City of Maple Ridge

COUNCIL WORKSHOP AGENDA
May 7, 2019
2:30 PM or
Immediately after the 1:30 PM Committee of the Whole Meeting
Blaney Room, 1st Floor, City Hall

The purpose of the Council Workshop is to review and discuss policies and
other items of interest to Council. Although resolutions may be passed at
this meeting, the intent is to make a consensus decision to send an item to
Council for debate and vote or refer the item back to staff for more
information or clarification. The meeting is live streamed and recorded by
the City of Maple Ridge.

REMINDERS
DATE
Audit and Finance Committee 4:00 p.m.

1. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA

2. ADOPTION OF MINUTES

2.1  Minutes of the April 23, 2019 Council Workshop Meeting

3. PRESENTATIONS AT THE REQUEST OF COUNCIL

4, UNFINISHED AND NEW BUSINESS

4.1  Review Purchasing Policy 5.45
Staff report dated May 7, 2019 recommending that Purchasing Policy 5.45 be
revised as discussed in the staff report dated May 7, 2019 and brought back for
Council Consideration.

4.2  Tandem Parking

Staff report dated May 7, 2019 recommending that staff be directed to consult
with residents residing in certain townhouse developments as listed in the report
dated May 7, 2019, the Urban Development institute and Homebuilders
Association of Vancouver Municipal Advisory Committee, the Builders’ Forum and
Condominium Home Owners’ Association 1o obtain feedback regarding tandem
parking.
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4.3 Downtown Security Update
e Christina Crabtree, Chief Information Officer
e Darrell Denton, Acting Director of Economic Development & Civic Property

4.4 = UBCM and FCM Resolutions Process

Staff report dated May 7, 2019 recommending that the process outlined in
Attachment A of the report titled “UBCM and FCM Resolutions Process” be
approved and that Council members submit UBCM resolution ideas to the
Corporate Officer by 4:00 p.m. on May 14, 2019 for staff to prepare a list of
resolutions for consideration at the May 21, 2019 Council Workshop meeting.

b. CORRESPONDENCE
51 Upcoming Events

By Invitation to Mayor and Council:

May 7, 2019 Summer Plan Slam/Bowling - GMYC & Revs Bowling

6:30 pm May 1 - 7 Youth Week - Various events are happening
throughout the week, please visit our website for more
information

May 11, 2019 Haney Farmers Market - Opening Day

11:00 am - 12:00 pm Memorial Peace Park

General Community Events:

May 7, 2019 Elder Abuse Prevention & Personal Safety for Seniors
1:00 - 2:30 pm Maple Ridge Public Library

May 10, 2019 Garibaldi Secondary School Music Marathon

1:00 - 8:00 pm Memorial Peace Park

May 11, 2019 Haney Farmers Market

9:00 am - 2:00 pm Memorial Peace Park

May 11 & May 12, 2019  Art Studio Tour

10:00 am - 4:00 pm Maple Ridge & Pitt Meadows - various locations
May 11, 2019 Walk for Aizheimer’s (Walk in a Box)

10:00 am - 12:00 pm Memorial Peace Park

May 12, 2019 Amazing Animal Moms

1:00 - 4:00 pm Kanaka Creek Regional Park - Meet at 11450 256 Street

. BRIEFING ON OTHER ITEMS OF INTEREST/QUESTIONS FROM COUNCIL
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7. MATTERS DEEMED EXPEDIENT

8. AD, RNMENT
Checked by: ——

Date: ”'Q,‘ 3 /G




2.0 Minutes

2.0



City of Maplie Ridge
COUNCIL WORKSHOP MINUTES
April 23, 2019
The minutes of the meeting held on April 23, 2019 at 1:33 p.m. in Blaney Room of City

Hall, 11995 Haney Place, Maple Ridge, BC for the purpose of transacting regular City
business.

PRESENT Appointed Staff

Elected Officials K. Swift, Acting Chief Administrative Officer

Mayor M. Morden F. Quinn, General Manager Public Works & Development
Councillor J. Dueck Services

Councillor Duncan D. Boag, Acting General Manager Parks, Recreation & .
Councillor C. Meadus Culture

Councillor G. Robson L. Benson, Director of Corporate Administration
Councillor R. Svendsen Other Staff as Required

Councillor A. Yousef T. Thompson, Chief Financial Officer

Note: These Minutes are posted on the City website at mapleridge.ca/AgendaCenter/
Video of the meeting is posted at http://media.mapleridge.ca/Mediasite/Showcase

1. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA

R/2019-238
It was moved and seconded

That the April 23, 2019 Council Workshop agenda be amended by adding
“Resolution Proposals for UBCM Consideration” as item 4.1, and that the agenda
be adopted as amended.

CARRIED

2. ADOPTION OF MINUTES

21 Minutes of the April 16, 2019 Council Workshop
R/2019-239

It was moved and seconded

That the Council Workshop minutes of April 16, 2019 be adopted.
CARRIED
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3.1

4.1

PRESENTATIONS AT THE REQUEST OF COUNCIL

Urban Development Institute -~ Building Communities

e Hugh Carter, Chair of the UDI Fraser Valley Committee and General Manager of
Pollyco Group

¢ Tammy Ray, TD Bank, vice chair at large at large UDI Fraser Valley Committee

¢ Jeff Fisher, vice pres Urban development institute

e Mark Sakai, Director of Government Relations, Home Builders Association of
Vancouver

e Mike Cara, Street Side Development (townhouse developments in Maple Ridge),
Pollyco Group

e Jamie squires, bt Avenue Real Estate, Marketing, Vice President, Managing
Broker, Member of UDI

Mr. Carter gave a PowerPoint presentation which included a background on the
organization, the Maple Ridge context for the industry, and how municipalities, and
the UDI Fraser Valley Committee can work together.

UNFINISHED AND NEW BUSINESS

Resolution Proposals for UBCM consideration
e Laura Benson, Director of Corporate Administration

Council requested that a report come back on an annual process for establishing
resolution submissions, ensuring that staff resources are not utilized until Council
vets the ideas submitted by Council members.

R/2019-240
It was moved and seconded

Whereas Council passed Resolution No R/2019-180 urging BC municipalities and
UBCM to support of Council’s assertion that the Burnett Street decision of the
Province undermines local government autonomy,

That the Mayor be authorized to seek executive approval from the Lower Mainland
Local Government Association for a resolution proposed to BC municipalities, and
further,

That if the resolution is not approved at LMLGA, that the Mayor be authorized to
submit it directly to UBCM.
CARRIED

Councillor Duncan - OPPOSED
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4.2

5.1

Fire Department Update
¢ Howard Exner, Fire Chief

Chief Exner provided a presentation covering: general overview of fire halls and
staffing, performance statistics, and projects. He also acknowledged long-serving
members who were celebrated at the 2018 awards ceremony. Chief Exner and
Deputy Chief M. Van Dop answered questions from Council.

CORRESPONDENCE

Upcoming Events - Nil
BRIEFING ON OTHER ITEMS OF INTEREST/QUESTIONS FROM COUNCIL
MATTERS DEEMED EXPEDIENT

ADJOURNMENT - 3:36 p.m.

M. Morden, Mayor

Certified Correct

L. Benson, Corporate Officer



British Columbia Clty Of M a p | e R I d ge

mapleridge.ca
TO: His Worship Mayor Michael Morden MEETING DATE: May 7, 2019
and Members of Council FILE NO:
FROM: Chief Administrative Officer MEETING: Council Workshop
SUBJECT: Review of Purchasing Policy 5.45
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

Our Purchasing Policy guides the procurement of goods and services by the City, so that best value
can be obtained for the use of public funds.

The existing Purchasing Policy was approved in 2004, met the needs of the City at that time, and has
served us well. As procurement law changes, trade agreements and the City’s requirement’s evolve,
policy revisions are required to keep the policy current and effective. Further, local government
procurement has been a priority area for audits performed by the Auditor General for Local
Government (AGLG). The release of Audit Topics Perspective Booklets has identified best practices
that should also be incorporated into our policies and procedures.

Given that the last policy update was conducted 15 years ago, compounded with the other driving
forces noted above, a complete review of the Purchasing Policy and procedures is recommended. Key

areas that need updating are discussed in this report. A copy of our existing policy is attached for ease
of reference.

RECOMMENDATION:

That Purchasing Policy 5.45 be revised as discussed in the staff report dated May 7, 2019 and brought
back for Council consideration.

a) Background and Discussion:

The City’s Purchasing Policy 5.45 (attached as Appendix - A) was approved in 2004 and it guides staff
in the procurement of goods and services for the City of Maple Ridge. A review of this policy has not

been undertaken since its approval.

Although the existing Policy has worked well for the City, it needs to be revised and made current.
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Here is a summary of the key areas that require review and updating:
1.  Primary Objective

The Purchasing Policy’s current objective is to assist customers to achieve best value for dollars
expended by the City and to conduct business with fairness, probity and respect for all parties.
The scope and authorities within the policy should be clearly articuiated.

A review of the organizational objectives is also required to ensure that these objectives are
relevant and continue to be met. In addition, a higher focus on sustainability, socio-economic
priorities and risk management may be required.

2.  Services Provided by the Purchasing Team

This section outlines some of the services available through the Purchasing Team. It is important
to reaffirm that regardless of whether the services of the team are used, the Purchasing Policy and
processes are to be adhered to.

3.  Authority & Responsibility

The established Ilimits try to strike a balance between operational efficiency and
accountability. Our limits have not changed in some time; we will review the delegated authority
in other like sized municipalities and an adjustment in our limits may be required.

4, Process or Tools

This section outlines the principal procurement tools and processes. It may be prudent to review
the structure of the existing policy to separate policy matters from those that are more procedural
and cover processes. Although staff currently manage projects and vendor performance
successfully, consideration will be given to establishing written procedures to further guide staff
and increase efficiency. This is highlighted as a best practise in the AGLG Audit Topic 1.

5. Prohibitions

This section outlines the activities that are prohibited under the policy, such as the division of
contracts, as well as those that may result in a conflict of interest.

These prohibitions continue to be relevant, however the AGLG has recommended that an
Employee Code of Conduct, that explicitly requires compliance with all relevant policies, including
the Purchasing Policy, be implemented.

A review of the code of conduct policies and conflict of interest statements of other like sized
municipalities will be undertaken.

6. Cooperative Ventures
The City participates with other government agencies, public authorities or private organizations

in cooperative acquisition ventures. Currently the City participates in the Vancouver Regional
Cooperative Purchasing Group for multiple group purchases such as stationery products, auction
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services, the B.C. Petroleum Products Buying Group for fuel purchases and the Provincial
Government supply arrangements for Procurement Card Services and Cellular Devices.

The value in participating in joint or cooperative purchasing continues to be of great benefit to the
City. By combining the City’s procurement volumes with other organizations the City is able to
leverage, through increased economies of scale, the higher volumes to achieve lower costs for the
product and/or services as well as increased efficiency in utilizing its limited human resources.
The City should continue to support and participate wherever it is beneficial to do so.

7. Preference to Local Suppliers

The City supports local merchants by encouraging the use of local suppliers and by purchasing
locally, where all things are equal.

This mechanism was established to balance fiscal responsibility with open and fair procurement
while encouraging local economic development.

8. ltems not Requiring the Involvement of Purchasing

Subject to other City policies and procedures, the involvement of Purchasing Team is not required
for some items (ie: small cash transactions, training activities, utilities, etc.). This section should
be reviewed for necessary adjustments.

9. Purchasing Cards

The purpose of the Purchasing Card Program was to establish a more efficient, cost effective
method of purchasing and paying for small dollar transactions of goods and services within the
limits prescribed. Purchasing cards continue to be an effective tool for purchases of this nature.

The Purchasing Section oversees the program and administers it jointly with the Finance
Department and the Purchasing Card procedures are periodically reviewed and updated, with the
most recent update completed in February 2018.

The involvement of purchasing staff is not directly required for these day to day purchases and
individual card holders are required to follow established processes and obtain more than one
quote where prudent and sensible.

10. Contingency and Scope Changes

Contingency allowances, approved in advance, are typically in the range of 10 to 15% and provide
Project Manager’'s with discretion to meet a requirement which is not perfectly defined. Additional
scope changes may arise for work that is not anticipated and the pre-approval of the contingency
reduces the instances of project delays and provides an established flexible spending limit to work
within to prevent over budget spending.

11. Sole Source Procurement

There are occasions when products or services (valued over $20,000) may only be purchased from
one specific source or manufacturer. Personal preference for certain brands or products does
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b)

c)

d)

not justify limiting competition. The approval of a Sole Source Justification form, using pre-
established criteria, is required in advance of the purchase.

The Sole Source Procurement section of the Policy currently requires approval of both the Manager
of Procurement and the CAQ prior to contracting. This mechanism has served the City well,
however does need to be reviewed to ensure it remains in line with current best practices,
applicable trade agreements and recommendations from the AGLG Audit Topic 1.

12. Consulting and Professional Services Contracts

Consulting and professional services contracts will be awarded on the basis of demonstrated
competence and qualifications for the type of services to be rendered. Staff are required to
evaluate proposals by pre-established criteria with the recommendation of award to the firm that
presents the best value to the City.

Consulting and professional service fee costs and project complexity have risen since 2004. A
review of this limit is required, as the threshold may no longer meet operational needs and
efficiencies.

13. Schedule A - Acquisition Dollar Amount Approval Threshold

Schedule A refers to the approvals required for various dollar values of procurement. Other than
in the case of emergencies, budget approval is required before procurement begins.

In addition to the Policy, Council Resolution dated July 22, 2014 applies to an amendment to the
Purchasing Policy #5.45 in regards to the process for conducting peer reviews. Integration of this
resolution into the Policy is required.

Schedule A of the Purchasing Policy requires a complete review. It may be appropriate to provide
a delegated authority to the Chief Administrative Officer (CAO) and allow the CAQO to do a further
delegation of this authority, as appropriate.

Finally, our policy needs to be updated to reflect trade agreements such as the New West
Partnership Trade Agreement (NWPTA), the Canadian Free Trade Agreement (CFTA), and the
Comprehensive Economic and Trade Agreement (CETA).

Strategic Alignment:

Our objective is to ensure that the Purchasing Policy aligns with the city’s objectives and to make
sure that the delivery model continues to function effectively and efficiently.

Citizen/Customer Implications:

The review will ensure best practices are integrated into the Purchasing Policy so that the
procurement of goods and services by staff continues to provide best value for the use of public
funds.

Interdepartmental Implications:

Input from all departments will be required during the review.
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e) Business Plan/Financial Implications:

Staff time will need to be allocated for this initiative. Also, some of the consulting funding provided
in the financial plan may be required for some external advice.

f) Policy Implications:

New policies and procedures may be recommended and other existing policies could be impacted
and require amending.

g) Alternatives:

The alternative is to leave the existing policy as is and this is not recommended.

CONCLUSION:

The current Purchasing Policy needs to be updated and brought forward to Council for consideration.

Prepared by: Daniela Mikes, SCMP, CRM
Manager of Procurement

Tpproved by: Catherine Nolan, CPA, CGA
Corporate Controller

%A

Conglirreyge KAily Swift, MBA
Acting Chief Administrative Officer

Attachment:

Appendix A - Purchasing Policy 5.45
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MAPLE RIDGE

POLICY STATEMENT

District of Maple Ridge

Policy No : 5.45

Title: Purchasing
Supersedes: Amended

Authority: Council Effective Date:
Approval: November 9, 2004 November 10, 2004
Policy Statement:

This policy applies to all employees or elected representatives of the District of Maple Ridge
who may be required to use corporate funds for goods or services.

Purpose:
1. PRIMARY OBJECTIVE

As part of the duties assigned to it in the Local Government Act, the Corporation of the
District of Maple Ridge must engage in the procurement of goods and services. The
primary objective of the Purchasing Division is to assist all internal customers to achieve
best value for dollars expended by the District. Lowest price can be best value, but
lowest price is not always best value. We look at the total cost of ownership, which
may include but not be limited to:

acquisition cost
quality required
residual value
disposal cost
training cost
maintenance cost
delivery and shipping terms
warranties

. payment terms

10. performance

11. environmental impact

000 N oL R W

The Purchasing Section is committed to conducting business with fairness, probity, and
respect for all parties involved.




2. SERVICES PROVIDED BY THE PURCHASING TEAM

Purchased products and services account for a significant portion of total operating cost.
This provides a continuous opportunity for cost reduction and control. The Purchasing
Team provides support to ensure an uninterrupted supply of goods and services of
acceptable quality and best value. This support includes the following:

1. Procurement: various degrees of involvement based on complexity, risk and dollar value.
Consultation with the Purchasing team is required if the purchase is beyond the specific
dollar limits of the user’s purchasing card.

2. Management of surplus and scrap: reuse or disposal for best value

3. Sourcing: new products, services or vendors or technology.

4. Research

5.  Contract management: various degrees of involvement based on complexity, risk and
dollar value. All supply transactions have contractual implications.

6. Resolution of Supply disputes.

7. Standardization: products and services

8. Sponsorship: process development and contract management

9. Inventory management

10. Central Stores

11. Vendor relations and development

12. Record keeping

13. Training, coaching and monitoring on procurement and other supply issues.

PURPOSE: To summarize the responsibilities of the Purchasing Team.

3. AUTHORITY & RESPONSIBILITY

3.1 CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER
The Chief Administrative Officer as directed by Council delegates Purchasing authority
throughout the organization, as outlined in Schedule “A”.

3.2 GENERAL MANAGERS
The General Managers are responsible for ensuring Purchasing Policy is followed within
their areas of control.

PURPOSE:

e To ensure that expenditures comply with the District business plans.
e To ensure that sufficient analysis and discussion has taken place.

e  To ensure the risk of fraud, embezzlement and error is minimized.

4. SERVICE CONTRACTS
Services procurement is subject to the same policy as materials, equipment or supplies
procurement. The annual value of a service contract determines the authorization
required.




EXAMPLES OF SERVICE CONTRACTS:

1.

Professional or Consulting Services
o Legal

e Banking

e FEngineering

e  Architectural

e  Planning

Facilities and Equipment

e  Janitorial

e  Equipment Maintenance
e  Security

Labour and Construction
e  Plumbing

e C(lean Up

e Inspection

5. PROCESS OR TOOLS

PRINCIPAL PROCUREMENT TOOLS (subject to dollar thresholds in Schedule A)

1.

Invitation to Tender: A formal request for sealed bids for the supply of specific goods
or services in response to an advertised invitation. It may be opened in public. The
Tendering process itself forms complex legal obligations.

PURCHASING MUST BE INVOLVED AND NOTIFIED WHEN THE TENDER IS
FIRST BEING DEVELOPED.

Request for Proposals: A formal request for sealed submissions. It is not as specific as
an Invitation to Tender. It describes an opportunity or problem and asks for solutions and
costs for those specific opportunities or problems. The RFP process itself forms complex
legal obligations.

PURCHASING MUST BE INVOLVED AND NOTIFIED WHEN THE RFP IS FIRST
IS FIRST BEING DEVELOPED.

Prequalification: An attempt to identify in advance of an actual Tender or RFP suppliers
that are capable of successfully accomplishing what is required in that Tender or RFP.
Usually, this is used in complex procurements only. The Prequalification process itself
may form legal obligations.

PURCHASING MUST BE INVOLVED AND NOTIFIED WHEN THE
PREQUALIFICATION IS FIRST BEING DEVELOPED.

Request for Information: A request for written information. It may or may not develop
into a supply contract. This does not have the legal obligations of an Invitation to
Tender, Request for Proposals or a Prequalification.

PURCHASING MAY BE INVOLVED IN A CONSULTATIVE ROLE AT THE
DISCRETION OF THE END USER.




Purchasing Card: The Purchasing Card is a corporate credit card issued to specific
employees for purchases within clearly defined parameters. Purchasing will determine
who shall participate in the card program and the spending limits of each card user.
Every card user will have a designated supervisor or manager for authorization.
PURCHASING MAY BE INVOLVED IN A CONSULTATIVE ROLE AT THE
DISCRETION OF THE END USER.

6. CHOOSING THE BEST PROCESS OR TOOL

The Purchasing Team, after consultation with their customer will select the most suitable
procurement tool or process.

1)
2)

3)

4)

Time: When are the goods and/or services required?

Complexity: Are there specifications, alternate solutions, sub-contractors to be
considered?

Risk: Is there low, moderate or high risk regarding public liability, danger to our
property, failure to perform?

Cost: Generally, the higher the cost, the more complex the appropriate process.

7. PROHIBITIONS

The following activities are prohibited:

1)

2)

3)

4

5)

The division of contracts to avoid using the tools and practices as described in the
Purchasing Policy.

Purchase by the District from any member of Council, appointed officers, employees
of the District or their immediate families or from any other source that would result
in a conflict of interest.

Purchase by the District of any goods or services for personal use by or on behalf of
any member of Council appointed officers, employees of the District or their
immediate families.

The use of a purchasing card by anyone other than the person to whom the card was
issued.

The release of a Suppliers written or oral information. This practice is unethical and
may be illegal as well as damaging to the District’s competitive position. Requests of
this nature are to be managed through Purchasing.

8. CO-OPERATIVE VENTURES

The District may participate with other government agencies, public authorities or
private organizations in co-operative acquisition ventures where it is in the best
interest of the taxpayer to do so and may follow the procedures set out by the group
responsible for the venture.




9. PREFERENCE TO LOCAL SUPPLIERS

10.

We support local merchants by encouraging the use of local suppliers and by purchasing
locally, where all things are equal.

The following priorities will be given where all things are equal, (i.e. after giving due
consideration to determining overall Best Value)

e Firstly - Locally

e Secondly - Within the Province
e Thirdly - Within Canada

e Fourthly - Outside Canada

No percentage differences or dollar preferences will be given to purchasing locally as that
would represent a direct grant to local suppliers, however, full consideration will be given to
potential future costs or savings that may be experienced by using a local.

ITEMS NOT REQUIRING THE INVOLVEMENT OF PURCHASING

Although subject to all other District Policies and Procedures the involvement of Purchasing
Staff is not required for the following items:

Cash

e Petty Cash

Professional and Training Activities

Training and Education
Conference Fees
Convention Fees
Courses
Magazines
Meeting Expense
Memberships
Periodicals
Seminars

Staff Development
Staff Training
Staff Workshops
Subscription




Refundable Employee Benefits

o Cash Advances

® Entertainment

® Hotel Accommodation

o Meal Allowances

° Mileage Allowance — Vehicle
[ ]

Miscellaneous Travel Expense (e.g. Airport Fees)

Emplover’s General Expenses

Debt Payments

Grants to Agencies

Licenses (vehicle, elevators, radios, etc.)
Medical and Dental Expenses

Payment of Damages

Payroll Deduction Remittances

o Petty Cash Replenishments

11. PURCHASING CARDS

Although subject to all other District Policies and Procedures, including Purchasing Policy —
Tools and Processes, the involvement of Purchasing Staff is not required. Purchasing may
be utilized in a consultative capacity on any Purchasing Card transaction, e.g. recommend
vendors.

12. CONTINGENCY AND SCOPE CHANGES

Contingency allowances provide Project Manager’s with discretion to meet a requirement,
which is not perfectly defined.

Unit price contracts are valued according to a process established in the contract
documents. Quantities may vary. As a result, the bid is not a fixed sum or ceiling, but,
rather, a common basis for comparison among bidders. These contracts may require a
contingency as the final quantities may be more or less than the original estimate.

Contingency options must be outlined in Reports to Council when an award is
recommended.




12.

13.

CONTINGENCY AND SCOPE CHANGES (Cont’d)

During the course of a project, additional works may arise that could not be anticipated
during the project planning process. A contractor already engaged in works for the District
may be able to better respond to this related work as they have already very recently met
District requirements. For example, other potential bidders may not be able to obtain
requisite insurance and bonding in a timely and/or cost effective manner.

As a result, the contractor engaged in the principal works may be asked for a quotation for
additional works. This offer may be accepted, provided it is reasonable, and good value in
the opinion of the Project Manager and the Manager of Procurement. Funds must be
available for Scope changes as for any other activity of this nature.

SOLE SOURCE PROCUREMENT

There are occasions when products/services must be purchased from one specific source or
manufacturer. Personal preference for certain brands or products does not justify limiting
competition. Whenever possible competition should be encouraged and developed.
Products or services purchased on a sole source basis must meet at least one of the criteria
shown below.

Compatibility with existing equipment

The products or services are being purchased to directly interface with or attach to
equipment of the same manufacture, and no other manufacturers products will correctly and
effectively interface with existing equipment.

Compatibility for instructional purposes

The products are being purchased to supplement existing equipment for use and operation.
The product must exactly match the existing equipment and is being purchased to provide
uniformity for instructional purposes. Uniformity should provide a significant instructional
benefit.

Compatibility for Research

If the main purpose for acquiring equipment, supplies or services is to replicate specific
outcomes, using the exact products that produced the original results may be necessary.

Only one supplier can be identified to supply a product or service
In rare cases, only one supplier may exist to provide a particular product or service.

Specifying patented products or processes, when not necessary to meet functional
requirements, is not acceptable as a sole source justification




Emergency Purchasing

When quick or immediate acquisition of goods or services is determined to be necessary to
restore or maintain minimum acceptable levels of community service, or prevent serious
delays or injury.

