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Chapter 1 

Introduction and Overview 

In the early 1970's, the cities of Toronto and Vancouver, quite 
independent of one another, initiated similar large s cale inner city rede
velopment projects. Toronto's St. Lawrence and Vancouver's False Creek 
developments are creating new socially mixed residential neighbourhoods on 
previously under utilized industrial land. When completed, St. Lawrence 
will provide 3 ,500 housing units on a 44 acre site adjacent to downtown and 
False Creek 1,800 units on an 80.5 acre site in Vancouver's cen t ral area. 
Table 1-1 provides a statistical summary of both projects. 

1.1 Objectives and Organization of this Study 

The relative merits of the St, Lawrence and False Creek neigb
bourhoods are going to be debated long into the future. Both provide 
excellent case study material for social scientists and design profes
sionals on a variety of important questions relating to site planning, 
housing and neighbourhood design, social mix, residential densities, 
assisted housing financing, and the financing, implementation and impacts 
of large scale municipal redevelopment projects. 

St. Lawrence and False Creek are the natural outcome of the 
lessons learned from the urban renewal and public housing projects of the 
1950's and l960's. They demonstrate that large scale, medium to high 
density redevelopment projects with a very higb proportion of assisted 
housing can be successfully implemented by local government. They also 
demonstrate a model in which inter-governmental rela t ions can function 
successfully -- though not always smoothly -- in implementing national 
housing programs. In St. Lawrence and Talse Creek the municipal level of 
government made the decisions regarding the location and scale of the 
redevelopment site and the character of neighbourhood to be developed. The 
senior levels of government, especially the federal social housing pro
grams , provided the financial assistance to make the large component of 
subsidized housing possible. 

The objective of this paper is to describe and assess the process 
by which both neighbourhoods were created, focusing particularly on the 
planning and design process, the implementation process and the costs and 
financing of both neighbourhood s . Neither project is complete yet though 
they are substantially complete and the planning and design process is 
virtually finished. Only a cou pl e of development sites remain in both 
neighbourhoods. 



Table 1-1 

St. Lawrence and False Creek Statistics 

Total Units (projected) 

Tota l Area (acres) 
Parks 
Residential 
Streets 

Residential Density (units/acre) 
Gross Density 
Net Density 

Maximum Individual Project Density 
Minimum Individual Project Density 

Unit and Tenure Mix 
l bedroom and Studio 
2 bedroom 
3 bedroom 
4 and more bedrooms 

Family Units (wi th grade access) 

Market Units (private sector) 
Pri va.te rental 
Private ownership 

Assisted Units (social housing) 
Municipal non-profit 
Private non-profit 
Non-profit Co-opera tives 

Commercial Space (sq. ft . ) 

Project Costs and Revenues($ millions) 
Acquisition and Deve l opment Costs 
Revenues: Grants (Fed . /Prov.) 
Revenues: Land Sale or Lease 

St. Lawren ce 

3,542 

44.0 
8.0 (18%) 

30.9 (70%) 
5.1 (12%) 

80.5 
114. 6 

307.0 
53.0 

1,771 (50%) 
1,310 (37%) 

425 (12%) 
36 ( 1%) 

560 (16%) 

1,584 (45%) 
-0-

1 ,584(100 %) 

1,958 (55%) 
974 (50%) 
135 ( 7%) 
849 (43%) 

330,000 

Total Proje ct Investment (1983 S est . ) 

$ 41 . 9 
l.4 

45.4 
200.0 

Fa lse Creek 

1,786 

80.5 
29 . 2 (36%) 
37.7 (47%) 
13.6 (17%) 

22.2 
47.4 

102.0 
29.0 

634 (35%) 
710 (40%) 
369 (21%) 

73 ( 4%) 

640 (37%) 

806 (45%) 
147 (18%) 
659 (82%) 

980 (55%) 
-0-
461 (47%) 
519 (53%) 

65,000 

S 21.5 
2.3 

26 . 6 
165.0 

Source: City of Toronto Housing Department: and City of Vancouver False 
Creek Development Group. Estimates and projections as of 1983 . 
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FIGURE 1-l 

The St. Lawrence Heighbouchood: Location Hap 
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FALSE CREEK 

FIGURE 1-2 

T~e False Creek Neighbourhood: Location Hap 
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Care has been taken to be objective , tha t i s, to deal with those 
aspects which can be discussed at this time on fairly solid factual 
grounds. The relative success of the physical design of individual housing 
projects and of the neighbourhood as a whole, of the social and tenu r e mix 
decisions and of resident satisfaction with the environment created are 
qualitative evaluations best carried out by specialized studies and by 
detailed resi dent surveys. This study seeks to provide the background 
information necessary fo r these more detailed stu dies by providing a 
thorough overview of how and why both neighbourhoods were established and 
designed in the way tha t they were. 

Any large scale project involves numerous compromises arising out 
of technical, financial , administrative and , of cou r se, political con 
straints. An attempt has been made here to document and explain some of 
the more signi f icant constraints on the designers and developers of both 
neighbourhoods as an aid to those who will carry out further qualitative 
evaluations. Knowing the history of the decision making process does not 
provide an excuse for bad decisions but helps identify the reasons for the 
particular decisions and can often point the way to avoiding similar 
problems in the future. 

An additional objective is to provide other municipalities and 
interested individuals wit h sufficie nt information on how -- administra
tively and financially -- both neighbourhoods were implemented as a guide 
to considering similar projects elsewhere. St. Lawrence and Fal se Creek 
are not unique, they are perhaps the best examples of large scale social 
mixed residential developments characteristic of the 1970's . Other 
examples are Milton Park in Montreal, Le Breton Flats in Ottawa , the 
Frankel/Lambert project in Toronto, and Champlain Heights in Vancouver . In 
t he U.S. , the new neighbourhood on Roosevelt Island in New York City shares 
many of the policy and social mix objectives of St. Lawrence and False Creek. 

This study does not provide a comparative evaluation of the St. 
Lawrence and False Creek neighbourhoods, in the sense of a subj.ective 
judgement of which is better. It is the many similarities relating to 
goals and objectives which has led to combining a review of both neigh
bourhoods in one study. Because the objectives of both neighbourhoods are 
similar the methods of implementing these si milar objectives can be com
pared and contrasted. The two neighbourhoods are, however, in very 
different physical settings with a host of significantly different 
environmental amenities and problems. False Creek is t wice the size and 
half the density of St. Lawrence. St. Lawrence is bounded by mai n line 
railroad tracks, an elevated expressway , arterial roads and industry . 
False Creek is a long narrow site on the waterfr ont and its environmental 
pro .bl ems are relatively minor compared to St. Lawrence. 

The planners of both neighbourhoods were presented with 
interesting challenges relating to the problem of creating a livable 
reside ntial environment virtua l ly from scratch. Neither site was located 
in a broader residential district. These c hallenges are similar in both 
neighbourhoods at the conceptual level though very different at the 
physical s i te planning and housing pr o ject design level due to the physical 
characteristics of each site. 

5 



Organization of this Study. Following this introduction the 
report is divided into two parts dealing separately with each of the neigh
bourhoods. The remainder of this introduction reviews the significance of 
both neighbourhoods, comparing and contrasting key aspects of both develop
ments. Location maps and definitions of terms and a description of the the 
phasing of the projects are provided as a guide to reading Parts 1 and II. 

1.2 

Parts I and 11 are organized into six similar chapters. 

Goals and Objectives 

Planning and Design 

Implementation 

Costs and Financing 

Outline History 

Bibliography 

Part I 
St. Lawrence 

Chapter 2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

Part II 
False Creek 

Chapter 8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

The Significance of St . Lawrence and False Creek 

"Neighbourhoods" not "Projects". St. Lawrence and False Cr eek 
represent a significant departure from the large scale urban renewa l pro
jects common to the 19SO's and 1960's. Every attempt was made to avoid the 
social policy and physical design mistakes of the past. Municipal involve
ment in the provision of housing expanded well beyond the traditional 
approach of building low income public housing projects or of providing 
subsidies to private developers . The aim was to cr eate socially mixed 
inner city "neighbourhoods" rather than homogeneous housing "projects . " 
People of all incomes and social groups would be housed in a mix of r ental 
and ownership, market and non-profit, assisted and unassisted housing. A 
high level of amenities and community services would be provided and the 
planning, design and implementation would be carried out by the munici
pality it self. 

St . Lawrence and False Creek are very much pr oducts of the early 
and mid-1970's. They resulted from a political reaction to the previous 
approaches of public urban renewal projects and to the type of hig h rise, 
non-family type of housing being built by the private sector . Rather than 
destroying or redeveloping existing neighbourhoods, new neighbourhoods were 
created . Rather than depending upon the private sector, the role of the 
public. sector was expanded. 
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FIGURE l-3 

Comparison of Densities in a St. Lawrence and False Creek First Phase Housing Cluster 
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Social and Tenure Mix, To a large degree both cities have been 
successful in achieving their original objectives. Neighbourhoods and not 
projects have been created. Both are close to being completed and substan
tially within their original schedules and budgets. Both have successfully 
utilized federal housing programs to achieve their social mix and their 
affordable housing component. In doing so, they provide a great deal of 
new affordable inner city housing. The private market units have also been 
successful. They have been quickly marketed and have appreciated in value 
in keeping with the real estate markets in their respective localities . 

The aim of providing family housing, units with two or more 
bedrooms, has also been achieved. Half of the units in St. Lawrence and 
65% of the False Creek units have two or more bedrooms. In spite of the 
high central area land values, a significant proportion of family units 
with grade access has also been achieved: 16% of St. Lawrence (575 units) 
and 37% of False Creek (649 units). The range of tenure types in St. 
Lawrence and False Creek is similar: 25% non-profit housing co-operatives; 
30% non - profit rentals; and 45 % private rental and ownership housing units . 

When discussing social mix it is important to distinguish between 
physical and actual social integration. Physical integration exists when 
heterogeneous groups of people occupy adjacent physical space. This 
creates the potential for actual social integration. 

St. Lawrence and False Creek were planned so as to achieve the 
former. Broader social engineering was not part of the concept of either 
neighbourhood in the establishment of the social mix criteria. The 
objective was the more modest one of: 1) permitting the full range of 
social groups to have an opportunity to live in the neighbourhoods; and 2) 
avoiding the creation of a project atmosphere, which could occur if the 
neighbourhoods were designed for only lower income groups. 

The social and tenure mix objectives stem from a planning philo 
sophy which argues that residential areas, especially those being designeq 
from scratch , should reflect, within themselves and in their immediate 
surroundings, the variety and mix of the wider physical and social world. 
It is believed that a social and tenure mix helps maintain stable neigh
bourhoods. A mix of housing types, sizes, costs and tenures can accommo
date changing life styles and life cycles. Residents have a choice of 
staying within their area as their housing requirements change. Age mix is 
recommended for the same reason. St. Lawrence and False Creek provide 
excellent opportunities for research in t o the validity and significance of 
these assumptions. 

Municipal Redevelopment of Under Utilized Land. In addition to 
the housing and social mix objectives of each, St . Lawrence and False Creek 
are significant because they broke with the traditional approach to urban 
redevelopment. Urban land uses usually change gradually in an ad hoc 
manner , according to the dictates of the land market. Entire distri c ts 
within a cit y rarely change ver y rapidly. There is a tendency for the 
market and for municipal planning regulations to reinforce exist i ng land 
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use patterns within a given district. Redevelopment usually takes place on 
a site by site basis and the role of the private land and development 
markets are primary determinants as to whether or when change will take 
place. 

St. Lawrence and False Creek broke with this traditional pattern . 
Under utilized industrial areas were transformed into new residential 
districts by the two municipalities. The cities of Toronto and Vancouver 
took declining central area districts, where the quality of physical ameni
ties and adjoining l and uses were low, and transformed these districts into 
desirable residential neighbourhoods . In both cases there were many who 
predicted that it could not be done. Both sites were subject to a great 
deal of controversy. 

Each neighbourhood was developed in a period of about ten years 
and at limited expense to either city. The cost of all front end expendi
tures, such as roads, sewers and other services, is being successfully 
recovered from the sale or lease of building sites. The municipality in 
both cases acted as the developer of the entire site, not simply as the 
regulator of land uses. The municipal council made the final decisions 
about land use policies and had these policies implemented by municipal 
staff . Co-ordination of the development of St. Lawrence is being carried 
out by the City of Toronto Housing Department and False Creek's implementa
tion is being co-ordinated by a special, temporary agency of the Vancouver 
municipal government , the False Creek Development Group. 

The Federal Contribution. Neither St . Lawrence nor False Creek 
would have been possible without the assistance of t he federal government . 
The significance of the federal role is often overlooked. Toronto was able 
to assemble the St. Lawrence site because of loans from the federal govern
ment's land assembly program. Federal grants of about $800,000 helped 
finance park and site improvements in St. lawrence. In Vancouver the 
federal government provided start-up capital for False Creek by loaning $10 
million at a low interest rate. In addition, a variety of site improve
ments, such as the seawall (~2.25 million), were funded federally. 

The most significant factor, however, has been the federal social 
housing programs . Neither city could have achieved its assisted housing 
and social mix goals without the social housing programs. Canada Mortgage 
and Housing Corporation provides a level of assistance necessary to bring . 
rents in non-profit rentals and co-operatives down to the low end of the 
prevailing market rents. The joint federal and provincial rent supplement 
program provides an additional level of assistance to low income families 
on an income tested basis. Both St. Lawrence and False Creek have combined 
the federally assisted non-profit projects with private rental, condominium 
and home o\Jtlership projects to achieve a range of incomes and tenure types. 
Without the federal social housing programs, little if any assisted housing 
would have been provided. With the programs, a large, permanent stock of 
affordable housing has been created in both neighbourhoods. St. Lawrence 
is providing 1,958 additional social housing units in the central area of 
Toronto and False Creek is adding 980 centrally located social housing 
units to Vancouver's housing stock. 

10 



Though neither project would have been possible without the 
federal social housing supply programs, it is also true that the federal 
programs would not have bad the impact on the Toronto and Vancouver areas 
they have had without the municipalities initiating the two new 
neighbourhoods. Where would sites have been found in either city for the 
3,000 social housing units if the previously industrial St. Lawrence and 
False Creek sites had not been redeveloped for residential use? 

The Different Origins of Both Neighbourhoods . Even though the 
St. Lawrence and False Creek developments have resulted in the creation of 
fairly similar socially mixed inner city neighbourhoods, the origin of each 
project is quite different. It was not apparent at the beginning that both 
cities were undertaking similar projects . The fact that the outcomes are 
similar is due to the election of reform municipal councils in each city in 
late 1972. Both groups of reformers happened to have similar approaches to 
housing policy issues . It was the implementation of these policy 
approaches on large tracts of land that led to the similarities, not any 
direct coordination between officials in the two cities. The projects have 
different origins because they resulted from very different land use and 
housing debates in each city. 

In Toronto, the newly elected City Council adopted a comprehen
sive housing policy and launched an ambitious program of building munici
pally owned non-profit rental housing. The St. Lawrence project resulted 
from the decision to assemble a very large tract of land. In Vancouver, 
however, the city already owned the False Creek site and had been engaged 
in a long running debate over what to do with the land. The election in 
1972 of a reform group known as TEAM (The Elector's Action Movement), ended 
the land use debate. TEAM decided to develop a socially mixed, family 
oriented residential community on the city owned land, as they had promised 
during the election campaign. In short, the St. Lawrence Project resulted 
from a municipal housing policy in search of building sites whereas the 
False Creek project resulted fr om a parcel of municipally owned land in 
search of a land use policy. If the reform councils had not been elected 
in one or both of the cities, it is likely that neither of the socially 
mixed new neighbourhoods would have been built. The opponents of the 
reformers in Toronto did not support such an ambitious municipal social 
housing effort and the opponents of Vancouver's reformers were continually 
fighting for non-residential use of the municipally owned False Creek land . 

The Politics of the Site Planning Process. The local political 
situation defined the basic features of each development . Toronto had 
decided to "get back into the housing business" and wanted to build a great 
deal of social housing as quickly as possible. Very ambitious targets were 
established and St. Lawrence was viewed as a district in which a great deal 
of housing cou ld be built . As many units as possible under the height and 
unit mix guidelines were crammed onto the site resulting in very high 
densities: 80.5 units per gross acre; 11 4.6 units per net acre. 
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In Vancouver the debate over the use of city owned False Creek 
land was split between groups favouring residential and non - residential 
land use options . The outcome was a compromise. TEAM members of City 
Council were able to win on the housing issue but agreed to a compromise 
which placed a large "regional destination" park, rather than simply a 
smaller neighbourhood park, at the centre of the 55 acre Phase 1 site (see 
Figure 1-5). Charleson Park ' s 16.3 acres occupy 20 percent of the city 
owned south shore of False Creek and almost one third of Phase 1 . 

