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Abstract
The purpose of this research is to determine options for the District of Sechelt to allow for
housing in light industrial zones. Light industrial areas in a community are generally not
considered desirable neighbourhoods for residential development, with the exception of
caretaker or security housing. However, a new approach that recognizes the compatibility
of light industrial land uses with housing as live-work is evolving and can provide residents
with a unique lifestyle. This study provides research into all aspects of live-work with a
specific focus on light industrial/residential combinations. Three case studies provide
different perspectives on mixed-use zoning.

Given the changing nature of uses on

industrial lands, new forms of zoning can offer a wider range of options to urban residents.
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Glossary
Live-Work

“a unit in which the needs of the work component take
precedence over the quiet enjoyment expectations of residents
There may be noise, odors, or other impacts, as well as
employees, walk-in trade, or sales” (Dolan, 2012).

Light Industrial/Light
Industry

assembly, distributing, fabricating, processing, repairing, storing,
testing, or transporting of goods, machines or materials, and
includes autobody shops, but excludes animal processing, auto
wrecking, bulk fuel or chemical storage or refining, gravel
extraction, log storage, manufacture of concrete products, refuse
disposal, and wood processing (District of Sechelt, 2011).

x

Chapter 1.

Introduction

In the early phases of city development, cities tended to be mixed-use
environments: housing was next to retail uses, farm animals were contained on the lower
levels of dwelling units, and people often lived and worked in the same building (Hodge
and Gordon, 2013). After the impacts of the industrial revolution became apparent and
cities in North America began to adopt zoning bylaws, local governments tended to favour
single-use zones that separated land uses to reduce potential conflicts: discrete zones
that allowed only residential, commercial, industrial, or institutional uses became the norm
in most locales (Hodge and Gordon, 2013). However, toward the end of the 20th century,
planners, particularly those favouring a New Urbanist approach, looked to mixed-use
zoning to increase affordability, encourage walkability, and create places where people
could live, work, and play (Congress for New Urbanism, 2019). In addition, as the noxious
impacts of industrial uses have declined and manufacturing has declined in North
American cities, the uses that now occupy industrial areas tend to focus on storage,
assembly, or small-scale manufacturing. This opens new opportunities to investigate the
potential of single-use industrial lands as future mixed-use zones that allow for a range of
residential and commercial uses.
In addition, with high housing costs in southwest British Columbia communities, it
is becoming increasingly difficult for residents to afford their rent or own homes 1. In coastal
and resort areas, local entrepreneurs and business owners are having difficulty attracting
and retaining staff who cannot afford to move to the region as a result of the high housing
costs. As an example, the District of Sechelt is struggling with this issue. The District is
interested in exploring options to allow business owners and local entrepreneurs to live
where they work, where possible, and provide affordable housing options for themselves
and their staff within light industrial zones.

1

54% of households in the District of Sechelt are spending over 30% of their income on rent
and utilities (BC Non-Profit Housing Association, 2019).

1

1.1. Purpose and Scope
The purpose of this research is to determine best case options for the District of
Sechelt to allow small businesses and local entrepreneurs in light industrial settings to live
where they work, own their land, and establish affordable housing options for themselves
and their staff. In addition, the District is interested in taking actions that achieve the
sustainable and economic development goals and objectives defined in the Official
Community Plan (OCP). The consideration of new industrial/residential mixed-use zoning
would be one method that could achieve these aspects of the OCP.
Currently the District does contain commercial/residential mixed use zoning which
allows for residential units located above commercial space on the street level. However,
in the industrial zones, the only allowable dwelling option in Sechelt is a caretaker suite.
Using a case study approach that examines practices in other communities, this research
will investigate the impacts and benefits of industrial/residential mixed use zoning, and will
then provide recommendations that fit the context and sense of place in the District of
Sechelt. Beyond questions of mixed land use, Sechelt is experiencing a lack of affordable
housing, changing lifestyles and household composition, an aging population, changing
housing typology needs, and difficulties in attracting and retaining a younger workforce.
All of these factors will need to be considered in an evaluation of new zoning options.
By creating sustainable options, people can grow their businesses and contribute
to the local economy. The ability to access live-work options could reduce the overall
monthly costs for people wanting to grow a business. It has the potential to expand some
of the craft manufacturers, artisans, trades, etc. to move from home-based to brick and
mortar options. It can also provide an opportunity for established businesses to attract
and retain staff by increasing housing options. Some of these options may be permanent
housing and some temporary. The approach could reduce the barriers to entry for new
business.

2

1.2. Background: The District of Sechelt
The District of Sechelt has a rich and vibrant history. Approximately a 40-minute
ferry ride from Vancouver, British Columbia and a 30-minute drive along the coast, the
District of Sechelt is located on the Sunshine Coast of British Columbia. It includes the
Village of Sechelt, Selma Park, Davis Bay, Wilson Creek, West Sechelt, East and West
Porpoise Bay, Sandy Hook and Tuwanek. The Village of Sechelt was incorporated on
February 15, 1956; then a boundary expansion in 1986 to include the surrounding
unincorporated areas prompted the incorporation of the District of Sechelt. The District is
approximately 39.71 km² (15.33 sq mi) in area and is home to just over 10,200 residents
(Statistics Canada, 2016).
“Sechelt is the name of a town, a peninsula, an inlet, and a people. The town is a
small community sitting on a sandbar; the narrow Sechelt isthmus which separates
Sechelt Inlet from the Salish Sea. Named after the original First Nations people of the
region – the shíshálh – the word Sechelt means “land between two waters” (District of
Sechelt, OCP 2010, p.8).
The shíshálh peoples (Sechelt First Nation) territory is between Queens Reach in
Jervis Inlet and Howe Sound on the south of B.C. “Historically there were four main
settlements at kalpilin (Pender Harbour), ts’unay (Deserted Bay), xenichen (Jervis Inlet)
and tewankw near Porpoise Bay. The Sechelt First Nations governing structure is unique
in British Columbia. The Sechelt Indian Government District (SIGD) is a local government
that was established by the Nation, province, and federal government in 1987. Becoming
a local government under this legislation offers the District the same powers as other
municipalities across B.C. These powers include: enacting bylaws; imposing taxes on
residents and businesses; infrastructure maintenance; disposal services; and emergency
services. The SIGD also has a seat on the Sunshine Coast Regional District Board.
The Sunshine Coast Regional District is made up of five electoral areas; Pender
Harbour and Egmont (Area A), Halfmoon Bay (Area B), Roberts Creek (Area D),
Elphinstone (Area E), West Howe Sound (Area F); two local governments, the District of
Sechelt, and the Town of Gibsons, and the Sechelt Indian Government District. The
3

Sunshine Coast Regional District has a total population of 29,970 with the District of
Sechelt having the highest population of local jurisdictions within the region.

4

SIGD

District of Sechelt
Town of Gibsons

Figure 1: SCRD Electoral Areas

Excerpt from: Sunshine Coast Regional District (2019)
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Figure 2: Sunshine Coast Regional District Population

The District of Sechelt’s population is aging. At the time of the 2016 census,
Sechelt’s population had a median age of 56.6 years – much older than the provincial
median age of 43.0 years. The average age of Sechelt residents is 51.1 years old
compared to the provincial average age of 42.3 years. Comparing British Columbia to
the District of Sechelt, figure 2 shows that over one-third of the people living in Sechelt
are over the age of 64 (Statistics Canada, 2016). Overall, the population in Sechelt has
been increasing steadily since 1996, and much of this growth has been in the upper
cohorts of the District’s demographic profile. The reason for the steady increase in the
aging population is “the quality of life on the Sunshine Coast, and relative affordability
compared to more urban areas of the Lower Mainland, make Sechelt attractive to many

6

retirees seeking a high-quality life in a smaller community” (District of Sechelt, OCP
2010, p.7).

Figure 3: District of Sechelt Population Trend
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Figure 4: District of Sechelt and British Columbia Age Group Comparison

The District of Sechelt has experienced a declining resource sector which
includes; logging, forestry, fish farming (for a period of time) and gravel extraction.
According to the 2016 Census, the District of Sechelt has five main occupations: sales
and service; trades; management; administration; and government. As noted in figure 5,
Sechelt is a sales and service-oriented community with over 25% of the workforce in this
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occupational group, followed by trades, transport and equipment operators at 16.6% of
the workforce. Rounding out the main occupations are management, administration and
government occupations, respectively. Of the overall workforce, 12.6% of people living
in the District of Sechelt work from home.
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Figure 5: District of Sechelt Occupations

Figure 6 shows the average monthly rent in Sechelt is $1,059 compared to British
Columbia’s average rent which is $1,148 per month. The District of Sechelt is the largest
municipality on the Sunshine Coast and, on average, residents pay roughly $100 less than
the average rent for the Province. The average is likely skewed due to the high rent of
Metro Vancouver and lower rents in other rural areas of the Province. The average rent
for a two bedroom unit in Sechelt is roughly $1,600 a month. Relative to the median
income 2 (figure 8), however, rents in Sechelt are higher as a percentage of income than
in the B.C. average. Figure 7 shows 29% of renters in Sechelt spend over 50% of their
monthly income on rent and utilities. In comparison, 21% of renters in British Columbia
are spending more than 50% of their monthly income on rent and utilities. The BC NonProfit Housing Association (2019) states “housing is typically considered affordable if a
household spends less than 30% of its before-tax income on rent plus utilities and that if

2

Median income used to best represent the incomes of both geographical areas.
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a household spends more than 50% of income on rent it is considered in need of affordable
housing”. These statistics and figures illustrate that a significant proportion of renters in
Sechelt, as well as in British Columbia, are spending a high proportion of their income on
rent, which speaks to the need for affordable housing options for the area.

Average Monthly Rent - Including Utilities
$1,400
$1,200

$1,148

$1,059

$1,000
$800
$600
$400
$200
$0

British Columbia

Sechelt

Figure 6: Average Monthly Rent, British Columbia and District of Sechelt
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Figure 7: Households Spending Over 50% of Income on Rent & Utilities, British Columbia
vs. District of Sechelt
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Median Incomes
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Figure 8: British Columbia vs. District of Sechelt, Median Incomes

The District of Sechelt faces several of the same issues faced by other amenityorientated communities (Whistler, Banff, Canmore, Okanagan, Parksville, etc.). Retirees
want to live in these communities; however, the support workers, government
employees, hospital staff and other service sector employees are faced with
unreasonable housing costs and cannot enter the market. Therefore, it is becoming
increasingly difficult to attract and retain a younger demographic. This proves to be
unstainable. Sechelt, a small community, lacking the large hospitality investors found in
Whistler and Banff, does not have the ability to make employee housing a requirement
of development.
As outlined in the District’s OCP, Sechelt aspires to be a place where residents can live,
work, and play (District of Sechelt, 2010). To maintain this in the community, it is
imperative that the District of Sechelt work both toward attracting more small businesses
and entrepreneurs while ensuring that there is a supply of affordable housing for business
owners and their staff. In addition, given that 12.6% residents work from home, the
development of live/work units could be a desirable form of housing in the District. The
following will explore the options available to the District of Sechelt to allow business
owners and local entrepreneurs to live where they work and provide housing options for
their staff through sustainable development practices in light industrial areas.

10

Based on a review of three case studies with successful live-work options in mixed
use developments and some, located on a brownfield site, this research paper will provide
options for Sechelt to encourage affordable housing, enhance economic development,
and create a greater sense of place with associated social and community benefits. The
paper will conclude with recommendations for policy and zoning changes that could be
implemented by the District.

11

Chapter 2.