In an emergency the preparation, documentation and analysis aspects of the usual
purchasing procedures as described in the Procedure section of Schedule “A” Acquisition
Dollar Amount Approval Thresholds may not be possible. Oral authorization will be
acceptable as described in the Approval Required section of Schedule “A’ Acquisition
Dollar Amount Approval Thresholds.

All normal purchasing documentation and reporting, complete with signed authorizations
as required is to be completed as soon as possible after the emergency.

Sole Source Justification Report

A written explanation, commonly referred to as a Sole Source Justification, must be
provided to the Manager of Procurement to support sole source purchases over $20,000.
The Chief Administrative Officer will give final authorization.

Your Sole Source Justification Report will be filed as part of the official procurement
documents and may be subject to review or audit by interested parties.

e.g. Freedom Of Information and Privacy Requests.
14. CONSULTING AND PROFESSIONAL SERVICES CONTRACTS

Consulting and professional services contracts will be awarded on the basis of
demonstrated competence and qualifications for the type of professional services to be
rendered.

Any professional services or consulting contract less than $20,000 may be awarded directly
at the discretion of the appropriate General Manager or his/her designate.

Any professional services contract expected to be worth more than $20,000. annually shall
be bid competitively as described in Schedule “A” Acquisition Dollar Amount Approval
Thresholds or Sole Source Justification shall be required.

The appropriate General Manager will conduct reviews of significant contracted consulting
or professional services with the Manager of Procurement on a rotational basis so that there
will be at least one review each year. All significant consulting or professional services
contracts will be subject to review at least once every three years.










Definitions:
Acquisition Method - the process by which goods or services are procured.

Best Value - obtained by determining the total cost of performing the intended function
over the lifetime of that function.

Bid — an offer or submission from a vendor, contractor, or consultant in response to a
tender or request. It may be subject to acceptance or rejection.

Bid Request — a formal request for bids or solicitation, which may be in the form of a
request for quotation, request for tender, request for information or request for proposal.

Cheque Request — a written request to pay for goods or services on an approved form,
not covered by a purchase order, contract or other direct methods.

Contract — an agreement that may be written or verbal comprising the
following components: (1) must be legal, (2) parties involved must have the
intellectual capacity to understand, (3) there is an offer, (4) there is acceptance,
(5) something of value changes hands (also known as consideration).

Electronic Requisition - an internal request in electronic format (to Purchasing)
for information, research or to procure goods and services.

Emergency — a situation where the immediate acquisition of goods or services is essential
to provide community service, prevent serious delays, injury, further damage or to restore
or maintain minimum service.

End User — the person or persons ultimately using or managing/supervising the use
of required goods, materials or services.

Prequalification — the procuring organization evaluates interested suppliers/vendors prior
to a Tender or RFP process. This identifies who may be capable of performing the

work. Typical criteria for this determination would be specialized necessary

expertise, resources, relevant experience and references.

Probity — adherence to the highest principles and ideals.

Procure — to acquire by purchase, rental, lease or trade.

Proprietary Specifications — Exclusivity that restricts the acceptable products or services
to one manufacturer or vendor. Some Proprietary items may be available from

several distributors affording a limited degree of competitiveness. Proprietary

specification should be avoided if possible as it limits or eliminates competition.

Purchasing Card — is a corporate credit card issued to specific employees for
purchases within clearly defined parameters.

Quotations — a formal request for bids for the supply of goods or services, from selected
sources of supply, not opened in public.
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Request — a formal request or solicitation, which may be in the form of a request
for quotation, request for tender, request for information, request for proposal or request
for offers.

Request for Offer — a request by the District for formal offers to purchase surplus, used
or obsolete materials, equipment or property.

Request for Proposal — a formal request for details on the supply of goods or the
provision of services which cannot be fully defined of specified.

Request for Tender — a formal request for sealed bids for the supply of goods or services
in response to an advertised invitation opened in public,

Servieces — useful labours that do not produce a tangible commodity.
Sole Source - When a product or service is practicably available from only one

source competitive procurement cannot be conducted. Obtaining best value can be
challenging in these circumstances
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p g City of Maple Ridge

TO: His Worship Mayor Michae! Morden MEETING DATE: May 7, 2019
and Members of Council FILE NO: 2013-096-RZ

FROM: Chief Administrative Officer MEETING: Workshop

SUBJECT: Tandem Parking Update

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

Tandem parking in townhouse developments has been a topic of discussion for several years, due to
concerns around residents using their parking space for storage, lack of unit storage space, garages
being too small and narrow, and short driveway aprons to accommodate vehicles. Concerns from
residents surrounding townhouse developments are that the developments do not provide sufficient
parking, and cause increases in the number of vehicles parked on the street. Council directed staff to
review the tandem parking issues in 2013, a Public Open House was held on the proposed bylaw
amendments, and in 2015, the issue was referred back to staff for further review.

The 2015 Planning Department Business Plan identified Tandem Parking Review as an item within
the Business Plan; however based on Council’s prioritization exercise, the item was removed from the
2015 Work Program. This item has been identified as a priority for this Council’s 2019 Strategic Plan
and staff were directed to provide an update to Council. The purpose of this report is to summarize
the work done to date and to seek direction from Council on how to proceed.

RECOMMENDATION:

That Staff be directed to consult with residents residing in certain townhouse developments
as listed in the report dated May 7, 2019, the Urban Development Institute and Homebuilders
Association of Vancouver Municipal Advisory Committee, the Builders’ Forum, and
Condominium Home Owners’ Association to obtain feedback regarding tandem parking.

BACKGROUND:

The current Off-Street Parking and Loading Bylaw No. 4350 - 1990 allows for parking that obstructs
access, where the primary parking space is a carport or garage and the obstruction is an intervening
parking space. This is considered tandem parking. Tandem parking may be provided with two parking
spaces placed one behind the other in an enclosed garage, as opposed to the typical side-by-side
double car garage, or one parking space enclosed within a garage, and one parking space provided
on the apron in front of the garage.

Concerns around tandem parking were raised when several townhouse development applications
were presented to Council that proposed either 100% or a high percentage of tandem parking. Council
had concerns around the residents not using the second enclosed parking space for a vehicle, but
rather using it for storage or living space; not having a driveway apron that could accommodate a
second vehicle; not having enough space in the garage to maneuver or park two vehicles; and the
logistics of the vehicle that is the first one in is usually the vehicle that would need to be the first one
out, so it would be inconvenient to always have to move the vehicles around, resulting in more vehicles
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being parked on the street. Due to these concerns, Council directed staff to review the existing
regulations, options and implications.

On May 27, 2013, a discussion paper on Tandem and Off-Street Parking was presented at Council
Workshop (see Appendix A). This discussion paper reviewed how other municipalities were regulating
tandem parking in townhouse developments at that time, and reviewed different scenarios for a
hypothetical development site, with different allowances for tandem parking (100%; 70%; 50%; and
0% tandem parking allowed). Based on the analysis conducted, the discussion paper made
recommendations for regulation changes to limit the amount of tandem parking while trying to strike
a balance between affordability and liveability. Staff were directed to prepare the bylaw amendments
and conduct an Open House for review of the amendments.

On October 8, 2013, Zone Amending Bylaw No. 7024 - 2013 and Off-Street Parking and Loading
Amending Bylaw No. 7025 - 2013 were given first reading, with amendments to what was proposed
in the original Council Workshop Report (see Appendix B).

The bylaw amendments were then referred to a public process for comments and feedback. On
November 13, 2013, an Open House was held and the results of the feedback provided from the
general public and from the developers were summarized in a report presented at Council Workshop
on February 17, 2014 (see Appendix C).

Resident concerns with tandem parking were as follows:
* The inner tandem garage is used for storage/living area, so secondary vehicles are
forced onto the street;
¢ Tandem garages are too small for a pick-up truck and a car;
e The taller tandem units are not senior-friendly; and
e The narrow tandem units do not have a visually pleasing steetscape.

Developer concerns were as follows:

e Theyare concerned with the 70% maximum allowance for tandem units, as it will make
it difficult to sell the 30% double-car garage units, as they will be more expensive;

e They support having a mix of tandem and double-car garages, but would prefer it to be
left to the architect, to be assessed on a site-by-site basis, rather than putting in the
70% maximum tandem unit restriction in the bylaw;

e They oppose the requirement for a full driveway apron for each tandem unit, as it
increases the parking requirement, but does not discourage people from converting
tandem garage space to storage/living space; and

e There is general support for providing more on-site visitor parking on townhouse site.

Based on the feedback from the questionnaires provided at the Open House, amendments were
proposed to Zone Amending Bylaw No. 7024 - 2013 and Off-Street Parking and Loading Amending
Bylaw No. 7025 - 2013 and were presented at the March 25, 2014 Council Meeting for second
reading and to proceed to Public Hearing for Zone Amending Bylaw No. 7024 - 2013; and for second
and third reading for Off-Street Parking and Loading Amending Bylaw No. 7025 - 2013 (as
amendments to the Off-Street Parking and Loading Bylaw are not required to go to Public Hearing)
(see Appendix D). A summary of the bylaw iterations over the years is provided as Appendix E.
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Council did not give second reading as they were not satisfied with the bylaws as amended, and rather
referred the bylaws to a future Workshop Meeting. Concerns expressed around the amended bylaws
included the following:

e Were the proposed amendments addressing residents’ concerns?

o How are the storage issues being addressed?

e Average vehicles are too large to fit within the proposed dimensions and the proposed
apron lengths also do not accommodate larger vehicles.

e Council liked the original proposal of 70% maximum tandem parking units, but
appreciated the flexibility for site-specific considerations.

The 2015 Planning Department Business Plan identified Tandem Parking Review as an item within
the Business Plan; however based on Council’s prioritization exercise, the item was removed from the
2015 Work Program. In the meantime, based on the previous discussions, Staff have been
recommending to developers to provide a 70/30 or 60/40 ratio of tandem garages to double-car
garages for townhouse developments to alleviate Council’s concerns until the bylaw amendments
were approved. Anecdotally, since 2015, many developers have been reverting back to double-car
garages in Maple Ridge, in recognition of the larger vehicles driven here and market demand.
However, as affordability has decreased, tandem parking is again being increasingly considered by
developers to increase densities and reduce costs. Therefore, this review is again timely. This item
has been identified as a priority for this Council’'s 2019 Strategic Plan and staff were directed to
provide this update to Council.

Off-Street Parking and Loading Bylaw:

The current Off-Street Parking and Loading and Bylaw No. 4350 - 1990 allows for parking that may
have obstructed access where the primary parking space is a carport or garage and the obstruction is
an intervening parking space. This tandem parking arrangement is currently permitted in the RS-1,
RS-1a, RS-1b, R-1, RT-1 and RM-1 zones, without restriction. Garage dimensions and apron lengths
are also not currently specified within the bylaw.

Given that several years have passed since our Council first discussed implementing a limit on the
tandem parking within townhouse developments, it is worthwhile to provide a summary of surrounding
municipalities that have implemented similar restrictions within their comparable townhouse zones.
The table below summarizes municipalities reviewed. The most recent implementation was the
Township of Langley, which just passed the Zone Amending Bylaw in March 2019. Note that the
highest allowable percentage of tandem parking is 50% for surrounding existing municipal regulations.

Table 1 - Summary of Municipalities that Restrict Tandem Parking
in Townhouse Developments

Municipality Maximum Percentage of Tandem Visitor Parking
Parking Permitted in a Townhouse Requirements
Zone
Coquitlam 33% 0.2
Mission 50% 0.2
Port Coquitlam 40% 0.2
Richmond 50% 0.2
Surrey 50% 0.2
Township of Langley 40% 0.2
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ANALYSIS:

Summary of Vehicle and Garage Dimensions

At the Council Meeting of March 25, 2014, where the Zone Amending and Off-Street Parking and
Loading Amending Bylaws were last discussed, Council was questioning the dimensions proposed for
the garages and apron lengths to accommodate various vehicles. Below is a summary of common
vehicle widths and lengths:

Table 2 - Common Vehicle Widths and Lengths

Vehicle Type Width Length
Small Car (Toyota Yaris, Ford Fiesta) 1.7m (5.6 ft.) 4.0m -4.4m
(13.1ft. - 14.4 ft.)
Compact Car (Toyota Corolla, Nissan Leaf) 1.8m (5.9 ft.) 4.5m - 4.7m
(14.8 ft. - 15.4 ft.)
Compact SUV (Ford Escape, Hyundai Tucson) 1.9m (6.2 ft.) 4.5m (14.7 ft.)
Family Car (Toyota Camry, Honda Accord) 1.9m (6.2 ft.) 4.9m (16.1 ft.)
Large SUV (Jeep Cherokee, Toyota Highlander) 1.9m (6.2 ft.) 4.6m - 4.9m
(15.1ft. - 16.1 ft.)
Pick-Up Truck (Toyota Tacoma, Ford F-150) 2.0m (6.6 ft.) 5.4m - 6.4m
(17.7 ft. - 21.0 ft.)

The Off-Street Parking and Loading Bylaw No. 4350 - 1990 currently has minimum off-street parking
dimensions of 2.5m (8.2 ft.) wide, 5.5m long (18 ft.), and 2.1m (6.9 ft.) high (parallel parking spaces
are to be 6.1m (20 ft.) long). There is a provision to allow for 10% small car only parking stalls, which
have dimensions of 2.4m (7.9 ft.) wide, by 4.9m long (16 ft.), by 2.1m (6.9 ft.) high. In addition to the
vehicle width, space is required to open doors and maneuver around, which is typically 0.9m (3 ft.) on
either side of the vehicle.

Based on the widths and lengths of the range of common vehicles listed in Table 2, the minimum
internal width required for a single car garage, including the 0.9m (3 ft.) maneuvering space on either
side, and front and back ranges from 3.5m (11.5 ft.) to 3.8m (12.5 ft.), and a minimum length of 5.8m
(19.0 ft.) to 8.2m (26.9 ft.), as summarized in Table 3 below.

The minimum internal width range for a tandem garage would remain the same, at 3.5m (11.5 ft.) to
3.8m (12.5 ft.), but the minimum length would range from 10.7m (35.1 ft.) to 15.5m (50.9 ft.). Note
that this dimension is generous, as it accounts for 0.9m (3 ft.) in front of, in between, and behind each
vehicle. The larger range also accounts for two full-sized pick-up trucks, which is probably not likely.
A more likely scenario may be a pick-up truck and a compact SUV or car, which would be in the upper
range of 13.6 m (44.6 ft.).

The minimum internal width range for a double car garage ranges from 6.1m (20 ft.) to 6.7m (22.0 ft.)
wide, accounting for 0.9m (3 ft.) on either side of each vehicle and in between. The minimum length
range would be the same as a single car garage, ranging from 5.8m (19.0 ft.) to 8.2m (26.9 ft.).
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Table 3 - Minimum Garage Dimensions, Including 0.9m (3 ft.) Maneuvering Space on All Sides

Type of Garage Width Range Length Range
Single Car 3.5m (11.5 ft.) to 3.8m (12.5 ft.) 5.8m (19.0 ft.) to 8.2m (26.9 ft.)
Tandem Car 3.5m (11.5 ft.) to 3.8m (12.5 ft.) 10.7m (35.1 ft.) to 15.5m (50.9 ft.)
Double Car 6.1m (20 ft.) to 6.7m (22.0 ft.) 5.8m (19.0 ft.) to 8.2m (26.9 ft.).

Based on the above information, if Council wanted to specify dimensions to accommodate a range of
vehicles, the minimum garage dimensions would be as follows:

Table 4 - Proposed Minimum Garage Dimensions
Depending on Vehicle Width and Length

Type of Garage Typical Garage Width Length

Dimensions Family Car/SUV | Pick-up Truck | Family Car/SUV | Pick-up Truck

Single Car 3.7m (12 ft.y wide by | 3.7m (12.1 ft.) 3.7m (12.1 6.7m (22.0ft.) | 8.2m (26.9 ft.)
5.5m (18 ft.) long ft.)

Tandem Car 3.5m (11.5 ft.) wide | 3.7m (12.1ft.) 3.7m (12.1 | 12.5m (41.0ft.) | 13.5m (44.3 ft.)
by 11m (36 ft.) long ft.)

Double Car 5.8m (19 ft.) wide by | 6.5m (21.3 ft.) 6.5m (21.3 6.7m (22.0ft.) | 8.2m (26.9ft.)
6m (20 ft.) long ft.)

Based on a review of townhouse development applications, a typical double-car garage is
approximately 5.8m (19 ft.) wide by 6m (20 ft.) long. A typical single car garage is 3.6m (12 ft.) wide
by 5.5m (18 ft.) long. A typical tandem garage, with 2 enclosed stalls is 3.5m (11.5 ft.) wide by 11m
(36 ft.) long, as summarized in Table 4 above. These typical tandem garage dimensions would
accommodate for two family cars/SUVs, with less space in between for maneuvering, but would not
accommodate for two pick-up trucks in a tandem arrangement. Council could consider requiring a
larger garage dimension to accommodate either a smaller vehicle with storage, or a larger vehicle
without storage.

Depending on whether or not Council wants to permit tandem car garages with two enclosed spaces,
direction on the type of vehicles to accommodate would be required to specify the minimum
dimensions in the amending bylaws. Should Council determine that they would like to eliminate
tandem garages, due to the concern of using the parking space for storage/living space, and allow for
a single car garage with a driveway apron to accommodate the second parking stall, direction would
be needed to determine what type of garage and length of the driveway apron would be appropriate.

Additionally, should Council determine that they would like to restrict the amount of tandem parking
within a townhouse development, as had been proposed as 70% maximum tandem parking in the
initial Off-Street Parking and Loading Amending Bylaw No. 7025 - 2013 that had received first
reading, Council should provide direction in the amount of tandem garages they would deem
appropriate. Note that should Council determine they would like the flexibility to review a development
on a site-by-site basis, the developer would still be able to apply for a variance to the maximum
allowable tandem parking requirement. However, an amendment to the Off-Street Parking and
Loading Bylaw No. 4350 - 1990 would provide staff with a baseline to inform developers of what
Council prefers.

Page 5 of 8




A common concern with townhouse development applications in general is that there is not enough
parking in the area and that residents are parking on the streets. Council could direct staff to increase
the required amount of visitor parking for townhouse developments to alleviate this concern; however
it would not address the issue of residents using on-street parking, as it would be intended for visitors
only. The current requirement for visitor parking for multi-family uses in Maple Ridge is 0.2 per unit,
which is consistent with surrounding municipalities (see Table 1).

Summary of Recent Townhouse Development Applications

Although the proposed amendments did not get second reading back in 2015, staff have been working
with developers to avoid 100% tandem parking arrangements for townhouse developments and have
been recommending to developers to provide a 70/30 or 60/40 ratio of tandem garages to double-
car garages for townhouse developments. In addition to this provision, staff also limit the block sizes
to 6 units per block and insist that the townhouse units are provided with a pedestrian door entrance
that is separate from the garage to improve the liveability and appearance of the development.

Recent townhouse development applications with tandem parking arrangements that have been
approved by Council, range from 10% to 60% are (see Appendix F). One application, located on the
east side of 240 Street, north of Kanaka Way, consisted of 54 units, 5 of which were with a tandem
garage configuration (10%). Another application, located on the south-west corner of 236 Street and
Larch Avenue, consisted of 31 units, 3 of which were with a tandem garage configuration (10%). The
third application, located on the east side of 240 Street, south of Kanaka Way, consisted of 130 units,
76 of which were with a tandem garage configuration (58%). All three of these rezoning applications
were given final reading in 2018. Another application that received first reading in 2017 and is located
within the Town Centre Area Plan, is [ocated on Fletcher Street, and is proposing 7 units, 4 of which
would have a tandem garage configuration (57%).

In addition to the applications above, a townhouse development application located on Lougheed
Highway, received third reading on March 18, 2019. This application was under the RM-4 (Multiple
Family Residential District) zone which requires parking to be underground. The developer sought a
variance to this underground parking requirement, so the development is similar to the RM-1
(Townhouse Residential District) zone, with a higher density. The development consists of 30
townhouse units, 18 of which are with a tandem garage configuration (60%). The tandem units also
have driveway apron lengths of 6.1m (20 ft.) to accommodate a third vehicle.
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NEXT STEPS:

Although much work has been done to try to address Council’s concerns with tandem parking, 100%
tandem parking remains permitted in the Off-Street Parking and Loading Bylaw No. 4350 - 1990, and
this warrants further review.

Prior to amending the bylaws and bringing them to Council for review, staff recommend that feedback
be obtained from residents residing in certain townhouse developments, as listed below; the Urban
Development Institute (UDI) and Homebuilders Association of Vancouver (HAVAN) Municipal Advisory
Committee, in person at the next scheduled meeting; the Builders’ Forum, in person at the next
scheduled meeting; and Condominium Home Owners’ Association, through a mailout. This feedback
would be used to consider what type of amendments are needed and to create options for regulating
tandem parking in Maple Ridge. The results of this feedback would be brought back to Council in a
future Workshop report.

For the residents residing in townhouse developments, anonymous hardcopy surveys could be sent to
the residents of townhouse developments, with electronic surveys made available, to developments
that have:

i. 100% double car garages (10 unit example located at 11548 207 Street)
ii. 100% tandem garages (159 unit example located at 10151 240 Street)
iii. 70/30 tandem to double car garage ratio (61 unit example located at 13260 236 Street);
iv. 60/40 tandem to double car garage ratio (167 unit example located at 11305 240 Street); and
v. 50/50 tandem to double car garage ratio (40 unit example located at 23986 104 Avenue)

The examples listed above were selected as the Development Permits for the townhouses were
approved within the last 10 years and have been constructed and are occupied.

The survey could be used to determine if the tandem garages are a concern for liveability, and if the
cost savings were worth the potential inconvenience of having the tandem parking arrangement, and
the extent to which it forces additional vehicles onto the street.

ALTERNATIVE:

Should Council feel that an additional public consultation process is not required and that enough
information has been provided, Council can direct staff to prepare the amending bylaws accordingly
with direction on the questions below:

e Should the Off-Street Parking and Loading Bylaw permit 2 car enclosed tandem garages, or a
single car garage and driveway apron that can accommodate a second vehicle?

e The size of vehicles to be accommodated in the tandem garage or on the driveway apron?

e Should the amount of tandem parking units within a townhouse development be limited, and
if so, to what percentage?

e Should the Off-Street Parking and Loading Bylaw specify internal garage dimensions?
Should the amount of visitor parking required per unit be increased?

e Should a defined storage area be required in garages?
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CONCLUSION:

This report was prepared as an update to Council on what has been done in the past with respect to
regulating tandem parking in townhouse developments, and to seek input from Council on how to
proceed. The recommendation is to seek input from the various stakeholders listed in the report and
return to a future Council Workshop to summarize the results.

Hockifl koo n
Prepared by: Michelle Baski, AScT, MA

Planner
(i

Reviewed bv: Christine Carter. M.PL. MCIP. RPP

Approved
Services

Concurrer

The following appendices are attached hereto:

Appendix A - Tandem and Off-Street Parking Discussion Paper, dated May 27, 2013
Appendix B — Tandem and RM-1 Zone Amendments Report, dated October 7, 2013

Appendix C - Tandem and Off-Street Parking Open House Summary, dated February 17, 2014
Appendix D - Tandem Parking in the RM-1 Zone Report, dated March 17, 2014

Appendix E - Summary of Bylaw lterations

Appendix F - Recent Site Plans of Townhouse Developments with Tandem Parking
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APPENDIX A

gy o
MAPLE RIDGE |
District of Maple Ridge
TO: His Worship Mayor Ernie Daykin MEETING DATE: May 27, 2013
and Members of Council FILE NO:
FROM: Chief Administrative Officer MEETING: Workshop
SUBJECT: Tandem and Off-Street Parking Discussion Paper
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

The Planning Department 2013 Business Plan directed staff to prepare a report on tandem and off-
street parking in Maple Ridge, based on concerns with tandem parking in multi-family (townhouse)
developments in the District. This was triggered by several recent townhouse development
applications proposing all or a significant percentage of the units with tandem parking. Tandem
parking is currently permitted in a few single family zones, duplex zone and the RM-1 (Townhouse
Residential District) zone. Given that recent discussion has noted concerns with tandem parking in
townhouse projects, the focus of this report is on tandem and off-street parking in the RM-1
(Townhouse Residential District) zone.

Townhouse units with tandem parking are a fairly common form of housing in many jurisdictions
within the region. Typically the tandem parking arrangement results in a taller, narrower unit with a
minimal driveway apron in front of the tandem garage. The perception is that tandem townhouse
units typically sell for less, than the units with a double car garage and it is often a preferred option
with developers to maximize the unit yield. Staff discussions with some of the private sector
stakeholders suggest that tandem units are more affordable, however, there is no concrete evidence
that tandem units sell for less in the market. General discussions with staff from other jurisdictions
and the private sector stakeholders indicated that while there is a general perception of overall
acceptance of tandem townhouse units in the market, there are concerns with a 100% tandem
townhouse developments across the region.

