City of Maple Ridge
TO:
FROM:

His Worship Mayor Michael Morden
and Members of Council
Chief Administrative Officer

SUBJECT:

Tandem Parking Update

MEETING DATE: May 7, 2019
FILE NO:
2013-096-RZ
MEETING:
Workshop

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;
 The taller tandem units are not senior-friendly; and
 The narrow tandem units do not have a visually pleasing steetscape.
Developer concerns were as follows:
 They are 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;
 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;
 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
 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:





Were the proposed amendments addressing residents’ concerns?
How are the storage issues being addressed?
Average vehicles are too large to fit within the proposed dimensions and the proposed
apron lengths also do not accommodate larger vehicles.
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
Coquitlam
Mission
Port Coquitlam
Richmond
Surrey
Township of Langley

Maximum Percentage of Tandem
Parking Permitted in a Townhouse
Zone
33%
50%
40%
50%
50%
40%

Visitor Parking
Requirements
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
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
Small Car (Toyota Yaris, Ford Fiesta)

Width
1.7m (5.6 ft.)

Compact Car (Toyota Corolla, Nissan Leaf)

1.8m (5.9 ft.)

Compact SUV (Ford Escape, Hyundai Tucson)
Family Car (Toyota Camry, Honda Accord)
Large SUV (Jeep Cherokee, Toyota Highlander)

1.9m (6.2 ft.)
1.9m (6.2 ft.)
1.9m (6.2 ft.)

Pick-Up Truck (Toyota Tacoma, Ford F-150)

2.0m (6.6 ft.)

Length
4.0m – 4.4m
(13.1 ft. – 14.4 ft.)
4.5m – 4.7m
(14.8 ft. – 15.4 ft.)
4.5m (14.7 ft.)
4.9m (16.1 ft.)
4.6m – 4.9m
(15.1 ft. – 16.1 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
Single Car
Tandem Car
Double Car

Width Range
3.5m (11.5 ft.) to 3.8m (12.5 ft.)
3.5m (11.5 ft.) to 3.8m (12.5 ft.)
6.1m (20 ft.) to 6.7m (22.0 ft.)

Length Range
5.8m (19.0 ft.) to 8.2m (26.9 ft.)
10.7m (35.1 ft.) to 15.5m (50.9 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
Single Car
Tandem Car
Double Car

Typical Garage
Dimensions
3.7m (12 ft.) wide by
5.5m (18 ft.) long
3.5m (11.5 ft.) wide
by 11m (36 ft.) long
5.8m (19 ft.) wide by
6m (20 ft.) long

Width
Family Car/SUV Pick-up Truck
3.7m (12.1 ft.)
3.7m (12.1
ft.)
3.7m (12.1 ft.)
3.7m (12.1
ft.)
6.5m (21.3 ft.)
6.5m (21.3
ft.)

Length
Family Car/SUV
Pick-up Truck
6.7m (22.0 ft.)
8.2m (26.9 ft.)
12.5m (41.0 ft.) 13.5m (44.3 ft.)
6.7m (22.0 ft.)

8.2m (26.9 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.
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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 doublecar 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 located 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.
ii.
iii.
iv.
v.

100% double car garages (10 unit example located at 11548 207 Street)
100% tandem garages (159 unit example located at 10151 240 Street)
70/30 tandem to double car garage ratio (61 unit example located at 13260 236 Street);
60/40 tandem to double car garage ratio (167 unit example located at 11305 240 Street); and
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:







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?
The size of vehicles to be accommodated in the tandem garage or on the driveway apron?
Should the amount of tandem parking units within a townhouse development be limited, and
if so, to what percentage?
Should the Off-Street Parking and Loading Bylaw specify internal garage dimensions?
Should the amount of visitor parking required per unit be increased?
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.
“Original signed by Michelle Baski”

_______________________________________________
Prepared by: Michelle Baski, AScT, MA
Planner
“Original signed by Christine Carter”

_______________________________________________
Reviewed 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 Kelly Swift”

_______________________________________________
Concurrence: Kelly Swift, MBA
Acting Chief Administrative Officer
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 Iterations
Appendix F – Recent Site Plans of Townhouse Developments with Tandem Parking
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District of Maple Ridge
TO:
FROM:

His Worship Mayor Ernie Daykin
and Members of Council
Chief Administrative Officer

MEETING DATE:
FILE NO:
MEETING:

SUBJECT:

Tandem and Off-Street Parking Discussion Paper

May 27, 2013
Workshop

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
The Planning Department 2013 Business Plan directed staff to prepare a report on tandem and offstreet 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;
 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.
1

4.2

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 4.1(iii)(b)(iv), of Maple Ridge off-Street Parking & Loading Bylaw No. 43501990, “the RS-1 (one Family Urban Residential) zone, RS-1a (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):
i.

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.

ii.

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.

iii.

