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FOREWORD

The project documented in this case study
received funding assistance under the
Affordability and Choice Today (A¥C¥T)
Program.  A¥C¥T is a joint initiative,
managed by the Federation of Canadian
Municipalities, the Canadian Home
BuildersÕ Association, and the Canadian
Housing and Renewal Association,
together with the funding agency Canada
Mortgage and Housing Corporation.  The
A¥C¥T Program is administered by the
Federation of Canadian Municipalities.

A¥C¥T, which was launched in January
1990, was designed to foster changes to
planning and building regulations and
residential development approval
procedures in order to improve housing
affordability, choice and quality.  

Through A¥C¥T, grants are awarded to
municipalities, private and non-profit
builders and developers, planners and
architects to undertake innovative
regulatory reform initiatives i n
municipalities across Canada.  Three types
of projects are awarded grants under the
A¥C¥T Program: Demonstration Projects,
Streamlined Approval Process Projects,
and Case Studies (of existing initiatives).  

¥ Demonstration Projects involve the
construction of innovative housing
that demonstrates how modifications
to planning and construction
regulations can improve affordability,
choice and quality.

¥ Streamlined Approval Process Projects
involve the development of a method
or an approach that reduces the time
and effort needed to obtain approvals
for housing projects.

¥ Case Study grants are awarded for the
documentation of existing regulatory
reform initiatives.

Change and innovation require the
participation of all the players in the
housing sector.  A¥C¥T provides a unique
opportunity for groups at the local level
to work together to identify housing
concerns, reach consensus on potential
solutions, and implement action.
Consequently, a key component of
A¥C¥T-sponsored projects is the
participation and cooperation of various
players in the housing sector in all phases
of each project, from development to
realization.

All projects awarded a grant under the
A¥C¥T Program are documented as case
studies in order to share information on
the initiatives and the benefits of
regulatory reform with other Canadian
communities.  Each case study discusses
the regulatory reform initiative, its goals
and the lessons learned.  Where
appropriate, the cost savings resulting
from modifications in various planning,
development, and construction
regulations are calculated and reported.  
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Community involvement as a
fundamental component in residential
development is gaining increasing
attention.  Homeowners and community
planners are seeking ways to successfully
involve residents in defining
development goals and criteria for their
neighbourhoods.  While it is generally
accepted that input from local residents
during planning and development is
desirable, input in many communities
may be limited to reaction.  Plans are
drawn up and community members are
asked to respond.  Improvements can be
made to have residents participate in the
planning and development process from
the outset.

The term Òcommunity architectureÓ
refers to the process of bringing residents
and planners together in partnership to
address the development needs of a
neighbourhood.  Residents, rather than
planners or developers, take the lead role
in determining the acceptable criteria for
future neighbourhood development.
This requires residents to be active in the
planning process, rather than simply
reacting to proposed plans and regulatory
amendments at public hearings.

This community-based approach was
used to develop recommendations for a
12-block area in the Town of Sidney,
located on Vancouver Island in British
Columbia.  The residential area is a
relatively old, established community
referred to as ÒOrchard NeighbourhoodÓ
for the purposes of this project.

Humanit� Services Planning (B.C.) Ltd.
received an A¥C¥T grant in 1992 to
proceed with a project that aimed to
achieve three main goals:

¥ Define a planning process that would
involve the community

¥ Facilitate the development of innova-
tive and affordable housing

¥ Retain the character of the
neighbourhood

The project included a survey of
homeowners in the area, an information
meeting and a community workshop.
Based on this input, the project team
developed several key recommendations.
Town Council subsequently directed
municipal staff to develop an
implementation plan which included
supporting recommendations to Council.

Specific recommendations focused on the
formal structure and planning process for
community-based planning.  One recom-
mendation called for homeowners in the
12-block area to incorporate a society
representing the interests of Orchard
Neighbourhood.  The impetus for the
ÒOrchard Neighbourhood SocietyÓ (ONS)
came from the residents, and creating the
ONS proved an essential step i n
achieving community-based planning.
Municipal staff also recommended
changes to the TownÕs Official
Community Plan, by-laws, regulations
and the approval process to make the
ONS an officially recognized and integral
part of the development process.
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Another recommendation advised that
the neighbourhood be made a
development permit area.  Orchard
Neighbourhood is zoned primarily as a
single-family, high-density area.  To make
it a development permit area would
require a change to British ColumbiaÕs
Municipal Act, as only multi-family
residential areas could be so designated.
Town Council supported the
recommendation and submitted a
petition to the provincial cabinet to
change the legislation.  Until such
designation was forthcoming, it was
recommended that the ONS submit
comments unofficially regarding any
proposed development.