In addition, the compromise included lower residential densities. 
Densities in False Creek are very low for such a centrally located site: 
22.2 units per gross acre and 47.4 units per net acre. Excluding Charleson 
Park, the gross density is 27.8 units per acre, about 65 percent less than 
St. Lawrence. Vancouver's compromise on land use and densities has given 
the False Creek neighbourhood, primarily the first phase. a very suburban 
look and feel. In contrast, Toronto's decision to supply a great deal of 
centrally located new housing as quickly as possible has produced one of 
the higher density neighbourhoods in Canada. 

Resident Satisfaction. The ultimate test of an new neighbourhood 
is the degree of satisfaction the residents have with the environment 
created. This can only be determined overtime and through careful survey 
techniques. No such study has been conducted on the St. Lawrence 
Neighbourhood and only one study of residential satisfaction in False Creek 
has been carried out shortly after the completion of Phase 1 in the late 
1970's. A 1980 City of Toronto survey of resident characteristics did ask 
for comments relating to satisfaction. This study is referred to in 
Chapter 2. The False Creek Area~ Phase l Post-Occupancy Evaluation is 
referred to in Chapter 9 . 

1 . 3 Some Definitions 

Before proceeding it is important to clarify exactly what is 
being referred by several often used terms and designations. St. Lawrence 
and False Creek are names used to designate the municipal redevelopment 
projects being studied in this report. They are also names of a broader 
districts within Toronto and Vancouver. In addition, land adjacent to the 
municipal redevelopment projects is being privately redeveloped, making i t 
necessary to establish clear working definitions for this report. 

The St . Lawrence Neighbourhood and St. Lawrence project refers to 
the municipal redevelopment site studied in this report. It is a 44 acre 
site southeast of Toronto's financial district (see Figure 1-1). Land 
adjacent to the site is being privately redeveloped with both commercial 
and residential uses. Some industrial uses are also being maintained (see 
Figure 1-6) . Due to the City of Toronto ' s St. Lawrence project the area 
around the 44 acre site has become more commonly known as the St. Lawrence 
neighbourhood or district. In addition, the city has established the St. 
Lawrence Historic District encompassing a broad area to the north of t he 
St. Lawrence project in order to help conserve and upgrade the historic 
features of the area in view of the large amount of redevelopment taking pla ce. 

12 



FIGURE 1-5 

False Creek, Phase 1 ! Location of thi~ Two Neighbourhoods and the Dest.lnation Parlt 
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Spr uce Neighbourhood: 17.l Acres; 323 H(>using Units; 18.8 Units per Acre Gross Density . 

tteather Neighbourhood: 19. l Ac;res; 529 H<)using Units; 27.7 Units per Acre Gross Density . 

Charleson Park: 16.2 Acres. 



FIGURE 1-6 

The Land Use Context of the St. Lawr::ence Neighbourhood 

f HY Of l()II~ JO '1 AMWNO 110,\ft) 



The City of Vancouver's False Creek Neighbourhood and False Cr eek 
project is also known as Planning Areas 6 and 10 in the False Creek Compre
he nsive Development District. False Creek is an inlet ~hich separates much 
of the downtown peninsula from the southern portion of the city (see Figure 
1-2). The city's redevelopment project is located on 80 acres along the 
south shore of False Creek and comprises most of Planning Area 6 (between 
the Cambie and Granville bridges) and about half of Planning Area 10 
(bet ween the Granville and Burrard bridges). Figure 1-7 provides a map 
showing the False Creek Planning Area designations. 

The north shore of False Creek is cur r ently receiving a great 
deal of attention due to the decision of the Province of British Columbia 
to locate a very large residential and commercial complex on the site over 
the next t wenty years, known as B.C. Place, and to stage Expo 86 on a 
portion of the north shore. Figure 1-8 provides a summary of the provin
cial and municipal development concepts being debated for the north shore. 
The B.C. Place site is located on Planni ng Areas 1, 2 and portions of 3 and 
4 on False Creek's north shore. This provincial redevelopment project 
should not be confused with the subject of this report -- the municipal 
redevelopment project on part of the south shore of False Creek . In this 
report , the False Creek Neighbourhood and False Creek project are used 
interchangeably to refer to the municipal redevelopment within most of 
Planning Areas 6 and 10 . 

Both St. Lawrence and False Creek have been divided into three 
phases. In this report the designations of each municipality is used . In 
St. Lawrence the phases are A, Band C, which are further subdivided into 
phases A-1 and A-2, B-1 and B-2 and C-1 and C-2. See Figure 1-9 for a map 
outlining the development phasing designations of the St. Lawrence project . 

In the False Creek project, the designation of the three phases 
is a bit more complex. The designations of phases L, 2 and 3 are used in 
this report, as is customary in many Vancouver documents. However, many 
planning reports and officials use a combination of different designations . 
Phases 1 and 2 are often referred to as Area 6, Phase 1 and Area 6, Phase 
2. This is because a private development site to the east of the city's 
project is also in Planning Area 6. This site, formally the Johnston truck 
terminal, is known as Area 6, Phase 3. It is not part of tbe City of 
Vancouver's redevelopment project and 1s not the Phase 3 referred to in 
this report. What is referred to in this report as Phase 3 of the False 
Creek project is also known in Vancouver as Area l 0B, the easterly half of 
Planning Area 10. Figure 1-10 provides a site plan of each of the three 
False Creek development phases. 
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FIGURE 1-8 

The B.C. Place (North Shore of False Creek) Development Plan Controversy. 1982 

B.C. Platt Draft Concept Plan 
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St. Lawrence: Development Phases 
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FIGURE 1-10 

False Creek: Development Phases 
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Chapter 2 

Goals and Objectives of the St. Lawrence Project 

The major goals and objectives of the St. Lawrence Project were 
conceived prior to the selection of the site. They were part of the 
overall housing goals and objectives of the City of Toronto's newly adopted 
housing policy. The selection of the St. Lawrence site followed from the 
decision to implement a new housing program. The City of Toronto first put 
in place a specific set of housing goals and objectives and adopted a 
program to implement them. The St. Lawrence Neighbourhood is a result of 
the implementation of the city's housing program. 

This is an important point to note because it helped guarantee 
the successful development of socially mixed housing on the St. Lawrence 
site. Other recent large scale inner city sites which have been designated 
for public redevelopment, such as Harbourfront in Toronto, Le Breton Flats 
in Ottawa and the north and south shores of False Creek in Vancouver, are 
cases in which a level of government already owned the site. Housing, 
especially a large percentage of assisted housing and ground oriented 
family housing, was only one of a number of land use options being debated 
for these sites. 

In the case of St. Lawrence, we have a city-wide housing policy 
in search of development sites, one of which eventually became the site for 
the St. Lawrence Neighbourhood. As Chapter 8 on False Creek points out, 
the fact that the south shore of False Creek was developed in the fashion 
it eventually was, emerged out of a long debate over numerous competing 
development options. The False Creek Neighbourhood resulted, therefore, 
from a city-owned site in search of a development policy. 

Once the City of Toronto adopted its housing policy in 1973, the 
goals and objectives of this policy were refined to fit the specific 
constraints of the St. Lawrence site. This chapter reviews the goals and 
objectives of the St. Lawrence project as they evolved from their original 
inception in 1973 to the present. 

2.1 Policy Recommendations of the Housing Work Group, 1973 

A report titled Living Room: An Approach to Home Banking and 
Land Banking for the City of Toronto was the initial housing study re
quested by the newly elected reform members of City Council. Living Room 
was prepared by a Housing Work Group established by Council in May 1972. 
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The report presented a set of recommendations outlining an approach the 
City could take as a means of addressing the housing needs of low and 
moderate income households. Many of the new aldermen and the new mayor, 
David Crombie, were elected because of their stand on preservation of 
neighbourhoods and family housing. Living Room argued that housing for low 
and moderate income households within the city should be provided not only 
by changes in planning and zoning policies designed to protect existing 
residential neighbourhoods, but also by an aggressive municipal land 
banking and house construction program. Living Room argued that: 

land banking can be regarded as a tool to help people 
who might otherwise not have the opportunity to live in 
certain areas of the City. Public acquisition of land 
in those areas where, for example, zoning and Official 
Plan changes are being considered, would mean that land 
costs can be held at a level where more people in the 
limited income category might be able to afford 
housing .. !/ 

The primary goal therefore was the provision of low cost housing within the 
city. Land banking was a means towards this end. 

The reformers' "neighbourhood preservation" theme was also incor
porated, although necessarily altered, in the goals related to new housing. 
The authors of Living Room emphasized the positive attributes of "tradi
tional" Toronto neighbourhoods, especially their street-related form, their 
diversity of architectural styles, and their appropriateness for families 
with children. These same qualities were recommended for new housing 
whether as infill in existing neighbourhoods or on larger sites.~/ 

In addition, Living Room set out specific goals related to the 
population to be served by the City's housing program. Fifty per cent of 
the units, they argued, should be for households with below median incomes, 
half for low income households and half for those of moderate income. 
Similarly, they advocated that 50% of the units be reserved for families 
with children.'}_/ The "traditional" Toronto neighbourhood was thus to be 
recreated, not only in terms of its physical characteristics, but also in 
terms of a mix of incomes and household types -- something not "tradi
tional" at all in either public or private sector housing developments, but 
not uncommon in the inner city. 

In December 1973 City Council adopted the policies advocated in 
Living Room and soon authorized the search for a large, reasonably priced 

1. City of Toronto Housing Work Group (1973) Living Room, p. 48. 

2. See: City of Toronto Housing Department (1979) St. Lawrence, 
1974-1979, Report No. 16, pp. 7-8. 

3. Living Room, p. 18. See also City of Toronto Housing De
partment (1975) Progress Report 1974, p. 46. 
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site, suitable for family housing. The St. Lawrence site was identified as 
one which fit all the criteria. First, it was large, comprising 44 acres 
of under-utilized industrial land. Second, it was relatively inexpensive 
-- over half of the land was already owned by various public agencies. 
Third, it could be made suitable for families given its proximity to social 
and cultural facilities, to public transit, to the waterfront, and to 
downtown. ~/ 

2.2 The Housing Department's Further Definition of Policies for St.Lawrence 

The new municipal housing policy, as developed by the Housing 
Work Group, established the central goals and objectives -- in the broadest 
terms -- for the St. Lawrence project. The specific nature of these goals 
and objectives would be successively refined as the project proceeded and 
as the constraints of the site became more evident. 

The First St. Lawrence Planning Report, 1974. The first of the 
St. Lawrence planning studies, titled simply St. Lawrence, recommended 
acquisition of the properties by the city and set out four basic goals for 
development of the site: 

1. to create more housing in Toronto for all income groups and in 
particular for those of low and moderate incomes; 

2. to provide housing in the central city; 

3. to ensure that redevelopment occurred in accordance with sound 
planning goals rather than ad hoe market forces; 

4. to create a neighbourhood which will benefit from the historic 
buildings which remain in and around the area and which will, in 
turn, revitalize what was once the Town of York. 11 

The first goal, more housing for all but particularly for low and 
moderate income households, was expanded further in the report to encompass 
the relatively new concept of the "mixed neighbourhood" as advocated in 
Living Room. 

Large public land developments have suffered histori
cally from being designated strictly for one income 
group and strictly for a single purpose: housing. In 
order to avoid creating a "public project" atmosphere 
and in order to strengthen the evolving mixture of uses 

4. City of Toronto Housing Department (1974) St. Lawrence, 
Report No. 1, May, pp. 3, 13, 29-39. 

5. Ibid., p. 7, 9. 
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in the surrounding areas, the City should ensure that 
St. Lawrence itself will set the standard for redeve
lopment by encouraging a broad mix of people and uses. 

St. Lawrence should contain a fairly large proportion 
of commercial facilities, both to serve the neighbour
hood and to reflect the mixture of development around 
it. It may also be feasible to integrate some clean 
industrial development in St. Lawrence; industry will 
probably continue to exist along the borders of the 
development. 

The concept of "mix" should be extended far beyond land 
use category. while the provision of housing for those 
of low and moderate income would be emphasized, differ
ent forms of tenure should be encouraged including 
rental, ownership and cooperative. In addition, the 
City should ensure that St. Lawrence provides housing 
for a mixture of income levels and social classes, of 
age groups and of family and non-family households. 
Different agencies, both public and private, could be 
invited to participate in the development. All build
ings should, of course, be carefully designed in accor
dance with overall development intentions. 

If these social and physical considerations are handled 
sensitively and with imagination, it is believed that 
St. Lawrence will become a vital, dynamic and attrac
tive new community on the edge of downtown Toronto.~/ 

This concept of mix included, therefore, not only residents of various 
incomes, but different forms of housing tenure, family and non-family 
households, the involvement of various agencies, developers, and a mix of 
land uses. J.../ 

These recommendations were, in turn, translated into specific 
density and unit mix parameters. Residential coverage was suggested to be 
1.25 times the gross site. Commercial and light industrial coverage was 
suggested to be 0.4 times the gross site. These parameters, the report 
concluded, would result in the following unit mix: 

Bachelor 936 units 36% 
One bedroom 576 units 22% 
Two bedroom 440 units 17% 
Three bedroom 357 units 14% 
Four bedroom 299 units 11% 

Total 2608 units 100% 

6. Ibid. 

7. Ibid., p. 9. 
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In terms of family and non-family units: 

Non-family 
Family 

Total 

1732 units 
876 units 

2608 units 

66% 
34% 

100% ~/ 

While the actual number of units to be subsidized for low and 
moderate income households is not specified, the family component is sug
gested to take up "approximately half the built area". Note that the 
original objective of the Living Room report, to provide 50% family units, 
was reduced in this first St. Lawrence report to 34%. One of the more 
important reasons cited fo~his reduction was "the number of children the 
development might reasonably accommodate." The report estimated that the 
above density and unit mix would result in- a development which averaged 73 
children per acre.~/ 

The phasing and timing of construction within the St. Lawrence 
site was also proposed in the first St. Lawrence study (see Figure 2-1). 
Both the phasing and timing have, in fact, kept generally to these recom
mended goals. 

The St. Lawrence Status Report, 1974. Acquisition of the St. 
Lawrence site was approved by City Council on June 12, 1974. By October a 
program of purchases, trades, and expropriation was in full swing and the 
second St. Lawrence report, St. Lawrence Status Report, was submitted to 
Council. While most of the goals and objectives outlined in this second 
report were simply restatements of the original goals, the report also 
included a section entitled "Social Services Planning" which contained new 
and innovative goals for the project . .!QI 

The St. Lawrence Status Report argued that public education and 
health care, services to the elderly, information and referral services, 
and any other social or community services that might be needed should be 
planned for and provided from the outset. 

Status 

It is our position that these services must be provided 
on an integrated basis, not only to avoid duplication 

8. Ibid., p. 22. 

9. Ibid., p. 23. 

10. See: City of Toronto Housing Department (1974) St. 
Report, Report No. 2, Nov., pp. 87, 101-107. 
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FIGURE 2-1 

PROPOSED PHASING AND TIMING OF CONSTRUCTION IN ST. LAWRENCE 

8 IHPLF.Mf.llTI\TIOtl AND DECISION FRI\MEIIORX 

8.1 Phasing and Timing 

ThP <levelopment of St. Lawrence should be considered in three distinct 

ph,1ses. 

a) Phase A: Bounded by Front, Jarvis, the railway and Shcrbournc 

The first phase, phase A, is considered to be the smallest development 

which could, if necessary, stand on its own within the orbit of thP St. 

Lawrenc~ Market. 

Excluding roads, sidewalks and the land being used for a hydro trans

former, the area comprises 16.56 acres of land. Of this land, the City 

of Toronto own!; 5.09 acres; d.08 acres are owned by two public agencie~ 

other than the City; and a further 7. 39 acres are in the hands of five 

different private owners (see Appendix 10.l for details). 

This phase would be developed within the coming five-year period, with 

some building cofflftencing within two years on the most westerly part of 

the site, where no buildings currently exist. 

b) Phase 0: Bounded by Csplana1e, Sherbourne, the railway and rarliamcnt 

The second phnse, phase B, would be contingent on the development of 

phasP A. It is proposed, however, that the privately-owned land in 

phase B should be banked now in order to assume control and take advan

tage of the relatively low land values in the area. 

