
OFFICIAL  COMMUNITY  PLAN  ("OCP")
PUBLIC  MEETING  REPORT of Kerry Morris
ISSUES  OF  PRIMARY  CONCERN
FINANCIAL  IMPLICATIONS
 The OCP in my opinion is an unfinished document. Conceptually it is a complete 
community plan and as such has a requirement to speak to a broad variety of needs and 
objectives. However, it completely lacks any consideration of its own implications upon the 
community.
 The OCP acts as if a guide to developers and signals where the community will tolerate 
growth. In this sense it tells everyone who seeks to speculate on property value growth where to 
purchase, and if a purchase is undertaken, how the property can be developed to its highest 
and best use.  It is also a signalling device to current and potential land owners as to the costs 
which will attach to that development by way of amenity contributions payable to the City.  The 
later comes to the document through a parallel document also under consideration known as 
the density bonus policy.
 In my opinion, the OCP is an unfinished document. It is a Polaroid picture without a price 
tag. it contains no financial analysis describing the implications upon the community and 
specifically upon taxpayers which will result from its adoption. For instance;
1. How will the cost of community policing escalate with the adoption and implementation of 

the plan ?
2. Will any existing infrastructure (sewer, water road and traffic, and pedestrian) reach a tipping 

point requiring premature demolition of that asset and recapitalization in terms of all new 
capital which costs will be borne by the City ?

3. What will be the impact of OCP adoption on parallel operations such as:
1. Transit (Trans-Link) ?
2. Hospital Services (Vancouver Coastal Health) ?
3. Neighbouring Districts (North and West Vancouver) ?

4. What will be the additional burden on highway Infrastructure cost (1st & 2nd Narrows 
Bridges) ?

5. What will be the result on City residents in terms of "quality of life" losses, cost, changes 
from adopting the OCP growth strategy ?

6. What implication will accrue to recreation services and  delivery costs from OCP adoption ?
7. What will the cost implications be in terms of park space availability and use, and what are 

the per-capita costs to taxpayers resulting from the need for additional park spaces made 
necessary to maintain the park space to City resident ratio's ?

8. What costs or effects will a flood of new condominiums have on property values and 
resident equity (ie: Will certain homeowner classes be put under water with their mortgage 
lenders ?

9. What will the impact of the proposed growth be on traffic congestion ?
10. And last but not least, the new buzz word, "Affordability". Will this proposed growth increase 

or decrease the ability of homeowners to buy into the North Shore (City) housing market ?
 In all these ways the OCP has profound impact on the community and the tax burden 
residents must shoulder, yet the plan is devoid of any analysis or financial modelling. It is a 
Polaroid without a price tag. I liken it to checking into a 5 star hotel, living high on the hog for 30 



days, and when standing at the front desk on the last day confronted with the bill for service, 
only then being concerned with how to pay for the experience. No member of council would 
openly consider such behaviour yet this is exactly the conduct being contemplated by the OCP 
in its current form. This is wrong. The OCP in its current form is incomplete and must properly 
include the missing financial analysis before it can or should be adopted. To do otherwise is 
folly. 
 There are many examples of financial modelling attached to a municipal OCP document. 
In this respect, we should not differ.
 The development department has officially stated that community development costs are 
attributed to each project, on a project by project basis, to ensure the community is not being 
burdened with the implications of each development proposal. However this is untrue as was 
made clear during the recent Concert Properties rezoning application of Harbourside. When 
under intense scrutiny of the Harbourside development project, Mr. Penway admitted, during 
oral enquiry, that the amenity contribution applicable from the application of the density bonus 
policy should have created a cash amenity contribution payable to the City of approximately 40 
million dollars, and this amount would have flowed to the City had the development been 
situated at, for example, upper Lonsdale. But in the case of Harbourside, the developer 
(Concert) were credited with approximately 31 million dollars of extraordinary  infrastructure 
costs anticipated to result from the location selected for the development and as such the total 
cash payment due to the City was reduced to only 8.5 million dollars. In this way it was as if the 
City paid the extraordinary costs of the development from its own pocket by way of a reduced 
cash contribution to the amenity fund despite granting the additional density, which will be a 
direct burden on the quality of life of all City residents.
Residential Single Family ("RS-1") Zoning Modification
 The Draft OCP proposes to imbed a right to have both a Coach-House and a Secondary 
Suite on each and every RS-1 zoned property throughout the City. Today a property owner can 
have either or, but does not have an automatic right to both. Currently, the ability to have both 
would require a property owner to apply for a zoning variance, which would bring the matter to a 
public hearing before council, at which time any neighbouring property opposing the application 
would have the right to have their concerns considered by council. If this OCP amendment is 
passed, assuming a mass zoning bylaw follows, the right to have both a Coach-House and a 
Secondary Suite will flow to the property owner automatically and a public hearing will not be 
required. Neighbouring properties will have no right to influence the applications outcome, 
despite having to suffer the long-term consequences resulting from being a neighbour to the 
developed property.
 I oppose this amendment for a number of reasons, which include:
1. The property value bump which will follow mass rezoning of RS-1 lots to include a right to 