Other recommendations related to
encouraging innovative design and a
variety of housing types and options,
provided they complement the existing
character of the neighbourhood; creating
development guidelines; and making
specific street, lane, pedestrian crossing
and traffic control improvements.

The A¥C¥T project demonstrated that
active neighbourhood participation can be
integrated into the development process,
and can play a beneficial role.  Through a
neighbourhood organization like the
ONS, homeowners can contribute to
preserving the character and charm of
an established neighbourhood, while
guiding new development to enhance
the community.
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1.1 Project Objectives

The area known as ÒOrchard
NeighbourhoodÓ for the purposes of this
study represents a relatively old,
established community in the Town of
Sidney, B.C., an area quite distinct from
the rest of the town.  Orchard
NeighbourhoodÕs heritage-designated
homes and quiet atmosphere have
remained largely unaffected by the rapid
modernization that has occurred
throughout the rest of the town.  The
neighbourhood offered a charming and
desirable place to live, but it lacked
affordable housing.

To address this issue, a local community
planner proposed using a Òcommunity
architectureÓ approach, a process
bringing residents and planners together
in partnership to define local
development needs and goals.  Under the
community architecture approach,
residents, rather than planners or
developers, determine what is acceptable
criteria for future neighbourhood
development.  The challenge facing
Orchard Neighbourhood was to develop
recommendations that would permit a
variety of innovative and affordable
housing while retaining the intrinsic
character of the neighbourhood.  The
project had four specific objectives:

¥ To use a community consultation and
collaborative process as a basis for
by-law revision and to accelerate and
simplify the approval process

¥ To develop a model for achieving
affordable housing and amenable
development in established
neighbourhoods

¥ To establish clear guidelines and a
short approval process for assessing
and accepting innovative residential
development

¥ To explore a variety of innovative
residential development options

Humanit� Services Planning (B.C.) Ltd.
received an A¥C¥T grant in October 1992
to proceed with the project on behalf of
the Town of Sidney.  This funding was
supplemented by a grant from British
ColumbiaÕs Ministry of Municipal Affairs
and with matching funds from the Town.

1.2 Project Methodology

The project team included representatives
from Humanit� Services Planning (HSP);
Richard Wey, B.C. Land Surveyor; and
Town Council.

The project included a review of
literature related to strategies for the
provision of affordable housing; a
homeownerÕs survey, information
meeting and community workshop; and
documentation of the results.

A press release announcing the project
was sent to the local newspaper and to
one in Victoria (see Appendix A).  
This resulted in an interview with the
local paper and an article.  The project
team used the TownÕs 1994 tax roll
to identify all individuals owning
property within Orchard NeighbourhoodÕs
12-block area (168).  A letter explaining
the community consultation process was
hand-delivered to each of the 168
residences (AppendixÊB), and a Home-
ownerÕs Survey (Appendix C) was mailed
two weeks later.  
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Development Options and Issues Explored

¥ Smaller affordable housing

¥ Higher density housing

¥ Infill housing

¥ Zero lot lines

¥ Lot subdivision

¥ Rental suites in single-family dwellings

¥ Special needs housing

¥ Multiple cottages on double lots

¥ Cottage industries and home-based
businesses

¥ Family-owned corner stores

¥ Development of back lanes

¥ Pedestrian pocket clusters

¥ Linear parks

¥ Increased security

The survey asked residents to indicate
their interest in attending an information
meeting and participating in a
community workshop.  A pre-stamped,
return envelope was included with the
survey, and 57 completed questionnaires
were received (34 percent response rate).

Fifty-two people attended the information
meeting held at the beginning of June.
This included five non-residents, two of
whom were elected municipal
representatives attending as observers.
Thirty people participated in the
workshop held four days later.  
The preliminary work and the outcome
of these sessions are detailed in the
projectÕs Technical Report (October 1994).  

The project teamÕs recommendations are
presented in its Final Report (October
1994).1

Town Council instructed municipal staff
to develop an implementation plan
following its receipt of the Final Report.
Staff submitted the plan in April 1995,
recommending endorsement and follow
through on all of the projectÕs
recommendations.  The implementation
plan included recommendations to
proceed with a petition to provincial
cabinet, to adopt a proposed action plan
to control development in Orchard
Neighbourhood and to proceed with
drafting by-law amendments.