ExcltJding roads and sidewalks, the area comprise~ 10.00 acres of land. 

Of this land, the City of Toronto owns 5.39 acres; 4.23 are owned by 

the Canadian National Railwayi and a furth~r 8.46 acres are owned by 

six diffcr~nt 1,rivatc owners (see J\ppcnc..tix E0.2 for details). 

This phase will be developed within a five-to-ten year period following 

compl~tion of phase I\. 

c) Phase C: llounded by Jarvi■ 1 hplana4e 1 Yonp and the raihray 

.Phase c is al 110 contingent on pha•• A being deYeloped. Exel uding road■ 

and sidewalks, the area C0111Prises 9.84 acres of land. Of this, the City 

of Toronto ovns 3.99 acres and four private owners own a total of 5.85 

acre• (see l\ppendix 10.3 for details). 

This phase will play an i.Jllportant part in the overall concept of St. 

Lawrence, as it will form the link to Yonge Street and to the facilities 

of the O'Keefe centre and the St. Lawrence Centre for the Perfonu.ng 

Arts. l\ccordingly, pha•e C will probably have a relatively dense com-

mercial concentration. 

It is not proposed that the City seek to acquire any further lands in 

phase c. The City will be able to exerci■e control in this phase of the 

develore,ent by virtue of the land it already own■ and through the de

velopment itself being contingent on zoning and Official Plan changes. 

Decisions about how the City will deal with it■ own land in phase C 

should be made when detailed planning and negotiation■ are underway. 

Th• tiaing for thi■ pha■- of the deYelc,s-nt will depend on deteiled 

planning and upon tho■• who currently own the ■ite■ in que■tion. 

PROPOSED PHASING OF ST. LAWRENCE 

SOURCE: City of Toronto Housing Department (1974) St. Lawrence: Report No. l, pp. ~6-58 



and waste, but in order to overcome the prevailing 
assumption that there are clear lines of demarcation 
between, for example, the impact of health, education 
and daycare services on people's lives • .!..!.I 

It is clear that the Housing Department viewed the St. Lawrence project as 
a rare opportunity for innovative planning on several fronts. 

This second St. Lawrence report also initiated several consultant 
studies based on site specific problems and the goals and objectives re
lated to their resolution. These included goals such as the renovation and 
re-use of existing historic buildings, the reduction of environmental 
problems including air pollution, noise and traffic congestion, and the use 
of design forms compatible with the surrounding area. g; 

Progress Report, 1974. The Housing Department's first annual 
report, Progress Report 1974, again reiterated the major goals and objec
tives of the St. Lawrence project and, indeed, of its housing projects in 
general. Half the housing units produced were to be government assisted 
and an average of 30 per cent were to be family units. The actual propor
tion of units receiving rent supplements, on the other hand, was not speci
fied. Instead, the Housing Department requested that each individual 
application be considered on its own merit and that a larger proportion of 
units be granted supplements when special groups, projects or neighbour
hoods required it. QI 

The Progress Report, 1974, while reiterating the general goals 
and objectives previously established, effectively relaxed some of the 
requirements which had initially made the St. Lawrence project a promising 
one in terms of affordable housing. The original goal of 50 per cent of 
the units for households of below median income as set out in Living Room 
was not only forgotten but quickly became impossible. While up to 50% of 
the units in Phase A were eligible for rent supplements by special request, 
Phases Band C were governed by revised provincial housing policies which 
restricted the number of rent-geared-to-income units to a maximum of 25% 
without exception. In addition, the number of units specified for families 
was reduced.~/ 

11. Ibid., p. 101. 

12. Ibid., p. 111-114. 

13. See: City of Toronto Housing Department (1975) Progress 
Report 1974, pp. viii, xiii. 

14. See: C. Gray (1980) The St. Lawrence Neighbourhood in Toron
to: An Analysis of Municipal Housing Policy, Papers on Planning and Design, 
No. 22, University of Toronto, Department of Urban and Regional Planning, 
pp. 27-28. 
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2.3 The Impact of City Council's Reform Caucus on St. Lawrence Policies 

The nature of the St. Lawrence Neighbourhood emerged from a 
debate over the shaping of the overall housing policy for the City. The 
fact that St. Lawrence was such a large site and that it was one of the 
first sites selected for municipal housing development and land banking, 
helped force City officials and the interested public to become very speci
fic in terms of City housing policy. A major actor in the entire process 
was the Reform Caucus of City Council. Together with the moderates on 
Council, the Reform Caucus played a major, if not the major, role in 
defining the substantial public and non-profit orientation of City housing 
policy in general and of the specific development policies for St. Lawrence. 

The following, for example, is an April 1976 Reform Caucus motion 
which summarizes the caucus's position on the tenure goals of the St. 
Lawrence project. 

1. Whereas public funds have been used to assemble lands in St. 
Lawrence (under the Land Banking Programme); 

2. Whereas the Caucus opposes profit-making housing; 

3. Whereas the Caucus supports the provision of as much housing as 
possible for residents earning below the median income; 

4. Whereas the Caucus supports housing that will provide security of 
tenure for residents; 

5. Whereas the Caucus supports provision of housing for residents 
earning below the median income using the least amount of 
subsidies as possible. 

Therefore be it resolved that: 

1. Housing in the St. Lawrence project should be exclusively non
profit; 

2. To ensure the above to as great an extent as possible, housing in 
St. Lawrence will be developed and managed by: (a) City; (b) 
private non-profit groups; (c) Metro Housing Co. (for senior 
citizens housing); (d) non-profit co-operatives. 

Though the resolution was not adopted by the rest of Council, 
these principles guided policy-making for the St. Lawrence site. Over 60% 
of the housing developed was, in fact, non-profit and co-operative and most 
of the land was leased or sold to Cityhome, thereby remaining in public 
ownership. The general principle that a development based on public 
funding should require private sector developers pay the full market value 
for their sites was fully implemented. The increased price of the sites 
sold to the private sector helped offset other costs of bring St. Lawrence 
on stream and helped make development of non-profit housing adjacent to 
downtown financially feasible. 
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In addition to starting with clear policy goals, the very nature 
of the St. Lawrence site and the area surrounding it helped make implemen
tation of policy goals and objective more easy. The St. Lawrence site was 
a virtually forgotten wasteland of parking lots and storage areas. The 
only major concern about development of the site was its suitability for 
residential development. 

The St. Lawrence site was part of the King-Parliament planning 
district (see Figure 2-2), a predominantly industrial and warehousing dis
trict. There was very little housing or social and community facilities in 
the area (see Figures 2-3 and 2-4). The housing which did exist in the 
planning district was located in the north-east section (St. Lawrence is in 
the south-west section). West of the King-Parliament planning area is the 
heart of downtown with no residential uses. South of the site is the 
railroad track embankment and the elevated Gardiner Expressway. _!ii 

If the environmental problems could be overcome, as the planners 
believed they could, and as they subsequently have been, the St. Lawrence 
site presented the city with a relatively clean slate. There would be no 
displacement of existing residents or of productive industrial uses and the 
city would have the opportunity to plan the entire district from the start. 

2.4 Achievement of the St.Lawrence Goals and Objectives 

How well has the City of Toronto been able to achieve the overall 
goals and objectives it established for the St. Lawrence project? On the 
basis of almost any evaluative criteria, it can only be concluded that the 
City has been very successful. Certainly the spirit, and to a very large 
degree even the specific details of the original goals and objectives have 
been achieved. 

The St. Lawrence site was selected and planning begun only six 
months after the December, 1973 submission of the Living Room report to 
Council. The development of the neighbourhood will be completed generally 
on schedule, about ten years after the planning process began. The follow
ing summary of the basic statistics on the St. Lawrence neighbourhood 
illustrates the degree to which the city has been successful with the 
implementation of the St. Lawrence housing objectives. 

15. See: City of Toronto Planning Department (1975) Residential 
Areas in King-Parliament: Preliminary Planning Proposals, April; and City 
of Toronto Planning Board (1978) King-Parliament: Final Recommendations, 
March. 
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Total units 3,542 

Size of site, acres 44 
Tenure mix: 

non-profit rental 31% 
co-op non-profit 24% 
private market 45% 

Family housing: 
units with 2 or more bedrooms 50% 
units with grade access 16% 

Density: 
gross (units per acre) 
net (units per acre) 

Parks: 
total acres 
percent of total site 

80.5 
114.6 

8 
18% 

The primary goal of the St. Lawrence project -- to significantly 
increase the supply of housing close to downtown for all income groups, 
particularly low and moderate income households -- has been achieved with 
great success. It is very unlikely that some 3,500 housing units would 
have been built in such a central location without the leading role played 
by the City. It is even more unlikely that 55% of the units would have 
been assisted housing for low and moderate income households without the 
existence of the Federal social housing programs (the public, private and 
co-operative non-profits) and the municipal initiative to fully utilize 
these federal housing programs. 

There has been no thorough assessment of resident satisfaction 
with the St. Lawrence neighbourhood. The City of Toronto Housing Depart
ment conducted a survey of resident characteristics in the summer of 1980 
and will soon publish a more recent survey. The 1980 survey,~ Resident 
Survey in St. Lawrence Neighbourhood, Phase "A", collected data on the 
following seven major areas: 

a) data on the previous residence of St. Lawrence households; 

b) personal characteristics of residents; 

c) information on employment patterns; 

d) income distribution; 

e) use of services in the neighbourhood; 

f) reasons for moving to St. Lawrence; and 

g) comments regarding residents' opinions of St. Lawrence. 

A summary of the findings of this survey is presented in Figurs 2-5. 
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FIGURE 2-5 

Summary of the Findings of a 1980 St. Lawrence Resident Survey 

Summary 

Source: 

• 680 questionnaires sent out, with follow-up by Housing Department Ind 
Neighbourhood 4ssocl1tlon to encourage completion. 

• 378 questionnaires completed and relurned. 

• Overall response rate was 55.8%. 

Principal Flndlnga 

• Bued on survey extrapolation, St. Lawrence Is home tor about t ,300 
people 11 present, Including about 300 children under 18 years ol age. 

• Neighbourhood residents are youthful: 
- average age 29 years 
- strong Interest In participatory sports, particularly jogging, racquet-

ball, squash. 
- heavy demand tor Illness tacilllies 

• Residents are well educated: 
- almost 50% ot adults graduated from I post-secondary institution. 

• Residents hold I wide variety ot jobs: 
- 40¾ clerical or management. 
- 30% protess1on1I (medicine, teaching, natural or social sciences). 
- rest In sates. 1r1a. 1ervlce Industries. manutacturtno 

• Household Income range Is wide, but weighted heavily In favour ot low 
and moderate Incomes: 

- overall St. Lawrence median (1979 Income) Is $15,432, compared wllh 
estimated City median of $18,982. 

- 75% ot St. Lawrence households earn less than $21,139, compared 
with an estimated $30,0&4 tor 111 City households. 

• Majority ot households were previously renters In Melro: 
- 80% were renters, 10% owners, balance In co-operatives or parent1' 

hOmes. 
- 80% were trom city, 26% trom rest ot Metro, t•¾ trom outside ot 

Metro. 

• Households 1lze and composition Is varied, with emphasis on smaller 
households: 

- average houaehold size Is t.lKI persons. 
- ~% are one-person households. 
- 20% are edult couplea without children. 
- 15% are couptea with children. 
- 15% are single parent households. 

• 4ccess to workplace offered by St. Lawrence Is very Important: 
- just one-halt ot household• have• car. 
- 70")(, ot worker• walk or lake TTC to work. 

- lyj:)ICat rHldent llft1 wtthln 3 fflllH of won:, 2 mffH ~ lllan 
before move 

- listed II the number one rNaon for fflOYfng lo St. Lawrence by 26% 
ot reapondents. 

• St Lawrence otters different 1ttractlon1 to different households: 
- prodmlty to work and 1ttord1blllty ot houalng consistently given 

most priority In reasons tor moving to St. Lawrence. 
significant priority given to opportunities tor community Involvement 
and proximity to social/cultural amenities. 

• Dissatisfaction with new environment 11 not pronounced and largely con
cerns absence ot t1cllitles, such as an edult recreation centre, 1 nearby 
drug store and supermarket - many ot which are In planning or have been 
completed since the survey was undertaken. 

lmpllcatlon1 

• Number and ages ot children will have to be monitored In Phase 4 and 
subsequent phases to assess success ot "t1mlly" objectives: otllclel 
plan target Is tor 25¾ to 50% ot 111 units to be suitable tor t1mllles with 
children 

• Monitoring ot subsequent phases Is crltlcat to refinement ot plans for 
relevant taclllties, such as daycare, achool1, library and play speca, 
noting that household composition In Phase B will be much more t1mlty 
oriented than In Phase A. A thorough review of anticipated demand• 
from school age children relating to organized sports and hobby activltlea 
is now In order. 

• Consult1tlon with library and schOOI boards recommended on devet~ 
ment and promotion ot services to meet neighbourhood leisure need1 
end desires, especially shared-use recreation centres, tennis court1, 
swimming pool. 

• Consult1tlon with TTC recommended lo tailor routea to won: tr...i 
patterns, noting stated demands tor east-west routea linked to downtown. 

• Ongoing consultation with Health Centre '9COfflfflaflded to 11seu l)08n
t11I tor excess demand tor aervlces, prectlcellty of 1ttracttno more doctor. 
and dentists to non-residential space under development. 

• Marketing approach for housing In plennlno and development can N 
tailored accordlno to where people tiff now and to their houNllold 
ch1r1cterl1tlc1, noting In part1Cut1r that those prevloualy living ou191da of 
City were primarily Interested In locatlonal advantages, while City ,..1-
dents· main Interest was 1fford1blllty. 

• Non-resldentlel strategy can be ,.nnad, with fumlslllno of good .._.. 
hold dlll Ind et1ted demand• for MrYlc•• lo polenttal .,.,,io,e,, of 
commerclat/olllee apace. Spaclal ltl.mton lflould be paid lo ettraetlnO 
ltloM Hrvlee1 moat In d-nd. ualno evrvay elite In evppor1 of their own 
merket reH1rch. 

City of Toronto (1980) A Resident Survey in St. Lawrence Neighbourhood, Phase "A". 



Although the questionnaire did not specifically ask whether 
residents were satisfied or dissatisfied with St. Lawrence, general 
comments were solicited. About a quarter of the sample wrote comments 
which were coded into three categories: exactly 33% of the comments 
expressed a strong favourable attitude; 25% expressed a weak favourable 
attitude; and 42% expressed a negative attitude. Figure 2-6 provides a 
summary of the nature of the negative comments. 

In retrospect, it must be recognized that the development of the 
St. Lawrence project proceeded in tandem with the evolution of a new muni
cipal housing policy. In many ways, the project served as an initial test 
of the feasibility of the goals and objectives outlined in the Living Room 
report. The project served to demonstrate that the general principles 
advocated by the Housing Work Group were largely tenable. On this basis, 
the St. Lawrence project can be judged to be a success. In some cases, 
however, the specific details relating to the broader goals and objectives 
had to be modified when confronted with constraints which emerged in the 
course of the design and implementation of the project. The degree of 
resident satisfaction with the specific design solutions has yet to be 
studied. 

Together with significantly increasing the supply of housing, an 
equally important goal was to create an inner-city neighbourhood -- not a 
housing project -- which would be socially and physically integrated with 
the surrounding area. In order to avoid the development of a typical 
1960's type urban renewal public housing project, the planning and design 
process for St. Lawrence had to depart from previously accepted planning 
principles and experiment with new approaches. The following chapter 
reviews the planning and design process and site development decisions 
adopted by the St. Lawrence planners. 
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FIGURE 2-6 

f St Lawrence Residents about their Satisfaction with the Neighbourhood Comments o • 

The commentl wttt, aome neQatlve oonnotetlon -re categorized. lndlvldual 
concerns were divided by 1ubject matter to determine whether they reflect 
nelghboumood problem•. delectl in Individual buildings or external !actors. 