have both a secondary suite and a Coach-House, and the resulting increase in municipal tax 
burden,

2. The implication of potentially three family units to every standard size RS-1 lot on street 
parking,

3. The potential reduction in yard space as play space, and the resulting demand increase on 
public parks, leading to a reduction in the City's existing park space to person ration,



4. The burden on recreation facilities (usage and costs),
5. The lack of a transportation plan to service this increased RS-1 neighbourhood density, and 

the resulting dependance which will arise on automobile use and infrastructure (road 
capacity),

 In answer to the allegation of a property tax bump, the City retained a developer 
consultant who together with the BC Assessment Authority attended as a delegation before 
council. This consultancy was a paid engagement which in fact was initially hidden from council. 
Delegations are not the method to make such presentations and neither the consultants 
appearance as a delegation or staffs failure to disclose the paid nature of the  engagement were 
correct conduct for this process. No less important was the fact the consultant is also a 
developer of RS-1 properties in the lower mainland and as such has a personal conflict as he 
could/would benefit from the imbedded rights as proposed.
 The BC Assessment Authority admitted that it is a back-looking analyzer of property 
values, and does not engage in forward looking tax estimates. For this reason they stated they 
were not in a position to determine the amount of bump, if any, which will accrue from 
embedding the right to have both a Coach-House and secondary suite on each and every RS-1 
lot. They did however admit such a bump was a possibility and would depend entirely on what 
the market did after the change came into full force and effect.
 The consultant provided an analysis using Vancouver City properties valued in the 2.0 - 
2.7 million dollar range, on the basis of which he stated that no increase in property values 
would arise, and that potentially property values could decline where a property owner builds a 
Coach-House on an RS-1 lot due, he said, in part because of the reduced yard space. He 
further said that unlike the City of Vancouver, which had increased the available Floor Space 
Ratio ("FSR") density on RS-1 lots from 0.5 to 0.7 FSR, the City of North Vancouver ("CNV") 
FSR was not proposing an increase in FSR with the embedded right, and so he did not believe 
that developers would even exercise the right to build a Coach-House. However the developer 
consultant failed to draw several important distinctions between the CNV RS-1 FSR policy and 
the FSR policy applied by Vancouver City from where the analytical taxation impact study data 
was drawn. The variations between these two jurisdictions are dramatic and will have a 
significant impact on the real FSR applicable when developing an RS-1 lot. This variation was 
recently described by Mr. Penway during a private meeting as a "Density-Bonus" available to 
RS-1 lot developers, a term previously denied as being available to  this class of house zoning.
 In Vancouver City, all cellar and/or crawl space of 4' head height of greater must be and 
is included in the FSR area calculation. Further, secondary suites and living spaces in general 
cannot be built at depth to frontage road elevations of greater than 6' deep. In CNV all cellar 
space (defined as space built 5' below frontage road grade or better), is excluded from the FSR 
calculation. Further, cellars no matter their depth into the ground, may be used as a location for 
living space and are the location of choice for new secondary suite construction. The windows 
for light access to these spaces is by way of wells constructed of either wood or cement.
 I recently had occasion to discuss the ability for firefighters to access these below 
ground spaces via the window wells as a means of saving lives in the event of fire, and I 
received a blunt response from the CNV Captains which I consulted. Which response was: " I 
would not turn one life loss into multiple life loses by asking my men to access a burning 
building through a window well. If the occupants can't get out the cellar window under their own 