Community Involvement
in  Residential Planning

Other A¥C¥T case studies highlighting t h e
involvement of residents and other community
members in the planning and development
process are available from Canada Mortgage
and Housing Corporation:

¥ Revitalizing the Bank St. Corridor
(Ottawa, 1995)

¥ Collaborative Housing (Toronto, 1996)

Copies may be obtained from the Canadian
Housing Information Centre, 700 Montreal Rd.,
Ottawa, Ontario, K1A 0P7, Tel: (613) 748-2367,
Fax: (613) 748-4069, TTY: (613) 748-2143.

                                                
1 Copies of the reports may be obtained from

Humanit� Services Planning (B.C.) Ltd. a t
2D 9851 Seaport Place, Sidney, B.C., V8L 3Y3,
Tel: (604) 655-1925, Fax:Ê(604)Ê655-1664.
Copies may also be obtained on loan from the
Canadian Housing Information Centre,
700 Montreal Rd., Ottawa, Ontario, K1A 0P7,
Tel: (613) 748-2367, Fax: (613) 748-4069,
TTY: (613) 748-2143.
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2.1 Literature Review

The project team found that several
points emerged from the literature,
reflecting commonly held views
concerning housing regulations and
development:

¥ Finite land supply (already developed
and often low-density) contributes to
rising costs.

¥ Existing zoning practices and housing
regulations contribute to rising
costs and housing shortages by
restricting development or preserving
the status quo.

¥ Developers and planners often
agree that smaller dwellings and lots
are key strategies in providing
affordable housing.

¥ Regulations for many urban and
suburban areas are appropriate for
housing needs of the 1960s and 1970s,
but are inconsistent with housing
needs emerging in the 1990s.

¥ In numerous instances, existing
policies and guidelines have not
resulted in development that meets
local needs; instead, they have led to
inefficient and ineffective land use
and development contrary to local
community needs and interests.

¥ Since the late 1960s, citizen
participation in neighbourhood
planning and development has
increased, with various groups
wanting both to improve the quality of
local urban life and to protect the
socioeconomic status and stability of
existing communities.

Changes to zoning guidelines to support
affordable housing development usually
fall into one of two categories:

¥ Density standards

¥ Innovative lot dimensions and
configurations

Although the overall impact of density
changes on affordability are difficult to
calculate, the housing literature generally
suggested that higher density and less
restrictive side yard, setback and frontage
requirements can save builders from five
to 10 percent in housing unit costs.  The
literature identified zero lot lines, angled
lots, zipper lots and cluster housing
arrangements as typical lot variances used
to provide affordable housing.  These
configurations and infill development are
briefly described in the Technical Report.2
Examples of these and density initiatives
from Canada and the U.S. are included i n
the report.

Flexible zoning is a strategy employed
by communities in the U.S. to
facilitate community involvement and
to encourage innovative housing
initiatives.  Flexible zoning supports the
particular characteristics and needs of a
given community, and it includes some
form of performance-based criteria and
standards to determine appropriate uses.

                                                
2 Please refer to footnote 1 for information on

obtaining a copy of the report.
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2.2 HomeownerÕs Survey

Orchard Neighbourhood residents were
asked to rank various aspects about living
in the area (see figure 1).  The results from
the 57 respondents indicated that people
feel Orchard Neighbourhood is a Ògreat
place to live.Ó  They liked the fact that it is
an established community, the
neighbourhood is perceived as friendly,
the height of buildings is considered
appropriate, and the trees are viewed as a
positive factor.

In answer to a similar but open-ended
question about what people liked most
about the neighbourhood, residents
identified factors that generally cannot
be improved through development
(see figure 2).

Figure 1. What Was Liked Most About
Living in the Neighbourhood

Feature
No. of

Respondents

Great place to live

Established community

Friendliness of place

Height of buildings

Trees

Back lanes

Density

Width of streets

Personal security

27

24

24

22

21

19

18

17

10

Figure 2. What Was Liked Most About
the Neighbourhood

Feature
No. of

Respondents

Landscaping

Close to downtown

Parks/green space/rural

Old-fashioned/established

Friendly

Waterfront/ocean

Traffic

Lanes/back lanes

Personal security

All generations

Quiet

32

21

19

13

10

8

6

4

4

3

3

These responses showed that Orchard
Neighbourhood had clearly defined
community values, indicating the
characteristics to be retained.