The largest single complaint (25% ol the negatlv& comments} was the l11ek ol 
certain laclllties, such as an edult recreation centre, a nearby drug 1tore, 
handy supermarket, bank, mall bo•. shoe repair, dry cleaner, neighbourhood 
lnlormatlon centre, or garbage cans In the park. Some ol the comments 
reQuestlng facilities are as follows: 

"The fol/owing would be nice 10 hav&: 
- 11 credit union (prelerably} or nearer banks 
- • nearer m•II box 
- 11 community recreation c&nlre (swimming, sauna. elc./" 

"We would /Ike to se& add/I/ons made to the commercial compo
nents of this neighbourhood • I. e drug store, shoe repair, dry 
cleaners," 

" ... .a supermarket such as Loblaws/Domln/on or Safeway/Miracle 
Mart should be brought right Into the pro/eel, within walking 
disl11nce for the people of the community. The SI. Lawrence 
M.arkel is expensive for //sh 11nd meal, 11nd does not offer me 
everything lhal the Superm.arkel has." 

Other nelghboumood related concerns constituted 31% ol the negative com
ments, covering such Items as parking, density, lack ol community partici
pation. townhouse rental policy, noise lrom children and pet problems. An 
example: 

"WIiy Is there no place for guest (11ulhorlzed} parking (or for 
those ol us who occaslona//y rent .a car/ that does not 11utomal
lc.a//y /nclud& sparking fine from Metro's finest." 

Almo1t 2$% ol the negative comments were related to defects or management 
practlees In Individual buildings. The smallest group ol concerns (18% ol the 
negative comments} focussed on the ls1ue ol Invasion ol privacy, the 1urvey 
Itself or general press coverage and hlghly publicized subsidy estimates. 
Some comments focussing on these concerns follow: 

·•would som&0ne for once and for 11// clear up the question of 
subsidies. When I moV<td h&re I h.ad 10 sllle how much lncom& I 
made. I h.ad just finished 1JChool, was brok& (In debt) and making 
an "a// right" average Income. Within the last year my income 
has be&n raised subsllntla//y. I now feel like •n undeserving 
w&//are recipient. I hale the pr&ss coverage and am beginning to 
dis/Ike telling p&0ple where f live. One o/ the rea!IOns I moved 
h&r& was for community lni,olvem&nl and If I was paid •n hourly 
wage for the time I contribute and add«/ lo my r&nl, this pi
would no longer be• /»,pain - I won't mind this, hOW&ver I do 
resent being told by • Ry&r,on Prof&uor on CBC news 1h11 I'm 
getting som&lh/ng for nothing. " 

"We n-.d ,,,. •• c~ ttu,1 ,,,._,. ,,.. facts - not ~ 
one ·s exagper11ion1 •nd m/s/nfonnallon." 

No complaints about noise lrom the railway, Hpre-y or hydro t111na~ 
were received. In lact, !IOme people like llvlng next to the railway and aome 
were bothered by the "ugliness" ol the hydro station rather than by nolH 
11-om It. 

Building problems, such as physleal defects and complaints about manege
ment, reQulre a solution at the building level and are probably not atypical ol 
much new housing. Some nelghboumood concerns which Involve action, tor 
lack ol action} by residents are also soluble, ii at all, only at the personal or 
building level and could not have been corrected by better planning. 

The remainder ol the neighbourhood concerns (parking, density, rental poll
ctesl could have been handled In the planning stage, but only with eddltlonal 
cost, which may have outweighed any gains. In short, there are lew s<tflous 
complaints in St. Lawrence and lewer still about which anything could hive 
been done In the creation ol St. Lawrence. 

The comments which focussed on the Issue ol Invasion ol privacy -
becauae ol the enormous amount ol attention which St. Lawrence attractl. 
The novelty ol redeveloping a non-residential area ol this size Into a residential 
nelghbourhoOd has captivated many observers. Over the past couple ol year•. 
many private developers have approached the Housing Department lo get 
details on St. Lawrence in an effort to capitalize on the new and gfOW!ng 
market, seeking edvlce on planning and marketing new projects In the -· 
The results ol this survey should answer many ol their questions and the 
Questions ol other Interested groups and reduce the Inconvenience suffered 
by the llrst residents at the new neighbourhood. 

A selection ol some ol the positive comments about llvlng In St. Lawntnee 
follows: 

"Al first I wu som&wh1I suspicious - •nd •frald of losing my 
pr/v.acy. Th•I has not happ&ned •nd yet - for the first tlm& - I feel 
• re•I s&nse of community - which /S somewfl•I rare I should 
think for• single ~rson. " 

"The first point I would /Ike to mention /s th•t this Is the nicest 
p/1ce I hive ev&r //vttd. / Im lleppier th•n I h•ve been In years." 

"We res&nl th& f•ct that p&opl& •re Insinuating th•I St. Lllwrenc& 
res/denls 1r& 'ripping off hom&Owners ...• We ne«I • broad s,wct
rum ol p&0ple living •nd worl<lng log&lher to realize the dream of 
• true community In downtown To,onto." 

"Keep up the good worl<. I lovtt It down h&rel" 

"This /1 • wonderlul pf- to ,,.,. • It Is "-• ...,, dfflOMd · 
&rrecllnly Incorporates • dlnrff r,roup of peopi.. Thi• ,,,.,..,. It 
• much more n.tlur•I •nd IIH/thy living en.t,onmenl." 

Source: 1 80) AR id t S Vey in St Lawrence Neighbourhood, City of Toronto ( 9 es en ur • _ 
Phase "A". 



Chapter 3 

The St. Lawrence Planning and Design Process 

The planning and design process for the St. Lawrence project has' 
been long, complex, and at times controversial. It began in 1973 with City 
Council's formal adoption of a study by the Housing Work Group which recom
mended that the city begin a comprehensive land and home banking program to 
provide more housing for low and moderate income households in the central 
city. 

The Housing Work Group had been established by Council in May 
1972 in order to initiate the preparation of a housing policy for the city. 
The Work Group was chaired by Alderman Michael Goldrick and consisted of 
one other alderman, and a representative from the Mayor's office and 
representatives from the planning, development and legal departments. The 
representative from the Mayor's office was Michael Dennis, who eventually 
became the first commissioner of the Housing Department. 

Over the past ten years, the planning and development of the St. 
Lawrence Neighbourhood has involved a myriad of public officials, private 
consultants, citizen groups, and public agencies of all kinds. Their 
involvement and the decisions they've made have helped shape one of the 
largest public residential redevelopments in North America. This chapter 
examines the planning and design process that they engaged in, the issues 
they confronted, and the decisions they made. 

3.1 Selection of the Site and the Early Planning Decisions, 1973-74 

The major recommendation of the report prepared by the Housing 
Work Group, Living Room: An Approach to Home Banking and Land Banking for 
the City of Toronto, was that a city housing department be established and 
that it be responsible for both land banking and for city support for non
profit housing. 

That a Housing Department be established with responsi
bility for the planning and implementation of the land 
assembly and banking program and the City non-profit 
housing program (both new production and acquisitions) 
for the provision of technical support to non-profit 
groups wishing to produce new housing or acquire exist-
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ing units and for the coordination and negotiation of 
the City's housing program generally. l/ 

The report was adopted by council on Nov. 30, 1973 and within months the 
Housing Department was established, its first commissioner appointed, and a 
search begun for reasonably-priced sites for land-banking. 

City housing officials were especially interested in finding 
large site for residential redevelopment. The city had set for itself two 
very ambitious targets: (1) production of two thousand assisted housing 
units per year; and (2) assembly of ten million dollars worth of land in 
each of 1973, 1974 and 1975. The major obstacle facing implementation of 
the city's new housing policy was finding affordable land and the rede
velopment of large sites offered the greatest potential benefits. Land 
assembly was seen, in fact, as the city's major contribution to non-profit 
and co-operative housing efforts. In this regard, the Living Room report 
stated that: 

Most of the assisted housing will be built on land 
which is publicly assembled and developed, by the City 
if the necessary federal and provincial approvals are 
forthcoming. Without such public assemblies the pro
posed assisted housing program will not be possible. 
The major impediment facing public and private non 
profit developers today is the lack of sites and the 
Work Group views the Land Assembly and Banking program 
as the only way of ensuring that those sites are avail
able. Specific recommendations for site acquisition 
under the program are contained elsewhere in this pa
per.~/ 

On May 22, 1974, the Housing Department proposed to council that 
the St. Lawrence site become the city's first major land banking scheme. 
It had "virtually selected itself, in the manner in which it met various 
criteria established in the city's housing policy."~/ It was centrally 
located, much of the land was under-utilized industrial scrapyards, and it 
was both a large and cheap site with over half of its 44 acres already in 
public ownership. 

The search for large redevelopment sites focused on four areas of 
the city: King-Parliament (the eventual St. Lawrence site); King-Spadina; 
the Port; and the Junction in the north-west of the city (see Figure 3-1). 

1. City of Toronto Housing Work Group (1973) Living Room: An 
Approach to Home Banking and Land Banking for the City of Toronto, Dec., p.xi. 

2. Ibid., p. 29. 

3. City of Toronto, Housing Department (1979) St. Lawrence 1974-
1979, Report No. 16, Feb., pp. 9-10. 
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FIGURE 3-1 

Four Land Assembly Sites Considered by the City of Toronto 

Prior to the Decision of Selecting the St. Lawrence Site 
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SOURCE: City of Toronto, Housing Department (1979) St. Lawrence, 1974-1979, 
Toronto, St. Lawrence Report No. 16, p. 9. 
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The King-Parliament area met virtually all the city 0 s criteria: 

1. It was immediately adjacent to the downtown and the amenities of 
the old St. Lawrence district. This district was already 
a reviving commercial neighbourhood. 

2. The land cost would be reasonable, particularly when compared to 
King/Spadina. Much of it was grossly under-utilized as scrap 
yards, disused railway sidings, garages and parking lots. 

3. Minimal disruption would be done to the City's employment base. 

4. The forty-four acres to be developed were in the hands of a 
limited number of owners; over half the land was in public 
ownership and it was assumed that these public owners would be 
most cooperative. 

5. Acquisition and comprehensive redevelopment of a substantial new 
community was, therefore, possible without substantial disruption 
to the industrial use of the remainder of the area.~/ p.10. 

The report proposing the site, St. Lawrence, Report No. 1, which 
became the first of a series of "St. Lawrence Reports", envisioned the 
project as "a new, integrated neighbourhood in the heart of central 
Toronto." 5/ In many ways this first document began the site planning and 
design proZess by identifying the project's major goals and objectives as 
well as the site's special constraints. The "integrated neighbourhood" 
concept, for example, meant planning for a variety of income groups, 
families and non-families, and a mixture of commercial and light industrial 
land uses. In addition, the report emphasized the design challenges of the 
site including preservation of existing historic buildings and overcoming 
the environmental problems of noise and air pollution. Finally, the report 
recommended that land in the St. Lawrence site be bought, traded, and 
expropriated as needed and that the Commissioner of Housing report further 
on how planning of the development should proceed.~/ 

3.2 The Early Administrative and Design Decisions, 1974-75 

The Housing Department took on the major responsibility for plan
ning St. Lawrence more by force of circumstance than by choice. Along with 
a number of other major central area studies, the City's Planning Depart
ment was occupied with the Central Area Official Plan and could not take on 

4. Ibid., p. 10. 

5. City of Toronto (1974) St. Lawrence, Report No. 1, May, p. 1 

6. Ibid., pp. 1-9; 64-68. 
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any additional large tasks. The St. Lawrence site, though included in the 
mandate of the Core Area Task Force, was a very small portion of the 
central area and was relatively insignificant compared to the Planning 
Department's concerns over Metro Centre, the Downtown Planning Area and the 
Core Area plan and zoning changes in general (see Figure 3-2). The Housing 
Department, therefore, established a unit within its own Planning Division 
to undertake the job of deciding on a development strategy for St. Lawrence. 

The St. Lawrence Status Report, 1974. This newly created unit 
produced the second St. Lawrence planning study by November, 1974. Their 
St. Lawrence Status Report noted that land acquisition was proceeding but 
not without difficulties, there being some opposition to the project itself 
and some landowners who refused to sell. The major part of the report, 
however, proposed a "development strategy" for the project. It suggested 
that this strategy include not only 

the basic development elements of site planning, use, 
mix, form, inter-relationships to surrounding areas, 
etc. But, in addition the strategy must suggest the 
salient physical features which will provide the neigh
bourhood with a character and identity of its own, that 
will be attractive to its inhabitants as well as the 
community as a whole. II 

The Status Report also suggested the participation of other 
interested and knowledgeable people outside the Housing Department. It 
proposed that two advisory committees be created: one made up of community 
representatives and another composed of technical experts from a variety of 
concerned public agencies. It suggested that private consultants be hired 
to undertake the more specific, detailed studies needed for the project and 
that the city planning staff study the area's surroundings and context.~/ 

Consultants, the report proposed, should be hired to undertake 
the following studies: 1) site services, 2) soil analysis, 3) existing 
buildings, 4) environmental analysis, 5) design guidelines, 6) commercial 
viability, and 7) social services. Furthermore, they recommended that a 
"St. Lawrence Co-ordinator" be hired not only to monitor the consultant's 
studies but to oversee and coordinate the actual development of the site. ii 

Finally, the report proposed that the environmental analysis, 
soil analysis, existing building study, and design guideline study be 
started immediately. The terms of reference set out for the last of these 
included some initial design assumptions. For example, all major streets 

7. City of Toronto Housing Department (1974) St. Lawrence 
Status Report, Report No. 2, Nov., pp. 87-93. 

8. Ibid., pp.94-95. 

9. Ibid., pp. 110-119. 
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;pJGlJU 3-2 

PLANNING STUDIES AROUND ST. LAWRENCE 
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running through the site were to be retained with their "existing uses, 
character and scale." More minor existing streets and historic buildings 
were to be "respected". The movement system was to be designed to resemble 
other Toronto neighbourhoods and prevent St. Lawrence from becoming an 
"isolated neighbourhood". In short, the project was to be developed in 
keeping with the most favoured characteristics of Toronto's inner city 
residential neighbourhood. There was, however, one exception: it was 
proposed that the design provide the site with a "major neighbourhood 
focus" such as a city square, something not commonly found in Toronto 
neighbourhoods. 10/ 

This design concept of street-related development had been pro
posed earlier in Living Room as a means of integrating public projects with 
their surroundings. Throughout the planning of St. Lawrence this emphasis 
appeared to be more concerned with avoiding the traditional image of public 
housing than with any real positive attributes associated with a grid 
street pattern. 

The Grid Street System. The decision to maintain the grid street 
system was one of the more fundamental decisions made and affected the 
entire design of the project. It was a decision which was made almost 
naturally, that is, without much debate or consideration. It was simply 
assumed to be the best approach. Underlining the decision was a clear 
philosophical rejection of "modernist" approaches to urban design and 
architecture. This was a common theme of the urban reform movement in 
general. Almost all urban renewal projects and all the public housing 
projects of the 1950's and 1960's used the "superblock" design concept, 
which obliterated existing street patterns in favour of a strict separation 
of vehicles and pedestrians and a non-grid layout of traffic and pedestrian 
arteries. 

The St. Lawrence Status Report identified streets as one of four 
elements listed under "Towards a Design Concept." It offered the following 
explanation and justification for maintaining the grid street pattern. 

The problem of vehicular and pedestrian movement is 
always basic to neighbourhood planning. If the ap
proaches emerging from most neighbourhood planning 
groups were emulated in St. Lawrence, the objectives 
would be to design a system where cars and people were 
compatible. That is, within the system neither cars 
nor people would take precedence at the expense of the 
other. One would design streets so that cars were 
forced to move at speeds that did not endanger either 
adults or children. 

Another objective 
This would achieve 

would be to respect the City 
two important planning 

10. Ibid., pp. 114-115, 120. 
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First, it "blurs" the interface between the new devel
opment and the older City fabric, thus avoiding gross 
physical demarcation. Second, it provides a recogniza
ble street pattern (and hierarchy) which is understood 
by those who live in the City • .!.!./ 

Figure 3-3 contains an excerpt from the Status Report explaining the other 
three design considerations: (1) neighbourhood focus and identity; (2) 
the concept of mix (a mix of uses, developers, tenure types and unit 
types); and (3) open space. Figure 3-4 shows the grid street pattern 
surrounding the St. Lawrence site and Figure 3-5 shows the proposed grid 
street pattern for St. Lawrence. The proposed grid shown in Figure 3-5 is 
very close to the one finally adopted. 