power, or exit the space from a full "Man-door" entrance/exit corridor, then they will burn."  The 
Captain explained that while his answer was both cold and harsh, his responsibility was first to 
the safety of his men, and there was simply no percentage in putting those firemen in harms 
way.
 In addition to opposing the OCP in this report, I would encourage the development 
department to consult the working end of the fire department responsible for actually managing 
a fire brigade and fighting a fire, to get the truth about what design circumstances limit the ability 
of a fire fighter to save lives, and if fully below ground secondary suites with only one external 
entrance/exit are appropriate space in which to locate secondary suites, which locations could 
accommodate full family units of 4 or more residents. The reality is that a window well will not be 
employed to access a building by a fire fighter and the internal stair wells, when a home is fully 
engulfed are not typically an option. The potential for residents to be trapped in a basement 
suite with only window well access/egress is a growing concern, and the current FSR density 
bonus policy of the CNV is encouraging this design. In my opinion, and the opinion of those 
Captain's whom I consulted, it is only a matter of time before a life is lost to a fire circumstance 
from this design parameter. The City needs to rethink this design.
 The actual FSR impact resulting from the cellar space FSR exemption on a 50' x 150' lot 
with a 40' x 40' home having a full cellar under the RS-1 density bonus formula is an additional 
2.13 allowable FSR, bringing the full available FSR on each and every RS-1 lot to 7.13. This is 
greater than the FSR allowed by Vancouver City and was not explained by the consultant or 
staff, when making the presentation to council on the issue of the taxable property value bump 
arising from embedding the Coach-House and Secondary Suite right on all RS-1 properties. The 
effective FSR on each CNV property, assuming a full cellar beneath each house, is currently 
higher than is allowed in Vancouver City. The developer consultant withheld this fact from the 
City in his analysis instead claiming that the CNV adherence to the 0.5 FSR limit would deny 
value growth to City residence.
 It is my allegation that a failure to disclose the real differences in FSR formulas 
applicable to cellar space in CNV versus Vancouver City, when relying on Vancouver City tax 
valuation data, I believe discloses an intent to conceal the true impact between jurisdictions.  
Further, as I have repeatedly stated in my numerous leaflets delivered in the Town-Hall process, 
there was in fact data available in relation to valuation changes for City properties upon which 
Coach-Houses have been built and this data clearly shows that residents receive a property 
value bump which far exceeds the construction permit values for Coach-House construction 
costs.
 As the BC Assessment Authority stated during the delegation, any value increase 
resulting from construction and sale of a property supporting a Coach-House is currently 
attributed to the building line on the annual municipal tax bill. This results from the inability to 
attach the property value bump to the land line when a neighbouring property without a Coach-
House sells at lower levels. With this proposed OCP change, the increase in market value to 
build new primary residents with a secondary suite, and the additional Coach-House "will" result 
in a mass-appraisal adjustment to the general value of RS-1 City lands.



