requirements for
the unauthorized construction despite the zoning by-law change.

0 SRA suggests that, if some neighbourhoods oppose the change, the concept should
still apply to those neighbourhoods that support the change in Zoning. Staff noted
that the option for a new zone has not been precluded.

The meeting adjourned at 1:50 p.m.
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Planning Department - Current Planning

Modifications to the RF Zone;

Meeting with Community Associations

Surrey Assc. Of Sustainable Community - Representatives:

Mike Proskow

e  Country Woods Residents Assc.

Rosemary Zelinka

e  Surrey Assc. Sustainable
Communities

e Elgin Ratepayers

Sandra Benz

e  Southwestminster Ratepayers
AssC.

Barb Paton

e Semiahmoo Ratepayers Assc.

Fred Weber

e  Ocean Park Community Assc

Grant Rice
e  Southwestminster Ratepayers
AssC.

George C. Davies

¢ Royal Heights Park Group

Deb Jack

e  Surrey Environmental Partners

Liz Walker

e  Surrey Environmental
Partners/CRONIC

Sonia Nazar

e Bridgeview In Motion

Executive Summary

The following meeting, held at the direction of Council, involved members of the Surrey
Association of Sustainable Communities (SASC), an umbrella association representing approx. 20
community associations. The purpose of the meeting was to consult with, and receive feedback
from, the SASC regarding Corporate Report Coos. This report was presented to Council on May
25", 2009 in response to the Surrey Ratepayer's Assc. (SRA) request for the proposed
modifications to the RF Zone.

The SASC raised the following concerns:

NogakownpE

A lack of public consultation prior to proceeding to Council with recommendations;
Inaccurate, misleading and incomplete information within the Corporate Report;

A lack of analysis as to the impacts of the proposed modification on the City;

A disregard for the environment and the principles within the Sustainability Charter;
The creation of a culture where compliance is ignored and rule-breaking is encouraged;
Inequitable treatment of citizenry, specifically this case vs. downzoning of St. Helen's;
Implications for an over-burdened infrastructure system, and inequitable taxation.



City staff committed to presenting the concerns raised by the SASC with City managers, and to
take them into consideration when reviewing the options presented in the above-mentioned
Corporate Report.

Meeting Minutes

o Staff briefly summarized the background and intent of this meeting.

o Staff forwarded a report to Council (Corporate Report C005) on May 25" regarding
Proposed modifications to the RF Zone, responding to request of the Surrey
Ratepayers Assc.

o0 Council received a letter from the Surrey Association of Sustainable Communities
(SASC) expressing concern regarding the report and the lack of community
consultation.

0 Council passed the following resolution: "4. Authorize the Planning & Development
to move forward with public information meetings with the citizens of Surrey and
then report back to Council”.

o In this regard, staff have had a meeting with the Surrey Ratepayers Association and
now wish to receive feedback from the SASC.

e Opening comments from Surrey Assc. of Sustainable Communities (SASC ) :
0 At this time, SASC has not taken a position on proposed modifications — consider this
meeting to be for "fact-finding."
0 Grateful that Council ordered the consultation.

e SASC expressed two main concerns:

0 Process: there was no Public information meeting/consultation. there was no
notification prior to this report proceeding to Council. If SASC member had not
reviewed the Council Agenda, it is possible that there may not have been any
opportunity to provide comment.

o Content: the recommendations are not justified by the information in the report.
More information is needed to support justifications.

e SASC notes that Council did approve a recommendation from the report (Option #2), and
raised the questions as to whether there is a point to consultations with the public.
o Staff responded that Council directed Staff to investigate the community associations'
concerns and consult with them. This may result in revising the options; there is no
pre-judged outcome.

e SASC queried what public consultation will look like? Concerned that the early time of this
meeting has meant that not every community assc. is able to attend, and is not truly capturing
all the community groups. The public at large should also be involved.

o Staff responded that the intent of this meeting is to serve as an overview of the matter
with the SASC. Staff is happy to reconvene with a larger group.
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Staff hope this meeting will provide guidance with respect to the type of consultation
required. There is no pre-conceived notion of the process; it is recognized that a
larger process may be required.

e Staff requested that the members present go around the table to raise any specific concerns
they have with the proposal to modify the RF Zone, which will affect approximately 60,000
homes primarily in the Newton, Whalley, and Fleetwood neighbourhoods.