This report focuses on the RM-1 (Townhouse Residential District) zone and includes the following:

Review of the existing regulations for tandem and off-street parking and loading regulations;

Review of tandem parking regulations in other jurisdictions within the region;

Identification of concerns/issues with tandem parking;

Review of scenarios/ options for the RM-1 (Townhouse Residential District) zone with graphic

examples of each scenario;

o Review of the recommended option for tandem parking in the RM-1 (Townhouse Residential)
zone.

RECOMMENDATION:

That the “Tandem and Off-Street Parking Discussion Paper” dated May 27, 2013 be received for
information and discussion.

BACKGROUND:
The Maple Ridge Off-Street Parking and Loading Bylaw No. 4350-1990 permits tandem parking in
specific single family zones, duplex zone and the RM-1 (Townhouse Residential District) zone.

Tandem Parking has not been a concern in single family zones where the roads meet the municipal
standards and the driveways may be wider. In some cases, there is parking along the streets as well.
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However within the townhouse zone it appears to be a concern. The District has seen a steady rise in
townhouse development projects with all tandem parking units.

DISCUSSION:

A) Review of the existing tandem and Off- Street Parking and Loading regulations:

The Off-Street Parking and Loading Bylaw provides for tandem parking in certain single family zones,
duplex zone and the RM-1 (Townhouse Residential District) zone. The bylaw reads:

PART IV, Section 4.4(iii)(b)(iv), of Maple Ridge off-Street Parking & Loading Bylaw No. 4350-
1990, “the RS-1 (one Family Urban Residential) zone, RS-la (One Family Amenity
Residential) zone, RS-1b (One Family Urban Residential- Medium Density) zone, R-1
(Residential District) zone, RT-1 (Two Family Urban Residential) zone and RM-1 (Townhouse
Residential District) zone, may have obstructed access where the primary parking space is a
carport or garage and the obstruction is an intervening parking space”.

Out of the above noted zones, the RS-1, RS-1b, R-1 and RT-1 are single family or duplex zones. Each
of the above mentioned zones require a minimum of two parking spaces per unit and an additional
parking space for a permitted Accessory Residential use such as a Home Occupation, Secondary
Suite or Detached Garden Suite (if permitted in the zone). For the RM-1 (Townhouse Residential
District) zone, two spaces per unit plus a 0.2 space per unit for visitors is required.

It is important to note that out of all the available multi-family zones in the District, only the RM-1
(Townhouse Residential District) zone permits tandem parking.

B) Review of tandem parking regulations in other jurisdictions within the region:

The following identifies the tandem regulations used in other municipalities within the region
(Appendix A):

City of Pitt Meadows: allows tandem parking in the townhouse zone. The townhouse zone
requires a ratio of 1.75 spaces per unit for residents and 0.2 spaces per unit for visitors.

City of Port Coquitlam: does not have tandem parking regulations in the Zoning Bylaw,
but permits it on a site by site basis. Recently their Council has expressed concerns with
tandem parking in the townhouse zones and the City staff has been encouraging a
balanced proportion of double and tandem garages on a project by project basis.

City of Coquitlam: does not have tandem parking regulations in the Zoning Bylaw, but
permits it on a site by site basis. In most cases, tandem spaces may be provided as extra
spaces and are not included in the parking calculations. They are sometimes proposed in
addition to the minimum parking spaces required in the zone, as a marketing tool.

Township of Langley: permits tandem parking in the townhouse zone but requires a
higher ratio i.e. in the townhouse zone, units with tandem parking garages require a ratio
of 2.5 spaces per unit instead of 2.0 spaces per unit for a double garage unit. The
Township requires a Restrictive Covenant on the tandem space, to discourage
conversion of it to a habitable space. The bylaw is silent on permitting tandem parking in
any other zones.



vi.

vii.

viii.

City of Burnaby: does not permit tandem parking except for specific projects on site by
site basis through a Comprehensive Development zoning. It forms a part of specific site
design with a Restrictive Covenant registered on title to ensure that the tandem space is
not converted in to a habitable space. The required minimum parking ratio for ground-
oriented townhouse zones is 1.75 spaces per unit (including 0.25 spaces per unit for
visitor parking) except for a specific zone permitted in the business district where it is
reduced to 1.0 space per unit. These ratios are much lower parking ratios than Maple
Ridge and other jurisdictions and tandem parking is in general discouraged.

Corporation of Delta: permits tandem parking in single family zones, dupiex zone, strata
house and townhouse zones. There are more than one townhouse zones with varying
densities from 25 to 40 units per net hectare, depending on the specific zone. Visitor
parking ratio is similar to Maple Ridge’s requirements.

City of Abbotsford: permits tandem parking in single family and townhouse residential
zones. The townhouse residential use is required to provide two spaces per unit, of which
one is located in a garage or under-ground parking and 20% of the total parking is
required to be for visitors, which is same as the Maple Ridge’s requirements.

District of Mission: permits tandem parking for ground-oriented townhouse zones, but
with a restriction on the percentage of tandem units in two zones. These zones permit up
to 50% tandem units which are limited to internal units only. The densities vary in the
three townhouse zones they offer and parking ratios are comparable to the District's
requirements.

City of Richmond: has four sub-zones with the townhouse form and tandem parking is
permitted within certain geographical locations in site-specific zones. These zones are
permitted in the city centre and other busy areas that have fairly good connectivity by
public transit. Standard minimum lengths and widths of the parking spaces are specified
and densities vary in the various townhouse zones. It is interesting to note that the
amenity space is expressed as a floor space ratio of 0.1.

City of Surrey: permits tandem parking in ground oriented multiple unit residential use
with a greater apron length on the driveway. The bylaw states “In a tandem parking
arrangement where the second vehicle is parked outside a garage in the driveway a
minimum length of 6.0 metres (19.7 feet) shall be provided for each parking space”.
The City has recently been dealing with enforcement issues with tandem parking in
Clayton Heights area. The tandem spaces have become living spaces and there are
renters with cars on the same site.

City of Surrey has some additional regulations with respect to tandem parking permitted
in the ground-oriented multiple unit residential zones, such as: restrictions on location of
tandem parking spaces on an arterial road; restriction that both the tandem spaces be
enclosed and attached to the unit; requirement that both tandem spaces be held by the
same owner and that tandem parking is not permitted for units located within 6.0 metres
from lot entrances/exits.

In reviewing other municipal parking bylaws it is clear that approaches vary by community with some
not permitting tandem parking, some permitting tandem parking on a project by project basis, some
permitting tandem parking by requiring a higher parking ratio or limiting the amount of tandem;
requiring additional common amenity area and/or driveway aprons. Discussion with some of the
staff from other municipalities confirms that several jurisdictions are expressing concerns over 100%
tandem unit developments.



C) Identification of concerns/issues with tandem parking:

The following section of the report notes the issues and preferences relating to tandem parking, that
were identified through research and consultation with developers, architects, Building and Fire
departments. The issues have been organized into the following categories:

i, BC Building Code requirements:

Often the tandem or double parking garages on townhouse sites are built to meet the minimum B.C.
Building Code requirements for width, depth and height. A driveway apron is the area in front of a
tandem garage. It may or may not be adequate to park one vehicle. Under the bylaw, the RM-1
(Townhouse Residential District) zone does not require the driveway apron length to accommodate a
parking space. If it is not adequate to park one vehicle, this may result in individual vehicles possibly
encroaching into the 6.0 metre wide strata road.

ii. Unit sizes, architectural design and streetscape:

Townhouse units with a tandem garage are typically narrower (12.5 to 15 feet wide) and taller (3 or
3.5 storey) in form. The architectural form for tandem and double garage units differ significantly,
one being a two storey massing while the other with tandem parking is a taller, narrow three-storey
massing. The tandem units offer a denser, compact, taller form. The townhouse form is often
envisioned and encouraged as a transition between single family and apartment building forms. A
100% tandem development maximizes on the density or the unit count on site which can at times be
at the expense of creating interesting, pedestrian-friendly streetscapes. A combination of tandem
and double garage units have greater potential to create an interesting streetscape with staggered
units and inter-linking green spaces. Block sizes that exceed six units can create a monotonous
facade. Smaller blocks of units create well-articulated facades separated with green buffers in
between the blocks that promote natural light, ventilation and views.

fii. Restrictive Covenant on the tandem space; enforcement of tandem spaces and visitor
parking spaces:

The Licences, Permits and Bylaws Department respond to formal written complaints seeking
enforcement. However, they cannot enforce parking regulations on strata property. The District
prefers the Strata Councils to try to resolve their own parking disputes. Units with a tandem garage
often lose a parking space due to conversion into a habitable area, after the owner moves in.
Complaints are received by the District about the lack of parking on site and in the streets, after this
happens. Sometimes the visitor parking stalls are used by residents or cars are parked within the 6.0
metre wide strata road. In such instances, Strata Councils are responsible for enforcing parking on
the property; however they are not always successful. For the District it becomes a safety concern,
yet enforcement is a challenge.

Long-term preservation of tandem parking space cannot necessarily be secured through the use of a
Restrictive Covenant. A covenant however, can be informative to the unit owners but the District
would be required to undertake enforcement and/or legal action. However, the District is under no
obligation to enforce such a covenant even if in place.



D) ANALYSIS:

Review of scenarios/options for the RM-1 (Townhouse Residential District) zone with graphic
examples of each scenario:

As explained earlier the RM-1 (Townhouse Residential District) zone permits a townhouse
development with ground-oriented units that have 100% tandem parking spaces. The density
permitted is a floor space ratio (FSR) of 0.6 times the net lot area, with an additional 50m2 per unit
basement habitable space. To review the impact of tandem parking spaces on a townhouse
development, several factors need to be considered. Some important factors are: density (floor
space ratio), usable open space, common activity area, setbacks, size of the block of units, driveway
apron length, on-site parking for residents and visitors. The graphic examples attached as
appendices help to illustrate the potential impacts of tandem parking along with recommended
measures to minimize impacts.

For the purpose of this review, four categories were analysed for the various scenarios:

a) Atownhouse development with 100% tandem parking spaces (currently permitted);
b) A townhouse development with up to a maximum of 70% tandem parking spaces;
c) Atownhouse development with up to a maximum of 50% tandem parking spaces;
d) A townhouse development with no tandem parking spaces (100% double garages).

To assist in this review graphic illustrations have been provided utilizing some fixed and variable
elements. These have been applied to a hypothetical piece of land. It should be noted that for
simplification purpose, the development site is assumed to be a flat, one acre rectangular shaped
piece of land with road frontage on one side.

The following fixed elements included are:

1) Lot Size: 4047 m2 (1 acre or 43562.97 ft2)

2) FSR: 0.6 (50 m2 extra for habitable basement area per unit)

3) Unitsizes: 2 bedroom =1000 ft2and 3 bedroom=1500 ft2 (50% of each type)
4) Setbacks: 7.5 m from all property lines

5) Parking: 2 spaces per unit (residential) and 0.2 spaces per unit (visitor)

6) 6.0 m wide strata road (no parking along strata road)

7) Max lot coverage: 40%

8) Units in one block: 2 minimum and 6 maximum (2-6 units)

Some variable elements that could have a potential impact on addressing previously identified
concerns with tandem parking are:

1) Percentage (%) of tandem parking spaces on site

2) Usable Open Space Area for units with tandem parking spaces
3) Common Activity Area for units with tandem parking spaces

4) Visitor parking ratio for units with tandem parking spaces

5) Driveway apron length for units with tandem parking spaces
6) Setback variances

A total of 18 scenarios were considered in the review of tandem parking; however, one scenario
clearly resulted in a reasonable mix of tandem and double wide units, maximization of green









spaces, and by increasing the usable open space by 15m2 per unit only for units with tandem
parking spaces, 17 to 18 units can be achieved on a one acre parcel.

The following can be inferred from scenario 2E above:

e A combination of the three variables i.e. driveway apron requirement for units with tandem
parking spaces; proportionate increase in the usable open space for units with tandem
parking spaces and permitting up to a maximum of 70% of the total number of units to have
tandem parking spaces; the density is not significantly compromised, yet a more
architecturally attractive development may be achieved.

o Note that setback variances have not been shown.

It should be noted that with setback variances the unit yields are very similar to those achieved
under the current bylaw (refer to Appendix K). It is clear from Appendix K that when setback
variances are granted for scenario 2E, three more units can be achieved, increasing the unit count to
20 (instead of 17 units in scenario 2E above).

E) PREFERRED APPROACH:

Based on the above analysis it is clear that limiting the amount of tandem parking, and offsetting it
with other requirements results in a development that can achieve densities similar to the current
bylaw (with variances) and at the same time address the on-site congestion, form, streetscape, and
parking concerns.

Recognizing that each site is different and that the Development Community prefers flexibility, it is
recommended that staff prepare amending bylaws that will limit the amount of tandem parking as
stated below:

A maximum of 70% units with tandem parking spaces may be permitted with the following required
for each unit having tandem parking spaces, except in the Town Centre Area:

e Block size not to exceed six attached units;

¢ Driveway apron length of 5.5 metres; and

e Usabie open space of 65 m2 for each three bedroom or bigger units and 50m2 for each two
bedroom or smaller units.

Note that 100% tandem parking in the RM-1 (Townhouse Residential District) zone would still be
permitted in the Town Centre Area, due to access to transit and policy support for a dense housing
form.

It is important to note that setback variances would be considered on a site specific basis and are
subject to Council approval.

Should Council wish to explore the above noted changes to the bylaws, the following resolution
would provide staff with direction to prepare the required amending bylaws:

That Council direct staff to prepare the relevant bylaw revisions to the RM-1(Townhouse Residential
District) zone and the Off-Street Parking and Loading Bylaw, as described in Section E of the
“Tandem and Off-Street Parking Discussion Paper” dated May 27, 2013.



CONCLUSION:

Tandem parking has been permitted in the RM-1 (Townhouse Residential District) zone and a few
others single family zones as mentioned in this report. For most of the single family zones that
permit tandem parking, it has not been a concern due to wider road standards and longer driveway
apron lengths. The biggest impact is seen in the RM-1 (Townhouse Residential District) zone that is
serviced by a 6.0 metre wide strata road and there is no requirement for a driveway apron. It is
important to maintain the primary intention of the RM-1 (Townhouse Residential District) zone, which
is to provide for a low-density multi-family housing option.

A review of other jurisdictions shows that there are similar concerns about developments with 100%
units that have a tandem parking arrangement on site. There needs to be a functional balance of
both; tandem and double garage units, to achieve a financially feasible, safe and good quality
development. The recommended option (scenario 2E) has been discussed in section E of the report.

“original signed by Rasika Acharya”

Prepared by: Rasika Acharya, B-Arch, M-Tech, UD, LEED® AP, MCIP, RPP
Planner

“original signed by Christine Carter”

Approved by: Christine Carter, M.PL, MCIP, RPP
Director of Planning

“original signed by Frank Quinn”

Approved by: Frank Quinn, MBA, P.Eng
GM, Public Works & Development Services

“original signed by J.L. (Jim) Rule”

Concurrence: J.L. (Jim) Rule
Chief Administrative Officer

The following appendices are attached hereto:

Appendix A - Regional review- matrix showing tandem regulations in other jurisdictions;
Appendix B - Scenario Comparison Chart
Appendix C - Scenario 2A

Appendix D - Scenario 2B

Appendix E - Scenario 2C

Appendix F - Scenario 2D

Appendix G - Scenario 3A

Appendix H - Scenario 3B

Appendix | - Scenario 3C

Appendix J - Scenario 3D

Appendix K - Scenario 2F






APPENDIX B

SCENARIO COMPARISON CHART- APPENDIX B

Lt/ Lnin/ #0f3 =pfz 20
PSR Ha: Acre tr;rms; bdrms T?S:::ﬁ?
Scenario 14 CeCE 31.9 21 11 C 180 %%
Sceraric 1B 0608 51.9 21 11 G TG0 %
Scenario 10 D574 49.4 26 16 1C TCC %
Scenario 10 0.517 445 18 ] 8 100 %
Scenario ZA 2582 49.4 25 9 11 7C %
Scerario 2R o562 429, 4 2C 9 11 L
Scerario 20 G574 49.4 2C TG G 70 %
Scerano 20 2339 &47.0 1a g T T4 %
Scerario 2F CA7Y 42,0 17 7 10 55 3%
Seeraria 2Eb 0517 £4.5 18 g g T2 %
Sceraria 2F 274 49.4 20 1C jan 76 %
Scerario 2Fb 574 £8.4 20 & 10 7O
Scerario 34 C.574 4£59.4 20 ey 16 50 %
Scerario 3B C.574 £9.4 20 TG 10 50 %
Scenario 30 L5574  £5.4 20 [En 1€ 50 %
Sceparia 50 o488 420 17 g 8 a3 %
Scerario 3E C.a71 39.5 15 2] 7 £9 %
Scenarip 3Eh 0494 42.0 7 g 8 33 %
Scerarip SF C.551 470 8 o 2] 53 %
Scerario 3FD £.5339 L7 .0 19 S G 47 2%

=

SCeErarin 24
Scenario B
Scernario 40

Scenarig £0

05338 £7.0 19

w0
£
&

0,539 47.0 18 g 1C C#*®
€.539 4F.0 1y g G C%®
C.425 371 = 7 g G 3

Usable
Cpen
Space

201t me
2,07t m2
1,980 me
1,886 m2

2,088 M2
2,048 m2
1,893 m2
1,68% m2
2,097 m2
2,089 m2
1,703 m2
1,870 m2

1,993 m2
1,893 m2
1,819 m2
2.01Em2
2,048 mi2
2,694 m2
1,793 m2
1,857 m2

1,885 mZ
1,885 m2
1,731 m2
1,543 m2

Se

Coverage

28 %
28 %
28 %%
27 %
23 %
26 %
28 %
28 %

28 %
28 %
28 %
24 3¢
23 %
27
26 %

25 %
23 %
23 %
19-%

Total Hard
surfaoes (Excludes
Ste Coverage)

15 %
15 %
17 %
22 %

18 %
18 %
21 %
21 %
&1 %
24 %
22 %

19 %
15 %
23 %
22 %
21 %
22 %
24 %

23 %































MAPLE RIDE

APPENDIX B

DISTRICT OF MAPLE RIDGE
Gfgefg&:)i?ghts

TO: His Worship Mayor Ernie Daykin DATE: October 7, 2013
and Members of Council FILE NO: 2013-096-RZ

FROM: Chief Administrative Officer ATTN: Cof W

SUBJECT: Tandem Parking and RM-1 zone amendments;
First Reading Zone Amending Bylaw No. 7024- 2013 and Off-Street
Parking and Loading Amending Bylaw No.7025-2013

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

On May 27, 2013 Council received a discussion paper on “Tandem Parking and the RM-1 zone”,
which laid out several scenarios and one preferred approach to regulate the proportion of tandem
parking units in the RM-1 zone. For the RM-1 zone, the Discussion Paper recommended:

e a maximum of 70% units with tandem parking arrangement;

e adriveway apron, 5.5 metres long for each tandem unit;

e usable open space of 65 m2for each three bedroom or larger unit and 50m2 for each two
bedroom or smaller unit; and

e limiting the building block size to six attached units.

It was also recommended that 100% tandem units in the RM-1 zone would still be permitted in the
Town Centre Area, due to access to transit and policy support for a dense housing form.

At the regular meeting of May 28, 2013, Council resolved that staff be directed to prepare the
relevant bylaw revisions to the RM-1 (Townhouse Residential District) zone and the Off-Street Parking
and Loading Bylaw as described in that report. At the meeting Council raised issues regarding
impact on density and unit count, analysis on sloping sites, enforcement on strata lots, and
consultation with the development community, which are addressed in this report. The draft bylaw
amendments reflect Council’s direction.

RECOMMENDATION:

1) That Zone Amending Bylaw No. 7024-2013 be given first reading;

2) That Off-Street Parking and Loading Amending Bylaw No. 7025-2013 be given first
reading; and

3) That the above bylaw amendments be referred to a public process for comments and

feedback.

BACKGROUND:

Tandem Parking is the placement of one parking space behind another parking space, such that only
one parking space has unobstructed access to a driveway/road. The Off-Street Parking and Loading
Bylaw permits a tandem garage or a single garage with a tandem parking space on the apron.
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Council expressed concerns about the impacts of a 100% tandem arrangement in the townhouse
proposals seen recently and directed staff to do a review of tandem parking. It is important to note
that currently, the Off-Street Parking and Loading Bylaw provides for tandem parking in certain single
family zones, duplex zone and the RM-1 (Townhouse Residential District) zone. The RM-1 zone is the
only multi-family zone in the District permitting tandem parking. Tandem Parking has not been a
concern in single family zones where the roads meet the municipal standards and the driveways may
be wider and longer. In some cases, there is on-street parking as well. In contrast, tandem parking
has been a concern in the townhouse zone as driveway aprons are typically not provided and the 6.0
metre wide strata roads do not permit parking. In recent years, the District has seen a steady rise in
townhouse development projects with all tandem parking units.

Townhouse units with tandem parking are a fairly common form of housing in many jurisdictions
across the region. Typically, the tandem parking arrangement results in a tall, narrow unit with a
minimal driveway apron leading into a tandem parking garage. General discussions with staff from
other jurisdictions and the private sector indicated that while there is a general acceptance of
tandem townhouse units in the market, there are concerns with 100% tandem townhouse
developments across the region.

The Discussion Paper dated May 27, 2013, reviewed regulations in other municipalities. It compared
18 scenarios, to help understand the impacts of tandem parking in the RM-1 zone. The
accompanying presentation included photos of existing townhouse developments in the District. All
of the 18 scenarios considered both, fixed and variable elements, applied to a hypothetical piece of
land. The discussion paper concluded that by introducing a combination of the three variables (i.e. a
driveway apron; open space and percentage of tandem units); the density is mildly impacted, yet a
more architecturally attractive development may be achieved. The report further demonstrated that
if setback variances, facing a municipal street were supported, a similar density without seriously
impacting unit yields, can be achieved.

Out of the 18 scenarios, one scenario clearly resulted in a reasonable mix of tandem and double
wide units; maximization of green space/useable open space; and a well-articulated, livable design;
while maintaining a viable unit yield (Scenario 2E).

Based on the analysis the recommendation to Council was that, in the RM-1 (Townhouse Residential
District) zone the following shall apply, except in the Town Centre Area:

e amaximum of 70% units with tandem parking arrangement;
a driveway apron, 5.5 metres long for each tandem unit;
usable open space of 65 m2for each three bedroom or larger unit and 50m?2 for each two
bedroom or smaller unit; and

e limiting the building block size to six attached units.

The Town Centre Area Plan encourages more dense development and has better access to transit so
it was recommended to exempt from the draft regulation. It is important to note that setback
variances would be considered on a site specific basis and are subject to Council approval.

At the regular meeting of May 28, 2013, Council resolved:















¢ On sloping sites, some retaining walls will be required to achieve flat backyards, which is
consistent with what is done currently. Smaller retaining walls may also be required to
achieve the driveway aprons.

e Some units will need to be stepped and staggered to take advantage of the grades on
site, which is consistent with the OCP policies around “respecting the land” and with
what is done currently.

e With setback variances the unit yield is quite similar to those achieved under the current
bylaw (21 units versus 20 units). The reduced setbacks facing municipal streets allows
for greater design creativity with stronger street presence, stepping and staggering of
units.

A simplified comparison of the above stated graphic illustrations is attached as Appendix A.

B) Tandem Parking in the Town Centre Area:

There was discussion regarding the appropriateness of exempting RM-1 properties in the
Town Centre Area from the draft tandem regulations. The Town Centre Area Plan through
several policies talks about increasing residential density in the various precincts. The
“Ground-oriented Multi-family” designation allows RM-1 zone and the intention is to achieve
pedestrian-friendly strata developments that serve as a transition between single family and
higher density forms like low-rise apartments. A tall, narrow, three-storey tandem form would
fit well in the Town Centre Area, which encourages compact developments, more than other
areas in the District. The Town Centre area is also served by better access to public transit
and owners may choose 1o own a single vehicle. It is further noted that the exemption of the
Town centre properties from the tandem regulations may also serve as an incentive for
further town centre investment.

C) Consideration to accommodate seniors:

There was discussion regarding making townhouse developments more senior-friendly.
Ground-oriented units with a double car garage often resuit in a more senior-friendly form of
development than a 3- storey, multi-level, tall, narrow (12 to 15 feet wide) tandem unit. It is
felt that a reasonable balance of tandem and double garages will provide for an appropriate
housing choice for seniors and others.

D) Common variances supported and its impact on outdoor living space:

Historically Council has approved setback, height and parking variances on townhouse sites
in the RM-1 zone. Typically height variances are supported on sloping sites where the design
of the units takes advantage of the grades by rendering a 2- storey fagade on one side and 3-
storey fagade (11.0 metres) on the other side. This will be minimized with the adoption of the
new Zoning Bylaw where the maximum height of the structure is measured up to the mid-
point of the roof.

Setback variances facing municipal streets are common and align with the Multi-Family
Development Permit Guidelines that emphasize a better street presence and direct
pedestrian access from the townhouse units to the municipal streets. They also often create
a more livable rear yard.



Parking variances are typically fewer and considered on a site-specific basis.

The tandem parking arrangement results in more units, so to mitigate the impact of the form
and density, an increased usable open space ratio for the tandem units is recommended.
This should enhance the livability of the project and create better outdoor usable open space
and/or common activity areas. Larger open spaces are an effective marketing tool for
developers.

