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Abstract 

There is consensus amongst the critics of Euclidean zoning that the tool has produced 

undesirable, unsustainable, and inequitable places. However, without the existence of a 

revised zoning framework, a major issue in our land-use planning today is that we have 

modern goals of sustainable design, compact development, and equitable policy while 

using a regulatory tool that is based on outdated principles. Form-based codes (FBCs) have 

been advertised as the answer to our planning problems, yet there has been little uptake in 

British Columbia. This thesis explores the debate around zoning reform, and more 

specifically, form-based zoning. The research explores the applicability of FBCs to British 

Columbia planning by taking a legal perspective on the limits to the zoning power under 

the Local Government Act and explores whether local governments are approximating 

FBCs. By conducting a comparative case study analysis between Seaside, Florida and 

Whistler, British Columbia, this research finds that while the BC municipality may be 

approximating an FBC with other regulatory methods, these tools are inconsistent in 

achieving central goals of the FBC movement and add to an already complex development 

process. The study concludes with key learnings and recommendations on how to best 

move forward with zoning in British Columbia. 

Keywords:  planning; zoning; form-based codes; land-use; zoning reform 
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Glossary 

Development Permit 

Area 

An area where special requirements for development are in 

effect, and a permit is required for any alteration of the land. 

Euclidean Zoning See zoning. The term ‘Euclidean’ refers to the Supreme Court 

case that established the legal basis for zoning for the first 

time in a case between the Village of Euclid and Ambler 

Realty Co.  

Form-based Code 

(FBC) 

A land development regulation (zoning) that uses physical 

form, rather than use, as the organizing principle. FBCs were 

introduced to implement the principles of New Urbanism. 

Local Government Act The primary legislation for regional districts and 

municipalities, setting out main powers and responsibilities. 

New Urbanism A planning and urban design approach/theory that emerged in 

the 1960’s/1970’s based on the principles of how traditional 

cities had been built, focussing on human-scaled design. 

Official Community 

Plan (OCP) 

A comprehensive plan (and bylaw) created by an incorporated 

municipality that sets out the long-term vision of the 

community and dictates public policy surrounding it.  

Zoning Zoning is a land development regulation that divides an area 

into districts or ‘zones’ based on permitted use. These zones 

include special requirements for development. 
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Chapter 1. Introduction 

1.1.  Context 

What began as a simple desire to bring order to the industrial city, turned into one 

of the most heavily used and debated tools in the planning toolkit. Zoning was initially 

introduced as a progressive planning tool that quickly gained popularity, but it has come 

under a significant amount of scrutiny in recent decades. There is consensus amongst the 

critics of Euclidean zoning that the tool has produced undesirable, unsustainable, and 

inequitable places. However, without the existence of a revised zoning framework, a major 

issue in our land-use planning today is that we have modern goals of sustainable design, 

compact development, and equitable policy while using a conventional zoning framework 

that is rooted in outdated principles (Hirt, 2016).  

In the wake of New Urbanism, form-based zoning became a popular attempt of 

zoning reform. By focussing more on form rather than use, it is argued that Form-based 

Codes (FBCs) can produce pedestrian friendly, mixed-use, compact neighbourhoods and 

can repair the ills of urban sprawl through a streamlined process. Hence, FBCs have been 

advertised as the answer to our planning problems, but where are British Columbia’s 

FBCs? 
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1.2. Research Purpose 

In his book, Planning Theory for Practitioners, Michael Brooks sheds light on the 

existence of a theory-practice gap in planning and the implications it might have on the 

profession. He explains that “planning practice and planning theory constitute two distinct 

communities of interest, each with its own membership, forums for interaction, modes of 

communication, and other internal dynamics” (Brooks, 2002).  Whilst he demonstrates that 

this gap exists, his main argument is that practice and theory are inevitably tied and 

therefore, a closing of the gap should be strived for.  

Thus, this research sheds light on the gap between form-based zoning theory and 

the realities of achieving the concept in practice. FBCs have become a buzzword in the 

profession, but through misuse or confusion of the term, the definition and its applicability 

have become blurred. While FBCs sound like a promising alternative to conventional 

zoning in the literature, they prove to be difficult to define and difficult to implement 

particularly within the British Columbia (BC) context. This has resulted in minimal 

academic literature on FBCs in the BC context, which this research intends to address. 

Additionally, this study provides a comprehensive overview of arguments both for and 

against, common misconceptions, and popular definitions of FBCs to guide further 

research on the topic for British Columbia planners. 

The main purpose of this research is to develop an understanding of the 

applicability and limits to form-based zoning in B.C. The objective is to understand 

whether BC municipalities are approximating FBCs, recognizing the limits to zoning under 
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our current planning legislation. Furthermore, this research has been done for a 

professional planning audience that is looking to gain a deeper understanding of the 

arguments both for and against form-based zoning, as well as specific implications for BC 

planning.  A deeper level of understanding of the concept will be crucial for planners who 

are wishing to implement or approximate FBCs in BC.  

1.3. Research Questions 

The following questions were inspired by a passion for land-use planning and curiosity for 

challenging the status quo. Through an overview of existing literature on the topic of FBCs, 

the following research questions were developed: 

1. Is there consensus around defining FBCs? 

2. Why has there been a lack of uptake of FBCs in British Columbia? 

3. What other planning tools are local governments using to approximate FBCs in 

British Columbia and how do they compare? 

1.4. Research Justification 

Zoning is an integral land use planning tool that provides municipalities with the 

ability to exercise regulatory control over the use of privately owned land to guide 

development (Sclar et al., 2019). Sustainable development continues to be at the forefront 

of the climate change debate and environmental policy, and zoning determines how 
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sustainably we are using our land. Consequently, recent research has shown that while our 

planning goals have evolved, we continue to use conventional zoning practices that are 

based on outdated principles and objectives of the past. It will be difficult for local 

governments to achieve their goals while using zoning bylaws that uphold unsustainable 

land-use frameworks. Therefore, while planning concepts such as the 15-minute city, 

complete streets, mixed-use development, and transit-oriented development have gained 

popularity in planning, it is essential that our regulatory regimes and the ways in which we 

guide development in our communities continue to reflect these goals.  

If the way we are deploying the tool of zoning currently does not meet our goals, 

“an inquiry into reform is reasonable” (Sclar et al., 2019). While FBCs have been presented 

as a powerful alternative to conventional zoning and have gained popularity elsewhere, 

there has been little to no uptake in Canada, and even less in BC. Furthermore, there is 

minimal literature on the topic of zoning reform or FBCs in the BC context. Hence, this 

research aims to fill this gap and explore why BC is not part of the zoning reform debate 

following that zoning reform has been deemed necessary. 

1.5. Structure of This Study 

A literature review was first conducted to begin framing the central issue of this 

thesis. The literature review begins with the history of zoning recognizing that an 

understanding of the evolution of the tool will be pertinent to framing the discussion on 

reform and alternatives to past mistakes. As the topic is internationally debated, the 
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researcher does not claim that this study touches on all the existing literature on zoning or 

FBCs. Rather, the literature review summarizes central tenants and arguments of the 

concept to the extent that it can effectively frame the research questions and apply the 

concept in a local context. 

An examination of the LGA was then completed to offer a legal perspective on the 

extent to which FBCs can be implemented within the legislative framework of BC. This 

was followed by a look at key New Urbanist and FBC organizations in search of a concrete 

definition of the tool, and to observe how what is being said in theory, is being reflected in 

practice. This section does not include a complete list of influencers; however, it represents 

the current work that is being done with form-based zoning. Finally, this study explored 

whether BC local governments are approximating FBCs under the current legislation.  The 

prized FBC of Seaside, Florida was compared with the regulatory land-use tools used to 

develop Whistler Village, BC to qualitatively analyze the similarities and differences 

between the two methods. The two methods were also compared back to the FBC definition 

to determine the extent to which the two case studies achieve FBC goals. The study 

concludes with recommendations for BC local government planners who are wishing to 

achieve similar goals to that of FBCs, while recognizing the limits under the current 

legislation. 
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Chapter 2. Literature Review 

2.1. The History of Zoning 

The origins of zoning and the reasons for its conception are highly contested. Many 

argue that zoning began when German cities began city wide districting, while others claim 

it started much earlier than that. After reviewing the origins of zoning, this chapter will 

follow the evolution of zoning bylaws including milestones such as the first legal authority 

given to zoning in the US, zoning post WWII, the growth of New Urbanism, and the advent 

of form-based zoning. The literature focusses primarily on the history of zoning in Europe 

and the United States, but Canadian distinctions are included where the literature permits. 

Canada followed a similar development pattern to the U.S. although this is not to say that 

the specifics of zoning took the same form as “…there are significant constitutional 

differences between the two countries that affect zoning” (Gordon et al., 2014). 

Zoning has an extensive history, and it is believed that some form of it was used 

before it was defined. It is hypothesized that early Greeks and Romans had their own 

systems of ‘zoning’, although most scholars start with what they recognize as the first signs 

of zoning-like control in Europe and North America: building and nuisance laws (Nelson, 

1977, Talen, 2013). Building laws were used to address issues of city fires and poor 

sanitation in times of poor public health and safety in the seventeenth century, and nuisance 

laws were used to primarily ban noxious industries from the city (Hall, 2009).  Prior to the 

advent of zoning, these laws were the only protection that existed against nuisance and 



 

 

 

 

17 

industry. Nuisance law stated that one could not use their own rights to infringe on someone 

else’s rights, and the outcomes of conflicts were often decided by the judge (Pollard, 1931). 

It is argued that nuisance common law dates back to early twelfth century Europe and the 

use of nuisance law to ban noxious industries from the city in North America dates back to 

colonial times (Hirt, 2013).  

Building and nuisance laws were popularly used throughout Germany serving as a 

major means of control and in the 1870’s a German engineer by the name of Reinhard 

Baumeister created the idea that these rules could vary by district (Hirt, 2013; Talen 2011). 

Baumeister observed “that economic activities in the industrial city have a tendency to 

group together more so than during any earlier historic period” (Hirt, 2013). He proposed 

to reinforce this “natural” process through a legal mechanism he called ‘districting’, which 

would later be referred to as ‘zoning’ (Hirt, 2013). Prior to Baumeister’s novel ideas, 

building and nuisance laws had applied generally to entire cities without the existence of 

separate rules for separate areas. It is therefore agreed upon by many that zoning was first 

invented in Germany (Fischel, 2004; Talen, 2011; Lewyn, 2006).  

‘Districting’ spread rapidly throughout Europe. Munich adopted districting in 1904, 

and Düsseldorf and Cologne adopted it in 1912 (Ladd, 1990). These systems were much 

different from zoning today as only two or three districts were typically created: residential, 

industrial, and other. The rules applied to these districts only “placed restrictions … on 

some industries and never excluded them from housing areas altogether. The notion that 
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entire areas of cities should serve as purely residential enclaves and should be guarded as 

such by law was not yet invented” (Hirt, 2013). 

Although it is popular opinion that Germany created districting, it is argued against 

by a handful of scholars who believe that the path American zoning took was notably 

different and should be considered its own process. By the end of the 19th century, all 

major American cities had building and nuisance laws. What was different about America, 

was that these laws came with a desire to protect rich residential areas and privacy (Garvin 

1996). Coupled with the use of nuisance laws, covenants were also used in America for 

these purposes (Hirt, 2013). “Private covenants were so popular that some reject the notion 

that zoning was a ‘German invention’ and claim that it was a U.S. ‘home product’ and a 

child of the covenants” (Wiseman, 2010). People began to discover the power that these 

rules had in separating undesirable uses, business, and people away from their own 

communities. As mentioned previously, nuisance laws and building laws were applied city 

wide. This is in comparison to covenants which targeted specific buildings and private 

interests. Therefore, these rules were signs of early control, but they were not zoning.  

The Chinese laundry cases are the most popular early examples of segregation and 

discrimination using these powers in North America. In 1885, the City of Modesto, 

California banned Chinese commercial laundries from the city entirely based on the 

technical detail that these Chinese businesses were fire hazards (Fischler, 1998). Since the 

Chinese residents also lived in these buildings, this became viewed as discriminatory 

segregation and the City of Modesto was taken to court (Fishcler, 1998). Several other San 
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Francisco and California laundry cases made it to the Supreme Court where the Court 

upheld the rights of the American governments to pass the restrictive districting measures. 

The Board of Supervisors had the power to prohibit or regulate all occupations that met 

nuisance descriptions, and the Modesto case was the first. These cases encouraged other 

governments to prohibit specific uses or groups of people from areas of the city and it 

became popular to do so. 

