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District of North Vancouver 
355 West Queens Road, 

North Vancouver, BC, Canada V7N 4N5 
604-990-2311
www.dnv.org

COUNCIL WORKSHOP 

5:00 p.m. 
Monday, June 19, 2017 

Committee Room, Municipal Hall, 
355 West Queens Road, North Vancouver 

AGENDA 

1. ADOPTION OF THE AGENDA

1.1. June 19, 2017 Council Workshop Agenda 

Recommendation: 
THAT the agenda for the June 19, 2017 Council Workshop is adopted as 
circulated, including the addition of any items listed in the agenda addendum. 

2. ADOPTION OF MINUTES

3. REPORTS FROM COUNCIL OR STAFF

3.1. Future of Community Monitoring Advisory Committee p. 5-31 
File No. 01.0470.35/003.000 

Recommendation: 
THAT the District modify the terms of reference for and name of the Community 
Monitoring Advisory Committee in accordance with the May 5, 2017 joint report of 
the Chief Administrative Officer and the General Manager – Engineering, Parks 
and Facilities entitled Future of Community Monitoring Advisory Committee.  

3.2. Coach House Program Review p. 33-44 
File No. 13.6480.30/003.000 

Recommendation: 
THAT the June 9, 2017 report of the Community Planner entitled Coach House 
Program Review be received for information. 

4. PUBLIC INPUT

(maximum of ten minutes total)

5. ADJOURNMENT

Recommendation:
THAT the June 19, 2017 Council Workshop is adjourned.
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3
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AGENDA INFORMATION 

Date: June 19, 2017 

Date: _ _______ _ 

Date: - -------- Dept. 

0 Council Workshop 

D Finance & Audit 

D Advisory Oversight 

D Other: Date: ___ _____ _ Manager 

June 9, 2017 

The District of North Vancouver 

REPORT TO COMMITTEE 

File: 13.6480.30/003.000.000 

AUTHOR: Nicole Foth, Community Planner 

SUBJECT: Coach House Program Review 

RECOMMENDATION: 

111'-1 
GM/ 

Director 

THAT the report titled "Coach House Program Review" from the Community Planner dated 
June 9, 2017 be received for information. 

REASON FOR REPORT: 
In 2014, Council initiated the coach house program with a "gradual entry approach" to slowly 
introduce coach houses in the District. The coach house program was intended to be 
monitored, reviewed, and revised as needed over time. This report responds to Council's 
resolution on November 17, 2014 that staff reviews the coach house program after it has 
been implemented and report back to Council. 

SUMMARY: 
This report provides a review of the coach house program from its approval in November 
2014 to end of May 2017 with accompanying recommendations to implement a two tier 
coach house approvals system. Since the adoption of the coach house program, the District 
has approved nine and denied two coach house applications. Coach house applications that 
have been more successful and elicit fewer negative neighbour responses than other 
applications tend to be one-storey and have open lane access. This is the rationale for 
creating a two-tier approach to permitting coach houses in the District, therefore: 

• Tier 1 coach houses are one-storey coach 
houses on lots that are a minimum 50 feet 
(15.24 m) wide and have open lane access. 
Applicants would be eligible to apply directly for 
a Building Permit. This approach to permitting 
would require an amendment to the Single 
Family zones in the Zoning Bylaw. The Coach 
House How-To Guide would continue to be 
used as a best practice design guide for 
applications. 

One storev coac·1 110 !Se -::: d •lLte 
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SUBJECT: Coach House Program Review 
June 9, 2017 

• Tier 2 coach houses are eligible coach 
houses in the Coach House How-To Guide not 
covered in Tier 1. The existing Development 
Variance Permit process would apply to these 
applications. 

BACKGROUND: 

Page 2 

Two-storey coach house exa•r1ple 

The coach house program was approved by Council in November 2014 following robust 
public engagement earlier that year. Results from the community engagement showed that 
85% of survey respondents strongly agreed or agreed "that Coach Houses should be 
considered to provide additional housing options in the District". 

Purpose of the District's Coach House Program 
Council endorsed the District's coach house program in 2014 in order to encourage a greater 
diversity of housing options for the community. Coach houses form part of the continuum of 
housing options. Coach houses suit diverse demographic interests, potentially meeting the 
housing demands of various ages, incomes, and housing preferences, such as seniors 
looking to downsize, inter-generational and extended families, or young couples looking for 
ground-oriented homes. 

EXISTING POLICY: 
Official Community Plan 
The District's Official Community Plan (OCP) encourages diversity of housing choices across 
the full spectrum of housing needs. The Detached Residential land use designation in the 
OCP includes provision for secondary suites or coach houses in single family residential 
areas. 

