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OCP Implementation Committee  

Jan 15th, 2014 Meeting Notes - DRAFT 

 

Attending:  Dan Ellis, Krista Tulloch, Corrie Kost, Erin Black, Heidi Nesbitt, Paul Tubb, Rory Barlow, Chris 

Meyer, Kolton Smith; District Council:  Mayor Richard Walton, Robin Hicks, Roger Bassam, Doug 

MacKay-Dunn; DNV Staff: Brian Bydwell, Susan Haid, Darren Veres, Mairi Welman, Phil Chapman 

 

Regrets:  Adele Wilson, Elaine Grenon, David McLeod 

 

1. Committee update and discussion with Council (See memo):  At the last Committee meeting in 

November, during an evaluation of the Committee’s completed work to date and potential work 

plan moving forward, the Committee expressed a desire to meet with Council to discuss and 

evaluate their contribution to the implementation process.  Three questions outlined in the 

accompanying memo were reiterated at the start of the meeting to help guide the discussion.  

 

Council opening remarks 

Council acknowledged that the OCP IC is continuing the work of the (now dissolved) OCP Round 

Table and is an integral part of the implementation process.  They also felt that the OCP IC provides 

a valuable service to Council by ensuring that implementation involves effective community 

engagement and is aligned with the vision and objectives of the OCP. They pointed out that OCP IC 

mandate has yet to be completed, for example, Maplewood Implementation Planamd other 

implementation strategies highlighted in the memo are still outstanding. They acknowledged that 

gaps exist in communication between Council and the OCP IC and suggested holding regular 

meetings with Council to establish an ongoing dialogue to enhance lines of communication.   

 

Discussion  

 When are check-ins appropriate and how often are they needed? Ideally, twice a year at key 

points in the work schedule. 

 Committee members emphasized that community education is a key role of the Committee 

and needs to be sustained in the future engagement programs. This role was considered 

desirable because it would be non-partisan and could address small groups of stakeholders 

i.e., coffee shop talks. They felt such education helps address scenarios where 

misinformation may spread by a specific interest i.e., during the Lynn Valley Town Centre 

Implementation Planning Engagement. Council members added that the economic and 

health impacts of the OCP on ongoing basis to help educate members of the public on the 

planning rationale.  

 Committee members felt that measuring the success of OCP implementation efforts can be 

complicated and problematic. How do we assess whether engagement efforts and 

implementation plans conform to OCP objectives? An evaluation form with check boxes 
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would be useful to address this issue. Noted, however, that implementation occurs over a 

long duration of time – short term check-ins will glean different results than longer term 

monitoring of the OCP.  

 A Committee member questioned whether there was a role for the Committee in reviewing 

development applications for OCP alignment. Staff clarified that this is outside the role of 

the Committee and not within its Terms of Reference. 

 

 

Key points from the discussion were summarized and staff indicating that they would follow-up with 

the Advisory Oversight Committee of Council regarding the vote and (1) the mandate of the 

Committee, (2) the work plan for 2014/15, and (3) how Council and OCPIC might meet to enhance 

communications.  Staff will report back to the Committee on the follow-up with the AOC. 

 

2. Coach House Directions and Community Engagement (See PowerPoint Presentation):  Phil 

Chapman provided a brief introduction to a coach housing planning initiative in the District. OCP 

policies support consideration of coach house development in the District in most residential land 

uses. The District’s proposed approach is to allow varying of the location of a secondary suite.  This 

approach would not increase the total permissible density on the property, but utilize the unrealized 

density. The goal of this involves identifying applicable sites for coach housing through key criteria 

(e.g. size, access, location, community consultation and support etc.) and would allow the District a 

‘gradual entry’ into Coach Housing with opportunities to enhance and expand the process.   

 

Phil outlined the District’s proposed consultation process which is comprised of three joint 

stakeholder meetings with West Van (Builders and Designers; Municipal Planners from other 

jurisdictions that have implemented Coach House programs) along with several community 

meetings spread around different areas of District (Seymour, Lynn Valley and Capilano). Other 

components would be an on-line survey, a self-guided Laneway house tour (with brochure) and 

potentially a bus tour.  

 

Phil noted several key issues that arose during the implementation of Vancouver’s laneway housing 

program such as the: size of two bedrooms units being too large, fire access, overlook impacts, 

parking concerns, potential conversion of garage space into livable floorspace. 

 

Committee Feedback  

 DNV has large lots – also 50” or larger with lane or 10,000 sq ft without lane.  Work around 

fire access.  

 Why not build a new suite instead of coach house? Mr Chapman replied that coach housing 

provides an alternative to building an ‘internal’ secondary suite while not increasing density 

on the property. 

 The Committee felt that coach houses in backyards could change the character of some 

neighbourhoods potentially causing opposition to the program. 

 Potential concern expressed that coach housing  will bring more cars into the 

neighbourhoods (Berkley area) and cause parking problems 
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 The Committee advised making strong connections back to the OCP and affordability– must 

strengthen the message – does it increase affordable housing stock?  If it does, it needs to 

be communicated.  

 In thinking about how to plan an engagement process, residents will want to know who and 

how will they be impacted.  Need to pre-think who is going to come out in opposition and 

why is coach housing being considered (comes from OCP).  Mr Chapman responded that we 

don’t expect to see widespread uptakes for many reasons (eligibility of lots based on 

criteria) and development variance permit requires input from neighbours. 

 The Committee recommend staff to consider addressing potential neighbourly concerns 

before the engagement process begins. 

 How do we prevent the future stratification of coach house units in the District that has 

occurred in other jurisdictions such as the City of Vancouver?  Although there are a few 

examples of stratified coach house units in the City of Vancouver, they are typically older 

units and are only permitted in specific zones. The City’s laneway housing program, 

however, does not permit the stratification of coach houses. Phil explained that District’s 

proposed approach would not permit the stratification of coach houses because they will be 

considered secondary suites.  He also added that Staff is investigating further ways to 

prevent future stratification.  

 How will the District ensure that coach house proposals are consistent with the vision and 

objectives of the OCP?  Phil explained that Council approves DVP’s and make decisions that 

address public interest. 

 

3. Approval of Agenda, Meeting Notes and Next Meeting:  Meeting Notes and agenda approved.  

Next Meeting:  Feb 12th, 5 - 7  