In regard to which city was the first to adopt a comprehensive zoning bylaw in 

North America, varies across opinions in the literature. The ordinance that tends to win the 

spot as the first for many scholars, is the 1916 New York ordinance. This ordinance was 

“the first to regulate the use, bulk and shape of land and properties in a thorough, city-wide 

fashion” in the United States (Hirt, 2016). Hirt (2013) explains how unlike Germany, the 

ordinance in New York left no area un-zoned, giving New York the claim to creating 

‘comprehensive zoning’. She explains that one of the most prevalent rationales for the 

ordinance was to protect the land values and culture of the high-class shopping area of Fifth 

Avenue. Fifth Avenue was facing pressures against the intrusion of lower-class retail, 

lower-class shoppers, and the garment industry as it was believed at the time that the 

reduction of social mixing would protect land values. This was a privilege-based zoning 

action that legally reinforced segregation and discrimination in the city (Hirt, 2013). 

Fischler (1998) states how there is “no doubt that racial discrimination and segregation 

shaped the first zoning ordinances” and Silver points out that an Atlanta ordinance a few 
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years later included three types of residential districts: R1- White, R2- Colored, R3-

Undetermined (Silver, 1997). 

2.1.1. Euclidean Zoning 

Around ten years later, we have a zoning ordinance case that is also widely argued 

to be the first comprehensive zoning ordinance; in the village of Euclid, Ohio. This was 

the first case where a legal basis for zoning in the United States was established by the 

Supreme Court. The conflict in this case existed between the Village of Euclid and Ambler 

Realty. The Village of Euclid wanted to create single-use zones throughout the entire 

village, and Ambler Realty objected that the Village lacked the power to do so, particularly 

over privately owned property. The Supreme Court ruled in the Village’s favour which 

“established the legal validity of zoning as part of the government police powers” for the 

first time (Hirt, 2016). The Court claimed that the single-use zones would protect the health 

and security of children and others by separating dwelling houses from the danger of fire, 

contagion, and disorder. “This was the first case where the Supreme Court passed squarely 

on a comprehensive zoning ordinance that was not decided upon based on nuisance, and 

of which completely districted the whole village” (Pollard, 1931). This case gave the 

single-use zoning technique its name, ‘Euclidean zoning’, and the term became virtually 

universal (Lewyn, 2006). “Euclid’s victory cleared the way for zoning in almost all state 

courts, which had been about evenly split on the constitutionality of zoning up to 1926” 
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(Fischel, 2004). "In the following years, state after state climbed on the zoning band-

wagon, and the nations’ citizens and city planners never looked back" (Elliot, 2008). 

Canada and the United States have constitutional differences that affected their 

progress towards zoning. There was no existence of a Canadian counterpart to the 

constitutional ‘property rights’ clauses like in the U.S. Constitution, and therefore 

municipalities in Canada had statutory power to regulate land use whereas in the United 

States it had to be tested and approved by the Supreme Court before the process was 

recognized to have legal power (Gordon et al., 2014).  Nevertheless, Gordon et al. describe 

how Canadian planners captured the idea of separating uses into different zones early on, 

which was prevalent in the recommendations for the 1915 plan for Ottawa and Hull (2014). 

Preceding that, “The earliest Canadian bylaw was enacted in 1903 in London, ON”, that of 

which simply attempted to separate residential from non-residential areas (Gordon et al., 

2014). Toronto also created a bylaw in 1904 that attempted to separate certain uses like 

butcher shops or manufacturers away from residential areas (Gordon et al., 2014) 

Fischel (2004) and Hirt (2013) amongst others, describe the objectives, themes and 

popularity of zoning, as well as the divergence that North American zoning took from 

German districting over the next few decades. Suburbia grew rapidly in America at the 

persuading hand of the automobile and although the first comprehensive zoning ordinances 

were in cities, zoning quickly suburbanized. The private car, homeownership, and the front 

lawn were all aspects of the ‘American Dream’ that were heavily advertised to Americans 

in this era (Hirt, 2013). During this time, it was believed that in order to maintain social 
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welfare, the single-family home had its rightful place outside of the disorderly, dirty, and 

low-income city. The separation of the home was rooted in arguments of health and safety, 

but newly American citizens also became increasingly concerned with their property rights 

and investment. 

An example of such beliefs is represented in Anderson’s writings from 1925 who 

asserted that "the apartment breaks down neighborhood spirit and is not congenial to family 

life” (1925). It was believed that good morals and education could not exist outside the 

single-family home, “thus making a case for public intervention (zoning) that would lay 

the path for more private homes in pure residential settings" (Hirt, 2013). By the 1940’s, 

zoning for homogenous housing types had become the norm (Hirt, 2013; Elliot, 2008). It 

was believed that not only apartments, but other uses such as grocery stores and markets 

were to be placed on streets set apart for business. An example of this can be pulled from 

statements made by the Planning Board of the City of Boston in 1922, which went as far 

as claiming that groceries, bakeries, and meat markets attract flies and should therefore not 

be placed near dwellings (Hirt, 2016). Zoning propaganda that supported this ideology 

developed at this time, demonstrating how the new bylaw would protect homeowners from 

the evils of industry and business (Fig.1).  
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The widespread use of the automobile accelerated the development of urban sprawl 

and decentralization from the city was in full swing during this time (Talen, 2011). New 

York’s 1959 guide to rezoning listed the problems zoning needed to address: more parking, 

faster traffic flow, and “a glimpse of the sky and a bit of open space” (Hirt, 2016). Cities 

adjusted their ordinances to include requirements for parking lots and considered loading 

Figure 1. Cartoon from the Atlanta Journal, 1922. (Hirt, 2016). 
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and vibration zones. “This viewpoint was not confined to large cities” and most 

governments in North America began to require open space for parking, future suburban 

development, and shopping centers (Talen, 2011). 

As the decades progressed, the suburb had been established as the desirable place 

to live and more jobs, industries, and lower-income groups began leaving the city to move 

closer to the suburbs. Homeowners, developers, and the upper-class looked to zoning more 

intensely for protection against lower-income residents and lower-income businesses (Hirt, 

2016). During this time, separation between the wealthy and the poor was seen as natural 

phenomena and zoning was used to reinforce this. In the 1930’s, the Committee on the 

Regional Plan of New York and Its Environs for New York wrote that the rental class was 

‘a source of weakness’ that had to be separated from other enclaves to protect land values 

(Hirt, 2016). Gordon et al. also explain that in Canada, “Immigrant groups were often 

blatantly discriminated against” through the use of zoning bylaws and “renters were 

considered less stable than homeowners” (2014). 

The creation of the single-family home zone, and the obsession with the suburb 

were part of the ‘American Dream’, which differentiated North American zoning from 

Europe post WWII (Hirt, 2003). It is unlikely that the single-family home zone was adopted 

from Germany as a mixture of housing types and mixed-uses remained legal in Germany. 

Two important characteristics of American zoning at this time were the strict separation of 

home and businesses, and the creation of a residential district that only permitted detached 

homes. Zoning was also being used as a powerful tool for segregation and property value 
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control and Americans were increasingly seeing “the mixing of home and work as a 

problem that had to be fixed” (Hirt, 2013).  With the mass segregation of uses and social 

classes, and the growing popularity of the automobile, sprawl continued to expand in North 

America. “It is this promise of zoning to increase access to the “American dream” of private 

homes that allowed zoning advocates to adopt a heavy populist tone” (2013). Talen (2011) 

among others, highlights this by explaining how zoning was sold as a “progressive cause” 

that was even believed to alleviate poverty. 

Planners continued to explore zoning’s role in regard to control, protection and 

segregation for the next few years, but not much happened in planning during the Great 

Depression or during the World Wars. When governments and planning regained their 

footing in the post-war period, “Euclidean zoning remained largely unchanged in concept, 

but it became more complicated in practice” (Elliot, 2008). Zoning ordinances became 

increasingly concerned with control and predictability. They continued to reinforce the 

suburban way of life, requiring things like parking spaces, parking lots, setbacks for front 

lawns, driveways, open spaces for roads, and vibration and loading zones for automobiles 

(Elliot, 2008). With this new fascination in control and predictability, zoning ordinances 

grew in length and complexity, and new small-town ordinances began to exceed New 

York’s 1916 ordinance in length by a factor of ten pages (Elliot, 2008). 

Along with the growing popularity of the control and predictability that zoning 

could produce, came louder voices of criticism. Many people were unhappy with the 

restrictive nature of the complex zoning bylaws and "an article in the Harvard Law Review 
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in 1959 complained that ‘Procrustean rules’ like zoning, were offering little chance for 

imaginative architecture and planning” (Talen, 2011). Additionally, ‘overlay’ or ‘special’ 

zones were being created to tackle issues of specific geography or industry, adding to the 

complexity of a city’s overall community plan (Elliot, 2008; Talen 2011). Zones were 

created so numerously that the result was a jumble of juxtaposed uses in an unfortunate 

pattern (Talen, 2011). A popular critique was that this in turn started to erode the wanted 

uniformity behind the use of zoning districts in the first place.  

2.1.2. Performance Zoning 

Fischel (2015) focusses on the major milestones in zoning in their research and 

highlights the 1960’s and 1970’s as the subsequent major shift in zoning. The 

environmental movement, the growth control movement, and the civil rights movements 

of the 1960’s and 1970’s had major impacts on planning and the sustainability and 

equitability of the urban and suburban environments came into question.  The original 

objectives of zoning such as nuisance separation, racial segregation, and fire and safety 

were generally less valid in the twentieth century. Additionally, governments began 

implementing growth control boundaries because the homogenous neighbourhoods that 

had been created in the decades before were discovered to be extremely unsustainable 

(Fischel, 2015). People wanted change and they wanted flexibility, because they realized 

that the patchwork of zones that made up their cities had originally been implemented with 

no regard as to how a place might evolve (Williams, 1956; Talen, 2011).  
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In order to provide more flexibility in zoning regulations, ‘performance standards’ 

were created. The first were introduced in Chicago manufacturing districts in 1957, “in 

which development [was] regulated through the measurement of its impacts” (Talen, 

2011). Instead of restricting a nuisance by excluding it based on the technicality of its ‘use’, 

performance zoning sought to prohibit the bad impacts or ‘performance’ that a use would 

potentially produce, leaving it up to the developer to figure out how they might make their 

use legal. Performance based zoning was developed from “the assumption that the impacts 

of land use are a function of intensity, or the physical characteristics and functions, rather 

than specific land uses themselves (such as commercial or residential)” (Baker et al., 2006). 

Lane Kendig’s (1980) book Performance Zoning offers a comprehensive overview of the 

application of performance-based standards. Kendig was a critic of Euclidean zoning and 

advocated for performance zoning as the alternative (Baker et al., 2006). 

 It was believed that performance standards would be the solution because they 

guided development to result in the predictability people wanted in their neighbourhoods, 

without trying to assume what physical shape an industry or business may take (Elliot, 

2008). In the end, performance zoning was not successful because it had its own 

unpredictability; people had no idea if the end product would in fact adhere to the 

regulation or whether it would fit in with their neighbourhood (Elliot, 2008).  Other 

alternatives were additionally explored such as enhanced design guidelines, planned unit 

developments, and cluster zoning although all these alternatives were unsuccessful and 
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seen as ‘band-aid’ solutions. Critics argued that these ‘band-aid’ solutions were merely 

reactionary and were not attacking the root of the problem that was conventional zoning.  

As the decades progressed, many undesired outcomes and critiques of Euclidean 

zoning began to rise to the surface. Critics took the opportunity to make their opinions 

heard on central regulatory tools such as zoning and “By the 1960s…. Leading planners 

were practically screaming off the pages of planning journals and books about the failed 

experiment that was zoning” (Pendall, 2000). While performance zoning failed to fulfill 

the request for zoning reform within the wake of the environmental and civil rights 

movements, there was opportunity for further research and new urban theory.  

2.1.3. Critiques 

In the following decades, The American suburb quickly came under scrutiny. The 

suburb was blamed for increasing cases of obesity, the initiation of climate change, and the 

creation of placeless places. It began to be accepted that the suburbs were a place that 

lacked culture and identity and they became “the butt of jokes, and the locale for tragic 

movies” (Grant, 2006). Scholars searched for the root of the problem and pointed to the 

city rules that had been managing and regulating the use of land for decades. Other factors 

played a role in the development of urban sprawl that this paper does not have the room to 

analyze but the planning tool that came under notable scrutiny, was zoning. Studies 

demonstrating how the use of conventional zoning created urban sprawl and a poor urban 

atmosphere became increasingly popular in the following years (Ellis, 2002; Krier et al., 
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2009; Kelbaugh, 2002. “There is substantial literature that has retrospectively examined 

conventional zoning regulations, using empirical analysis to highlight that these 

regulations contribute social and spatial injustice” (Garde & Hoff, 2017).  