Property Value Bump Not An Absolutly Certain Tax Increase
 It is true that a dramatic increase in property values does not automatically translate into 
an increase in tax burden. The ability exists to lower the mil-rate applied against those values, 
effectively leaving the burden borne by each property owner unaltered, the reality is that City 
Council have historically considered the mil-rate change as the taxation impact benchmark, and 
not considered the true value of the burden born in terms of dollars. This year is a fine example 
of just such a reality.
 The 2014 base taxation mil-rate was left unaltered versus the 2013 level, with the 
addition of a 1% levy, However, the real impact on the average RS-1 homeowner was an 
approximate 3.4% increase in actual tax burden.  While billed by staff and council as a 0% tax 
increase, RS-1 homeowners have been required to dig deeper than ever into their pockets to 
pay their annual municipal tax burden.  The representation that this year was a zero tax rate 
increase could not have been further from the truth.  Many of us have felt a far different reality. 
The importance of this information lies in the fact that despite the year over year increase in 
municipal tax revenue estimated by Ms. Isabel Gordon as 1.4 million dollars, the City found it 
necessary to spend all this new money together with a further increase of approximately 0.266 
million dollars, which was taken out of the social housing fund, all of which monies were used to 
increase program spending by CNV.
 As is typical of many municipal governments over the past 10 years, once the mil-rate 
has risen to reflect a new spending requirement, it does not typically decline with increased 
revenue. Rather, spending increases to absorb the new found income. This has certainly been 
the case in the CNV, and thus it is reasonable to assume things won't change under the current 
administrative regime. Thus it is also reasonable to assume that if there is a bump in property 
values which results from imbedding a right to have both a secondary suite and a Coach-House, 
previous CNV conduct suggests that the mil-rate will, at best, remain flat and the new income 
will likely be absorbed through expanded spending in the same manner as occurred this year.
 For the reasons stated above, I believe that by embedding the right to have both a 
Coach House and a secondary suite, RS-1 homeowners will become liable for an even larger 
portion of the municipal tax burden, as has occurred in 2014. The problem was made even 
worse this year by what is effectively a property valuation shift resulting from declining and/or 
flat condo prices in a period where RS-1 properties gained in market value, effectively shifting 
the municipal taxation burden further onto RS-1 home owners versus the previous year.
 By staffs own admission, the demographic of our community has shifted even further 
toward an older population. This older residential population comprises the greatest number of 
RS-1 homeowners. The fact they are older also means many RS-1 homeowners have or are on 
the cusp of retiring. As such they are either living on a fixed income from pensions, or burning 
up their life savings to remain afloat in the face of rising housing costs. By placing an ever 
increasing tax burden on this aging demographic, we are effectively driving them from the RS-1 
homes they currently occupy. It should not be the City's actions which force residents from their 
homes, and potentially the community they have known, for much if not all of their lives.



The Myth of Coach-Houses As The Answer to Affordable Housing
 It has been said by a number of staff and council members that by embedding a right to 
have both a Coach-House and a secondary suite we will be helping fulfil the CNV's objective of 
creating a more affordability housing environment. Respectfully, I strongly disagree. The existing 
market for CNV Coach-House development is filled principally by residents positioning 
additional houses on available property where set-backs allow, without destruction of the 
primary residence. This has resulted in approximately 30ish units being built over the last 10 
years, beginning with the Mayor's own house, which began life as a Coach-House and later 
transitioned to an infill-house when the lot was subdivided. Of the 30ish units known to have 
been built under the Coach-House designation, fully six of the properties have undergone 
subdivision and are now standalone properties with distinct ownership independent of the 
primary residence.
 However, under the terms of the Draft OCP, Coach-House properties will not be eligible 
for subdivision. How then did these six succeed in being subdivided? 
 As the CNV data has proven, the construction of Coach-Houses has been on a steady 
increase each and every year since the CNV began tracking these developments in  2010. The 
data is also suspect as my own neighbour built a legal Coach-House in his backyard some 7 to 
8 years ago, and his 700 block east 15th property is not disclosed in any data provided by staff, 
so the data is arguably less than complete, with the actual number of units built out since the 
phenomenon began reasonably stated as uncertain.
 What I believe to be certain is that developers will continue to pursue existing affordably 
priced RS-1 stock, flattening those homes and redeveloping the properties with full below 
ground cellars tasked as secondary suites, and rear yard spaces built-out with Coach-Houses. 
This combination will take affordably priced RS-1 properties valued at $650k through $1,050k 
out of the RS-1 market pool, returning the redeveloped property back at valuations upwards of 
$1.7m to $2.0m. This in no way increases affordability. Further, as Coach-Houses rent out at 
price points well above condominiums, the myth of affordability is certainly not achieve for either 
the home owner or the renter. In fact, the loss of an affordable pre-redevelopment RS-1 home is 
working at cross-purposes to the stated affordability objective. This fact is proven out by the 
data which discloses that Vancouver has become the second least affordable place to live on 
earth, second only to Hong Kong. It is my contention that the City's new OCP will do nothing 
more than stimulate a further reduction in housing affordability.
 To that end, I have enclosed a petition signed by 279 CNV residents. The petition calls 
for the City to take the following action:
 "We the undersigned City homeowners and residents direct the City to revisit the 
OCP planning process, and to provide participants with both a "no-growth" and "limited 
growth" option, in addition to the growth options already provided, and to add to the 
process a dialogue   on establishing a "target population cap" for the City generally; and
 We further direct the City to develop a comprehensive report on the cost of growth in 
terms of expanded infrastructure requirements and the resulting tax burden effects on 
each home owner, by property category and valuation; and finally



 We further direct the City to consider and disclose in a report, the taxation 
implications which will result to each RS-1 homeowner caused by embedding a right to 
construct a lane-way or Coach-House on each single family residential lot."