Methodology

2.1. Research Approach
The method used to conduct this research was a review of published data sources
from a wide range of local governments, with a focus on planning documents related to
mixed use zoning, specifically in those municipalities that have implemented live/work
zoning in former light industrial zones. When this data focus proved to be too narrow, the
search was expanded to include a more general review of mixed-use zoning. Provincial
and federal documentation was also investigated for information on regulations or policies
that could impact the implementation of residential/light industrial zoning.
Following the identification of three examples applicable to the current research, a
case study approach was used to fully understand the issues relating to these mixed use
zoning examples. In addition, extensive efforts were made to fully understand the local
context in the District of Sechelt through a review of local government materials, web
investigations, and statistical profiling. A final area of investigation was the history of the
District and surrounding area, as this information provides additional direction on the
issues impacting this locale.
Overall, the research is generally qualitative in nature, with the exception of
statistical data obtained from federal and provincial statistical sources. This approach
allows the researcher to fully investigate appropriate comparable examples and extract
those elements most applicable to the context found in the District of Sechelt.
The qualitative data has been collected by an inductive case study approach.
Each case study researched had connections to the context in Sechelt; each permitted
residential uses in light industrial areas; each was characterized by issues relating to
affordable housing; and each supported live/work building formats. Four areas were
investigated for each case study: (1) the history/development of the mixed use zone; (2)
the form of the live-work zoning developed in each example; (3) community comments as
outlined in staff reports or other documentation; and (4) each development’s efforts to
address issues of sustainability. The review of each case study includes an analysis of
12

the issues and problems associated with the implementation of the mixed use zones, and
draws out those components with applicability to the District of Sechelt.

Overall, this

research method illuminates how other communities can change policies (OCP) and
regulations (zoning bylaw) and create and implement positive solutions for live-work
options in light industrial areas.
Theoretically, this research is grounded in a New Urbanism philosophical
approach. In 2006 Grant described New Urbanism as a new way of thinking, and her
findings still hold true today. Grant notes, “drawing on historic lessons from the most
beautiful and successful cities, new urban approaches appeal of compact, mixed use,
walkable and relatively self-contained communities” (Grant, 2006, p. 3). New Urbanism
began to grow into a potential approach to eliminate sprawl through design. Following
this, the Congress for New Urbanism (2019) discussed New Urbanism as an approach
that focusses “on the principles of how cities and towns had been built for the last several
centuries: walkable blocks and streets, housing and shopping in close proximity, and
accessible public spaces”. These principles can be practical to new development, infill,
revitalization, and preservation projects.

The Congress for New Urbanism specific

principles, under the Charter of the New Urbanism, are under three segments; the region,
the neighbourhood, and the building. However, perhaps more vital, these three scales
are interconnected and interdependent.

The Charter of the New Urbanism has 27

principles organized by the three scales (Calthorpe et al. 2001). In short, “New Urbanism
focuses on human-scaled urban design” (Congress for New Urbanism, 2019).
In addition, Calthorpe (2001) perceives New Urbanism as focusing on physical
design, which is “critical to the future of our communities” (Calthorpe et al. 2001, p. 279).
Though Calthorpe (2001) identifies economic, social and political issues as critical, New
Urbanists advocate for further attention to design. Calthorpe suggests New Urbanism
“attempts to update traditional urbanism to fit our modern lifestyles and increasingly
complex economies” (Calthorpe et al. 2001, p. 279). The idea being, that design should
be involved as a critical piece of solving issues that administrative programs and money
alone cannot.
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Following the New Urbanist approach, Peter Calthorpe described seven principles
for building better cities; preserve natural ecologies, agrarian landscapes and cultural
heritage sites, create mixed-use and mixed income neighbourhoods, design walkable
streets and human scale neighbourhoods, prioritize bicycle networks and auto free streets,
increase density of road network, limit block size, develop quality and affordable transit
and match density to transit capacity. Many of the principles under the Charter of New
Urbanism and those presented by Calthorpe have been considered in the design of the
light industrial/mixed use sites in the case studies discussed below.

2.2. Limitations
The researcher did not apply to the VIU Research Ethics Board to receive approval
to conduct research involving human participants. The researcher determined that
employing research methods that included a survey, focus groups, interviews, or other
qualitative or quantitative methods that required the involvement of human subjects was
not necessary to obtain the data needed to conduct this research. Instead, through a
review of publicly available information, the researcher was able to find the necessary data
and develop the recommendations to shape future land use decisions in the District of
Sechelt for live/work zoning. That is, it was determined that a more removed approach
allowed the researcher to fully investigate and evaluate potential options for the District
without being influenced or biased by individuals who held positive or negative opinions
on the implementation of mixed-use zoning.

This approach could be considered a

limitation of the study, and this issue is more fully discussed in the conclusion section of
this major project.
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Chapter 3.

Literature Review

This literature review is divided into four sections: 1) a review of the District of
Sechelt’s Official Community Plan and zoning bylaw to set the context of the study; 2)
context of live/work; 3) benefits of live/work; and 4) placemaking. Each section carries
significant importance to the research and, combined they provide the current body of
knowledge relating to live/work zoning and its applicability to the District of Sechelt.

3.1. Existing Policy Review - District of Sechelt
Knowing the District of Sechelt’s planning land use goals and objectives enable
the researcher to determine the suitable live-work options for the community.

The

information below is extracted from the District of Sechelt’s OCP and Zoning Bylaw and is
a review of the policies that focus on the following key terms: light industrial; live-work;
sustainability; and economic development.
In the District of Sechelt’s OCP, light industrial is defined as “a range of economic
activities that are characterized as lower in intensity, cleaner and are able to control the
external effects of the use. Typical uses include assembly, distribution, repairing, storage
and transport of goods, packaging, fabrication of materials and products from previously
manufactured materials” (District of Sechelt, OCP 2010, p. 211). “Light industrial use is
an important part of the Sechelt economy and is supported as a long-term use” (District of
Sechelt, OCP 2010, p. 118). Support of industrial use ensures that Sechelt’s economy
can continue to grow and support new businesses. Sechelt has identified that it must
ensure enough industrial and commercial area/land to meet the long-term needs of the
community. According to the OCP, there are 211.6 ha zoned for commercial and industrial
land uses which equates to less than 2% of the land within the District. “Approximately 85
ha of the total consists of land at the Sechelt airport, and the remaining 44 ha are zoned
for other industrial uses” (District of Sechelt, OCP 2010, p. 56). As mentioned in the OCP,
Sechelt has recognized that additional commercial/industrial lands are needed for a strong
local economy in the long term. The future land use designations map within the OCP
describes the enlargement of industrial lands in the East Porpoise Bay area which

15

encompasses Sechelt Inlet Crescent which is directly beside SIGD land. In addition, the
land use map describes enlarging the Field Road/Airport Industrial area with a mixed use
area at Field Road and Highway 101.
Sechelt has created business areas through OCP designations.

The OCP

describes the difficulty for the business community because of the spread-out
development pattern of commercial and industrial areas. Within the Business/Industry
and Working Waterfront land use section there are two main industrial areas that permit
light industrial uses; East Porpoise Bay which includes Sechelt Inlet Crescent and Field
Road/Airport Industrial Area. These two areas have been circled and labelled in figure 9.
A variety of existing business uses are located in each industrial area. In East
Porpoise Bay, the existing business uses are a motel, sand and gravel retailer, retail and
wholesale, warehousing, office and retail and service of used cars and trucks. The closest
amenity to East Porpoise Bay is the Tsain-Ko Village Shopping Centre which is 1.18 km,
about a 20 minute walk away.

Google Earth (2019) shows the variety of existing

businesses in the Field Road/Airport Industrial Area. The existing business uses in this
area include retail, wood processing, veterinary clinic, vehicle repair shop, office and
airport. The closest amenities to the Field Road/Airport Industrial Area are 1.53 km, a 25
minute walk away.
The OCP provides direction for the establishment of “distinct zones for
manufacturing and processing, light industrial and “working waterfront” (marine business)
areas” (District of Sechelt, OCP 2010, p. 135). Sechelt has determined that light industrial
uses are important to the community for the long term. Light industrial areas employ and
contribute to the community and without these uses local economies can not grow
effectively. In order to support a viable local economy and enable affordable housing (livework in light industrial areas for business owners and their employees), amendments to
the light industrial land use policies of the OCP must be made.
Within the Working Waterfront designation, the OCP states “a limited amount of
residential use to accommodate live-work businesses or to allow existing single family
uses to rebuild within their existing footprint will also be considered…” (District of Sechelt,
OCP 2010, p. 36). This allows for local businesses that operate light industrial uses within
16

the Working Waterfront designation to have residential uses in the same building to
promote live where you work settings. The waterfront of any community should be used
as a main draw for tourism. Limiting the amount of single-family residential homes and
having more local businesses will strengthen the local economy and promote more
tourism.
“Wharf Avenue Redevelopment” section 6.16 (b), describes objectives to
redevelop Wharf Street into more of a retail sector with residential or office uses above
and commercial/retail space on the ground level of buildings. The section recommends
in the long term to have service commercial uses relocate to the light industrial areas of
Sechelt. The “Downtown First” section 7.9 also discusses service commercial and light
industrial uses that are located on Warf Avenue relocating to industrial areas to assist in
transforming the Warf Avenue area into higher density uses as described in section 6.16
(b).
The implementation of the OCP is supported by the District of Sechelt’s Zoning
Bylaw No. 25 (1987). Within the zoning bylaw there are seven industrial zones (I-1 to I-7)
with each industrial zone having unique sets of permitted uses. From the seven industrial
zones there are only three that would be suitable for live-work development: Industrial
Zones I-3, I-6 and I-7. Within the three zones there are multiple permitted uses, including
light industry, warehousing, retail, office, hotel, and restaurant. The ideal industrial zone
to house live-work is I-3, due to the less intrusive industrial uses such as storage, retail,
etc. Industrial zones I-1, I-2, I-4 and I-5 are not suitable for the live work concept due to
high impact uses such as: logging, airport noise, etc.
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East Porpoise Bay
Light Industrial Area

Airport/Field Road
Light Industrial Area

Figure 9: District of Sechelt Zoning Map.
Excerpt from: (District of Sechelt, 1987)
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3.2. Context of Live-Work
The concept of live-work is not a new or innovative term, and extensive literature
is available on this concept. Live-work zones were developed because some people prefer
to work from home and not commute to work, and also to recognize that the idea is
perhaps as ancient as the gathering of people in urban environments. The purpose of this
section is to explore the history of live-work, define what live-work is, delve into the
advantages and disadvantages of the live-work concept for cities, communities and
citizens.

3.2.1.

History of Live-Work
While multiple definitions have been derived for live-work, at its core it means living

and working on or near the same plot of land. Dolan (2012) states “live-work is a building,
unit, or compound in which residential and work activities are pursued on that same
property by most, if not all of the same”.

Writer and urbanist Jane Jacobs, “was an

advocate for dense, mixed-use urban environments with small blocks, which she felt,
promoted walkability, social connection safety and vitality” (Reynes, 2018, p.27). Jacobs
was a strong advocate for maintaining the life of cities through the retention of mixed use,
fine scale zoning. In the Death and Life of Great American Cities (1961) Jacobs argues
that many great plans do not succeed because they do not coincide with how cities really
work. Jacobs explained that many interactions and collaborations within cities produce a
positive environment, which contributes to the development of a great city.

Jacobs

credited these interactions to mixed-use and the maintenance of variety in urban
character.
According to Grant (2002), cities within North America at the beginning of the 20th
century began segregating different land uses, regulating loud, irritating industries by
creating single-use areas. Grant explains that in the early years of planning, incompatible
land uses were segregated, using distance and buffers, to create safe and efficient areas.
However, starting in the 1980s and continuing into the 21st century, planners began to
support the idea of mixed land uses to create more healthy and sustainable communities
(Grant, 2002).
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People across the country and the world spend “a substantial portion of their days
at home, at their job and at getting from home to work and back” (Angel & Blei, 2016, p.
22). This makes the spare time that people have extremely valuable and important to
them. It is no surprise that “where we live and where we work matter to us…” (Angel &
Blei, 2016, p. 22), it is our livelihood and what people do daily. People want to live their
lives in a way that aligns with their values. According to the American Association of State
Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO, 2013, Table 2-1, p.9), trips to and from
work account for one quarter of the trips people make which are generally not enjoyable
trips; however, they are required.
Angel & Blei (2016), created the Mosaic of Live-Work Communities model. They
define this model of the metropolitan area as “a mosaic of discrete live-work communities,
where workers’ homes and their jobs are all within walking or bicycling distance to each
other” (p.22). This model has a striking resemblance to Ebenzer Howard’s ideal proposed
city in his book Garden Cities of Tomorrow (1899). This model (figure 10) shows that the
need for people to travel long and far distances is not necessary. The small pockets
represent short distances travelled and can also be interpreted as areas of high social
interaction between people, because of less commuting and more time spent doing the
things people want to do.