It is argued by many that zoning does not encourage organic ways of life and rather, 

it imposes mechanical segregation and facilitates decentralized suburban growth (Krier et 

al., 2009; Talen, 2013). Krier et al. (2009) and Frumkin et al. (2004) are strong critics of 

zoning and the poor environments it has produced in the past. “While zoning has helped 

separate truly incompatible land uses such as noxious industries and homes, it has failed to 

deliver on its loftier promises of producing high-quality, livable environments” (Frumkin, 

2004). Krier et al. (2009) adds to this by explaining how zoning perpetuates monotony with 

an unnecessary separation of uses, which has made our use of land wasteful and boring. 

They claim that by using zoning, North American governments have been disembowelling 

American neighbourhoods and creating chaos. Though zoning was introduced as a 

progressive cause, it is unfortunate that it was not “subjected to evaluation with respect to 

whether cities were actually becoming better places in which to live. Perhaps a more 

explicit realization of the difference between zoning for sprawl and zoning against sprawl 

will help motivate future evaluations” (Talen, 2013). 

Zoning bylaws have also been scrutinized for being consistently outdated, and the 

rezoning process lengthy and costly. While planning paradigms and goals have shifted 

over the years, the principles of zoning have stayed relatively the same. Zoning bylaws 

“are based on what developers can do as opposed to what they should do” (Katz, 2003). 
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Lewyn highlights the desired change from developers’ points of view and explains that in 

2001 “over 60% of developers in cities and inner suburbs stated that they wished to build 

more compact development than was generally allowed…” (2006). Urban sprawl set the 

context through which New Urbanism was born as a compelling alternative. 

2.2. New Urbanism and the Form-Based Code 

2.2.1. New Urbanism 

While the search for a new paradigm goes back to at least the 1970’s, New 

Urbanism, or ‘neotraditional planning’ emerged in the 1980s and 1990s within the wake of 

the sustainable development and environmental movements as an alternative to the low-

density, auto-dependent land development patterns (Ellis, 2002). New Urbanism is an 

architectural and planning movement that offers new ways of thinking about planning and 

development that claimed to have the power to repair the poor urban form that had been 

produced in the previous decades (Frumkin et al, 2004, Zimmerman, 2001). A growing 

dissatisfaction with the appearance of twentieth-century suburbs put form back on the 

planning agenda and hence the mandate of New Urbanism was “to facilitate the search for 

character and identity, and to repair the ailing landscape” (Kelbaugh, 2002).  

New Urbanism draws from the appearance of historical walkable cities and calls 

for a revival of traditional urban elements, focussing on human-scaled design (Katz, 1994; 

Ford, 1999). Its principles include walkable neighbourhoods, compact urban form, a range 
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of housing types, a mix of land uses, an attractive public realm, pedestrian-friendly 

streetscapes, participatory planning, and the revitalization of neighbourhoods (Frumkin et 

al., 2004; Grant, 2006). Advocates claim that this can be achieved through the return of 

traditional characteristics such as grid patterned narrow streets with shorter blocks, 

aesthetic building facades, apartments placed over shops, windows and doors lining 

commercial streets, and front porches that are positioned on their lots within a “hi there” 

distance of the sidewalk (Ford, 1999).  

As with any new planning paradigm, the approach has gone through many iterations 

and transformations as the New Urbanist ideals cycle through North America, Europe, Asia 

and elsewhere. Consequently, there are numerous variations of New Urbanism that now 

exist; traditional neighbourhood design (TND), transit-oriented development (TOD), and 

Smart Growth. Hence, the term ‘new urban approaches’ is sometimes used in the literature 

to capture the broader landscape of the paradigm. 

The earliest New Urban projects were done by Andres Duany and Elizabeth Plater-

Zyberk. Seaside in Florida is their most famous project which is also known for serving as 

the set for the movie “The Truman Show” starring Jim Carrey. The town was planned using 

the TND approach replicating picture-perfect buildings of the past, and the process 

spawned excitement in the New Urbanist Movement. Peter Calthorpe and Douglas 

Kelbaugh are also notable proponents of New Urbanism who are known for their TOD 

approach and began implementing New Urbanist principles in numerous states in the early 

2000’s. As these approaches were largely a response to urban sprawl and the failed attempt 
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of performance standards, New Urbanism spread rapidly in the United States. The Seaside 

Institute was founded in 1982, The Congress for New Urbanism (CNU) was formed in the 

early 1990s, and The American Planning Association (APA) created a New Urbanism 

division in 2002. The CNU produced a Charter of Principles, though the principles could 

be implemented in a variety of ways and “by 2004, projects were up by 37 per cent over 

the year previous” in the United States (Grant, 2006). 

Duany and Calthrope visited Canada in the 1990s to share the New Urbanist 

approach. With the impact of the sustainable development movement in Canada, coupled 

with the abundant media attention given to New Urbanism, many principles of the 

movement had already begun to take hold here. New Urbanist ideals influenced planning 

on the East Coast initially while many communities in Calgary, Alberta became popular 

places for New Urbanist projects in the late 1990’s and early 2000’s (Grant, 2006).  Zoning 

regulations began to be modified to allow for more mixed-use and Official Community 

Plans (OCPs) were adapted to include New Urbanist principles. Similar goals could be 

found between the popular sustainable development movement and the New Urbanist 

movement and professionals took the next logical step to implementing the new planning 

ideals by looking to the rules and polices that regulated land use (Zimmerman, 2001). 

2.2.2. The Form-based Code 

The form-based code (FBC) was created as the tool through which the principles 

of New Urbanism were to be implemented. As the name suggests, form-based zoning 
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focusses more on form and less on the permitted use or function of development, (Bragg 

et al., 2003; Elliot, 2008, Parolek et. al, 2008). New Urbanists believe that by focussing 

more on form, the outcomes of future development will be more predictable which is what 

people were looking for. Form-based codes were to be used to create a higher quality of 

development because Euclidean zoning and design guidelines had proven to be insufficient 

(Grant, 2006).  The vision was that FBCs would promote compact development, create 

pedestrian friendly environments, rebuild the importance of urban design, and re-establish 

a mixing of uses as a legal practice to repair urban sprawl.  

For the municipalities that encouraged New Urbanist principles through Smart 

Growth, the ‘SmartCode’ became a very popular example of form-based zoning in the late 

1990’s and early 2000’s developed by DPZ. The SmartCode uses the concept of the 

transect as its organizing principle, which was first used in the 18th Century to reflect the 

natural geographies of an area (Cai Chi Chi, 2008). The natural geography reveals unique 

characteristics experienced in different zones from shore to mountain, much like between 

rural to urban. Six Transect zones exist in the SmartCode supporting a smooth transition 

between the zones by recognizing appropriate densities and intensities for each. Instead of 

relying on the segregation of function and use like Euclidean Zoning, the SmartCode 

“emphasizes neighbourhood structure, including favourable pedestrian realms, mixed-use, 

transit-oriented developments, and diversity in housing and employment options (Cai Chi 

Chi, 2008; Emerson, 2006). 
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Though DPZ was the first to implement the SmartCode, the goal of radically 

transforming development regulations in favour of FBC’s was in full swing by the late 

1990s in some municipalities (Elliot, 2008; Talen, 2011). Some of these early codes 

regulated what types of buildings went where, the width of streets, or went as far as 

cataloging building types that were tied to specific lots on a visual plan (Parolek et al., 

2008).  

As the years progressed and the wealth of research blaming conventional zoning 

for producing unsustainable and inequitable urban form grew, advocates of the FBC took 

the stage. Elliot explained that form-based zoning realized that conventional zoning was 

based on a flawed principle in the first place; that residential, commercial, and industrial 

uses had to be kept separate for some 'mutual good' (2008). By focussing more on form, 

the codes can regulate aspects of building form including building frontages, setbacks, 

dimensions, materials, landscaping, bike lanes, and fences in attempt to strengthen the 

relationship between new development and the existing urban environment. 

 The objective is to focus on the public realm and create flexibility that can allow 

for a mix of uses over time. The application of this alternative zoning model can promote 

transit-oriented development, infill development, mixed-use communities, and revitalize 

brownfield sites and downtowns (Cai Chi Chi, 2008). The legal reasoning “behind a FBC 

is to yield a legal zoning framework that better supports, and more consistently results in 

walkable, mixed-use communities of lasting value” (Rempel, 2015). While there is 

consensus on the intent and objectives of form-based zoning, there are a variety of 
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definitions within the literature. What appears more often, is a summary of essential 

elements that are to be included in an FBC. Sitowski and Ohm attempt to define form-

based zoning by identifying common characteristics which include a key map or regulating 

plan, urban regulations, street regulations, landscape regulations, and architectural 

regulations (2006). 

Parolek et al., wrote a book on FBCs for municipalities and developers, where they 

state that FBCs “are a cutting-edge tool for helping improve the quality of our built 

environment and our communities, as well as for fighting sprawl and all its detrimental 

effects” (Parolek et al., 2008). The scholars assert that city planners are excited to have 

zoning bylaws with clear direction, predictability, and an often-streamlined approvals 

process. They explain that FBCs differ from conventional zoning in terms of process, 

substance of standards, mechanisms for implementation, and the built form they produce 

(Parolek et al., 2008). 

Another advocate of FBCs is Emily Talen, who explains that while FBCs have 

goals of diversifying land use and creating compact development, she argues that 

“conventional zoning—still in place in 99% of the US—does not share these concerns” 

(2013). Talen describes how FBC’s can mitigate sprawl and reduce car dependency 

because they can be used to reinstate a meaningful spatial pattern, increase connectivity, 

limit parking requirements, allow shared driveways, require through-block connections, 

and promote narrow street widths. The codes can also contribute to a rejuvenated urban 

form in that they ask for no blank walls, promote green architecture, and aim for greater 
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diversity of land uses within a smaller number of zones. She explains that this is very 

different from conventional zoning which “typically provides no support for the successful 

integration of land use” and solidifies the monotony of single-use zones like the single-

family home zone (Talen, 2013).  

2.2.3. Hybrid Codes 

Hybrid Codes are a more recent addition to this debate. Hybrid codes are an 

integration of use-based regulations with form-based regulations. These codes have 

developed in places where there is hesitancy in committing to a true FBC, or in places 

where form-based zoning may not be easily achieved for other reasons. Additionally, 

hybrid codes have developed from a desire to make design guidelines regulatory as many 

people have found their traditional presentation in the form of suggestive guidelines to 

create uncertainty and confusion (Ayers, 2019). The implementation of a hybrid code 

involves the introduction of New Urbanist or FBC principles as an overlay to the existing 

regulatory framework (Crawford, 2004). A hybrid approach allows for the coexistence of 

the Euclidean zoning model with chosen aspects of a FBC (Cai Chi Chi, 2008). Hybrid 

Codes have most recently been seen in Canada, as Ayers refers to concept as the “made-

in-Canada hybrid bylaw approach” (Ayers, 2019). As these types of codes are evolving 

and few have been implemented, the existing literature is limited and vague. Accordingly, 

hybrid codes are not the central concern of this research. 
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It is important to note that the implementation of FBCs and/or hybrid codes in the 

1990’s was either through voluntary design guidelines, master planned communities, or 

greenfield development in the form of private-covenanted regimes (Sitowski & Ohm, 

2006; Garde et al., 2017). While private developers in the United States began 

experimenting with form-based zoning, many governments remained cautious to make 

comprehensive changes to their zoning bylaws (Katz, 2004). It was not until many years 

later that city-wide FBCs became popular in North America. A combination of private, 

public, or optional codes exist today. 

2.2.4. Critiques and Concerns 

Though this movement spread rapidly and is supported by many practitioners, we 

also find criticisms and there have been many forces working against FBCs and New 

Urbanism since their early days. At large, many professionals criticize New Urban 

approaches for being too nostalgic and see the glorification of traditional neighbourhoods 

of the past as naïve, while the public is afraid of how density and mixing uses will affect 

their neighbourhood character, property values, and taxes (Grant, 2006).  

Scholars who were skeptical of the ability of the movement to solve the ills of 

sprawl believed that in some ways New Urbanism would contribute to the problems of the 

suburbs by making growth more attractive, and costs higher (Zimmerman, 2001; Marcuse, 

2000). New Urbanists call for equity, sustainability, and affordability, yet many critics 

scrutinize the movement for having a hidden power dynamic because newly built New 
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Urbanist communities seem to serve the needs of a particular urban elite. Grant summarizes 

this major critique of New Urbanism well and states that, “Making suburbs pretty does not 

undo injustice or stop sprawl” (2006). 