EXISTING GUIDELINES & PROCESS: 
The District regulates coach housing development through issuance of Development 
Variance Permits (DVP) that vary the location of a secondary suite on a lot. The District's 
Coach House How-To Guide (www.dnv.org/propertv-and-development/build-coach-house) 
outlines the four-step application and approval process where final approval of a DVP rests 
with Council (Attachment 1 ). 

The DVP process was selected for the introduction of coach houses to provide Council with 
the opportunity to review all the initial coach house applications since coach housing was a 
new housing option in the municipality. This approach has facilitated the anticipated 
controlled and gradual entry of coach houses in the District. 

While coach houses may be built in any single-family zone, applications must meet specific 
development criteria. A residential lot may be eligible for a coach house if it meets the 
following screening level criteria: 

Document: 3 198534 
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• Lot is 10,000 sq . ft. (929 m2
) or larger, or 

• Lot is 50 feet (15.24 m) or wider provided that there is an open lane, or 
• Corner lot is 50 feet (15.24 m) or wider without a lane. 

Coach house applications must also meet the following criteria: 
• The combined floor space for the principal house and coach house is limited to what is 

available under existing zoning; 
• Maximum coach house size is 90 m2 (968 sq. ft.) which is the same maximum size for 

a secondary suite; 
• A secondary suite or a coach house may be permitted, but not both; 
• An additional parking space is required in a non-tandem configuration on site for a 

coach house; 
• Coach houses cannot be strata-titled; and 
• Coach houses meet design criteria to protect neighbourhood character and privacy (in 

the Coach House How-To Guide). 

ANALYSIS: 
Program Trends 
The analysis includes a review of the coach house applications that received a Council 
decision from the program initiation in 2014 to end of May 2017. A limitation of the review is 
that there have been a small number of approved coach houses to date. 

Key findings include: 

1. Program uptake Uptake of the coach house program has been roughly 
five units/year since 2014, which is at the low end of the 
annual projection. 

2. Location and distribution Coach houses have been approved across the District, 
with a slightly higher concentration in the Keith-Lynn 
area. 

3. Stated applicant rationale Five of the nine approved coach houses are intended for 
for building a coach house family members, notably for homeowners' children , and 

the remaining are intended for rental units. 

4. Coach house size 
bedrooms 

5. Lot size and access 

and Seven of the nine approved coach houses are two
bedroom units, and six of the nine are one-storey 
buildings. 

Five of the nine approved coach houses are on lots with 
open lane access. Coach house applications with lane 
access tend to be more successful than those without 
open lane access. Lots without open lane access may be 
more challenging due to neighbours perceiving a greater 
impact. 

Document: 3198534 
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6. Parking provision 

7. Variances 

8. Denied Applications 

All approved coach houses meet the parking requirement 
of three on-site spaces. 

Most coach houses require a variance in addition to the 
variance required for the location of the secondary suite. 

The two denied coach house applications were for lots 
without open lane access and were not corner lots. In 
both cases more neighbour input with was received 
compared to the approved coach houses. 

The full analysis is in Attachment 2. Several municipalities across the region have coach or 
laneway housing programs, including on the North Shore (Attachment 3). 

Based on the approved applications, results of the coach house review reveal: 
• A gradual entry of coach housing has occurred and it on the low end of the annual 

projection; 
• Applicants are distributed across the District; 
• Roughly half of the coach houses are intended for family members; 
• Most coach houses contain two-bedrooms; 
• Lots with lane access have been more successful in obtaining approvals; 
• All coach houses are meeting the parking requirement of three on-site spaces per lot; 

and 
• Most coach houses have required a variance in addition to varying the location of the 

secondary suite. 

Timing/Approval Process: 
If Council directs staff to proceed with the recommendations in th is report, an amended 
Zoning Bylaw would be introduced for Council consideration before the end of 2017. 

Concurrence: 
This report was reviewed by staff from Development Planning and Building Services. 

Financial Impacts: 
Development permit fees and tax revenues as a result of coach house development are 
expected to continue to be modest. 

Liability/Risk: 
The options for amending the coach house program do not expose the District to any 
particular risk or liability. 

Public Input: 
Council and staff have received public input through the neighbour notification process and 
public input process with coach house Development Variance Permit applications. 

Document: 3198534 
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Any change to the Zoning Bylaw would require a Public Hearing, which provides the 
opportunity for public input. If Council directs staff to draft a Zoning Bylaw amendment, 
proposed changes would be communicated to the public. 

Social Policy Implications: 
Coach houses provide opportunities for greater housing diversity, enable residents to age-in
place on their property, or provide housing for family members. Coach houses have the 
potential to enable young families or young adults to live in single-family neighbourhoods in a 
detached dwelling that might otherwise be unaffordable. Coach houses provide a unique 
housing option that is different than apartments, townhouses, and larger single-family homes. 

