Mayor Dianne St. Jacques October 22, 2016
Councillor Sally Mole

Councillor Randy Oliwa

Councillor Marilyn McEwen

Councillor Mayco Noel

Dear Mayor and Council Members:

Lefervre and Company has requested rezoning for Lot 2 St Jacques Blvd to accommodate a
“Pocket Neighbourhood” of 24 homes.

| am concerned about:

___insuring a buffer/greenspace zone around Lot 2 and retaining natural vegetation by
following our Ucluelet Official Community Plan section 3.9 Comprehensive Development: "Low-
impact design principles should prevail......wide natural buffers and retention of significant
natural features."

%

7Xthe size of the new units being limited to 1200 square feet and under, as proposed by the
Developer rather than the maximum size of 1507 sq ft which has been recommended by
District Staff

X_the number of actual units limited to 24 units as proposed by the Developer rather than
the 30 units recommended by District Staff

7X the total size of the accessory building(s) being limited to 2,044 square feet as proposed by
the Developer rather than the limit of 3225 sq ft in the current bylaw

___adequate parking provided inside the Pocket Neighbourhood, separated from public streets
to avoid on-street parking issues by following our Ucluelet Official Community Plan section
Appendix B, 11, 12.

23,_careful research and consideration in advance of increased traffic, and the safety of
Vs

pedestrians at the corner of Bay St. and St. Jacques Blvd and at the corner of Bay St. and
Peninsula Drive
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September 22, 2106

To: Mayor St Jacques
Councillor Mole
Councillor Oliwa
Councillor McEwen
Councillor Noel

From: St Jacques Neighbourhood Group

re: Lot 2, St Jacques Rezoning Application

We support the proposal for a 24 home "Pocket Neighbourhood' presented to
council by Chris LeFevre & Group on Sept 13th, 2016.

We do not support the rezoning application for 30 homes not exceeding 1507 sq ft
as currently worded in the application for rezoning.

We ask that council approve an amended rezoning application for lot 2, St Jacques
Blvd to create a successful pocket neighbourhood that speaks to the Chris
LeFevre&Group proposal of Sept 13, 2016.

Please find attached information and the specifics of our request.



From: St Jacques
Neighbourhood
Group

Lot 2, St Jacques Blvd
Rezoning Amendment
Request



Lot 2, St Jacques Blvd Rezoning Amendment Request

Background:

Lot 2 on St Jacques Blvd is directly across the street from the Forest Glen Seniors centre and is
comprised of 2.92 acres of forested vacant land. The frontage of the lot is on St Jacques Blvd and it
shares lot lines with 7 homes on Bay St, 2 homes and a vacant lot on Rainforest Dr and a park on St
Jacques Blvd.

The current zoning for this lot is multi family residential (MFR zoning) which allows 20 units of
which 3 or more units must be joined with a maximum height of 3 storeys. Due to the size of the lot it
can be subdivided into 2 lots with 20 units each thus allowing 40 units in total.

This lot has recently been purchased by Chris LeFevre &Company based in Victoria.

LeFevre&Company have proposed a “pocket neighbourhood™ for this lot with 24 small single family
homes not exceeding 1200 square feet. This proposal requires rezoning to allow the increase in density
from 20 to 24 homes (2 groups of 12 homes) and the removal of the requirement to have joined units.
(homes). The proposal states that subdivision is the alternative to rezoning.

“Pocket neighbourhoods”

A “pocket neighbourhood”, also known as a “cottage housing development”, is generally defined as a
grouping of small, single family dwelling units clustered around a common area and developed with a
coherent plan for the entire site. The shared common area and coordinated design allow densities that
are somewhat higher than typical in single-family neighborhoods while minimizing impacts on
adjacent residential areas. As a result, a pocket neighbourhood can offer its owners a quality living
experience that is less expensive than traditional single family housing. Typically the square footage in
successful pocket neighbourhoods does not exceed 1200 square feet per home. (source: Lehigh Valley
Planning Commission Model Ordinance Cottage Housing Development-appendix 1).

Successful pocket neighbourhoods are typically comprised of groups or clusters of homes ranging from
4 to 12 homes per cluster. The optimum size is around 8 to 12 households. If a cluster has fewer than 4
households, it loses the sense of being a cluster, and lacks the diversity and activity of a larger group.
When the number of households in a cluster grows beyond 12, some neighbors are too far away to be
neighborly, and group decision-making becomes more unwieldy. (source: Ross Chapin;
PocketNeighborhoods, Creating Small Scale Community in a Large Scale World-appendix 2)

Rezoning Application for Lot 2, St Jacques Bivd

The rezoning application as presented to Ucluelet District Council on Tuesday, Sept 13 passed first and
second reading.

The report to council recommends rezoning to allow 30 single family homes (requirement for joined
units removed) to a maximum of 1507 square feet per house, not to exceed 2 storeys in height.



Summary:

This proposal of 2 clusters of 12 homes meets all the guidelines that create successful pocket
neighbourhoods however the recommended amendments to the zoning exceed both the number
and size of dwellings that make these neighbourhoods a success. Clusters of 12 smaller homes have
proven to be successful in other jurisdictions.

Pocket neighbourhoods typically are comprised of smaller homes with common areas, which may
include a shared building, that provide additional amenities for home owners. The shared common
areas are integral to successful pocket neighbourhoods. This proposal includes a common building
however the zoning amendments do not reference a common building which will allow a 3, 225
square foot accessory building rather than the proposed 2,044 square foot building.

The recommended pocket neighbourhood lot size of 1.2 acres will allow the developer to
subdivide this property after rezoning resulting in a doubling of the density. This will create a
density of 60 units if the rezoning is approved as worded.

The 2 trails that run from Rainforest Drive to St Jacques Blvd incur heavy pedestrian traffic resulting in
St Jacques Blvd to Bay St functioning as a pedestrian corridor between residential and commercial
areas. Increasing the density beyond 24 homes will have a negative impact on this pedestrian
corridor and the existing quiet neighbourhood.

This pocket neighbourhood will set the precedent and standards for alternative development in
the area and it is crucial it be a success. The lack of a requirement for a development permit on this
property restricts community input to the rezoning process.

Conclusion:

We support the proposal for a pocket neighbourhood of 24 homes not exceeding 1200 square feet each.
We ask that council approve an amended rezoning application for lot 2, St Jacques Blvd to create a
successful pocket neighbourhood as follows;

24 homes with a maximum square footage of 1200 square feet per home,not to exceed 2
storeys in height.

1 accessory building (common building) not to exceed 2,044 square feet in size and limited to
2 storeys in height

The minimum lot size for Pocket Neighbourhood Residential be increased to 2 acres

These amendments will allow the developer to proceed with his proposal and provide our community
with alternative housing.

St Jacques Neighbourhood Group;
Shelly LaRose 250-726-2613
Bill Embury 250-726-2613
Carey McPherson  250-726-2409
David McPherson  250-726-2409



Summary:

This proposal of 2 clusters of 12 homes meets all the guidelines that create successful pocket
neighbourhoods however the recommended amendments to the zoning exceed both the number
and size of dwellings that make these neighbourhoods a success. Clusters of 12 smaller homes have
proven to be successful in other jurisdictions.

Pocket neighbourhoods typically are comprised of smaller homes with common areas, which may
include a shared building, that provide additional amenities for home owners. The shared common
areas are integral to successful pocket neighbouthoods. This proposal includes a common building
however the zoning amendments do not reference a common building which will allow a 3, 225
square foot accessory building rather than the proposed 2,044 square foot building.