Round-table Comments:

e The issue of housing affordability and need is a valid issue, but this Corporate Report fails to
address it.

e Report is not thorough, and lacks statistical support

(0]

O OO

O O

Information and statistical data within the report is incomplete and misleading.
The proposed options will not result in the outcomes claimed in the report.
Lacks definitions of "single family home" and "secondary suites".
Did not state percentage of people who signed in favour of proposal related to RF
residents as a whole (City-wide).
No information as to how many live in these larger dwellings.
No way of knowing how many people live in secondary suites in Surrey. Does
Surrey investigate the number of illegal suites during stop-work inspections?

= Staff: no, City investigates only the matter directly related to the stop-work.

e No concerns were raised regarding environmental sustainability.

o
o

0]
o

(0]

How does proposal match up to Sustainability Checklist and Charter?

Front yards will be paved over for parking, eliminating permeable surfaces. This will
have impact on climate change.

Forest canopy will be reduced; increased site coverage does not allow for trees.
Opportunity missed — report should have incorporated recommendations that larger
houses be required to adopt environmental mitigation features, use less energy.

A comment was made that perhaps the Sustainability Charter should be written into
law.

e Report does not quantify the impact of proposed increase in house size.

(0]
o
o

No indication of how layout and massing/design implications would change.
No map indicating which neighbourhoods would be affected.
No assessment of the "tremendous"” impact this would have on entire City.

e Citizens of Surrey are not being treated equitably.

(0]

(0]

(0]

Downzone process for St. Helen's neighbourhood was lengthy, with thorough and
intensive requirements.

Surrey Ratepayers Association (SRA) appears to be receiving a greater level of
assistance.

This process should be as rigid and regulated, not easier.



Examples of other municipalities not comparable.

0 Report and associated Table suggest that this process will bring Surrey in-line with
other municipalities in terms of house size. In reality, proposal would put allowable
floor area over and above others.

o Richmond held up as a good example, but Richmond includes basements in floor
area.

Surrey should include basements in floor area calculation.
o Current zone allows for up to 5,500 sq.ft. including basement

Concerns raised regarding future legal implications for illegal construction.

o Cities are based on principle of voluntary compliance. This principle is at risk.

o Corporate Report suggests that a future Legal Services/Planning report with respect to
properties with stop-work orders will recommend legalizing these properties.

o This will set a precedent that laws can be broken, then become legal retroactively.

0 Retroactive legalization of illegal construction will be "slap-in-the-face" of every
citizen who has complied.

o0 All the work Surrey has done over the years (e.g. stop-work orders, other efforts to
stop illegal construction) will be thrown out the window.

0 These are changes that will satisfy the petitioners (SRA), but not the rest of Surrey.
Petitioners' motivation is clemency from legal decisions, and Staff is going along with
this.

o If we allow this change now, what will prevent this situation (illegal construction
followed by retroactive legalization) from re-occurring?

Enforcement

o Citizens notice lack of enforcement. Encourages a culture of deception, lack of
compliance.

0 SASC requested an explanation of the inspection process. Staff provided details of
process.

0 SASC queried whether enforcement is on hold for the duration of this
modification/engagement process; i.e. will complaints still be received by the City,
will stop-work orders be issued, will violations proceed to Court?

= Staff responded that City will continue to receive complaints, issue stop-work
orders but legal requirement, and Council resolution_is that court
proceedings/prosectutions cease.

There is no proof that larger houses are required. SASC commented that there should be
evidence of how much additional space is needed.
o Staff responded that there are households that need the extra space to accommodate
extended families.
0 SASC noted that SRA requested a lifting of the house size cap and queried why did
the City recommend an increase floor area as well?

SASC commented that much of the extra space will be used for secondary suites.
o0 Secondary suites will not be used for extended families but for revenue suites.



o0 Increased population resulting from suites will overload schools, public facilities,
infrastructure, garbage services, street parking.

o Parking — nowhere to park on local streets because of parking needs of basement
suites.

Concerns raised that Council did not pay enough attention to the report, did not read it
thoroughly.