Close to half the respondents (26) were
very receptive to the idea of allowing
home-based businesses in the area.
Another non-residential activity rated as
an excellent idea, by one quarter of the
respondents, was daycare for either
children or adults.  The least favoured
non-residential activities, by slightly more
than half of the respondents, were
commercial/retail development at street
level and family-owned corner stores.  A
third of the respondents did not favour
developing portions of selected streets
into linear parks.
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The housing and development options
most favoured (ranked ÒexcellentÓ) and
those least favoured (ranked ÒpoorÓ) by
respondents are shown respectively i n
figures 3 and 4.

Of the 12 non-resident homeowner
respondents, one-third ranked
condominium development (maximum
three stories) as ÒpoorÓ and just over half
(seven) ranked it Òexcellent.Ó  In sharp
contrast, 73 percent of the resident
homeowner respondents (33) considered
this option Òpoor,Ó with only 7 percent
(three) ranking it Òexcellent.Ó  The project
team noted that here, more than
anywhere else in the survey, the
aspirations of resident and non-resident
homeowners diverged.

Figure 3. Most Favoured Housing and 
Development Options

Option
No. of

Respondents

Smaller homes

Privately owned townhouses

Different setbacks (staggered
fronts)

Upgrade 5th Street

Rental suites in family homes
to meet special needs

Design guidelines to define a
character for the
neighbourhood

22

18

16

16

15

14

Figure 4. Least Favoured Housing and 
Development Options

Option
No. of

Respondents

Zero lot lines

Condominiums

Homes with primary access
from lanes

Subdivision of standard- size
lots for smaller single family
homes

Privately owned townhouses

ÒGranny flatÓ-type rental
accommodation not in the
house (e.g. over garage)

35

33

22

22

17

17

2.3 Information Meeting

It became apparent at the information
meeting that many residents were wary of
the project, suspecting a preconceived
development plan already existed.
During the course of the meeting,
however, participants accepted that their
input was genuinely valued and an
informative discussion ensued.

During the session, a list of topics and
concerns emerged, forming the basis for
the community workshop discussions
held a few days later.  The points raised
were divided into three groups,
as follows:

¥ Group A: Housing and land

Ñ Condominiums
Ñ Size of houses
Ñ Different types of house
Ñ Lot sizes
Ñ Density of the neighbourhood
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¥ Group B: Holding on to what we have

Ñ Heritage houses
Ñ ÒLeave it as it isÓ
Ñ Cottage industries
Ñ Streetscape

¥ Group C: Other things to consider

Ñ Zoning
Ñ Back lanes
Ñ Traffic and parking
Ñ Vandalism and theft
Ñ Parks

2.4 Community Workshop

The workshop began with a brief
overview of the Zoning By-law and the
Official Community Plan (OCP) as they
affected Orchard Neighbourhood.  The
thirty participants broke into three sub-
groups, each one receiving one of the
display boards for discussion.  After 40
minutes, each group moved on to
another display board and then did this
once again, so that each group had the
opportunity to consider each of the three
sets of issues.  Three planning consultants
facilitated the work group discussions.

The three groups came together to present
their discussions on each of the issues.
During the ensuing discussions, all of the
participants reached agreement on a list of
priority topics.  Each participant was given
seven adhesive dots with which to
indicate the topics they considered most
important, which led to the final priority
list shown in figure 5.

Figure 5. Priorities

Item No. of Dots
Smaller lotsÑvariety, scattered

Development Permit Area

No condominiums

Crosswalks at 5th and Ocean

Owner-occupied secondary suites ok

More/better parks diversity

Heritage homes

Cottage business

Affordability

Character homes (no monster homes)

Streetscape and sidewalks

Pedestrian link

Keep back lanes

27

19

15

10

10

6

6

6

5

4

4

4

4

2.5 Recommendations

Ten primary recommendations were
developed based on the community's
input.  They are presented in the project
teamÕs Final Report,3 with each
recommendation accompanied by a
discussion section and comments
concerning by-law or legislative
implications.  The recommendations
address one of four areas:

¥ Formal structure and planning process

¥ Innovative design

¥ Development guidelines

¥ Specific improvements

                                                
3 Please refer to footnote 1 for information on

obtaining a copy of the report.
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After Council received the project teamÕs
Final Report, it directed municipal
staff to proceed with an implementation
plan.  StaffÕs comments and final
recommendations to Council are reflected
in the following sections and are
presented in figure 6 on page 12.

2.5.1 Formal Structure and Planning
Process Recommendations

Incorporate an Orchard Neighbourhood
Society

The first recommendation called for
Orchard Neighbourhood homeowners to
incorporate an ÒOrchard Neighbourhood
SocietyÓ (ONS) to represent the interests
of the neighbourhood and oversee
retention of its characteristics.  Project
participants discovered they shared
similar views, and the ONS would
provide them with a means of
strengthening and representing local
interests.  This recommendation was not
a local government matter, but municipal
staff recommended that Council endorse
the concept.