The 2 trails that run from Rainforest Drive to St Jacques Blvd incur heavy pedestrian traffic resulting in
St Jacques Blvd to Bay St functioning as a pedestrian corridor between residential and commercial
areas. Increasing the density beyond 24 homes will have a negative impact on this pedestrian
corridor and the existing quiet neighbourhood.

This pocket neighbourhood will set the precedent and standards for alternative development in
the area and it is erucial it be a success. The lack of a requirement for a development permit on this
property restricts community input fo the rezoning process.

Conclusion:

We support the proposal for a pocket neighbourhood of 24 homes not exceeding 1200 square feet each.
We ask that council approve an amended rezoning application for lot 2, St Jacques Blvd to create a
successful pocket neighbourhood as follows;

24 homes with a maximum square footage of 1200 square feet per home,not to exceed 2
storeys in height. :

1 accessory building (common building) not to exceed 2,044 square feet in size and limited to
2 storeys in height .

These amendments will allow the developer to proceed with his proposal and provide our community
with alternative housing.

Shelly LaRose 250-726-2613
Bill Embury 250-726-2613



Appendix 1:
Lehigh Valley Planning Commission Model Ordinance
Cottage Housing Development
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2 Cottage Housing Development

BACKGROUND AND GUIDELINES

introdustion

One way to address the region’s environmental sustainability and housing affordability issues is

1o build smaller houses. Cottage housing is an innovative style of development based on the idea
of “petter, not bigger.” Although it faces the same obstacles as other higher density development
types, cotiage housing’s advantages could make it more acceptable to neighbors. This develop-
ment type would be a useful option for developers, fitting between the detached single family house
and the condo or fownhouse. it makes more efficient use of the land, is more affordable and offers
better energy efficiency than traditional single family detached housing, while providing more pri-
vacy than attached housing.

hat s A Cotiage Housing Developmeni?

A Cottage Housing Development (CHD) is a collection of smalt houses—usually less than 1,000
square feet in gross floor area. The cottages are arranged around a comimon open space, or court-
yard, with parking screened from public view.

The first modem cottage developments occurred in the Pacific Northwest in the 1990s with the re-
habbing of several 1916 rental cottages into single family homes. The same group of architects and
developers built the first “pocket neighborhood” in Langley, Washington in 1995, following the city’s
adoption of the first GHD zoning ordinance. Since then, cottages have appeared all aver the North-
west. They have been authorized by ordinance in Seattle and many of its suburbs. Other examples
come from Anchorage and Juneau, Alaska, Boston, Cleveland and Nashvifle.

Developer Jim Soule, who built those first cottages in Washington, described a coitage housing
development as “a group of homes that face and relate to one another around a landscaped com-
mon area—the old bungalow
court approach” (Cottage Liv-
ing, April 2008).

Smaller houses are not new
{o the Lehigh Valley. The
post- World War Il bunga-
lows Soule mentioned are
plentiful in the area. Many
of these houses are 1,200~
1,500 square feet. Some
local neighborhoods huddle
around a public park, similar
to the clusfering found in a
cottage development. Re-
cently, several age-restricted
communities have used
some of the elements of cot-
tage housing, such as clus-
tering or small unit size.




Coftage Housing Devefopment 3

Cottages can be as comfortable to live in as a large house because they eliminate parts of a house
that smatler households don’t really use. For example, a cotiage doesn't have a great rcom and a
fiving room and a sitting room, or a casual dining room and a formal dining room and a brealkfast
nook. Cottage designers often find ways ta make the most of the space, building shelving inio walls
and living space into lofts. Front porches exiend the house outside.

Cottages gain their efficiency through higher densities, so they are usually permitted at double the
normal density for single family detached homes. They can be built either on individual lots, or on a
single lot, like condominiums. They can have attached garages or shared parking. This flexibility al-

lows cottages to fill a number of roles in a community:
- Townhouses without shared walls (multi-family detached);
> Moderately priced housing;
o Urban infill—making use of smaller parcels;
- “Downsized” housing for empty-nest families looking for smaller units;
o Upscale housing, where floor space is traded for higher quality amenities;
- Energy efficiency.

TABLE 1

Cottage Housing vs. “Conventional” Housing

=Canventional® Housing

Density

Less than eight units per acre.

ioitage Housing L2000 o0
Double underlying zoned density.

Unit orientation

Facing out on a public access
street or cul-de-sac.

Facing in on a comman open space, in a cluster of
4-12 units.

Floor area

Typically, 2,500 sq. it. and up.

No more than 1,200 sq. f.

Common open space

Either provided on-site or a fee is
paid to the municipality for
improvements to parks oftsite.

Per-unit common open space requirement.
Cottages are required to be clustered around the
open space.

Design restrictions Few. Design standards are needed to make cottages
more acceptable lo neighbars.

Ownership Fee-simple. Fee-simple or condominium asscciation.

Parking Garage facing the street; two Shared parking or individual garages permitted, but

spaces per unit. buffered from public view and accessed via alleys

ar private driveways. Parking requirements can be
reduced for smaller cottages, to encourage singles
and families without children to occupy them.

Zoning Single Family. Medium density single family to medium density
multi-famity.

Foofprint Maximum lot coverage. 850 sq. ft. maximum footprint.

Second floor

Typically, up to 35 ft. overall
height.

Cottages limited to two stories. Living space directly
under the roof is not uncommon. Height restricted
to 25 feet.

Porches

Not required.

Required.

The advaniages of cotiage housin

g are typically related to the efficient use of land. Cottages can

make ihe most of a smaller piece of land through their compact size, making them an ideal choice

for urban infill development. If cottages are permitted

at higher than usual densities, they begin fo

show their qualities. CHDs are arranged in clusters of four 1o 12 units, built around a central open
space. Parking is required to be hidden from view, either with garages that open onto alleys, or

shared parking lots protected by tandscaping or other features. If the cottages are clustered densely

enough, the cost per unit will come down to below neighboring houses, even though the cost per
square foot is typically somewhat higher.
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This makes them a good
starting point for workforce
housing. Several recent af-
fordable housing providers
have taken advantage of the
cottage concept (see the de-
velopment case studies on
page 5). In the past, housing
was more affordable parily
because the houses them-
selves were smaller. Cottage
housing can recapture that
strategy by scaling a house’s
size and amenities fo fii the
price requirements of differ-
ent market segments.

On the other hand, cottages
can also be built without af-

" fordability in mind. Upscale

cottage developments are common in some of the most affiuent communities in the Northwest.
These projecis have taken the cost savings that come with a CHD’s higher density and put it into
higher quality amenities—an approach of “better, not bigger,” as highlighted in Sarah Susanka’s
“Not so Big House” series of books. In Kirkland, Washington, cottage housing was used to diversify
a housing market that was being overrun with enormous mansions.

Cottages can be much more energy efficient than large houses. At least two affordable housing
projects have used cottages to enhance the affordability of the units by reducing energy costs.
These developments used new technologies and the small sizes of the structures to access support
from power companies or environmental organizations. Small cottages are energy efficient because
there is no excess space; owners do not have to pay to heat rooms that ihey rarely use.