E) Economic implications:

Although there is an assumption that tandem units are less expensive, there is no statistical
evidence in the market to support this. Scenarios discussed above show that the unit-count
may drop marginally if the 70% tandem units regulation is adopted. On sloping sites, some
retaining walls and stepping of units may increase the development costs. However, the
benefits are thought to outnumber the density impact.

A copy the Council report dated May 27, 2013 was forwarded to the Advisory Design Panel to
seek their input. The Panel advised that a feasible balance between tandem and double
townhouse units is important to safeguard the intention of the zone (low density multi-family
form) and the architectural character of the development.

The Advisory Design Panel is in support of this initiative and has provided the following
comments:

¢ Panel confirmed that tandem parking in the townhouse zones is quite common in all
the municipalities.

e Panel agreed that regulating the proportion of tandem parking will have some impact
on the overall density and unit count, but the benefits are larger.

¢ Panel confirmed that the tandem arrangement is not popular among buyers, but it is
used to maximize the unit yield on a site.

e The Panel also confirmed that while all tandem townhouse development fit well
within the Town Centre Area, a reasonable balance of tandem and double car
garages in areas outside the Town Centre will encourage a better streetscape;
improve landscaping with a staggering of the units; improve the overall architectural
quality of a development and the livability on site.

The proposed bylaw amendments strive to strike a reasonable balance between tandem and
double parking arrangement, which is economically feasible and architecturally desirable.

BENEFITS OF REGULATING TANDEM PARKING UNITS IN THE RM-1 ZONE:

The benefits of regulating units with tandem parking arrangement in the RM-1 (Townhouse
Residential) zone could be broadly categorized into the following:

1) Maintain the primary intention of the RM-1 zone which is to provide a low-density multi-family
housing form for the neighbourhoods. The tandem units offer a denser, compact, taller form.



The townhouse form is often envisioned and encouraged as a transition between single
family and apartment building forms.

2) Encourage a proportion of the units to be a senior-friendly, ground-oriented housing option.

3) Reduce the parking concerns on a strata lot by providing for some driveway aprons. Minimize
parking infractions on a 6.0 metres wide strata road.

4) Encourage an interesting streetscape with staggering and stepping of units. Achieve a less
monotonous facade.

5) Promote natural light, ventilation, view corridors and “green links” between blocks.

6) Improve livability and quality of development by increasing the proportion of usable open
space to match the increase in the number of units due to tandem arrangement.

7) Reducing the risks associated with vehicle encroachment or overhanging on strata road by
regulating the minimum width and depth of an attached garage and adding the requirement
of a driveway apron for a tandem parking arrangement.

PROPOSED REGULATIONS:

Pursuant with Council’s direction of May 28, 2013, Zone Amending and Off-Street Parking Amending
Bylaws have been prepared.

i) RM-1 (Townhouse Residential District) zone (refer to Appendix B):

The following items are proposed for inclusion in the RM-1 zone and were previously discussed
with Council:

e Townhouses in the RM-1 zone must be limited to six (6) attached units in one block.

Allowing a maximum of six (6) attached units per block is a consistent approach followed in other
jurisdictions and the District’'s RST-SV (Street Townhouse-Silver Valley) zone. This would help
promote natural light and ventilation between the blocks thus offering a less monotonous
facade. Block sizes that exceed six units can create a monotonous fagade. Smaller blocks of
units create well-articulated facades separated with green buffers in between the blocks that
promote natural light, ventilation and views. The Advisory Design Panel in the past has expressed
concerns with the ramifications of having more than six (6) attached units in one block.

e All the units with tandem parking arrangement must provide a usable open space of 65.0 square
metres per unit with 3 or more bedrooms; and 50.0 square metres per unit with less than 3
bedrooms.

This regulation is intended to improve the livability and quality of development by increasing the
proportion of usable open space with the number of tandem units on a strata lot.

ii) Off-Street Parking and Loading Bylaw (refer to Appendix C):

Maple Ridge Off-Street Parking and Loading Bylaw # 4350-1990 requires amendment to add the
following:

¢ |n the RM-1 zone, tandem parking shall not exceed 70% of the total townhouse units on site,
except in the Town Centre Area.



Townhouse units with a tandem garage are typically narrower (12.5 to 15 feet wide) and taller (3
or 3.5 storey) in form. The architectural form for tandem and double garage units differ
significantly, one being a two storey massing while the other with tandem parking is a taller,
narrow three-storey massing. A combination of tandem and double garage units have greater
potential to create an interesting streetscape with staggered units, driveway aprons and inter-
linking green spaces.

e All the units with tandem parking must provide a driveway apron per unit that is minimum 5.5
metres long and 3.0 metres wide, except in the Town Centre Area.

Under the current Parking Bylaw, the RM-1 (Townhouse Residential District) zone does not
require the driveway apron length to accommodate a parking space. Requiring the driveway
apron will provide an extra parking space per unit thus avoiding any encroachment or
overhanging into the 6.0 metre wide strata road. If the internal tandem garage gets converted
into a living space, the townhouse unit will still have two parking spaces, one within the garage
and one on the apron.

Following Council discussion, the Building Department have further recommended inclusion of
minimum garage dimensions in the proposed Bylaw:

o The minimum internal clear dimensions for attached or detached single, tandem and double
garages for townhouse units in the RM-1 zone must be as stated below:

Single car garage: 3.1 metres wide and 6.1 metres long;

Tandem 2-car garage: 3.1 metres wide and 12.2 metres long;

Double wide garage: 5.6 metres wide and 6.1 metres long.
Currently the bylaw specifies a parking space (width, height and length) applicable for all zones.
It does not specify dimensions within a garage or underground parkade, where the space is
beside a wall to permit unobstructed access and clearance to open the car doors. Neither does it
specify dimensions of a tandem garage. For the RM-1 zone these amendments will help achieve

minimum clear dimensions required to park a car inside an attached or detached garage to a
townhouse unit.

INTERDEPARTMENTAL IMPLICATIONS:

Engineering Department:

The Engineering Department does not have any concerns with the proposed zone amendments.
Fire Department:

The Fire Department confirmed that parking on strata roads is a concern, and is supportive of the
driveway apron requirement.

Building Department:

The Building Department supports the minimum clear width and depth for single, tandem and
double car garage being added in the existing Parking Bylaw.
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STRATAS, RESTRICTIVE COVENANTS AND SIGNAGE IN THE RM-1 ZONE:

Enforcement will be in accordance with existing Bylaw enforcement regulations and procedures. The
District cannot enforce parking regulations on strata property.

Within existing developments it is observed that typically garages are used as storage area, forcing
the cars to be parked on the driveway or along the streets. In a single family subdivision on-street
parking is an option except when the access is through a lane. With a 6.0 metres wide strata road
and no aprons for the driveways, this is a challenge on the townhouse sites.

Units with a tandem garage often lose a parking space due to conversion into a habitable area, after
the owner moves in. Complaints are received by the District about the lack of parking on site and in
the streets, after this happens. Sometimes the visitor parking stalls are used by residents or cars are
parked within the 6.0 metre wide strata road. in such instances, Strata Councils are responsible for
enforcing parking on the property; however they are not always successful.

Research indicates that requiring a Restrictive Covenant to restrict the tandem garage from being
converted into a living space, is not a common solution. If Council directs, requirement of a
Restrictive Covenant can be a condition of final reading, similar to the requirement for visitor parking
stalls. Once the project is approved and built, the District would rely on the Strata to enforce it. Legal
opinion sought on this confirms that Council can require a Restrictive Covenant as a condition of
final reading, which can be informative to the unit owners, but the District enforcement on strata lot
can be challenging. It should be noted that the District’s solicitor confirmed that such a legal
challenge is very expensive to prove in court and is not a necessarily practical solution.

It is important to note that “No Parking” signs would need to be enforced by the strata, after the
project is complete. The Building Permit drawings are required to show locations of “no parking”
areas, on the drawings. The stratas are expected to enforce the “no parking” signage and zones.

NEXT STEPS:

Recognizing the implications that these bylaw amendments may have on townhouse developments
in the RM-1 zone and the fact that amendments to the Off-Street Parking and Loading Bylaw do not
go to the Public Hearing, it is recommended that staff host an open house to seek input from the
stakeholders.

Following first reading to both the bylaws, an open house would be organized for late October or
early November 2013. Representatives from the development industry will be invited by letter to
comment on the proposed amendments. Advertisement will also be placed in the local newspapers.
Council will be updated on the outcomes of this open house in the second reading report.

CONCLUSION:
As in other municipalities across the region, 100% tandem parking in townhouse projects has
generated a variety of concerns. To help alleviate these concerns, Council considered a Discussion

Paper, dated May 27, 2013 and endorsed regulation changes to the RM-1 zone and the Off-Street
Parking Bylaw. These revisions include limiting parking to 70% tandem units; the provision of a
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driveway apron for tandem units; increasing the amount of usable open space for tandem units and
limiting the “block size” to six attached townhouse units.

Numerous benefits of regulating the proportion of tandem units in the RM-1 (Townhouse Residential
District) zone are described in this report. The Advisory Design Panel has commended Council for
taking up this initiative and is supportive of the proposed amendments. The proposed open house
will serve as an opportunity to seek input from the development industry. The graphic scenarios
show that the density and unit count achieved is mildly impacted by restricting the tandem
proportion to a maximum of 70% of the units. Additional usable open space and a driveway apron for
tandem units are anticipated to improve the architectural quality and reduce parking concerns. In
return a “low-density”, pedestrian-friendly, multi-family housing form with a reasonable balance of
tandem and double garages can be achieved. On sloping sites, creative design to take advantage of
the grades, retaining walls, staggering and stepping of units will be required.

The proposed bylaw amendments (Appendix B and C) are believed to strike a reasonable balance
between tandem and double parking arrangement. The intention is to encourage architecturally
desirable development proposals that are economically feasible as well. It is recommended that
Maple Ridge Zone Amending Bylaw No. 7024-2013 and Maple Ridge Off-Street Parking and Loading
Amending Bylaw No. 7025-2013be given first reading and an open house be held to solicit input.

Original signed by Rasika Acharya

Prepared by. Rasika Acharya, B-Arch, M-Tech, UD, LEED® AP, MCIP, RPP
Planner

Original signed by Christine Carter

Approved by: Christine Carter, M.PL, MCIP, RPP
Director of Planning

Original signed by Frank Quinn

Approved by: Frank Quinn, MBA, P.Eng
GM, Public Works & Development Services

Original signed by Jim Rule

Concurrence: J.L. (Jim) Rule
Chief Administrative Officer

The following appendices are attached hereto:
Appendix A -Summary of scenarios

Appendix B -Zone Amending Bylaw No. 7024-2013
Appendix C -Off-Street Parking and Loading Amending Bylaw No. 7025-2013
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APPENDIX B

CORPORATION OF THE DISTRICT OF MAPLE RIDGE
BYLAW NO.7024-2013

A Bylaw to amend Maple Ridge Zoning Bylaw No. 3510 - 1985 as amended.

WHEREAS, it is deemed expedient to amend Maple Ridge Zoning Bylaw No. 3510 - 1985 as
amended;

NOW THEREFORE, the Municipal Council of the Corporation of the District of Maple Ridge, in
open meeting assembled, ENACTS AS FOLLOWS:

1. This Bylaw may be cited as "Maple Ridge Zone Amending Bylaw No. 7024-2013".

2. This Bylaw provides conditions to regulate building block size and increased usable
open space requirement for townhouse units with tandem parking in the RM-1
(Townhouse Residential District) zone. ‘

3. Maple Ridge Zoning Bylaw No. 3510 - 1985 as amended is hereby amended
accordingly:

a) PART 2, INTERPRETATION, is amended by the addition of the following definition
in correct alphabetical order:

TANDEM PARKING means the placement of one parking space behind
another parking space, such that only one parking space has unobstructed
access to a drive aisle, driveway or highway.

b) PART 6, RESIDENTIAL ZONES, Section 602, RM-1 TOWNHOUSE RESIDENTIAL
DISTRICT, subsection 8, Other Regulations, is amended by replacing d) with the
following:

d) Useable open space shall be provided for each unit on a lot based on
the following minimum ratios:

i) 45.0 m2 for each unit with 3 or more bedrooms;

ii) 65.0 m2 for each unit with 3 or more bedrooms with tandem
parking;

iii) 30.0 m2 for each unit with 2 or less bedrooms;

iv) 50.0 m2 for each unit with 2 or less bedrooms with tandem
parking,.

c) PART 6, RESIDENTIAL ZONES, Section 602, RM-1 TOWNHOUSE RESIDENTIAL
DISTRICT, subsection 8, Other Regulations, is amended by adding g) after f) as
follows:

g) A townhouse use shall be limited to a maximum of 6 (six) attached
units per building block.



4, Maple Ridge Zoning Bylaw No. 3510-1985, as amended, is hereby amended

accordingly.
READ a first time the day of , 2013.
READ a second time the day of , 2013,
PUBLIC HEARING held the day of ,2013.
READ a third time the day of , 2013.
RECONSIDERED AND FINALLY ADOPTED, the day of ,2013.

PRESIDING MEMBER CORPORATE OFFICER



APPENDIX C

CORPORATION OF THE DISTRICT OF MAPLE RIDGE
BYLAW NO. 7025-2013

A Bylaw to amend Maple Ridge Off-Street Parking and Loading
Bylaw No. 4350-1990 as amended.

WHEREAS, it is deemed expedient to amend Maple Ridge Off-Street Parking and Loading
Bylaw No. 4350-1990 as amended;

NOW THEREFORE, the Municipal Council of the Corporation of the District of Maple Ridge, in
open meeting assembled, ENACTS AS FOLLOWS:

1. This Bylaw may be cited as "Maple Ridge Off-Street Parking and Loading Amending
Bylaw No. 7025-2013".

2. The District of Maple Ridge Off- Street Parking and Loading By-law No. 4350-1990 as
amended is amended as follows:

a) PART WV, OFF-STREET PARKING DESIGN, SECTION 4.1(a), is amended by
replacing iv) with the following:

iv) shall comply with the following:

a) Within the RS-1, RS-1a, RS-1b, R-1 and RT-1 zones, the parking may
be tandem parking;

b) Within the RM-1 zone a maximum of 70% of the units may have
tandem parking;

¢) Townhouse units in the RM-1 zone within the Town Centre Area Plan
as shown on Schedule B of the Official Community Plan may have up
to 100% tandem parking.

b) PART IV, OFF-STREET PARKING DESIGN, SECTION 4.1(a), is amended by
adding the following after vi):

vii) Townhouse units with tandem parking in the RM-1 zone, other than
within the Town Centre Area Plan as shown on Schedule B of the Official
Community Plan, shall provide a minimum driveway apron of 5.5 metres
in length and 3.0 metres in width.

c) PART |V, OFF-STREET PARKING DESIGN, SECTION 4.1, is amended by adding
the following new subsection 4.1c¢) in the correct sequence:

c) Off-Street Parking Spaces within a garage, for a townhouse
unit in the RM-1 zone

i) shall have internal dimensions of not less than;

a) 3.1 metres wide, 6.1 metres long and 2.1 metres
high for a single car garage;



b) 3.1 metres wide, 12.2 metres long and 2.1
metres high for a tandem parking two car garage;

c) 5.6 metres wide, 6.1 metres long and 2.1 metres
high for a double wide (2 car) garage.

3. Maple Ridge Off-Street Parking and Loading Bylaw No. 4350-1990 as amended is
hereby amended accordingly.

READ a first time the _____ day of , 2013.

READ a second time the ____ day of , 2013.

READ a third time the ___ day of , 2013.

RECONSIDERED AND FINALLY ADOPTED, the ___day of ,2013.

PRESIDING MEMBER CORPORATE OFFICER



APPENDIX C

District of Maple Ridge
TO: His Worship Mayor Ernie Daykin DATE: February 17,2014
and Members of Council FILE NO: 2013-096-RZ
FROM: Chief Administrative Officer ATTN: Workshop
SUBJECT: Tandem and Off-Street Parking Open House Summary

PURPOSE:

On May 27, 2013 Council received a discussion paper on “Tandem Parking and the RM-1 zone”,
which laid out several scenarios and one preferred approach to regulate the proportion of tandem
parking units in the RM-1 zone. At the May 28, 2013, Council Meeting it was resolved that staff be
directed to prepare the relevant bylaw revisions to the RM-1 (Townhouse Residential District) zone
and the Off-Street Parking and Loading Bylaw. Staff prepared the relevant bylaws which were
considered at the October 7, 2013 Committee of the Whole meeting.

In the first reading report the following amendments were proposed for inclusion in the Zoning Bylaw
No. 3510-1985 RM-1 zone:

a) Townhouses in the RM-1 zone must be limited to six (6) attached units in one biock.

b) All the units with tandem parking arrangement must provide a usable open space of 65.0
square metres per unit with 3 or more bedrooms; and 50.0 square metres per unit with
less than 3 bedrooms.

In the first reading report the following amendments were also proposed for inclusion in the Off-
Street Parking and Loading Bylaw No. 4350-1990:

c) Inthe RM-1 zone, tandem parking shall not exceed 70% of the total townhouse units on
site, except in the Town Centre Area.

d) All the units with tandem parking must provide a driveway apron per unit that is minimum
5.5 metres long and 3.0 metres wide, except in the Town Centre Area.

e) The minimum internal clear dimensions for attached or detached single, tandem and
double garages for townhouse units in the RM-1 zone must be as stated below:

Single car garage: 3.1 metres wide and 6.1 metres long;
Tandem 2-car garage: 3.1 metres wide and 12.2 metres long;
Double wide garage: 5.6 metres wide and 6.1 metres long.

it was also recommended that 100% tandem units in the RM-1 zone would still be permitted in the
Town Centre Area, due to access to transit and policy support for a dense housing form.

At the October 8, 2013 Council Meeting, a resolution was passed that Zone Amending Bylaw No.
7024-2013 and Off-Street Parking and Loading Amending Bylaw No. 7025-2013 be given first
reading and referred to a public process for comments and feed back.

Pursuant to Council’'s resolution of October 8, 2013, a Public Open House was conducted on

Tuesday, November 13, 2013. The purpose of this report is to update Council on that session and
discuss the implications and next steps.

4.2



In response to the feedback received from the Public Open House a number of changes to the
proposed bylaw are being recommended in this report.

RECOMMENDATION:

That Zone Amending Bylaw No. 7024-2013 and Off-Street Parking and Loading Amending
Bylaw No. 7025-2013, be revised as per the staff report dated February 17, 2014.

DISCUSSION:
l.  Background:

In recent years, the District has seen an increase in the number of townhouse development projects
with all tandem parking units in the RM-1 zone. Council and neighbourhoods have expressed
concerns about the impacts of such developments. Council directed staff to review the use and
impacts of tandem parking.

The Off-Street Parking and Loading Bylaw permits both; a tandem garage or a single garage with a
tandem parking space on the driveway apron, in certain single family zones, the duplex zone and the
RM-1 (Townhouse Residential District) zone. The RM-1 zone is the only multi-family zone in the
District permitting tandem parking. Tandem Parking has not been a concern in single family zones
where the roads meet the municipal standards and the driveways may be wider and longer to
accommodate additional vehicles. In some cases, there is on-street parking as well. In contrast,
tandem parking can be a concern in townhouse sites as driveway aprons are typicaily not provided or
the ones proposed are not adequate to park on, while the 6.0 metre wide strata roads do not permit
parking.

The Discussion Paper dated May 27, 2013, reviewed regulations in other municipalities and
reviewed concerns with tandem parking in the existing townhouse complexes in the District. It
compared 18 scenarios, to help understand the impacts of tandem parking in the RM-1 zone. This
review resulted in one development scenario that resulted in a reasonable mix of tandem (70%) and
double wide units (30%) which maximized of green space/useable open space, as well as creating a
well-articulated, livable design; while maintaining a viable unit yield.

The first reading report dated October 7, 2013, recognized that there would be implications that
these bylaw amendments may have on townhouse developments in the RM-1 zone. Council
instructed staff to proceed with a public process to seek input from the residents and the
development industry.

Il. Open House update:

Pursuant to Council’s resolution at the October 8, 2013 meeting, a Public Open House was
conducted on Tuesday, November 13, 2013 from 4:00 to 8:00 pm in the Council Chambers lobby.
Approximately 15-20 people attended the open house and the attendees were a mix of Maple Ridge
residents, realtors, developers and design professionals.



Prior to the Open House, advertisement for the open house was run in four consecutive editions of
both the local newspapers dated November 1, 6, 8 and 12, 2013. Details of the Open House and all
the background reports and presentations were posted on the District’s website as of October 29,
2013 and gquestionnaires were available on the District’'s website from November 14, 2013 to
December 2, 2013. Invitations were also emailed to all the stakeholders on October 29, 2013. The
Advisory Design Panel members were also invited.

The information panels displayed at the open house provided an overview of the definition, concerns,
photos, graphic analysis on flat and sloping sites, and the proposed bylaw amendments to the RM-1
(Townhouse Residential District) zone and the Off-Street Parking and Loading Bylaw, applicable to
the RM-1 zone. These can still be found on our website, under the “Tandem Parking Section” of the
Planning Department.

Two separate questionnaires were provided at the open house: one for the general public (Appendix
A) and the other for representatives from the development industry (Appendix B). Two separate
guestionnaires were drafted with an intention of capturing specific concerns from both the groups as
buyers and sellers of townhouse units in the market. The questionnaire for the general public
focused on capturing their preferences around choosing a tandem or double wide townhouse unit,
site design, affordability, safety/emergency access, livability and feedback on proposed bylaw
amendments. The guestionnaire for the developers/consultants focused on site design, affordability
from selling point of view and feedback on the proposed bylaw amendments. The responses
received from both the questionnaires, including the two letters received from the development
industry are attached as Appendix C to this report.

Questionnaire Summary:

As indicated earlier, approximately 15-20 people attended the open house, with 15 people signing
the “sign-in” sheet and 16 responses (14 completed questionnaires and 2 letters) being received for
a response rate of 80%. Appendix C attached to this report shows all the responses received. Out of
the 14 completed questionnaires, 10 of them are from the general public; while 4 of them are from
the developers/consultants. It is important to note that some of the attendees, who are residents
(not developers), preferred to complete both the questionnaires, to be able to give feedback about
all the questions. One of the developers (Portrait Homes Inc.) opted to send in a letter instead of
completing the questionnaire, while the other letter is from the “Greater Vancouver Home Builder’s
Association”.

Summary of feedback from the general public:

It is noted that only a small proportion of the residents of Maple Ridge attended this open house and
those who attended are not residents of a townhouse complex. Based on this fact, the responses are
not necessarily representative of all the Maple Ridge residents. Given the limited amount of
feedback received from the attendees it appears that townhouse complexes with tandem units are
not a favourable preference for buyers, especially seniors due to the size, form, on-site parking
concerns and tandem garage conversions. It appears that a 2-car tandem garage with no driveway
apron or inadequate apron size to park an additional vehicle is a concern for the public. The results
also provide information on marketing of townhouse units which should be of interest to developers
but is not necessarily a matter that the local government should concern itself with, assuming that
the market will dictate form. The opinions expressed by those who attended the open house
(attached to this report as Appendix C) may be summarized as below:
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with an enclosed 2-car tandem garage, the inner tandem garage is used for storage/living
area. This will force a vehicle to be parked on the street or on a small driveway apron;
tandem garages are not big enough to park a pick-up truck and a car;

tandem units offer multiple levels with three flights of stairs; not senior-friendly;

due to the narrow form of tandem units moving furniture up the stairways is a challenge;

tall narrow townhouse units do not have a visually pleasing streetscape;

there is general support for limiting the block to six attached units; and

there is general support for the tandem form in the Town Centre Area.

Summary of feedback from the development industry:

It is noted that only a small proportion of development community representatives attended the
open house. Concerns with the proposed regulations were expressed by Portrait Homes Inc, the
Greater Vancouver Home Builder’'s Association and two other representatives of the development
industry. The opinions expressed by this group at the open house and through a letter (attached to
this report as Appendix C) may be summarized as below:

a)

there is opposition to the proposed 70% tandem restriction due to concerns about
affordability (and selling) of the 30% 2-car double wide units with a bigger footprint. For a 2-
car double wide townhouse unit, a greater proportion of land value must be assigned,
making them higher in price. It was suggested that this will compete with smaller single
family homes, making it more difficult to sell these townhouses. It was suggested that the
30% 2-car double wide garage requirement for any townhouse site, will reduce the total
density and unit yield;

there is support for 100% tandem developments as market seeks affordability. It was
suggested that tandem units offer functional, livable homes with a smaller footprint. One
developer building in Surrey noted that his tandem units sell for $30,000 to $50,000 less
than the 2-car double wide units. There is overall support for the idea of townhouse
developments having a variety of housing forms (tandem and double) but the flexibility be
left to the project architect, to be assessed on a site-by-site basis rather than restricting
tandem units to 70% in the RM-1 zone across the District;

there is general opposition for requiring a full driveway apron for each tandem unit as this
will result in 3 parking spaces per tandem unit which seems excessive and will increase the
impervious surfaces on site. The driveway apron requirement will increase the parking
required for tandem units but not necessarily discourage people from converting tandem
garage space to living space. A Restrictive Covenant on all the parking spaces on site
(enforced by the Strata Council) could be a measure to discourage owners from converting
their enclosed parking spaces;there is general support for limiting the block size to six
attached units, except one response recommending specifying the block length instead of
number of attached units;

there is general agreement that townhouse units with well articulated streetscape is an
important selling feature;

there is general support for the tandem form in the Town Centre Area;

there is general agreement that increased useable open space/amenity area is a desirable
selling feature, but general concerns that it will reduce the unit yield;

there is general support for providing more on-site visitor parking on townhouse sites; and



h) there is general preference for the tandem arrangement shown below, i.e. single car garage
with the second parking spot on the driveway apron.
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Common themes from the open house feedback:

e The narrow, 2-car fully enclosed tandem garage design can encourage some of the garage to
be converted to habitable/ storage area which force a second car on the street.

e Restricting tandem unit proportion and increasing amenity area on townhouse sites can

negatively impact the unit yield and affordability for buyers and sellers.