There are also theorists who base their concerns upon urban theory and mistakes 

of the past. The rapid spread of New Urbanism reflects the rapid obsession with many 

other early paradigms such as that of the Garden City movement. The Garden City model 

was said to be the solution that could control sprawl, eliminate the ills of the industrial 

city, and protect farmland. Garden City ideals appealed widely in the twentieth century, 

but it was quickly realized through practice that garden cities did not solve the problems 

they proposed to solve. Therefore, a major question that still exists in planning today is, 

“Can we expect new urbanism to be … similarly unsuccessful in curing the ills of the 

city?” (Grant, 2006). 

A handful of architects and planners are skeptical of the ability of FBCs to respond 

to local contexts because they claim that the codes are overly prescriptive, while other 

critics deny that planning should take such a heavy view on design, seeing it as coercive 

by limiting consumer choice (Frumkin et al., 2004). Additionally, many skeptics became 

wary of the legality of it all, questioning the authority the government had to regulate or 

prescribe aesthetics and architectural taste (Grant, 2006). Even with the existence of heavy 

critique, there was still a lack of evidence to support either side of the argument and 

supporters of the movement persisted that “the critical attack of New Urbanism remains 

unconvincing” (Ellis, 2002). 
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The uptake of FBCs has been most popular in the United States in the 1990’s and 

early 2000s, although it has been sporadic. Zoning reform is a major project, requiring 

immense amounts of time and resources from the government. Additionally, with many 

significant critiques and long-term uncertainties of this new zoning tool, planners are 

hesitant to make the transition in recognition of the fact that a FBC would institutionalize 

New Urbanist principles. How much would happen in the years to follow would depend 

on a few factors including the outcomes of zoning experiments and research, the legal 

technicalities of applying these goals in wider municipal settings, and “the availability of 

qualified consultants (just a handful of firms practice true form-based coding)” (Katz, 

2004). 

2.3. Zoning Today 

2.3.1. Recent Research  

As discussed in the literature review thus far, there has been minimal research done 

on the success of implementing FBCs in practice. Therefore, this section reviews the most 

current research on FBCs that has attempted to analyze and measure the outcomes of their 

creation and implementation. As uptake of FBCs has been sporadic, researchers have used 

unique case studies where FBCs have been implemented both for privately owned 

developments, and for city-wide codes.  
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Miami, Florida was the first to adopt a city-wide form-based code in 2009 called 

Miami 21. In their work, Garde et al. (2015) compare the differences between Miami 21 

with the traditional zoning code that it replaced, Ordinance 11000. The researchers conduct 

their study through a lens of sustainable development and use LEED criteria as an 

analytical framework to evaluate the extent to which the sustainable criteria are reflected 

in each code. Their results indicate that Miami 21 generally went beyond the conventional 

code in reflecting LEED-ND criteria, and therefore reflected more sustainability criteria 

(Garde et al., 2015). 

It was found that Miami 21 addresses the ‘smart location and linkage’ LEED 

criteria and the ‘neighbourhood design and pattern’ criteria better than Ordinance 11000. 

It was concluded that the new zoning code “reflects criteria pertaining to the proximity 

between housing and jobs, development near transit, infill and brownfield redevelopment, 

and bicycle accommodations” (Garde et al., 2015). Garde et al. explain that Miami 21 

additionally supported compact development, pedestrian-friendly streetscapes, and 

reduced parking. The new FBC includes more elements regarding green infrastructure as 

it requires that all new buildings in particular zones to be certified as a green building. 

Garde et al. concluded their study in saying, "through general and specific zone regulations, 

Miami 21 promotes development projects that can receive green certification, reduce urban 

heat island effects, and preserve historic and existing buildings, particularly in higher-

density urban zones” (2015). While their work seemed to be one of the first to analyze an 

implemented FBC, the study only conducted research through document analysis, leaving 
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it up to further research to determine whether the zoning code shapes new development as 

intended. 

Garde and Hoff (2017) examine Denver’s FBC using the same LEED-ND 

comparison framework. Denver adopted its FBC after Miami did and the main goal for its 

implementation was to promote sustainable growth. Garde and Hoff (2017) had similar 

findings with that of the Miami study. Denver’s newly adopted code addresses several 

LEED criteria more strongly than its original conventional zoning code, as it focusses on 

reducing car dependence, locating development in preferred areas, and expanding bicycle 

parking and storage. The FBC focusses on ‘neighbourhood design and pattern’ by 

encouraging mixed-use, compact development, and pedestrian friendly streets, and 

incorporates green infrastructure and building criteria to a greater extent than the 

conventional zoning code (Garde & Hoff, 2017). The City of Denver tested the FBC on a 

smaller section of the city before adopting it city wide. Garde and Hoff suggest that 

"officials in other cities that are considering zoning reform could similarly initiate a 

planning vision first and pilot-test their zoning approach for a part of the city before 

launching a citywide rezoning project” (2017). 

Garde and Kim (2017) did an additional study that examined all 13 cities that had 

adopted FBC’s in Southern California and compared them to 13 ‘sister cities’, through a 

similar sustainability criteria lens. Their results were varied, and this is majorly because 

not all FBCs are adopted with similar goals in mind. Not all FBCs are implemented to 

promote sustainable development.  For example, San Juan Capistrano’s FBC ranked lowest 
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among the targeted cities because it was adopted to protect the historical character of the 

town center and did therefore not integrate many sustainability criteria (Garde & Kim, 

2017). It is important to note that this study also was looking at integration of sustainability 

criteria within the zoning code and did not study impacts after implementation (Garde & 

Kim, 2017). 

Hansen (2014) also recognized that no research had been done on whether FBC’s 

produce an improved type of development. While “a primary goal of FBC’s is to create a 

high-quality, walkable urban street… the question remains about the potential of the codes 

to achieve the goal of walkability” (Hansen, 2014). Hansen did an analysis on this, and the 

objective was to analyze the walkability of streets that had been designed after the 

implementation of a FBC. The scholar had to develop their own quantifying measures and 

auditing instrument, as this kind of research had not been done before.  

Hansen discovered that features of the street regulated by the FBC created similar 

streets to historical walkable streets, and they were successful by regulating a high number 

of features that pertain to imageability, and visual complexity. Hansen noted that "other 

strengths of the codes include flexibility; codes can be written in many different styles and 

still maintain the core function of the codes which is to regulate the form and details of the 

street.” (2014). 

Apart from the work done by Garde et al. (2015), Garde and Hoff (2017), Garden 

and Kim (2017) and Hansen (2014), minimal research has been done on the extent to which 

FBC’s achieve their advertised objectives. The resulting development changes from 
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implementing a city-wide FBC may be difficult to study in most scenarios as not enough 

time has elapsed for a significant amount of development under the new regulation to take 

place. Despite strong critiques and having little proof of their success, advocates continue 

to push for the use of FBCs and because there is no empirical analysis that substantiates 

the benefits of form-based codes, the debate continues (Garde & Kim, 2017).  
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Chapter 3. Methodology 

3.1. Theoretical Approach 

The question of zoning reform, and more specifically the theory of New Urbanism, 

is rooted in critical urban theory. Critical urban theory consists of the planning ideologies 

and movements that desire to change the way we design, plan, and organize the urban 

space. Urban theory influences the practice of planning and it, “insists that another, more 

democratic, socially just, and sustainable form of urbanization is possible, even if such 

possibilities are currently being supressed through dominant institutional arrangements, 

practices, and ideologies” (Brenner et al., 2011). Critical urban theory is concerned with 

the malleable character of cities, the change that is bound to happen within them, and is 

wary of upholding current conditions. Henri Lefebvre’s the “right to the city” of the 1960s 

was the first of many concepts to be influential in critical urban theory. While his main 

concern of social equity was initially shedding light on the issue of access to resources and 

limiting poverty within the city, it also questioned the institutional and legislative 

frameworks that were in place (Brenner et al., 2011). Lefebvre and other urban theorists 

debated what the ideal city should look and feel like and began to play with new ideas. 

Not long after the emergence of the “right to the city” concept, did the New 

Urbanism come along, which critiqued the state of the urban and suburban environment. 

New Urbanists began fighting for an urban form that had a renewed focus on people, 

culture, and sense of place of the city. New Urbanism went so far as questioning the 
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regulatory controls that being used to design the urban form. The movement to establish 

alternatives to conventional zoning questions the existing condition of our cities and the 

institutional frameworks that uphold it. Since the 1960’s, steps have been taken to 

remediate the ills of the city. While it is no longer acceptable to use exclusionary zoning to 

segregate certain user groups outside of the city, zoning is still used to exclude land uses. 

Current critical urban theorists question whether an unsustainable form of urbanization has 

been replaced if zoning still exists in an exclusionary nature.  

However, there are limits to the range and substance of urban theory. Cities are 

large, complex, and ever changing and hence so should the mechanisms be that organize 

them. Though, this also means that cities are so big, “so complicated and so lacking in 

easily identifiable boundaries that any attempt to define their essential characteristics is 

doomed to failure” (Scott & Storper, 2015). This means that context is increasingly 

important when dealing with growing cities and urban space. Therefore, while New 

Urbanism claims to have all the answers as an urban theory, the following research 

recognizes that context is important and that while the implementation of a FBC may work 

in one scenario, it may not have the same outcomes in another. It is important to be critical 

of leading ideologies, and New Urbanism has faced many critiques of its own. FBCs were 

developed by New Urbanists, but the tool does not have to be used today to implement 

principles of New Urbanism. Therefore, while this thesis discusses the emergence of New 

Urbanism, it is not the central focus of this research. 
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3.2. Research Design 

The first step in this research includes an examination of the legal framework for 

planning under the LGA to understand the authority BC municipalities have to regulate the 

urban form. This will provide local context, will answer some of the research questions at 

hand, and frame the reasoning for the following case studies. To explore whether BC 

municipalities are approximating FBCs in practice, a comparative case study has been 

conducted between two master-planned resort towns that had similar visions in their 

conception.  

Seaside, Florida, and Whistler, BC were chosen because they are both well-known 

for their picturesque urban form and have won planning awards for their design. 

Additionally, the two areas were conceptualized with similar motivations, were developed 

in the same decade, and are of a similar size in area making them suitable for comparison. 

The intentional point of difference between the two case study areas is the legislative 

contexts that control their planning powers. Following that their legislative contexts are 

different, the case study on Seaside can be used to analyze the similarities and differences 

from the regulatory tools that are being used in Whistler.  

The research was conducted through document analysis for each community. The 

regulatory land use tools were analyzed using the key elements of a FBC provided by the 

FBCI as a framework to determine similarities and differences between the two case 

studies.  A framework of themes was then formed to discuss recommendations and lessons 

learned for planning in BC. 
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Chapter 4. Framing the Issue 

4.1. Barriers to Implementing FBCs: A Legal Perspective 

We now come to the question, where are British Columbia’s FBCs? Though the 

literature review has presented significant critiques and debates surrounding the use of the 

tool, there are additional legislative barriers in place in BC. In Canada, municipalities are 

creatures of the province and municipal powers come from provincial legislation. In British 

Columbia, municipalities have the power to regulate land-use within their jurisdictions, but 

there are limits to these powers. This chapter will take a legal perspective to examine 

additional barriers BC municipalities may face when wanting to implement an FBC. 

The legislation of concern here is the Local Government Act (LGA). The LGA 

provides the powers and responsibilities for both regional districts and municipalities, and 

Part 14 concerns planning and land use management. Therefore, Part 14 of the LGA will 

be analyzed to understand what local governments are permitted to regulate within their 

land-use powers such as zoning and development permits areas (DPAs), amongst others.  

Zoning 

Part 14 s.479(1) of the LGA states that a local government may divide the 

municipality into zones by bylaw, though it delineates and restricts the extent to which a 

local government can regulate development within such a zone. S.479(c) states what a local 

government may regulate within a zone, which is as follows: 
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i) the use of land, buildings and structures, 

ii) the density of the use of land, buildings and structures, 

iii) the siting, size and dimensions of 

a) buildings and structures, and 

b) uses that are permitted on the land, and 

iv) the location of uses on the land and within buildings and structures. 

These elements are the only building features that a local government has the authority to 

regulate using the zoning power. Therefore, local governments do not have the authority 

to regulate other aspects of development such as specifics of form, design, and character 

through zoning. This is in contrast to other provinces in Canada. For example, the 

Municipal Government Act is the legislation that gives Alberta municipalities the authority 

to create land-use bylaws. S. 640(1.1) states that a land use bylaw may prohibit or regulate 

and control the use and development of land and buildings in a municipality, including, 

without limitation, by 

(a) imposing design standards 

(b) determining population density 

(c) regulating the development of buildings 

(d) providing for the protection or agricultural land, and 

(e) providing for any other matter council considers necessary to regulate land use 

within the municipality 
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Hence, Alberta municipalities have the authority to impose design standards in their land 

use bylaws. The provisions of the LGA are also in contrast with the Vancouver Charter for 

example, which provides Vancouver, BC with unique authority regarding zoning. S.565(d) 

of the Vancouver Charter states that the Council may make by-laws “regulating the height, 

bulk, location, size, floor area, spacing, and external design of buildings to be erected 

within the city or within designated districts or zones”. The City of Vancouver is the only 

municipality in BC with a legislative Act such as this that permits the regulation of the 

external design of buildings. 