Figure 10: Mosaic of Live-Work Communities Model
Excerpt from: (Angel & Biel, 2016, p. 22)
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3.2.2.

Impacts on Land Use
Planners, cities, developers and community members are starting to slowly

embrace the idea of mixed-use (work-live) developments. Unfortunately, separated
activities and developments are still the norm in most cities. Nevertheless, there are
disconnects and barriers to implementation, that make it challenging to have live-work
development built. Often, the disconnect is between policy direction and regulations.
Knowing the impacts of live-work and attempting to minimize them will show community
members that all options have been reviewed prior to beginning and changing the specific
bylaws.
Many policy documents will contain supportive languages however, policies and
guidelines may be difficult to implement the guidelines because the regulations are
outdated and complex. Typical barriers to mixed use, infill and live-work, are the tendency
to over-regulate the area because planners and municipalities find it easier to do and the
investors comprehend it better. As a result, municipalities make the “good” difficult and
reward the conventional sprawl development.
Kakal (2010) discusses that the reason conflicts in live-work areas arise is because
the “live-work typologies, coupled with the local politics, socio economic and physical
environment in which they are immersed can yield live-work communities that perform at
vastly different capacities” (p.12.).

Kakal (2010) states that the main difficulty in

completing live-work developments is because municipalities have the need to
compromise “between residential requirements of privacy, security and quiet enjoyment
expectations with those of employment such as parking requirements, utilities and
storage” (p. 12). The difficulty lies not only in how to define live-work developments but
also in how to make them fit within outdated legislation and regulations. With these
conflicts in mind, Kakal (2010) researched home building and industry-specific magazines
(Hardin, 2003; Pinard, 2002; Jenkins, 1998; Ohm et. al, 1996) that discuss the difficulties
that directly affect achieving completion of live-work developments. Below is Kakal’s
(2010) synopsis of the challenges live-work developments face:
•

“Municipal zoning bylaws put restrictions on the types of uses permitted, maximum
allowable floor space, parking requirements and signage acreage. This leads to
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design issues that can limit the ability of employment activities to flourish in livework dwellings.
•

Building code regulations such as ceiling and building heights, maximum number
of persons allowed, result in procedural constraints that increase the cost of livework units.

•

Due to shifting socio-economic trends, live-work units are increasingly being
marketed and sold to the upwardly mobile class. This leads to an increase in
property values resulting in affordability concerns (Blackwell, 2006).

•

Pressures for residential reversion of live-work units have the unintended
consequence of 'imported Not In My Back Yard (NIMBYism)' which can be
understood as the gradual displacement of existing residents practicing year-round
employment because of neighbourhood opposition to their activities. This is
prevalent predominantly in established employment areas where a surge in the
local resident population can drive out established commercial enterprises.

•

Residential reversion may also occur where a live-work development is located in
a neighbourhood that has yet to transition into a commercial centre. In such areas,
where economic activity is currently unviable, the units are likely to be used as
purely residential. This can again lead to NIMBYism where the units that do occupy
a business may receive opposition from the surrounding neighbours” (Kakal, 2010,
p.13).
The City of Vancouver (2001, p.9) identifies three levels of impacts from live-work

which include impacts “on the resident or business tenant of the unit, on the residents or
businesses in other units in the building and of the building on its neighbours”. There are
many impacts that come from live-work areas. The City of Vancouver (2001, p.9) outlines
a multitude of impacts such as; “noise, toxic fumes, odours, danger of fire/explosion,
security (strangers), traffic, parking and loading…”.

The severity of these impacts

dependds on the type of work that is being carried out. For example, an artist may not
create a lot of noise; however, their work could produce minimal paint odours. When
discussing impacts, community members may fear that live-work areas could become a
nuisance or impede the quality of life of others. The City of Vancouver (2001, p.9)
recognizes that there are different levels of impacts “threats of life or health, nuisance or
disruption of quiet enjoyment, and economic impact” and each impact must be weighed
and be community specific. Rather than separate uses, municipalities can require creative
ways to mitigate impacts such as strict odour controls in marihuana production could be
required.
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There are common mistakes in live-work projects that are related to land use.
Dolan (2012) describes that live-work projects can become unsuccessful due to
specifically creating these places for a target audience such as artists or local small
business entrepreneurs and then having the project turn into a residential area. “The result
will be a greatly diminished sense of community within the project once tenants or owners
are “only sleeping there” (Dolan, 2012 p. 8).
Grant (2002) suggests that people push back when municipalities discuss
combining industrial areas with residential, commercial uses etc. However, with the
availability of new “clean” technology, such as wind turbines or electric vehicles, which are
quieter, emit less odours and are cleaner, researchers are suggesting that residents may
become more accepting of combining industrial areas with other uses. However, in her
research, Grant found that people generally still do not accept integrating industrial
uses/areas.
Not-In-My-Back-Yard (NIMBY) is a term that is used often to describe community
members who do not want certain projects or developments near their residence. Grant
(2002) explains how people do not want certain land uses near them. She explains that
in the 1980s when mixed-use zoning was created, the idea received a large public
response. Impacts can be better managed and mitigated through form based codes to
reduce and address public concerns. Form based codes focus on the public realm and
the facade of buildings whereas commonly euclidean/use-based zoning focus on land
uses. “Conventional zoning is downright sinister in the ways that it forms a barrier again
good urbanism” (Flint, 2014). Flint (2014) explains that conventional zoning prohibits livework options, residential uses over retail uses, and all other mixed use environments that
have a proven method for vitality, walkability and convenience. Zoning has been one of
many reasons why sprawling suburbs and disinvestment of cities and towns are
happening. Flint (2014) describes the problem with municipalities is that their zoning has
not changed or been updated for the present or future. Form based codes were created
by New Urbanists “to physically define streets and public spaces as places of shared use,
and to build complete neighbourhoods that are compact, pedestrian-friendly, and mixedused” (Steuteville, 2017).

23

Kim and Hewings (2013) suggest that the decisions municipalities make regarding
land use designations have the potential to affect the workforce market and in turn the
performance of the municipal economy. Though municipalities want their community to
grow and flourish, the decisions made are likely to put pressure on the housing supply.
Growing communities need strategic housing typologies, instead of limiting where they
can be developed. Glaeser (2006) acknowledges that the statement “No Homes, No
People, No Jobs” encapsulates how land use designations can affect the housing supply.
If municipalities make poor land use decisions, the housing supply can be limited which
can lead to a loss of affordability and can make it challenging to attract workers, retain
employees, and small scale businesses which, in turn, may lead to a loss of jobs.
In the industrial period leading to recent times, planners and decision makers
wanted to separate people from industrial and manufacturing uses because of the odour,
noise, air emissions etc. The intent of land use separations was to mitigate impacts. The
separation of uses through zoning and other aspects still happens today; however, is
slowly changing with the New Urbanism approach and the realization light industrial uses
can be integrated with residential to address affordable housing.
The challenges described above show what developers, planners and city officials
deal with when proposing and building live-work units. These challenges set themselves
apart from other housing typologies, making live-work a “dynamic, mixed-use, sociospatial phenomenon, one that planners and policy makers may play an influential role in
determining” (Kakal, 2010, p.13).

3.2.3.

Potential Socio-Economic Impacts of Live-Work
As with most developments, live-work developments need to be constructed with

the specific uses in mind. Though many live-work forms can be constructed anywhere,
a development that is constructed in the wrong spot or when the design of the live-work
space does not meet the needs of the users “…can lead to a situation that often fails to
meet its full potential and, at worst, can result in a social and/or financial disaster” (Dolan,
2012, p.8), such as business loss. Mistakes can be made before, during and after
construction of live-work projects. Dolan (2012) p.8 explains that failure to examine and
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recognize the needs of the users of these live-work buildings can cause them to become
socially isolated and depressed. Living and working in the same building could create the
potential for depression and a decrease in quality of life. Location is the key. The design
of live-work buildings in an area that does not promote social interaction or that is designed
well but on a street that does not encourage interaction can also lead to isolation of the
users.

3.2.4.

Types of Live-Work
As Dolan (2012) discusses, there are three live-work proximity types: live-with, live-

near, and live-nearby. The three live-work proximity types “refer to the form of the unit,
specifically how the work space and residence are physically arranged in relation to each
other” (Dolan, 2012, p. 16). For these live-work proximity types to succeed, design and
organization is an important element to ensure that the space is maximized.
Live-with proximity (figure 11) consists of the living space and work space
combined in one area. Artists or people not needing a lot of residential use space are
the typical occupant. The unit is one space that has all living amenities within that
space. There is a living area, kitchen area and working space. The design of these
spaces is entirely up to the person(s) occupying the space. The occupants can
determine how much space is going to be designated for the “live” function and the
“work” function. “The form of a live-with unit is typically either a single level high
ceilinged space with a full-height work space, a sleeping area and bathroom on a
mezzanine level open to the work space below, and a kitchen/dining area below the
mezzanine” (Dolan, 2012, p. 17). The Live-with concept best represents a home based
business. The home based business and live-work are correlated.

25

Figure 11: Live-With Option.

Excerpt from: (Dolan, 2012, p.45).

Live-near proximity (figure 12) is the same as what people think of when they think
“live-work with”. Live-work with has a residential (living) space above the commercial/retail
space on the ground floor level. This style of live-work allows for people to feel they have
left work even though they are separated by a floor. “A work space in a different room
from the living space is also a form of live-near; in that case the separation is a wall…”
(Dolan, 2012, p. 18). Having separation by a wall, floor, etc. is what constitutes “live-near”.
The separation can provide the necessary balance from work but still have the advantage
of zero-commuting.
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Figure 12: Live-Near Option.

Excerpt from: (Dolan, 2012, p. 47)

Live-nearby proximity (figure 13) consists of two separate buildings with a short
walk in-between. The studio building could be a carriage house, a renovated garage, or
secondary structure.

Generally, what prevents the live-nearby concept is zoning

regulation. People looking to replicate this concept should do their due diligence to ensure
local bylaws allow for the uses requested (Dolan, 2012, p.48). Live-nearby mimics the
live-near unit type except the working and living units are separate. Having a separate
building to do work can work better for entrepreneurs or business owners who have
meetings with clients and who have employees. An example of what a live-nearby work
space could be is a mechanical garage on the same property as the home of the owner.
The owner would walk from their home over to the garage to work for the day without
leaving their property. This model could work well in light industrial areas as well as large
lot residential and laneways.
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Figure 13: Live-Nearby Option.
Excerpt from: (Dolan, 2012, p. 48)

3.2.5.

Benefits of Living Where You Work
Dolan (2012) writes that in the late 1980s the term “zero-commute living” was

created to define live-work. Zero-commute living was created from several arguments “to
make commuting less attractive and live-work more desirable” (Dolan, 2012, p. 4). Dolan
(2012) argues that there are eight positives to the live-work and zero-commute living
concept:
(1) Live-work makes living and working affordable. Choosing to live and work in
the same building automatically eliminates a rent payment for entrepreneurs.
(2) By not commuting there are major savings in transportation such as fuel and
vehicle maintenance costs.
(3) Having a dual-income household with one income as a “zero-commute living”
or working nearby can add to the savings of the household.
(4) Live-work allows for people to not only live and work in the same building but
also to maximize their time spent pursuing other passions. The amount of time not spent
commuting is transferred into extracurricular activities.
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(5) Society is moving towards convenience.