Driveway apron requirement may address the parking concerns of a tandem arrangement.

Increasing visitor parking ratio may help resolve some parking concerns.

Limiting the block size is generally supported but some flexibility is required.

Tandem form is acceptable in the Town Centre Area with better fit for a dense form and
better access to transit.

Implications of open house feedback on the proposed bylaw amendments:

The participation and feedback at the open house suggests that the proposed bylaw amendments
need to be revised. While the few residents who attended the open house are in general support of
the proposed bylaw amendments as worded in the first reading report, none of them live in a
townhouse complex and due to the very small proportion of citizen participation, the responses
received are not necessarily representative of all the Maple Ridge residents. On the other hand, the
development industry is concerned with project feasibility and reduction in unit yield if the 70%
tandem restriction were to be adopted. The fear seems to be the competing price of a 2-car garage
townhouse unit with a single family house. The development industry raises concerns about the
negative economic impacts resulting from reduced unit yields. Countering this is Council’s expressed
concern that tandem parking places undue pressure on street parking resources. In an effort to seek
a balance, it is proposed that the following changes be considered:

i) RM-1 (Townhouse Residential District) zone:

In the first reading report of October 2013, the following items were proposed for inclusion in the
RM-1 zone:

a) Townhouses in the RM-1 zone must be limited to six (6) attached units in one block.
b) All the units with tandem parking arrangement must provide a usable open space of

65.0 square metres per unit with 3 or more bedrooms; and 50.0 square metres per unit
with less than 3 bedrooms.



Iltem a) above, i.e. “Townhouses in the RM-1 zone must be limited to six (6) attached units in one
block”, is recommended to be revised as stated below:

a) Townhouses in the RM-1 zone must be limited to six (6) attached units in one block or
45 metres (147.5 feet) in length, whichever is less.

The open house feedback suggests that there is general support for this amendment. Allowing a
maximum of six (6) attached units per block is a consistent approach followed in other jurisdictions
and the District’'s RST-SV (Street Townhouse-Silver Valley) zone. Block sizes that exceed six units can
create a monotonous fagade. Smaller blocks of units create well-articulated facades separated with
green buffers in between the blocks that promote natural light and views. Smaller block sizes are
also more sustainable as they could help save more trees due to a smaller footprint.

One tandem townhouse unit is typically between 11.5 to 14 feet (3.5 to 4.26 metres) in width. A
block of six attached tandem units ranges in length between 69 feet to 84 feet (21.03 to 25.60
metres). On the other hand, a 2-car double wide townhouse unit is between 22.0 to 25.0 feet (6.70
to 7.62 metres) in width. A block of six attached 2-car double wide townhouse units ranges in length
between 132 feet to 150 feet (40.23 to 45.72 metres). A block of six attached units, with four
internal units as tandem units and two external units as 2-car double wide units, ranges in length
between 90 feet to 106 feet (27.43 to 32.30 metres).

The above stated revision provides flexibility to accommodate any of the combinations and to
encourage a mix of both types of units in each block. In addition, Council could always consider a
Development Variance Permit to this provision, on a site by site basis.

ltem b) above, i.e. “All the units with tandem parking arrangement must provide a usable open
space of 65.0 square metres per unit with 3 or more bedrooms; and 50.0 square metres per unit
with less than 3 bedrooms”, is proposed to be eliminated.

The increased open/amenity space requirement proposed to be applicable to the tandem units,
could impact the overall feasibility of a project, based on the feedback from the development
community. If designed creatively, amenity areas can be functional and attractive, based on the
existing ratios in the current bylaw, without making the project unviable. To discourage linear skinny
areas to be included in the usable open space/amenity area calculation, the minimum width of a
usable open space/amenity area needs to be at least 6.0 metres wide as per the current zoning
bylaw. This will ensure functional and usable open spaces within the townhouse developments.
Recognizing that multi-family uses require adequate usable open space/common activity area for
the site, it is recommended that no variances be supported for the required usable open
space/common activity ratios in the existing Zoning Bylaw No. 3510-1985 RM-1 zone.

i)y Off-Street Parking and Loading Bylaw:

In the first reading report of October 2013, the following items were proposed for inclusion in the
Off-Street Parking and Loading Bylaw:

a) Inthe RM-1 zone, tandem parking shall not exceed 70% of the total townhouse units on site,
except in the Town Centre Area.

b) All the units with tandem parking must provide a driveway apron per unit that is minimum
5.5 metres long and 3.0 metres wide, except in the Town Centre Area.



¢) The minimum internal clear dimensions for attached or detached single, tandem and double
garages for townhouse units in the RM-1 zone must be as stated below:

Single car garage: 3.1 metres wide and 6.1 metres long;
Tandem 2-car garage: 3.1 metres wide and 12.2 metres long;
Double wide garage: 5.6 metres wide and 6.1 metres long.

ltem a) above, i.e. “In the RM-1 zone, tandem parking shall not exceed 70% of the total
townhouse units on site, except in the Town Centre Area”, is proposed to be eliminated.

The development industry is concerned about project feasibility and affordability, if the 70% tandem
restriction is adopted. On a site specific basis, a mix of tandem and double wide townhouse units are
being encouraged in the RM-1 zone, without jeopardizing the feasibility of a project. Several projects
have made an effort to provide for a reasonable mix of tandem and 2-car double garage units. It is
important to note that a combination of a driveway apron requirement applicable only to the
enclosed 2-car tandem garage unit and limiting the block size, along with some creative designing,
may improve the overall site design and substantially resolve the parking concerns on a 100%
tandem townhouse development. Council could always choose to not support a 100% tandem
townhouse development on a site by site basis.

ltem b) above, i.e. “All the units with tandem parking must provide a driveway apron per unit that
is minimum 5.5 metres long and 3.0 metres wide, except in the Town Centre Area”, is
recommended to be revised as stated below:

b) All the units with an enclosed 2-car tandem parking garage must provide a driveway apron
per unit that is minimum 5.5 metres long and 3.0 metres wide, except in the Town Centre
Area.

The feedback from the open house suggests that a tandem arrangement with a single garage and a
second parking space on the driveway apron would be most feasible. However, the design featuring
a fully enclosed 2-car tandem garage seems to be problematic. This is because of the inner parking
space having the potential to easily get converted to storage or habitable area. A driveway apron
requirement for this specific unit type may help reduce parking problems. The development industry
is concerned about every tandem unit requiring 3 parking spaces. The recommended revision will
require a driveway apron only for the units having an enclosed 2-car tandem garage. With the
proposed revision, the development will still have the flexibility of offering a proportion of both types
of tandem arrangement based on their marketing plan. Some 2-car doubie wide units will also be
encouraged by staff.

ltem ¢) above, i.e. “The minimum internal clear dimensions for attached or detached single,
tandem and double garages for townhouse units in the RM-1 zone must be as stated
below........... ", is proposed to remain unchanged.

This regulation is considering standard car sizes and the safe clearance required from the garage
walls. The Building Department has confirmed these dimensions will work for most standard cars.
The feedback from the open house suggests that these dimensions are not adequate for bigger
vehicles. Any bigger vehicles like tow trucks, SUVs, etc. may be parked on the driveway apron.



i} Definition of Tandem Parking:
The definition of Tandem Parking is proposed to remain unchanged.

In the first reading report of October 2013, Tandem Parking is defined as “the placement of one
parking space behind another parking space, such that only one parking space has unobstructed
access to a driveway/road”.

The above definition allows both the arrangements of tandem parking, i.e. a unit with 2-car tandem

garage or a unit with one car garage and a tandem parking space on the driveway apron, as shown in
the sketches below:
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The regulation of a driveway apron for tandem units is proposed to be revised as stated above to
avoid extra long driveway apron for the second option above. In other words, the second option
above will not require an additional driveway apron because it already shows an adequate parking
apron for the required second parking spot.

V. In-stream development applications rezoning to RM-1:

It is recommended that any in-stream townhouse development applications that have not been
presented at a Public Hearing, before final adoption of the proposed bylaws, be permitted to seek a
variance if they do not comply.

V. Next Steps:

A second reading report with revised Zone Amending Bylaw No. 7024-2013 and Off-street Parking
and Loading Amending Bylaw No. 7025-2013 will be brought forward to a future Council meeting. It
is important to note that amendments to the Off-street Parking and Loading Bylaw No. 4350-1990
do not go to the public hearing.

CONCLUSION:

The Public Open House was a good opportunity for residents and developers to understand Council’s
concerns with tandem parking and an opportunity to comment on the proposed regulations.
Unfortunately the public turn out was low and none of them were residents of a townhouse complex.
The feedback from these attendees are valid but given the low turn out, cannot be considered
necessarily representative of all the citizens of Maple Ridge. However, the same can be said for the
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development industry as their representation at the open house was low too. The development
industry, however, did express concerns about project feasibility and affordability if forced to provide
a proportion of 2-car double wide garage units. On a site-specific basis, staff is currently working
through several townhouse projects that are making an effort to provide some reasonable proportion
of 2-car double wide units (instead of 100% tandem units), e.g. The revised scheme of Portrait
Homes on the townhouse proposal at 13260 236t Street now shows 70.49% tandem units and the
rest of the units with a 2-car double wide garage. On a site-specific basis Council could choose not
to support a 100% townhouse scheme. The proposed block size restriction and driveway apron
requirement for ail the enclosed 2-car tandem garage units may address Council’s concerns about
on-site and off-site parking. Based on the open house feedback, the proposed revisions to the bylaw
amendments are recommended and will be brought forward with the second reading report at a
future Council meeting.

It is recommended that Council direct staff to draft the second reading report with the revised Zone
Amending Bylaw No. 7024-2013 and Off-Street Parking and Loading Amending Bylaw No. 7025-
2013, as described in this report.

“Original signed by Rasika Acharya”
Prepared by: Rasika Acharya, B-Arch, M-Tech, UD, LEED® AP, MCIP, RPP
Planner

"Original signed by Christine Carter”
Approved by: Christine Carter, M.PL, MCIP, RPP
Director of Planning

“Original signed by Frank Quinn”
Approved by: Frank Quinn, P. Eng., PMP
GM: Public Works & Development Services

“Original signed by J.L. (Jim) Rule”
Concurrence: J. L. (Jim) Rule
Chief Administrative Officer

The following appendices are attached hereto:

Appendix A - Questionnaire for the general public
Appendix B - Questionnaire for the developers/consultants
Appendix C - Completed questionnaires and letters



APPENDIX A

OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE:

", Briish Columbia 7.

Tandem Parking in the RM-1 (Townhouse Residential District) Zone:

Proposed Definition: TANDEM PARKING means the placement of one parking space behind

another parking space, such that only one parking space has unobstructed access to a drive
aisle, driveway or highway.

Intent of the proposed bylaw amendments applicable to the RM-1 zone:

The proposed bylaw amendments are intended to improve the overall site design, livability and
emergency access within townhouse developments. The proposed bylaw amendments would: a)
limit tandem units to 70% of the total units on site; b) limit the block size to six attached units; ¢)
require driveway aprons for tandem units only and d) increase usable open space ratio per
tandem unit. The current bylaw lacks minimum clear internal dimensions of a garage, so the
proposed bylaw amendments also specify the minimum clear internal width and length of single,
tandem and double garages, for clarity.

1) Are you a resident of Maple Ridge? Y/ N
' 2) Do you currently live in a townhouse complex? Y/ N

3) Would you consider living in a townhouse unit with a tandem parking garage? Why?  Y/N

4)  Would you (or your client) consider paying more for a townhouse in a complex with larger
amenity area and for a unit in a smaller cluster with a visually pleasing streetscape? Y/N

Comments:

5) [f you (or your client) were to buy a townhouse in the near future, how would you rate the
importance of the following features? Choose one for each: 5 being the most important and
1 being the least important.
Least ————— > Most Imp.

a double wide 2-car garage 12
a tandem garage with a driveway apron (space for one car) 12
adequate garage width and length 12
a cluster (block) of less than six attached units 12
Townhouse complex with more amenity/open space 12
Townhouse compliex with a clear emergency access at all times 1 2

e o & ¢ ¢
I NN NN
oy o1 o1 O O On

Comments:

Thank you for completing this questionnaire; your feedback is important to us. Completed
questionnaires may be left at the Open House registration table; emailed to
planning@mapleridge.ca or faxed to 604-466-4327 by December 2, 2013.




APPENDIX B

Z_-===| OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE FOR
IEEEE  DEVELOPERS/BUILDERS:

© 45 British Columbia®

Tandem Parking in the RM-1 (Townhouse Residential District) Zone:

Proposed Definition: TANDEM PARKING means the piacement of one parking space behind

another parking space, such that only one parking space has unobstructed access to a drive aisle,
driveway or highway. :

Intent of the proposed bylaw amendments applicable to the RM-1 zone:

The proposed bylaw amendments are intended to improve the overal! site design, livability and
emergency access within townhouse developments. The proposed bylaw amendments would: a) limit
~ tandem units to 70% of the total units on site; b) limit the block size to six attached units; c) require
driveway aprons for tandem units only and d) increase usable open space ratio per tandem unit. The
current bylaw lacks minimum clear internal dimensions of a garage, so the proposed bylaw
amendments also specify the minimum clear internal width and length of single, tandem and double
garages, for clarity.

1) Does your company develop/build townhouse residential units in Maple Ridge? Y/ N

2) Do you have any concerns about restricting tandem to a maximum of 70% of the
total units in the RM-1 (Townhouse Residential District) zone? Please explain. Y/N

3) Do you agree that a driveway apron in front of a tandem garage helps reduce parking
in “no parking” zone and improves emergency access in a townhouse complex? Y/ N

4) Do you agree that increased amenity/open space per tandem unit helps improve the overall
quality of the development? Please explain.

Y/N

5) The current bylaw does not specify minimum garage dimensions. Do you have any concerns
with the proposed minimum clear garage dimensions for townhouses as stated below? Y /N

Single car garage: 3.1 metres wide and 6.1 metres long
Tandem 2-car garage: 3.1 metres wide and.12.2 metres long
Double wide 2-car garage: 5.6 metres wide and 6.1 metres long

If yes, please explain:

8) The objectives of limiting the block size to six attached townhouse units is to offer
improved livability through functional site design, promation of natural light, opportunities for
view corridors and a well-articulated streetscape. Do you have any concerns with the
proposed block size? If so, how may these be addressed while achieving livability? Y/N




7) From your experience how important are each of the following in creating an attractive
and desirable townhouse development that will sell successfully? Choose one for each:
5 being the most important and 1 being the least important.

Least ~————> Most Imp.
e units with double wide 2-car garage 12345
o units with tandem garage and a driveway apron (space for one car) 12345
e units in a smaller building block 12345
e units in a townhouse complex with more amenity/open space 12345
e units in a townhouse complex with a well-articulated streetscape 1 2345
Comments:

8) Please indicate which option you would choose for a tandem parking arrangement. Explain why.

a) Atwo cartandem garage with a driveway apron: Y/ N

fal
< < <
.- S
YRED B : '
o <
YARD <4 o
“w
1 CAR TANDBM SARKGE ]
WiTh APRON
Comments:
b) Atandem arrangement with single ca‘r garage and a driveway apron: Y/N
L
&£
<
<
Y-  \«
=i} %
YARD - o
— — ]
L 2]

e

YARD /
CAR GARASE
sm&;.,‘gm TANDEM SPALE
o THE APRON

Comments:

Thank you for completing this questionnaire; your feedback is important to us. Completed

questionnaires may be left at the Open House registration tabie; emailed to planning@mapieridge.ca
or faxed to 604-466-4327 by December 2, 2013.




RESIDENT

TS OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE:
|

Tandem Parking in the RM-1 (Townhouse Residential District) Zone:

Proposed Definition: TANDEM PARKING means the placement of one parking space behind
another parking space, such that only one parking space has unobstructed access to a drive
aisle, driveway or highway.

Intent of the proposed bylaw amendments applicable to the RM-1. zone:

~ The proposed bylaw amendments are intended to improve the overall site design, livability and
emergency access within townhouse developments. The proposed bylaw amendments would: a)
Jimit tandem units to 70% of the total units on site; b) limit the block size 1o six attached units; ¢)
require driveway aprons for tandem units only and d) increase usable open space ratio per
tandem unit. The current bylaw lacks minimum clear internal dimensions of a garage, so the
proposed bylaw amendments also specify the minimum clear internal width and length of single,
tandem and double garages, for clarity.

1) Areyou a resident of Maple Ridge? @ N
2) Do you currently live in a townhouse complex? . Y /AN

3) Would you consider living in a townhouse unit with a tandem parking garage? Why? Y@
CIED IN A Housh IN_ Buwidr  WiTH A-THN Déw
GRRAGE . I G pint boirs  NEVL Gsdd As A G rndeh (3 Cmas)

4)  Would you (or your client) consider paying more for a townhouse in a complex with larger
amenity area and for a unit in a smaller cluster with a visually pleasing streetscape? Y /N

Comments:  WRBT (S miwr B UNSwdiy PLedans ¢ o Cads (W Bniotwhy?
THAT whi prdfPrey  Apri/evvys ’

5)  If you (or your client) were to buy a townhouse in the near future, how would yeu rate the
importance of the following features? Choose one for each: 5 being the most important and
1 being the least important.

Least ————- > Most Imp.
e adouble wide 2-car garage 123@5
* atandem garage with a driveway apron (space for one car) @ 2 345
* adequate garage width and length 12345
¢ a cluster (block) of less than six attached units 12 3 @ 5
e Townhhouse complex with more amenity/open.space 12 3 4%
e Townhouse complex with a clear emergency accessatalltimes 1 2 3 4(5

Comments: THE (Bl GArdel (S AngsT ALwvys Cow UBTBY 7D
Froon._seacs [ Proety Shacsd Acfun ST Pumes [ PROR. Eairss 6 LA2ING .

Thank you for completing this questionnaire; your feedback is important to us. Completed
questionnaires may be left at the Open House registration table; emailed to
planning@mapleridge.ca or faxed to 604-466-4327 by December 2, 201.3.
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RES| DENT

MAPLE RIDGE

Tandem Parking in the RM-1 (Townhouse Residential District) Zone:

OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE:

Proposed Definition: TANDEM PARKING means the placement of one parking space behind

another parking space, such that only one parking space has unobstructed access to a drive
aisle, driveway or highway.

Intent of the proposed bylaw amendments applicable to the RM-1 zone:

" The proposed bylaw amendments are intended to improve the overall site design, livability and

emergency access within townhouse developments. The proposed bylaw amendments would: a)
limit tandem units to 70% of the total units on site; b) limit the block size to six attached units; c)
require driveway aprons for tandem units only and d) increase usable open space ratio per
tandem unit. The current bylaw lacks minimum clear internal dimensions of a garage, so the
proposed bylaw amendments also specify the minimum clear internal width and length of single,
tandem and double garages, for clarity.

1) Are you a resident of Maple Ridge? @/ N
2) Do you currently live in a townhouse cémplex? Y,C@

/4

3) Would you consider living in a townhouse unit with a tandem parking garage? Why? Y/@
Lol Plor s ) Losivs B ooy 7 Lo el o

4)  Would you (or your client) consider paying more for a townhouse in a complex with larger
amenity area and for a unit in a smaller cluster with a visually pleasing streetscape? [ﬁ)/ N

Comments:

5} If you (or your client) were to buy a townhouse in the near future, how would you rate the
importance of the following features? Choose one for each: 5 being the most important and
1 being the least important.

Least ————— > Most Imp.

* adouble wide 2-car garage , 1234 @

* atandem garage with a driveway apron (space for one cat) 1@ 3405

e adequate garage width and length 12 3 4 @

e acluster (block) of less than six attached units 12 3 5

s Townhouse complex with more amenity/open space ‘ 12 3

o Townhouse complex with a clear emergency access atalitimes 1 2 3 4
Comments:

Thank you for completing this questionnaire; your feedback is important to us. Completed
guestionnaires may be left at the Open House registration table; emailed to
planning@mapleridge.ca or faxed to 604-466-4327 by December 2, 2013.




ResSiteNT

TR OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE:

Tandem Parking in the RM-1 (Townhouse Residential District) Zone:

Proposed Definition: TANDEM PARKING means the placement of one parking space behind

another parking space, such that only one parking space has unobstructed access to a drive
aisle, driveway or highway.

Intent of the proposed bylaw amendments applicable to the RM-1 zone:

"~ The proposed bylaw amendments are intended to improve the overall site design, livability and
emergency access within townhouse developments. The proposed bylaw amendments would: a)
fimit tandem units to 70% of the total units on site; b) limit the block size to six attached units; ¢)
require driveway aprons for tandem units only and d) increase usable open space ratio per
tandem unit. The current bylaw lacks minimum clear internal dimensions of a garage, so the
proposed bylaw amendments also specify the minimum clear internal width and length of single,
tandem and double garages, for clarity.

1) Are you a resident of Maple Ridge? AN

o %
2) Do you currently live in a townhouse complex? Y/Cy

3) Would you consider living in a townhouse unit with a tandem parking garage? Why? Yd@
Wi il fr 307 O d D Sk ol woovt ) Bl Ladsy 7B AV

(oS i el 0N T R

4)  Would you (or your client) consider paying more for a townhouse in a complex with larger_
amenity area and for a unit in a smaller cluster with a visually pleasing streetscape? @ N

Comments: 7 44 & ioad 0o Towtiiyod/sd ein/ 77 T ol 400 idd
B AR LEAR R STREE T A0

5) If you (or your client) were to buy a townhouse in the near future, how would you rate the
importance of the following features? Choose one for each: 5 being the most important and
1 being the least important.

Least ~———- > Most Imp.
e a double wide 2-car garage 2 3 4 @
e atandem garage with a driveway apron (space for one car) 611/2 345
o adequate garage width and length 2 34 %
o a cluster (block) of less than six attached units 123 )
* Townhouse complex with more amenity/open space 1 2 3 4¢5
3 4

¢ Townhouse complex with a clear emergency access at all times 1 2
LAt S AT TN DT SR INE - B
Comments: “FAuviir adcid o opr 2 THEe AL THAT Dol w7 Lor AT i

= - p ) , ; ] E T 1
FN9e7iil = /2SR W Airisl wiie ALwAyr BE Ages) e sal S IREETT

Thank you for completing this questionnaire; your feedback is important to us. Completed
questionnaires may be left at the Open House registration table; emailed to
planning@mapleridge.ca or faxed to 604-466-4327 by December 2, 2013.




RESIDENT
OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE:

MAPLE RIDGE

|
Tandem Parking in the RM-1 (Townhouse Residential District) Zone:

Proposed Definition: TANDEM PARKING means the placement of one parking space behind
another parking space, such that only one parking space has unobstructed access to a drive
aisle, driveway or highway.

Intent of the proposed bylaw amendments applicable to the RM-1 zone:

"~ The proposed bylaw amendments are intended to improve the overall site design, livability and
emergency access within townhouse developments. The proposed bylaw amendments would: a)
limit tandem units to 70% of the total units on site; b) limit the block size to six attached units; ¢)
require driveway aprons for tandem units only and d) increase usable openh space ratio per
tandem unit. The current bylaw lacks minimum clear internal dimensions of a garage, so the
proposed bylaw amendments also specify the minimum clear internal width and length of single,
tandem and double garages, for clarity.

1) Areyou a resident of Maple Ridge? 6'/ N
2) Do you currently live in a townhouse complex? Y/@

3) Would you consider living in a townhouse unit with a tandem parking garage? Why? Y/ N\' /

4)  Would you (or your client) consider paying more for a townhouse in a complex with Iargerﬂ
amenity area and for a unit in a smaller cluster with a visually pleasing streetscape? (_L/ N

Comments: jfﬁ‘w& A Wlécﬁ Mi(/ﬁ/ /D/M wf;f “IA?/;L‘L"MJ vg{.a/éf@&w 44%4

Aot g L Aw; md”fz;f- #oe JJM éﬂfm ?@bd/x/nﬁ »,/@dés wite an don e T iy fﬁ)f
_‘t’ C’{ﬁ/{é w"d///)é/ AP TS >.1 L L s }2 & CfW ,,\,ww/rzbf’ /@Le' «/W ’W——«L&({ ‘f o
5) If you (or your cllent) were to buy a townhouse in the hear future how would you rate the ,mf// e
importance of the following features? Choose one for each: 5 being the most important and ﬂ\a&

1 being the least important. -y
Least ~———- > Most Imp. ¢
¢ adouble wide 2-car garage 12 3 4
¢ atandem garage with a driveway apron {space for one car) (1./‘ 2345
e adequate garage width and length 1 2 3 4(5)
« acluster (block) of less than six attached units 123 4%
¢ Townhouse complex with more amenity/open space 1234 C";\
o Townhouse complex with a clear emergency access atalltimes 1 2 3 4(5

Comments: [_/L/A,é(,g(# (ugzyuwmu/r ,/ML Yo s wa%’ ‘7’52/ W’U/ e ,é//szr/b
/

of it dp gt .
7 T

Thank you for completing this questionnaire; your feedback is important to us. Completed
questionnaires may be left at the Open House registration table; emailed to
planning@mapleridge.ca or faxed to 604-466-4327 by December 2, 2013.