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.

iv.

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.
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v.

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 groundoriented 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.

vi.

Corporation of Delta: permits tandem parking in single family zones, duplex 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.

vii.

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.

viii.

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.

ix.

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.

x.

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.
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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
façade. Smaller blocks of units create well-articulated facades separated with green buffers in
between the blocks that promote natural light, ventilation and views.
iii.

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.
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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)
b)
c)
d)

A townhouse development with 100% tandem parking spaces (currently permitted);
A townhouse development with up to a maximum of 70% tandem parking spaces;
A townhouse development with up to a maximum of 50% tandem parking spaces;
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)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)
8)

Lot Size: 4047 m2 (1 acre or 43562.97 ft2)
FSR: 0.6 (50 m2 extra for habitable basement area per unit)
Unit sizes: 2 bedroom =1000 ft2 and 3 bedroom=1500 ft2 (50% of each type)
Setbacks: 7.5 m from all property lines
Parking: 2 spaces per unit (residential) and 0.2 spaces per unit (visitor)
6.0 m wide strata road (no parking along strata road)
Max lot coverage: 40%
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)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)

Percentage (%) of tandem parking spaces on site
Usable Open Space Area for units with tandem parking spaces
Common Activity Area for units with tandem parking spaces
Visitor parking ratio for units with tandem parking spaces
Driveway apron length for units with tandem parking spaces
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

5

space/useable open space and a well-articulated, livable design, while maintaining a viable unit yield
(refer to item i on page 7).
Concern has been expressed with the 100% tandem parking (i.e. category a), which is what is
currently permitted. In reality no tandem parking (i.e. category d) is not realistic, as most
developments prefer to maximize on the number of units on site. Therefore, a mix of tandem and
double wide parking scenarios are explored in greater detail (Appendix C-J). In each of the four
scenarios, one variable was introduced to see the overall impact (see Appendix C-J). It was evident
that introducing one variable in each of the scenarios did not help mitigate the potential impacts of
units with tandem parking spaces. However, when three variables such as requiring a driveway
apron, increasing the useable open space and limiting the amount of tandem parking, the overall
improvements to the site design were clearly visible.
Included below is an illustration of 100% units with tandem parking spaces, as permitted today.
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It is clear in the site plan above, 21 units can be achieved on a one acre parcel. It is important to
note that this scenario maximizes the unit count, density, gross floor area and provides minimal
articulation to the streetscape for the residents. The required useable open space and common
activity area are met by including all the setback areas and not permitting any setback reductions via
a Development Variance Permit.
i)

Scenario 2E: maximum of 70% units with tandem parking spaces with a driveway apron
of 5.5 metres required for units with tandem spaces; usable open space increased by 15
m2 per unit and all the other regulations in the RM-1 zone permitted currently.

The graphic example above shows 65% of the units have tandem garages. It is clear in the site plan
above that, by introducing a requirement that permits a maximum of 70% units with tandem parking
spaces and by requiring a driveway apron length of 5.5 metres only for units with tandem parking
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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:




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.
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:




Block size not to exceed six attached units;
Driveway apron length of 5.5 metres; and
Usable 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.
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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.
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APPENDIX A
Regional Overview- tandem parking regulations in various jurisdictions
MUNICIPALITY
Pitt Meadows
Port Coquitlam
Coquitlam
Township of Langley
Burnaby
Delta
Abbotsford
Mission
Richmond
Surrey

TANDEM PARKING
PERMITTED
yes
No (project basis)
No (project basis)
yes
No (project basis)
yes
yes
yes (up to 50%)
yes
yes

LOT COVERAGE DENSITY
40%
45%
30%
40%
N/A
40%
50%
40%
45%

0.55 FSR
1 unit/220 m2 of lot area
0.9 FSR
1 unit/ 335 m2 of lot area (or 30 UPNH)
1 unit/ 334.4 m2 of lot area
40 PPNH (min fl areas of units defined)
60 UPNH
52 UPNH and 0.6 FSR
0.6 FSR (0.1 additional for Ame- space)
0.6 FSR and 37 UPNH

RESIDENT PARKING RATIO
1.75 per unit
1.5 -2BR unit/2.0-3BR unit
1.0 -studio unit/ 1.5- 2BR unit
2.0 per unit (2.5/unit if tandem)
1.75 per unit (incl 0.25 for visitor)
2.0 per unit
2.0 per unit (incl 20% visitor)
2.0 per unit
2.0 per unit
2.0 per unit (reduced by 20% in the
Surrey City Centre area)

VISITOR PARKING REQUIRED
PER UNIT
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.25
0.2
20% of residential parking
0.2
0.2
0.2 (reduced by 20% in
the Surrey City Centre area)

USABLE OPEN SPACE
GROSS FLOOR AREA
20% of the total gross floor area
37m2 per unit plus 5m2 per unit amenity area
46m2-2BR, 28 m2-2BR, 19m2-1BR, 9m2-studio
46m2 per unit
50m2-2BR, 27.5 m2-2BR, 19m2-1BR & studio
15m2 per unit (excluding balconies)
50 m2 per unit=outdoor
0.1 FSR for amenity space
outdoor=3.0 m2 per unit
indoor-3.0 m2 per unit

Note: It is important to note that some jurisdictions such as Richmond, Surrey, Burnaby, Coquitlam, Port Coquitlam, Mission and Abbotsford have moret han one townhouse zones to allow for varying
density and housing form within various geographical locations within their jurisdictions. Based on the location, the parking ratios may vary for each of these zones.