 In response to the consultants report as orally presented to council, the underlying 
premise of CNV's available FSR for RS-1 developers at 0.5 was falsely stated as it failed to 
consider the actual effective FSR resulting from the cellar exemption from the calculation, unlike 
Vancouver City where those spaces are included. The distinction between the two jurisdictions 
was important as the property valuation data upon which the consultant relied was sourced from 
Vancouver City. It is also important to consider that at the time the data was analyzed there 
existed actual valuation data for CNV Coach-House developments which data supported this 
authors contention that property valuation would increase far in excess of permit values with 
construction of a Coach-House. It is interesting to note that despite having this local CNV data 
available, the consultant chose not to employ it, instead selecting property valuation data from 
out of jurisdiction and at significantly higher valuation levels.
 The premise for not employing City data was that no sales of Coach-House properties 
had occurred. This is simply untrue. As previously stated,  six of the 30ish Coach-Houses built 
since 2002 have been subdivided with property changing hands over the term since 
construction. Further, the issue under consideration is the treatment of these properties by the 
BC Assessment Authority, and on this matter the data is known and available.
 As stated by the BC Assessment Authority delegate, it is the current practice of that 
organization to apply property value increases resulting from Coach-House construction in 
excess of permit value to the "building" line, and not the "property" line, as today, not all 
properties can or do support Coach-House construction. In future, after the embedding of this 
right upon all RS-1 properties, the "Land" line will show the increase above permit value. Based 
on the "Mass-Appraisal" methods employed by the BC Assessment Authority, RS-1 property 
owners will all suffer these increases due to the future application of the valuation bump to the 
property line, as the Authority will no longer be required to follow the current practice of applying 
the excess value to the "building" line. The impact will mean that even where an RS-1 
homeowner chooses not to build a Coach-House, the market based impact of developers 
pursuing these RS-1 redevelopment opportunities will cause value growth, and the 
corresponding jump in municipal tax burden which flows from that value bump.
 I therefore oppose the proposed change embedded a right to have both a secondary 
suite and a Coach-House on every RS-1 property in the City, as set-out within the Draft OCP.
Coach-House Parking Implications In RS-1 Neighbourhoods
 Today, the impact of secondary suites has resulted in many of our residential streets 
becoming fully involved in providing residential parking. As the vast majority of secondary suites 
are illegal in their non-permit construction method, the CNV parking policies which would 
otherwise apply have been avoided by homeowners. This has lead to a dependance on street 
parking by secondary suite residents which has in many area's led to street parking capacity 
issues.  By adding further to the density in these area's, the demand for and reliance upon 
additional street parking will likely consume what remains of this valued commodity in all RS-1 
neighbourhoods.