On a per-square-foot basis, cottages are more expensive to build than farge houses. This poses

a direct challenge fo the goal of using cottage housing fo make homes more affordable. Cottages
contain all the same expensive parts of a conventional house—kitchen and bathrooms—but none
of a builder's typical profit centers—sitting rooms, dining rcoms or exira bedrooms that add to the
price of a house but are clieap to build. Another factor in the higher cost of many CHDs is the inno-
vative nature of the concept—builders are trying o showcase the idea. in order to be economicaily
viable, CHDs need to be built af per-unit densities close fo those found in muliifamily developments.
The two most common approaches fo increasing cottage density are fo either double the underlying
zoned density if cottages are buiilt, or to allow more than one coitage on sach [of.

Allowing CHDs in single family districts with public sewer and water greatly increases the viability of
cottage developments. However, the building of cottages closs to larger homes can be the source
of public resistance. Many of the argumenits raised against smaller or denser housing have been
aimed at coltages: they are ruining the “character” of the neighborhood; increased density will bur-
den the school system; property values will fail; traffic wif increase. While some neighbors in Shore-
line, Washington complained about cottages being buili next door, the Kirkland study found solid
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public support for two well-designed
developmentis. Also, itis unlikely that
CHDs will add many children to the
school district, despite the higher
density, since these small units are
designed for seniors, singles and
couples with one child at most.

Cottage design has drawn opposi-
tion in some cases, with the look
of the buildings becoming a focal
point for neighbor resistance. White
a focus group study of cottage
residents and neighbars in Kirkland
was positive, one resident told the

. Gity Councit that “They look like

:  they should come with a pair of
Birkenstocks and an elf (Kirkland

Reporter, 12/27/2007).” Brightly colored cotfages in Shoreline and Anchorage, Alaska also drew fire

for disrupting the neighborhood. However, one CHD in Seattle used a publicly viewable garden as

a way o share its assets with the community and win neighbor support. Most municipalities have

incorporated strict design requirements info their CHD ordinances as a way fo address opposition fo

the coltages' aesthetics.

The included model regulations address some brief design requirements, however, each munici-
pality should use its own local standards fo ensure ihe cotiages are compatible with the rest of the
community. Some design criteria could include provisions such as:

= Limits on the pitch of a cottage’s roof;

o Amaximum ratio of height to width (to avoid tall, skinny houses);

. Requirements that each cottage look different from its neighbors;

o Restrictions on color schemes.

Shoreline, WA. Greenwood Avenue Cofttages. The most successful of ihe seven CHDs

in Shoreline, the Greenwood Avenue cottages sold quickly in 2002. [nitial prices ranged from
$250,000 to $285,000, although a recent resale was listad at $439,000. The eight units are alf less
than 1,000 sq. ft. in usable floor space (the second sfory is under the shallow pitched roof, so the
square footage includes only the space with at least six feef between ceiling and floor). The uniis
are clustered around a large common green space that also includes a 300 sq. ft. community build-
ing. Parking is clustered to either side. “Builder Online” praised ihe cotiages for their use of “cheer-
ful, but not overwhelming, colors,” however, during the city’s debate over CHDs, some residents
complained that they were gaudy.

suifoik County, NY. Collages af Maftituck. This 22-unit subsidized CHD opened in October of
2007. The Community Development Corporation of Long Island developed the income-restricted,
warldforce housing project with county bonds, Federal HOME dollars and a subsidy from the Long
[sland Power Authority that reflected the high energy efficiency of the designs. The 1,100 sq. ft.
Linits sotd for $175,900 for buyers making less than 80% of the median income and $218,400 for
buyers eaming from §0-100% of the median. Deed restrictions will keep the units permanently af-
fordable.
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Cleveland, OH. The Green Ceoliages. Construction has recently begun on these Midwest cot-
tages. This is another income-restricted, affordable housing project based on cottages. The Green
Coftages combine demonstrations of energy efficiency technology, affordable housing subsidies
and transit-oriented development. The units have fwo or three bedrooms and are sized from 1,150
1o 1,350 sq. ft. All units have a full basement, a garage and ramp access to the rear entrance. The
three bedroom model extends this accessibility with a first-floor bedroom. The units are designed

to save residents 50% off the typical Cleveland utility costs. The two bedroom models will sell for
$105,000 and the three bedrooms for $125,000. A deed restriction allows the Cuyahoga Community
Land Trust to capture a portion of the home's equity on resale, preserving the public affordability in-
vestment.

Seafiie, WA. Ravenna Coilages. Decidedly not targeting households with modest incomes, this
demonstration project in the cily of Seattle was designed to show the high quality that cottages
can achieve. The development is a cluster of six cottages and three carriage houses just north of
downtown. The units face inward, toward a garden that is visible from the sfreet—a feature that
helped win neighborhood acceptance. Each cottage has an 850 sq. ft. footprint. Even withy a 1,500
sq. ft. courlyard, this development reaches a density of 31 units per acre. The units sold initially
for $255,000 to $310,000 each. The CHIY's land is owned jointly, with the owners paying feesto a
condo association for maintenance.

Kirldand, WA. This city, just a mile from the Microsoft campus in Redmond, WA, has some of the
most expensive urban housing in the Northwest, with a median price over $900,000. Municipal of-
ficials looked to cottage housing as a way to bring price diversity fo the market, allowing people
from a range of income levels to five there, and so permitted the construction of two CHDs as an
experiment. The units were S o :
sold initially for less than half
the median price, although
one recent resale listing was
more than $800,000. A study
commissioned by Kirkland
determined that the cottages
had been a success—neigh-
bors had accepted the hous-
es and were willing to accept
more cottage development;
CHD residents were happy
with the developments and
with the neighborhood. City
officials built on the success,
adopting a Cottage, Carriage
and Multiplex Housing ordi-
nance in 2007.

e 2. g .

The ordinance allows cottages up to 1,500 sq. ft. and a density of twice the underlying zone with a
maximum floor area ratio (FAR) of .35. A provision mandates the inclusion of cotiages affordable to
buyers earning less than median income. Affordable units and communily buildings are not counted
for the FAR. Also, the FAR is calculated for the entire site, not for each individual cottage.
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Juneau, AK. Alaska’s capital city TABLE 2

has a built-out urban core centered it minimum lot sizes, in square feet, for Juneau, AK.
on the waterfront and a newer - RING DET
suburban area several mifes away.

t ack of land and strong seasonal Cattage housing 4,500 3,600 3,000
demand during the legislative ses- Single Family 24,000 — —
sions have driven up the cost of Common Wall — 7,000 3600

housing in Juneau. The City gov-
ernment approved a CHD ordinance in 2005 to address the need for smaller-sized housing for an
aging demographic fo increase density and promote urban in-fill.

Cottages are permitted at much higher densities than the usual use of the zoning. Juneau requires
cottages to meet high design standards, employing a poinis system to ensure that the structures
are up fo the community’s expectations. Points are awarded for design elements such as a woed
shingle roof (4 points), a bay window (3 points) or a weathervane (1 point). Cottages may have no
more than 1,200 sq. fi. in gross floor area. These high standards helped a cottage developer over-
come neighbor resistance and win Planning Commission approval for Juneau’s first CHD on Febiu-
ary 11th, 2008.

Shoreline, WA. Shoreline’s CHD ordinance allowed the construction of dozens of units before it
was repealed in an anti-cottage backlash, based on the perception that density befitting a multi-
family residential zone was gefting constructed in a single-family residential area.! The stated pur-
pose of the ordinance was to support the efficient use of urban residentiial land; increase the variety
of housing types available for smaller households; encourage the creation of usable open space;
and provide for development with less bulk and scale than standard sized single-family detached
homes.