One of the contributors to

convenience is social media and on-line video-conferencing. The ability to be one click or
a push of a button from being face to face or talking to a contractor allows for live-work to
be successful.
(6) Working close to home allows for more control over one’s schedule. Being able
to work when you want is attractive to some people.
(7) Live-work can be constructed anywhere within any cities. Live-work can be
and should be located near transit, services and amenities.
(8) Local governments are giving out incentives and are encouraging the building
of new live-work communities and buildings.
One of the advantages of live-work is the distance it takes to travel from one’s
place of residence to one’s place of employment. Living where you work is a unique
lifestyle choice. It is not easy to make happen; however, community members can have
a successful and quality life if they choose to live where they work. In many cities and
communities, the two types of spaces (live and work) are often separated. Though
separation is necessary for some occupations to avoid issues between adjacent
incompatible land uses, it can also be attributed to the lack of knowledge around potential
benefits from live-work developments. There are many opportunities and reasons to
provide places to live and work on the same land instead of following traditional forms of
land use and separating all types of spaces.
This unique lifestyle choice has many benefits, including limited commuting time,
reduced carbon footprint, increased social and community interaction, and, as a result of
the foregoing, an increased quality of life. In his book “The New Urbanity: The Rise of a
New America,” Nelson (2009) suggested an increasing number of people want to live near
work opportunities within the United States. Through the research, he noted that the
percentage of detached home ownership for households with children is decreasing. With
this trend away from traditional forms of housing and neighbourhood composition, Nelson
observed a growing trend in the number of people choosing accessible, walkable and
denser neighbourhoods. These neighbourhoods are more likely to include condominiums,
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live-work buildings and are less likely to be typified by a “mono-crop” of single family
homes. Through his analysis, Nelson (2009) predicted that this trend will continue and
urban residents will increasingly choose to live in more accessible and walkable
neighbourhoods. According to the 2016 Census Long Commutes to Work by Car Study,
there is a small increase in Canadians (1.6% between 2011 and 2016) commuting less
than 60 minutes in a car to their place of employment. The average commuting time in a
car for the 12.6 million Canadians is 24 minutes. This shows that more Canadians are
choosing to live near where they work. Simply put, people either want to live where they
work or work where they live. These studies show that Canadians may be slowly realizing
the benefits of living and working close to each other (live-work) and/or having a greater
availability of live-work situations.
Jane Jacobs also addresses this issue in her famous text. In the Death and Life of
Great American Cities (1961), Jacobs discusses that mixed-use areas provide safety.
Jacobs explains how mixed-use areas can encourage more frequent use of a space and
in effect provide for safer environments because more “eyes are on the streets”.
Residents want to feel safe in their neighbourhood, including when they are not at home
or if they venture out late at night. Live-work residents can provide continuous surveillance
because live-work users have a variety of hours they work, which assists in preventing
crime. Furthermore, stable neighbourhoods retain the character of a neighbourhood and
are more resilient to change, argues Jacobs (1961). To stay stable, neighbourhoods must
keep their residents instead of them moving away. Jacobs was not afraid of change and
recognized that peoples’ interests and needs (income, family, friends and occupation)
change over time. People move often in order to find a neighbourhood that is more in line
with their needs. Offering an assortment of uses and living options to the public will
contribute to having a secure, safe and stable community.
There have been many conversations with multiple safety organizations (police,
planners, etc.) to determine how to prevent crime in communities and in public spaces.
An architect and planner, Oscar Newman (1972), wrote the book Defensible Space: Crime
Prevention through Urban Design. Newman (1972) studied the design of public housing
and crime rates. “Newman reported that over half of all crimes were committed in less
visible locations or in places with potential for concealment” (Cozens & Love, 2015, p.
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394). Newman suggested that “cities could be designed in such a way that crime would
be reduced” (Reynes, 2018, p.21). Newman (1973) suggests that if we designed our
spaces and areas in such a way that encourages community members to stay in the
community and space, then there would be less of a need for law enforcement because
these areas are being occupied by the community sharing a common goal. Live-work is
designed for entrepreneurs and their employees to have their own hours and work when
they decide is best. CPTED relates to the live-work concept because the design of these
live-work spaces and the eyes on the street at different times throughout the day and the
environment all support safer mixed-use areas.

3.3. What Makes Community?
Throughout the years, many professionals and researchers have sought how to
establish community and place. There are a variety of disciplines that explore how to
create community and a sense of place: Planning, Urban Design, Sociology and
Psychology. This section is intended to show what characteristics and factors are needed
to successfully build community and create a sense of place.
Planning a successful community that is responsive to people’s emotions, needs,
desires is a difficult task. The way people interact within their community is a way to
determine if the community was built successfully or if it was a failure.
Nasar (1998) researched how to understand how both the appearances and
environmental elements affect how people measure community and place. Nasar (1998,
p.62-73) determined that people measured their space/community/place based on broad
measures and created five attributes of environments:
•

“Naturalness

•

Upkeep/civilities

•

Openness and defined space

•

Historical significance/content

•

Order” (Reynes, 2018, p. 9).
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These five attributes play an extremely important role in the way people view
place/community and space. “Aesthetic appreciation of the urban environment is primarily
visual and kinesthetic (through movement).

Experiencing urban environment is,

nonetheless, multi-sensory, hearing, smelling and tactility can be more important than
vision” (Carmona, 2010, p.169).
Following the basic needs of humans and Nasar’s five attributes and how they can
assist in establishing community, researchers have done a considerable amount of work
in determining what makes a great community. The Project for Public Spaces (2019)
created “The Place Diagram” which can be used to determine what makes a place good
or bad (figure 14). Instead of having the center of the circle saying “place,” one can replace
it with “community”. Not only do the four main characteristics apply to what makes a great
place, the other characteristics apply to establishing a successful community. The same
four basic characteristics apply to place as they do to community:
1. Sociability
2. Uses and activities
3. Access and linkages
4. Comfort and image

In terms of live-work, achieving these four characteristics will ensure residents
want to live in industrial areas. It is inherent people want to live where they can be social,
active, access amenities and feel comfortable. These four characteristics can achieve
community and residents in live-work areas can benefit when all four are attained.
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Figure 14: Characteristics of What Makes a Great Space
Excerpt from: (Project for Public Spaces, 2019)

When planning for great communities, planners need to think about everyone. The
8-80 cities concept, created by Gil Penalosa, is a way of planning cities to ensure
everyone’s needs are considered in the plans. The 8-80 concept believes that if people
plan cities for citizens who are 8 years old and 80 years old, they will create cities that
work for all residents.

This same concept can be applied to communities or even

neighbourhoods. The 8-80 Cities’ (2019) mission is to “improve the quality of life for
people in cities by bringing citizens together to enhance mobility and public space so that
together we can create more vibrant, healthy, and equitable communities”. That is a core
goal of planners who want to create change and bring communities together.
The literature discussed above provides a summary of the positives and
challenges presented by live-work and what the impacts are on land use. Live-work,
shown through the research, is a beneficial choice in housing. If this housing typology is
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built with a focus on creating community, live-work can have positive impacts on people’s
quality of life. There are many common denominators between Nasar, the Project for
Public Spaces and 8-80 for building community and place.

“Overall people desire

protection from environmental factors be it cars, noise, or weather as well as an
aesthetically pleasing place…” (Reynes, 2018, p. 10).
The three case studies discussed below, Dockside Green, BedZed and Tiny
Homes, incorporate what was discussed in the literature review above. The discussion
topics under each case study, history, live-work, community and sustainability, were found
to be key parts of live-work housing in the literature. The case studies and ideas and
concepts from the literature review will provide options for Sechelt to encourage affordable
housing, enhance economic development, and create a greater sense of place with its
associated social and community benefits. From these options, the author will identify the
most relevant ideas and concepts from each case study to put forth as recommendations
for the District of Sechelt.
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Chapter 4.

Case Studies

4.1. Case Study #1: Dockside Green, Victoria, B.C.
4.1.1.

History of Dockside Green
Located in Victoria, British Columbia, many people consider Dockside Green to be

the world’s biggest sustainable mixed-use development. “Dockside Green is the largest
development in Victoria, British Columbia’s history, it involves the reclamation and
redevelopment of 15 acres of formally industrial waterfront property” (Perkins + Will, 2019).
The Dockside Green development has many proposed uses including commercial,
residential, live/work, work/live and light industrial uses which account for an area of 1.3
million square feet. When this project was proposed, the stakeholders involved aimed to
revitalize the parcel of land from a heavy industrial/contaminated site to a LEED Platinum
development (Farr, 2008, p. 258). It proved to be the first North American project to
register for the LEED Neighbourhood Development rating (Dockside Green, 2019).
According to Dockside Green (2019), the project is 25 percent completed, with an
expected full completion date of 2027.

The Dockside Green website mentions the

following have been completed:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

266 residential units
49 affordable housing units
13 businesses located in 3 commercial/industrial buildings
An onsite wastewater treatment plant and greywater recycling system
A greenway, waterway and mewsway that connects the entire site
A district energy facility
Temporary space for interim uses such as urban agriculture, art
installations and public markets (Dockside Green, 2019).

Areas that are not completed yet are:
•
•
•
•
•

10 residential buildings, equaling 1,100 residential units
A commercial center which will feature new retail and office space
A law office
Brewery/distillery (light industrial use)
Kids playpark
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•
•
•

Off-leash dog park
Public urban plaza
Indoor community gathering space (Dockside Green, 2019).

The Dockside Green development will have a featured park that will act as the
spine of the neighbourhood with a water course ending at the circular village plaza at the
south end. The featured park will be connected to the Galloping Goose Trail that extends
from Victoria to Sooke.

When fully completed, Dockside Green will be home to

approximately “2,500 people in a walkable live/work, work/live mixed-use community with
offices, retail, hotel and light industrial facilities” (Platt, 2009, p.72).
Farr (2008) has described key design, planning and sustainable factors at
Dockside Green, listed below:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

15 acres site
Approximately 860 dwelling units
All 26 buildings planned for LEED Platinum certification
45-55 percent estimated building energy saving
11 percent affordable housing
Biomass cogeneration facility
Biodiesel facility
Reuse or recycle at least 90 percent of waste on-site
Dedicated pedestrian and cyclist routes run through the heart of the
development
Neighbourhood retail
Open space
Biodiversity corridors
Stormwater systems
On-site waste water treatment
Water treatment
Walkable streets and networks
Car sharing
Large District energy systems (p. 258).
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Figure 15: Dockside Green

Excerpt from: (Perkins + Will, 2019)

4.1.2.

Live-Work
The Dockside Green development includes buildings with live-work capabilities to

enhance the neighbourhood. Part 7.1 – M-1, Limited Light Industrial District of the City of
Victoria’s Zoning Bylaw states that:
“1 (1) the purposes of this section are:
(a) To permit limited light industrial uses, excluding manufacturing, processing and
assembly, that are general compatible with one another; and
(b) To permit as uses “high tech”, “work-live”, service-commercial, and limited
retail uses that are compatible and complementary to limited light industrial
uses.
1 (2) in this Part, “work-live” means a use that:
(a) Combines residential use, as an accessory use, with any of the indoor uses
otherwise permitted under this Part, as a principal use; and
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(b) Is located in a unit that is a room or suite of rooms of which not more than 50%
of the floor space is used for residential use (City of Victoria, 1999).
Permitting live-work uses at Dockside Green gives residents the opportunity to
work on the development site, which offers flexibility by limiting commuting, saving funds
and having a higher quality of life. In conjunction with permitting live-work uses, the
Dockside Green development team in October 2017 completed 49 affordable homes to
be rented to people who have a total yearly household income between $28,000 and
$65,000. Allowing live-work uses and providing affordable housing shows that Dockside
Green developers are committed to their community because they want all residents to
have the same opportunity (Times Colonist, 2017).

4.1.3.

Community
To encourage a community feel at Dockside Green, developers have created

dedicated pedestrian and bike lanes.