 Not dissimilar to the issue of inadequate automobile parking provisions in jurisdictions 
where high rise development is proposed, the provision of a single parking stall for each 
secondary suite and Coach-House is simply inadequate. You cannot wish away the reality that 
each residential unit comes with a near certain 2 vehicle parking requirement. In the case of 
RS-1 neighbourhoods, this will result in a 33% increase in street parking demand and when you 
consider the fact there isn't a spare 33% of street parking available, this new demand will 
exceed the available supply and the result will be difficult to manage.
 Unlike the high-rise corridors with frequent structured transit services, the rural nature of 
the RS-1 neighbourhoods makes reliance on public transit more difficult for residents. Thus it is 
reasonable to assume that active parking requirements and the resulting traffic congestion from 
daily vehicle use will flow from this decision.
Parking Demand In High-Rise Precincts.
 The City has for some time been pursuing a target of "every butt on a bus or a bike", and 
proposing a transition away from automobile dependance. Despite this fact, automobile use has 
grown at a greater rate than either of the other two modes of transport.  As if to frustrate vehicle 
owners out of their cars, the City has pursued strategies to transition automobile dependence 
toward public transit and other forms of transportation. To support this objective, developers 
have been asked to build new high-rise properties with no more than one parking stall per 
residential unit. The truth is that pursuit of this objective has had no impact on automobile 
ownership and use. Instead it has damaged the City's business precincts.  High-rise residents 
living in the central corridor and Lower Lonsdale developments use the single parking stall built 
for the unit for one vehicle, then positioned the second vehicle to park roadside, which vehicle 
engages daily in a game of "Russian Roulette" with bylaw enforcement officers.  And whether 
successful or not in the game of ticket avoidance, the parking stall used for each of those 
residential automobiles is a parking stall deprived the retail business patrons, which action has 
had has a deleterious effect on CNV business prosperity. The result of this strategy is evidenced 
by the declining prosperity of the City's business community and a growing frustration with City 
parking decision making activities.
 I would encourage CNV council and staff to revisit the current policies in regard to 
residential parking and consider reinstating the two car parking requirement when approving 
new high-rise dwellings.
The Loss of Yard Space for Child Play Resulting From Growth Of Coach-Houses
 The City Parks master plan proposes the maintenance of a ratio of park space to City 
residential population. This ratio has long existed, despite the fact that RS-1 neighbourhoods 
also provid valuable yard based play areas.  In what is a marked difference in parent conduct 
over the ages, at least since my youth, parents have grown more uncomfortable with 
unattended child play area's, in favour of more secure play options.
 When I was a kid growing up in North Vancouver City, beginning at the age of 9, my 
mother would kick my brother and I out of the house at 9am, and tell us not to return till dinner, 
and we'd head off to play in Greenwood Park, before it was even a park, but instead known 
simply as the 1st and 2nd quarries'. Today's parents would not dream of letting their 9 year walk 



unattended for the entire day. Some would say our neighbourhoods are no longer safe enough 
to support this behaviour.
 Todays parents typically drive or walk their children to and from play area's, school and 
engagements. Further, parents appear to prefer private play area's in favour of public parks 
unless schedules allow for parental attendance.  Accordingly, the reduction proposed for yard 
space from the growth of Coach-Houses will alter the amount of secure play space available to 
young families, and will further hamper the revitalization of our community by way of facilitating 
the return of a younger "family" demographic to CNV.
Losses of this younger demographic will also continue to harm public school enrolment levels 
and the corresponding funding mechanisms, which declining public school enrolment is a 
current and growing problem for SD#44.  This fact has led to the closure of many local schools 
which school closures have also negatively impacted our population to park space ratio, as all 
school fields have historically been included in the City's Park Master Plan and park space to 
person ration.
The Burden From An Increasing Need For Recreation Facilities Resulting From 
Population Growth
 The City has been struggling with a demand to rebuild and/or expand recreation services 
within the community. The rebuild of Harry Jerome, which was contemplated at the time of the 
last election, continues to be unanswered, and the price tag for this project is estimate to be as 
high as $90m. Further, this single project will only replace an already existing facility and will 
likely not add significant additional capacity. To achieve the objective of greater capacity, the 
City will need to find more money for development of even more recreation facilities to be 
located throughout the community, all of which will be in a addition to existing facilities and 
locations.
 With every new resident comes an additional need for recreation facilities, and this need 
is not answered by developers. We need to remember that the residential growth business 
results in additional public facilities, the burden of which must be paid from taxes collected from 
residents. In this way, growth comes with a price tag and residents are the funders of that 
burden. Accordingly, the anticipated impact of that growing burden should be disclosed to 
residents in advance of the OCP's adoption. In this way residents can proceed "eyes wide-
open" into this growth decision, with a clear understanding of the additional tax burden each 
person will be required to shoulder.
The Lack Of A Transit Plan To Support Increased Growth
 Tran-Link is currently undergoing a review to determine how funding requirements will be 
accomplished long term. Despite the possibility for a funding model, the North Shore is not on 
the list of recipients for major or expanded transportation infrastructure projects in the near term. 
In fact, the planned closure of the 3rd and St. David's bus barn will likely harm bus service 
delivery, negatively effecting ridership over the medium term.
 Council has opposed the loss of the bus barn facility which was hoped to be situated at a 
new North Shore location, but for reasons controlled by Trans-Link, the buses are now to be 
repositioned to Burnaby. This change of local will result in service delays and interruptions 