Newton example

0 Extended families in area have 6 residents/families in household (unclear, to be
clarified by SASC).

0 6,000 sq.ft. house being built across street (possibly under under LUC), 3x larger than
previous house on the site. What impact does this have on local environment? This
should be assessed per project.

o No room for trees, increased rainwater run-off.

Entire process seems complaint driven (i.e. complaints raised by SRA), rather than being
driven by staff and based upon staff-identified issues and concerns.

Financial implications.
0 Infrastructure costs continue to rise.
0 Tax equity: with these large homes, presumably some households are not paying their
share.
0 When storm system fails, who will pay?

This is a major issue that concerns the entire City, not just a neighbourhood.
0 This matter should be put to a referendum

Final Comments and Questions:

It is critical to deal with this issue properly, now; otherwise these "storms and battles™ will
continue.

It was noted that the West Panorama Ridge Assc. was unable to attend but wants to record
their opposition to any increase in allowable house size.

Is it possible to receive a copy of the original request and petition?
o Staff response: some information, such as addresses and names, may be subject to
FOI request. City will release whatever information it is permitted to release.

Now that the City has heard the concerns of SASC, what are next steps in public
participation process?
o Staff will meet with managers to summarize this meeting and to discuss the
appropriate next steps.
o The City will review and is open to reconsidering all the options within the report;
will not pre-judge outcome.



e SASC requested that they be provided a copy of the minutes.
o Staff will provide them to Rosemary Zelinka, who will circulate them to other
members.

e Closing comments:
o Staff thanked the members of the SASC for their input. Their comments will be
taken into consideration when reviewing options.
o Staff also offered their apologies for failing to adequately consult with the community
associations and failing to adequately deal with this matter.

The meeting ended at 10:40 am.
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SCOTT M - KEM P Scott M. Kemp Architect AIBC, FRAIC, RIBA, LEE.DD.AP
ARCHITECT Principel

June 11, 2013

Mr. Jean Lamontagne

General Manager of Planning & Development
City of Surrey

144245 — 56 Ave.

Surrey BC

Canada V3X 3A2

Re:
RF Zone Review — Expert Panel

| am writing to you as Chair of the Expert Panel that was tasked with reviewing the RF zoning on
behalf of the Planning and Development Department in the City of Surrey.

As chair | helped facilitate the discussions of the eight panel experts and staff. The discussions
were congenial and extremely productive. The issues were discussed in detail and various
options evaluated. In the end the group arrived at what | thought was an innovative solution to
modernizing the existing RF zoning.

This is the first time | have participated in such a process. The use of an expert panel is an
innovative and productive vehicle for including public input on complex issues which are often
contentious. | thank the City of Surrey for the opportunity to participate.

Yours truly,

Scott Kemp Architect

>

Scott Kemp, MAIBC

Principal

4427 River Road West, Ladner, BC, V4K 1R9
Phone: (604) 786-8150 Fax: (604) 952-6021
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Appendix (d)

Scenario Examples Illustrating Proposed Amendments to the RF Zone

Scenario on Minimum Size RF Lot

Current

= Lot size = 560 5q m 6,030 sq ft)

= Living area= 233 sqm (2,510sq fi)

= Deckand balcony = 58 sq m (630 sq fi)
= Effective FAR =0.48 with 270 sqm cap
= Lot coverage =40%

= Mon-porous area=54%

Proposed

= Lot size = 56050 m (6,030 sq ft)

= Living area= 263 sqm (2,830sq fi)

= Deckand balcony = 47 sq m (500 sq ft)
* FAR =0.60

= Lot coverage=40%

= Non-porous area=53%
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Scenario on Typical Lot Size under Zoning By-law No. 2265

Current

= Lot size = 669 5q m (7,200 sq fi)

= Living area =284 sqm (3,000sq ft)

» Deckand balcony = 85 sq m (920 sq ft)
« FAR =0.48

= Lot coverage =40%

= Non-porous area=52%
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Proposed

= Lot size =669 sq m (7,200 sq ft)

= Living area= 298 sq m (3,200sq ft)
Deck and balcony =50 sq m (540 sq fi)
FAR =0.56

Lot coverage=38%

Non-porous = 49%
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Scenario on 8,000 Square Foot Lot