Thus, a local government in BC cannot create a form-based zoning bylaw as the 

LGA currently stands. Though it could be argued that features such as building size, 

density, siting, and dimensions can have visual impacts on the form of development, an 

FBC aims to regulate in a more direct and predictable manner. Although local governments 

in BC are not permitted to use the zoning tool to dictate form apart from density, size, 

siting, and location of buildings, the LGA provides other planning powers available to local 

governments which are reviewed below. 

Development Permit Areas 

Development permit areas (DPAs) are another tool available to local governments. 

A DPA is an additional regulatory measure associated with an area of land that further 

states specific requirements and regulations for development, beyond what the zoning 

bylaw may require. New development within a DPA must adhere to these requirements 
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and no alterations to the land may begin until a permit has been obtained. Municipalities 

may designate DPAs within their Official Community Plan (OCP) and S.488 (1) of the 

LGA outlines possible purposes of a DPA including: 

(e) the establishment of objectives for the form and character of intensive 

residential development;  

(f) the establishment of objectives for the form and character of commercial, 

industrial or multi-family residential development; and  

(g) in relation to an area in a resort region, establishment of objectives for the form 

and character of development in the resort region.   

While S.488(1) states possible purposes of DPAs, S.491 contains conditions of this 

power and states the specific authorities pertaining to DPAs. A DPA may include 

requirements respecting the character of the development including landscaping, and the 

siting, form, exterior design and finish of buildings and other structures for intensive 

residential development, revitalization of a commercial use, or resort development. 

However, S.491(8) explains specific authorities of the DP power and states that while 

DPAs established for commercial, industrial, or multi-family residential development can 

include requirements respecting the character of the development, this may only be in 

relation to the general character of the development and not to particulars of the 

landscaping or the exterior design and finish of buildings and other structures.  
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Heritage Conservation Areas 

Under s.614(1) of the LGA, an OCP may designate an area as a heritage 

conservation area which requires that a heritage alteration permit be submitted before 

development can occur. A heritage conservation area may include buildings, structures, 

land, or other features that are to be protected as heritage artifacts. S.618(2)(b) states what 

a heritage alteration permit may include: 

a) conditions respecting the character of the alteration or action to be authorized, 

including landscaping and the siting, form, exterior design and finish of buildings 

and other structures. 

A heritage conservation area can therefore protect form and character features, as well as 

require that new development conform to the form and character of an area. In contrast 

with the DP power, there are no restrictions regarding the extent to which a Heritage 

Conservation Area can regulate the particulars of design.  

Signage 

The only authority the zoning power has to dictate form in BC can be found in 

s.908(1) of the LGA regarding signage, which states that “Subject to the Highway Act and 

section 135 of the Motor Vehicle Act, a local government may, by bylaw, regulate the 

number, size, type, form, appearance and location of any signs.” 
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Covenants 

Under part 14, s.219 of the Land Title Act, a covenant can be registered against the 

title of land. Covenants may be of a positive or negative nature and include additional 

provisions in respect to the use of land, or in respect to a building that is on, or is to be 

erected on land. The Land Title Act gives local governments the authority to use a covenant 

to delineate further requirements of development, and such a covenant can deal with 

building design. Covenants are enforceable by law and protect the land from development 

that does not follow required regulations, as stated in s.219(2)(b), land is: 

i) is to be built on in accordance with the covenant 

ii) is not to be built on except in accordance with the covenant or, 

iii) is not to be built on 

Summary 

Goals of form-based zoning include making form the organizing principle rather 

than use, allowing the results of development to be more predictable, streamlining the 

development process, and creating an improved public realm. Despite the existence of 

these goals, the LGA currently does not permit municipalities to implement FBCs. Under 

the LGA, zoning cannot regulate the particulars of design and form. Although building size, 

site, and dimension may have an impact on form if implemented strategically, attempting 

to regulate more by implementing a FBC under Part 14 of the LGA “will be pushing the 

envelope” (Buholzer, 2005). While zoning cannot regulate the exterior form and character 
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of buildings in BC, there are other tools available. Many municipalities create design 

guidelines to portray their vision for the future of their community and make the guidelines 

regulatory using a DPA. While local governments do not have the authority to regulate 

aspects of form and character through zoning, the DPA power provides an additional 

method of regulating development. However, the LGA limits this power and DPAs can 

only include requirements regarding the general character of development and not the 

particulars of design or the outside finish of buildings.  

While FBCs strive to re-establish the importance of form in planning, BC local 

governments do not have the authority to enable or require it. Therefore, a major element 

of difference in the British Columbia context includes that municipalities must use a 

layered approach when implementing land use regulations in an attempt to achieve a 

similar set of regulations to that of an FBC. This contributes to many problematic factors 

such as increased development timeframes and costs. Additionally, DPAs only exist for 

certain types of zones, when FBCs can be applied city-wide. 

It is important to note that while local governments are restricted in their power to 

regulate the form of private development, the limitations of the zoning power do not 

prevent local governments from implementing FBC principles in the public realm.  Local 

governments own the public realm and can require architects and designers to shape the 

public realm to local government standards. While this may be true, to achieve a well-

designed urban environment and public realm that supports a community’s vision, 

regulating private development is essential. Hence FBCs strive to address the relationship 
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between the public realm and buildings, the relation buildings have to one another, and the 

particulars of building facades. 

4.2. Defining FBCs 

While the literature has been able to provide a justification for an alternative to 

conventional zoning, a tangible definition for FBCs is difficult to find. This section sets 

out to search for the definitions being used in practice. While different variations or misuse 

of the term may exist, this section clarifies the definition that is being used to conduct the 

research in this thesis. Additionally, because there has been a lack of research on the 

outcomes of implementing FBCs, it is noteworthy to look at how New Urbanist 

organizations are framing the advocacy of their use. 

The Form-based Code Institute 

The Form-based Code Institute (FBCI) is a natural resource, because of its name, 

but also because of the education resources it provides. According to the website, the FBCI 

was founded in 2004 with the goal of advancing the understanding of FBCs by providing 

education and developing standards for their use. Their mission is, “to advance zoning 

reform through the use of form-based codes that empower communities to achieve their 

vision of livable places, healthy people, and shared prosperity” (FBCI, n.d.). The institute 

offers courses, FBC certification, webinars, and online resources. Additionally, it keeps a 

library of the best examples of FBCs across the globe and runs an annual contest which 
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results in the ‘Driehaus Award’, awarded to the best FBC. The FBCI provides their own 

definition of an FBC: 

A form-based code is a land development regulation that fosters predictable built 

results and a high-quality public realm by using physical form (rather than 

separation of uses) as the organizing principle for the code. A form-based code is a 

regulation, not a mere guideline, adopted into city, town, or county law. A form-

based code offers a powerful alternative to conventional zoning regulation (FBCI, 

n.d.). 

The FBCI explains that the form-based zoning approach contrasts with conventional 

zoning’s focus on the “micromanagement and segregation of land uses, and the control of 

development intensity through abstract and uncoordinated parameters… to the neglect of 

an integrated built form” (FBCI, n.d.) Figure 2 is a diagram that the FBCI provides to help 

explain the difference. 

Figure 2. Difference between conventional zoning, design guidelines, and form-based codes. (FBCI, n.d.). 
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In an attempt to clarify what FBCs entail, the FBCI additionally states that FBCs are not to 

be confused with design guidelines or general statements of policy because they are 

regulatory, not advisory. Additionally, the institute lists 5 main elements of FBCs to help 

classify the codes (Fig. 3).  

Placemakers: The Codes Study 

Placemakers is another planning company dedicated to form-based coding that 

seeks to advocate, educate, and advise on the use of FBCs. Though they do not seem to 

have a definition of FBCs on their website, they offer coding services and solutions to 

communities that are “hindered by single—use zoning” (Placemakers, n.d.). Emily Talen 

and Hazel Borys, two notable New Urbanists, began a study for Placemakers to track the 

prevalence of FBCs worldwide through what they call, The Codes Study (the Study). As 

of June 2019, they logged 728 active FBCs that met the criteria set out by the FBCI. While 

the Study tracks the use of FBCs internationally, unsurprisingly most of the FBCs listed 

are in the United States. Remarkably, upon closer examination the Study lists four places 

Figure 3. FBC main elements (FBCI, n.d.) 
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in British Columbia that are supposedly using FBCs. These four places are listed below in 

Table 1.  

 Table 1. Municipalities in BC using a FBC according to the Codes Study. 

While it is unclear when it was last updated, according to the Study there are four 

municipalities in BC using FBCs: Kelowna, New Westminster, Revelstoke, and Delta. 

Acknowledging the restrictions that the LGA places on zoning in BC, how can this be the 

case? To gain a better perspective, the zoning bylaws and other relevant land-use 

regulations in these four places were briefly analyzed.  

Municipality Scale Implementation Date Adopted 

Kelowna: Vintage 

Landing Resort 

Neighbourhood Private 2011 

New Westminster City Local Government 1998 

Revelstoke City Local Government Unknown 

Delta: Tsawwassen 

Southlands 

Neighbourhood Private Unknown 

FBCs in BC according to The Codes Study by Placemakers 

 Zoning Bylaw Regulations Other Land-use Regulations 

Kelowna 

(City of 

Kelowna 

Zoning Bylaw 

No. 8000, 1998) 

Vantage 

Landing Resort 

(CD-18 

McKinley 

Beach) 

• Use 

• Building height 

• Building Setback 

• Parking 

• Density 

• Comprehensive Development Zone 

(CD18 – McKinley Beach 

Comprehensive Resort 

Development) 

• Form & Character Development 

permit areas 

• S.19 covenant controlling further 

density 

• Signs 
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 Table 2. Regulations used in municipalities said to be using a FBC. 

As can be seen in Table 2, the zoning bylaws for these four municipalities only regulate 

the aspects of development they are permitted to under the LGA. Though, in addition to a 

zoning bylaw, all four of these local governments use development permit areas to further 

include form requirements. However, as addressed in the previous section, DPAs do not 

replace zoning and are used in addition to zoning. Since the Study does not disclose their 

criteria for identifying FBCs, we are left to assume that either the use of DPAs qualify as 

FBCs here or, they are mistaken. If the former were to be true, would we not see more than 

four municipalities with FBCs listed considering the ubiquity of DPAs in BC?  

In reference to FBC key elements provided by the FBCI, while the zoning bylaws 

in these municipalities contain something like a regulating plan and provide definitions, 

they do not meet elements 2, 3 or 4, ‘Public Standards’, ‘Building Standards’, and 

New 

Westminster 

(Bylaw 

No.6680, 2001) 

• Use  

• Building height 

• Building setback 

• Parking 

• Density 

• Development permit area guidelines 

Revelstoke 

(Bylaw 

No.2299, 2021) 

• Use 

• Lot dimensions 

• Lot coverage/density 

• Setbacks 

• Development permit areas 

• Heritage conservation areas 

• Smart Growth Development 

Checklist 

• Sign Bylaw 

Delta: 

Tsawwassen 

Southlands 

Zoning Bylaw 

No.7600, 2017 

• Use 

• Siting 

• Size 

• Dimensions 

• Southlands Village Development 

Permit Area SD5 
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‘Administration’. The bylaws do not regulate the details mentioned by FBCI such as 

building features and details of the public realm. In reference to the element of 

administration, by using an approach that requires multiple land-use regulations, the 

development process is more complex, rather than streamlined. Additionally, the FBCI 

definition highlights that an FBC is a powerful alternative to conventional zoning, but these 

four municipalities all have maintained their use of a Euclidean zoning approach.  

4.3. Implications 

While in theory FBCs are described as an alternative to Euclidean zoning, it appears 

that in practice, planners are being led by a much broader and more ambiguous 

understanding of the tool. The definition provided by the FBCI seems to be the most 

comprehensive, but others have attempted to provide a definition. The County of Arlington, 

Virginia has implemented a handful of special district FBCs and has a section on their 

website explaining how they work: 

While conventional zoning focuses on separating land uses – such as residential, 

commercial and industrial – it does little to encourage an integrated approach to 

development. Form Based Codes help regulate land development by setting careful 

and clear controls on building form, rather than focusing strictly on types of land 

use (Arlington County Virginia, n.d.). 

Planetizen, an online course-based planning education forum defines FBCs as “a 

variety of development regulations that depart significantly from the land use control 
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approach of most zoning codes in the United States” (Planetizen, n.d.). Andres Duany, one 

of the creators of the Smart Code from DPZ, uses the term to refer to ‘all the legal 

restrictions and guidelines that apply to a project’, leaving the definition somewhat flexible 

(Sharp, 2004). 