whenever issues arise on the Second Narrows bridge, which to most residents appears to be a 
daily event.
 During a recent council of councils meeting, Metro staff highlighted that the population in 
Surrey is growing at an estimated 1,200 new residents per month. This fact results in a greater 
need for expansion of the Trans-Link bus service within Surrey, and puts North Vancouver well 
down on the priority list for additional and/or new forms of transit service.  As such, expanding 
our community on the premise that we will be able to rely on Trans-Link to move our growing 
population is not a reasonable plan.
 I argue that not only is Trans-Link not likely to make any dramatic positive adjustments to 
our current service model, there is a very real chance that our current service model may suffer 
negative adjustments. Accordingly, we need to do all that we can to ensure automobile transport 
is facilitated by way of structural improvements to existing roadways, so that we can better 
process vehicles.
 The province has tentatively agreed to fund a $240m expansion involving three North 
Shore interchanges, but these monies are contingent on arriving at certain agreements involving 
both the City and the District, and it has been reported that unless these agreements are 
promptly ratified, the funds could be lost to a competing bridge project in the Kelowna area.
 In addition to the three new highway interchanges identified above, the City needs to 
explore a cooperative study involving all three North Shore municipalities, to ensure we are 
planing for traffic in a supportive way, and not in a way that works at cross purposes to our 
neighbouring municipalities.
The Coach-House Town-Hall Process
 The City held a series of Town-Hall Meetings, the second of which was done in relation 
to embedding a right to have both a Coach House and a secondary suite on every RS-1 lot.
The number of RS-1 home owners who turned out for the meeting was very low, and this poor 
result stemmed from several reasons. These reasons were conveyed to me directly by RS-1 
Home owners while in a series of public meeting which I sponsored, some of which were 
attended by Councillor Bookham. At that time residents stated:
1. That the location of the Town-Hall meeting held in relation to the Coach-House issue was 

inappropriate as: a) it was in the wrong location for the vast majority of RS-1 homeowners to 
walk to; b) there was insufficient parking available at Queen Mary School and due to the age 
of many of the City's RS-1 homeowner residents, walking long distances was not an option, 
and; c) the meeting was not held at a location which is situated on a bus route, and

2. The time set for the meeting was to late in the evening for many of the City's RS-1 
homeowners who tend not to go out after 7:00 PM when it can be avoided. 

 Had the Town-Hall meeting been held at Sutherland School, within walking distance of 
several thousand RS-1 home owners, situated on relatively flat ground, with large motor vehicle 
parking on the school site, and positioned adjacent to a major primary bus route, and had the 
meeting been held on a weekend afternoon, meeting attendance would have been 
overwhelming. It was suggested that the venue was chosen to ensure poor turnout, and I would 
have to agree with that characterization. Of all the three meetings held, the Coach Town-Hall 