Current

= Lot size = 767 sq m (8,260 sq ft)

= Living area= 293 sq m (3,150sq fi)

= Deckand balcony = 148 sq m (1,590 sq fi)
= Effective FAR =0.43 with 330 sqm cap

= Lot coverage =40%

= Non-porous = 51%
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Proposed
= Lot size = 767 sq m (8,260 sq ft)

- Living

area= 329 sqm (3,540 sq ft)

= Deckand balcony = 54 sq m (380 sq ft)

- FAR =

0.53

= Lot coverage =36%
= Non-porous = 46%
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.ISCLTJYI?QFREY CORPORATE REPORT

ST the future lives here.
NO: R152 COUNCIL DATE:  July 25, 2011
REGULAR COUNCIL
TO: Mayor & Council DATE:  July 25, 2011
FROM: General Manager, Planning and Development FILE:  6520-20 (East
General Manager, Engineering Clayton)

SUBJECT:  Review of the East Clayton Neighbourhood

RECOMMENDATION

The Planning and Development Department and the Engineering Department recommend that
Council:

1. Receive this report and the summary of results of the East Clayton Resident Satisfaction
Survey as information;

2. Endorse the sustainability planning principles applied in East Clayton for consideration in
developing the West Clayton Neighbourhood Concept Plan ("NCP"); and

3. Authorize staff to incorporate into the planning for the West Clayton NCP, amendments in
relation to road standards, on-street and on-site parking, drainage, lot servicing, green space,
and density to further enhance the quality of this new neighbourhood, building on the
experiences of East Clayton and on the results of the small lot zone review.

INTENT

The purpose of this report is to respond to Council's request for a review of the East Clayton
neighbourhood in conjunction with the process of developing the West Clayton Neighbourhood
Concept Plan.

Council approved the Terms of Reference for preparing the West Clayton NCP on

February 28, 201. The Terms of Reference call for a review of the East Clayton Neighbourhood to
identify the planning and engineering principles that merit consideration in West Clayton and to
evaluate where additional enhancements could be made.

BACKGROUND

East Clayton Neighbourhood Area

The East Clayton NCP was approved by Council in 2003. Two extensions to East Clayton—East
Clayton North of 72 Avenue and East Clayton West of 188 Street—were approved in 2005. In this

report, the "East Clayton" neighbourhood refers to the East Clayton NCP area and its two
extensions.
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Neighbourhood Vision and Sustainable Planning Principles

East Clayton was envisioned as a complete, mixed-use and walkable community. The
neighbourhood was designed to "promote social cohesion, local economic opportunities, and
environmental stewardship while providing equitable access to housing and jobs and reducing
dependence on the automobile". The East Clayton NCP was based on seven principles of
sustainable planning, which are listed in Appendix I to this report.

East Clayton Resident Satisfaction Survey

To gauge successes of and challenges with East Clayton, a Resident Satisfaction Survey was
conducted between March 25, 201 and April 11, 2011 (the on-line survey was available to residents
until April 13, 2011). The survey was hosted on the City website and paper versions were provided
upon request. East Clayton residents were directed to the on-line survey with notices in
unaddressed admail, local newspapers and on the City website.

There were 271 on-line surveys completed - no paper surveys were returned. Eight surveys were
excluded from analysis because the respondents were from outside of East Clayton. To encourage
survey completion, participation was anonymous; however, respondents were asked to identify
their nearest street intersection to their home.

Of the 263 surveys received from East Clayton residents, a range of dwelling types were
represented, as follows:

e 51% of responses came from single family homes (the principal dwelling);
2% from coach houses;

1% from secondary suites;

41% from townhouses; and

5% from apartments.

Most respondents were owners (97%) and only a small number were renters (3%). A summary of
the survey results is attached as Appendix II.

DISCUSSION

East Clayton has been widely recognized as being innovative in achieving a number of sustainable
development goals. As reflected in the survey results, residents also have a generally high level of
satisfaction with the neighbourhood.