While these definitions above explain that FBCs place a focus on design, many of 

them do not specify that FBCs are zoning, despite the emphasis placed on this detail in the 

literature. Rather, they seem to refer to FBCs as a set of development regulations. 

Consequently, many of these definitions would support that the use of DPAs and design 

guidelines would qualify as form-based coding. According to this understanding, a 

municipality in BC utilizing the layered approach of regulations would qualify as having 

implemented an FBC. However, the research thus far would suggest that this is not the 

case. By conducting a literature review of the history and justification for form-based 

zoning, it is understood that FBCs are meant to be a powerful alternative to conventional 

zoning, which the current layered approach in BC does not achieve. BC communities 

continue to utilize the zoning power to assert use as the organizing principle in planning. 

Based on my observations as a planning student, it is apparent that FBCs are a 

popular topic of discussion in BC. The lack of a comprehensive definition may be the 

reason BC planners have been misled to believe that there is a possibility of implementing 

them and may be the reason that the Codes Study wrongly identified four municipalities as 

having FBCs. While many BC local governments have been attempting to achieve goals 
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of mixed-use development and pedestrian friendly streets using other regulatory 

development tools, this has not been done through form-based zoning.  

Therefore, we may pose the question as such; is the inability to implement a FBC 

a significant problem for planning in BC?  Even though enacting a FBC under the LGA is 

not possible, many municipalities in BC appear to be successful in deploying other land-

use tools. The issue is the fact that BC local governments must use a variety of land-use 

tools to regulate form, or in Vancouver’s case, additional legislation was deemed 

necessary.  However, using a multi-layered approach is not sustainable and creating 

additional legislation for every municipality is not feasible.  

A central goal of FBCs is a streamlined approvals process because a complex 

process can have a major impact on the efficiency and costs of development. The 

Government of British Columbia wrote a report in 2019 on their Development Approvals 

Process Review (DAPR) that was conducted by the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and 

Housing. The report summarizes implications of a lengthy development timeline 

explaining how the resulting complex and expensive process can have significant 

uncertainties for developers, and consequently for the communities they are developing in 

(Government of British Columbia, 2019). Additionally, “as the sector grows, increasing 

competition for building sites has resulted in shorter option periods when acquiring land, 

creating greater risk for developers and heightening their need for more certainty at the 

outset of the development process” (Government of British Columbia, 2019). Out of the 
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top six categories for challenges and opportunities that were outlined for the BC process, 

the top two were regarding the application process and the approvals process. 

FBC advocates argue that the reformed zoning tool can provide a streamlined 

approvals process that improves certainty and predictability by incorporating standards into 

one land development regulation, and these standards are presented with maps, diagrams, 

and visuals. With BC municipalities using a layering of approaches to regulate form, they 

are moving farther away from this desired goal. This chapter has outlined some of the 

issues with a layered approach to regulating form, but the use of a case study in the next 

section will help to further understand this process and the implications. The case study 

will compare the famous FBC of Seaside Florida to that of the zoning bylaw and associated 

tools in the prized Whistler, British Columbia to discover how this local government is 

approximating an FBC and explore the similarities and differences between the two 

approaches in practice. 
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Chapter 5. Case Study 

5.1. Seaside, Florida 

Background 

Seaside is a resort community on Florida’s Panhandle in Walton County, known 

for its late-20th century New Urbanist design. The community is famous for its picturesque 

architecture with shops and retail spaces clustered at the centre, and pastel-coloured houses 

lining the streets. It is a popular vacation destination for many, and was also the set for the 

John Carrey movie, The Truman Show, because of its unique storybook character. After it 

was built, Seaside’s influence spread rapidly and the community became known as the 

birthplace of New Urbanism and the FBC. Seaside has won awards for architecture and 

town planning and numerous books and articles have been written about it.  

Figure 4. Seaside, Florida. (DPZ, n.d.). 
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Plans for Seaside began in 1978. Robert Davis owned the 80-acre plot of land and 

wanted to build a resort town with traditional neighbourhood style in mind. He wanted to 

revive the building tradition of Northwest Florida which included seaside cottages with 

friendly porches and walkable streets, but this meant that a strategic master plan and strict 

design regulations were required. Davis hired architects Andrés Duany and Elizabeth 

Plater-Zyberk, now Duany Plater-Zyberk and Company (DPZ), and town planner Léon 

Krier to help him create the town of his dreams. DPZ was the trail-blazing New Urbanist 

pair of their time, and Krier was known for having a passion for designing traditional 

walkable places.  

The goal was to ensure that homes and buildings were constructed to reflect the 

regional building traditions, but with as few rules and regulations as possible to foster a 

level of diversity. At the time, people doubted the success of the community and the selling 

of land because of such constraining design requirements, but the town gained positive 

attention quickly and the final plan was completed in 1985. The plan included well-defined 

public spaces, a commercial center within walking distance of homes, the requirement of 

front porches on residential lots, a radiating street pattern, mixed-use areas, and 

strategically placed lots for public amenities such as schools and churches. 

Land-use Regulations 

The regulations that were used to implement the Seaside vision, referred to as the 

‘Seaside Urban Code’, was the first FBC to be created by DPZ. The Seaside Urban Code 
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is a single poster that regulates development in Seaside with primary attention given to the 

scale, form, and placement of buildings (The Seaside Research Portal, n.d.). The poster is 

graphically presented with a series of diagrams, images, and short statements (Figure 5). It 

outlines 8 different building types that regulate layout, dimensions, yards, outbuildings, 

porches, and parking areas. The code makes it possible to restrict some uses but focusses 

on the form of the building types as the organizing principle. Porches or balconies are 

mandated for some of the building types and build-to-lines instead of setbacks were used  

“to establish a strong street wall and to define the street as an urban room” (Ellis, 2021).  

Figure 5. Original Seaside Urban Code. (Seaside Research Portal, n.d.). 
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As mentioned, the Urban Code consists of 8 building types that are used as the 

organizing element. Type 1 lots define the central square, with building setbacks, and a 

maximum height of 5 stories permitted. Type II lots are organized around the pedestrian 

square at townhall. The type II zoning is for office uses, though other uses may take place. 

Type III was thought to generate two different uses: small shops, and larger uses such as 

warehouses or firehalls. Here, build-to-lines are mandated with relatively few other 

restrictions other than height. Type IV and V are mostly for residential with mandated 

porches facing the street. Type VI are the lots that were considered the suburban area, with 

setbacks for lawns mandated to preserve views and white-picket fences to restrict the 

spatial dimensions of the street. Type VII occurs where there are no views of the ocean and 

Figure 6. Seaside Urban Code, Building Type 1, detailed cross-section. (Seaside Research Portal, n.d.). 
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therefore setbacks are minimal. Finally, Type VIII is one that is dispersed throughout the 

community, providing diversity in residential areas by permitting greater height and design 

freedom (The Seaside Research Portal, n.d.). 

A regulating plan was paired with the Seaside Urban Code poster delineating where 

the different building types were to be located. DPZ additionally produced cross-sectional 

images of the streetscapes, and public spaces to make the vision and regulations clear and 

well understood. A set of Architectural Standards were created for Seaside as well, but 

Andrés Duany explained that it was less important in the development of Seaside, as they 

were developed later on (The Seaside Research Portal, n.d.).  

Legislation 

As Seaside is in the United States, the legislative framework and associated 

planning terms and processes will differ from Canada. However, the 80-acre plot of land 

that makes up Seaside was originally purchased in 1946 and was deeded to Robert Davis 

in 1978, hence Seaside was owned by one person. Additionally, the creation of Seaside 

benefited from the lack of a planning department in Walton Country at the time (Congress 

of New Urbanism, n.d.). Therefore, Seaside is private land and is unincorporated meaning 

no other municipality has planning jurisdiction over the area. Seaside is not legally 

included under the laws of the state of Florida, and the developers were able to write their 

own urban code. The Seaside Town Council is responsible for the management of the nine 
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individual street associations of Seaside and maintain the common areas and enforce 

covenants today. 

Summary 

The Florida Developer, Robert Davis wanted to develop Seaside to replicate the 

feeling of old southern towns. DPZ helped Davis achieve his goal by creating the first FBC. 

The Urban Code organizes the town into zones according to building type, and the eight 

typology categories require particular design elements. The design requirements replicate 

specific elements of traditional southern small towns, while leaving other characteristics 

and uses within these zones flexible. The Urban Code has changed relatively little over its 

40-year history, and some suggest this is due to its simplicity, clarity, and predictability 

(Seaside Research Portal). The updated 2014 Urban Code looks relatively the same, except 

for a few minor wording changes. DPZ released their Smart Code in 2003. The Smart Code 

Figure 7. Seaside, Florida. (Congress for New Urbanism, n.d.). 
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is based off the Seaside Code and acts as a template for others to replicate. DPZ went on 

to design other communities like Seaside as it was deemed a success. 

5.2. Whistler, British Columbia 

Background 

Whistler, British Columbia is a resort community north of Vancouver that is home 

to one of the largest ski hills in North America. The town is a destination for thousands of 

tourists every year and hosted the 2010 winter Olympic Games. At its heart is Whistler 

Village, a pedestrian oriented hub nestled at the base of Whistler and Blackcomb Mountain 

that is known for its picturesque design. Though Whistler Mountain opened as a ski hill in 

the 1960’s, it was not until the 1980’s that a plan for the Village was conceptualized, and 

it was developed. Whistler Village is the central focus of this case study. 

Figure 8. Whistler Village. (Tourism Whistler, n.d.). 



 

 

 

 

70 

Throughout the 1960s and 1970’s, Whistler was quickly becoming a famous ski 

resort with the largest uphill lift capacity in BC and a growing number of residents, 

developers, and tourists. In 1974, the provincial New Democratic Party took an interest in 

the tourism opportunity at Whistler. Development in Whistler had been sporadic and 

unplanned up until this point, and with pressures of further development and bids being 

placed for the Winter Olympics, the provincial government implemented a land freeze 

while a development study was conducted. The results formed a framework of new 

priorities for the town and led to the establishment of the Resort Municipality of Whistler 

(Whistler Museum, 2014). 

 The Resort Municipality of Whistler Act enabled the establishment of the Resort 

Municipality of Whistler (RMOW) in 1975, and it was the first one of its kind in Canada. 

A mayor and council were elected in the following year and the first OCP was established, 

outlining goals of compact development around a town center (Gill, 1999). The Resort 

Municipality of Whistler Act facilitated the creation of a land development company as a 

wholly owned subsidiary of the RMOW, the Whistler Village Land Co. Ltd (WVLC) in 

1978 (Gill, 1999). The WVLC was established as a management body of the municipality 

to oversee financing and development of the Village center (Gill, 1999). The WVLC 

purchased the village central lands from the government and sold select lots to developers 

who were willing to comply with the OCP and strict design regulations once the plan was 

complete. Whistler embraced its growth opportunities, and the investment climate was very 

positive in the 1970’s, but this was followed by the recession in the 1980s that depressed 
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the real estate market. The provincial government formed a new Crown corporation called 

WLC Developments Ltd, to assume the liabilities of the WCLV which was near 

bankruptcy.  

The Resort Municipality originally hired Sutcliffe Griffs Moodie Development 

Consultants to come up with a design for Whistler Village, but the resulting plan did not 

align with the community’s vision and was deemed too car centric. Eldon Beck, a well-

known American landscape architect who was the primary designer of Vail resort in 

Colorado, was then invited to help create the plan for Whistler Village. Beck’s plan 

included an unconventional pedestrian-oriented design, excluding all vehicles from the 

central village stroll. The idea was to build a hub of services for both residents and tourists. 

Figure 9. Early concept sketch done by Eldon Beck. (Whistler Museum, n.d.). 
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Beck’s vision considered the context of the surrounding environment and he paid close 

attention to where he placed the central village square in relation to views of the mountains 

(Figure 9).  

Becks’ design encouraged meandering and discovery and the control of public 

spaces and buildings was believed to heavily inform the user experience (OCP Bylaw No. 

2199, 2019).  The parcels of land throughout the village area all had strict design guidelines 

that aided the creation of a unique identity that all owners of the land were required to 

adhere to. By the mid-1980’s the original village was substantially complete. Years later 

in 2019, Beck published a book about his experience that he titled “Edges: Mountains, 

Forests, Creeks, Nature’s Guide to Village Form” which can be found in the Whistler 

Museum. 