RESIDENT

OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE:

.MAPLE RIDGE

Tandem Parki_ng in the RM-1 (Townhouse Residential District) Zone:

Proposed Definition: TANDEM PARKING means the placement of one parking space behind

another parking space, such that only one parking space has unobstructed access to a drive
aisle, driveway or highway.

Intent of the proposed bylaw amendments applicable to the RM-1 zone:

* The proposed bylaw amendments are intended to improve the overall site design, livability and
emergency access within townhouse developments. The proposed bylaw amendments would: a)
limit tandem units to 70% of the total units on site; b) limit the block size to six attached units; ¢)
require driveway aprons for tandem units only and d) increase usable open space ratio per
tandem unit. The current bylaw lacks minimum clear internal dimensions of a garage, so the
proposed bylaw amendments also specify the minimum clear internal width and length of single,
tandem and double garages, for clarity.

] }
1) Are you a resident of Maple Ridge? U//N
2) Do you currently live in a townhouse complex? ' Y@/

~
3) Would you consider living in a townhouse unit with a tandem parking garage? Why? Y@
A A oy T AL AC S T /g NS A 245 ,/) 3 Sl ST f':l;d!'/L 7{"' 7t ‘/L- s )

. . - i . g R -
THIELS Adid A0 e 4 JILSCS s arAsaumi IS AT cwir  Fagle T Eaps i A TANLEA

GFARAGE
4)  Would you (or your client) consider paying more for a townhouse in a complex with larger, . N
amenity area and for a unit in a smaller cluster with a visually pleasing streetscape? (Y'// N

Comments: >/f;g' : 4/&//({-"/;/4 y/m“-/"ch.:’/’yMénJ < <Jc( A ﬁ/h/\.’ /’:_/6‘/:

SRootd 608 oond a6 A goop Br g gli she o eprske 4wl Eooue ¢
7

5) If you (or your client) were to buy a townhouse in the near future, how would you rate the
importance of the following features? Choose one for each: 5 being the most important and
1 being the least important.

Least ————- > Most Imp.

4G

3

3 45
e
3 4
3 45)

¢ adouble wide 2-car garage 1
¢ atandem garage with a driveway apron (space for one car) o1
e adequate garage width and length 1
e acluster (block) of less than six attached units 1
¢ Townhouse complex with more amenity/open space 1
e Townhouse complex with a clear emergency access at all times 1

Comments: 47  <z40c/ e A0S T A

R AV SV AR LY V7 2 g s

2
7 — —-
SO LMo e Wf/\/ £ A/L‘-/ff TLLIOEle = o i 2.7 LL ot g (L2 [d )
S0 L fopcHtres A poesy

Thank you for completing this questionnaire; your feedback is important to us. Completed
questionnaires may be left at the Open House registration table; emailed to
blanning@mapleridge.ca or faxed to 604-466-4327 by December 2, 2013.
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RESIDENT
S

MAPLE RIDGE

Tandem Parking in the RM-1 (Townhouse Residential District) Zone:

OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE:

Proposed Definition: TANDEM PARKING means the placement of one parking space behind

another parking space, such that only one parking space has unobstructed access to a drive
aisle, driveway or highway.

Intent of the proposed bylaw amendments applicable to the RM-1 zone:

" The proposed bylaw amendments are intended to improve the overall site design, livability and
emergency access within townhouse developments. The proposed bylaw amendments would: a)
limit tandem units to 70% of the total units on site; b) limit the block size to six attached units; ¢)
require driveway aprons for tandem units only and d) increase usable open space ratio per
tandem unit. The current bylaw lacks minimum clear internal dimensions of a garage, so the
proposed bylaw amendments also specify the minimum clear internal width and length of single,
tandem and double garages, for clarity.

1) Are you a resident of Maple Ridge? (/N
2) Do you currently live in a townhouse complex? Y/@

3) Would you consider living in a townhouse unit with a tandem parking garage? Why? Y/@

ND . WOT ErousttfooM FoL A PICK-UP TEUCK AnD A CALL. THE (twrT

YAS 3 FLBHTS OF STAIRS AR BTICHCTIONIL CORLER W S, DIFFICL ETY 119 6-ETTHVE
FURNITURE UPTHE WAL (o STH/R [U%}y <
4) Would you (or your client) consider paying more for a townhouse in a complex with larger,

amenity area and for a unit in a smaller cluster with a visually pleasing streetscape? Y/ N

Comments:jﬁ/ﬂﬂ/f%’/w' 70 WIT FEEL CLOSED /I

B) If you (or your client) were to buy a townhouse in the near future, how would you rate the

importance of the following features? Choose one for each: 5 being the most important and
1 being the least important.

Least ~———— > Most Imp.
¢ adouble wide 2-car garage 12 3 4 @
* atandem garage with a driveway apron (space for one car) 12 3 4 @
e adequate garage width and length 123 4
¢ a cluster (block) of less than six attached units 12 3 4%
e Townhouse complex with more amenity/open space 12 3 4
» Townhouse complex with a clear emergency accessatalitimes 1 2 3 4

Comments:_L Wol/L) 27 C J/D§/DC7C A Dyt MMSE THE ALE T
[T FOR._SENIORS AT ALL - WE LooXED Folf 2 NEBLS F WHEH WE
FIUID ONE WITH R STOREYS WE CoulDUT ¢ET ORCSITDET SOX FICKUP 1V THE @4646({
" Thank yd’u for completing this questionnaire; your feedback is important to us. Completed &:

questionnaires may be left at the Open House registration table; emailed to
planning@mapleridge.ca or faxed to 604-466-4327 by December 2, 2013.
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RESIDENT

OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE:

MAPLE RIDGE"

Tandem Parking in the RM-1 (Townhouse Residential District) Zone:

Proposed Definition: TANDEM PARKING means the placement of one parking space behind
another parking space, such that only one parking space has unobstructed access to a drive
aisle, driveway or highway.

Intent of the proposed bylaw amendments applicable to the RM-1 zone:

" The proposed bylaw amendments are intended to improve the overall site design, livability and
emergency access within townhouse developments. The proposed bylaw amendments would: a)
limit tandem units to 70% of the total units on site; b) limit the block size to six attached units; c)
require driveway aprons for tandem units only and d) increase usable open space ratio per
tandem unit. The current bylaw lacks minimum clear internal dimensions of a garage, so the
proposed bylaw amendments also specify the minimum clear internal width and length of single,
tandem and double garages, for clarity.

1) Are you a resident.of Maple Ridge? C\f)’ N
2) Do you currently live in a townhouse complex? Y/@

3) Would you consider living in a townhouse unit with a tandem parking garage? Why? Y@

L HiPede D STagdcean o SiTe  NSMACLED —eodnd s Load T T

T (oD DCEFT AL A A o dreadiEs <haerd

4)  Would you (or your client) consider paying more for a townhouse in a complex with larger

amenity area and for a unit in a smaller cluster with a visually pleasing streetscape? Qg,‘/ N
L BELeRE 01 NV NERe GHoeeawl TR Lol (B TGk
L OTOUON e R, (S L EElietioe T Tue ACen /) CarnirmioeaTd
Comments: "SZtop s Gome) L aanadT e T JaE Aeel T~
PAINFCETET TRRRD S A E | SRS Poll (KB ST Oces <o e, e Ty
(o L S THTE TUALDETN CoD O endT S N LT ERET L e, LA i raGs Sl g

B) If you (or your client) were to buy a townhouse in the near future, how would you rate the
importance of the following features? Choose one for each: 5 being the most important and
1 being the least important.

Least ————- > Most Imp.

® adouble wide 2-car garage 123 C) 5

¢ atandem garage with a driveway apron (space for one car) 1 @3 4 5

e adequate garage width and length 123 4¢%)

e 3 cluster (block) of less than six attached units 12 @ 4 5

* Townhouse complex with more amenity/open space 12 3 QS

¢ Townhouse complex with a clear emergency access at all times 1 2 @ / @ B

— O3 =L TDE =
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Thank you for completing this questionnaire; your feedback is important to us. Completed =
questionnaires may be left at the Open House regjstration table; emailed to
planning@mapleridge.ca or faxed to 604-466-4327 by December 2, 2013,
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RESIDENT

OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE FOR
DEVELOPERS/BUILDERS:

MAPLE RIDGE

British Columbia

Tandem Parking in the RM-1 (Townhouse Residential District) Zone:

Proposed Definition: TANDEM PARKING means the placement of one parking space behind
another parking space, such that only one parking space has unobstructed access to a drive aisle,
driveway or highway.

Intent of the proposed bylaw amendments applicable to the RM-1. zone:

The proposed bylaw amendments are intended to improve the overall site design, livability and
emergency access within townhouse developments. The proposed bylaw amendments would: a) limit
tandem units to 70% of the total units on site; b) limit the block size to six attached units; ¢) require
driveway aprons for tandem units only and d) increase usable open space ratio per tandem unit. The
current bylaw lacks minimum clear internal dimensions of a garage, so the proposed bylaw
amendments also specify the minimum clear internal width and length of single, tandem and double
garages, for clarity.

1) Does your company develop/build townhouse residential units in Maple Ridge? Y/@

2) Do you have any concerns about restricting tandem to a maximum of 70% of the e
total units in the RM-1 {Townhouse Residential District) zone? Please explain. Y /CNJ

3) Do you agree that a driveway apron in front of a tandem garage helps reduce parking
in “no parking” zone and improves emergency access in a townhouse complex? @ N

4) Do you agree that increased amenity/open space per tandem unit helps improve the overall
quality of the development? Please explain. -~
YD)

PN 1 TOT MOtk o 0 TOllpaad S| S ATIEN R T

5) The current bylaw does not specify minimum garage dimensions. Do you have any concerns,
with the proposed minimum clear garage dimensions for townhouses as stated below? (J N

Single car garage: 3.1 metres wide and 6.1 metres long
Tandem 2-car garage: 3.1 metres wide and 12.2 metres long
Double wide 2-car garage: 5.6 metres wide and 6.1 metres long

If yes, please explain: "Twe AT o THHE TalTEr Ve Yoo

AD@F ZTuaS O TTWKRE SNEEACHS ERCAS G O SNERCAS

T A2 L AT el Y ek e T N

6) The objectives of limiting the block size to six attached townhouse unlts is to offer
improved livability through functional site design, promotion of natural light, opportunities for
view corridors and a well-articulated streetscape. Do you have any concerns with the 5
proposed block size? If so, how may these be addressed while achieving livability? Y,@)




7) From your experience how important are each of the following in creating an attractive

and desirable townhouse development that will sell successfully? Choose one for each:

5 being the most important and 1 being the least important.

Least ———— > Most Imp.

units with double wide 2-car garage 12345
units with tandem garage and a driveway apron (space for one car) 1(2
units in a smaller building block 12
units in a townhouse complex with more amenity/open space 12
units in a townhouse complex with a well-articulated streetscape 1 2

Comments:

8) Please indicate which option you would choose for a tandem parking arrangement. Explain why.

a) Atwo cartandem garage with a driveway apron: @ N
[a)
«
)
o
<
=
<
o
'-
w
2 GAR TANDBM GARRGE
WiTh  APRON
Comments:
b) A tandem arrangement with single car garage and a driveway apron: Y;@/
©
&£
<
o
l'—z' «<
4 ' %
YARD - — =3
— — =1t
< ' v
___hl—. — -
YARD

© CAR GARAGE /
NS anDeM  sPACe
N THE APRON

Comments: (= EEPATY Tkt LoD AT G (> eEn s B
- L . A St . -
FANRGAST CZ- PP T s (O

Thank you for completing this questionnaire; your feedback is impottant to us. Completed
questionnaires may be left at the Open House registration table; emailed to planning@mapleridge.ca
or faxed to 604-466-4327 by December 2, 201.3.




REGIDENT

OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE FOR

TEEEE  DEVELOPERS/BUILDERS:

Tandem Parking in the RM-1 (Townhouse Residential District) Zone:

Proposed Definition: TANDEM PARKING means the placement of one parking space behind
another parking space, such that only one parking space has unobstructed access to a drive aisle,
driveway or highway.

Intent of the proposed bylaw amendments applicable to the RM-1 zone:

The proposed bylaw amendments are intended to improve the overall site design, livability and
emergency access within townhouse developments. The proposed bylaw amendments would: a) limit
tandem units to 70% of the total units on site; b) limit the block size to six attached units; ¢) require
driveway aprons for tandem units only and d) increase usable open space ratio per tandem unit. The
current bylaw lacks minimum clear internal dimensions of a garage, so the proposed bylaw
amendments also specify the minimum clear internal width and length of single, tandem and double
.garages, for clarity.

1) Does your company develop/build townhouse residential units in Maple Ridge? Y/N

2) Do you have any concerns about restricting tandem to a maximum of 70% of the

_ total units in the RM-1 (Townhouse Residential District) zone? Please explain. @ N

JHEN SHOULD WL SE L )CT 10 THE Dotompusl CQIEE AL EX wHeRE
THERT 1S ACCESS TO SHPPPING~ v+ TEAWSPIRTATIO N

3) Do you agree that a driveway apron in front of a tandem garage helps reduce parking
in “no parking” zone and improves emergency access in a townhouse complex? Q N

DRIWVEWAYS HAVE 10 AE Lo~ ENDU &H

4) Do you agree that increased amenity/open space per tandem unit helps improve the overall
quality of the development? Please explain.

N
FACKS AWD A (00D WEIG-HOuIcHOOD FEELING ARE 2PPpeThT m@w
THE DEVELOPHEIT  LAWDSCAPER- QRTINS LUTTH SEILHES, PLAY APEA S

5) The current bylaw does not specify minimum garage dimensions. Do you have any concerns
with the proposed minimum clear garage dimensions for townhouses as stated below? Y/ N

Single cat garage: . 3.1 metres wide and 6.1 metres long
Tandem 2-car garage: 3.1 metres wide and 12.2 metres long
Double wide 2-car garage: 5.6 metres wide and 6.1 metres long

If yes, please explain: DEFIWIW &~ TYPE s FCRAIC ~Pic K uP TRUCKS SuV )S

7 NMETILES Fort LewsTH FOIT SINEE S DouBLE SARAGE S NOT (.1 - MoT
LOWEEROUGH FOE LK~ ,05
6) The objectives of limiting the block size to six attached townhouse units is to offer
improved livability through functional site design, promotion of natural light, opportunities for
view corridors and a well-articulated streetscape. Do you have any concerns with the
proposed block size? If so, how may these be addressed while achieving livability? Y/N

SIN REMIWDS ME 0F LOUWLHOMES [LESS IS RETTE R




7) From your experience how important are each of the following in creating an attractive
and desirable townhouse development that will sell successfully? Choose one for each:
5 being the most important and 1 being the least important.

Least ———--> Most Imp.
e units with double wide 2-car garage 12 3 4@
* units with tandem garage and a driveway apron (space for one car) 12 345
e Units in a smaller building block 12345
* units in a townhouse complex with more amenity/open space 12 34 @
e Units in a townhouse complex with a well-articulated streetscape 12 345

Comments:

8) Please indicate which option you would choose for a tandem parking arrangement. Explain why.

a) Atwo cartandem garage with a driveway apron: : Y/ N

[a]
<
(=]
(7]
<
—1
o«
e
‘-
w
2 CAR THNDBM GARAGE /
WiTh APRON
Comments:
b) Atandem arrangement with single car garage and a driveway apron: Y/N
[2Y
&
<
o o
i <«
< l \ +
L = <
= £
4 : < Vv
!__. — —

g CAR GARAGE
sm&‘t‘“ TANDEM SPACE

oN THE APRDN

Comments:

Thank you for completing this gquestionnaire; your feedback is important to us. Completed

guestionnaires may be left at the Open House registration table; emailed to planning@mapleridge.ca
or faxed to 604-466-4327 by December 2, 2013.




OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE FOR

, RESIDENT
DEVELOPERS/BUILDERS:

MAPLE RIDGE

Tandem Parking in the RM-1 (Townhouse Residential District) Zone:

Proposed Definition: TANDEM PARKING means the placement of one parking space behind
another parking space, such that only one parking space has unobstructed access to a drive aisle,
driveway or highway.

Intent of the proposed bylaw amendments applicable to the RM-1 zone:

The proposed bylaw amendments are intended to improve the overall site design, livability and
emergency access within townhouse developments. The proposed bylaw amendments would: a) limit
tandem units to 70% of the total units on site; b) limit the block size to six attached units; ¢) require
driveway aprons for tandem units only and d) increase usable open space ratio per tandem unit. The
current bylaw lacks minimumn clear internal dimensions of a garage, so the proposed bylaw
amendments also specify the minimumni clear internal width and length of single, tandem and double
garages, for clarity.

1) Does your company develop/build townhouse residential units in Maple Ridge? Y/N

: ™

2) Do you have any concerns about restricting tandem to a maximum of 70% of the i
total units in the RM-1 (Townhouse Residential District) zone? Please explain. /\; /

3) Do you agree that a driveway apron in front of a tandem garage helps reduce parking \\;
in “no parking” zone and improves emergency access in a townhouse complex? Y@
4) Do you agree that increased amenity/open space per tandem unit helps improve the overall
quality of the development? Please explain. ™
| Co
LBFS HAva  Offa ST4CE L iriieuw T AP CA AGES
TAPDEAN AL A L ey fots UEM RS e Ty STUREAET mﬁ/”?‘/ LA,
5) The current bylaw does not specify minimum garage dimensions. Do you have any concerns.
with the proposed minimum clear garage dimensions for townhouses as stated below? 7/ N
Single car garage: 3.1 metres wide and 6.1 metres long = /e AT Hees 4,
Tandem 2-car garage: 3.1 metres wide and 12.2 metres long coLe SO 9”" ree
} \ 3 P g
Double wide 2-car garage: 5.6 metres wide and 6.1 metreslong . ,2c o el 4

: “ feei? Lol ek :
If yes, please explain: T rey vé Bok fep-of?

6) The objectives of limiting the block size to six attached townhouse units is to offer
improved livability through functional site design, promotion of natural light, opportunities for
view corridors and a well-articulated streetscape. Do you have any concerns with the
proposed block size? If so, how may these be addressed while achieving livability? Y/N

/ 7 g Ry N = ) - -~ P i . .
L ///- L /«L(QL/( /S AT & I~ A5 Sr 75/ i




7) From your experience how important are each of the following in creating an attractive
' and desirable townhouse development that will sell successfully? Choose one for each:
5 being the most important and 1 being the least important.

Least ————— > Most tmp. _
e units with double wide 2-car garage 1 2 3 4¢5
e units with tandem garage and a driveway apron (space for one car) @1 2 3 465
e units in a smaller building block 123 4%5 ))
¢ units in a townhouse complex with more amenity/open space 12 3
e units in a townhouse complex with a well-articulated streetscape - 12 3 4@)
Comments:

8) Please indicate which option you would choose for a tandem parking arrangement. Explain why.

a) Atwo cartandem garage with a driveway apron; Y/@>
TAfE CAACES -
o ApE  owey A SropAcs ol
( ‘ - .
8 Awo . famswe Fo (0 CAL
<
S aunet 1 ol
o
o
. r
4 CAR THNDBM GARKGE /
WATH  APRON
Comments:
b) Atandem arrangement with single car garage and a driveway apron: Y/N
(%Y
&£
Pr L e e A STomde UV T
& s /s A STorde il
g < ) C - AN {
~<l L A0l et ma
YARD s - = M
: — - C AN
| 2 “
__-L- —
YARD '
SINGLE CAR GARAGE /
WITH TANDEM SPACE
ON THE APRON
Comments:

Thank you for completing this questionnaire; your feedback is important to us. Completed

guestionnaires may be left at the Open House registration table; emailed to planning@mapleridge.ca
or faxed to 604-466-4327 by December 2, 2013,




OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE FOR

WEETEd  DEVELOPERS/BUILDERS: RESIDENT

Tandem Parking in the RM-1 (Townhouse Residential District) Zone:

Proposed Definition: TANDEM PARKING means the placement of one parking space behind
another parking space, such that only one parking space has unobstructed access to a drive aisle,
driveway or highway.

Intent of the proposed bylaw amendments applicable to the RM-1 zone:

The proposed bylaw amendments are intended to improve the overall site design, livability and
emergency access within townhouse developments. The proposed bylaw amendments would: a) limit
tandem units to 70% of the total units on site; b) limit the block size to six attached units; ¢) require
driveway aprons for tandem units only and d) increase usable open space ratio per tandem unit. The
current bylaw lacks minimum clear internal dimensions of a garage, so the proposed bylaw
amendments also specify the minimuni clear internal width and length of single, tandem and double
garages, for clarity.

1) Does your company develop/build townhouse residential units in Maple Ridge? Y/ N

2) Do you have any concerns about restricting tandem to a maximum of 70% of the
total units in the RM-1 (Townhouse Residential District) zone? Please explain. _ Y/N
T T R A S A

WOCTT TTATNDETR L ER R h T

3) Do you agree that a driveway apron in front of a tandem garage helps reduce parking P
in “no parking” zone and improves emergency access in a townhouse complex? Y /N /

4) Do you agree that increased amenity/open space per tandem unit helps improve the overall
quality of the development? Please explain. i

5) The current bylaw does not specify minimum garage dimensions. Do you have any concerns
with the proposed minimum clear garage dimensions for townhouses as stated below? Y7 N

Single car garage: 3.1 metres wide and 6.1 metres long /
Tandem 2-car garage: 3.1 metres wide and 12.2 metres long .~ {1iETE -
Double wide 2-car garage: 5.6 metres wide and 6.1 metres long :/ A O o-:i

e

If yes, please explain:

8) The objectives of limiting the block size to six attached townhouse units is to offer
improved livability through functional site design, promotion of natural light, opportunities for
view corridors and a well-articulated streetscape. Do you have any concerns with the o,
proposed block size? If so, how may these be addressed while achieving livability? Y@_,--‘




7) From your experience how'important are each of the following in creating an attractive
and desirable townhouse development that will sell successfully? Choose one for each:
‘5 being the most important and 1 being the least important.

Least -————- >Most Imp.
e units with double wide 2-car garage 12 3 4(5
e Uunits with tandem garage and a driveway apron (space for one car) : 2 345
* units in a smaller building block 12 @4 5
* units in a townhouse complex with more amenity/open space 12 3 45>
e Uunits in a townhouse complex with a well-articulated streetscape 1 2 3 4 éi
Comments:

8) Please indicate which option you would choose for a tandem parking arrangement. Explain why.

a) Atwo cartandem garage with a driveway apron: Y/ N
p ”:.':; ¥
SR A N INCf
o) o
\_‘\\ LA
Q T -
o
< ;
Lot /
<
vy
h
w
2 CAR TANDBM 6&“65/
WITH  APRON
Comments: )
—
b) Atandem arrangement with single ca(_gé/rage and a driveway apron: Y/N
< o [
\ r s e PETTER
< ’! PRI T
TARD - - =
— =1k
H )
_n‘-. -
YARD R
SINGLR CAR GMRAGE / TES U N
WiTH TANDEM sPACE T T
N THE APRON ¢
Comments:

Thank you for completing this guestionnaire; your feedback is important to us. Completed

guestionnaires may be left at the Open House registration table; emailed to planning@mapleridge.ca
or faxed to 604—466-4327 by December 2, 2013.




OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE FOR DeveLOPEA

UEEITE DEVELOPERS,/BUILDERS:

Tandem Parking in the RM-1 (Townhouse Residential District) Zone:

Proposed Definition: TANDEM PARKING means the placement of one parking space behind
another parking space, such that only one parking space has unobstructed access to a drive aisle,
driveway or highway.

Intent of the proposed bylaw amendments applicable to the RM-1 zone:

The proposed bylaw amendments are intended to improve the overall site design, livability and
emergency access within townhouse developments. The proposed bylaw amendments would: a) limit
tandem units to 70% of the total units on site; b) limit the block size to six attached units; ¢) require
driveway aprons for tandem units only and d) increase usable open space ratio per tandem unit. The
current bylaw lacks minimum clear internal dimensions of a garage, so the proposed bylaw
amendments also specify the minimum clear internal width and length of single, tandem and double
garages, for clarity. ‘

1) Does your company develop/build townhouse residential units in Maple Ridge? @ N
2) Do you have any concerns about restricting tandem to a maximum of 70% of the
total units in the RM-1 (Townhouse Residential District) zone? Please explain. Y /@
Ne oS [/\/rk/{ NS /1é N 54{({ éC 26/(( ,j/plmu,/[/'%rﬁj

1A CrEALe

Gad __lest chopmees o accidents andd */mérr’n‘qu\ 54;4;?,,

3) Do you agree that a driveway apron in front of a tandem garage helps reduce parking
in “no parking” zone and improves emergency access in a townhouse complex? @ N

Most dem//;, |

4) Do you agree that increased amenity/open space per tandem unit helps improve the overall
guality of the development? Please explain.