Resident Satisfaction with the Neighbourhood

83% of survey respondents provided positive feedback to the question "What things do you like
about your neighbourhood?". The positive feedback was consistent for residents across all
dwelling types. The qualities of East Clayton that residents expressed as liking can be
summarized into the following themes:



o Affordable family-friendly residential mix — The affordable family-friendly residential mix was
often cited as the quality that residents most liked about East Clayton. Typical comments
include that the neighbourhood:

- is "friendly and family oriented";
- has a "mixture of types of residents (families, young couples, empty nesters)"; and
- has a "community feel [and] variety of properties (townhome, condo, single family)".

e Compact and walkable neighbourhood — Residents noted that the neighbourhood is compact
and walkable, with homes close to amenities. Typical comments include:
- "local streets are walkable and interconnected";
- "I'love that all the shops are within walking distance"; and
"I LOVE being able to walk my children to school".

e Green, friendly environment — Residents also widely noted the green, friendly environment of
the neighbourhood. Typical comments include:
- "lots of parks for children and dogs. Nice area to walk in";
- "love the boulevards and wide tree lined streets"; and
- "l like the look of the neighbourhood and the friendly atmosphere it promotes".

e Sustainable community concept — The overarching concept for East Clayton as a sustainable
community was referenced by one of its long-term residents:
"We were one of the first 10 families to move into East Clayton and very much liked the
original 'sustainable community' concept. Things we like include commercial services and
transit [being] within walking distance".

Challenges in East Clayton

Residents were asked what concerns they had with the East Clayton neighbourhood and what
advice they would offer in relation to planning for the next neighbourhood in Clayton. Their
comments can be summarized under the following topic areas:

e Parking - The single greatest concern that residents expressed about East Clayton was the lack
of parking. 68% of residents said that difficulties finding on-street parking was a concern for
them. 38% of respondents from both single family properties and townhouses said that their
property did not allow for adequate parking. Residents also identified traffic speed and
congestion as a concern.

e School Capacity - Parents were concerned about the crowded learning environment at
Hazelgrove Elementary School, currently the only elementary school in East Clayton that has
many portable classrooms as part of the school infrastructure.

e Active Recreation and Nature Preservation — Resident comments indicated a desire for more
active recreation programming in the neighbourhood (i.e., recreation facilities and sports
fields), as well as nature preservation and access to natural areas.

e Drainage - 31% of single family property respondents identified drainage and damp yards as
an issue.



e Feeling of Overcrowding -Under the category of "other" concerns, residents identified a feeling
of overcrowding and density as a concern. Comments ranged from houses being built too
closely together, to the presence of too many dwelling units, and the impact of coach houses
and secondary suites. Many residents linked overcrowding to aggravation of the parking
problem.

Current City Initiatives and Actions to Address Concerns
City staff is responding to the concerns raised by the East Clayton residents.

Parking and Traffic Safety - Road standards are being reviewed with a view to accommodating
additional on-street parking where possible and to maintain access for emergency vehicles,
garbage and recycling pickup and snowploughing.

School Capacity - The City has advocated to the Province on behalf of and in conjunction with the
School District and East Clayton residents for the allocation of additional capital funding to
address school capacity constraints at Hazelgrove Elementary. The City has also leased a former
school that is located on City property, East Clayton Elementary School, back to the School
District for use as a School for the next two school years.

Active Recreation and Nature Preservation - Council has approved the new Ecosystem
Management Study, which is intended to assist in better managing the protection of natural areas
through the land development process. The new Cloverdale Recreation Centre was opened in
May 2011 and has capacity to provide new recreation opportunities for residents of East Clayton.

Other Concerns - Work by staff and consultants is in progress to address issues related to road
standards, on-street and on-site parking, drainage (wet boulevards and yards, minimum topsoil
depth compliance), lot servicing locations, green space, and density. These issues are being
addressed in all NCP areas developed since East Clayton and as part of a wider internal review of
"small lot residential zones" in both East Clayton and elsewhere in Surrey.

Small Lot Review

The small lot review covers lots created under the RF-12, RF-g9, RF-SD, RF-12C, RF-9C and RF-9S
Zones that were introduced since the year 2000 and are much smaller than traditional lots in
Surrey, some of which allow for coach houses. The zones were created in response to the
affordability problem that many households are encountering in relation to aspiring to own a
ground entry single family dwelling on a fee simple lot. The increased value of land had made
this aspiration difficult to achieve on the basis of traditional larger lot sizes. City staffis currently
consulting with the development community on issues related to the small lot zones and on
potential solutions. Staff will provide an update to Council as the small single family lot review
progresses.