Environmental Impact: 
Coach houses enable efficient use of existing developed land and infrastructure in existing 
neighbourhoods throughout the District. Coach house development must adhere to 
environmental Development Permit Area regulations. 

Conclusion: 
The coach house program encourages a diversity of housing choices to fit the needs of a 
diverse population, including a mix of ages and incomes. A two tier process would permit 
one-storey coach houses with open lane access in the Zoning Bylaw and other coach house 
applications would follow the existing Development Variance Permit process and the Coach 
House How-To Guide. 

When the coach house program started, Council opted to use a Development Variance 
Permit (DVP) process as a way to gradually introduce coach housing. Now that the District 
has had several applications, the program can be revisited. 

Coach house applications that have been typically more successful and elicited fewer 
negative neighbour responses tend to be one-storey and have open lane access, therefore: 

• Tier 1 coach houses would be one-storey coach houses on lots that are a minimum 
50 feet (15.24 m) in width and have open lane access. Applicants would be eligible to 
apply directly for a Building Permit and would no longer be required to apply for a DVP 
to vary the location of a secondary suite. 

To implement Tier 1, an amendment to the Zoning Bylaw is required to permit coach 
houses if they meet certain conditions (i.e. minimum lot width and open lane access). 
Other changes may be suggested to reduce the likelihood of other variances 
associated with coach house applications. The Coach House How-To Guide would 
continue to be used as a best practice design guide for applications. 

• Tier 2 coach houses would be the eligible coach houses in the Coach House How
To Guide not covered in Tier 1. The DVP process would be used. 

Document: 3198534 
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For instance, Tier 2 would include two-storey coach houses, coach houses without 
open lane access, or have any zoning variances. Approval would continue to rest with 
Council with the DVP process as outlined in the Coach House How-To Guide. 

Options: 
THAT the report titled "Coach House Program Review" from the Community Planner dated 
June 9, 2017 be received for information. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Nicole Foth 
Community Planner 

Attachment 1: Current Coach House Process 
Attachment 2: Coach House Analysis 
Attachment 3: Other Municipal Coach House Programs 

REVIEWED WITH: 

O Sustainable Community Dev. 

O Development Services 

O Utilities 

O Engineering Operations 

O Parks 

O Environment 

O Facilities 

O Human Resources 

O Clerk's Office 

O Communications 

O Finance 

O Fire Services 

DITS 

O Solicitor 

DGIS 

O Real Estate 

External Agencies: 

O Library Board 

O NS Health 

O RCMP 

O NVRC 

O Museum & Arch. 

O Other: 
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ATTACHMENT 1: Current Coach House Process  
 

 
 
From the Coach House How-To Guide. 
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Document: 3198534 

ATTACHMENT 2: Coach House Analysis  
 

1. Program uptake 
The gradual entry approach to coach houses in the District has seen nine Council-approved 
coach houses and two denied since the program was adopted in November 2014 ( 
June 9, 2017 Page 7 
). The uptake has been lower than the anticipated range of five to 25 applications per year. 
As a comparison on the scale of development in the same period, just over 170 Building 
Permits per year were issued for new single-family houses (2015 and 2016).  
 
 

Year Approved Denied In-process Total 

2015 3 0 0 3 

2016 5 2 0 7 

2017 1 0 2 1 

Total 9 2 2 13 

 
 
Although there are a limited number of applications and approvals to date, there has been 
sizeable interest from the public in the coach house program. Development Planning staff 
estimate there are roughly 10 coach house enquiries each month from potential applicants.  

 
2. Location & distribution 

Approved coach houses are distributed across the District (Figure 1). The District has 
approved applications in single-family zones RS1, RS3, RSKL, and RSPH. While the 
numbers are too small to indicate a trend, there have been relatively more coach house 
approvals in the Keith-Lynn area (zone RSKL) where there are open lanes. 
 

 
Figure 1: Approved coach house locations. 

 
 

Table 1: Coach Houses Approved/Denied by Year 
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3. Stated applicant rationale for building a coach house 
Of the approved coach house applications in the program, roughly half of the applicants 
indicated they are building the coach house for family members (five of nine) and most of 
these were for their children. Given the current housing market, this may indicate coach 
houses are providing a relatively more affordable detached housing option for family 
members and as a way for residents’ children to live on the North Shore. The remaining 
coach houses are intended for rental units (four of nine). Like secondary suites, coach 
houses may be rented as ‘mortgage-helpers’. 
 

4. Coach house size 
Coach houses are adding to the supply and diversity of housing in the District. Most 
approved coach houses are 1-storey buildings (six of nine) and most have two bedrooms 
(seven of nine). Most approved coach houses are on lots that did not have existing 
secondary suites (six of nine).1 Given that a coach house is essentially an alternative form of 
a secondary suite, the approved coach houses are providing an at-grade detached 
secondary unit alternative. With regard to size, all the approved coach houses comply with 
the maximum permitted 90 m2 (968 sq. ft.) and have an average coach house size of 75 m2 
(809 sq. ft.).  
 