Obtain Designation as a Development
Permit Area

Closely linked to the formation of the
ONS was a second recommendation to
make Orchard Neighbourhood a
development permit area.  This
designation enables local governments to
control the form and character of
residential development, including
landscaping, and the siting, form, exterior
design and finish of structures.  Existing
legislation allowed the development
permit designation only for multi-family
dwelling areas.

The intent of this recommendation was
to enable neighbourhood residents to
have legal authority in the planning
process.  Specifically, the ONS would
become a legitimate part of the formal
planning process, providing input before
development plans would be submitted
to the municipality for approval.  To do
this would require an amendment to the
provinceÕs Municipal Act, since existing
legislation did not allow single-family
residential areas to be designated as
development permit areas.  The project
team considered the proposed
amendment to be in keeping with the
spirit of the legislation.  They therefore
proposed that Town Council submit a
request to amend the Municipal Act.

Municipal staff agreed that design
control is essential for protecting the
character of Orchard Neighbourhood.
They noted in their implementation
report that the majority of Orchard
Neighbourhood is designated as a single-
family, high-density zone in SidneyÕs
OCP.  The densities and characteristics for
this type of area more closely resemble
multi-family developments than single-
family, low-density developments.  
A recommendation was made that
Council proceed with petitioning the
provincial government to make the
necessary legislative changes to the
Municipal Act.  The municipality
subsequently submitted a letter requesting
the provincial cabinet to allow
development permit powers over single-
family development at densities equal to
or greater than 30 units per hectare.
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The ONS Should Participate on an
Unofficial Basis for the Interim

A third recommendation underscored the
ONS's role in the planning process.  It
was proposed that until Orchard
Neighbourhood was designated a
development permit area, the ONS
should unofficially submit comments
concerning any development plans
within the area.  Once Orchard
Neighbourhood became a development
permit area, the ONS would function in a
formal capacity, with its reports being
received officially.  Municipal staff
supported this recommendation by
proposing to Council a process that could
be used whether or not the province
granted development permit powers for
single-family, high-density development.

Recognize Orchard Neighbourhood as a
Discrete Component in the OCP

Another recommendation proposed that
Orchard Neighbourhood be recognized
as a discrete and comprehensive
development zone in the municipality's
OCP.  Recognition of the neighbourhood
in the OCP as a unique area posed no
problem and could be easily
accomplished.  However, municipal staff
advised against the suggestion of a
comprehensive development zone.
While such zoning is often used to
ensure that development involving
innovative design reflects specific
community objectives, municipal staff
considered this unnecessary for Orchard
Neighbourhood.  Both the uniformity
of existing lot sizes and the
communityÕs desire to maintain a specific
character throughout the neighbourhood

minimized the benefits of using
comprehensive development zoning.
The corresponding implementation costs
to the Town and for any developer could
not be justified.

2.5.2 Design Recommendations

Focus on Innovative Design

It was recommended that development i n
Orchard Neighbourhood should be based
on innovative design, in a style that
maintains the mature character of the
neighbourhood.  This would require an
amendment to the Municipal Act to
allow qualitative guidelines for
development permit areas.  Therefore, it
was recommended that Town Council ask
for this amendment to the legislation
as well.

Municipal staff supported the
recommendation for innovative design,
but noted that guidelines, in accordance
with common law, must be precise and
ascertainable.  It could be stated in a
guideline that developments must adhere
to a specific, identifiable architectural
style; it could not be stated that
developments must be in keeping with
the style and architecture of a
neighbourhood, where in fact there is a
collection of styles (as is the case with
Orchard Neighbourhood), some perhaps
not so desirable.

It was suggested that a modified version
of the existing permit guidelines for
multi-family residential development be
used instead.  These guidelines generally
are applicable to the type of development
proposed for Orchard Neighbourhood;
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they encourage innovative design; and
they could easily be modified to limit
designs to specified architectural styles.
This approach has the further advantage
of not restricting a variety of
development options, whereas additional
zoning requirements would do just that.

Encourage Housing Types and Options
Suitable for the Neighbourhood

It was also recommended that a variety of
housing types and options should be
encouraged, provided they are in keeping
with the project's other recommenda-
tions.  According to municipal staff, this
could easily be reflected in the OCP and
the zoning provisions for Orchard
Neighbourhood.  The project team
cautioned that innovation is likely to
push the limits of some by-laws, and
Council should adopt a flexible and
creative approach in dealing with
proposals for Orchard Neighbourhood.