SUSTAINABILITY CONSIDERATIONS

Replicating the successes of East Clayton and addressing the challenges responds to a number of
goals in the Surrey Sustainability Charter, in particular:
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With respect to diverse and compact housing mixed with local commercial services
1. SCg - Adequate, Appropriate and Affordable Housing

2. SCi2 - Adapting to Demographic Change

3. ENo - Sustainable Land Use Planning and Development Practices

With respect to a walkable street grid and attractive, green public realm
4. EC9 - Quality of Design in New Development and Redevelopment
5. ENi13 - Enhancing the Public Realm

6. ENi5 - Sustainable Transportation Options

CONCLUSION

East Clayton is a successful neighbourhood that is based on sustainable planning principles. A
resident survey found high levels of satisfaction with the neighbourhood, including its family-
friendly residential mix, compact and walkable qualities, its green, friendly environment, and its
concept as a sustainable community.

Residents also identified a number of challenges in East Clayton. These related to parking, green
space, drainage and density. These issues are being considered as part of a review of "small lot
residential zones" that is being undertaken by staff. Staffis consulting with the development
community on issues related to small lots and potential solutions. Staff will provide an update to
Council as the small lot zone review progresses.

Based on the above discussion, it is recommended that Council:

e Receive this report and the summary of results of the East Clayton Resident Satisfaction
Survey as information; and

¢ Endorse the sustainable planning principles as documented in Appendix I for use in
developing the West Clayton NCP; and

e Authorize staff to incorporate into the planning for the West Clayton NCP amendments in
relation to road standards, on-street and on-site parking, drainage, lot servicing, green space,
and density to further enhance the quality of this new neighbourhood building on the
experiences of East Clayton and on the results of the small lot zone review.

Original signed by Original signed by

Jean Lamontagne Vincent Lalonde, P. Eng.
General Manager, General Manager,
Planning and Development Engineering

DL:saw

Attachments:

AppendixI  East Clayton NCP Principles of Sustainable Development
Appendix II ~ Summary of Results of the East Clayton Resident Satisfaction Survey
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Appendix |

East Clayton NCP - Seven Principles of Sustainable Development

Conserve land and energy by designing compact walkable neighbourhoods. This will
encourage pedestrian activities where basic services (e.g., schools, parks, transit, shops, etc.)
are within a five- to six- minute walk of their homes.

Provide different dwelling types (a mix of housing types, including a broad range of densities
from single family homes to apartment buildings) in the same neighbourhood and even on
the same street.

Communities are designed for people; therefore, all dwellings should present a friendly face to
the street in order to promote social interaction.

Ensure that car storage and services are handled at the rear of dwellings.
Provide an interconnected street network, in a grid or modified grid pattern, to ensure a
variety of itineraries and to disperse traffic congestion; and provide convenient public transit

to connect East Clayton with the surrounding region.

Provide narrow streets shaded by rows of trees in order to save costs and to provide a greener,
friendlier environment.

Preserve the natural environment and promote natural drainage systems (in which storm
water is held on the surface and permitted to seep naturally into the ground).



Appendix II

Summary of Results
of the

East Clayton Resident
Satisfaction Survey

Survey Returns

= 263 valid on-line surveys received (plus 8
discounted)

= 1 paper survey requested; none returned

= 8.2% return rate on unaddressed admail pieces
delivered

= 4.4% return rate on number of East Clayton
dwelling units

= anonymous except for nearest intersection

= conducted March 25 to April 11, 2011 (on-line
version available until April 13)




Q3: What type of dwelling do you live in?

Dwelling type of survey #of % of

respondents respondents respondents

Apartment 13 5%

Townhouse 107 41%

Single family home 135 51%

Coach house 3 2%

Secondary suite 2 1% from Returned Surveys
Total respondents 263 100%

from Planning and
Development Data

Resident Profile

Q4: If you live on a single family property, please indicate which

types of secondary dwellings are on the property.