APPENDIX B
SCENARIO COMPARISON CHART- APPENDIX B

APPENDIX C

17 May, 2013 8:48 AM

7.5. Scenario 2A - 70% tandem units as the RM-1 zone permits today
Variables
1)

Parking Type:

70% of Tandem & 30% of Double Wide parking stalls

2)

Usable Open Space:

45 m2 / 3 Bedroom & 30 m2 for 2 Bedroom

3)

Common activity area:

5 m2 / unit

4)

Parking:

0.2 visitor stalls / unit

5)

Driveway Apron:

1.0m unit driveway
75m

7.5m

Interior Side Lot Line

B1

B2

B3

B6

A5

B4

ROAD

C19 C18 C17

C8

C16

C9

D15

D10

C14

C11

D13

D12

Rear Lot Line

D20

6m

10m

Front Lot Line

53.96m

C7

Usable  Open
Space

7.5m

7.5m

7.5m

Interior Side Lot Line

Scenario  2A  -  Site  Plan

0

5

10

15

20

25

30 m

Scale:  1:500

Site Plan Reconciliation
Provided
# Units
20 Units
# of 3 Bedrooms
10 Units
# of 2 Bedrooms
10 Units
% of tandem stall to units
70 %
% of double stall to units
30 %
Usable Open Space
1,972 m2
Common Activity Area
100 m2
Visitor Parking @ 0.2
4 stalls
FSR:
0.574
Building Site Coverage:
28.3 %

Wayne Stephen Bissky Architecture!

Required

750
100
4
0.600
40.0

m2
m2
stalls

Site Area
4,047 m2
GFA
2,323 m2
Road Area:
579 m2
Driveway Area:
173 m2
Site Coverage:
1,146 m2
Unit / Ha:
Road Site Coverage:
Driveway Site Coverage:
Total Hard Surface Coverage:

= 43,560 sq ft
= 25,000 sq ft
= 6,236 sq ft
= 1,860 sq ft
= 12,337 sq ft
49.421
14.3 %
4.3 %
18.6 %

%
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7.6. Scenario 2B - 70% tandem units with increased UOS & CAA
Variables
1)

Parking Type:

70% of Tandem & 30% of Double Wide parking stalls

2)

Usable Open Space:

50 m2 / 3 Bedroom & 35 m2 for 2 Bedroom

3)

Common activity area:

10 m2 / unit

4)

Parking:

0.2 visitor stalls / unit

5)

Driveway Apron:

1.0m unit driveway

75m
7.5m

Interior Side Lot Line

B1

B2

B3

B6

A5

B4

ROAD

C19 C18 C17

C8

C16

C9

D15

D10

C14

C11

D13

D12

Rear Lot Line

D20

6m

10m

Front Lot Line

53.96m

C7

Usable  Open
Space

7.5m

7.5m

7.5m

Interior Side Lot Line

Scenario  2B  -  Site  Plan

0

5

10

15

20

25

30 m

Scale:  1:500

Site Plan Reconciliation
Provided
# Units
20 Units
# of 3 Bedrooms
10 Units
# of 2 Bedrooms
10 Units
% of tandem stall to units
70 %
% of double stall to units
30 %
Usable Open Space
1,972 m2
Common Activity Area
200 m2
Visitor Parking @ 0.2
4 stalls
FSR:
0.574
Building Site Coverage:
28.3 %

Wayne Stephen Bissky Architecture!

Required

850
200
4
0.600
40.0

m2
m2
stalls

Site Area
4,047 m2
GFA
2,323 m2
Road Area:
579 m2
Driveway Area:
173 m2
Site Coverage:
1,146 m2
Unit / Ha:
Road Site Coverage:
Driveway Site Coverage:
Total Hard Surface Coverage:

= 43,560 sq ft
= 25,000 sq ft
= 6,236 sq ft
= 1,860 sq ft
= 12,337 sq ft
49.421
14.3 %
4.3 %
18.6 %

%
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7.7. Scenario 2C - 70% tandem units with increased visitor parking ratio
Variables
1)

Parking Type:

70% of Tandem & 30% of Double Wide parking stalls

2)

Usable Open Space:

45 m2 / 3 Bedroom & 30 m2 for 2 Bedroom

3)

Common activity area:

5 m2 / unit

4)

Parking:

0.5 visitor stalls / unit

5)

Driveway Apron:

1.0m unit driveway
75m

7.5m

Interior Side Lot Line

B1

B2

B3

B6

A5

B4

C19 C18

ROAD

C8
C9

C16

D17

Rear Lot Line

D20

6m

10m

Front Lot Line

53.96m

C7

D15
C10

7.5m
D14

C11

7.5m

D13
Usable  Open
Space

7.5m

C12

Interior Side Lot Line

Scenario  2C  -  Site  Plan

0

5

10

15

20

25

30 m

Scale:  1:500

Site Plan Reconciliation
Provided
# Units
20 Units
# of 3 Bedrooms
10 Units
# of 2 Bedrooms
10 Units
% of tandem stall to units
70 %
% of double stall to units
30 %
Usable Open Space
1,893 m2
Common Activity Area
100 m2
Visitor Parking @ 0.5
10 stalls
FSR:
0.574
Building Site Coverage:
28.3 %

Wayne Stephen Bissky Architecture!

Required

750
100
10
0.600
40.0

m2
m2
stalls

Site Area
4,047 m2
GFA
2,323 m2
Road Area:
674 m2
Driveway Area:
165 m2
Site Coverage:
1,146 m2
Unit / Ha:
Road Site Coverage:
Driveway Site Coverage:
Total Hard Surface Coverage:

= 43,560 sq ft
= 25,000 sq ft
= 7,250 sq ft
= 1,777 sq ft
= 12,337 sq ft
49.421
16.6 %
4.1 %
20.7 %

%
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7.8. Scenario 2D - 70% tandem units with increased apron length
Variables
1)

Parking Type:

70% of Tandem & 30% of Double Wide parking stalls

2)

Usable Open Space:

45 m2 / 3 Bedroom & 30 m2 for 2 Bedroom

3)

Common activity area:

5 m2 / unit

4)

Parking:

0.2 visitor stalls / unit

5)

Driveway Apron:

5.5m unit driveway
75m

7.5m

Interior Side Lot Line

7C
8C
D2

D3

D4

C5

C6

9C
Rear Lot Line

Front Lot Line

ROAD

6m

10C
17m

53.96m

D1

11C
12C

7.5m
B19

B18

B17

B16

7.5m

13C

B15

7.5m

14C
Usable  Open
Space

Interior Side Lot Line

Scenario  2D  -  Site  Plan

0

5

10

15

20

25

30 m

Scale:  1:500

Site Plan Reconciliation
Provided
# Units
19 Units
# of 3 Bedrooms
9 Units
# of 2 Bedrooms
10 Units
% of tandem stall to units
74 %
% of double stall to units
26 %
Usable Open Space
1,699 m2
Common Activity Area
95 m2
Visitor Parking @ 0.2
5 stalls
FSR:
0.539
Building Site Coverage:
26.8 %

Wayne Stephen Bissky Architecture!

Required

705
95
3.8
0.600
40.0

m2
m2
stalls

Site Area
4,047 m2
GFA
2,183 m2
Road Area:
554 m2
Driveway Area:
416 m2
Site Coverage:
1,083 m2
Unit / Ha:
Road Site Coverage:
Driveway Site Coverage:
Total Hard Surface Coverage:

= 43,560 sq ft
= 23,500 sq ft
= 5,967 sq ft
= 4,482 sq ft
= 11,654 sq ft
46.95
13.7 %
10.3 %
24.0 %

%
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7.13. Scenario 3A - 50% tandem units as the RM-1 zone permits today
Variables
1)

Parking Type:

50% of Tandem & 50% of Double Wide parking stalls

2)

Usable Open Space:

45 m2 / 3 Bedroom & 30 m2 for 2 Bedroom

3)

Common activity area:

5 m2 / unit

4)

Parking:

0.2 visitor stalls / unit

5)

Driveway Apron:

1.0m unit driveway
75m

7.5m

Interior Side Lot Line

C6
B3

D20

D19

B4

B5

6m

C8
ROAD
C9

D18

D17

D16

7.5m

7.5m

Usable  Open
Space

C7

Rear Lot Line

B2

10m

Front Lot Line

53.96m

B1

A15

C10

A14

A11

A13

A12

7.5m

Interior Side Lot Line

Scenario  3A  -  Site  Plan

0

5

10

15

20

25

30 m

Scale:  1:500

Site Plan Reconciliation
Provided
# Units
20 Units
# of 3 Bedrooms
10 Units
# of 2 Bedrooms
10 Units
% of tandem stall to units
50 %
% of double stall to units
50 %
Usable Open Space
1,993 m2
Common Activity Area
100 m2
Visitor Parking @ 0.2
4 stalls
FSR:
0.574
Building Site Coverage:
27.8 %

Wayne Stephen Bissky Architecture!