The Village was developed in two phases, Village North being planned a decade 

after the original village. Village North was to be developed at a scale consistent with the 

original village and a plan was developed that included volumetrics and parcel specific 

guidelines. After the plan for Village North was finalized, the site was divided into parcels 

that were then zoned according to the master plan and sold off to developers (Whistler 

Museum, 2021). Construction began in 1991, most of the development parcels had been 

sold and developed by 1997. With “all parcels developed in accordance with approved 

development permits and designs Whistler Village has evolved and matured into a 

successful four-season destination mountain resort village and community town centre” 

(OCP Bylaw No. 2199, 2019).   
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Zoning 

The policies and regulations that guided Whistler’s initial development are 

relatively the same today, although they have become more complex with OCP 

amendments and updates, by-law amendments, and a general concern over growth and 

environmental preservation. Whistler’s current Zoning and Parking Bylaw is 600 pages 

containing about 230 different zones. Part 9 of Whistlers Zoning and Parking Bylaw 

outlines the regulations for the commercial zones in Whistler and the CC1 Zone 

(Commercial Core One) is concerns the original Village: “The intent of this zone is to 

provide a mixture of commercial uses, personal services, and tourist accommodation 

facilities in a predominantly pedestrian environment. This zone provides a central tourist-

oriented commercial focus for the Municipality” (Zoning and Parking Bylaw No. 303, 

2015). The zone regulates the permitted uses, height, site area, and permitted gross floor 

area of each lot. As the Village North was planned and developed after the original village, 

there are an additional 26 zones pertaining to Village North. 

Development Permit Areas 

Whistler has 10 DPAs, each with their own form and character regulations, one of 

which is for Whistler Village specifically. The DPA refers to Schedule T in the OCP which 

contains the Whistler Village Design Guidelines. The use of the DP power makes these 

guidelines regulatory. The guidelines emphasize pedestrian design, landscaping, building 

design, solar access, view protection, and building colour amongst other design-oriented 
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details. As part of the justification, the guidelines state that, “The elements of the character, 

quality and identity of Whistler Village which help to make it a unique and special place 

requires coordinated site planning, architecture and landscaping” (OCP Bylaw No. 2199, 

2019).   

Legislation 

As explained previously, the LGA does not allow zoning to dictate building form 

in British Columbia, and hence the reason for this case study. Whistler has exemplary form 

and while this is partly due to the fact that there was one primary landowner, additional 

regulatory tools have been used to achieve this. As noted previously, Section 491(8) of the 

LGA states that if a DPA is designated with the purpose of establishing objectives for form 

and character of commercial, industrial, or multi-family residential development, it may do 

this, “but only in relation to the general character of the development and not to particulars 

of the landscaping or of the exterior design and finish of buildings and other structures” 

(The Local Government Act, 2015).  

However, a regulation made under the authority of the Resort Municipality of 

Whistler Act gives Whistler unique authority over design.  Accordingly, section 920 (9) of 

the Municipal Act, now S.491(8) of the LGA, does not apply to the Resort Municipality of 

Whistler. This means that the RMOW has the authority to include requirements in respect 

to the particulars of landscaping, exterior design, and finish of buildings and other 

structures in its DPAs for commercial, industrial, and multi-family residential areas. Hence, 
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the RMOW had, and continues to have, a greater ability to regulate the particulars of design 

than other municipalities in BC. This allowed Whistler Village to be planned and 

developed to look and feel the way it does today. 

Summary 

In the 1970’s and 1980’s, the provincial government took an interest in the unique 

opportunity at Whistler. Amongst influential New Urbanist goals of the time, Eldon Beck 

helped create a unique and walkable village center for the famous ski resort. Although the 

LGA prohibits the zoning and DP powers from regulating the particulars of design, special 

authority provided to the resort municipality has given it the ability to shape Whistler’s 

unique form. Whistler has evolved into a successful four-season resort, and the village is 

praised for its picturesque, compact design.  
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Chapter 6. Findings 

6.1. Analysis 

The purpose of this case study is to demonstrate the process that BC local 

governments are using to approximate FBCs following that the LGA restricts their ability 

to implement them. Using the five key elements of a FBC provided by the FBCI, this 

chapter compares the similarities and differences between the regulatory approaches used 

to develop both Seaside and Whistler Village. Coupled with the knowledge acquired 

through the literature review, the chapter will conclude with possible implications of these 

differences and recommendations for BC municipalities on how to best move forward. 

Seaside and Whistler Village were conceptualized in the same decade when New 

Urbanism was a prominent influence with similar goals of walkability, a mixing of uses, 

and an overall cohesive urban form. Seaside and Whistler were both greenfield 

development projects lacking any prior imposed constraints, allowing for a clean slate and 

tight regulatory controls to be put in place. Whistler Village was planned by a combination 

of government influences with the help of Eldon Beck, and Seaside was planned by Robert 

Davis with the help of a group of planners and architects, both with a similar motivation of 

creating a community with a unique urban form. Both resort communities still see new 

projects and redevelopment today, where developers and architects must adhere to their 

strict regulations. Though Seaside and Whistler are similar in this way, the processes and 

regulatory tools they have used to shape their development look very different. 
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Acknowledging the legal perspective that was gained in Chapter 4, we understand 

that Whistler does not have the authority to implement an FBC. However, we can still use 

the FBC criteria provided by the FBCI as a framework to determine the essential 

similarities and differences between the two approaches. The five key elements of a FBC 

provided by the FBCI are used as a checklist to determine whether the regulatory controls 

in the two case study areas contain similar key elements and where they differentiate. A 

‘yes’ or ‘no’ was given for each and ‘n/a’ was provided when the category was either 

deemed inapplicable, or there was not enough information to support an answer. The first 

two tables compare the Seaside Urban Code to Whistler’s Zoning Bylaw. For the sake of 

this study, only the zones pertaining to Whistler Village were analyzed for content. 

 Table 3. Seaside Urban Code analyzed against FBC key elements. 

Table 4. Whistler’s zoning bylaw analyzed against FBC key elements. 

 

 

Seaside, Florida: Urban Code 

Regulating Plan 
 

Public Standards Building Standards Administration Definitions 

Yes n/a Yes Yes Yes 

Whistler, British Columbia: Zoning and Parking Bylaw No.303, 2015 

Regulating Plan Public Standards Building Standards Administration Definitions 

No n/a No Yes Yes 



 

 

 

 

78 

Similarities 

It comes as no surprise that the Seaside Urban Code meets all the FBC criteria 

because it was the first FBC to be created. While we know that Whistler does not have the 

authority to implement a true FBC, the zoning bylaw does achieve some of the key 

elements. The analysis shows that the similarities include a clearly defined application 

process and a glossary of definitions. Seaside’s regulations are described with images and 

diagrams on a single poster allowing for a clearly defined and simple process, the rezoning 

process for Whistler appears to be quite straight forward, and both documents contain 

definitions to ensure the correct use and understanding of terms. Public standards were not 

found to be applicable to these case studies. The land in both the Seaside and the Whistler 

case were owned by a single entity, and although high importance was placed on overall 

visions for the two places which included the public realm, requirements specific to the 

public realm were not regulatory as the owners were free to design the public realm 

themselves.  

 However, we are aware that Whistler is using the additional tool of a DPA to 

achieve its standards specific to the form and design of Whistler’s Village. Therefore, for 

the sake of this analyses, Table 6 analyzes the combination of regulatory tools in Whistler 

to the FBC checklist to determine whether the layered approach achieves additional FBC 

elements. 
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 Table 5. Whistler's zoning bylaw and DPA analyzed against FBC key elements. 

When we analyze the zoning bylaw and the Whistler Village DPA against the same criteria, 

we find slightly different results. By including the DPA for Whistler Village in this 

analysis, Whistler meets the criteria for building standards, but not for administration. The 

Whistler Village DPA regulates features of buildings that define and shape the public 

realm. In this scenario, both Seaside and Whistler include regulations for building scale, 

form, materials, colour, landscaping, and other particulars of design. 

Differences 

Despite the similarities between Seaside and Whistler, this analysis proves that 

Whistler is not using an FBC. More importantly, this analysis is able to display exactly 

where Whistler falls short in relation to the central goals of FBCs. Even when the analysis 

is stretched to consider the use of the DPA in Whistler, Whistler’s approach still does not 

meet all the criteria (Table 6). Whistler’s DPA does not include a regulating plan and does 

not lend itself to a streamlined application process. The approach Whistler uses has 

significant differences which have been summarized below. 

 

Whistler, British Columbia: Zoning Bylaw & Whistler Village DPA 

Regulating Plan Public Standards Building Standards Administration Definitions 

No n/a Yes No Yes 



 

 

 

 

80 

Table 6. Significant differentiating details between Seaside’s and Whistler’s regulatory approaches. 

The Urban Code is the central tool of regulation in Seaside, delivered on one 18” 

by 24” poster, providing images and diagrams that help to explain the prescribed design 

Seaside Urban Code Whistler Zoning and Parking Bylaw NO. 303, 

2015 

• One page poster, 8 building types 

• Organized by building type 

• Dimension and design standards for 

buildings, yards, porches, balconies, 

outbuildings, and parking 

• Descriptions in the form of diagrams and 

short statements 

• Keyed to a regulating plan 

• 33 zones pertaining to the village 

• Organized by permitted building uses 

• Standards for density, height, site area, site 

coverage, setbacks, off-street parking and loading 

• Descriptions in the form of words 

• No clear regulating plan 

Seaside Architectural Standards Whistler Village Development Permit Area 

• 13 pages 

• Design and materials standards for walls; 

doors and windows; porches and balconies; 

roofs; attachments; signage; lighting; 

colours, for each building type identified in 

the Urban Code 

• No application process 

 

• 170 pages 

• Standards for building siting, form, and massing; 

pedestrian and outdoor activity areas; grading, 

draining, design of servicing infrastructure; 

particulars to landscaping, lighting, and signage; 

particulars of building design, pedestrian level 

design, upper floor design, roof design, building 

materials, building colour 

• Additional application and review process 
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regulations for 8 different building types. Additionally, the building types only make 

mention of two different uses: residential, and mixed use (Urban Code, 2014). Though the 

FBCI states that Architectural Standards are an additional optional element to include in 

an FBC, Architectural Standards have now been created for Seaside since the Urban Code 

was first developed which provide clarification on configurations, techniques, and 

materials to be used. The Architectural Standards element does not create any additional 

application steps or processes.  

In contrast, Whistler’s zoning bylaw is around 600 pages long, with 33 zones 

specifically pertaining to Whistler Village. The zones are categorized by use and within 

each of the 33 zones, there is a list of 10 or more uses that are allowed with the zone, while 

all other uses are is prohibited. There are no images, and a key regulating plan or map is 

difficult to find. Though the Resort Municipality of Whistler website has an interactive 

online map that can be used to search a property’s designated zone, the regulating plan for 

an FBC is meant to be easily referenced to determine the locations where building 

standards apply. While the use of the DPA has allowed the municipality to regulate 

particulars of design, it has been done in a lengthy 170 pages. The DPA also requires an 

additional application and review process. Furthermore, because DPAs are only meant for 

specific areas within a municipality, the Whistler Village DPA only contains regulations 

concerning the Village, and the resort municipality has several other lengthy DPAs for 

other areas in town. 
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6.2. Discussion 

From this analysis, two major downfalls of Whistler’s regulatory approach become 

evident in relation to what FBCs try to achieve. The first, is one that is central to the purpose 

of zoning reform. As previously discussed, a key purpose of the FBC is to provide a 

powerful alternative to conventional zoning. While Seaside has achieved this by organizing 

their code by building type and focusing on form, Whistler continues to organize their 

bylaw by building use. Since Whistler has not been able to achieve its goals through the 

zoning power alone, it has turned to the DP power to further regulate the design of the 

village in hopes of a more predictable outcome. Consequently, Whistler has a lengthy 

zoning bylaw paired with several lengthy DPAs, although the town is relatively small. 

Hence, the second disadvantage to Whistler’s approach is a complex application and 

approvals process.  

The case study of Whistler is reflective of the process that many BC municipalities 

use today.  With the restrictions that the LGA places on zoning, BC local governments are 

still using a zoning method that has proven to be outdated. This has been coupled with the 

desire for a predictable development process, leaving BC local governments to exhaust the 

regulatory tools available to them and turn to the DP power. Like Whistler, many local 

governments layer a DPA over their use-based zoning bylaws. In contrast, Seaside has been 

able to focus more on building form, in one simplified document. In alignment with goals 

of predictability, it will be difficult for BC local governments to shift away from use-based 

zoning bylaws when the zoning power is so restricted. 
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As previously discussed, a complex approvals process ultimately has an impact on 

the development process and can affect how quickly projects are built. Of the five main 

elements of FBCs, administration is one, which focusses on a clearly defined and 

streamlined application and approvals process. Advocates argue that FBCs can provide a 

streamlined approvals process that improves certainty and predictability by incorporating 

standards into one regulation and one application process. With BC municipalities using a 

layering of approaches to regulate form, they are moving farther away from this desired 

goal.  