2.5.3 Development Recommendations

Ensure Development Meets the Needs of
Several Segments of Society

The existing community has both
young and elderly residents, which is
considered to be a highly beneficial and
significant attribute.  The neighbour-
hood does not want developments
intended for one group.  For this reason,
it was recommended that develop-
ment proposals should not focus on
one segment of society, but instead
facilitate the continuation of the diverse
age groups.  

Municipal staff observed that social
diversity can be encouraged through OCP

and zoning provisions.  These would
i)Êensure that restrictions are not placed
on the occupancy of new housing,
ii)Êrequire new development to produce a
variety of housing types and
iii)Êencourage retention of existing stock.

Establish a Set of Guidelines

It was recommended that a set of design
guidelines should be established i n
consultation with the ONS.  They would
reflect a philosophy of encouraging
new ideas and realistic options which
address contemporary lifestyle needs,
reduce costs through efficient site use and
encourage affordable housing options.
The guidelines would encompass the
following:

¥ Streetscape and lane use

¥ Parks, green space and landscaping

¥ The physical and architectural
characteristics of housing

¥ Privacy

¥ Innovative and creative site usage
and siting considerations, including
irregular-shape lots

¥ A formula for development levies

¥ Secondary suites

The guidelines would provide a clear
sense of community tolerance.  This can
be achieved by describing the desired
quality and character attributes.  Examples
are as follows:

¥ We favour small lots, but not large
houses.

¥ We prefer randomness and
spontaneity in design to monotonous ,
slab-like, repetitive buildings.
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¥ We support the presence of secondary
suites, but one unit should be owner-
occupied.

In general, emphasis for future
development would be on small lots and
houses, privacy, small-scale massing and
permitting more than one residence on
single lots.

Municipal staff suggested that the
foregoing could be addressed through a
combination of regulations pertaining to
development permits, zoning, tree
preservation and subdivisions.  For
example, streetscape, landscaping, privacy
and innovative design are addressed i n
the existing ÒMulti-Family Development
Permit Guidelines.Ó

In an earlier recommendation, the project
team identified specific development
guidelines to incorporate into the OCP
and the municipalityÕs existing
Guidelines for Development Permits.  To
maintain the scale of Orchard
Neighbourhood, a maximum building
height of 7.6 m (25 ft.) was recommended.
This is intended to limit second storeys to
dormer roof profiles, thus keeping future
buildings in scale.  A maximum density
was also proposed for Orchard
Neighbourhood:

¥ One dwelling unit per 250Êm2 with a
maximum site coverage of 50Êpercent,
a maximum of two storeys,
where the area of the second storey
is a maximum of 50 percent of the
main floor

A few other guidelines were specified:

¥ Existing lanes should be considered for
primary access to a residence.

Tree-shaded back lanes can be used to
provide attractive and practical
primary access into secondary or
cluster-type dwelling units.

¥ Any development should maintain
the privacy of existing and
surrounding homes.

¥ Garages should be massed to avoid the
need for double garage doors.

¥ Children's play areas should be
incorporated in imaginative ways.

Municipal staff considered these
recommendations generally to be
consistent with existing Town initiatives,
but stated that further review was
required.  For example, the projectÕs
recommendations suggest a maximum
unit size of 186Êm2 (2,000 ft2) on 251 m2

(2,700 ft2) lots.  Existing OCP regulations
set the unit limit at 125 m2 (1,350 ft2) for
the same size lot.  The OCP limit is
more in keeping with existing small
homes in Orchard Neighbourhood, and
the resulting lower unit cost contributes
to affordability.

Establish Controls for the Presence of
Home-Based Businesses

Orchard Neighbourhood residents are
receptive to home-based businesses
that are clean, quiet, unobtrusive
(modest signage allowed), low-traffic
and non-retail.  To ensure a business
meets these criteria, the project team
recommended that parameters be defined
for residential-compatible activities, i n
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order to assess acceptability on a
case-by-case basis.  Applications for
business licences would be referred to the
ONS for comment.

Municipal staff observed that a
case-by-case review of business licences is
not legal.  The provinceÕs Municipal Act
allows municipalities to identify what is
permitted as a home-based business and
what regulations apply, if any.  Staff
concluded that SidneyÕs existing
regulations addressed the issue to the
degree allowed.