Farr (2008) discusses the creation of the

amphitheater and an area dedicated for public art, which encourage the use of the space
and therefore promotes interaction between the residents as well as revel in the
landscape. Not completed, yet but in the plans, are community gathering areas: Dockside
Landing; Dockside Commons; the Playroom; Café Plaza; and the Mutt Strut area. Each
proposed area encourages interaction between visitors and residents.
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Figure 16: Dockside Landing

Excerpt from: (Dockside Green, 2019)

Dockside Landing (figure 16) is going to become the main central plaza at
Dockside Green. It will have commercial and retail services and will also offer space for
markets, outdoor concerts, and gatherings.
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Figure 17: Dockside Commons

Excerpt from: (Dockside Green, 2019)

Dockside Commons (figure 17) is a large green space that will be available to
residents and visitors to the area. Dockside Green describes this space and its intentions
as a gathering space that can have many uses such as an amphitheatre, active play or
passive enjoyment (Dockside Green, 2019).

Figure 18: The Playroom

Excerpt from: (Dockside Green, 2019)
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The creation of the Playroom (figure 18) provides as a play area for children. Not
only does it allow for children to interact in a safe manner, it allows for adults to be
integrated as well. The park is centrally located in the middle of the Dockside Green
neighbourhood.

Figure 19: Café Plaza

Excerpt from: (Dockside Green, 2019)

The Café Plaza (figure 19) is completed and located along the Galloping Goose
Trail, a regional multi-use trail that crosses several municipalities before ending in Victoria.
The proximity of the Plaza to the Galloping Goose Trail invites users to explore both public
spaces and creates opportunities for interaction. Besides an outdoor seating area, there
are retail businesses which offer food and drinks for users to enjoy.
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Figure 20: The Mutt Strut

Excerpt from: (Dockside Green, 2019)

The Mutt Strut (figure 20) is planned to be a dog park for not only the residents of
Dockside Green to use but rather everyone. It is a large green space that will allow pet
owners to interact while their animals enjoy a large open area.
Though the Dockside Green development has offered a variety of amenities on
site, the developers are “committed to retaining the industrial and historical character of
the Dockside Green site…” (Dockside Green, 2014, p. 9) and along with this, a full
commitment to mixed use zoning. The Dockside Green developers have identified seven
precincts within the site (figure 21). Precinct #5, better known as Harbour Road Precinctm
will have the most industrial structures on the Dockside Green site. The precinct will
contain pre-existing small-scale industrial buildings, with “proposed commercial buildings
that are intended to form a lively and inviting front with building character playing off the
industrial history and context of the site” (Dockside Green, 2014, p. 18). Shown in figure
21, the Dockside Green site is directly across the street from industrial and marine
industrial uses. The interaction between Dockside Green and the adjacent industrial area
is a balance between highlighting the past as well as promoting the future. The Dockside
Green website (2014) discusses the use of urban design to celebrate the industrial uses
within and adjacent to the site and, in addition, mitigating noise pollution and other conflicts
through building design and strategic placement.
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Figure 21: Dockside Green Precincts
Excerpt from: Dockside Green, 2014, p. 18

4.1.4.

Sustainability
The Dockside Green developers have broken down sustainability into three

elements on their website; social, economic and environmental. This section will focus on
the environmental elements laid out by Dockside Green. Victoria has a long history of
dumping raw sewage into the ocean. After environmental and public push back, the City
of Victoria decided to construct a wastewater treatment plant. Dockside decided to build
their own biomass heating and water treatment plant. “The plant is located under the park
between the Synergy and Inspiration buildings” (Platt, 2009, p.85). The Dockside Green
website outlines the operations of the wastewater treatment plant below:
“The sewage treatment plant will produce water that is equivalent to the drinking
water standards quality in Singapore. In the beginning stages of development at
Dockside Green, the plant will process 140 cubic metres per day, or 1 litre per
second of treated water. At full build-out, treated flows from the site will equal
380 cubic metres per day (702,240 gallons in a week) - equivalent to the amount
of water it takes to fill an Olympic size swimming pool. It is estimated that the
use of treated water will save about 30.8 million of water per year at build-out.
The remaining treated water will be used to fill the naturalized waterway that will
from the south end to the north end of the site” (Sustainability Report, 2007,
p.17).
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Figure 22: Dockside Green Waste Water Treatment Plant
Excerpt from: (Dockside Green, 2019)

Not only did the developers invest in a treatment plant, they are also using Biomass
technology.

With the installation of the Biomass facility, it reaffirms Dockside’s

commitment to achieving neutral greenhouse gas emissions. Below is an explanation of
how Dockside will achieve neutral greenhouse gas emissions with the Biomass facility;
“Provide a biomass co-generation facility to be "greenhouse gas neutral" from a
building energy perspective, using biomass energy with the purchase of green
power certificates. A centralized biomass gasification plant is being designed and
built. The site work is underway .... The plant will be fully backed up by natural
gas boilers for peak loads and maintenance ... The technology is that of Nexterra
Systems, a Be company. The waste wood gasification process produces a gas
that is then burned to produce renewable hot water for buildings and domestic
hot water heating. This is a smokeless, odourless and efficient process that
requires only 3,000 tonnes of bone-dry waste wood per year” (Sustainability
Report, 2007, p.14).
Dockside Green developers invested in the use of renewable energies as well. On top of
the buildings within the neighbourhood are wind turbines and green roofs. This allows for
the development to create its own energy and sell the extra energy to the City of Victoria.
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4.1.5.

Results
The Dockside Green site is going in a positive direction. “The developers of the

project, driven by a strong vision for urban regeneration that doesn’t simply aim to
maximize profit, are producing a model that is responsive to larger social and civic
concerns” (Pirie, 2017). Instead of focusing strictly on achieving the highest LEED points
and certification, the stakeholders and team at Dockside Green have focused their energy
on building a community that is open and appealing to all. Not only does Dockside offer
low-income housing and opportunities for live-work, the project has created a
neighbourhood that allows people to travel to work in sustainable ways (public transit,
biking, car sharing etc.). According to Trovit, a real estate company, a one bedroom and
one bathroom condominium was listed at $425,000 in March 2019. Another was listed for
$449,900 for a one bedroom and one-bathroom unit. The cost of these condos is partly
due to the many amenities that Dockside Green offers, proximate location to downtown,
and speculatively on the allowance for mixed use zoning and the character and
streetscape created by this planning model. There are many challenges that come with
this redevelopment and gentrification of a large site, which adds to the cost of the units. It
should be noted, with the increased housing costs across British Columbia and the market
response to the Dockside Green units, the prices increased tremendously after the first
year of being on the market.
In 2005, the City of Victoria and the Dockside Green developers signed a Master
Development Agreement (MDA). The MDA was amended twice since the original signing
date.

The MDA amendment in 2014 seeks to amend five elements; subdivision,

transportation demand management (TDM), LEED, amenity package and timing and
sustainability centre (Dockside Green, 2014). The amendments are minor and are looking
to update language and be more in line with current plans and policies.
According to Webb (2009), the MDA signed in 2005 stated that the developers of Dockside
Green and the City of Victoria made an agreement to uphold and support affordable
housing at Dockside Green. “It was agreed upon that 31% of the residential units of the
“city lands”, the land gifted by the city, would be affordable housing” (Webb, 2009, p. 3).
To achieve this, the developers provided three million dollars of their “own money towards
the affordable housing units and agreeing…to limit profit on 20% of the total residential
45

units to 13% of the entire development cost” (Webb, 2009, p.3). Webb (2009) states that
the city has agreed to pay a portion of the building permit fee for the entire site and that
either party would pursue more assistance from higher levels of government.
The developers agreed through the MDA that they would create a Dockside Housing
Advisory Committee. This committee’s intent is to advise developers on issues regarding
housing affordability (Webb, 2009, p.3). It has been noted that the Victoria City Council
has agreed that the developer has satisfied their affordable housing obligation.
Live-work is not just living above retail on the ground level. As discussed above,
it can be living nearby work as well. Dockside has integrated commercial and retail within
the neighbourhood allowing for residents to work and live in the same vicinity. This allows
for residents to commute less and therefore have a higher quality of life.
With the installation of the biomass and waste water treatment facility, it not only
makes Dockside sustainable but it gives the residents opportunities for significant savings.
Farr (2008) states that each resident can monitor their water and heat usage through
sensors and monitors which is known to reduce usage by 20 percent.
Dockside Green is arguably the jewel of Victoria in terms of sustainable
development. The creation of a self-sufficient neighbourhood built on a brownfield site is
an achievement. Many municipalities will offer incentives to encourage redevelopment of
brownfield sites. Dockside Green agreed to give $3 million towards the affordable housing
units and agreed to limit profit on 20% of the residential units built. To incentivize this, the
City of Victoria gifted 31% of the residential land and stated it must be affordable housing.
In addition, the City waived a portion of the building permit fee.

Developers and

municipalities enter agreements such as this, for both parties to achieve their goals. The
City wanted to ensure that affordable housing units, among others, are built and remain
affordable and the developer wanted to make money. Community members want to come
live, work and play in this new neighbourhood. Besides offering a percentage of units as
affordable rental housing units, Dockside is conscious of the environment and has taken
steps to limiting their waste. This neighbourhood serves as a model for integrating new
live, work, and play spaces into an urban environment.
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4.2. Case Study #2: BedZed, London, England
4.2.1.

History of BedZed
BedZed is a walkable live-work community designed to promote sustainability and

healthy communities. “The Beddington Zero Energy Development (BedZed) is UK’s
largest mixed-use sustainable community. It was completed and occupied in 2002 and is
located in the London Bourough of Sutton, on the suburban fringe of the city” (Chance,
2009, p. 527). BedZed was built on an old sewage works area and was a partnership
between BioRegional (environmental experts), Bill Dunster Architects (BDA) and, the
Peabody Trust (developers). The idea of BedZed was created because Bill Dunster of
BDA wanted to make another “…mixed-use, zero-energy approach to a larger scale, Hope
House, while BioRegional had outgrown their offices” (Chance, 2009, p. 530).

Figure 23: BedZed Location (Aerial)
Excerpt from: (Young, 2015, p. 76)
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BedZed is a brownfield development that features live-work units aimed to reduce
the daily work commute.

The partners that have created BedZed are socially and

environmentally conscious. “The Peabody Trust is a development partner and funds the
affordable housing component at BedZed” (Platt, 2009, p.86). With BedZed’s live-work
design and car sharing opportunity, it aims to reduce the need for vehicles and to reduce
residents’ carbon footprint. This was done to have minimal commuting and employment
opportunities within the community. Platt (2009) mentions that affordable housing was one
of the goals of BedZed, with 18 per cent of the units subsidized by the developer partner,
the Peabody Trust. According to Mitula (2019), a real estate company in England, a two
bedroom and two bathroom condo listed for sale within the BedZed community at
£320,000 which roughly equals $557,360 CAD (March 2019). Similar to Dockside Green,
the cost of the condos are likely due to the many amenities that the development offers.
Farr (2008) described key design, planning and sustainable factors at BedZed as:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

4.08 acres land site
82 dwelling units
Approximately 30,000 square feet of office space and community facilities
Achieve zero net carbon emission through the use of alternative energies
including CHP system, photovoltaic panels and wind-drive natural
ventilation
Reduced potable water consumption by 30 percent
15 per cent of construction material reused or recycled
50 percent reduction in fossil-fuel consumption from private car use
compared to conventional development
Reduced heat consumption by 90 percent
Power 40 electric vehicles using photovoltaic panels
Large district energy systems
Walkable streets and networks
Food Production
Stormwater systems
Car sharing (p.214)
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Figure 24: BedZed Community
Excerpt from: (Bioregional, 2019)

4.2.2.

Live-Work
BedZed has been targeted to the working urban professionals whose employment

is home based because of the live-work areas as well as the minimal need for commuting.
BedZed has 26,910 square feet of office, work and community space, which is ideal for
live-work options. At the BedZed village, there are a total of 82 residential units. These
work-live units resemble the “live-with option” described by Dolan. (see Figure 25 & 26).
As shown below, there is a living space that has been combined into a working space.
This allows for the resident to separate themselves from work even though it is across the
room. The upper loft is the sleeping area and has the potential for a bathroom with the
bedroom. Though the space is not large, it is functional. These mini-units can provide for
specific uses such as arts and crafts, stay-at-home meetings, or design work.
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Figure 25: BedZed Live-With Option
Excerpt from: (Arup Journal, 2003)

Figure 26: BedZed Live-With Option
Excerpt from: (Arup Journal, 2003)
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4.2.3.