Council adopted the Status Report, established the St. Lawrence 
Working Committee and created a site office to better coordinate the work 
of the consultants and other groups and agencies. 11_/ The Working Committee 
was to be composed of representatives from a wide variety of groups 
including City Council, the City Planning Board, the School Boards, local 
Co-ops and tenant organizations, and private developers. Much haggling 
between the Committee and the Housing Department followed over planning 
authority for the project and over particular issues. The Committee was 
most concerned that the original goals of providing assisted and family 
housing be maintained • . !1/ 

3.3 The First Round of Consultants Studies: Preliminary Site Analyses 

Several consultants were hired by the city to do a variety of 
preliminary site analyses. The first of these reports appeared in February 
1975. The St. Lawrence Existing Building Study, Report No. 3, recommended 
the reuse of three historic buildings located on Front Street: the TTC 
building; the Ferro building; and the Johnson building (see Figure 3-6). 
The Toronto architecture firm of Matsui, Baer and Vanstone, the authors of 
the report, explored several options for each building -- from luxury 
apartments to commercial, retail, and institutional uses. No specific 
recommendations for reuse were proposed at the time.~/ 

Peto MacCullum Ltd. and John Maryon and Partners Ltd. were the 
engineering consultants responsible for the St. Lawrence Soils Analysis, 
Report No. 4, also issued in February 1975. Their study revealed that 
there would be special problems with the site due to the fact that Lake 

11. Ibid., p. 110. 

12. Ibid., Introduction. 

13. St. Lawrence, 1974-1979, pp. 17-20. 

14. Matsui, Baer, Vanstone (1975) St. Lawrence Existing Buildings 
Study, Report No. 3, City of Toronto Housing Department, Feb., Section 2. 
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FIGURE 3-3 

Three St. Lawrence Design Considerations: Neighbourhood Identity; Mix; and Open Space 

To-rds A I>Hlgn Concept 

"A major d-lopment concept tor the Internal arrangement of 
St. Lawt'4!nce ls needed In order to give the neighbourhood an Identity 
In Its contextual setting. 

"There al'4! two approaches to auch a concept: one, that of physical 
deslp; the other, that of social constraints. 

1. Netrhbourhood Focus and Identity 
A phyrlcal design strategy which might be feasible u a focus for 
the neighbourhood and the surrounding area Is the development of 
the Esplanade as an Important urban element. It could, for example, 
become the major shopping and commercial street of St. Lawrence, 
lined with stores, services and offices; that 11, the typical Toronto 
shopping strip found In many neighbourhoods. 

A local public transit facility (bus or streetcar) which ties St. 
Lawrence to other areas such as the residential parts of King• 
Parliament and Metro Centre, and facilitates movement along Its 
len,ith with the neighbourhood, should be Investigated as a 
possibility. 

R<'lated to this concept of a local shopping street could be the 
development of a major activity "node" closely associated with the 
St. Lawrence Mark~t. This node might consist of Intense residen
tial, commercial and recreational development lmml'dlately east 
of and linked to the south market. Two things might thus be 
accomplished. The whole concept of the Esplanade shopping strip 
ml,iht be mad<' economically viable and this area of the City 
could become a lively place where people wanted to go. 

This might even attract people from outside the lmmedla:e area 
Into the development ... and Is an Important planning consideration 
u It might well offset the tendency of large public houslne pro
jects to become Isolated physical elements within the City. 
Imaginative urban design features could be Incorporated. Some 
ldeu already generated Include a market square, an open Ice 
1k11tlng rink and perhaps a "canal" leadlne to the waterfront. 

2. Mix 
The corresponding social policy con1tralntl which would relate 
directly to physical design approaches, erow directly from the 
concept of mix. This concept was developed throu,ihout the St. 
Lawrence report as the unifying element of an e!Tort to deal with 
two major problems which usually result from large scale re
developments within functioning urban areas. These are: 

(I) The manner In which most large scale redevelopment, whether 
publicly or privately Initiated, has tended to disrupt and dis• 
turb the existing fabric of the area Into which It Is thrust. 

(II) The ghetto or "housing project" character associated with laree 
scale public Initiatives for assisted housing. 

It will be necessary to transform the relatively vague statements 
about mix Into specific and tangible recommendations which can 
be Implemented. For the purposes of such an analysis, a series of 
elements have been Isolated. Each element Is Important In order 
to achieve the general goal of mix. The 1peclflc components which 
will be analyzed are: 

the mix of uses-which deals specifically with the Inter
relationship of dlll'ercnt uses on the site as well as with 
criteria for defining exactly what kinds of uses could be 
encouraged on the site. 

the mix of developers-which deals with the notion raised In 
the St. Lawrence report that St. Lawrence should be developed 
by a number of dllTerent developers with guiding principles 
established through the development process. 

the mix of tenure types-which deals with the question of 
defining how dlll'erent tenure types (such as ownership, rental, 
co-operative) might be encouraged within St. Lawrence. Also 
the question of Inter-relating public and prh·ate development 
both In Phase C as well as In the other phases of St. Lawrence, 
requires analysis. 

the mix of unit types-which deals with the dl1trlbutlon of 
dwelllni: unit types across the site and how families relate 
to the elderly, to single people, etc. 

3. Open Spac:9 
The plannlnc of St. LaW'l"fflCe lhould also Include a hierarchy of 
open space and recreational amenities, much the same u the 
Open Space Study for Mldtown and the Core Area Tuk Force 
have recommended. We envisage a hierarchy as follows: 

(a) Private open space such as terraces and gardens. 
(b) Semi-private open space such as front yards and courtyards. 
(cl Public open space such as the sldewalk and extensions thereof 

and the street Itself. 
(dl Public open space such as roofs and elevated decks tor either 

specific activities such as Ice skating, tennis, etc.. or non• 
specific activities such as strolllng, sunbathing, picnics, etc. 

(e) Public open space such as parks at cround Je,-cl for either 
specific activities such as football, baseball, etc., or non-speclflc 
activities such as blcyclln,i, Joggln,i, walklne, etc. 

(f) A network o! Inter-connected public open spaces fonnlnr a 
aystem of access ways throughout any given area within the 
City. 

With respe<:t to recreational space per se, one would allo Include 
spaces protected from the outside or wholly lndoon. This would 
Include space tor squash, Indoor tennis, swimming, modes. small 
neighbourhood theatres-those activities for which daylieht 11 not 
required. It may be considered as 1econdary space, but It 19 no 
leu Important In respondlne to the multi-dimensional demand• 
o! the future population. 

Source: City of Toronto Housing Department (1974) St. Lawrence Status Report, Report No. 2, pp. 107-110. 



FIGURE 3-4 

THE GRID STREET PATTERN SURROUNDING THE ST. LAWRENCE SITE 

0 

st. lawrencc THE TORONTO GRID CITY Of TORONTO P'lANNING BOA•D 
COMMUNttY ANO NftOHICM.MMOOO P\MilNl'NO OtvtitON 

Source: City of Toronto Planning Board (1976) St. Lawrence Official Plan Proposals, p. 34. 
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FIGURE 3-5 

THE GRID STREET SYSTEM PROPOSED FOR ST. LAWRENCE 

st. lawrence POSSIBLE STREET SYSTEM 
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CITY OF TOttONTO "1.ANNING IOARO 
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Source: City of Toronto Planning Board (1976) St. Lawrence Official Plan Proposals, p. 36. 



FIGURE 3-6 

Proposed Reuse of Historic Buildings in the St. Lawrence Neighbourhood 
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Existing Buildings Study 
The St Lawrence Area 

T.T.C. BUILDING_(See Section 2) 

Not in use (former Front St. 
Substation) 

70' X 137' 
Basement plus one large open 

space 
Brick bearing wall structure 

with clear span steel roof 
trusses. 

Built in 1891 and in fair to 
good condition 

The building is an 
example of Romanesque 
revival. 

FERRO BUILDING (See Section 2) 

Used as an office, showroom 
and workshop 

63' X 80' 
Basement plus three floors 
Brick bearing wall and heavy 

timber structure 
The building is in good 

condition. 

JOHNSON BUILDING (See Section 2) 

Used as an office, showroom 
and warehouse 

62' X 96' 
Basement plus four floors 
Brick bearing wall and heavy 

timber structure 
Built prior to 1877 and in fair 

to good condition 
The building is a typical 
example of a 19th Century 
industrial building. 

Source: Matsui, Baer, Vanstone Architects (1975) St. Lawrence Existing Buildings 

Study, Report No. 3, p.13. 
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Ontario once ended at Front Street. The site is on top of what was once 
Lake Ontario. The soil is thus almost entirely landfill with a water table 
just below the surface. They recommended that the existing grade be the 
lowest finished grade allowed on most of the site and that underground 
services such as parking be subject to special restrictions. While these 
considerations are not necessarily visible to the untrained eye, they 
nonetheless became important design constraints for the project.~/ 

In April 1975 two more consultants reports were issued. Report 
No. 5, the St. Lawrence Environmental Report, was prepared by a group of 
University of Toronto professors, including P.H. Jones, T.C. Hutchinson, 
J.R. Brown and A. Waterhouse. In addition, special comments and recommen
dations were prepared by the Zeidler Partnership of architects. Their 
report concentrated on problems of noise and air pollution problems which 
were endemic to the site due to its proximity to the Gardiner Expressway, 
the CN/CP Railway, several arterial roads, and numerous industrial land 
uses. Among their recommendations was one which suggested that "measures 
be taken to reduce sound levels originating outside the site to acceptable 
levels even though these measures may substantially increase site develop
ment costs." _!i/ This recommendation would later prove to have a major 
impact on the design of the project because of the great care which had to 
be taken to overcome the many environmental problems of the site. 

The second report released in April 1975 was the St. Lawrence 
Design Guidelines, Report No. 6, prepared by the Zeidler Partnership Archi
tects. Many of their recommendations would prove influential in the final 
site plan. Among the most important proposals were the following: 

1. that residential buildings be primarily low-rise; 

2. that commercial, light industrial uses, and parking, be mixed 
with housing or recreation; 

3. that the maximum residential density be 1.26 times net; 

4. that schools be integrated with housing structures and share 
community open space; 

5. that the Hydro transformer be relocated or a buffer built around 
it; 

6. that visual and noise buffers be designed for the major arterials 
as well as for the railroad embankment; 

15. Peto MacCullum Ltd., John Maryon and Partners Ltd. (1975) St. 
Lawrence Soils Analysis, Report No. 4, City of Toronto Housing Department, 
Feb., pp. 1-3. 

16. P.H. Jones, T.C. Hutchinson, J.R. Brown and A. Waterhouse 
(1975) St. Lawrence Environmental Report, Report No. 5, City of Toronto, 
Housing Department, April, p. 4. 
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7. that the Esplanade become the major image and focus of the com
munity; 

8. that new development on the edges of the site "respect" existing 
developments in terms of height, scale, and character; 

9. that pedestrian bridges be provided as links to neighbouring 
cultural and recreational facilities across major arterials; 

10. that parking be primarily underground or in structures; 

11. that the Toronto grid pattern be acknowledged in plan and in 
built form; 

12. that the transit lines extend present services in coordination 
with the new pedestrian system and its related activities; and 

13. that built forms be subject to further design controls which 
fulfil! both community and individual needs. l2_/ 

The Toronto Planning Board's St. Lawrence Context, Report No. 7, 
followed in June. It examined the planning policies and goals of adjacent 
areas and made a number of recommendations aimed at integrating St. 
Lawrence with its surroundings. Among the most significant of these were: 

1. that the scale and character of the St. Lawrence resemble the 
area to its north by having low heights, narrow frontages, and 
heterogeneous designs and uses; 

2. that Phase C be allowed greater densities and more non-residen
tial uses than A and B; 

3. that structures and uses adjacent to the St. Lawrence Market 
strengthen rather than weaken its function and appearance; 

4. that light industrial uses be considered for a buffer development 
along Parliament Street; 

5. that a new TTC loop be added to serve the Esplanade; 

6. that non-residential buffers be considered for Front and Jarvis 
Streets; 

7. that public parking structures be considered for buffers along 
the southern edge of the site, and 

17. Zeidler Partnership (1975) St. Lawrence Design Guidelines, 
Report No. 6, City of Toronto Housing Department, April, pp. 147-149. 
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8. that all existing public parking spaces be reconstructed in the 
new neighbourhood. 18/ 

The summary map from the Planning Board's report is presented in Figure 3-7. 

By the summer of 1975 the first round of consultants' reports 
were almost finished. Only the Social Services study remained to be com
pleted and submitted to the Working Committee. The Working Committee 
reviewed the studies before passing them on to Council with comments. In 
July, the Housing Department initiated the second round of consultants 
studies by issuing Report No. 8, St. Lawrence Site Planning Studies . .!2_/ 

3.4 The Second Round of Consultants Studies: The Site Plan Criteria 

While the first stage of consultants studies laid the groundwork 
of preliminary site analysis, the second stage, site planning, was seen as 
one of defining the specific grid street pattern, the major organizing 
element of the plan. The third stage was to coordinate the stage two 
studies into a final site plan. The Housing Department's Report No. 8, 
therefore, recommended the following studies be undertaken as part of the 
site planning stage: 1) "The Southern Buffer"; 2) "Typical Block"; 3) 
"Traffic Analysis"; 4) "Site Services Analysis"; 5) "Phytotoxicology and 
Landscaping Analysis"; 6) "Parliament Buffer"; 7) "West of Church"; and 
8) "Front/ Jarvis". In addition, economic and environmental consultants 
were to be retained as needed. 20/ 

By October 1975, the second stage reports began to be published. 
The first, Report No. 9, was the St. Lawrence Block Study by the City's 
Housing Department. It investigated the capacity and development potential 
of various block sizes and street grids, concluding that blocks 200 or 300 
feet wide were optimal for the site.£!_/ 

The Environmental Buffer Studies. Also in October 1975, Report 
No. 10 was published. It was entitled St. Lawrence Buffer Studies and 
included two separate studies: 1) The Southern Buffer Study by Brook, 
Carruthers and Shaw, architects; and 2) Parliament Buffer Study by Klein 
and Sears, architects and planners. The former dealt with the noise gen-

18. City of Toronto Planning Board (1975) St. Lawrence Context, 
Report No. 7, June, pp. 25-26. 

19. City of Toronto, Housing Department (1975) St. Lawrence Site 
Planning Studies, Report No. 8, July, pp. 1-2. 

20. Ibid., pp. 4-7. 46-47. 

21. City of Toronto Housing Department (1975) St. Lawrence Block 
Study, Report No. 9, Oct., p. 1. 
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FIGURE 3-7 

LAND USE PROPOSALS FOR ST. LAWRENCE AND THE SURROUNDING AREA 
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Source: City of Toronto Planning Board (1975) St. Lawrence Context. 
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erated by the railway and expressway to the south. It recommended the 
construction of a continuous barrier at least 40 feet high, although its 
form and use could be varied. Landscaping, parking garages, and housing 
were all considered possible buffers for this southern edge. 22/ 

The second section, the Parliament Buffer Study, examined the 
economic viability and design implications of industrial development on 
Parliament Street which could serve as a buffer between existing industrial 
uses to the east and the new residential neighbourhood of St. Lawrence to 
the west. Their economic analysis found the feasibility of industrial 
development marginal, though the study found such development compatible 
with the residential area and set out a series of planning and design 
criteria for it. £ii 

The Acoustical Envelope. The problem of buffering the site from 
the railroad and expressway noise imposed, perhaps, the second most 
important constraint on site planning and design options -- after the grid 
pattern decision. From the buffer studies emerged the decision to surround 
the family row houses with higher buildings so as to form an acoustical 
envelope (see Figure 3-8). The source of most of the noise was from the 
south. This meant that the south would have to be cut off by linear 
buildings designed to be buffers. In addition, buildings running north and 
south of the outer edges of Phases A and B would also have to serve as 
buffers so as to complete the "envelope," keeping out the noise from the south. 

This meant that the family row housing would be surrounded on 
three sides. The decision to locate the tallest apartment building along 
the central linear park meant that the family housing between the railroad 
tracks and the park would be completely boxed in. This is one of the most 
often identified problems with the site plan. It does not seem too bad in 
Phase A because, at present, a hydro transformer station remains on the 
eastern edge, rather than an apartment building. Though ugly and noisy, 
the open air hydro station opens up Phase A. This is not the case with 
Phase B where apartment buildings completely circle the three storey row 
housing. 

Social Services. In late 1975, the long awaited St. Lawrence 
Social Services Study, Report No. 11, was released. Written by Meyer 
Brownstone Consulting Ltd., it presented an innovative approach to social 
services planning by recommending that the site become a self-managed 
community. Its recommendations covered income mix, housing tenure, child 
care, senior citizens, health, welfare, education, recreation, and communi
ty information services. Throughout the over 200-page report, the partici-

22. Brook, Carruthers, Shaw and Klein and Sears (1975) St. 
Lawrence Buffer Studies, Report No. 10, City of Toronto, Housing 
Department, Oct., pp. 40-41. 