2.5.4 Recommendations for Specific
Improvements

Council Should Consider Specific
Improvements

Several specific improvements
were recommended for Council's
consideration:

¥ Join two parks in the area with a
pedestrian link

¥ Improve visibility for one of the
pedestrian crosswalks

¥ Upgrade 5th Street to better
accommodate vehicles and pedestrians

(This is a through street which had
become shabby in appearance and
looked unfinished.)

¥ Improve streets and lanes, which
includes improved lane maintenance,
sidewalks in selected locations on one
side of the street and selectively
located streetlights

The project team suggested a
development levy for infrastructure
improvements be dealt with in the

context of a development by-law
written specifically for Orchard
Neighbourhood.  Ideally, the ONS
would conduct the study for
establishing a levy and advise the
municipality of the requirements.
This is in keeping with having the
neighbourhood articulate its own
standards.

¥ Improve traffic and parking control

Traffic enters the neighbourhood from
nearby commercial establishments,
and the area is used for overflow
parking during peak shopping periods.

¥ Improve personal security

A neighbourhood watch program was
recommended.

The first three items represent capital
improvement projects, all of which
municipal staff recommended for
consideration in the municipal budget for
the following year.  Staff also advised, i n
contrast to the project teamÕs
recommendation, that street and lane
standards be developed by the ONS i n
conjunction with the municipality and
subject to Council direction.  There are
several mechanisms available for making
improvements, and the methods and
standards implemented may have
implications for other areas in Sidney.  

With respect to traffic, staff agreed that a
flow analysis and rationalization were
required, but changes to highway access
points needed to be determined first.  On
the final point, staff noted that a
neighbourhood watch can be established
by the ONS in conjunction with the Royal
Canadian Mounted Police.
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2.6 SidneyÕs Implementation Plan

The recommendations presented i n
figure 6 are excerpted from municipal
staffÕs implementation plan to Council.  

In addition to the five recommendations
noted here, there was a sixth concerning
referral of specific improvement projects
to the following yearÕs budget discussions.

Figure 6.  Implementation Recommendations

1.0 It is recommended that Council endorse the concept of the creation of an Orchard Neighbourhood
Society (ONS).

2.0 It is recommended that Council undertake the following to obtain the power to apply development
permit guidelines to single-family, high-density dwellings within the Orchard Neighbourhood:

2.1 Petition the cabinet to make a regulation pursuant to s.290.1 of the Municipal Act granting to the
Town a power to designate single-family, high-density development subject to development permit
guidelines.

2.2 Petition the Union of British Columbia Municipalities for the inclusion of development permit
powers for single-family, high-density projects within the Municipal Act.

3.0 It is recommended that Council endorse the following action plan to control development in the
Orchard Neighbourhood:

3.1 Upon the creation of the ONS, the amendment of the relevant policies and by-laws to institute the
following process for development applications within the Orchard Neighbourhood:

3.1.1 Committee of the Whole referral of the development applications within the Orchard
Neighbourhood to the ONS along with a detailed staff report on the applications;

3.1.2 Appointment of the APC, Council Liaison as the Liaison to the ONS;

3.1.3 Submission of recommendations and comments by the ONS to the APC within 10 working
days of the Committee of the Whole referral; and

3.1.4 Submission of recommendations and comments by the APC to Council based upon but not
limited to the consideration of the ONS recommendations and the contents of the staff
report.

3.2 The recognition of the Orchard Neighbourhood in the OCP as a unique area:

3.2.1 Limitation of development to small-scale, single-family, single-family high-density,
townhouse and stacked townhouse units;

3.2.2 Maintenance of OCP density and floor space ratio maximums;

3.2.3 Designation of the Orchard Neighbourhood as a development permit area subject to the
development permit guidelines comprised of (1) the Multi-family Residential Development
Permit Guidelines and (2) guidelines requiring new structures to conform to specific
architectural styles which are compatible with existing Orchard Neighbourhood
development;

 (continued opposite)
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3.2.4 Preservation of mature trees; and

3.2.5 Review of rezoning proposals in relation to the criteria that (1) the existing housing stock be
retained where feasible and (2) the diversity of the housing stock (e.g. one storey versus two
storey, two bedroom versus three bedroom, etc.) be maintained on a neighbourhood, not
project, basis.