The ordinance encouraged smaller cottages, capping total floor space at 1,000 sq. ft. and first floor
space at 800 sq. ft. Furthermore, the ordinance required that at least half of the uniis in a cluster
have no more than 650 sq. ft. on the first floor and granted a density bonus if alt unifs in a clusier
had no more than 650 sq. f. of first floor space: two units per parcel, versus 1.75 units if any unit
had a larger first floor.

0

e
S

Racommendead Slandards

From these examples, it is possible to devise a set of standards that accomplish the goals of the Le-
high Valley, while also conforming to the regior’s unique characteristics and needs. Table 3 outlines
the design guidelines that form the basis for a set of madel regulations.

The Pennsylvania Municipalities Planning Code says that zoning ordinances may contain “provi-
sions to encourage innovation and to promote flexibility, economy and ingenuity in development...”
(Section 603(c)(5)). Cottage housing is intended o address several Smart Growth goals articulated
in Comprehensive Plan The Lehigh Valley... 2030:
= Generally, housing density and housing variety should be increased in urban develop-
ment areas {p 38).

1 Eskenazi, Stuart, “Shoreline Cottages: Too Close for Comfort?” Seattle Times, March 24, 2005, htip:/seattlstimes.com/
himlllocalnews/2002217848_cottage24m.himl
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= To provide an adequate supply of affordable housing which meets the needs of all income and
sacial groups (p 61).

= Encourage the utilization of innovative residential development techniques... to provide high
quality residential living environments and minimize the impact of development upon the natu-
ral environment of the site (p 65).

Congiusion

With new construction averwhelmingly focused on larger houses, affordability is slipping away from
Lehigh Valley residents. Allowing a smaller style of housing is one approach to bring affordability
back into the market. In order to be economically competitive with large houses, cottages need to
be built at higher densities. The higher design standards found in these model reguiations help to
make those higher density developments more acceptable to some of the traditional opponents of
density. At the time of this model ordinance’s updats, within the Lehigh Valley, both Allentown and
the Borough of Portland had passed legislation supporting CHDs.

The following madel regulations allow CHDs as a permitted use in single family zones served by
public sewer and water.

TABLE 3
Cotlage Housing Development M

odel Standards

i Charscterfstic | - Standard B
Density CHDs may be built at up to twice the allowed density for the undearlying zone for single
famnily detached housing. This could be achieved three ways, depending on the
municipality’s zoning system:

+ Double ihe allowed uniis per acre;

» Halve the minimum lot size requirement;

= Allow two cottages on each single family lof.
Scale A CHD is made up of one or two clusters of cottages. Developmenis are capped at wo
clusters (24 coltages) to keep CHDs small. [n Shoreline, Washington, and Boston, large
numbers of coltages overwhelmed neighbors and led o anti-cotiage backiashes. Each
CHD either requires a separate land development plan, or it must be one part of a larger
development plan.
Clusters Clusters must have at least four and no mare than 12 cottages. Each cluster must have
its own open space and parking.

Unit orientation Clustered around coramon open space.

Seibacks and separation Cottages must be within 25 feet of the common open space. Additionally, no part of any
building in the CHD can be more than 150 feet from fire depariment vehicle access, as
measured by a clear path along the ground. Al buildings int the CHD must be at least 10
feet apart.

Parking Ciustered and hidden from public view, either off of an alley or a private driveway.
Garages are permitted, however they must have a design similar lo ar compatible with the|
coitages, 50 a maximum size is advisable. No more than five contiguous parking spaces.

Cormyimon open space An area improved for passive recreation or gardening and open to the residents. At least
400 sq. ft. per unit, and at least 3,000 sq. ft. per clusier. Divided into no more than iwa
pieces. Each piece counting toward the requirement must be at least 20 #. on each side.
1t must be bardered on at least two sides by cottages.

Communily building A community building is encouraged. Many community buildings are around 300 sq. it,
’ Community buildings must be owned and maintained by a homeowners/eondominiurm
association aor similar colfective.

Cottage size Cottages may have no more than 1,200 sq. {t. of gross floor area, not including interior
spaces with less than six ft. of overhead room, architecturat projections (such as bay
windows), basements, detached garagss/carports and unenclosed porches. No unit may
have more than 850 sq. ft. on fis ground floor. The maximum height of a collage is 25
feet.

Other characteristics Depending on a community's tastes, more control of the look of the cottages could be
important {o male sure the designs blend well with the neighborhood. In areas where
cottages have drawn cantroversy, much of the opposition has been based on the
aesthetics of the units,
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FIGURE 1
Example Cottage Housing Development
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FIGURE 2
CHD Parking and Setback Details
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MODEL REGULATIONS

Section 1: Intent

A) These regulations authorize Cotiage Housing Developments (CHDs} as a permitted use in
certain residential zones with certain standards.

B) Cottage Housing is a type of housing appropriately sized for smaller households. This housing
type encourages efficient use of land, affordability and energy conservation. Cottage Housing
allows for a higher density development than is normaily allowed. This is made possible by
smaller home sizes, clustered home sites and parking and design standards.

Section 2: Definitions

A) Cluster: A group of four to 12 cotiages, arranged around a common open space.

R) Common open space: An area improved for passive recreational use or gardening. Common
open spaces are required to be owned and maintained commonly, through a homeowners’ or
condominium association or similar mechanism.

C) Cottage: A single family detached dwelling unit that is part of a cottage housing development.

D) Cottage Housing Development (CHDY: One or two clusters of cottages developed under a
single land development plan, or as part of another land development plan.

E) Footprint: The gross floor area of a cottage’s ground-level story.

Section 3: Districts

A) CHDs shall be permitted only in medium density single-family residential, and medium density
multi-family residential districts.
B) CHDs shall only be permifted it areas served by public sewer and water.

Section 4: Density
Comment: There are three ways to
achieve the density permitfed, de-
pending on the municipality’s zoning
systeim:

A) Cottages may be built at up to iwice the undetlying
zoned density for single family detached housing.
B) ACHD is composed of clusters of cottages.

" - Double the allowed units per acre;

1. Minimum units per cluster: 4 - Halve the minimum lot size .re-

2. Maximum units per cluster: 12 quirement;

3. Maximum clusters per CHD: 2 = Allow two cottages on each single
family lot. : :

Section 5: Community Assets

A) Common open space

1. Each cluster of cottages shall have common open space to provide a sense of openness
and community for residents.

2. Atleast 400 square feet per cottage of common open space is required for each cluster.

3. Fach area of common open space shall be in one configuous and useable piece.

4. To be considered as part of the minimum open space requirement, an area of common
open space must have a minfmum dimensfon of 20 feet on all sides.

5. The common open space shall be at least 3,000 square feet in area, regardless of the
number of units in the cluster.

6. Required common open space may be divided into no more than two separate areas per
cluster.
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7. Atleasttwo sides of the common open area shall have cottages along its perimeter.

8. Parking areas, yard setbacks, private open space and driveways do not qualify as com-
mon open space.

9. Any municipal requirements for contributions to off-site recreation facilities shall be re-
duced for the CHD by the amount of cornmon open space included in the development.