7'/-90 mucé a/\fr/&A //"m(‘rv# 4.//{4;4, LA %, w/lere,

N [ \( [ 7’
Ao _oorcall /ﬂni/ea% Lo/ oo _congapted

5) The current bylaw does not specify minimum garage dimensions. Do you have any concerns
with the proposed minimum clear garage dimensions for townhouses as stated below? Y

Single car garage: 3.1 metres wide and 6.1 metres long
Tandem 2-car garage: 3.1 metres wide and 12.2 metres long
Double wide 2-car garage: 5.6 metres wide and 6.1 metres long

If yes, please explain:

6) The objectives of limiting the block size to six attached townhouse units is to offer
improved livability through functional site design, promotion of natural light, opportunities for
view corridors and a well-articulated streetscape. Do you have any concerns with the
proposed block size? If so, how may these be addressed while achieving livability? Y @

Mgt 0/Ze,/qwr?.(aéz‘¢/7‘au a/ﬂaf(}/ '/J(""'\“{f Ths .




7) l From your experience how important are each of the following in creating an attractive
and desirable townhouse development that will sell successfully? Choose one for each:
5 being the most important and 1 being the least impotrtant.

Least ———- > Most Imp.
e units with double wide 2-car garage 123@5
e units with tandem garage and a driveway apron (space for one car) 123 4 5
e units in a smaller building block ' 123285
e units in a townhouse complex with more amenity/open space 123@65
e units in a townhouse complex with a well-articulated streetscape 12340
Comments:

8) Please indicate which option you would choose for a tandem parking arrangement. Explain why.

a) Atwocar tandém garage with a driveway apron: Y/L@

STRATA ROAD

RAGE
2 ¢AR TMNDBM 6A /
WiTh  APRON

Comments:  The ol 14/ 6‘/&/‘&/'/’2!1 will e g{fea@/ \(—éoo M:/cﬁ )

7
rervlbag /}\7 Aeciedsed  [and valves for [anfoclnecs.
4

b) Atandem arrangement with single car garage and a driveway apron: @N

g CAR GARAGE
S M TadeM  sPACE

oM THE APRON
Comments:  Tlass ,)”["[Lf:‘)r\ s beweble _for  bofll ol and s ledec
. C‘/m/mmdr\ﬂ//v' H i a pore  balageed 4},9(///4&&( .

Thank you for completing this questionnaire; your feedback is important to us. Completed

questionnaires may be left at the Open House registration table; emailed to planning@mapleridge.ca
or faxed to 604-466-4327 by December 2, 2013.




OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE FOR

TS DEVELOPERS,BUILDERS: DeveLoTER.

British Columbia

Tandem Parking in the RM-1 (Townhouse Residential District) Zone:

Proposed Definition: TANDEM PARKING means the placement of one parking space behind
another parking space, such that only one parking space has unobstructed access to a drive aisle,
driveway or highway.

Intent of the proposed bylaw amendments applicable to the RM-1 zone:

The proposed bylaw amendments are intended to improve the overall site design, livahility and
emergency access within townhouse developments. The proposed bylaw amendments would: a) limit
tandem units to 70% of the total units on site; b) limit the block size to six attached units; c) require
driveway aprons for tandem units only and d) increase usable open space ratio per tandem unit. The
current hylaw lacks minimum clear internal dimensions of a garage, so the proposed bylaw
amendments also specify the minimum clear internal width and length of single, tandem and double
garages, for clarity.

= ,\
1) Does your company develop/build townhouse residential units in Maple Ridge? y N
A

2) Do you have any concerns about restricting tandem to a maximum of 70% of the ‘
total units In the RM-1 (Townhouse Residential District) zone? Please explain. Y /ﬁ:/

3) Do you agree that a driveway apron in front of a tandem garage helps reduce parking )
in “no parking” zone and improves emergency access in a townhouse complex? Y@’

Ly ~ BT / s ;s gy - 3 L e
Heine ovonedS goitl ey AU w Iz Gatese, éf (Se HRlen Fey /Zzé/@f

4) Do you agree that increased amenity/open space per tandem unit helps improve the overall
quality of the development? Please explain. _

N NG STl g LrdbicCh werd] feill ol g5
S lle  Eemip o~ 5T Cosr o
o

5) The current bylaw does not specify minimum garage dimensions. Do you have any concerns
with the proposed minimum clear garage dimensions for townhouses as stated below? Y/ N

Single car garage: 3.1 metres wide and 8.1 metres long
Tandem 2-car garage: 3.1 metres wide and 12.2 metres long
Double wide 2-car garage: 5.6 metres wide and 6.1 metres long

If yes, please explain:

6) The objectives of limiting the block size to six attached townhouse units is to offer
improved livability through functional site design, promotion of natural light, opportunities for
view corridors and a well-articulated streetscape. Do you have any concerns with the )
proposed block size? If so, how may these be addressed while achieving livability? Y/@

TRY 7y oy Thete Hpid Lol Tewgpen € Sx§ Qo oS0
{aan TON

1.




7) From your experience how important are each of the following in creating an attractive
and desirable townhouse development that will sell successfully? Choose one for each:
5 being the most important and 1 being the least important.

Least ————- > Most Imp.
e units with double wide 2-car garage 12 3 @5
e units with tandem garage and a driveway apron (space for one car) @) 2 345
e units ina smaller building block 123@s5
* units in a townhouse complex with more amenity/open space 123 &5
e units in a townhouse complex with a well-articulated streetscape 12 3 @5

Comments: Mgy <o A ‘Maﬂgiﬂ_/ Owe Sﬁcuﬁ(f [Coefy Th T N«Qﬁ{
e Caﬁ_@&f%’ﬁ‘f\:,éfg cg’ Teit Chsr i A

8) Please indicate which option you would choose for a tandem parking arrangement. Explain why.

a) Atwo car tandem garage with a driveway apron: Y N'\‘

S

‘Iklb

——
o [ =1 =1

2 cAR TANDBM GARAGE

WITH  APRON

Comments:  #sttc il >,é,§ Z(fﬂﬁ Do les ﬁ“”@/&}d’ et pfe
Aien ﬁé’,_ff B v g LR S
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-

STRATA ROAD

b) A tandem arrangement with single car garage and a driveway apron: ﬂ‘/N
i
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Thank you for completing this questionnaire; your feedback is important to us, Completed

questionnaires may be left at the Open House registration table; emailed to planning@mapleridge.ca
or faxed to 604-466-4327 by December 2, 2013.




OPEN HOUSE QUESTIONNAIRE FOR
DEVELOPERS/BUILDERS: DEARLOPER

MAPLE RIDGE

British Columbia

Tandem Parking in the RM-1. (Townhouse Residential District) Zone:

Proposed Definition: TANDEM PARKING means the placement of one parking space behind
another parking space, such that only one parking space has unobstructed access to a drive aisle,
driveway or highway.

Intent of the proposed bylaw amendments applicable to the RM-1 zone:

The proposed bylaw amendments are intended to improve the overall site design, livability and
emergency access within townhouse developments. The proposed bylaw amendments would: a) limit
tandem units to 70% of the total units on site; b} limit the block size to six attached units; ¢) require
driveway aprons for tandem units only and d) increase usable open space ratio per tandem unit. The
current bylaw lacks minimum clear internal dimensions of a garage, so the proposed bylaw
amendments also specify the minimum clear internal width and length of single, tandem and double
garages, for clarity.
TSI 6 —
1) Does your company éévelop/build townhouse residential units in Maple Ridge? CY¥/N

2) Do you have any concerns about restricting tandem to a maximum of 70% of the 5
total units in the RM-1 (Townhouse Residential District) zone? Please explain. CL/ N

L LEA/CEY efricieNe ] LEES PARPAELE TN KIS, g (TR

3) Do you agree that a driveway apron in front of a tandem garage helps reduce parking X
in “no parking” zone and improves emergency access in a townhouse complex? Y,@
CINEEr JOT fPRES S fEOAT JANG G AL AR STAMGE £
= o A
43} Do you agree that increased amenity/open space per tandem unit helps improve the overall
quality of the development? Please explain.
Y

L MO ofed =T 1S A TS PR LE
VT TWERE (S B o d PN C (T

5) The current bylaw does not specify minimum garage dimensions. Do you have any concerns
with the proposed minimum clear garage dimensions for townhouses as stated below? Y(N/‘

Single car garage: ' 3.1 metres wide and 6.1 metres long
Tandem 2-car garage: 3.1 metres wide and 12.2 metres long
Double wide 2-car garage: 5.6 metres wide and 6.1 metres long

If yes, please explain:

6) The objectives of limiting the block size to six attached townhouse units is to offer
improved livability through functional site design, promotion of natural light, opportunities for
view corridors and a well-articulated streetscape. Do you have any concerns with the N
proposed block size? If so, how may these be addressed while achieving livability? d/’N

[ N TS Q,@f,‘ = 1)
 NTS = |3 = 74




7) From your experience how important are each of the following in creating an attractive
" and desirable townhouse development that will sell successfully? Choose one for each:
5 being the most important and 1 being the least important.

Least ————— > Most Imp.
e units with double wide 2-car garage 1 2¢3>4 5
e units with tandem garage and a driveway apron (space for one car) 12'/ 345
e units in a smaller building block 123 45
s units in a townhouse complex with more amenity/open space 1 2 @ 4 51
e units in a townhouse complex with a well-articulated streetscape 12 3 4/5
Comments:

8) Please indicate which option you would choose for a tandem parking arrangement. Explain why.

a) Atwo car tandem garage with a driveway apron: Y/ N
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2 CAR TANDBM 6A
WATH  APRON
Comments:
b) Atandem arrangement with single car garage and a driveway apron: @)N
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Thank you for completing this questionnaire; your feedback is important to us. Completed

guestionnaires may be left at the Open House registration table; emailed to planning@mapleridge.ca
or faxed to 604-466-4327 hy December 2, 2013.




PEVRLOPER, (gont)

The concern about sufficient parking for single family and townhome developments
is the same. Both types of housing have the dilemma that people do not use their
garages to park their cars.

The requirement for an additional driveway apron length for an additional parking
space will effectively increase the parking ratio for units with tandem parking to 3
spaces per unit. It will not discourage people from repurposing some of their
tandem garage space.

A Restrictive Covenant on all parking spaces is one measure to discourage people
from repurposing any of their enclosed parking spaces. Home owner’s insurance
policies typically would discourage renovation of garages into habitable space.

The shape and slope of the site has a large influence on the number of units that can
fit on to a site in addition to the parking garage configuration, tandem or side by
side. The increase in usable open space from 45m2 to 65m2 per unit is desirable
but also has an effect on yield and affordability.

The proposed changes will reduce the number of units anywhere from 5% to 20%
as illustrated by the diagrams commissioned by the District. In order to optimize
the FSR, the units will become larger and less affordable. As the size and price of
these larger townhomes becomes similar to small single family homes, townhomes
become less of an option for the developer. Land prices for RM-1 zoning will need
to drop to reflect single-family development rather than townhomes.

If there is a goal to limit the length of building blocks, it may be more appropriate to
specify a dimension rather than a number of units. 6 units that are 13’ wide would
result in a block 78’ long. 6 units that are 25’ wide (a typical non tandem unit
allowing for a double garage and the unit entry) would be 150’ long.
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02 December 2013

District of Maple Ridge
11995 Haney Place

Maple Ridge, BC

Attn: Planning Department

Re: Tandem Parking in RM-1 Zone

The Greater Vancouver Home Builders® Association represents the residential construction
industry throughout Metro Vancouver. Our membership encompasses some 750 builders,
developers, renovators, suppliers and trades, representing thousands of employees and billions of
dollars of economic activity.

We understand the concern over tandem parking, and appreciate the effort undertaken by your
staff in examining the issues surrounding this policy decision. We would, however, wish to raise
some concerns regarding some of the assumptions and recommendations in the report.

The first assumption is that the inclusion of 30% non-tandem parking in a townhouse
development creates an improved marketing scenario for a developer. Several of our members,
who have many years of experience in the marketing of townhouse developments have expressed
the opposite opinion. In their view, the tandem parking units, being more affordable, are the
most attractive unit types for purchasers.

As well, we would take issue with the assumption that a 100% tandem parking project is less
aesthetically pleasing than a mixed tandem/double width garage project. Certainly, the example
of the 100% project shown in the staff report would not be considered to be a ‘best practice’ site
layout. Our members strive to create developments designed to be efficient, attractive and
representative of strong urban design principles, and are willing to work with municipal staff to
achieve high standards for site layout.
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Finally, we would take issue with the assumption that the inclusion of double width garages has
no impact upon affordability. The larger footprint of double width garage units, compared to
tandem parking units essentially makes them less affordable, as a greater proportion of land
value must be assigned to them.

The GVHBA is proud of the excellent dialogue and working relationship that we have developed
with Maple Ridge. We would recommend that Council remove the 70% cap on tandem parking
units, and instead work with developers to improve functionality and design on these projects
that promote housing affordability.

.,

Bob de Wit
CEO
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To Mayor and Council

Homes

P@r{kmﬂ

November 28, 2013
This letter is in response to the Tandem and Off-Street Parking Discussion Paper dated May
27,2013. We attended the recent Open House that was held to seek input on proposed bylaw
amendments resulting from this discussion paper. We hoped to find a balanced and objective
presentation discussing the pros and cons of tandem parking as a planning tool. We were
greatly disappointed to find a negative one-sided presentation apparently designed to solicit
support against tandem parking.

We have concerns regarding the methodology utilized in the discussion paper, the negative
spin of the public information presentation and we disagree with the resulting conclusions.
We feel the report failed to point out the advantages of tandem parking as a planning tool.

We will present some alternate practical recommendations for Council’s consideration at the
end of this letter which we believe will ensure functional communities while allowing
municipal planners and developers the flexibility to strategically meet affordability and
. market demands.

The discussion paper starts with a statement:

“The perception is that tandem townhouse units typically sell for less than the units with
double car garage and it is often the preferred option with developers to maximize unit yield.
Staff discussions with some of the private sector stakeholders suggest that tandem units are
more affordable, however, there is no concrete evidence that tandem units sell for less.”

Our_Comment: Maximizing unit yield is not the ultimate objective of a developer. Their
business is to provide housing that is desired or needed in the market. Where the market is
seeking affordability, it is appropriate to design functional and livable homes with a smaller
footprint. In order to offset the high cost of land in today’s market and create affordability
for buyers, tandem parking homes are a useful and proven tool.

By being smaller and utilizing less site area, townhomes with tandem parking offer a
common sense design solution. There is abundant market information that demonstrates
that tandem parking homes sell at a lower cost than homes with double car side-by-side
garages which utilize more site area.

Where the discussion paper lists concerns/issues with tandem parking, it states:
i. BC Building Code requirements:

“Under the bylaw, the RM-1 zone does not require the driveway apron length to
accommodate a parking space. If it is not adequate to park one vehicle, this may result in
individual vehicles possibly encroaching into the 6.0 metre wide strata road.”

Qur Solution: The simple solution to resolve this concern is to require driveway aprons of
appropriate length. Apron lengths should be either 2.0 meters or less so there is clearly no
room to park a vehicle or, if there is room, they should be at leagt 5.5 metres to fully
accommodate a vehicle with maneuvering room. !

Paortrait Homes Ltd.
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i. BC Building Code requirements (cont’d):

“Often the tandem or double parking garages on townhouse sites are built to meet minimum
BC Building Code requirements for width, depth and height.”

Our comment: We are not aware of the width or depth of parking garages being specified
in the BC Butlding Code but we welcome a specific code citation to support this statement,

ii. Unit sizes, architectural design and streetscape:

“A 100% tandem development maximizes on the density or the unit count on site which can
at times be at the expense of creating interesting, pedestrian-friendly streetscapes.”

Qur Comment: We respectfully disagree with this generalization. There are considerable
wonderful examples of interesting, pedestrian friendly streetscapes created in tandem
townhome communities both within Maple Ridge and elsewhere. These generally result
from a municipality and developer working together to produce excellent communities.

The report assumes that side-by-side two-car garage doors and large driveways are
somehow more appealing aesthetically than tandem parking. In fact, many consider double
side-by-side garages greeting the public realm as both pedestrian unfriendly and
architecturally undesirable.

iii Restrictive Covenant on the tandem space; enforcement of tandem and visitor spaces:

“Units with a tandem garage often lose a parking space due to conversion into a habitable
area after the owner moves in.”

Qur Comment: Are there any statistics to demonstrate that garage conversion to living
space is happening often? We have developed many tandem parking communities and we
are not aware of a single occurrence where the unheated unvented garage space was
converted to habitable area.

“Sometimes the visitor parking stalls are used by residents or cars are parked within the 6.0
meter wide strata road... For the District it becomes a safety concern.”
Our Comment: The safety concerns seem to be overstated. Later in the paper it is identified
that 100% tandem parking will still be allowed in the town center. If this is a true safety

concern why would it be allowed anywhere?

Qur_SgLuj;iQu:' The developer should provide adequate guest parking within the planned
development,
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The discussion paper shows analysis of a 100% tandem parking arrangement and compares it

with other scenarios where tandem parking is restricted. We have a number of comments
and concerns with the analysis provided:

1. The 100% Tandem scenario shown below with which all other scenarios are compared is
not a layout that any successful developer would propose or build. This would also never
be approved by the Maple Ridge Advisory Design Panel or even accepted by Planning Staff
to be sent to the ADP for their consideration. Unfortunately to use this as the base of
comparison results in conclusions that are not based in reality.

1‘
17

L
5
B

Front Ii.n( Li

Below is a more realistic scenario utilizing the same parcel of land prepared by an
experienced multi-family architect. The street oriented townhomes at the front create an
attractive and interesting pedestrian oriented streetscape. Residents can meet and have
conversations with neighbors or passers-by from their porches or front entry yards. This
development is attractive, promotes community, walkability and eyes on the street,

#200 - 6660 Graybar Rd., Richmond, B.C. V6W 1H9 « ph: (604) 270-1889  fax: {604) 270-1841




2. The alternative scenarios which incorporate some side by side parking units for
comparison are drawn more creatively than the original 100% tandem scenario.
Unfortunately, there are no accompanying unit plans. We are not aware of a side-by-side
parking unit of 1000 sq. ft. as shown in these alternate scenarios that is being sold in the
market. In addition we are unsure how the larger square units shown would be designed.
If these unit plans are available, we would be happy to comment on their marketability.

ent Lot [

Qur Comment: Drawing conclusions based on site layouts using unproven unit types and
comparing them to an unrealistic scenario is not a good way to determine policy.

3. The report states that “the City of Surrey permits tandem parking with a greater apron
length on the driveway.”

Our Comment: This statement is incorrect. Tandem parking is demonstrated throughout
Surrey where they have applied a common-sense and simple rule for tandem parking. If
one of the two tandem spots is outside the garage, then they require a driveway length of
6.0 meters. This ensures that vehicles parked in the driveway do not impede the drive
aisle. A 6.0 meter apron for all tandem homes is not a requirement.

4. The report concludes that “A combination of the three variables ie. driveway apron
requirements for units with tandem parking spaces; proportionate increase in the useable
open space for units with tandem parking spaces and permitting up to a maximum of 70%
of the total number of units to have tandem parking spaces; the density is not significantly
compromised, yet a more architecturally attractive development may be achieved”.

Our Comment: This example demonstrates a 19% reduction in the number of units
unless a variance is approved, We see this as a significant reduction potentially making

a project economically un-viable. There is no demonstration that architectural
attractiveness Is improved.
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5. The report goes on to recommend that a maximum of 70% units with tandem parking
spaces be permitted and also requiring a driveway apron of 5.5 meters.

Our Comment: The report does not demonstrate how they concluded that 70% was
ideal. Why not 60% or 80% or 90%? The requirement that 30% of the units be side by
side parking is arbitrary and is a direct impact to affordability. The side by side units are
typically larger and utilize more land and must be sold at a higher price. While we agree
that it is often good to provide a variety of housing forms within a development,
requiring 30% of the units to be mare expensive is excessive and it is not demonstrated
that any improvement in the development is achieved,

Requiring a full apron on all tandem homes results in 3 full tandem parking spots for
each tandem unit. lIs this much parking really necessary especially considering the
trade-off of increasing the impervious surfaces on the site and decreasing the amount of
useable open space? The result would be an inordinate amount of hard surface parking
well beyond what is currently required in the bylaw. How many families in townhome
communities really need 3 full parking spaces?

Conclusion and Recommengdations:

We do not agree with the underlying assumptions or the resulting conclusions in this
discussion paper.

We believe that affordability should be a primary concern of all municipal councils as we have
recently been informed that 65% of British Columbians earn under $50,000 per annum**,
The affordability implications have not been considered in the discussion paper
recommendations,

Tandem parking is a planning tool to enable municipal planners and developers to meet the
housing needs of the 65% BC majority in an environment of constrained land supplies at ever-
increasing prices. Tandem parking creates affordable livable homes that are well received by
the marketplace.

People living in a community are generally respectful of each other. Tandem parking provides
more affordable homes and allows families to own ground oriented housing where they might
otherwise be limited to renting, owning a condominium or seeking more affordable housing
choices outside of Maple Ridge. An example is our Brighton community in Silver Valley. Here
we had 145 homes with 95% tandem parking. 26% of the residents are first responders, re-
start households, nurses or teachers who are benefiting from the affordable ground oriented
homes in this community.

** Rennie Marketing Systems address to the Urban Development Institute, May 16, 2013.
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We suggest the following recommendations:

1. Specify that aprons be 5.5 metres or greater where a vehicle is intended to be parked
in the apron and less than 2.0 metres elsewhere. This will eliminate the concern of
parked vehicles impeding the drive aisle without creating an inordinate amount of
impervious hard surface parking,

2. Ensure adequate visitor parking. If there is a demonstrated shortfall of off-street
parking, the visitor parking ratio currently at 0.2 for all units could be increased to
0.25 for the tandem homes.

Rather than imposing an arbitrary percentage limit on tandem parking, these
recommendations will allow municipal planners and developers the flexibility to strategically
meet affordability and market demands while ensuring a safe and functional community.

Sincerely,

Randy Dick,
VP Development
Portrait Homes Ltd.
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APPENDIX D

District of Maple Ridge
TO: His Worship Mayor Ernie Daykin MEETING DATE: March 17,2014
and Members of Council FILE NO: 2013-096-RZ
FROM: Chief Administrative Officer MEETING: COowW
SUBJECT: Tandem Parking in the RM-1 Zone

Second Reading: Zone Amending Bylaw No. 7024-2013 and
Second and Third Reading: Off-Street Parking & Loading Amending
Bylaw No. 7025-2013

PURPOSE:

Following the Public Open House feedback and pursuant to Council’s resolution of February 17,
2014, the proposed bylaws that were given first reading on October 8, 2013, have been revised as
described in this report and are attached in Appendices A and B. The revisions include the
following: clarifying that the driveway apron requirement is applicable to a 2 car enclosed tandem
garage (not all tandem arrangements); ensuring some flexibility in the block size restriction;
eliminating the 70% restriction on tandem parking; and eliminating the increased amenity area for
tandem units. The proposed definition for ‘Tandem Parking” and the internal clear garage
dimensions remain unchanged. The report also provides alternatives for Council’s consideration.

RECOMMENDATION:

1) That Zone Amending Bylaw No. 7024-2013 as amended be given second reading and
forwarded to Public Hearing; and

2) That Off-Street Parking and Loading Amending Bylaw No. 7025-2013 as amended be
given second and third reading.

DISCUSSION:
l. BACKGROUND:

In recent years, the District has seen an increase in the number of townhouse development projects
with all tandem parking units in the RM-1 zone. Council and neighbourhoods have expressed
concerns about the impacts of parking from such developments. Council directed staff to review the
use and impacts of tandem parking.

The Discussion Paper dated May 27, 2013, reviewed regulations in other municipalities and
reviewed concerns with tandem parking in the existing townhouse complexes in the District,
including 18 scenarios of tandem parking in the RM-1 zone. The first reading report dated October
7, 2013, recognized that there may be implications from these bylaw amendments and
recommended that staff proceed with a Public Open House to seek input from the residents and the

1107






b) RM-1 (Townhouse Residential District) zone:

Section 602, RM-1, TOWNHOUSE RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT be amended by adding the following:

g) Townhouses in the RM-1 zone must be limited to six (6) attached units in one block,
not to exceed a length of 45 metres (147.5 feet).

The open house feedback suggests that there is general support for this amendment that provides
flexibility to accommodate any combinations of units and to encourage a mix of unit types (tandem
and double) in each block. Allowing a maximum of six (6) attached units per block is a consistent
approach followed in other jurisdictions and the District's RST-SV (Street Townhouse-Silver Valley)
zone. Block sizes that exceed six units can create a monotonous facade. Smaller blocks of units
create well-articulated facades and end units, separated with green buffers in between the blocks
that promote natural light and views. Smaller block sizes due to a smaller footprint, may assist
efforts to protect more trees on development sites.