was the only one which was not situated in or near to its primary audience. It was as if the 
venue was chosen for its proximity to City Hall, and not to the people most effected.
 In each case, at over a dozen separate meetings throughout the community, attend by 
more than 200 City residents, with the single exception of one home owner, all who attended 
those meetings opposed the embedding of a right to have both a secondary suite and a coach 
house, for all the reasons set out above.
Mass-Rezoning of East 1st, 2nd and 3rd Streets, in the 400, 500 and 600 Blocks
 The Low-Level Road project, and the resulting silo expansion to the Richardson's Grain 
Terminal pose a serious question as to just what and when the City new about the terminal 
expansion at the time it approved the Low Level road project.
 It is simply beyond reason to argue that Richardson's decided on expansion, and 
undertook a complete engineering design in a time period of less than 60 days. Yet this is 
exactly what we are being asked to accept as fact. I do not accept this as fact, preferring instead 
to believe that Port Metro Vancouver ("PMV") and probably the CNV at some level knew full well 
that the Low-Level road expansion was the first step in a two step process.
 This second step is now being used as justification for the Mass-Rezoning of a large 
section of our community. The City initially recommended an an increase in the FSR for this 
area from 0.5 to 1.0, but has subsequently revised that recommendation upward to 1.25 FSR. 
The residents in the area, lead by Michael and Michelle Binkley are seeking an increase to 1.6 
FSR which they say will generate a more livable environment.  To this end they appeared before 
council and presented detailed community design drawings in support of this increased density. 
I disagree with this design analysis and the claims being made. The drawing and the park space 
contained therein discloses conditions only available to the City in exchange for additional 
density. The 1.6 FSR threshold is the point in the OCP where it is proposed that a developer is 
able to request density bonus of as much as an additional 1.0 FSR, making it possible for 
potentially as much as a 2.6 FSR for the area. I believe access to the additional density bonus is 
the real reason for the push toward the 1.6 base density for this area within the Draft OCP.
 If approved, we will effectively be granting the largest single density lift to an RS-1 
neighbourhood area ever before authorized, equal to a 500% increase. Then these residents, 
with the additional density in hand will sell their homes to a third party, and many of them will 
leave the City forever, leaving us behind with the resulting mess. This amendment is supported 
by Mayor Mussatto and several City Councillors, and is functioning as if compensation for loss 
of view. It certainly does nothing to improve livability. If the homes are unliveable at 0.5 FSR 
density, then it is certainly no more livable simply by crowding more people into the re-zoned 
area at a 1.6 and potentially 2.6 FSR.
 While something approaching 85 home owners support the mass-rezoning, the 
implications are felt by hundreds more who are not in support. This process has pitted resident 
against resident, and has divided the Moodyville community. Some residents have actually told 
me they fear harm and retribution for speaking out against the proposal.  The Mayor has thrown 
his support behind a 1.6 FSR density, knowing full well that really means a 2.6 FSR after credit 
for the new density bonus provisions. His public reasons are confusing but I am aware that 
privately discussions about some member of the Binkley household joining the Mayor's slate 



and running for council have taken place.  Increased zoning of this nature and the impact it will 
cause upon the community should not be the byproduct of an election campaign promise to 
induce candidates to run for a particular group. Further, it should not be done to an entire 
segment of the community on the basis of support from less than half of the effected population 
of the area, which includes the renters who live there and have in many cases done so for a 
very long time. The Mass-Rezoning application has a profound impact on both the 400 blocks of 
1st, 2nd and 3rd street, as well as the 400, 500 and 600 blocks of 3rd and 4th streets, and a 
large numbers of these residents oppose this mass-rezoning as well. These people have 
banded together and have submit a petition opposing the mass-rezoning as it is proposed by 
the Binkley's and their supporters, the Mayor and his slate.
 Recent property valuation activities undertaken by at least one bank, together with a sale 
to the City of land for park space in the Moodyville area, suggest that contrary to public 
perception, Moodyville property values have not slipped, and may in fact have increased since 
2011 when they predated either the Low-Level road project, or the Richard's silo expansion. If 
this is true then compensation for loss of view is entirely unnecessary.
 However, if the City knew of the Richardson's silo expansion and withheld that 
information from council prior to their decision in respect of the Low-Level road, then 
compensation of another form might be necessary for certain properties. This issue should be 
explored fully before any further consideration is given to the mass-rezoning proposal sought for 
Moodyville's RS-1 properties.
 This document represent my thoughts on theOCP process and the issues attaching to it. 
I support this OCP becoming an election issue for the 2015 municipal election cycle. I oppose 
passing this OCP in any form before a financial analysis of its cost implication are fully 
developed and considered by the community.
The BCCA Decision re Metro v. Langley
 As everyone on council knows, the recent decision of the BCSC involving Metro and 
Langley has been appealed by Metro, who lost the matter at trial.
 The implications of this decision on the independent future decision making rights of 
each Lower Mainland municipality are quite profound and will, if reversed on appeal, result in 
the new OCP becoming a document which effectively binds the hands of future councils. 
Accordingly, any decisions regarding this OCP should, in all circumstances, be delayed pending 
the outcome of the BCCA decision in Metro v. Langley.
ALL  OF  WHICH  IS  RESPECTIVELY  SUBMITTED by Kerry Morris.