B) Community Building

1. Community buildings are permitted in CHDs.

2. Community buildings shalt be clearly incidental in use and size to dwelling units.

3. Building height for community buildings shall be no more than one siory.

Section 6: Ownership

A) Community buildings, parking areas and common open space shall be owned and maintained
commonly by the CHD residents, through a condominium association, a hameowners’ asso-

ciation,

Section 7:

or a similar mechanism, and shall not be dedicated to the municipality.

Design

A) Coitage Size
1. The gross floor area of each cottage shall not exceed 1,200 square feet.

2. At least 25% of the cottages in each cluster shall have a gross floor area less than 1,000
square feet.
3. Cotiage areas that do not count toward the gross floor area or footprint calculations are:

a.

b.
c.

Interior spaces with a ceiling height of six feet or less, such as in a second floor area
under the slope of the roof;

Basemenis;

Architectural projections—such as bay windows, fireplaces or uiility closets—no great-
er than 24 inches in depth and six feet in width;

4.

1.

d. Attached unenclosed porches;
e. Garages or carports;

The footprint of each coftage shall not exceed 850 square feet.
B) Unit Height -

The maximum height of cottage housing units
shall be 25 feet.

C) Orlentation of Cottages

1.

Each dwelling unit shall be clustered around a
commeon open space. Each unit shall have a
primary enfry and covered porch oriented to the
common open space.

Lots in a CHD can abut either g street or an al-
ley.

Each unit abutting a public street (not includ-
ing alleys) shall have a fagade, secondary en-
france, porch, bay window or other architectural
enhancement oriented to the public street.

D) Cottage Setbacks

1.

The minimum setbacks for all structures (in-
cluding cottages, parking structures and com-
munity buildings) in a CHD are:

a. Ten feet from any public right-of-way.

b. Ten feet from any other structure.

Comment: Whil lots in a CHD do niot
have to abut public streets, private
streets are not advisable because of

. concerns of shifting the burden to a

municipalily if the private enfity can no
longer maintain it, and privaie foads
are offen not consfructed fo municipal
standards.

Comment: The [ntermational Fire
Code, adopted by all municipalities in
Pennsylivania, requires that access for
fire apparatus “shall...extend o within
150 feet (45,720 mm) of all portions

of the facility and ail portions of the
extetior walls of thefirst story éf the

-building as measured by an approved

route around the exterior of the build-

~ ing or facility (503.1.1)."
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2. Cottages shall be no more than 25 feet from the common open area, measured from the
fagade of the cottage to the nearest delineation of e common open area.

3. No part of any structure in the CHD (including but not limited to cottages, parking struc-
tures and community buildings) shall be more than 150 feet, as measured by the shorfest
clear path on the ground, from fire department vehicle access.

E) Porches

1. Cotltage units shall have covgred front porches. Comment: Municipalities may wish
The front porch shall be oriented toward the to include other design standards to
conmmon open space. address the specific assthelic require-

2. Covered porches shall have at least 60 square ments of the community.
feet in area.

F) Basemenis

1.

Cottages may have basementis.

Section 8: Parking

A) Minimum Number of Oif-Strgst Parking Spaces

1.
2.

3.
4.

5.

Units up to 700 square feet: 1 space per dwelling unit.

Units 701-1000 square feet: 1.5 spaces per dwelling unit, rounded up to the next whole
number.

Units with more than 1000 square feet: 2 spaces per dwelling.

The GHD shall include additional guest parking. A minimum of .5 guest parking spaces
per dwelling unit, rounded up to the next whole number, shall be provided for each cottage
cluster. Guest parking may be clustered with resident parking, however, the spaces shall
include clear signage identifying them: as reserved for visitors.

The requirernent for off-strect parking may be waived or reduced by the municipality if suf-
ficlent an-street parking is available.

B) Parking Design

1.

2.
3.

4.

Parking shall be separated from the common area and public sireefs by landscaping and/
or architectural screening. Solid board fencing shall not be allowed as an architectural
screen.

Parking areas shall be accessed only by a private driveway or a public alley.

The design of garages and carporis—including reof lines—shall be similar to and compat-
ible with that of the dwelling units within the CHD.

Parking areas shall be fimited to no more than five contiguous spaces.

Section 9: Walkways

1.
2.

3.

A CHD shall have sidewalks along all public streets.

A system of interior walkways shall connect each cottage to each other and to the parking
area, and to the sidewalks abutting any public sfreets bordering the CHD.

Walliways and sidewalks shall be at least four feet in width.



Appendix 2:
Ross Chapin; PocketNeighborhoods, Creating Small Scale Community in a Large
Scale World

Pocket neighborhoods are clustered groups of neighboring houses or apartments gathered around a
shared open space — a garden courtyard, a pedestrian street, a series of joined backyards, or a
reclaimed alley — all of which have a clear sense of territory and shared stewardship. They can be in
urban, suburban or rural areas.

These are settings where nearby neighbors can easily know one another, where empty nesters and
single householders with far-flung families can find friendship or a helping hand nearby, and where
children can have shirttail aunties and uncles just beyond their front gate.

How is a Pocket Neighborhood different than a regular neighborhood?

A pocket neighborhood is not the wider neighborhood of several hundred households and network of
streets, but a realm of a dozen or so neighbors who interact on a daily basis around a shared garden,
quiet street or alley — a kind of secluded neighborhood within a neighborhood.

The wider reighborhood is where you might describe “the red house on the corner of Elm and Main
Street”— a local landmark that helps define and give character to a neighborhood. You may know
some of these neighbors, but likely not the hundreds that live there. In most neighborhoods, streets are
public, yards and gardens are private, but protected semi-public spaces are unusual.

In a pocket neighborhood, neighbors have a shared stake in the common ground they live next

to. Because of their watchfulness, strangers are taken note of and children are free to play. Neighbors
are on a first-name basis: “Tom and Melissa live across the way.” These are the first ones to call on in
an emergency, and the closest to join you for an impromptu order of takeout pizza.

Why is shared outdeor space so important?

The shared outdoor space at the center of a cluster of homes is a key element of a pocket
neighborhood. Residents surrounding this common space take part in its care and oversight, thereby
enhancing a felt and actual sense of security and identity.

This shared space has clearly defined boundaries — beginning at the entrance from the street and
extending to the gates of the private yards — creating a felt sense of territory by anyone who enters. A
stranger walking into the commons is likely to be addressed with a friendly, “canI help you?” At the
same time, a 6-year-old’s mom is likely to feel at ease in allowing her daughter to explore the “bigger
world” beyond the front door.

During the daily flow of life through this commons space, nearby neighbors offer ‘nodding hellos’, or

stop for a chat on the porch. These casual conversations can eventually grow to caring relationships and
a meaningful sense of community — all fostered by the simple fact of shared space.
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Community sounds good, but does it come at the expense of privacy?

While there are many examples and kinds of pocket neighborhoods, privacy is an essential ingredient
that allows residents to have a positive experience of community. In a classic cottage courtyard
community, there are several increasingly private ‘layers of personal space’ between the shared
commons and the front door: next to the sidewalk is a border of perennial plantings and a low fence
with a swinging gate; then the private front yard; the frame of the covered porch with a low railing and
flower boxes; and the porch itself, which is large enough to be an outdoor room. Within the cottages,
the layering continues with active spaces oriented toward the commons and private spaces further back
and above.

To ensure privacy between neighbors, the cottages ‘nest’ together: the ‘open’ side of one house faces
the ‘closed’ side of the next. You could say the houses are spooning! The open side has large windows
facing its side yard (which extends to the face of neighboring house), while the closed side has high
windows and skylights. The result is that neighbors do not peer into one another’s world.