M. PROPOSED OFF-STREET PARKING AND LOADING BYLAW AMENDMENTS? (APPENDIX B):

The Off-Street Parking design provisions of the Parking Bylaw for the RM-1 zone, are to be amended
as follows:

a) Driveway Apron:

The bylaw contains an amendment to the design standards to require that a 2-car enclosed tandem
garage be provided with a driveway apron. The proposed regulation reads:

Section 4.1 (a) vii) Townhouse units with an enclosed 2-car tandem parking garage in the
RM-1 zone, other than within the Town Centre Area Plan as shown on
Schedule B of the Official Community plan, shall provide a minimum
driveway apron of 5.5 metres in length and 3.0 metres in width.

The feedback from the open house suggests that a tandem arrangement with a single garage and a
second parking space on the driveway apron would be the most feasible option. However, the design
featuring a fully enclosed 2-car tandem garage seems to be problematic. This is because of the
inner parking space having the potential to be easily converted to storage or habitable area. A
driveway apron requirement for this specific unit type may help reduce parking problems. The
development industry is concerned about every tandem unit requiring 3 parking spaces if applied to
both the tandem unit designs. The recommended revision will require a driveway apron only for the
units having an enclosed 2-car tandem garage. With the proposed revision, the development will still
have the flexibility of offering a proportion of both types of tandem arrangement based on their
marketing plan.

T It should be noted that the amendments to the Off-Street Parking and Loading Bylaw are not required to go to the
Public Hearing. Section 890 of the Local Government Act requires that the Local Government must not adopt an Official
Community Plan bylaw or a Zoning Bylaw without holding a Public Hearing. The Off-Street Parking and Loading Bylaw is
exempt from this requirement.



b) Minimum internal clear dimensions for garages:

The proposed bylaw amendment will establish the minimum internal clear dimensions for garages in
the RM-1 zone.

Section 4.1 ¢) Off-Street parking spaces within a garage, for a townhouse unit in the
RM-1 zone, shall have internal dimensions of not less than the following:

Single car garage: 3.1 metres wide and 6.1 metres long;
Tandem 2-car garage: 3.1 metres wide and 12.2 metres long;
Double wide garage: 5.6 metres wide and 6.1 metres long.

This regulation is based on standard car sizes and the safe clearance required from the internal
garage walls. The Building Department has confirmed these dimensions will work for most standard
cars. The feedback from the open house suggests that these dimensions are not adequate for
bigger vehicles. Larger vehicles such as trucks, SUVs and extended vans may be parked on the
driveway apron. It is also noted that these dimensions are minimums and a developer can make
the garages larger should they prefer.

Iv. INTERDEPARTMENTAL IMPLICATIONS:
Engineering Department:

The Engineering Department does not have any concerns with the proposed bylaw amendments.
Fire Department:

The Fire Department confirmed that parking on strata roads is a concern and they are supportive of
the driveway apron requirement for a 2-car tandem garage unit.

Licenses, Permits and Bylaws Department:

The Building Department supports the minimum clear width and depth for single, tandem and
double car garage in the RM-1 zone, being added in the existing Parking Bylaw. Regarding parking
concerns on strata property, the District relies on the Strata Council to deal with these issues.
Sometimes the visitor parking stalls are used by residents or cars are parked within the 6.0 metre
wide strata road. In such instances, Strata Councils are responsible for enforcing parking on the
property; however they are not always successful. Enforcement will be in accordance with existing
Bylaw enforcement regulations and procedures. The District does not enforce parking regulations
on strata property. This responsibility falls to each Strata Council to enforce it's own bylaws and
regulations, including the on-site parking restrictions. The Building Permit drawings are required to
show locations of “no parking” areas, on the drawings. The Strata Council is expected to prevent
tandem parking conversions and the “no parking” on site where posted.



V. IN-STREAM DEVELOPMENT APPLICATIONS REZONING TO RM-1:

It is recommended that any in-stream townhouse development applications that have not been
presented at a Public Hearing, before final adoption of the proposed bylaws, be permitted to seek a
variance if they do not comply. Each development application for the RM-1 zone will be considered
by Council on its own merit.

VI. CITIZEN/CUSTOMER IMPLICATIONS:

The proposed bylaw amendments to the RM-1 zone of the Maple Ridge Zoning Bylaw No. 3510-
1985 will be forwarded to a Public Hearing, while the proposed bylaw amendments to the Off-Street
and Loading Bylaw No. 4350-1990 are not required to be forwarded to a Public Hearing. The
citizens will have an opportunity to voice their concerns on the proposed Zoning Bylaw amendments
at the Public Hearing.

VII.  ALTERNATIVES:

The following alternatives were raised by Council at the February 17, 2014 Council Workshop.
Alternatives to the recommendations made in this report are:

Apron length:

a) That the proposed Off- Street Parking and Loading Bylaw (applicable to the RM-1 zone) be
amended to increase the minimum apron length to 6.0 metres (instead of the proposed 5.5
metres), required for all the units with a fully enclosed 2-car tandem garage;

The proposed 6.0 metre minimum driveway apron length (required only for a 2-car fully enclosed
tandem garage) will likely prevent larger vehicles from encroaching onto a strata road, but may have
an impact on the total unit yield.

Visitor Parking:

b) That the proposed Off- Street Parking and Loading Bylaw (applicable to the RM-1 zone) be
amended to increase the visitor parking ratio to 0.25 spaces (instead of 0.2 spaces per unit)
required per tandem unit;

The on-site parking concerns on townhouse sites are mainly due to lack of residential parking
spaces due to maximizing tandem units on site, lack of driveway aprons and possible conversions of
an internal tandem garage. The District relies on the Strata Council to enforce the visitor parking
stalls. Increasing the visitor parking ratio may not adequately resolve lack of on-site parking
concerns for the residents.



70% Tandem Restriction:

¢) That the proposed Off- Street Parking and Loading Bylaw be amended to include a 70%
restriction (or any other proportion restriction) on tandem proportion instead of 100% permitted
currently, in the RM-1 zone, except in the Town Centre Area;

This approach would likely help encourage a variety of tandem and 2 car double wide garage units
within a townhouse complex. It does however; require some creative design, staggering and
possibly the use of retaining walls on sloping sites. This requirement was in the Draft Bylaw that was
presented at the open house and it was not supported by the development community and the
Greater Vancouver Home Builders Association. Concerns noted included a resulting negative impact
on affordability and/or project feasibility due to reduced density and unit yield for townhouse sites.

Restrictive Covenants:

d) That Council pass a resolution requiring registering a Restrictive Covenant on the tandem
parking space in the RM-1 zone to prohibit conversion to storage/living space.

As mentioned earlier in this report, the Strata Councils are responsible for enforcing parking on
strata property. A suggestion has been made that a Restrictive Covenant could be an effective tool
in discouraging tandem garage conversions into storage/living space. Township of Langley requires
a Restrictive Covenant for a tandem space, but the feedback tells us it is challenging to enforce.
Enforcing parking regulations on strata property can be challenging for the District. Long-term
preservation of tandem parking space cannot necessarily be secured through the use of a
Restrictive Covenant. The District solicitor has noted that such enforcement can be very costly and is
not a necessarily practical solution. If Council is looking to use a Restrictive Covenant as simply
being a means of providing information, this approach may be feasible. However, if the use of a
Restrictive Covenant is intended as an effective enforcement tool, this approach is not
recommended.

CONCLUSION:

The Public Open House was a good opportunity for residents and developers to understand
Council’s concerns with tandem parking and an opportunity to comment on the proposed
regulations. The proposed block size restriction and driveway apron requirement for all the enclosed
2-car tandem garage units could address concerns with on-site and off-site parking. Alternatives to
the recommendations in this report are stated above, for Council consideration. Based on the open
house feedback, it is recommended that the proposed revisions to the bylaw amendments be
favourably considered.

The proposed bylaw amendments are meant to achieve a balance for providing for additional space
on townhouse sites without impacting the unit yield or project feasibility for the development
community. The proposed amendments also introduce a maximum block size and minimum
internal garage dimensions that was generally supportable by the community. On a site-specific
basis, staff is currently working through several in- stream townhouse projects that are making an



effort to provide some reasonable proportion of 2-car double wide units (instead of 100% tandem
units).

It is recommended that Zone Amending Bylaw No. 7024-2013 as amended be given second reading

and forwarded to Public Hearing, and the Off-Street Parking and Loading Amending Bylaw No. 7025-
2013 as amended be given second and third reading.

"Original signed by Rasika Acharya"

Prepared by: Rasika Acharya, B-Arch, M-Tech, UD, LEED® AP, MCIP, RPP
Planner

"Original signed by Christine Carter"

Approved by: Christine Carter, M.PL, MCIP, RPP
Director of Planning

"Original signed by Frank Quinn"

Approved by: Frank Quinn, MBA, P.Eng
GM, Public Works & Development Services

"Original signed by J.L. (Jim) Rule"

Concurrence: J.L. (Jim) Rule
Chief Administrative Officer

The following appendices are attached hereto:
Appendix A -Zone Amending Bylaw No. 7024-2013
Appendix B -Off-Street Parking and Loading Amending Bylaw No. 7025-2013



APPENDIX A

CORPORATION OF THE DISTRICT OF MAPLE RIDGE
BYLAW NO.7024-2013

A Bylaw to amend Maple Ridge Zoning Bylaw No. 3510 - 1985 as amended.

WHEREAS, it is deemed expedient to amend Maple Ridge Zoning Bylaw No. 3510 - 1985 as
amended;

NOW THEREFORE, the Municipal Council of the Corporation of the District of Maple Ridge, in
open meeting assembled, ENACTS AS FOLLOWS:

1. This Bylaw may be cited as "Maple Ridge Zone Amending Bylaw No. 7024-2013".

2. This Bylaw provides a definition for Tandem Parking and conditions to regulate building
block size requirement for townhouse units in the RM-1 (Townhouse Residential District)
zone.

3. Maple Ridge Zoning Bylaw No. 3510 - 1985 as amended is hereby amended accordingly:

a) PART 2, INTERPRETATION, is amended by the addition of the following definition in
correct alphabetical order:

TANDEM PARKING means the placement of one parking space behind another

parking space, such that only one parking space has unobstructed access to a
drive aisle, driveway or highway.

b) PART 6, RESIDENTIAL ZONES, Section 602, RM-1 TOWNHOUSE RESIDENTIAL
DISTRICT, subsection 8, Other Regulations, is amended by adding g) after f) as
follows:

g) Atownhouse use shall be limited to six (6) attached units in one block, not to
exceed a length of 45 metres (147.5 feet).

4, Maple Ridge Zoning By-law No. 3510-1985, as amended, is hereby amended accordingly.

READ a first time the 8t day of October, 2013.

READ a second time the day of , 2014,

PUBLIC HEARING held the day of , 2014.

READ a third time the day of , 2014.
RECONSIDERED AND FINALLY ADOPTED, the day of ,2014.

PRESIDING MEMBER CORPORATE OFFICER



APPENDIX B

CORPORATION OF THE DISTRICT OF MAPLE RIDGE
BYLAW NO. 7025-2013

A Bylaw to amend Maple Ridge Off-Street Parking and Loading
Bylaw No. 4350-1990 as amended.

WHEREAS, it is deemed expedient to amend Maple Ridge Off-Street Parking and Loading

Bylaw No. 4350-1990 as amended;

NOW THEREFORE, the Municipal Council of the Corporation of the District of Maple Ridge, in

open meeting assembled, ENACTS AS FOLLOWS:

1.

This Bylaw may be cited as "Maple Ridge Off-Street Parking and Loading Amending Bylaw No.
7025-2013".

The District of Maple Ridge Off- Street Parking and Loading By-law No. 4350-1990 as
amended is amended as follows:

a) PART IV, OFF-STREET PARKING DESIGN, SECTION 4.1(a), is amended by replacing iv)
with the following:

iv) Within the RS-1, RS-1a, RS-1b, R-1, RT-1 and RM-1 zones, the parking may be
tandem parking.

b) PART IV, OFF-STREET PARKING DESIGN, SECTION 4.1(a), is amended by adding the
following after vi):

vii) Townhouse units with an enclosed 2-car tandem parking garage in the RM-1
zone, other than within the Town Centre Area Plan as shown on Schedule B of
the Official Community Plan, shall provide a minimum driveway apron of 5.5
metres in length and 3.0 metres in width.

)] PART |V, OFF-STREET PARKING DESIGN, SECTION 4.1, is amended by adding the
following new subsection 4.1c¢) in the correct sequence:

c) Off-Street Parking Spaces within a garage, for a townhouse unit in the RM-1
zone

i) shall have internal dimensions of not less than;
a) 3.1 metres wide, 6.1 metres long and 2.1 metres high for a single car
garage;

b) 3.1 metres wide, 12.2 metres long and 2.1 metres high for a tandem
parking two car garage;

¢) 5.6 metres wide, 6.1 metres long and 2.1 metres high for a double
wide (2 car) garage.



3. Maple Ridge Off-Street Parking and Loading Bylaw No. 4350-1990 as amended is hereby
amended accordingly.

READ a first time the 8t day of October, 2013.

READ a second time the day of , 2014,

READ a third time the day of , 2014,

RECONSIDERED AND FINALLY ADOPTED, the day of , 2014.
PRESIDING MEMBER CORPORATE OFFICER



APPENDIX E

Summary of Bylaw lterations:

Recommendation from May 27, 2013 Workshop Report:

A maximum of 70% units with tandem parking spaces may be permitted, with the following
required for each unit having tandem parking spaces, except in the Town Centre Area:
e Blocks of units not to exceed 6 attached units;
e Driveway apron length of 5.5 m (18 ft.); and
e Useable open space of 65m=2 (700ft2) for each three bedroom or bigger units and
- 50m2 (538 ft?) for each two bedroom or smaller units.
(Note that 100% tandem parking in the RM-1 (Townhouse Residential District) zone would still

be permitted in the Town Centre, due to access to transit and policy support for a dense housing
form.)

Amendments in October 8, 2013 Council Report:

e Useable open space of 45m?2 (484 ft2) for each unit with 3 or more bedrooms; 65m?2
(700 ft2) for each unit with 3 or more bedrooms with tandem parking; 30m=2 (323 ft2)
for each unit with 2 or less bedrooms; 50m?2 (538 ft2) for each unit with 2 or less
bedrooms with tandem parking.

e Townhouse units with tandem parking in the RM-1 zone, other than within the Town
Centre Area Plan, shall provide a minimum driveway apron of 5.5m (18 ft.) in length
and 3m (9.8 ft.) in width.

e (Off-Street Parking Spaces within a garage, for a townhouse unit in the RM-1 zone shall
have internal dimensions of not less than:

o 3.1m (10.2 ft.) wide, 6.1m (20 ft.) long and 2.1m (6.9 ft.) high for a single car
garage;

o 3.1m (10.2 ft.) wide, 12.2m (40 ft.) long, and 2.1m (6.9 ft.) high for a tandem
parking garage; and

o 5.6m (18.4 ft.)wide, 6.1m (20 ft.) long, and 2.1m (6.9 ft.) high for a double-wide
garage.

Amendments in the February 17, 2014 Workshop Report, after Public Consultation and Developer
Input:

e Townhouses in the RM-1 zone must be limited to six attached units in one block, or 45
m (147.5 ft.) in length, whichever is less;

e The revisions to the additional useable open space requirements for tandem units was
eliminated;

o The 70% restriction of tandem parking units was eliminated;

e Only those units that had 2 enclosed tandem parking stalls would be required to
provide a driveway apron that is 5.5m (18 ft.) long and 3m (9.8 ft.) wide.

Amendments in the March 17, 2014 Workshop Report:

o A townhouse use shall be limited to 6 attached units in one block, not to exceed a
length of 45 m (147.5 ft.)

e Townhouse units with an enclosed 2 car tandem parking garage in the RM-1 zone,
other than within the Town Centre Area Plan as shown on Schedule B of the Official


















City of Maple Ridge

maplenidge.ca
TO: His Worship Mayor Michael Morden MEETING DATE: May 7, 2019
and Members of Council FILE NO: 2197969

FROM: Chief Administrative Officer MEETING: Council Workshop
SUBJECT: UBCM and FCM Resolutions Process

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

‘he Union of British Cc''mbia Municipalities’ (UBCM) annual resolutions t is the main forum fi

JBCM policy-making. I. .rovides an opportunity for BC local governments (press concerns, shal
their experiences and take a united position in advocating to other orde governrment and oth

organizations involved in local affairs. Similarly, the Federation of Canadia.. ....aicig  ties (FCM) is tt
national voice for Canada’s local governments.

In Council’s Strategic | _n, one of the five priority areas is Inter-Govern :nt 32lations. Count
recognizes that a solid foundation of strong partnerships is key to innovative soluuuns and probler
solving to achieve positive results in the co~mmunity. UBCM and FCM both advocate on behalf of loc
governments, and this makes it impor...at that the City’s annual work cycle provides for ear
participation in the resolution process of the two organizations.

This report outlines a process to ensure Council and staff have adequate lead time to develop informed
and supported resolutions for submission to UBCM and FCM.

RECOMMENDATION:

That the process outlined in Attachment A of the report titled “UBCM and FCM Resolutions
Process” be approved; and further

That Council members submit UBCM resolution ideas to the Corporate Officer by 4:00 p.m. on
May 14, 2019 so that staff can prepare a list of resolutions for consideration at the May 21,
2019 Council Workshop meeting.

DISCUSSION:

a)

Background Context:

Each year UBCM considers resolutions submitted from all BC municipalities at their annual
convention. It is recommended that municipalities first submit resolutions to their local area
association for debate at their own annual conference, with supported resolutions forwarded
on to UBCM. The local area association for the City of Maple Ridge is the Lower Mainland Local
Government Association (LMLGA) (2019 Call for Resolutions attached). The resolution
submission deadline for the LMLGA conference has passed; however, Council can provide
resolutions to UBCM directly.
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b)

FCM’s procedures for resolutions is a time-limited mechanism that allows Members to bring
forward emerging policy issues, and is a complement to the standing policies on core advocacy
priorities adopted by the Board of Directors. Resolutions must focus on issues that are direct
responsibility or concern of Canadian municipalities at a national level and fall within the
jurisdiction of the federal government. Resolutions are considered at the March and
September meetings of FCM’s Board of Directors, as well as the Annual Conference. The latter
is the preferred venue as it provides the opportunity to raise awareness among large numbers
of conference attendees versus a smaller number of directors at board meetings.

At the April 23, 2019 Council Workshop meeting Council directed staff to report back on
options available to Council for submitting resolutions to the 2019 UBCM Conference and to
solidify a process for submitting resolutions to the LMLGA, UBCM and FCM for consideration.

For 2019, the attached tables establish timelines which would allow staff to ensure Council
calendars include prompts to begin developing ideas for submission. For future years, with
dates for Council meetings and regional, provincial and national conferences not yet
established, the three graphics in Attachment A represent the process in ¢c¢  ept.

Alternatives:

Instead of submitting recommendations individually, Council may prefer to strike a Resolutions
Task Force for appointed Council Members to identify issues and develop recommendations
to propose to full Council for endorsement at the June 25 Council meeting.

CONCLUSION:

The annual UBCM and FCM Conventions and resolution cycles offer important opportunities for local
governments to connect and discuss matters of mutual concern and interest for the benefit of citizens.
Furthermore, they are the primary policy-making forums and serve to direct the advocacy efforts of
these organizations. This report outlines a process to ensure the voice of Maple Ridge citizens is
represented.

Prepared by:

A5

tephanie Nlchols
Redords Management / FOI Coordinator

Approved by: Laura Benson, CPA, CMA

%ﬁo« of Cprporate Administration

Concurrence: X/I

Acting Mdmlmstratlve Officer

Attachments:

(A) 2019 Process and Timelines
(B) Annual Resolutions Process and Timelines
(C) UBCM Writing Guidelines for Resolutions
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Attachment A - 2019 Process and Timelines

Provincial Issues

Provincial Agency Suggested Process Deadline

UBCM Council provide ideas to staff May 14, 2019
Staff draft resolutions to UBCM standard May 16, 2019
Council consideration and discussion May 21, 2019
Resolutions to Council for adoption May 28, 2019
Staff submit to UBCM June 10, 2019

National Issues

Federal Meeting Type Suggested Process Deadline for
Agency Submissions
FCM September Council provide ideas to staff May 21, 2019
Board Meeting
Staff draft resolutions FCM standard May 28, 2019
Council consideration and discussion | June 4, 2019
Resolutions to Council for adoption June 18, 2019
Staff submit to *FCM July 2, 2019
FCM March Board Staff remind Council to bring ideas October 1, 2019

Meeting or
Annual
Conference**

forward for consideration

Staff bring forward list for Council
review

October 22, 2019

Staff draft resolutions to FCM
standard

October 31, 2019

Council consideration and discussion

November 5, 2019

Resolutions to Council for adoption

November 12 or 26,
2019

Staff submit to *FCM

January 6, 2020

*September deadline is 2 Monday of July each year; March deadline is 274 Monday of January each year
**Preferred for its greater opportunity for awareness and support among members attending
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Attachment C - UBCM Writing Guidelines for Resolutions

UBCM Writing Guidelines for Resolutions
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Writing Guidelines for Resolutions

1. Structure of a Resolution

All resolutions consist of a preamble and an enactment. The preamble describes the
issue and the enactment outlines the action being requested. A resolution should
answer three questions:

(a) What is the problem?
(b) What is causing the problem?
(c) What is the best way to solve the problem?

Preamble

The preamble begins with "WHEREAS", and is a concise sentence about the nature
of the problem or the reason for the request. It answers questions (a) and (b)
above, stating the problem and its cause, and should explain, clearly and briefly,
the reasons for the resolution.

The preamble should contain no more than two "WHEREAS" clauses. If explaining
the problem requires more than two clauses, then provide supporting documents to
describe the problem more fully. Do not add extra clauses.

Enactment

The enactment begins with the phrase "THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED", and is a
concise sentence that answers question (c) above, suggesting the best way to solve
the problem. The enactment should propose a specific action by UBCM.

Keep the enactment as short as possible, and clearly describe the action being
requested. The wording should leave no doubt about the proposed action.
2. Writing Tips

(a)Address one subject in the text of the resolution.

Since your community seeks to influence attitudes and inspire action, limit
the scope of a resolution to one specific subject or issue. Delegates will not
support a resolution if it is too complex for them to understand quickly.

(b)Use simple, action-oriented language and avoid ambiguous terms.

Explain the situation briefly and state the desired action clearly. Delegates
can then consider the resolution without having to parse complicated wording
or vague concepts.



(c) Provide factual background information.

Even a carefully written resolution may not be able to convey the full scope
of the problem or the action being requested. Provide factual background
information to ensure that the resolution is understood fully.

Submit background information in one of the following two formats:

i. Supplementary Memo
A brief, one-page memo from the sponsor local government, which
outlines the background that led to the adoption of the resolution by
the council or board.

ii. Council/Board Report
A report on the subject matter, presented to council or board in
conjunction with the resolution. If it is not possible to send the entire
report, then extract the essential information and submit it with the
resolution.

Resolutions submitted without background information will not be considered
until the sponsor has provided adequate background information.

(d)Construct a brief, descriptive title.

A title identifies the intent of the resolution and is usually drawn from the
"enactment clause". For ease of printing in the Resolutions Book and for
clarity, the title should be no more than three or four words.

(e) Check legislative references for accuracy.

Where necessary, identify:
* the correct legislation, including the title of the act or regulation
* the correct jurisdictional responsibility (responsible ministry or
department, and whether it is provincial or federal)

(f) Focus on issues that are province-wide.

The issue identified in the resolution should be relevant to other local
governments across the province. This will support productive debate and
assist UBCM to represent your concern effectively to the provincial or federal
government on behalf of all BC regional districts and municipalities.

xx70/00/01/01/Writing Guidelines for Resolutions



UBCM

Sample Resolution

CURTAIL JUMPING OVER DOGS City of Green Forest
[SHORT TITLE] [Sponsor]

WHEREAS the quick brown fox jumped over the lazy dog;
Semicolonm

“WHEREAS” clause.

AND WHEREAS the lazy dog does not enjoy games of leapfrog:

Colon precedes
“THEREFORE" clause.

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the quick brown fox will refrain from jumping
over the lazy dog.

[A second enactment clause, if absolutely required:]

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that in the future the quick brown fox will invite a
different partner to participate in games of leapfrog.

Your resolution should follow the structure of this sample resolution.

Draft your resolution to be as readable as possible within these guidelines.

xx70/00/01/01/Sample Resolution



1)
2)
3)
4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

UNION OF BC MUNICIPALITIES

GOLD STAR RESOLUTIONS CRITERIA

Resolution must be properly titled.

Resolution must employ clear, simple language.

Resolution must clearly identify problem, reason and solution.
Resolution must have two or fewer recital (WHEREAS) clauses.

Resolution must have a short, clear, stand-alone enactment (THEREFORE)
clause.

Resolution must focus on a single subject, must be of local government

concern province-wide and must address an issue that constitutes new policy
for UBCM.

Resolution must include appropriate references to policy, legislation and
regulation.

Resolution must be submitted to relevant Area Association prior to UBCM.
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