Community

Figure 27: Layout of BedZed
Excerpt from: (Bioregional, 2019)

The layout of BedZed was purposefully created to make the interior of the village
space car free and allow parking on the perimeter of the village. The site plan (figure 27)
shows the layout for BedZed. The light blue which is on the perimeter of the site is the
allocation of parking. “Until society is forced by energy shortages to reduce autodependency, ground consuming parking will always be a necessity” (Platt, 2009, p.90).
(Farr, 2007) discusses how the parking on the perimeter has created a car-free
village centre. He also mentions how other design elements have attributed to pedestrian
friendly areas. “Community facilities, including playing fields and a village square are
within easy walking distance. Shared building walls and garden spaces promote casual
interaction between neighbors and have resulted in such events as a farmers’ market, a
music festival, and an organic Christmas dinner” (Farr, 2007, p. 214). The creation of
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pedestrian friendly areas can facilitate a community-feel.

For BedZed to meet their

alternative transportation goals, they have “an on-site care club, ample secure cycle
parking, excellent public transport links and 0.6 car parking spaces per home” (Bioregional
& Schoon, N., 2016 p.4). To encourage less vehicle use, there needs to be a successful
model of transit. BedZed has three bus routes going past the village and a train station
that is 600 meters away, well within walking distance.
Bioregional & Schoon, N., (2016) speaks about how the BedZed residents pride
themselves on being a community. To create community, many of the homes at BedZed
have outdoor areas, which consist of balconies and small gardens on the ground, first or
second floor. To encourage community and be connected in your surroundings, there are
bridges that span over the streets to connect residents to their gardens (Figure 28). “On
average they knew 20 of their neighbours by name, while two thirds felt they knew more
people living in the eco-village than they did when living in their previous neighbourhoods”
(Bioregional & Schoon, N., 2016 p.13).
The Sutton Council where BedZed is located, has a site allocation plan. This plan
(appendix A) has a brief section labeled BW14 which discusses the long-term plan of redesignating

part

of

open

space

within

the

BedZed

development

as

“education/community”. In addition, the plan discusses the open space around BedZed
will have a regional park and a playing field built. The creation of this brief document
ensures that the BedZed neighbourhood will continue to focus on community-oriented
development.
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Figure 28: BedZed Dunster Street Walking Path
Excerpt from: (Bioregional, 2019)

Figure 29: BedZed Residential Deck
Excerpt from: (Bioregional, 2019)
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Figure 30: BedZed Communal Space
Excerpt from: (Bioregional, 2019)

4.2.4.

Sustainability
“The achievement of carbon-neutral status relies heavily on lifestyle factors, not

merely efficient buildings” (Farr, 2007, p. 214).

Farr (2007) speaks to the building

envelope design being highly efficient. The building is airtight which allows for no air to
escape, maximizing the energy savings. The installation of superinsulation assists in
maintaining the temperature of the building. The building, windows and rooms were all
faced strategically to allow for the best possible natural heating and cooling. The living
spaces were faced south to take advantage of the solar heat whereas the workspaces
and offices were faced north to allow for cooler temperatures and less direct light. The
bright colored tubes on top of the buildings are the natural ventilation system that is driven
through wind energy. “…Wind cowls to draw fresh air into homes, preheating it as it
passes next to warm, stale air leaving the building” (Farr, 2007, p. 214). Farr (2007)
discusses key sustainability highlights and goals that BedZed set out to accomplish which
includes 15 percent of construction materials used were either reused or recycled
materials, residents lowered their heat usage by 90 percent, a 50 percent decline in fossilfuel usage from residents using their private cars less compared to conventional
developments and the use of photovoltaic panels and wind-drive natural ventilation. Farr
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(2007) mentions that BedZed has set a benchmark of powering 40 electric vehicles using
photovoltaic panels.
The environmental expert company, Bioregional, a partner in the BedZed village,
created the One Planet Living framework. This framework has been codeveloped with the
World Wildlife Fund (WWF) and is made up of ten principles which are health and
happiness, equity and local economy, culture and community, land nature, sustainable
water, land and sustainable food, travel and transport, materials and products, zero waste
and zero carbon energy (figure 31). These principles were applied to BedZed to create a
sustainable community. Bioregional created these principles to show people “it is easier
to do the right thing than to live unsustainably” (Bioregional, 2019).

Figure 31: One Planet Living Framework

Excerpt from: (Bioregional, 2019)
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4.2.5.

Results
The benefits of living where you work (limited commuting time, reducing the carbon

footprint, increased social interaction and, increased quality of life) were discussed above
in the literature review section and will be used to determine if BedZed successfully
created a healthy and happy community.
Though not all the dwellings at the BedZed project are live-work, some are. The
creation of these has allowed people to have limited to zero commuting. Studies have
shown that reducing commuting time in vehicles can increase happiness. Since those
residents of BedZed who live and work within the development do not use cars to get to
their employment, their carbon footprint has been reduced. In addition, BedZed has
created a car sharing program that allows for residents to use and share vehicles. The
layout and design are purposefully done to create community. With no traffic allowed in
the center, community gardens and large gathering spaces allow for community
interaction. This tightknit community flourishes because its’ residents share the same
ideas and thoughts around being sustainable. The village square and sports facilities
allow for children to play on the streets and promote physical activity. The combination of
all these elements increases the residents’ quality of life.
Of course, every project also has challenges. BedZed had the goal of achieving
“permanent carbon neutral status” (Farr, 2008, p. 214). The development failed to reach
this goal because of failed technologies. The owners of BedZed are optimistic they will
reach their goal in hopes of new technologies being more reliable. BedZed’s walkable
design and pedestrian friendly areas do extremely well. The combination of parking on
the outside limits of the development and the car free section in the middle of the
development allows for a pedestrian first focus and poses a limited risk to the residents.
However, the allowance of one vehicle per dwelling, can increase the amount of vehicle
traffic in a small area, which could cause potential challenges such as limited areas for
pedestrians to walk safely and limited space for cyclists while travelling. Planners in
Sutton were critical of the project because they thought that building this project would
have a high cost and that it would become unpopular (Madden, 2013). However, BedZed
is still popular regardless of the concerns of planners.
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BedZed is an excellent combination between sustainability and community. The
developers had focused on sustainability and creating community through limiting vehicle
traffic and giving the opportunity for kids to play on the street. The opportunity to live in a
complex that is specifically designed for the interaction between people creates a
successful place and community that encourages people to come live there.

4.3. Case Study #3: Tiny Homes, Grand Forks, BC
4.3.1.

History of Tiny Homes in Grand Forks
The City of Grand Forks in British Columbia has a population of 4,409 people

(Statistics Canada, 2019).

Grand Forks has been an early adopter among BC

municipalities in permitting tiny houses. Grand Forks defines tiny houses as a “dwelling
unit” along with additional clarifications but does not have a specific zone within their
zoning bylaw for tiny houses. Tiny houses are treated as granny suites or small homes.
The Grand Forks Zoning Bylaw section 23.1 states “a tiny house on wheels must be
constructed to be used as a full-time residence according to the current British Columbia
Building Code or the CSA Z240 or Z240RV standard for recreational vehicles if it is
premanufactured” (The City of Grand Forks Bylaw, 2018, p.15). The Bylaw under the
Dwelling Unit definition (h) stipulates that the built tiny home must be “greater than 12
square metres and less than 29 square metres, designed to be used as a full-time
residence in this climate” (The City of Grand Forks Bylaw, 2018, p.4). According to The
Tiny House Festival (2017), there are six communities in British Columbia that allow tiny
homes: (1) Grand Forks, (2) Sunshine Valley, (3) Maple Ridge, (4) Tofino, (5) Bridesville,
and (6) Ucluelet. Unfortunately, the main reason why Tiny Homes are not widely permitted
in municipalities is because they do not fully adhere to the building code which usually
means they do not have a foundation, the door width is too narrow, the stairs are too steep,
or the unit is not hooked up to community services or septic and water.
The OCP of Grand Forks includes a “Tiny House Development Permit Area (DPA)”
(Grand Forks OCP, 2011, p. 67(1). Grand Forks describes what the DPA (appendix B)
applies to as well as additional guidelines for the Tiny House to follow.
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“The intent of this Development Permit Area is to guide the incremental
densification of existing residential areas with accessory dwelling units (laneway
houses and carriage homes, referred to as Garden Suites and temporary Tiny
Houses on Wheels), as well as promote compact and clustered development
patterns in new residential areas where small homes are desired” (Grand Forks
OCP, 2011, p. 67(1)).
The guidelines within the DPA that refer to sustainability are below in the next
section. The following are the specifications in the Tiny House DPA that do not pertain to
sustainability but are necessary to be granted the DPA:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

4.3.2.

“Consider adaptable design and universal accessibility
Tiny Houses on Wheels must be skirted with a finished insulating material
the same quality as or complementary to the cladding of the Tiny House
In all residential zones, Tiny Houses on Wheels must have a deck or porch
attached, with appropriate stairs or ramp, to signify that they are semipermanent in nature
Buildings must share the services of the primary unit as per the City Bylaws
for water, sewer, electrical services
Entrances should face the street (or laneway, if sited on a lane) and have
direct pedestrian access from the street. Windows should provide “eyes
on the lane” for security
Shared driveways are encouraged to reduce paved surfaces
Provide vehicle access via rear lanes where they are available
Provide private outdoor space of at least 9 square metres for each of the
primary residence and accessory dwelling unit
Provide for clothesline use” (Grand Forks, OCP, p. 67 (1)-(2)).

Live-Work
Tiny homes encompass a small footprint. Live-work within these units can be

difficult partly due to limited floor area. The benefit of tiny homes is that they can be easily
moved to different areas of land, however this makes them temporary and a Temporary
Use Permit would be required if the zoning does not allow for a dwelling unit. In areas
where tiny homes are permitted, the applicant will be required to file for a development
permit application and meet all civic requirements. Grand Forks OCP (2011) describes
that the city supports the construction of tiny homes and that the guidelines are there to
ensure the owner builds their home with “urban design, livability, durability and an
attractive appearance over the long term” (Grand Forks OCP, 2011, p. 67(1)). A Tiny
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House can also be made permanent if they follow regulations. Below the Grand Forks
Zoning Bylaw (2018) under the General Regulations, section 23.2 and 23.3, describes
how a Tiny House can be permanent and how it can be temporary;
Section 23.2: “For residential zones permitting a single-family dwelling with a floor
area between 18 and 29 square metres or a Garden Suite, the Tiny House on
Wheels must be converted to a single-family dwelling or a Garden Suite by
placement on a full-depth perimeter or point support foundation, subject to the
conditions of a Building Permit from the City” (p.15).
Section 23.3: “A person must obtain a Temporary Use Permit to place a Tiny
House on Wheels that is not converted to a principal dwelling or garden suite in a
zone where it is not permitted, such that: (a) bonding sufficient for removal of the
Tiny House on Wheels is provided to the City before the time of placement; and
(b) the Tiny House on Wheels is removed at the end of the Permit period; or (c) to
remain on the property the Tiny House on Wheels must be converted as per
subsection 23.2” (p.15-16).
According to the literature discussed earlier, live-work units vary and are not strictly
live above where you work. In terms of a tiny house, a small and affordable dwelling could
be placed anywhere that the municipality’s bylaw allows for it. For most, living near their
place of employment can save money because of the lowered transportation costs. With
the capability of moving your home at any time and to any allowable place has attractive
benefits to people, while having the municipality or land owner provide the necessary
requirements such as connections to community infrastructure or site based servicing.

4.3.3.