Do Pocket Neighborhoods only have cottage-style houses?

No! Residences in a pocket neighborhood can be any style — Craftsman Cottage, Contemporary,
Spanish Mission, Screaming Solar or Modern Modular. They can be detached single-family houses,
attached townhouses, or clusters of urban apartments. The key idea is that a limited number of nearby
neighbors gather around a shared commons that they all care for. There are a number of design
principles that make pocket neighborhoods successful, but style is not one of them.

What are these design principles?

Successful pocket neighborhoods start with the central idea of a limited number of dwellings gathered
around a shared commons. When the number gets larger than 8 or 12, other clusters form around
separate shared commons, connected by walkways. Multiple clusters can form a larger aggregate
community. These communities are not isolated to themselves, like a gated community, but connect
and contribute to the character and life of the surrounding neighborhood. It is essential that cars and
traffic do not invade the shared pedestrian space. The active rooms of the homes, including front
porches, face the commons rather than turning their back to neighbors. As noted above, there is a
layering of public to private space, and careful placement of windows to ensure privacy for each
dwelling. These are core design principles, essentially. Read the book for further principles, far more
articulation, and examples.

In many pocket neighborhoods, residents park their cars away from their homes, having them walk
through the shared common area on the way to their front doors. Is this viable in cold climates?

This relationship between the car door and front door greatly increases the level of interaction among
neighbors and strengthens their bonds. For many people, the short walk is not considered a hardship,
even in snowy or rainy climates. That said, others feel that having an attached garage is an amenity or
requirement that outweighs the community-building benefits of the walk through the commons. It’s
still a pocket neighborhood, but with fewer chances to meet.
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What kinds of people are attracted to live in a pocket neighborhood?

All kinds! Singles, Empty-Nester Couples, Families, the ‘Great Generation’, Baby Boomers, Gen-X
and Y, Millennials — anyone who wants to live in a close, tight-knit neighborhood. They are not for
everyone, of course. People who want a private, independent lifestyle have many conventional housing
opportunities to choose from. But for a growing segment of people who want a stronger sense of
community, pocket neighborhoods offer a welcome option.

Why are pocket neighborhoods so good for children?

Children need increasingly larger zones of play as they grow up. A baby explores the room their parent
is in, while an older sibling is free to play in the next room, or in the back yard. At some point, though,
their desire to explore the world beyond the front gate is blocked by the real and perceived “stranger
danger” and danger from traffic. Children are then chauffeured to friends’ houses and organized
activities until they can drive on their own. Too often, children feel painfully isolated and lack access
to safe, unplanned play.

Pocket neighborhoods provide a protected, traffic-fiee environment for a child’s widening horizon — a
place for unplanned play alone and with other children, and a place to have relationships with caring
adults other than parents. This matches their growing curiosity, need for increased responsibilities and
maturing social skills.

Why are Pocket Neighborhoods important now?

The fabric of social health in our society has been fraying, in part because many people lack networks
of personal and social support. Family members can be spread across the country, friends live across
town, and neighbors don’t know one another. A listening ear or helping hand is not available when it’s
most needed.

Pocket neighborhoods can help mend a web of belonging, care and support. Their protected setting
encourages informal interaction among neighbors, laying the ground for caring relationships. An
elderly neighbor may need assistance trimming a hedge. Another needs help looking after the kids
while going for a short errand, or feeding a cat while away on vacation. Nearby neighbors are the ones
most available to respond to daily needs. They are also the ones to hear a story, admire a newly planted
garden bed, or reminisce about old times. All of these encounters strengthen webs of support and
friendship, which are the basis for healthy, livable communities.

Is this meant to be affordable housing?

It can work well for affordable housing. It can also be the choice for affluent communities.
Is zoning an issue for pocket neighborhoods?

Most towns and cities have zoning regulations that limit housing to detached, single family homes on -
large private lots with a street out front. Forward-thinking planners are seeing pocket neighborhoods as
a way to increase housing options and limit sprawl, while preserving the character of existing
neighborhoods.
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John Tongoad

From: Info Ucluelet

Sent: October-24-16 8:59 AM

To: Council

Cc: John Towgood; Morgan Dosdall; Andrew Yeates
Subject: FW:

From: Carey McPherson [mailto:gillis_carey@hotmail.com]
Subject:

Mayor Dianne St. Jacques October 22, 2016
Councillor Sally Mole

Councillor Randy Oliwa

Councillor Marilyn McEwen

Councillor Mayco Nael

Dear Mayor and Council Members:

Lefervre and Company has requested rezoning for Lot 2 St Jacques Blvd to accommodate a “Pocket
Neighbourhood” of 24 homes.

| am concerned about:

1. insuring a buffer/greenspace zone around Lot 2 and retaining natural vegetation by following our Ucluelet Official
Community Plan section 3.9 Comprehensive Development: "Low-impact design principles should prevail.......wide
natural buffers and retention of significant natural features."

2. the size of the new units being limited to 1200 square feet and under, as proposed by the Developer rather than
the maximum size of 1507 sq ft which has been recommended by District Staff

3. the number of actual units limited to 24 units as proposed by the Developer rather than the 30 units '
recommended by District Staff

4. the total size of the accessory building(s) being limited to 2,044 square feet as propoééd by the Developer rather
than the limit of 3225 sq ft in the current bylaw

5. adequate parking provided inside the Pocket Neighbourhood, separated from public streets to avoid on-street
parking issues by following our Ucluelet Official Community Plan section Appendix B, 11, 12. o

6. careful research and consideration in advance of increased traffic, and the safety of pedestrians at ’[he.corner of
Bay St. and St. Jacques Blvd and at the corner of Bay St. and Peninsula Drive

Respectfully,

Carey McPherson
PO Box 423

Ucluelet, BC VOR 3A0
tel: (250) 726-2409



~ From: Carey McPherson [mailto:gillis_carey@hotmail.com]
Subject: 10:35am Oct. 25th 2016

Dear Council Members,
Thank you again for your attention and time on this matter.

Please consider an OCP amendment to declare Lot 2 on St. Jacques Blvd a DEVELOPMENT PERMIT
areal

Then it would be possible to draft the new Development Permit to limit the site to 24 units.

If you are considering any restrictive covenant(s), | very strongly insist on a DEVELOPMENT PERMIT
instead.

Sincerely and respectfully,

Carey McPherson
PO Box 423

Ucluelet, BC VOR 3A0
tel: (250) 726-2409
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From: Shaw Family [mailto:heidinmark@gmail.com]

Sent: Monday, October 24, 2016 4:15 PM

To: Info Ucluelet <InfoUcluelet@ucluelet.ca>

Subject: Letter to Council regarding Community Meeting October 25 2016

| am going to try to get to the meeting tomorrow night but | wanted to send this along in case I don't make
it.

Mayor Dianne St. Jacques October 22, 2016
Councillor Sally Mole, Councillor Randy Oliwa, Councillor Marilyn McEwen, Councillor Mayco Noel

Dear Mayor and Council Members:

Lefervre and Company has requested rezoning for Lot 2 St Jacques Blvd to accommodate a “Pocket
Neighbourhood” of 24 homes.