Required

750
100
4
0.600
40.0

m2
m2
stalls

Site Area
4,047 m2
GFA
2,323 m2
Road Area:
581 m2
Driveway Area:
188 m2
Site Coverage:
1,125 m2
Unit / Ha:
Road Site Coverage:
Driveway Site Coverage:
Total Hard Surface Coverage:

= 43,560 sq ft
= 25,000 sq ft
= 6,253 sq ft
= 2,019 sq ft
= 12,110 sq ft
49.421
14.4 %
4.6 %
19.0 %

%
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7.14. Scenario 3B - 50% tandem units with increased UOS & CAA
Variables
1)

Parking Type:

50% of Tandem & 50% of Double Wide parking stalls

2)

Usable Open Space:

50 m2 / 3 Bedroom & 35 m2 for 2 Bedroom

3)

Common activity area:

10 m2 / unit

4)

Parking:

0.2 visitor stalls / unit

5)

Driveway Apron:

1.0m unit driveway

75m
7.5m

Interior Side Lot Line

C6
B3

D20

D19

B4

B5

6m

C8
ROAD
C9

D18

D17

D16

7.5m

7.5m

Usable  Open
Space

C7

Rear Lot Line

B2

10m

Front Lot Line

53.96m

B1

A15

C10

A14

A11

A13

A12

7.5m

Interior Side Lot Line

Scenario  3B  -  Site  Plan

0

5

10

15

20

25

30 m

Scale:  1:500

Site Plan Reconciliation
Provided
# Units
20 Units
# of 3 Bedrooms
10 Units
# of 2 Bedrooms
10 Units
% of tandem stall to units
50 %
% of double stall to units
50 %
Usable Open Space
1,993 m2
Common Activity Area
200 m2
Visitor Parking @ 0.2
4 stalls
FSR:
0.574
Building Site Coverage:
27.8 %

Wayne Stephen Bissky Architecture!

Required

850
200
4
0.600
40.0

m2
m2
stalls

Site Area
4,047 m2
GFA
2,323 m2
Road Area:
581 m2
Driveway Area:
188 m2
Site Coverage:
1,125 m2
Unit / Ha:
Road Site Coverage:
Driveway Site Coverage:
Total Hard Surface Coverage:

= 43,560 sq ft
= 25,000 sq ft
= 6,253 sq ft
= 2,019 sq ft
= 12,110 sq ft
49.421
14.4 %
4.6 %
19.0 %

%
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7.15. Scenario 3C - 50% tandem units with increased visitor parking ratio
Variables
1)

Parking Type:

50% of Tandem & 50% of Double Wide parking stalls

2)

Usable Open Space:

45 m2 / 3 Bedroom & 30 m2 for 2 Bedroom

3)

Common activity area:

5 m2 / unit

4)

Parking:

0.5 visitor stalls / unit

5)

Driveway Apron:

1.0m unit driveway
75m

7.5m

Interior Side Lot Line

C6
B3

D20

D19

B4

B5

6m

C8
ROAD
C9

D18

D17

D16

7.5m

7.5m

Usable  Open
Space

C7

Rear Lot Line

B2

10m

Front Lot Line

53.96m

B1

C10

A15

A14

A11

A13

A12

7.5m

Interior Side Lot Line

Scenario  3C  -  Site  Plan

0

5

10

15

20

25

30 m

Scale:  1:500

Site Plan Reconciliation
Provided
# Units
20 Units
# of 3 Bedrooms
10 Units
# of 2 Bedrooms
10 Units
% of tandem stall to units
50 %
% of double stall to units
50 %
Usable Open Space
1,819 m2
Common Activity Area
100 m2
Visitor Parking @ 0.5
10 stalls
FSR:
0.574
Building Site Coverage:
27.8 %

Wayne Stephen Bissky Architecture!

Required

750
100
10
0.600
40.0

m2
m2
stalls

Site Area
4,047 m2
GFA
2,323 m2
Road Area:
718 m2
Driveway Area:
205 m2
Site Coverage:
1,125 m2
Unit / Ha:
Road Site Coverage:
Driveway Site Coverage:
Total Hard Surface Coverage:

= 43,560 sq ft
= 25,000 sq ft
= 7,731 sq ft
= 2,205 sq ft
= 12,110 sq ft
49.421
17.7 %
5.1 %
22.8 %

%
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7.16. Scenario 3D - 50% tandem units with increased apron length
Variables
1)

Parking Type:

50% of Tandem & 50% of Double Wide parking stalls

2)

Usable Open Space:

45 m2 / 3 Bedroom & 30 m2 for 2 Bedroom

3)

Common activity area:

5 m2 / unit

4)

Parking:

0.2 visitor stalls / unit

5)

Driveway Apron:

5.5m unit driveway
75m

7.5m

Interior Side Lot Line

A5

D16

D15

A7

D14

D13

Rear Lot Line

17m
D17

A6

B4

ROAD

7.5m

7.5m

B3

6m

B2

Front Lot Line

53.96m

B1

12C

11C 10C 9C

A8
7.5m

Usable  Open
Space
Interior Side Lot Line

Scenario  3D  -  Site  Plan

0

5

10

15

20

25

30 m

Scale:  1:500

Site Plan Reconciliation
Provided
# Units
17 Units
# of 3 Bedrooms
9 Units
# of 2 Bedrooms
8 Units
% of tandem stall to units
53 %
% of double stall to units
47 %
Usable Open Space
2,016 m2
Common Activity Area
85 m2
Visitor Parking @ 0.2
4 stalls
FSR:
0.494
Building Site Coverage:
23.9 %

Wayne Stephen Bissky Architecture!

Required

645
85
3.4
0.600
40.0

m2
m2
stalls

Site Area
4,047 m2
GFA
1,997 m2
Road Area:
438 m2
Driveway Area:
437 m2
Site Coverage:
969 m2
Unit / Ha:
Road Site Coverage:
Driveway Site Coverage:
Total Hard Surface Coverage:

= 43,560 sq ft
= 21,500 sq ft
= 4,713 sq ft
= 4,707 sq ft
= 10,427 sq ft
42.008
10.8 %
10.8 %
21.6 %

%
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7.11. Scenario 2F - 70% tandem units with variances
Variables
1)

Parking Type:

70% of Tandem & 30% of Double Wide parking stalls

2)

Usable Open Space:

65 m2 / 3 Bedroom & 50 m2 for 2 Bedroom

3)

Common activity area:

5 m2 / unit

4)

Parking:

0.2 visitor stalls / unit Visitor parking complies with setbacks

5)

Driveway Apron:

5.5m unit driveway, tandem garage only

6)

Variances:

Front Yard Setback 4.5m, all other setbacks 6.0m
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Site Plan Reconciliation
Provided
# Units
20 Units
# of 3 Bedrooms
10 Units
# of 2 Bedrooms
10 Units
% of tandem stall to units
70 %
% of double stall to units
30 %
Usable Open Space
1,703 m2
Common Activity Area
100 m2
Visitor Parking @ 0.2
4 stalls
FSR:
0.574
Building Site Coverage:
28.3 %

Wayne Stephen Bissky Architecture!

Required

1150
100
4
0.600
40.0

m2
m2
stalls

Site Area
4,047 m2
GFA
2,323 m2
Road Area:
635 m2
Driveway Area:
331 m2
Site Coverage:
1,146 m2
Unit / Ha:
Road Site Coverage:
Driveway Site Coverage:
Total Hard Surface Coverage:

= 43,560 sq ft
= 25,000 sq ft
= 6,831 sq ft
= 3,560 sq ft
= 12,337 sq ft
49.421
15.7 %
8.2 %
23.9 %

%
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DISTRICT OF MAPLE RIDGE
TO:
FROM:

His Worship Mayor Ernie Daykin
and Members of Council
Chief Administrative Officer

DATE:
FILE NO:
ATTN:

SUBJECT:

Tandem Parking and RM-1 zone amendments;

October 7, 2013
2013-096-RZ
C of W

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:
•
•
•
•

a maximum of 70% units with tandem parking arrangement;
a driveway apron, 5.5 metres long for each tandem unit;
usable open space of 65 m2 for each three bedroom or larger unit and 50m2 for each two
bedroom or smaller unit; and
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:
•
•
•
•

a maximum of 70% units with tandem parking arrangement;
a driveway apron, 5.5 metres long for each tandem unit;
usable open space of 65 m2 for each three bedroom or larger unit and 50m2 for each two
bedroom or smaller unit; and
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:
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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
Section E of the “Tandem and Off-Street Parking Discussion Paper” dated May 27, 2013.
DISCUSSION AND COUNCIL CONCERNS:
Tandem Parking can be defined as “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”.
Reviewing the discussion paper, Council asked about implications on sloping sites, density or unit
yield, minimum density for financial feasibility. These are discussed below.
A)

Density and implications on sloping sites:
The Zoning Bylaw contains several multi-family zones, of which the RM-1 (Townhouse
Residential) zone is the one intended to be for ground-oriented, pedestrian-friendly, lowdensity developments. In the RM-1 zone, a parking ratio of 2.0 spaces per unit for residents
is required plus a parking ratio of 0.2 spaces per unit for visitors is also required.
In reviewing other municipal parking bylaws it is clear that approaches vary by community.
Some do not permit tandem parking; some permit tandem parking on a project by project
basis; some permit tandem parking by requiring a higher parking ratio or limiting the amount
of tandem parking. Others require additional common amenity area and/or driveway aprons.
Discussion with staff from other municipalities confirms that several jurisdictions have
concerns with 100% tandem unit developments.
i)