23. Ibid., pp. 1, 13, 15-43. 
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PI<.UU 3-8 

The ''Acoustical Envelope" Noise Buffer Proposed for Phase A 

Esplanade Buffer 

Jarvis St. Buffe1· 

Important To Avoid A 
"Hole" Here 

Southern 8uf1r:r Built 
As Long A~ Possible In 
The First Stage 

Railway 

Expressway 

THE ACOUSTICAL ENVELOPE 

Soorce: City of Toronto fuusing ~ (1975) St. Lawretx:e Mfer Studies. 
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pation of residents and community groups was stressed. Participants in the 
study itself appear to number in the hundreds. Among the report's major 
recommendations was that St. Lawrence remain true to its original purpose 
by providing housing primarily for households with below-median incomes. 24/ 

The Housing Department, however, felt that the Social Services 
Report had become "bogged down" in issues over which there was little 
control. Instead of attempting to incorporate their recommendations, the 
Housing Department began contacting various social service agencies and 
making "ad hoe compromises with the agencies providing the services." 25/ 

The Preliminary Site Plan. At the end of November 1975 Council 
endorsed the "principles" expressed in the second stage planning studies 
and authorized the Housing Department to begin the final stage: preparation 
of the Site Plan. By February 1975 the St. Lawrence Preliminary Site Plan, 
Report No. 12, was issued and presented to council. The report discussed 
the basic planning principles and concepts which were to govern development 
in St. Lawrence. The grid street pattern remained the central organizing 
theme of the project with noise barriers a major secondary theme. The 
result was a system of 5-8 storey apartment buildings running along the 
major arterials and the southern edge buffering the rows of townhouses 
clustered on interior streets. The Esplanade Park was to run almost the 
entire length of the site -- 8 blocks. The apartments would also house 
other uses such as schools, health care facilities, and commercial uses. 26/ 

In addition, the preliminary site plan proposed a set of 
performance criteria relating in particular to the design of the individual 
housing units and structures. Detailed performance criteria were not 
specified in either the Official Plan or the Zoning By-Law. They were 
written into the development agreements negotiated with individual 
developers. This allowed the City to maintain both flexibility and control 
over the eventual design of the buildings and housing units built in St. 
Lawrence. 

The performance criteria specified in the site plan were very 
general yet specific enough to allow for a definition of the type of 
neighbourhood the city wanted to see developed. The criteria served as the 
guidelines for the specific criteria included in the individual development 
agreements. They clearly specify the development of a street oriented 
neighbourhood with a flexible housing stock similar to the existing 

24. Meyer Brownstone, et al. (1975) St. Lawrence Social Services, 
Report No. 11, City of Toronto, Housing Department, Nov., pp. 11, 229, 
Appendix 3. 

25. St. Lawrence, 1974-1979, p 18. 

26. City of Toronto, Housing Department (1976) St. Lawrence 
Preliminary Site Plan, Report No. 12, Feb. 
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nineteenth century neighbourhoods in Toronto. Figure 3-9 contains a 
summary of the performance criteria recommended in the preliminary site plan. 

3.5 The St. Lawrence Official Plan, 1976 

This St. Lawrence Preliminary Site Plan was followed two months 
later by the City Planning Department's St. Lawrence Official Plan Propo
sals which set forth the planning principles in the form of Official Plan 
statements. Five types of areas were identified: Residence Areas; Medium 
Density Mixed Commercial-Residential Areas; a Special Industrial Area; 
Open Space; and an Area of Special Identity. Some social planning goals 
were also stated. For example, between one-quarter and one-half of all new 
dwellings were to be suitable for families with children and two-thirds 
were to be for low-to-moderate income households. The proposals specify 
that these are to be mixed with non-assisted units in order to achieve a 
mixed income neighbourhood.'!:]_/ 

The Official Plan Proposals, like the Preliminary Site Plan, 
emphasized Toronto's grid street pattern as the major physical element 
organizing the plan. Noise buffers also continue to play a defining role 
although their precise form is still undetermined. Other specialized St. 
Lawrence proposals included: 1) reduced parking requirements due to ex
pected composition of residents (low and moderate incomes) and proximity to 
downtown and to public transit; 2) reduced set-back requirements in order 
to provide "pedestrian-scale streetscapes" and because most older, inner
city neighbourhoods have reduced set-backs; and 3) reduced "shared open 
space" requirements due to the expected adequacy of public open space 
provided by the Esplanade park. 28/ 

The maps on the following two pages (Figures 3-10 to 3-13) pre
sent four of the key diagrams in the official plan proposals report. 
Figure 3-10 shows the final phasing decision. The centre of the site would 
be developed first. The remaining three figures in this series present the 
Official Plan maps which were eventually adopted by city Council: the land 
use plan (Figure 3-11); the street and transit plan (Figure 3-12); and 
the height precincts (Figure 3-13). 

The day after the release of the St. Lawrence Official Plan 
Proposals a public meeting was held to discuss its content. People 
attending the meeting expressed a variety of concerns although most centred 
on problems of noise, density, the cost of the development, and the 
probable rents.~/ Despite these concerns and objections, Council adopted 

27. City of Toronto, Planning Department (1976) St. Lawrence 
Official Plan Proposals, Report No. 13, April, pp. 85-86. 

28. Ibid., pp. 86-95. 

29. City of Toronto Planning Board (1976) "Public Meeting on St. 
Lawrence and Proposed Amendments to the Official Plan Proposals," March 25,1976. 
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FIGURE 3-9 

DESIGN PERFORMANCE CRITERIA PROPOSED FOR ST. LAWRENCE DEVELOPMENT 

7.1 PERFORMANCE CRITERIA - SUMMARY 

7.1.1 Aspects of the House 

a. The organization of dwellings should 
allow enough flexibility to accommo
date changes in family size, housing 
types, and tenure. 

b. The housing forms should be capable 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

of accommodating a mix of unit types 
that would include everything from 
bachelor to five-bedroom units. There 
is a desire to maintain many large 
units related to grade. Ideally, 
therefore, adults in adult family 
groupings should be accommodated in 
two-bedroom to five-bedroom units. 

Adequate "secondary space" (for the 
storage of bulk items, etc.) should 
be provided in each dwelling unit. 
Storage for vehicles such as baby 
carriages and bicycles should be 
located with convenient access to 
grade. 

Convertible space on the ground floor 
of housing is desirable to accommodate 
uses such as small shops and day care 
facilities. This condition should 
occur wherever there is housing loca
ted along a major street in St. 
Lawrence. Thus, it would be possible 
to accommodate additional retail and 
community facilities when the need 
arises. 

Private outdoor space should be pro
vided for each dwelling unit, with 
direct access from the living areas. 

The minimum size of ■uch contiguous 
private open space should be equivalent 
to ten per cent of the dwelling area. 
For example, this space should be con
figured so that the whole family and 
two guests can eat around the dining 
table. 

The organization of the dwelling should 
permit a quiet sid~ that does not 
front onto any busy street, the railway 
or the Gardiner Expressway. The pri
vate open space of the unit should be 
located on this quiet side. 

7.1.2 The Realm Outside the House 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

Primary entrances and entrance porches 
should front onto public streets and 
sidewalks. Avoid private access 
routes that create an introverted 
development. 

Each dwelling unit should have as 
direct an access to a public street 
as possible. Ideally, each dwelling 
should have its front door and windows 
facing the street. This will ensure 
the security of the public realm and 
help support an active street life. 

Entrance lobbies, access stairs and 
elevators should be designed·as exten
sions of the street. This will con
tribute to the activity and security 
of the public domain (as well as to 
these semi-private spaces). For 
example, entrance lobbies should front 
on to the sidewalk with windows to 
the street. 

The form of housing should allow for 
a conventional street addressing 
system. This maintains a simple 
method of directing people by using 
existing street names. 

Access to large units related to 
grade (capable of housing families 
with children as well as adult 
families) should be organized so 
that the first level is no higher than 
the third level above grade. This 
means that parents in the house will 
be able to see and hear their chil
dren playing in the street. This 
also avoids children having to use 
elevators. 

Provide convenient vehicle access to 
a grade entrance so that a car or 
delivery truck can easily load or 
unload bulky items. There should 
also be ease of access for baby 
carriages, carts and bicycles to 
grade-related storage spa;es. 

g. Parking ■pace ■hould be provided 
adjacent to the dwelling if this is 
possible without compromising that 
unit's private space. However, 
where there are a large number of 
multiple units competing for private 
spaces, parking should be accommoda
ted in shared private or public 
spaces. These might be in garage 
structures adjacent to lanes or 
within small lots. 

h. Provide clear ■tep-by-step transi
tions from public ■treets to private 
dwellings. Traditionally, this takes 

i. 

j. 

k. 

the for111 of public sidewalk, to semi
public ■hared walk, to semi-private 
shared porch, to ■hared entrance and 
finally, to individual private wel
come mats. You should not have to 
cross someone else's private space, 
however, to reach the street or any 
other public place. 

Conventional front-back association■ 
should be established such as "street
front" and "back-lane". This main
tains a clear sense of orientation 
and public relationship. It also 
results in both an active and quiet 
side for the house. 

A fenced-in outdoor area should be 
provided as a play space for children 
zero to three years old; that is, 
supervisable from the dwelling unit. 
This could be a private or semi
private shared play space. 

It should be possible to delineate a 
territory that is comprehensible to 
a child of three to eight years old, 
so that parents can set limits of 
"street-play" within public or semi
public areas. It should be possible 
to achieve this without having to 
resort to fenced-in park areas 
adjacent to the housing. Ideally, 
all local play areas should be public, 
innediately acce■■ ible froa public 
streets and be natµral exttn■ions of 
the sidewalk. 

Source: City of Toronto Housing Department (1976) St. Lawrence Preliminary Site Plan, pp. 55-57. 
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the proposals, increased the densities allowed in Medium Density 
Residential Areas by allowing additional non-residential uses, added other 
more minor technical amendments, and included a special "review amendment". 
The review amendment required that Phase A of the project be completed and 
reviewed before subsequent phases were begun. 30/ 

3.6 The Detailed Site Planning and Design Process, 1976-1979 

The spring and summer of 1976 was the period when concrete plans 
for Phase A-1 of St. Lawrence were at last finalized. Non-profit deve
lopers were called for and selected by the Commissioner of Housing. These 
included four co-operatives: Harmony Co-op which would build 30 units in 
the form of row townhouses; Cathedral Court Co-op which was to build a 70-
unit buffer building along the southern edge of the site; Archer Co-op 
which would consist of 190 units, apartments and rowhouses; and Woodsworth 
Co-op which would also build both apartments and rowhousing for a total of 
about 190 units. l!_/ 

Architects were hired and a special agreement forged incorpora
ting both public and separate school facilities with a residential struc
ture being constructed by the City's Non-Profit Housing Corporation, City
home. All the architects for the Cityhome and the co-op projects were 
instructed to incorporate in their designs the same kind of detail present 
on historic buildings in the area. 32/ 

In August 1976 the St. Lawrence Open Space Design Study, Report 
No. 15, was released. This study, undertaken by consultants J. Shack and 
Associates, attempted to provide a common outdoor design framework capable 
of linking together the various developments being planned for Phase A-1. 
It discussed the activities to be accommodated in Esplanade Park and 
stressed the importance of tree planting and co-ordinated street furniture 
as unifying elements in the design of St. Lawrence. 33/ 

Also in August 1976, the Commissioner of Planning proposed re
zoning for Phase A. This was viewed as the first real step towards imple-

30. City of Toronto, Commissioner of Planning (1976) "St. 
Lawrence Official Plan Draft By-law," June 21, 1976. 

31. City of Toronto, Commissioner of Housing (1976) "Proposal 
Call - St. Lawrence Neighbourhood - Phase A," memo to City Council Com
mittee on Neighbourhood Housing, Fire and Legislation, May 28, 1976. 

32. St. Lawrence, 1974-1979, pp. 21-24, 33, 40. 

33. J. Shack, G. Friedman and A. Tessard (1976) St. Lawrence Open 
Space Design Study, Report No. 15, City of Toronto Housing Department, 
Aug . , pp. 1- 3 . 
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mentation of the plan. Zoning by-laws were adopted by Council the follow
ing October and slowly the individual project designs were approved. By 
June 1977 demolition had begun and by September construction had started. 34/ 

In November 1977 the Housing Department issued The St. Lawrence 
Neighbourhood in the Town of York, a glossy information package. This 
marks the Department's first real attempt to "sell" St. Lawrence to the 
potential residents whose units would not be assisted and to potential 
private sector developers. Throughout the pamphlet the historic character 
of the area and the attempt to replicate this character in the brick arches 
of the new St. Lawrence projects are emphasized. The St. Lawrence 
"project" down by the railroad tracks officially became the "St. Lawrence 
Neighbourhood in the Town of York, Established 1793, Reestablished 1977." 
The project's park system and location are also used as major selling 
points (see Figure 3-14). It is described as a downtown "alternative to 
high-rise accommodation." 35/ 

Subsequent phases (Band C), as noted earlier, were originally to 
be approved only after the completion and review of Phase A. Although most 
of Phase A was under construction by late fall 1979, the large St. 
Lawrence Market parking lot (which is in Phase A) could not be developed 
until replacement parking was provided elsewhere on the site. Realizing 
the delays this would inevitably cause, Council amended the "review provi
sion" of the Part II Plan on Feb. 27, 1978, allowing review of completed plans 
and drawings rather than requiring that all construction be completed. 36/ 

The summer of 1978 saw preparations for the Phase A review which 
would not be completed or presented to Council until the following summer. 37/ 
Nonetheless, planning for Phases Band C was also begun. 

On June 2, 1978 City Council adopted a rezoning strategy for 
Phase C to provide replacement parking for the Market parking lot in the 
form of a public parking garage. The rezoning also designated Phase Casa 
high-density mixed residential/commercial area. More detailed planning for 
Phase C continued until October when a proposal call was issued requesting 
private developers to submit proposals for a parking garage (1,150 to 1,350 
spaces), a Cityhome project (170 units), and a mixed residential/commercial 
project (350-375 units and 95,000 sq. ft. commercial floor space). 38/ 

34. St. Lawrence, 1974-1979, pp. 27-28, 40. 

35. City of Toronto Housing Department (1977) The St. Lawrence 
Neighbourhood in the Town of York, Nov., 1977, quote from section titled 
"Overall Appeal." 

36. St. Lawrence, 1974-1979, p. 28. 

37. City of Toronto, Commissioner of Planning (1978) "Proposed 
Review of Phase A of St. Lawrence," Aug. 3, 1978. 

38. St. Lawrence, 1974-1979, pp. 36, 40. 
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FIGURE 3-14 

Example of Material Presented in the St. Lawrence Promotional Brochure, 1977 

THE ST. LAWRENCE NEIGHBOlJRHOOD IN THE TOWN OF YORK THE ST LAWRENCE NEIGHBOURHOOD IN THE lDWN OF YORK 

- - ------- ----- -- -- -- --

PHASE A 
The entire first phase of the St. 
Lawrence project will cover sixteen 
and one half acres, five of them de
voted to parks. Street patterns and 
architectural styles deliberately re
create the character of the original 
Town of York, preserving a close re
lationship with the surrounding 
district. 

I-= ..... ~..,. 
·~ 
~ 
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PARK SYSTEM 
The backbone of the neighbourhood 
will be a linear system of parkland• 
extending the length of the Esplanade, 
once the ~atP-rfront boardwalk of the 
Town of York . The aystem will cover 
eight and on~ half acre• with play
ground•, sport ■ fields, lawns and 
gardens. 

Source: City of Toronto Housing Department (1977) The St. Lawrence Neighbourhood in the Town of York. 