While the case of Whistler is reflective of the process that many BC municipalities 

use today, there is a notable difference with the existence of the Resort Municipality of 

Whistler Act. This Act gives Whistler the additional authority to regulate the particulars of 

design using the DP power. Other municipalities do not have the same ability to regulate 

design to the same extent that Whistler has. Hence, Whistler achieved almost all the FBCI 

key elements because the resort municipality has this freedom. In this sense, Whistler is 

not entirely reflective of other local governments in BC. Though, it may be reflective of 

the desire to have increased control over the form of development in BC.  

Furthermore, despite Whistler’s downfalls, the regulatory tools that were used were 

successful in making the vision for the village come to fruition, and they continue to guide 

development to match the feeling of Whistler today. Reflecting on the process of 

developing Whistler Village, WLC President Jim Switzer said in 1997 that the 

development of a master plan and the associated regulatory tools “provided stability and 
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certainty for developers who knew exactly what was expected of them and for the RMOW 

who could plan for the future based on a clear picture of how development would proceed” 

(Whistler Museum, 2021). 
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Chapter 7. Conclusion 

7.1. Research Questions Revisited 

This study was inspired by an interest in the FBC debate and a passion for land-use 

planning. The research began with a comprehensive review of the history of zoning to 

understand the complexities of the zoning debate and the applicability of such debate to 

British Columbia planning. A handful of research questions were developed that can now 

be revisited.  

Is there consensus around defining FBCs? 

This question was answered by reviewing the academic literature and discourse of 

prominent FBC organizations. Although critiques of conventional zoning and the 

justification for zoning reform were easy to find in the literature, it was difficult to find a 

comprehensive definition. Based on this study, the FBCI appears to have the most 

comprehensive definition that has been used by others. This definition is as follows:  

A form-based code is a land development regulation that fosters predictable built 

results and a high-quality public realm by using physical form (rather than 

separation of uses) as the organizing principle for the code. A form-based code is a 

regulation, not a mere guideline, adopted into city, town, or county law. A form-

based code offers a powerful alternative to conventional zoning regulation (FBCI, 

n.d.). 
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Although the FBCI has this definition, there are many other definitions being used, and 

this has been coupled with misunderstandings and even misuse of the term. Therefore, 

while a comprehensive definition exists, there does not appear to be consensus. By adding 

a legislative perspective to the discussion, this study concluded that the FBCI provides the 

best definition. Central to any FBC definition are two essential factors:  

1. FBCs are to be used as alternatives to the conventional zoning framework 

2. FBCs use form of development as the organizing principle rather than use 

 

Why has there been a lack of uptake of FBCs in British Columbia? 

Although there can be speculation as to the reason for the lack of FBCs in BC 

including the existence of significant critiques or the lack of research to support their use, 

the reasons are simply that of legislative authority. This research question was answered 

in Chapter 4 by examining the rules and regulations placed on planning in BC by the 

LGA. The LGA provides the powers and responsibilities for both regional districts and 

municipalities, and Part 14 concerns planning and land use management. In summary, the 

LGA restricts the extent to which local governments can use the zoning power to regulate 

the form and character of development. Accordingly, BC municipalities only have the 

authority to regulate the use, density, sizing, and dimensions of development using the 

zoning power, while FBCs are concerned with directly regulating form. Therefore, BC 

local governments cannot implement FBCs unless otherwise specified in a regulatory 

Act. 
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What other planning tools are local governments using to approximate FBCs and how do 

they compare? 

 There are planning tools other than zoning that local governments use in BC to 

regulate the form of development. DPAs are popular tools that are used by BC local 

governments to regulate the form and character of commercial, industrial, multi-family 

residential or resort development. Though, the LGA also restricts the extent to which DPAs 

can regulate the particulars of design. In the case study, the RMOW had similar visions to 

that of Seaside and was successful in guiding development to reflect that without using a 

true FBC. Although they were successful in producing their vision, Whistler’s process 

comes at a cost. The FBCI key elements of a FBC were used as a framework to evaluate 

the approach. Whistler’s layered approach creates a complex application and approvals 

process and does not replace the outdated principles of conventional zoning. Additionally, 

in this particular case, Whistler has the authority to use the DP power to regulate the 

particulars of design.  

While other regulatory tools exist in BC, they do not have the same influence over 

form of development, nor do they achieve the same goals as FBCs. Therefore, while local 

governments like the RMOW have other tools to regulate development, they hardly 

compare to FBCs. 
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7.2. A Path Forward: Recommendations 

This section outlines the recommendations for BC planners who are wanting to 

facilitate change in their municipality’s land-use regulations and more specifically, their 

zoning bylaws. There are many challenges and barriers to zoning reform and these 

recommendations are meant to provide suggestions for incremental steps that can be taken 

to adjust zoning bylaws to reflect a municipality’s goals more closely. These 

recommendations have been created through an understanding of the oversights and 

failures of the conventional zoning framework, and from an analysis of one possible 

alternative to that framework: FBCs. Although the alternative solution of form-based 

zoning is not one that can be implemented in BC, several key themes have been pulled 

from the methods and objectives of the alternative zoning tool. The recommendations are 

organized based on the key themes that have been pulled from this research.  

Stop the Segregation of Uses 

The central problem with conventional zoning is that it is based on the idea that all 

uses must be segregated to different zones within the city. A central goal of FBCs is to 

remove the focus on organizing by building use in hopes of promoting more mixed-use 

development, and while BC municipalities cannot achieve this to the same extent, there are 

ways in which they can shift the exclusive nature of their bylaws. If goals include an 

increase in compact and mixed-use development, the zoning bylaw should reflect this.  
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For example, many municipalities use one of the oldest zones to result from the 

Village of Euclid case, the single-family home zone. Not only are single-family homes 

zones ubiquitous in North America, but North American governments seem to have a zone 

for every imaginable use, as seen in Whistler’s bylaw. While there may be the desire to 

keep certain neighbourhoods primarily residential, the single-family home zone is 

outdated. An example of a city that has changed this is the City of Vancouver. In 2018, the 

City of Vancouver made amendments to their Zoning and Development By-law to allow 

duplexes on single-family zoned lots. The change made it legal to build up to four housing 

units on the previously single-family lots and there has been a significant uptake of 

duplexes since, according to Susan Haid, the Deputy Director of Planning (Urbanizta, 

2021). Seaside is another good example of this. The Urban Code only identified two uses 

throughout all their zones: residential, and mixed-use, allowing for a plethora of specific 

sub-uses to exist in these zones. To supplement a reduction of control over building use, 

zoning bylaws can refocus on the elements of building form. Regulating building size, 

siting, dimensions, and massing have an impact on the predictability of the form of 

development, and municipalities should explore organizing their bylaws as such.  

Process Matters 

As BC municipalities are using a layering of land-use regulations to achieve similar 

goals to that of FBCs, it is essential to consider how the application and review process 

impacts development. There are several implications of a lengthy approvals process and 

https://cityhallwatch.wordpress.com/2021/11/06/single-family-zoning-no-longer-exists-vancouver/
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while this was not a central focus of this study, there is plenty of current research calling 

for change to occur. One of the central goals of FBCs is a streamlined approvals process 

for this reason. Therefore, municipalities should clearly state their application and review 

process on their websites and even in the zoning bylaws for easy reference. To make bylaws 

more accessible and easier to understand, images and diagrams should be used to 

supplement text-filled pages. 

Changing the regulatory land-use framework to be more proactive rather than 

reactionary should also be considered. Zoning for intended use rather than existing use 

could theoretically remove parts of the application process. There are several reasons 

municipalities maintain their re-zoning processes, such as the ability it provides to 

negotiate community amenity contributions (CACs). However, the case studies in this 

research present a convincing case for ‘pre-zoning’ land. Both Whistler and Seaside were 

zoned to include the standards required to implement their desired visions ahead of 

development, which was deemed successful. While they were both master-planned, 

municipalities should consider how zoning for intended use could speed up their 

development and approvals processes. Adapting local zoning bylaws to be more proactive 

is well within municipal authority, though if reform were to occur on a regulatory level, 

provincial legislation would need to change to require local governments to zone for 

intended use. 

The provincial government began acting on shifting parts of the approvals process 

in 2021. Bill 26 states that local governments are not required to hold a public hearing for 
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rezoning applications if the bylaw is consistent with the OCP. However, it is still required 

that local governments post a public notification of the first reading for a bylaw that is 

proposing to proceed without a public hearing. Though, it is yet to be determined if 

municipalities will take advantage of this as removing public hearings is quite 

controversial. While this is one legislative attempt by the provincial government to help 

streamline local development processes, changes to other elements of the process should 

be considered. 

Recommendations 

Therefore, the recommendations are as follows: 

i) Remove single-use zones that no longer serve a purpose 

ii) Focus more on building form rather than use as the organizing principle of the 

zoning bylaw where possible. 

iii) Incorporate images and diagrams into zoning bylaws, not just DPAs 

iv) Zoning should become proactive rather than reactionary 

v) Make streamlining the application and review process a priority 

7.3. Limitations and Further Research 

Limitations 

The intent of this research was to explore how BC municipalities are deploying 

their land-use tools to regulate development in contrast with the practice of form-based 
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zoning. The methodology that was used was suitable for the scope of this project, 

considering that there is minimal literature written on the application of FBCs in BC. 

However, there are limitations to this research and room for further research, which are 

worth identifying. 

The fact that FBCs cannot be implemented in BC, poses somewhat of a barrier to 

the usefulness and generalizability of this research. However, the researcher recognized 

this, and recommendations were made based on local government authority under the 

current legislative context. It is also important to note that every FBC can be different as 

they vary according to local context and the objectives behind their implementation. Some 

FBCs focus more on streetscape design, while others focus on heritage preservation. 

Therefore, because this study only focussed on one FBC for the case study, the research 

was limited in this sense.  

It is important to note that neither Whistler Village nor Seaside, are perfect. While 

Seaside influenced planning and architecture world-wide, it has its own challenges and has 

no affordable housing, and no transit (Ellis, 2021). Additionally, Whistler has a housing 

crisis, it is an extremely expensive place to live, and transit outside of the village is lacking. 

Accordingly, as the literature review has noted, there is minimal research that has been 

done on the outcomes of FBCs. Therefore, further research could include examining the 

outcomes of FBCs and/or the outcomes of revised zoning bylaws and DPAs in BC once a 

reasonable amount of time has passed post implementation. 
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Though both case study communities have won awards for their urban form, it was 

up to the discretion of the researcher to claim that Seaside and Whistler were similar 

enough for comparison. Particularly with Whistler, where it was not explicitly mentioned 

in the literature that the resort municipality was trying to approximate an FBC. Rather, 

several other factors were considered in determining whether the two places would be 

suitable for comparison. Furthermore, because both case studies were greenfield 

developments, their codes were not implemented within an existing regulatory framework. 

Further research could include a comparison of a publicly implemented, city-wide FBC 

with that of a reformed city-wide land-use bylaw in BC. Further research could also 

compare and contrast the differences between provinces in BC as their regulatory 

frameworks differ from one another. 

7.4. Closing 

It is evident that there are many reasons for wanting to shift the pattern of 

development that has predominantly taken a hold in North American planning. Sprawl has 

detrimental impacts on our communities and the environment, the principle of segregation 

is outdated, the quality of the public realm has deteriorated, and our towns lack a sense of 

place unique to themselves. FBCs have been developed as an alternative to conventional 

zoning to re-introduce the importance of form in planning and combat the ills of urban 

sprawl, but FBCs do not work alone. This research recognizes the distinction between 
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planning and zoning and the key learnings from this work should paired with a critical 

review of other local planning policy and goals. 

While true FBCs cannot be implemented in BC, other tools are being used by local 

governments to achieve modern planning goals, but it is unclear whether the BC approach 

is the most efficient or sustainable method. While the current legislation does not allow 

local governments to implement FBCs, there is room for change. Both the local and 

provincial governments should be critically evaluating zoning and development processes. 

We are therefore still asking the question today, “How should cities employ the tool of 

zoning to shape their physical environments?” (Sclar, 2019). 
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Appendix A.  

 

Seaside Urban Code and Regulating Plan (2014)  
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Appendix B.  

 

List of Zones for Whistler Village 

 

CC1 Commercial Core One 

Cl1 Commercial Local One 

Cl2 Commercial Local Two 

CC1-E Commercial Core One Employee 

LP1 Leisure Park One 

TA8 Two Family Residential/Tourist 

Accommodation Eight 

RR1 Rural Resource One 

Part 17 – (26 zones) Lands North Zones (Bylaw No.708) 

 

Total = 33 
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Appendix C.  

 

Whistler Zoning Bylaw, CC1 Zone Excerpt 
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