] am concerned about:

1. Ensuring a buffer/greenspace zone around Lot 2 and retaining natural vegetation by following our
Ucluelet Official Community Plan section 3.9 Comprehensive Development: "Low-impact design
principles should prevail....... wide natural buffers and retention of significant natural features.”

2. the size of the new units being limited to 1200 square feet and under, as proposed by the Developer
rather than the maximum size of 1507 sq ft which has been recommended by District Staff - why is there
a necessity to increase the size of the units beyond what the developer has requested. The total space is
already so limited, increasing the square footage will just make it more difficult to maneouver around.

3. the number of actual units limited to 24 units as proposed by the Developer rather than the 30 units
recommended by District Staff. Again, my question is, besided money- why would there be a need to
increase density. Its a tiny parcel of land. The density issue will be huge! Parking, walking, boats, trailers
etc.. If it must happen, lets try to keep the impact as low as possible and the density as low as possible. If
it were to go ahead as suggested, | extrapolated the size of the lot, how close the units would be to each
other and used our own property as an example. It would be akin to having 5 units on my property where
now 1 home sits. Seems a bit of a reach- 5 would be ridiculous here, and 30 seems far too excessive
there.

4. the total size of the accessory building(s) being limited to"2,044 square feet as proposed by the
Developer rather than the limit of 3225 sq ft in the current bylaw

5. adequate parking provided inside the Packet Neighbourhood, separated from public streets to avoid
on-street parking issues by following our Ucluelet Official Community Plan section Appendix B, 11, 12.
Parking will be a huge concern and | really really hope council thinks hard about it.

6. careful research and consideration in advance of increased traffic, and the safety of pedestrians at the
corner of Bay St. and St. Jacques Blvd and at the corner of Bay St. and Peninsula Drive

7. Due care and attention paid to the residents of Forest Glen, across the street from. the proposed
development. Many of the residents suffer from health issues, including my mother who has lived there
for almost 4 years. She has Dementia and severe mobility issues. What is now a quiet residential street
where she can go for a walk with her aid is in danger of becoming a high traffic zone and quite frankly |
am fearful for her safety and that of others. 30 new homes in a tiny space, on a cul-de-sac where there is
no other exit seems to be a recipe for trouble. Not to mention the noise brought about by simply building
all those units.

8. I, like many others, am concerned about the zoning for this development. While | agree we need more
places where young families can live in Ucluelet I am terribly afraid of what Vacation Rentals and Holiday
renting may do to a now quiet residential neighbourhood. If you read the results of other 'pocket
neighbourhood' developments such as this one, you will see that its a valid concern. [ really implore
council to give this more time and MUCH thought before they agree to the conditions. | also ask Council
to please please at the very least, only agree to what was originally asked for- don't push for more simply
because you can. Its just not worth it.

Respecitfully, Heidi Shaw
PO Box 241 Ucluelet BC VOR 3A0
250-726-7526



Mayor Dianne St. Jacques October 22, 2016
Councillor Sally Mole L e [e Y
Councillor Randy Oliwa
Councillor Marilyn McEwen
Councillor Mayco Noel

Dear Mayor and Council Members:

Lefervre and Company has requested rezoning for Lot 2 St facques Blvd to accommodate a
“Pocket Neighbourhood” of 24 homes.

I am concerned about:

L’”’lﬁsuring a buffer/greenspace zone around Lot 2 and retaining natural vegetation by
following our Ucluelet Official Community Plan section 3.9 Comprehensive Development: "Low-
impact design principles should prevail......wide natural buffers and retention of significant

natural features."

___the size of the new units being limited to 1200 square feet and under, as proposed by the
Developer rather than the maximum size of 1507 sq ft which has been recommended by
District Staff

ﬁhe number of actual units limited to 24 units as proposed by the Developer rather than
the 30 units recommended by District Staff

____the total size of the accessory building(s) being limited to 2,044 square feet as proposed by
the Developer rather than the limit of 3225 sq ft in the current bylaw

___adequate parking provided inside the Pocket Neighbourhood, separated from public streets
to avoid on-street parking issues by following our Ucluelet Official Community Plan section
Appendix B, 11, 12.

___careful research and consideration in advance of increased traffic, and the safety of
pedestrians at the corner of Bay St. and St. Jacques Blvd and at the corner of Bay St. and

Peninsula Drive

Comments/Questions
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Mayor Dianne St. Jacques : October 22, 2016
Councillor Sally Mole

Councillor Randy Oliwa

Councillor Marilyn McEwen

Councillor Mayco Noel

Dear Mayor and Council Members:

Lefervre and Company has requested rezoning for Lot 2 St Jacques Blvd to accommodate a
“Pocket Neighbourhood” of 24 homes.

I am concerned about:

Mnsuring a buffer/greenspace zone around Lot 2 and retaining natural vegetation by
following our Ucluelet Official Community Plan section 3.9 Comprehensive Development: "Low-
impact design principles should prevail......wide natural buffers and retention of significant

natural features."

\/t(he size of the new units being limited to 1200 square feet and under, as proposed by the
Developer rather than the maximum size of 1507 sq ft which has been recommended by

District Staff

|/the number of actual units limited to 24 units as proposed by the Developer rather than
the 30 units recommended by District Staff

lﬁhe total size of the accessory huilding(s) being limited to 2,044 square feet as proposed by
the Developer rather than the limit of 3225 sq ft in the current bylaw

>
‘V/adequate parking provided inside the Pocket Neighbourhood, separated from public streets

1o avoid on-street parking issues by following our Ucluelet Official Community Plan section

Appendix B, 11, 12.

/f
'!,/careful research and con
pedestrians at the corner of
Peninsula Drive

sideration in advance of increased traffic, and the safety of
Bay St. and 5t. Jacques Blvd and at the corner of Bay St. and

Comments/Questions
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Mayor Dianne St. Jacgues October 22, 2016

Councillor Sally. Mole
Councillor Randy Oliwa
Councillor Marilyn McEwen
Councillor Mayco Noel

Dear-l\/la‘yof and Council Members:

Lefervre and Company has requested rezoning forLot 2 St Jacques Blvd to accommodate a
“Pocket Neighbourhood” of 24 homes.

| am concerned about:

27 iﬁsuring a buffer/greenspace zone around Lot 2 and retaining natural vegetation by following
ourUcluelet Official Community Plan section 3.9 Comprehensive Development: "Low-impact design
principles should prevail.......wide natural buffers and retention of significant natural features.”

_..the size of the new units being limited to 1200 square feet and under, as proposed by the
Developer rather than the maximum size of 1507 sq ft which has been recommended by District
Staff

-
1i_the humber of actualunits limited to 24 units as proposed by the Developer rather than the 30
units recommended by District Staff '

b@__{the total size of the accessory building(s) being limited to 2,044 square feet as proposed by
the Developer rather than the limit of 3225 sq ft in the current bylaw :

_'_\/Qequate parking provided inside the Pocket Neighbourhood, separated from public streets to
avoid on-street parking issues by following ourUcluelet Official Community Plan section Appendix
B, 11, 12.

_-‘r/‘_f:areful research and consideration in advance of increased traffic, and the safety of
pedestrians at the corner of Bay St. and St. Jacoques Bivd and at the comer of Bay St. and
Peninsula Drive

Comments/Questions

R tfully, ; i < ‘
Ngfr?es ) K;%jsc&s—‘ ’\Q@g\*m \L\é\mbﬁ\?&( Date QO& (e / UO
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Mayor Dianne St. Jacques _ October 22, 2016
Councillor Sally Mole Lo L e
Councillor Randy Oliwa
Councillor Marilyn McEwen
Councillor Mayco Noel

Dear Mayor and Council Members:

Lefervre and Company has requested rezoning for Lot 2 St Jacques Blvd to accommodate a
“Pocket Neighbourhood” of 24 homes.