Also in June 1978 Council adopted the "St. Lawrence - Phase B 
Site Plan" which extended the basic goals and guidelines of Phase A east
ward. Streets remained the major organizing element of the site plan (see 
Figure 3-15). Noise and industrial buffers were proposed for the major 
arterials and the southern edge. Low rise, family housing was again to 
take precedence on the interior blocks and the Esplanade park would be 
extended the length of Phase B with some commercial and social facilities 
along its borders. 39/ 

In July, however, the concept of an industrial buffer on Parlia
ment Street in Phase B was at last abandoned. Despite the St. Lawrence 
Buffer Studies which had found industrial development only marginally 
feasible, the idea of an industrial buffer had persisted. The Phase B Site 
Plan had, at last, suggested that the economic viability of this option be 
determined once and for all. The Commissioner of Planning reported in July 
that industrial development was not only marginal for the Parliament Street 
site but would not be feasible anywhere within St. Lawrence. Council 
adopted this report on July 14. 40/ 

During the fall of 1978 plans for Phase B were at last finalized. 
Densities were increased slightly on the interior blocks to allow for 
stacked townhouses as well as single family townhouses and the rezoning 
proceeded. i!_/ Within months developers and architects were busy designing 
the Phase B project. 

Phase B would include another Cityhome apartment building, large
ly for non-families, built as a noise buffer along Sherbourne Street. Four 
non-profit co-ops were also selected: Harmony Co-op II would add 57 apart
ment and townhouse units; Les Centres d'Accueil Heritage would construct 
135 senior citizen units; New Directions would build 32 townhouses; and 
Caroline Co-op would consist of 65 townhouses. In addition, privately
owned townhouses were also planned as buffers along the railway embankment 
and on a few of the small, interior blocks. 42/ 

During the same period, plans for Phase C were also nearing com
pletion. In October 1978 the Commissioner of Planning proposed a further 
rezoning to allow the southern portion of Church Street to be closed and a 

39. City of Toronto, Commissioner of Housing (1978) "St. Lawrence 
- Phase B Site Plan," May 29, 1978, pp. 8, 11, 14. The Site Plan was 
adopted by Council June 2, 1978. 

40. Toronto City Council (1978) "Final Rezoning Report for Phase 
B of St. Lawrence," Sept. 28, 1978. 

41. City of Toronto, Commissioner of Planning (1978) "Supplemen
tary Report to Final Rezoning Report for Phase B of St. Lawrence," Oct. 13, 
1978. 

42. St. Lawrence, 1974-1979, pp. 36-37. 
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FIGURE 3-15 

Final Street Pattern for the St. Lawrence Neighbourhood 

PHASE C PHASE A 

Source: City of Toronto Housing Department (1981) St. Lawrence Status Report. 

PHASE B 



mixed residential/garage structure to be built over it as part of the 
Cityhome development for Phase C. 43/ It was not until June 1980, however, 
that a developer (Ramparts Enterprises Ltd.) was approved for this particu
lar project and negotiations were undertaken for a complicated exchange of 
air rights between the city and the developer. 44/ 

In June 1979 the St. Lawrence Neighbourhood was officially 
dedicated and its first occupants moved in. During the same month the 
Commissioner of Planning released the "St. Lawrence Housing Project Phase 
A-1 Review" and "Proposed Modifications to St. Lawrence Development Review 
Guidelines." 

3.7 The Planning Department's Review of Phase A-1 

The purpose of the Phase A-1 review was to assess "the quality 
and characteristics of the development of land in St. Lawrence," based on 
an examination of "site plans and drawings submitted by the five developers 
of Phase A, Part 1 of St. Lawrence." 45/ Figure 3-16 presents a map 
showing Phase A-1 and the location of planning and development activity on 
the site as of 1979, when the review was conducted. 

As noted previously, the review of Phase A-1 housing projects was 
not a post-occupancy evaluation. Furthermore, the decision was made not to 
review the site planning principles contained in the St. Lawrence Official 
Plan but to assess the site plans and drawings against these criteria. 
These conditions ensured that the review was fairly restricted in scope. 
As finally designed, the review focused on: 

--the massing of buildings and structures; 
--the pedestrian and vehicular movement system on the site; 
--the relationship of buildings to their surroundings; 
--the relationship of buildings to public and social facilities; 
--the relationship of units to outdoor facilities; and 
--the distribution and amount of space allocated for social 

and public facilities. 46/ 

43. City of Toronto, Commissioner of Planning (1978) "Proposed 
Rezoning of Southerly Portion of Church Street within St. Lawrence," Report 
to City of Toronto Executive Committee, October 30, 1978. 

44. City of Toronto Executive Commit tee (1980) "Final Rezoning of 
Southerly Portion of Church Street Within St. Lawrence," Sept. 9, 1980. 

45. City of Toronto, Commissioner of Planning (1979) "St. 
Lawrence Housing Project Phase Al Review," June 12, 1979, p. 2. 

46. Ibid., pp. 2-3. 
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FIGURE 3-16 

Development Progress in St. Lawrence as of 1979 

ST. LAWRENCE - 1971 ACTIVITIES 

I ., . 

INTENSE ACTIVITY 

MODERATE ACTIVITY 

LIGHT ACTIVITY 

PHASE C-1 
Private proposal call 
Commence construction Fall '79 
373 private units 
168 Cltyhome units 
1200 car munlclpal garage 

= -

PHASE C-2 
Site plannlng 
In progres~ 
Commence rezoning 

PHASE A-2 PHASE A-2 
Market s1te•development 
strategy & proposal call 
late 1979 

Cltyhome bullding - 310 units 
Design In progress 

PHASE A-1 
692 units 
Construction In 
progress 
Occupancy Summer '71 

Commence construction tall '79 

PHASE B-1 
Cltyhome bulldlng 
285 units 
Design In progreaa 
Commence con.tructlon 
Fall '71 

PHASE B-1 
Private proposal call 
130 units 
Select developers & 
commence c:ormructlon 
Fall '71 

Source: City of Tor onto Housing Department (1979) No Vancancy, 5th Annual Report, p. 44. 

PHASE 8-1 
Public School and 
Community Centre 
Complete design 

PHASE B-1 
Private non-profit 
Co-op proposal call 
285 units 
Design In progreaa 
Commence construction 
Fall'71 



The review is prefaced with a recognition that there are 
considerable physical, environmental and financial constraints on the 
project, each of which magnify the statute of the achievements made, but a 
number of unsatisfactory aspects were identified. 

The tension between the attempt to extend the pattern 
of blocks and streets coupled with the need to respond 
to physical constraints imposed by the surrounding area 
and with the program requirements for density of 
housing in the St. Lawrence Plan have produced design 
solutions some aspects of which are not entirely 
satisfactory. 47/ 

A number of specific problems were identified, the major of which included: 
1) a sense of "confinement" due to the density and small lot size of the 
townhouse developments; 2) noise within the "buffer" buildings on both 
Jarvis Street and backing onto the railway embankment, as well as noise 
from the Hydro Transformer; and 3) lack of adequate living space both 
within family units and as private outdoor space attached to those units. 48/ 

Although the Planning Department found the overall development to 
be ''remarkably successful," problems were created as a result of the pro
jects overall objectives, several of which were in conflict with others. 
Among the conflicting objectives identified were the following: (1) the 
decision to retain the form of an inner city neighbourhood on such a small 
site; (2) the use of high densities to achieve housing targets and reduce 
per unit land costs; and (3) the development of housing amidst so many 
environmental problems. One of the more significant conflicts was between 
achieving high densities while also maintaining a "house" and low density 
neighbourhood streetscape orientation. The review suggested that, in sub
sequent phases of the development, the 

problems of density versus form be addressed directly 
and that either the density target be lowered if low
rise form is deemed to be the prime consideration, or 
the form envelope be relaxed if the density imperative 
must be achieved. 49/ 

On the basis of the Phase A-1 review, the Commissioner of 
Planning recommended that the Development Review Guidelines be modified, 
not only for Phases Band C, but also for Phase A, to cover the remaining 
Phase A projects not yet designed. The modifications essentially required 
that the townhouses provide greater space both indoors and outdoors and 
that the barrier buildings pay much stricter attention to noise-reducing 
designs. 50/ 

47. Ibid., p. 9. 

48. Ibid., pp. 9-19. 

49. Ibid., p. 18. 
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Another problem repeatedly raised by both area residents and 
businessmen was inadequate parking facilities. The Commissioner of Public 
Works finally raised this issue with Council in February 1980, after Phase 
A-1 had been occupied for well over a year. He argued that the parking 
standards for Phase A were inadequate and, in fact, below the standards set 
for other Central Area developments. In many cases projects in St. 
Lawrence were required to provide only one parking space for every four 
dwellings. Developers in other locations are generally required to provide 
over twice this amount . .2.!_/ 

The problems identified in Phase A-1, for the most part, have not 
been adequately remedied in subsequent phases. Applications from Phase B 
developers for increased densities and reduced parking requirements indi
cate that these problems are still regarded as relatively minor in relation 
to the demand for reasonably-priced downtown accommodation. As Figure 3-16 
indicates, "intense" development activity _was already occurring on most of 
Phase Band part of Phase C during the period when the Phase A-1 review was 
being written. The Phase A-1 review appears to have had little impact on 
the development of St. Lawrence. This is further discussed in the next chapter. 

This chapter has traced the St. Lawrence planning and design 
process from the initial site selection through to the review of Phase A-1. 
The process was a complex one, spanning some six years and involving a host 
of public officials and agencies, private developers and citizen groups. 
It serves to illustrate the immense effort and range of activities required 
to undertake a public redevelopment project of this magnitude and innova
tive nature. The next chapter examines the implementation process -- how 
the City of Toronto administered the planning and development of the site. 

50. City of Toronto, Commissioner of Planning (1979) "Proposed 
Modifications to St. Lawrence Development Review Guidelines," June 15, 
1979, pp. 7-8. 

51. City of Toronto, Commissioner of Public Works (1980) "Off- street 
parking Requirements in Phase 'A' of the St. Lawrence Neighbour-
hood," Feb. 12, 1980. 
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Chapter 4 

The St. Lawrence Implementation Process 

Even though it is the City of Toronto Housing Department which is 
normally credited or, in some cases, blamed for the St. Lawrence project, 
many other agencies and groups also participated in the implementation 
process. This chapter examines the roles played by these various groups 
and the nature of the implementation process they were part of. 

4.1 The Decision to Have the Housing Department Co-ordinate Implementation 

Both the City's Planning Department and the newly created Housing 
Department were involved in the selection of the St. Lawrence site. At the 
time it was not immediately clear which department would assume responsibi
lity for the planning, design and development of St. Lawrence. The origi
nal report proposing St. Lawrence as a site for a large housing development 
simply recommended "that the Commissioner of Housing be instructed to 
report in consultation with the Commissioner of Planning on the manner in 
which planning of the development of the site should proceed." !_I 

One thing which was clear was that the majority on City Council 
wanted the housing program to be implemented by a municipal department 
responsible and accountable to it (City Council). They did not want to see 
a repeat of the "public housing project" approach of the Ontario Housing 
Corporation nor did they want to turn city land and other forms of incen
tives over to the private sector. There was a very strong element on 
Council fully in favour of public ownership of land and housing. In addi
tion, most reform aldermen had been vigorously fighting the kind of housing 
projects being built by private developers. A majority of City Council 
members agreed with the new Mayor that it was time for the City itself to 
"get into the housing business" by developing, owning and managing rental 
housing, and not just a form of residual housing for the very poor. They 
believed that public housing "ghettos" could be avoided by placing a strong 
emphasis on design and by providing socially mixed housing. 

1. City of Toronto Housing Department (1974) St. Lawrence, 
Report No. 1, May, p. 68. 
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The Range of Options Considered. That St. Lawrence would be 
implemented by a city department was at least implicitly decided even 
before the site was selected. Having decided to get back into the housing 
business after the 1972 election, the city had to choose the best method of 
achieving this objective. Six alternative vehicles to deliver and manage 
housing were considered: 

1. a full time municipal housing task force; 
2. contracting construction and management to outside 

consultants; 
3. partnership with other government agencies; 
4. incorporation of a housing function into the City's 

Development Department; 
5. establishment of an independent non-profit corporation 

responsible for all aspects of the municipal housing 
program; and 

6. creation of a new municipal department.~/ 

For a variety of reasons the first five alternatives were rejected. Though 
there were specific practical problems with each, the basic problem was 
with the lack of control they entailed. Creation of a new municipal de
partment was the only alternative which guaranteed full control by City 
Council over the city's housing program. 2/ Thus, the reasons for creating 
the Housing Department, even before selection of the St. Lawrence site, 
meant that St. Lawrence would be developed by the City. All that remained 
was the practical question of which city department should take on the 
major, co-ordinating role. 

As pointed out earlier, the Planning Department was almost 
totally occupied by the task of preparing the new Central Area Plan. City 
Planning staff were responsible for preparing the initial St. Lawrence 
study. After that, implementation of the St. Lawrence project fell into 
the hands of the Housing Department almost by default. The Department 
quickly reorganized its staff to accommodate a new unit within its Planning 
Division and assigned several people to the project full time.~/ 

2. City of Toronto Housing Work Group (1973) Living Room: An 
Approach to Home Banking and Land Banking for the City of Toronto, 
Dec., p. 99. 

3. For a discussion of the various reasons for creating the 
Housing Department, see: C. Gray (1980) The St. Lawrence Neighbourhood in 
Toronto: An Analysis of Municipal Housing Policy, Papers on Planning and 
Design, Paper No. 22, Department of Urban and Regional Planning, University 
of Toronto, pp. 12-18. 

4. City of Toronto Housing Department (1979) St. Lawrence, 1974-
1979, Report No. 16, Feb., p. 18. 
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4.2 Establishment of Advisory Committees. 

The Housing Department's first St. Lawrence report, the St. 
Lawrence Status Report (October 1974), recommended the participation of two 
advisory committees, one a technical inter-agency committee and the other a 
community-oriented committee. In addition, it recommended that consultants 
be hired, both private and public, to undertake the more detailed studies 
needed in preparation for site planning. Finally, it recommended that a 
St. Lawrence coordinator be hired by the Housing Department to coordinate 
the work of the consultants, the advisory committees, and other involved 
agencies and groups. City Council adopted these proposals with the addi
tional requirement that a site office be set up to handle the overall 
coordination of the various actors.~/ 

The task of the St. Lawrence Working Committee, as the community
oriented committee was named, was to review reports submitted by consul
tants and others and to make recommendations regarding them to council. 
The establishment of the Working Committee had initially been the sugges
tion of City Planning staff. The Housing Department staff were skeptical 
about the value of such a committee and this was to create some internal 
tension within the implementation process. 

Decision-making power remained in the hands of the Housing 
Department, under the direction of the Commissioner of Housing, with final 
approval residing in the hands of City Council. This structure of authori
ty was not always understood or accepted by the Working Committee, which 
included council members as well as representatives of community groups, 
developers, and other public agencies. In a subsequent review of the St. 
Lawrence project's development, undertaken by the Housing Department, it is 
reported that: 

the Working Committee felt that it was its responsibi
lity to plan the project, hire and direct staff, and to 
supervise the on-going planning process. The Commis
sioner of Housing did not share its view. This made 
for a sometimes stormy experience and left the staff 
working on the project caught between their immediate 
superior and their citizen advisors. ~/ 

The planning of St. Lawrence, therefore, included a host of minor power 
struggles which, however, never seriously interfered with the expeditious 
implementation of the St. Lawrence development plan. l/ 

5. City of Toronto Housing Department (1974) St. Lawrence Status 
Report, Report No. 2, Oct., see the Introduction and pp. 94-119. 

6. St. Lawrence, 1974-1979, p. 17. 

7. Ibid. 
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The St. Lawrence Technical Committee was composed of representa
tives from every concerned agency at all levels of government. It included 
government departments and agencies such as Public Works, the Parks Depart
ment, the Toronto Transit Commission, Public Health, the Toronto Historical 
Board, the Metropolitan government departments of Planning, Social Ser
vices, Police, Ontario Ministries of Housing and Environment, and Federal 
agencies such as CMHC. Their task was to coordinate the technical aspects 
of consultants' work and advise the St. Lawrence staff and City Council on 
technical matters. ~I 

Private consultants were hired for a wide variety of studies from 
soil analysis and existing buildings to social services and design guide
lines. In addition, both the Housing Department and the Planning Depart
ment undertook special studies for the project in the same manner as the 
private consultants. These studies, once approved by the St. Lawrence 
committees, the appropriate Council Committees (either the Executive or the 
Neighbourhoods, Fire, Housing and Legislation Committees) and City Council, 
were used to guide the Housing Department's preparation of the St. Lawrence 
Site Plan. ii Figure 4-1 provides a list of the consultants who contributed 
to the planning, design and development of St. Lawrence. Figure 4-2 
provides an account of the key individuals responsible for implementation 
of St. Lawrence. 