Illustrations with no setback variances:
The following graphics illustrate the impact of the proposed regulations when setback
variances are not granted.
a) Scenario 1A- 100% tandem and no setback variances:
The example below illustrates the current regulations in place. With 100% tandem
arrangement at the maximum permitted FSR of 0.6 in the RM-1 zone; 21 townhouse
units can be achieved on a hypothetical one acre piece of land.
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b) Scenario 2E- 70% tandem and no setback variances; driveway apron and
increased usable open space:
The example below illustrates the impact on unit yield if the recommended
regulations were applied. In the example below, with a proposed density of FSR 0.47,
17 units are achieved. With the maximum permitted density of 0.6 FSR, the unit
count can be at least 18 units. If the proposed regulations were applied, the unit
count could drop from 21 (as shown on scenario 1A) to 17 or 18 units. But this is
likely to result in a more architecturally attractive development.

It is noted that Council raised the concern that the analysis on sloping site was
missing in the Discussion paper dated May 27, 2013. The same hypothetical parcel
of land is assumed to have a 15-17% slope as shown in the sketch below. The site is
assumed to be sloping down approximately 17% grade down from the north-west
corner as shown in the site section.
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c) Scenario 2E- ss 70% tandem on sloping site and no setback variances; driveway apron
and increased usable open space:
If the recommended regulations were applied to the sloping site, the following
graphic illustrates that the same unit count could be achieved, however, creative
design, some retaining walls to achieve flat backyards and possibly stepping and
staggering of units to take advantage of the grades on site; will be required. In the
example below, with a proposed density of FSR 0.47, 17 units are achieved. With the
maximum permitted density of 0.6 FSR, the unit count can be at least 18 units.

ii)

Illustrations with setback variances:
The following graphics illustrate the impact of the proposed regulations when setback
variances are granted.
a) Scenario 2F- 70% tandem with setback variances; driveway apron and increased usable
open space:
The example below illustrates the impact on unit yield if the recommended
regulations were applied and setback variances granted. In the example below, with
a proposed density of FSR 0.57, 20 units are achieved. With the maximum permitted
density of 0.6 FSR, the unit count can be at least 21 units. If the proposed
regulations were applied and setback variances granted, the unit count will likely
remain same, yet a more architecturally attractive development can be achieved.
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b) Scenario 2F- ss 70% tandem on sloping site with setback variances; driveway apron and
increased usable open space:
If the recommended regulations were applied to the sloping site and some setback
variances facing the streets were granted, the unit count achieved could be around
20 units. Again, creativity in design, some retaining walls and stepping/staggering of
the units to meet the grades will be required.

iii) ANALYSIS:
Based on the graphic examples above, the following can be concluded, by applying a 70%
tandem requirement:
•
•

The density and unit count is reduced marginally, yet a more architecturally attractive
development may be achieved.
With the tandem garage and a driveway apron, there will be three parking spaces per
unit available. If the owner ends up converting the internal parking space into a living
area, there will still be two parking spaces available. The bylaw will still require a
minimum of 2.0 spaces per unit for residents and 0.2 spaces per unit for visitors.
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•
•
•

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.
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.
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 to 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 result 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 façade on one side and 3storey façade (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 midpoint 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.
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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.
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.
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.
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2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)

The townhouse form is often envisioned and encouraged as a transition between single
family and apartment building forms.
Encourage a proportion of the units to be a senior-friendly, ground-oriented housing option.
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.
Encourage an interesting streetscape with staggering and stepping of units. Achieve a less
monotonous façade.
Promote natural light, ventilation, view corridors and “green links” between blocks.
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.
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:
•

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
façade. Block sizes that exceed six units can create a monotonous façade. 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.

•

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:
•

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

-9-

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 interlinking green spaces.
•

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:

•

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 A

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)
ii)
iii)
iv)

45.0 m2 for each unit with 3 or more bedrooms;
65.0 m2 for each unit with 3 or more bedrooms with tandem
parking;
30.0 m2 for each unit with 2 or less bedrooms;
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 By-law No. 3510-1985, as amended, is hereby amended
accordingly.

READ a first time the
READ a second time the

day of

, 2013.

day of

PUBLIC HEARING held the

day of

READ a third time the

day of

RECONSIDERED AND FINALLY ADOPTED, the

_____________________________
PRESIDING MEMBER

, 2013.
, 2013.
, 2013.
day of

, 2013.

____________________________
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 IV, 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;
c) 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 IV, 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;

3.

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.

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

District of Maple Ridge
TO:
FROM:

His Worship Mayor Ernie Daykin
and Members of Council
Chief Administrative Officer

DATE:
FILE NO:
ATTN:

SUBJECT:

Tandem and Off-Street Parking Open House Summary

February 17, 2014
2013-096-RZ
Workshop

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

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:
I.