Community
Tiny Homes serve the same purpose as a single-family home; they are just

smaller. Smaller homes including condos and apartments allow for greater density in a
given area. People who share the same feelings and passions about particular things are
more likely to interact with each other. Residents of tiny homes who share the same
passion for this lifestyle will connect easier because of their shared lifestyle. Tiny homes
constructed in a complex, cluster development or comprehensive area allow for allocation
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of more open space, however this is not always the case. More open space can enhance
the social interaction between all age groups, which is a known benefit of a live-work
community.

4.3.4.

Sustainability
Grand Forks OCP (2011) discusses the guidelines for the building and structure of

the Tiny House. Tiny homes have a small footprint, which challenges builders to be
creative through utilizing all space effectively. To qualify for the tiny house DPA, owners
must be creative in building to meet the sustainability requirements. The guidelines in the
tiny house DPA are unique and are only in this DPA. Below are the guidelines for building
tiny homes that support sustainability;
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

“Orient buildings to maximize opportunities for passive solar heating and
natural lighting
Use natural ventilation and cooling systems
Consider the use of green roof systems to reduce stormwater runoff,
reduce energy costs and improve visual appearance
Use building products that demonstrate re-use, upcycling and green
technology
Developments are encouraged to seek Passive House, LEED, or other
sustainability certification
Buildings should be clad with durable aesthetically acceptable and
environmentally friendly materials at least as good of quality as primary
dwelling; vinyl and aluminum siding is not acceptable
Limit the use of potable water for landscape irrigation
Provide natural filtration of rainwater into the site through techniques
including rain gardens, rainwater collection systems, bioswales and
permeable paving or crushed rock for driveways”. (Grand Forks, OCP, p.
67 (1)-(2)).
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Figure 32: Example of a Tiny House
Excerpt from: (Tiny Home Festival, 2017)

4.3.5.

Results
The creation of tiny homes is a good example of how people deal with affordable

housing issues. Though space is small, the benefits can be large. According to Rewild
Homes (2018), a tiny home manufacturer, the company can build tiny homes that range
in price from $25,000 to $150,000. With the addition of purchasing land, the idea of owning
your home on your land is becoming more of a reality. However, municipalities cannot
allow homes that do not meet the provincial building code. The creation of the Tiny Home
DPA is a good idea because it is aimed to get tiny home owners to modify their tiny home
to meet building code or, if not, meant to be permanent, to meet recreational vehicle
standards.
Similar to Tiny Homes, Dr. John Brown at the University of Calgary in the
environmental design faculty created a prototype of an accessory unit designed for
seniors to be located in the backyard of (family or in close proximity) residential lots.
This prototype was designed to assist the aging population by not entering dependent
living facilities before it is medically necessary. The 42.73 square metered one bedroom
prefabricated unit is designed to be temporary. This prototype was designed to be safe
and accessible for the aging population. The unit incorporated advanced medical
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monitoring technology and a variety of equipment to ensure the safety and accessibility
of the aging user (Brown, 2016, p. 2).
Overall, tiny homes and smaller units may not be a permanent fix to issues such
as the housing crisis however they offer a suitable option to small businesses and local
entrepreneurs to live where they work, own their land, and establish affordable housing
options for themselves and staff. Tiny home units can be used to provide housing options
quickly in areas with limited affordable options. Tiny homes have people living in them
yearlong with discussions of the creation of a tiny house village. These homes are for
people with unique ideas who want to save money, limit the amount of goods they own,
and be sustainable. Tiny Homes are scalable. Businesses, owners, etc. might not want
to incur the expense of a carriage home however, being able to have a tiny home unit on
a time limited basis is a possibility. In addition, it allows people interested in tiny homes .
to try the units before committing to more significant construction. To retain staff, owners
of light industrial land could purchase tiny homes and place them on the industrial site to
allow for zero commuting and cheaper rent.
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Chapter 5.

Results

This section combines the findings from the literature review and the three case
studies, and identifies the issues, trends, and factors that have applicability to the
development of live-work zoning in the District of Sechelt.

5.1. Findings
The literature review illustrated that the idea of living in proximity to where one
works is as old as the development of urban environments. While single use zoning
became the norm in the three decades from 1950 forward, the 1980s saw a renewed
interest in mixed use zoning, largely prompted by the New Urbanists. In addition, general
themes that were investigated in the literature review included a policy review of the
District of Sechelt, the context of live-work, benefits of living where you work,
impacts/conflicts in land use, and placemaking. The reasoning for such a wide range of
topics is because, if implemented, live-work occupancy in Sechelt has the potential to
benefit many sectors of society, which means planners need to be aware of the expansive
benefits that could result when creating supportive policy and regulations.
Through the review of literature, it was found that live-work is a positive option for
people from a variety of viewpoints. Of course, living where you work is a lifestyle choice
and does not follow the norm of living in a single-family dwelling in a single use zone while
commuting to work. Researchers in this area suggest that live-work zoning can relate to
higher quality of life due to reduced commuting, reduced expenses, and reduced carbon
footprints. However, it was also found that live-work has challenges, the most difficult
being entrenched single use zoning. These zoning bylaws inhibit the abilities of
developments to allow living and working in the same building. In the social context, livework may be isolating (especially if the business is run by just one person and the dwelling
unit is sited far from any others in an industrial area). Ideally, zoning could be amended to
avoid one-off developments and instead seek to create communities of live-work
opportunities. The review of literature reveals the concept of live-work has three models
created by Thomas Dolan. Dolan (2012) described live-near, live-with and live-nearby as
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the three models. Models such as these demonstrate the vast variety of the live-work
concept. The concept of live-work is proven not only to be living area above working area
but rather living area coinciding with the working area in the same dwelling and the living
area in a separate dwelling to the working area. As Glaeser (2006) explained “no people,
no homes no jobs”, meaning homes and jobs are an important aspect to attract and retain
people to a municipality.
The researcher examined the literature on live-work and looked at three case
studies to find practices that could be applied to the District of Sechelt. Each case study
was reviewed extensively to extract those elements that would be of interest to the District
of Sechelt. These findings are summarized below.

5.1.1.

Dockside Green Findings
Dockside Green is a large neighbourhood development that prides itself on being

sustainable. With their goal of having every building being LEED certified, the developers
want this development to be like no other. Dockside separates sustainability into three
components; economic, environmental, and social. Economic sustainability means
bringing in new and local businesses that can last a long time in the neighbourhood as
well as ensuring the buildings are being utilized properly to generate income.
Environmental sustainability is found in the waste water treatment plant on site, renewable
energy systems (wind energy), and their storm water management systems. Social
sustainability relates to the gathering spaces and community elements of the
development. Additional infrastructure has been put in place or is planned to encourage
people to use different forms of transportation. The developers have built bike lanes,
sidewalks, areas for car sharing and multiple bus stops along the street network. Noted
in the literature, Dockside Green had strong sustainability objectives. Some of these
objectives are difficult to transfer to a small community like Sechelt, partly because of the
scale of the project, the commitment and resources required from the District (such as
contributing land to the project as the City of Victoria did), and developers not being willing
to take the risk.
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Dockside has focused on keeping a variety of occupations within or near the
neighbourhood. Creating a neighbourhood where you can live and where you work gives
the residents new opportunities in an existing urban environment.

5.1.2.

BedZed Findings
BedZed is a large brownfield urban development, that was built “with two goals in

mind; to create a sustainable, urban community and to demonstrate to government, the
construction industry and the public, that sustainable housing can compete in the
mainstream housing market” (Forrest, 2011, p. 83). Similar to Dockside Green, BedZed’s
main focus is environmental sustainability. The developers looked to create low energy
housing that had onsite renewable energy, high efficiency appliances, and visible energy
tracking. They installed water conservation equipment that would collect the rainwater,
recycle the grey water and use high efficiency appliances (Forrest, 2011). The developers
also made making BedZed a socially sustainable place to live. A socially sustainable
place to live means that the residents can live in an area that is “easy, attractive and
affordable” (BRESCU, 2002).
According to Forrest (2011), BedZed focused on creating a healthy and happy
community. The developers integrated different incomes and backgrounds, different
occupancy types, building community playing field, pavilion and square, bicycle paths,
marginalized roads and parking, neighbour interaction, car sharing, limited parking,
parking fees and close access to public transport (Forrest, 2011, p.86). BedZed also set
out to create a zero-energy community.
BedZed’s live-work units are small however they were intended for artists,
meetings and design professions. Residents move into new areas for a multitude of
reasons; however, “there is uncertainty about whether new residents have modified or
have not modified their previous lifestyle when they moved to BedZed” (Forrest, 2011,
p.89).
BedZed is similar to Dockside Green (case study #1); however, it appears that
BedZed’s attempt to be a net-zero-energy community has failed. The main reason for the
failure is the residents. Described in case study #2, the residents must want to live a
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sustainable lifestyle through recycling and limiting heat and water consumption.

In

addition, failed equipment does not allow BedZed to have carbon neutral status, however
the developers are optimistic that new technologies will allow them to reach this status.
Overall, BedZed has been viewed as successful in their attempts to combine sustainability
and community.

5.1.3.

Tiny Home Findings
Tiny Homes are a unique and relatively new housing choice in British Columbia.

As mentioned in case study #3, there are six communities that currently permit tiny
homes. Tiny homes allow flexibility for the owner of the home as well as the owner of
the land. The owner of the tiny home must make sure that the tiny home is built (on-site
or premanufactured) to the BC Building Code standard. If the tiny home is on wheels, it
must be suitable for transport as well. In Grand Forks, if the tiny home is built on
wheels, the owner must obtain a temporary use permit (allowed up to three years with
an opportunity for one three year extension) that allows the tiny home to not be used as
the principal dwelling in a zone where it is not permitted. Upon the completion of the
temporary use permit, the owner must remove the tiny home or be converted into a
single-family dwelling or a garden suite and placed on foundation with conditions of
receiving a building permit from the city. The tiny home DPA has proved effective in
managing the use of tiny homes and minimizing impacts on existing developments.
Tiny homes can be as creative or as basic as the owner chooses them to be.
Generally, the homes are built with space saving technologies and creative design. The
tiny homes in Grand Forks must have a deck and sustainable practices including rain
water collection. These sustainable practices allow for the owners to reduce their
environmental impact. It appears that people who live in tiny homes are not just doing it
for the short term; this a lifestyle choice. The benefits for owning a tiny home have been
well established. They can be cost-efficient to build and maintain; are movable; and can
assist the owner in reducing their environmental footprint. Tiny homes are relatively new
which accounts for a lack of data to determine the length of time that people tend to stay
in tiny homes.
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In Grand Forks, a tiny home is allowed in any of the following zones: light
industrial, general industrial, value added industrial, gravel/mineral processing, landfill
and airport industrial zones. As mentioned above, a person must obtain a temporary
use permit to be able to have their tiny home parked in those zones.
Overall, a tiny home or similar unit is a sustainable and economically viable way
for people to afford quality housing in areas that are not occupied by single family
dwellings or areas that typically have not contained residential uses, such as light
industrial zones. Tiny homes can also offer an economical way to add a second
residence onto a property to allow for employee rental housing.
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Chapter 6.

Discussion

At the beginning of this major project, the question proposed was: what options
are available to the District of Sechelt to allow small businesses and local entrepreneurs
to live where they work, provide housing options for their staff in light industrial areas,
while encouraging sustainable development? Through the author’s review of the literature
and the three case studies, Dockside Green in Victoria, B.C., BedZed in London, England
and Tiny Homes in Grand Forks, B.C., a set of recommendations were developed to
identify best practices and ideas from all three case studies and provide a set of guidelines
and considerations based on the likelihood of implementation by the District of Sechelt.
The recommendations below assist addressing trends and challenges that were
discussed in the background section earlier. The trends and challenges the District of
Sechelt is dealing with are rising house prices, a lack of affordable housing, lack of
purpose built rental, short term vacation rentals (which take up a portion of the rental
stock), an aging population, the need to attract entrepreneurs and business and, at the
same time, technology which makes working remotely easier.