3.3 The implementation of the OCP recognition of the Orchard Neighbourhood as a unique area:

3.3.1 Amendment of the zoning regulations for the Orchard Neighbourhood:

3.3.1.1 Limitation to development to (1) single-family dwellings on existing sized lots
which have a floor area compatible with the traditional, cottage character of the
neighbourhood or (2) small-scale, single-family high-density, townhouse or stacked
townhouse developments;

3.3.1.2 Encouragement of the retention of the existing housing stock as a component of
redevelopment;

3.3.1.3 Encouragement of the registration of housing agreements which ensure access to
housing is not restricted; and

3.3.1.4 Encouragement of innovative design;

3.3.2 Creation of a staff policy that staff will not recommend the approval of single family, high
density projects unless they conform to the development permit guideline for the
neighbourhood (see Recommendation 3.2.3) and conformance is secured either through a
development permit or voluntary restrictive covenant;

3.3.4 Amendment of tree preservation for the Orchard Neighbourhood to ensure that mature trees
are retained if redevelopment occurs.

4.0 It is recommended that staff be instructed to draft the necessary by-law amendments to implement
the action plan.

5.0 It is recommended that staff be instructed to notify the ONS upon its formation of (1) contents of
the action plan, (2) the procedures for creating a neighbourhood watch and (3) the necessary
approvals for an Orchardfest.

Source:  Town of Sidney, Staff Memorandum to Council, April 1995.



3.0 THE COMMUNITY
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The Town of Sidney is located on
Vancouver Island, about 30 km north of
Victoria, and has a population of 10,600.
The town is situated near the Victoria
International Airport and a ferry
terminal.  Although it is served by the
same highway linking the ferry terminal
to Victoria, most Victoria-bound visitors
bypass Sidney.

The 12-block area referred to as Orchard
Neighbourhood lies on the south side of
SidneyÕs central commercial district. The
area surrounds ÒOrchard House,Ó one of
SidneyÕs original homes built in 1914.
Orchard House has two storeys, although
this is a rarity.  It is the largest of
the older homes, but quite small by
today's standards.

The neighbourhood survives as an
example of what ÒOld Sidney,Ó and many
other relatively old communities i n
Canada, once looked like.  Many people
living in Sidney are proud of the
charming character present i n

Orchard Neighbourhood, in contrast to
new subdivisions and the typical
condominium developments that
predominate throughout other parts
of Sidney.

Orchard Neighbourhood contains 168
lots, many of which have well-
maintained or recently renovated homes,
worth upwards of $200,000 in 1994.  The
lowest priced house, at approximately
$150,000, is still well beyond the range of
affordable housing for people with
modest incomes.  All lots are on a
standard grid, with each lot 16.8ÊxÊ30.5 m
(55 x 100 ft.).

Many of the modest, older homes can be
adapted to meet the needs of a variety of
age groups, providing adequate
accommodation for seniors, or serving as
a starter home for a young couple, for
example.  Other homes have been
attractively renovated to meet
contemporary family needs while
retaining the design characteristics of
the neighbourhood.



4.0 REGULATORY REFORM INITIATIVES AND
IMPACT ON HOUSING COST, CHOICE AND QUALITY

Affordability and Choice Today 15

The project resulted in specific
recommendations to make changes to
B.C.Õs Municipal Act and the TownÕs OCP
by-laws, regulations and approval process.
The municipality followed through
with a petition to provincial cabinet to
enable the Town to designate Orchard
Neighbourhood as a development area.

The recommendations clearly support
diversity, innovative design and
affordability in housing options while
meeting the objective of retaining the
character of Orchard Neighbourhood.
The recommendations presented to
Council by municipal staff form an
action plan to control and facilitate
appropriate development in the
neighbourhood.  The plan indicates how
the ONS can participate while keeping the
approval process streamlined.

Although Town Council accepted the
projectÕs study and municipal staffÕs
subsequent recommendations, an
unexpected situation was encountered i n
putting the results into practice.  

Two homeowners expressed reservations
about proposed innovative housing i n
Orchard Neighbourhood, and develop-
ment was stalled in consideration of this
albeit minority opposition.   The project
team pointed out that this emphasizes the
need for clarity concerning commitment
to an agreed upon process, including
decision making (e.g. consensus or
percentage majority rule) and conflict
resolution.

Nevertheless, the project provides
worthwhile recommendations that can
be adapted in other municipalities
for old and established neighbourhoods
seeking to retain their character while
meeting contemporary needs.  In such
communities, heritage-designated homes
create much of an areaÕs character
and charm.  Through a neighbourhood
organization like the ONS, homeowners
can establish an integral role for
themselves in preserving the character
and charm of an old, established
neighbourhood while guiding new
development to enhance the community.
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APPENDIX B: LETTER TO RESIDENTS ADVISING THEM OF THE
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