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 typically 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.
II.

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.
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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 questionnaires 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
questionnaires 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 questionnaire 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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a) 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;
b) tandem garages are not big enough to park a pick-up truck and a car;
c) tandem units offer multiple levels with three flights of stairs; not senior-friendly;
d) due to the narrow form of tandem units moving furniture up the stairways is a challenge;
e) tall narrow townhouse units do not have a visually pleasing streetscape;
f) there is general support for limiting the block to six attached units; and
g) 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 2car 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;
b) 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;
c) 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;
d) there is general agreement that townhouse units with well articulated streetscape is an
important selling feature;
e) there is general support for the tandem form in the Town Centre Area;
f) 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;
g) there is general support for providing more on-site visitor parking on townhouse sites; and
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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.

Common themes from the open house feedback:







III.

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.
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.
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Item 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 façade. 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.
Item 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.
ii) 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) In the 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.

-6-

c) 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.
Item 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.
Item 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 double wide units will also be
encouraged by staff.
Item c) 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.
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iii) 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:

AND
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.
IV.

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 236th 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 all 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. 70252013, 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
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District of Maple Ridge
TO:
FROM:
SUBJECT:

His Worship Mayor Ernie Daykin
and Members of Council
Chief Administrative Officer

MEETING DATE:
FILE NO:
MEETING:

March 17, 2014
2013-096-RZ
COW

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:
I.

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

development industry. A Public Open House was scheduled on Tuesday, November 13, 2013. On
February 17, 2014 Council was updated on the open house findings. At this meeting Council
passed the following resolution:
“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”.
While the few residents who attended the open house were 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 were not
necessarily representative of all the Maple Ridge residents. On the other hand, representation from
the development industry was also limited at the open house, however, they expressed concerns
with project feasibility and reduction in unit yield if the 70% tandem restriction were to be adopted.
The proposed bylaw revisions are an effort to balance the concerns expressed at the open house by
both parties. There are also some existing projects that are at various stages of approval that still
reflect 100% tandem parking in the RM-1 zone. 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).
II.

PROPOSED ZONING BYLAW AMENDMENTS (APPENDIX A):
a) Definition of Tandem Parking:

The following definition for tandem parking is to be added to the PART 2 INTERPRETATION section of
the Maple Ridge Zoning Bylaw No. 3510-1985:
TANDEM PARKING USE- means 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 two 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:

and
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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 façade. 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.
III.

PROPOSED OFF-STREET PARKING AND LOADING BYLAW AMENDMENTS 1 (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.
1

1 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.
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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 c)

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.

-4-

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. 35101985 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.
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70% Tandem Restriction:
c) 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
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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. 70252013 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
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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) A townhouse 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 8th day of October, 2013.
READ a second time the

day of

PUBLIC HEARING held the

day of

READ a third time the

day of

RECONSIDERED AND FINALLY ADOPTED, the
_____________________________
PRESIDING MEMBER

, 2014.
, 2014.
, 2014.
day of

, 2014.

____________________________
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”.

2.

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)

b)

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

c)

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

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 IV, 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 8th day of October, 2013.
READ a second time the
READ a third time the

day of

, 2014.

day of

, 2014.

RECONSIDERED AND FINALLY ADOPTED, the

_____________________________
PRESIDING MEMBER

day of

, 2014.

____________________________
CORPORATE OFFICER
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Summary of Bylaw Iterations:
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:
 Blocks of units not to exceed 6 attached units;
 Driveway apron length of 5.5 m (18 ft.); and
 Useable open space of 65m² (700ft²) for each three bedroom or bigger units and
50m² (538 ft²) 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:





Useable open space of 45m² (484 ft²) for each unit with 3 or more bedrooms; 65m²
(700 ft²) for each unit with 3 or more bedrooms with tandem parking; 30m² (323 ft²)
for each unit with 2 or less bedrooms; 50m² (538 ft²) for each unit with 2 or less
bedrooms with tandem parking.
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.
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:





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;
The revisions to the additional useable open space requirements for tandem units was
eliminated;
The 70% restriction of tandem parking units was eliminated;
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:



A townhouse use shall be limited to 6 attached units in one block, not to exceed a
length of 45 m (147.5 ft.)
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 5.5m (18 ft.) in length,
and 3m (9.8 ft.) in width.
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. 3.1m (10.2 ft.) wide, 6.1m (20 ft.) long and 2.1m (6.9 ft.) high for a single
car garage;
b. 3.1 m (10.2 ft.) wide, 12.2 m (40 ft.) long and 2.1 m (6.9 ft.) high for a
tandem parking two car garage; or
c. 5.6m (18.3 ft.) wide, 6.1m (20ft.) long, and 2.1m (6.9 ft.) high for a doublewide garage.