1 am concerned about:

i //“ .

X(?) insuring a buffer/greenspace zone around Lot 2 and retaining natural vegetation by
following our Ucluelet Official Community Plan section 3.9 Comprehensive Development: "Low-

impact design principles should prevail......wide natural buffers and retention of significant

natural features.”

N

/L?i_the size of the new units being limited to 1200 square feet and under, as proposed by the
Developer rather than the maximum size of 1507 sq ft which has been recommended by
District Staff

jUD the number of actual units limited to 24 units as proposed by the Developer rather than

the 30 units recommended by District Staff

Q\>(/_2_ the total size of the accessory building(s) being limited to 2,044 square feet as proposed by
the Developer rather than the limit of 3225 sq ft in the current bylaw

.,

;‘(:

TJ&/_{_adequate parking provided inside the Pocket Neighbourhood, separated from public streets
to avoid on-street parking issues by following our Ucluelet Official Community Plan section
Appendix B, 11, 12.

e
(D careful research and consideration in advance of increased traffic, and the safety of

padestrians at the corner of Bay St. and St. Jacques Blvd and at the cornerof Bay St.and _ . . / 2o
: e R o T ' - P e ) L ead 2 Ay
Peninsula Drive { Am A KESTDeT of folee I Goas pMh elleleice

Joiz)  ConGeRed prod7 5 AFe iy Wnlimhy Toundiowd
Comments/Questions / ) ’ R
)" CALE [/\‘ i P L (; o Ty -\ J Y s ‘q s ’i/) & [y ‘\/ L{ C;_‘j / (clilLe DG AB o

Nhou-t Oait D2 e D R LaAB Gl YA (SN [ - S Ul

e . - N N ‘I N - / I [ ‘, I / . e -
Loy oo sulbie a b Npcat,od  fdodprcs L make 1T
DOC oD L AND NorepG g S NREINSEY IS ,:/
"y , , VA b
Respectfully, / /
o X ( ) , ! l - ) T
Name Do AL D\ ofwiver b \ , }/ T
Date COU oo 2 Z/f'([‘ el e \\ o ’\f ( -



Jeanette O'Connor

From: robyn cooley <robyncooley2007 @yahoo.ca>
Sent: October-25-16 12:05 PM

To: Info Ucluelet

Subject: St. Jacques Blvd development

Attachments: CCF10252016_00000.jpg

Mayor Dianne St. Jacques October 22, 2016
Councillor Sally Mole

Councillor Randy Oliwa

Councillor Marilyn McEwen

Councillor Mayco Noel

Dear Mayor and Council Members:

I just wanted to express my concern with a couple of issues | have in regards to the proposed development on St.
Jacques Blvd. My first inquiry is the drainage and water run-off. As a home owner in the Deer Park development on
St Jacques Blvd, | am well aware that water drainage is already an issue in this area. | spoke with John Towgood to
voice my concerns and was insured that the developer would have taken such things into consideration, and the
area would be engineered to properly deal with these issues. However, my concern is the Deer Park and Rainforest
developments were engineered, and neither of these developments have the proper drainage to deal with the areas
stormwater and water run-off. This becomes apparent when looking at the properties directly below both of these
developments. | want to know what preventative measures will be taken by the developers of Lot 2 on St. Jacques
Blvd, to ensure proper water displacement and drainage infrastructure will be used. If water drainage does become
an issue once this development is established, who holds accountability? Is it the developer, or the district?

Has there been an impact study done?
_Is the developer required to maké a contribution as .past developers have been made to do? If so, what is it?

My next inquiry is the long awaited park on St. Jacques Blvd....10yrs in the making. The developer of Deer Park
was required to make a money contribution to put towards building a park. My understanding is that the developer,
of Lot 2 on St Jacques, is planning on putting in a public park. If there is truth behind this, is the district planning on
having two parks on the same street within 150m of each other? If this is case, maybe the town can come up with
something more beneficial to everyone.

Thank you for your time

Robyn Cooley

1864 St. Jacques Blvd
Ucluelet, BC
250-726-7247



Mayor Dianne St. Jacques Oclober 22, 2018

Councilior Sally Mole

Councillor Randy Oliwa

Councillor Marilyn McEwen

Councillor Mayco Noel

Dear Mavor and Council Members:

Lefervre and Company has requested rezoning for Lot 2 St Jacques Blvd to accommodate a “Pocket Neighbourhood™ of
24 homes.

| amp-concerned about

¥ insuring a bufferigreenspace zone around Lot 2 and retaining naturat vegetation by following our Ucluetet Official
Community Plan saction 3.¢ Comprehensive Development. “Léw-impact design principles should prevail ... wide natwral
bu?{fg{s and retention of significant natural features.”

V the size of the new uniis being limited to 1200 square feet and under, as proposed by the Developer rather than the
n\w/c?}in“.um size of 1507 sq #t which bas been recommended by District Staff

V' the number of actual units imited to 24 units as preposed by the Developer rather than the 30 units recommended by
District Slaff

_‘__q the total size of the accessory building(s) being fimited to 2,044 square feet as proposed by the Developer rather than
the linfit of 3225 sy ft in the current bylaw

W adequate parking providad inside the Pocket Neighbourhood, separated from pubiic streets to avoid on-street parking
issues by following our Ucluelet Official Community Plan section Appendix B, 11, 12,

___careful ressarch and consideration in advance of increased traffic, and the safety of pedestrians at the corner of Bay
Si. and St Jacques Blvd and at the corner of Bay 5. and Peninsula Drive

Comments/Questions
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October 25, 2016

Dear Mayor and Council Members:

Dianne St. Jacques

Sally Mole
Randy Oliwa
Marilyn McEwen
Mayco Noel

Lefervre and Company has requested rezoning for Lot 2 St Jacques Blvd to accommodate a “Pocket
Neighbourhood” of 24 homes.

I am concerned about:

insuring a buffer/greenspace zone around Lot 2 and retaining natural vegetation by following
our Ucluelet Official Community Plan section 3.9 Comprehensive Development: "Low-
impact design principles should prevail.......wide natural buffers and retention of significant
natural features." I am sitting right next to the development at 711 Rainforest Dr. We bought
these properties as a way to not be crowded with neighboring lots and I am concerned the
current proposal will add a significant amount of noise to my property.

the size of the new units being limited to 1200 square feet and under, as proposed by the
Developer rather than the maximum size of 1507 sq ft which has been recommended by
District Staff

the number of actual units limited to 24 units as proposed by the Developer rather than the 30
units recommended by District Staff

the total size of the accessory building(s) being limited to 2,044 square feet as proposed by
the Developer rather than the limit of 3225 sq ft in the current bylaw

adequate parking provided inside the Pocket Neighbourhood, separated from public streets to
avoid on-street parking issues by following our Ucluelet Official Community Plan section
Appendix B, 11, 12.

careful research and consideration in advance of increased traffic, and the safety of
pedestrians at the corner of Bay St. and St. Jacques Blvd and at the corner of Bay St. and
Peninsula Drive.

Respectfully,

Sam Vanderval# October 25,2016