: * i
Type of secondary dwellings on single family : Hiot : %ofsingle Planning &
e ; secondary : . o Development
Sl | dwellings ; _milY et
: ES : data indicates
LOnecoachhouse e 20 49% of single
..Qnesecondarysuite .28 family homes in
...Twoor more secondary suites ... L East Clayton
...One coach house and one secondary suite L9 have a
Mo secondary dwellings on the property 86 secondary
Total respondents living on a single family property 143 100% dwelling

Q5: Please indicate if you rent or own.

Housing tenure of respondents # of respondents % of respondents

B ol NSNS WPy .. S ) T—
Rent : 8 3%
[Total respondents 263 100%

¥ Of
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the Futune lives here.




Parking Issues

Q6: Does your property allow for adequate parking?

Townhouse

Apartment

0% 1% 20% 0% 40% 50%

RuStiRreY

Q7: How many vehicles does your household own?

3 vehicles
o Single family home

u Townhouse

More than 3 vehicles
W Apartment




Q8: If you own a single family home and rent out a secondary suite
or coach house, how many vehicles do your tenants have?

1 vehicle
2 vehicles
3 vehicles .4%
More than 3 vehicles IZ%

,!!SUﬁREX_

Q9: If your
property does not
allow for adequate
parking, why not?
(click all that
apply)

Novisitor parking

“Parking pad is too small

for parking my vehicle®
* indicates the “3%
4 Problems with lane grade

option was orwidth
provided in the 2% ;
survey: ot her D“m\'i!‘;l:t long. o Single family home

K enou,
responses are Other reasons property ® Townhouse
categorized from o "":‘:r:i"'na:“"a"’ : m Apartment

"other reasons”

RuStRrEY




Q10: What is the largest vehicle for which you require parking?*

For respondents who indicated they did not have adequate
on-site parking:*

= 45% of single family home respondents had a full-size
pickup truck or van

* 41% of townhouse respondents had a full-size pickup
truck or van

= typical vehicles: e.g. Dodge Ram 1500, Ford F250, GMC
Sierra 1500

Children and Youth

Q11: Please indicate if there are children and youth in your household.

(click all that apply)
. Apt | Townhouse SF home Coach | ¢ suite|  AllHH
# of HH with or without house
children and youth # | % # 8 # # %
; =
HHw/children0-Syearsold | 0 [ 38 : 36% | 64 :47% | 2 | 1 |105 (( 40%
HH w{ chlldren 6 -12 years o old 1.0 .13 : 12% [ 42 :31% [ O | .. 0 55 21%
“HH w/ youth 13- 18years old 0 13 12% 16 0 0 11%
HHw/ children oryouth® |0 1 53 : s0% | 92 tess [ 2 | 1 __148\
HH w/ no children orycuth 13 54 1 S50% 43 4 1 115 44%‘
Total responses by dwelling type| 13 107 : 100% 135 : 100% ] 2 263

* Calculated from total by
dwelling type minus HH with no
children or youth

Townhouse

Single family home ** based on small sample size

Coach house**
Secondary suite™™ |
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Perceptions of East Clayton

Q12: My neighbourhood is built compactly and basic services
are within walking distance.

MaSURREY

Q13: The design of front yards, homes and roads in my neighbourhood
creates friendly looking streets and promotes social interaction.

MaSURREY




Q14: The number and type of trees in my neighbourhood
creates a pleasant, green environment.

RaSURREY

S

Q15: If you live on a single family property, the backyard is
large enough to meet my outdoor space needs.

M SURREY

S




Q16: What
concerns do you
have about your
neighbourhood? (a)

= concerns fairly
consistent across
dwelling types

= except concerns of
apartment respondents
reflect not having
children in HH and their
parking concerns relate
to visitor parking

Blocking of rear lanes by

private vehicle parking* = lane parking affects

mostly single family

mTotal @ Single family property ®Townhouse ® Apartment

Q16: What
concerns do you
have about your
neighbourhood? (B)

= drainage more a
concern for single
family properties

natural areas*

= feeling of density and
being cramped is
unsolicited

Drainage and water
pooling in boulevards
and private yards*

* indicates the option was
provided in the survey;
other responses are
categorized from "other

m Total & Single family property ® Townhouse = Apartment concerns”

Overcrowded feeling of
the neighbourhood

M SURREY

2 Futurg lives here




Q17: What things do you like about your neighbourhood?