5. Lot size and access  
Most of the approved coach houses are on lots that have open lane access (five of nine). 
The remainder are on lots of at least 10,000 sq. ft. (929 m2) (three of nine) or on a corner lot 
(one of nine). Lots with open lane access are well suited to coach houses because coach 
houses are located where a garage typically would be situated. In other words, the building 
massing of garages is generally expected along open lanes, and coach houses are of 
comparable massing. 
 
In contrast, applications for coach houses on lots without lane access have met more 
challenges. The two denied coach house applications were for lots without open lane access 
and were not corner lots. In both cases, more neighbour input was received compared to the 
approved coach houses, including comments that coach houses would be more suitable for 
lots with rear lane access. Neighbours may be less amenable to coach house applications in 
established neighbourhoods without open lane access because of a greater perceived 
change to driveways, parking, and building massing in the backyard.  
 
Three of the approved coach houses met the criterion of a minimum lot size of 929 m2 
(10,000 sq. ft.) or greater and no lane access. However, these cases seem to be exceptions 
rather than the rule because one was for conversion of an existing building in the front yard 
and the other two were located adjacent to less developed areas (fewer neighbours).  
 

6. Parking provision 
Coach houses are required to provide three on-site parking spaces, one for the coach house 
and two for the principal residence. All of the approved coach houses have met this 

                                            
1 The District’s coach house program only permits either a coach house or secondary suite, but not both, on a 
property. 
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Document: 3198534 

requirement and have three parking spaces per lot. All coach house parking spaces are in 
non-tandem format (i.e. not parked in front or behind another parking space).  
 
Three parking spaces is the same requirement for houses with new secondary suites. 
Because all single-family residential zones permit secondary suites2, coach houses are not 
likely to add more vehicles expected than with typical secondary suites. 
 

7. Variances 
All coach house applications require a variance to the location of the secondary suite. Other 
variances may be required, and most approved coach houses have more than one variance 
(seven of nine). Other variances include: size of parking structure and accessory building (in 
required rear yard), setbacks, accessory building height, building coverage, eave projection. 
 

8. Denied Applications  
The two denied coach house applications were for lots without open lane access and were 
not corner lots. In both cases more neighbour input with was received compared to the 
approved coach houses. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                            
2 Subject to the Approving Officer Subdivision Best Practice Guidelines. 
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Coach House Applications Summary 
The following are the coach house applications from November 2014 (start of coach house 
program) to end of May 2017 that received a Council decision. 
 

Status Date approved 
/ denied 

Street Storeys Lane 
Access 

Corner 
Lot 

Over 
10,000 
sq. ft. lot 

Approved 
2015 
June 15 

West 20th St 1 Y N N 

Approved 
2015 
Sept. 28 

Calverhall St 1 Y N N 

Approved 
2015 
Dec. 7 

Shakespeare Ave 1 N Y Y 

Approved 
2016 
Feb. 22 

Adderley St 1 Y N Y 

Approved 
2016 
Sept. 12 

W 23rd St  1 Y N N 

Approved 
2016 
Sept. 12 

Mt Seymour Pkwy  1 N N Y 

Approved 
2016 
Oct. 24 

Indian River Dr 2 N N Y 

Approved 
2016 
Nov. 7 

E 10th St 2 Y N N 

Approved 
2017 
Jan. 16 

St Marys Ave 1.5 N N Y 

Denied 
2016 
July 25 

Carnaby Pl 2 N N Y 

Denied 
2016 
Sept. 19 

Floralynn Cres  1 N N Y 
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ATTACHMENT 3: Other Municipal Coach House Programs 
 
Several municipalities across the region have coach or laneway housing programs. The 
other two North Shore municipalities approve coach houses through staff-issued 
Development Permits, and Council retains authority for applications inconsistent with the 
Development Permit Guidelines or Zoning Bylaw. 
 
The City of North Vancouver coach house program began in 2010. Coach houses are 
approved by staff-issued Development Permits. The City recently amended the Zoning Bylaw 
to allow both a secondary suite and a coach house on lots zoned for single family 
development (February 2017). The City has approved more than 50 coach houses.  
 
West Vancouver’s coach house program began in 2014. Coach houses are approved by 
staff-issued Development Permits in single-family zones where secondary suites are 
permitted. West Vancouver has approved fewer than 10 coach houses. 
 
Other municipalities use different approval mechanisms. For example, the City of West 
Kelowna allows eligible coach houses to apply directly for a Building Permit, and the City of 
Victoria approves coach houses through individual rezoning. 
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