6.1. Recommendations
Tiny Homes are a growing phenomenon across North America. As discussed
above, the uses contained in industrial areas have changed over time from those with
noxious impacts to surrounding lands and residents to uses that tend to be contained
within buildings and with lessened external impacts. This makes residential development
in industrial areas possible, and tiny homes may be a means of testing this assumption
for the District of Sechelt. The District of Sechelt should create and implement a Tiny Home
DPA in addition to a temporary use permit, and must ensure that these units meet all code
requirements. These tools give Sechelt the power to determine form and character of the
tiny home, in accordance with the Local Government Act section 488. Sechelt could use
components from the City of Grand Forks DPA #8 “Intensive Residential and Infill
Housing” that can apply to the Tiny Home DPA, such as small lot residential size, cluster
housing, building height, discouraging of gated communities, etc. Currently, the District of
Sechelt does not mention tiny homes in their OCP or zoning bylaw. With this in mind,
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policy recommendations will be made below to support tiny homes in the District of
Sechelt.
Dockside Green is a unique case study. The researcher recognizes that the
development of Dockside Green is too large for Sechelt to fully implement. However,
there are many elements that could be useful for the District of Sechelt. Dockside Green
integrates retail, light industry, commercial and residential uses with the adjacent heavy
industrial and marine industrial uses across the right of way. The integration between all
of the uses is successful at Dockside Green because the developers focused on high
standards in urban design. Agreements with developers, similar to the Dockside Green
MDA, can be entered into to ensure Sechelt’s requirements are met. Creativity can also
be applied to fees and charges, as was discussed in the City of Victoria’s approach to the
Dockside Green development. It is recommended the District of Sechelt continue the
practice of waiving the development cost charges (DCCs) for affordable non-profit housing
which is subject to a housing agreement. Continuation of this practice will encourage
more mixed use affordable developments.
Dockside Green potentially could not have been completed if not for the City of
Victoria contributing the land and the funder being willing to take on the risk of the
ambitious project. Dockside Green has many interesting concepts however the District of
Sechelt could not implement them due to the scale. The waste water treatment system
would be difficult to replicate at a small scale; however, the integration of live-work in
brownfield sites should be possible. It is recommended the District of Sechelt assess the
cumulative impacts of layers of regulations and design the regulations to make sustainable
development easy to build and non-sustainable developments difficult to build.
The District of Sechelt should ensure that the light industrial uses stay as they are.
The City of Victoria has avoided having “only residential uses” occur in a mixed-use zone
by having the residential use be an “accessory” use. This means the commercial or light
industrial use has to be there for the residential use to be permitted. It is recommended
that this tool should be used by the District of Sechelt to assist in avoiding turning a light
industrial area into a residential area. This will encourage light industrial areas to include
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not just a caretaker suite as stated in the District of Sechelt’s zoning bylaw but instead a
mix of accessory uses which can include a residential use and possibly tiny homes.
Located in London, England, BedZed is one of the first sustainable developments
in England. Similar to Dockside Green, BedZed is a large development however, there
are a multitude of elements that can be useful to Sechelt. The developers wanted to build
a community-oriented development while being sustainable. It is recommended that the
District of Sechelt should follow the sustainability principles from BedZed which include:
lower water consumption, lower energy use, reduced carbon emissions, and spaces set
aside for car sharing companies. Where possible, developers should be encouraged to
work with recycled and reused construction materials. BedZed has many areas that
encourage community interaction such as community gardens, playing fields, walking
bridges and car-free areas in the development. Sechelt should promote community
interaction between residents living in the industrial areas and the employees through the
application of these design principles.
Through a site analysis it was determined that the distance from possible light
industrial areas which can accommodate live-work to amenities is too far.

It is

recommended that the District of Sechelt attract amenities such as a small convenience
store. This addition will offer residents an option within walking distance rather than having
to drive to get small items such as milk or bread.
Overall, the recommendations put forth to the District of Sechelt are intended to
provide a base of knowledge for innovation and implementation. Combining the best
practices outlined from all three case studies provides Sechelt with well-rounded
guidelines and considerations for live-work options in light industrial areas.

6.1.1.

Live-Work Concept Recommendations
Thomas Dolan’s live-with concept produces a variety of options for the District of

Sechelt to implement. Sechelt could use this concept to promote an area for units for
artists, designers and other “desk-job” professions. Live-with is designed to have few
partitions and gives the option to the user to determine the amount of space dedicated to
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“live” and “work”. Ideally, these units will not be large nor expensive which encourages
more users to buy into this concept.
Live-near is the type of live-work concept most commonly know. The “work”
(commercial/retail) use is on the ground floor and the “live” (residential) use is above.
Uses of this concept could include breweries, coffee shops, retail, restaurants, and artisan
workshops.
Live-nearby proximity consists of two separate buildings with a short walk inbetween. A primary “living” use and a separate dwelling designed for “work” use offers
users flexibility. This concept gives owners the opportunity to live completely separate
from their business. Owners can build not only a business but live on the same property
as well. The potential uses are endless however, owners must ensure that the uses are
permitted under the regulation that the District of Sechelt applies. Uses of this concept
could include automotive mechanic, woodworking, and granite business. The studio
building could be a carriage house, a renovated garage, or secondary structure.
Overall, Dolan’s concepts introduce a variety of options for the District of Sechelt
to implement. It allows Sechelt flexibility in working with land owners to provide the best
option for them and their business.

6.1.2.

Policy Recommendation
The following policy recommendations for the District of Sechelt are based on the

literature review and case study findings. At the outset, zoning bylaws, regulations and
development standards must respond to the approved policies established through the
Official Community Plan. Sechelt must also ensure that the OCP policy and zoning bylaw
regulations align to ensure positive outcomes. If they are out of alignment, it can confuse
the market and add uncertainty. Sechelt should review their definitions and terminology
to ensure they are up to date in their OCP and zoning bylaw. Currently, the live-work
definition in the District of Sechelt’s zoning bylaw is; “the use of a portion of a building by
an artisan, artist or craft person for both commercial and residential uses, where the
commercial use is located on the ground floor and the residential use is located on a storey
or storeys above the commercial use” (District of Sechelt, Zoning Bylaw, 1987, p. 7). As
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the research explains, live-work is more than that.

Through the research, it was

determined that there are three types of live-work; live-with, live-near and live-nearby. The
research has also shown that typical live-work occupations are in fact an artisan, artist or
craft person; however, other occupations can be live-work such as telecommunications
and personal service uses. Therefore, it is recommended that the District of Sechelt
amend the definition of live-work and ensure that accessory residential use is permitted in
zones I-3, I-6 and I-7. Out of the three industrial zones that are suitable, the ideal industrial
zone to house live-work is I-3, due to the less intrusive industrial uses such as storage,
retail, etc. Industrial zones I-1, I-2, I-4 and I-5 are not suitable for the live work concept
due to high impact permitted uses such as: logging, airport noise, etc. The proposed
definition for live-work is: “live-work” means a use that combines residential use, as an
accessory use, with any of the uses otherwise permitted under this zone, as a principle
use. Though there are many uses that are permitted under this definition, it will be up to
the District of Sechelt to properly determine which uses will be permitted. It is strongly
suggested that Sechelt update their live-work definition to allow for an accessory
residential use while ensuring the industrial uses stay primary. To assist, it is
recommended Sechelt review the Prince George zoning bylaw, M4: Transition Industrial
zone. In this zone, the principle use is the service industry, especially light industrial uses
and the secondary or accessory use is residential.
In addition, a Development Permit Area has been drafted with suggested
guidelines to the District of Sechelt. The suggested draft of a Tiny House DPA (Appendix
C) is in accordance with the Local Government Act s.488 (1)(e) “an official community plan
may designate development permit areas for one or more of the following purposes: (e)
establishment of objectives for the form and character of intensive residential
development” (BC LGA, 2015). The suggested DPA follows the ideas of the City of Grand
Forks DPA with suggested changes to allow a seamless transition for possible
implementation. The three updated industrial zones and the suggested Tiny House DPA
are intended to give options to entrepreneurs and small business owners in the District of
Sechelt.
Often in zoning regulations, municipalities over-rely on separation distances,
buffering requirements and restrictive zones as an approach to manage impacts.
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Discussed in the literature, it is proven to address impacts in a way that would allow more
mixed uses while mitigating industrial activities such as; loading and noises. For example,
if visual impact is the concern, planners can restrict certain uses such as outdoor storage,
but incorporate variations on form-based codes. Therefore, the District of Sechelt should
consider different approaches to zoning that permits or prohibits certain land uses.
In addition, the District of Sechelt should review whether or not the implementation
of sustainable developments, new urbanism concepts, live work, etc. are effective. Too
often, planners and municipalities rely on judgement and good ideas instead of solid data.
In preparing OCPs, planners spend a lot of time with the public in developing visions;
however, typically little time is spent on evaluating what was built, what was successful
and what was not. Intuitively these concepts are good however more effort is needed to
prove them. Discussed in the literature, Peter Calthorpe created seven principles for
building better cities (1) preserve natural ecologies, (2) agrarian landscapes and cultural
heritage sites, (3) create mixed-use and mixed income neighbourhoods, (4) design
walkable streets and human scale neighbourhoods, (5) prioritize bicycle networks and
auto free streets, (6) increase density of road network and limit block size, (7) develop
quality and affordable transit and match density to transit capacity. It is recommended,
Sechelt use these seven principles to evaluate sustainable developments, concepts and
live-work. Progress takes time and evaluation should take place regularly to ensure
accurate data is recorded.

6.2. Contributions to the field of planning
The findings within this research can contribute to the field of planning. It is hoped
that the research conducted can be used by other communities who have identified the
need for affordable and sustainable housing options in light industrial areas. Live-work is
a concept that can be expanded as one solution to the issues of housing affordability and
changing workplace. The zoning definition and guidelines can be modified for any small
municipality looking to incorporate live-work concepts into their community. The specifics
and policies, of course, must be changed to fit the specific community; however, the basics
are the same. Dolan’s (2012) three models (live-with, live-near and live-nearby) provide
a number of scalable, implementable options. Live-with model can be used to expand
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home based businesses. Live-near model incorporates and expands live work options by
focusing on business based homes.

“Most home-based businesses can be

accommodated in almost any kind of dwelling unit. In contrast, the business-based home
is a true live-work unit: a dwelling unit with a configuration that is influenced or even
dictated by the non-residential activities” (Zimmerman/Volk, 2003, p.13). Live-nearby
provides options for owners of light industrial and business park areas that aim to
incorporates a different model of live work. Planning professionals in these communities
can use the research above to either conduct further research or to use what is available
and create their own solutions. The contribution of this research is important to the
planning field, because planners need to be open to various solutions to live-work not just
in light industrial areas but in all areas that are suitable for this type of mixed use and
housing typology.

6.3. Summary
After a review of the current and past literature about mixed use and live-work,
there remains clear areas for future action. Ideally, as a result of this research, the District
of Sechelt will update their zoning regulations to include new definitions and specific use
regulations for live-work. This definition is critical in allowing live-work beyond the typical
residential use above and commercial or retail on the ground floor of the building.
Preferably, Sechelt will align their regulations with policy better. Next, the District of
Sechelt should re-examine the cumulative impacts of development permit guidelines,
engineering standards and design requirements. to ensure there are not unintended
effects of making good development more difficult than bad (sprawl). Following the
completion of plans and developments, evaluation and monitoring is needed to learn what
worked and what did not. Notably, it was found through the research that it was difficult to
locate true light industrial case studies that would be positive and have the potential to be
implemented by the District of Sechelt. Possible reasons for the lack of research into this
is that most people do not want to live near or on light industrial properties or that
municipalities have been reluctant to explore this option. Further research in this area
should continue as this appears to be an evolving area of planning practice.
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The intent of this research was to focus on what the definition of live-work is,
benefits and constraints of live-work, what the types of live-work are, and to determine
suitable and environmentally sustainable live-work options specific for light industrial areas
for the District of Sechelt. A future step is to combine the information into a complete and
comprehensive document so that city planners can utilize this research to implement
strategies that aim to improve and generate more live-work housing ideas, while always
keeping people’s quality of life at the forefront.
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