- 83% of respondents provided positive responses; consistent themes across all
dwelling types

= Affordable, family-friendly residential mix
= is"friendly and family oriented”
- has a "mixture of types of residents (families, young couples, empty nesters)”
= hasa “community feel [and] variety of properties (townhome, condo, single
family)”.
= Compact and walkable neighbourhood
- ‘“Local streets are walkable and interconnected.”

= "l love that all the shops are within walking distance.”
- "I LOVE being able to walk my children to school.”

= Green, friendly environment
— ‘“Lots of parks for children and dogs. Nice area to walkin.”
- ‘“Lovethe boulevards and wide tree lined streets.”
- "l like the look of the neighbourhood and the friendly atmosphere it promotes.”

= Sustainable community concept

- “We were one of the first 10 familiesto move into East Clayton and very much
liked the original ‘sustainable community’ concept. Things we like include
commercial services and transit [being] within walking distance.”

!!_SUﬁREY

the future lives hore,

Q18: What advice do you have for the City in planning for the next
neighbourhood in Clayton?

= 237 respondents generating over 450 comments on a range of topics

=  Thetwo topics that generated most expression of desire for
improvement are

- lack of parking space
- overcrowding in schools

= Other areas that residents identified for improvement include

- traffic, roads, pedestrian safety, transit

- crowding, secondary suites, coach houses

- parks, green space, natural areas, community services
- lots, yards, garages, drainage

- boulevards, streetscape

- commercial, non-residential land uses

- diversity, design, aesthetics

- trees

!!_SUﬁREY

the future lives hore,
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Members of Development Advisory Committee (DAC)
Subcommittee on Small Lots

Clarence Arychuk, Hunter Laird

Deana Grinnell, Parklane Homes

Jake Friesen, Qualico Group (Foxridge Homes)
Mike Tynan, Tynan Consulting

Ron Rapp, Morningstar Homes (Polygon)

Steve Kurrein, Progressive Construction

Tim Bontkes, Infinity Group of Companies (BFW)
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Appendix (g)

Diagrams Illustrating Proposed Amendments to Small Lot Zones

Minimum By-law Size

RF-9TI - current

Lot size=252 sqm (2,710 sq ft)
Livingarea= 144 sgm (1,550 sq ft)
Effective FAR=0.72 w/ 36 sq m garage
Lot coverage=49%

Total non-porous permitted =64%

RF-10 Tl - minimum

Lot size=291 sq m (3,130 sq ft)
Livingarea= 164 sqm (1,760 sq ft)
Efffective FAR=0.70 w/ 39 sq m garage
Lot coverage = 50%

Total non-porous =60%
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Oversized and Narrow Width Options

RF-10 Tl - oversized
Lot size=2310 sq m (3,340 sq ft)

Livingarea= 178 sq m (1,920 sq ft) (maximum)
Effective FAR =0.70 wy 39 sq m garage
Lot coverage = 50%
Total non-porous =61%

RF-10 TIV - narrow option
Lot size= 324 sq m (3,490 sq fi)

Livingarea= 163 sq m (1,750 sq ft)
Effective FAR=0.62 w/ 39 sq m garage
Lot coverage w/ deck = 45%

Total non-porous =62%
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Type II Lots

RF-9TII - current
Lot size=221 sqm (2,380 sq ft)
Livingarea= 119 sq m (1,280 sq ft)
Effective FAR=0.70 w/ 36 sq m garage
Lot coverage = 49%
Total non-porous permitted =64%

RF-10 TI - minimum

Lot size=237 sqm (2,550 sq ft)
Livingarea= 121 sq m (1,300 sq ft)
Effective FAR =0.67 w/ 39 sq m garage

Lot coverage w/ deck =51%
Total non-porous =62%
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Type Il Lots

RF-9 THI - current RF-10 THII - minimum
Lot size =271 sq m (2910 sq ft) Lot size=271 sg m (2,910 sq ft)
Livingarea= 158 sq m (1,700 sq ft) Livingarea= 158 sq m (1,700 sq ft)
Effective FAR=0.71 w/ 35 sq m garage FAR=0.73 w/ 39 sg m garage
Lot coverage = 60% Lot coverage = 48%
MNon-porous permitted =72% Non-porous =62%
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