4.3 Approval of the St. Lawrence Official Plan and Zoning Amendments 

Implementation of the site plan began in 1976 with the Planning 
Department's translation of it "into a set of densities, uses and 
regulatory controls corresponding to the apparent intentions of the plan." 
!QI The area had already been designated "Medium Density Residential," 
changed from an "Area of Industry" classification in November 1975. The 
Planning Department's attempts to set more specific development regulations 
on the various parcels, however, was met with resistance on the part of the 
Housing Department's staff. !l_l The Housing Department's review of this 
process notes that: ''The planners did not fully understand the imperatives 
of St. Lawrence and the 'housers' were too unaware of the importance of the 
Plan." _!ll 

Eventually compromises were made and the Planning Department's 
St. Lawrence Official Plan Proposals, released in April 1976, contained 

8. City of Toronto Housing Department (1976) St. Lawrence Preli
minary Site Plan, Report No. 12, Feb., p. 10 and Appendix 5. 

9. St. Lawrence, 1974-1979, p. 25. 

10. Ibid. 

11. Ibid. 

12. Ibid. 

70 



FIGURE 4-1 

Consultants Involved in the Planning and Design of St. Lawrence 

ST. LAWRENCE ARCHITECTURAL CONSULTANTS· PHASE A 

ARCHITECT DEVELOPER PROJECT 

Jerome Markson 
Robinson and Heinrichs 
Irving Grossman 
lemard Gillespie 

The Labour Council Development Foundation 
Ceci Heinrichs Foundation 

David B. Archer Co-operative Inc. 
Cathedral Court Co-operative Homes Corp. 
The Crombie Park Apartments 

(Consulting Architect) 
Stllaste and Nakashima 
Joel Shae!< 
Janis Kravis 
Zeidler Partnership and 

Alan Littlewood (Joint Venture) 

City of Toronto Non-Profit 
Housing Corporation 

The City of Toronto 

Karelia 
The City of Toronto Non-Profit 
Housing Corporation 

David Crombie Park 

139-145 Front Street East 
Front Street East and Sherbourne Street 

V.W. Kuchar 
Sillaste and Nakashima 

Harmony Housing Co-operative Corporation 
The Co-operative Housing Federation 
of Toronto 

Harmony Place 
Woodsworth Housing Co-operative Inc. 

ST. LAWRENCE ARCHITECTURAL CONSULTANTS· PHASE B and PHASE C 

ARCHITECT DEVELOPER PROJECT 

Matsui, Baer, Vanstone 
J.E. Sievenpiper 

Lantana Non-Profit Homes Corp. Caroline Co-operative 

V.W. Kuchar 
B.A. Lebedins!ly 
Coombes/Kirkland 
Peter Turner 

Les Centres d'Acceuil Heritage • 
Harmony Housing Cc-operative Corp. 
New Canadians from the Soviet Union 
The City of Toronto Site Planning• Berkeley to Parliament .. 

Street Design and Buffer Housing 
Sharbourne and Wilton Streets 

The City of Toronto 
The Thom Partnership The City of Toronto Non-Profit 

Housing Corporation 
Klein and Sears 
Read, Jc•nes, 
Christoffersen Ltd , 

Private Develope1 
Through Proposal Call 
and City of Toronto 

Ccnsultlng Engineers 
Coombes/Kirkland 

ST. LAWRENCE TECHNICAL AND 
PROFESSIONAL COt-.SUL TANTS. 

Appraisals 

Design Co-ordination 

Metropolitan Trust Co. 
Fred J. Shankland 
Smith Donkin and Associates 

Phase A Sillaste and Nakashima 

Lega' Counsellors 

Market Research 

Noise Consultants 

Park Plan 

Quantity Surveying 

Site Plan 

Surveys 

Cassels, Brock 
Cohl, Osak, Kay and 

Grossman 
Dennis Hefferon 
Shift, Gross 
Siegal, Fogler 

A.E. Lepage (Ontario) Limited 
Andrew Zimet and Associates 

SNC/GECO Canada Ltd. 
Valcoustics Limited 

Joel Shack, Architect 
Stong Moorhead Fleming Corban Inc. 

Hanscomb Roy Associates 

Alan Littlewood, Architect 

McConnell, Maughan Limited 

0 The named consultants were in addition to extensive work 
provided by various City departments. 
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Preliminary Site Plan Housing/Garage 

Site Planning• Church to Market 

REPORTS AND 
STUDIES 

Block Study 

Buffer Studies 

Design Guidelines 
Environmental 

Report 

Existing Buildings 
Toxicology Analysis 

Open Space 
Design Study 

Site Services and 
Traff ice Analysis 

Social Services 
Development 

Potential, 
Front/Jarvis 

AUTHORS 

Joel Shack, with Alan Littlewood, 
Jurgen Henze, Barbara Dewhirst, 
Frank Lewin berg. 
Advisors: 
George Baird and Barry Sampson 
Structural Consultant: 
Peter Sheffield and Associates Ltd. 
Brook-Carruthers-Shaw, Architects 
Klein and Sears, 

Research/Planning/Architecture 
Zeidler Partnership, /\rchitects 
Philip H. Jones 
T.C. Hutchinson 
J.A. Brown 
A. Waterhouse 
Zeidler Partnership, /•.rcl1il,!cts 
Matsui, Baer, Vanstone• Architects 
Peter Maccallum Ltd. 
John Maryon and Partners Limited 
Warnock-Hersey I.Id. 
Hydrology Consultants Ltd. 
The Trow Group Ltd. 
Joel Shack, Architect 

De Leuw Cather Canada Ltd. 

Meyer Brownstone Consulting Limited 
Zeidler Partnership 



FIGURE 4-2 

Key Individuals Responsible for the Implementation of St. Lawrence 

St. Lawrence People 

That St. Lawrence is well on its way to being home 
tor 10,000 people is now apparent. That it is happen
ing at all is a tribute to the vision and hard work of 
dozens of people in and outside of City Hall. The list 
includes politicians at all four levels of government, 
City Hall Commissioners and professional and clerical 
staff throughout City Hall, and a plethora of profes
sional consultants, all of whom made important con
tributions. 

The guiding force, without any doubt, was Michael 
Dennis, who really did make it happen. Mayor David 
Crombie and Alderman John SP.well were especially 
helpful in leading and pushing the development from 
conc~pt to reality. The Honourable Donald MacDonald 
used his good offices to ensure federal participation, 
i.e. money. Provincial Ministry of Housing support 
was often obtained from Voytek Wronski and Bob 
Riggs and their staffs. Don Richmond of Metro Plan
ning helped guide us through City-Metro wrangles. 
Bob Anderson, Michael Geller, and Ken Holder were 
key porticipants at Central Mortgage a:id Housing 
Cor~oration. The Planning Board staff, led by Howard 
Cohen, and assisted by Joe Berridge and Roda Con· 
tractor, provided strong assistance and support through
out, as did Frank lewinberg who started it all. 

Other City Hall Departments who were especially 
helpful were Public Works (Ray Bremner and his staff), 
the City Solicitor (William Callow), the Parks Depart· 
ment, and Barb Capla~ and the rest of the City Clerk's 

office, who processed over 250 reports to Council 
d.ealirig with St. Lawrence (many of which were lengthy 
and late). Ned McKeown of the Toronto Board of 
Education was a forceful spokesman for the educa
tional interests. 

Many of the past and present staff of the Housing 
Department made invaluable contributions. Those who 
should be singled out include: Alan Littlewood. who 
created the site plan; Tom Falus, who helped create 
Canada's first mixed-use (housing/schools) building; 
St. Lawrence staff co-ordinators Chris Smith and 
Frank Mills; Ross Winter, Peter Milligan, Glen Frank
furter and Jane Merk; John Cowie, Ross Wilson, Joel 
Shack, Peter Simon, and Doug Bower whose insight 
and critique helped insure that qualitative concerns 
were incorporated into the final neighbourhood. 
Richard Griffiths, Stan Heidman, Terry Morrison, 
and Achal Moorjani helped see the plans into construc
tion, and Eli Esteves almost from the beginning acted 
as secretary to the St. Lawrence staff. 

Among the non-profit cooperatives, Vern Heinrich of 
Cathedral Court, Ron Struys of the labour Council 
Development Foundation, Noreen Dunphy of the 
Woodsworth Co-op and Mojmir Chromec of Harmony 
were hard working and dedicated throughout the 
development of Phase A. 

There are many others. Suffice to say that their assis
tance is greatly appreciated. 

Director of Planning 

SOURCE: City of Toronto Housing Department (1979) St. Lawrence, 1974-1979, p.39. 
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both som~ of the flexibility sought by the Housing Department and some of 
the specific regulations demanded by the planners. The Plan was approved 
by the St. Lawrence Working Committee, the Planning Board and City Council 
with the added provision that Phase A be completed, reviewed, and approved 
before beginning any subsequent phases in the project. The Plan was then 
sent to the Minister of Housing for approval . .!l_/ 

The First Proposal Call, 1976. Once the Plan was approved by 
Council (May 26, 1976), the Commissioner of Housing issued a proposal call 
to non-profit developers for Phase A-1. He selected four co-op developers 
who were subsequently approved by Council, and soon architects were busy 
with their initial designs. At this point, the St. Lawrence Working 
Committee was supplanted, against its will, by a Co-ordinating Committee 
made up of Housing Department staff and representatives from the Phase A-1 
developers. This Co-ordinating Committee took over the tasks of reviewing 
reports and coordinating the development process which followed.~/ 

Provincial Approval, 1977. Meanwhile the Provincial Minister of 
Housing, who must approve all municipal plans and major amendments before 
they become "official," was still considering the St. Lawrence Official 
Plan Amendments. He had heard objections from a number of government 
agencies. At last he approved the Plan on the condition that the City 
maintain close liaison with the Ministry of the Environment over the reso
lution of the site's environmental problems. This modification was 
accepted and final provincial approval was granted on June 29, 1977. 12.I 

A Zoning By-law for St. Lawrence was adopted by City Council in 
October, 1976, shortly after the approval of the plan and the selection of 
the first non-profit developers. On June 17, 1977 the Ontario Municipal 
Board gave its required approval to the By-law and within months construc
tion on Phase A began. _!ii 

Amendment of the Phase A Review Procedures, 1978. Not surpris
ingly, however, development rarely proceeded exactly as planned, especially 
in a project as large as St. Lawrence. It soon became clear that Phases B 
and C would be held up unnecessarily if they had to wait for the completion 

13. Ibid., pp. 26 and 28. 

14. City of Toronto Housing Department (1977) The St. Lawrence 
Neighbourhood in the Town of York, Nov., section titled "The Public In
terest." See also Commissioner of Housing memo to Committee on Neigh
bourhoods, Housing, Fire and Legislation "Proposal Call -- St. Lawrence 
Neighbourhood -- Phase A," May 28, 1976. 

15. St. Lawrence, 1974-1979, p. 28. 

16. Ibid. 
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of Phase A before carrying out the review required by the "review amend
ment" in the Official Plan. On Feb. 27, 1978 the review amendment was 
further amended by Council to allow for the review of Phase A drawings and 
plans rather than actual construction. This was approved by the Minister 
of Housing on July 21, 1978, clearing the way for completion of the entire 
project. l,2/ 

Detailed design guidelines, site plans and rezoning have followed 
this same basic pattern of implementation for various sections and parcels 
within the remainder of the project. Planning principles and rezoning 
strategies for Phases Band C were approved as early as June 1978. How
ever, changes have been necessary, objections have been raised at times, 
and each change in the Plan or the Zoning By-law requires that this same 
system of approvals be undertaken again. 

4.4 Expeditious Implementation vs. Cautious Evaluation of Each Phase 

Implementation of the St. Lawrence project was, therefore, han
dled fairly routinely as one of the functions of a regular department of 
the civic bureaucracy. St. Lawrence, in effect, became only one of many 
housing projects being developed by the Housing Department. As Chapter 10 
on the implementation of the False Creek project points out, Vancouver 
decided to establish a separate, temporary agency to implement the False 
Creek project. While the False Creek Development Group was given depart
mental status within the civic bureaucracy, it remains a temporary group of 
several employees which will disappear once the False Creek development is 
completed. Its only function is to implement the False Creek project. 

The Politics of Implementation. Though the City of Toronto 
Housing Department is successfully implementing the St. Lawrence project, 
such a large scale undertaking is not "just another housing project." 
Treating it this way tends to tie the best interests of the development of 
St. Lawrence to the best interests of the Housing Department. What is in 
the best interests of the Department may not necessarily be in the best 
interest of a large scale development like St. Lawrence. Where any such 
conflict may arise, it is the interests of the larger administrative 
entity, the civic department, which will dominate. This observation is 
critical to an understanding of the way in which the St. Lawrence project 
was ultimately implemented. 

An example of this in the St. Lawrence implementation process is 
the review of Phase A. As part of the political compromise when the St. 
Lawrence plan was approved, it was agreed that Phase A would be thoroughly 
reviewed before Phase Band C could proceed. Many did not believe that a 
site with so many potential environmental problems could be turned into a 
successful residential area. However, it soon became clear that Phases B 

17. Ibid. 
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and C would be held up if the Housing Department had to wait for the 
completion of the Phase A review required by the Official Plan. 

By late 1977 Phase A was just under construction and no units had 
been occupied. Yet the Housing Department's concern for meeting its social 
housing targets and for putting a large number of units under its manage-
ment led to the decision to circumvent the original intent of the review 
requirement. This was accomplished when City Council's support was 
obtained for amending the review amendment to allow for the Phase A review 
to assess only the drawings and plans rather than the actual construction 
and at least partial occupancy of the city. Council approved this modified 
review on February 27, 1978 and the necessary approval from the Minister of 
Housing was obtained a few months later, on July 21. This cleared the way 
for completion of the entire project after a very low keyed "review" of the 
plans for Phase A by the City's Planning Department. In fact, the Housing 
Department's plans for Phases Band C were already well advanced before the 
review. The few recommendations made by the review were, furthermore, ignored. 

The completion of St. Lawrence in such an expeditious manner was 
due in large part to the fact that the new neighbourhood provided a large 
number of sites for non-profit housing, and, in particular, for Cityhome 
projects. For the Housing Department, St. Lawrence was both a comprehen
sively planned new neighbourhood which it was responsible for implementing 
as well as a site which could accommodate many of its housing projects. 
Finding affordable sites in the City for municipal non-profit housing 
during the real estate boom of the late 1970's and early 1980's was very 
difficult. Almost a third of St. Lawrence neighbourhood's housing units 
are designated for City development. As of 1983, Cityhome's 957 units in 
St. Lawrence comprised 21 percent of the entire 4,505 units developed by 
the city. This seems to have led to a situation in which the Housing 
Department's objective to increase its portfolio took precedence over its 
mandate to plan and develop as successful a new neighbourhood as possible. 
The concentration of such high densities in a medium rise design on such an 
environmentally problematic site is the most often cited criticism of the 
project. The City Housing Department's quest for enhancing its portfolio 
created an irresistible pressure to maintain, and on some sites, increase 
St. Lawrence densities.~/ 

This mixing of the Housing Department's concern for showing a 
great deal of progress in quantitative terms may have detrimentally 
affected the quality of the St. Lawrence Neighbourhood. Many observers, 
including Toronto City planning and housing staff, agree that the site plan 
and densities of Phase Bare the weakest and potentially most problematic 
element of the entire project. Some of these issues were identified in the 
review but the desire to proceed was apparently greater than the desire to 
further evaluate the Phase Band C plans. 

18. The Housing Department's concern for meeting the ambitious 
targets proposed in Living Room and the other early City housing policy 
documents is discussed in: C. Gray (1980). 
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Implementation Progress as of 1982. Figure 4-3 provides an 
excerpt from the City of Toronto Housing Department's 1982 annual review 
summarizing the status of the development of the site. Only a couple of 
parcels remain to be developed. The map in Figure 4-4 provides details on 
the development status of each parcel within St. Lawrence. 

76 



·-.J 
"..J 

3 Projects in 1982 

C11yhom~fs mosl signilicanl developmenl oppor. 
luniltes ,n lhe pasl have been connecled wilh lhe 
major land assembltes lor lhe SI. Lawrence and Fran• 
kelllamberl Neighbourhoods, which combined con. 
lain aboul 30 per cenl ol lhe porllolio As we shall see 
in lhis chapler, lhere was a lol ol aclivtly in lhese 
neighbourhoods ,n 1982. bul Cilyhome·s d1rec1 role in 
lhem 15 winding down Happily. work has been inili• 
aled on more lhan enough Siles elsewhere 10 lake up 
lhe s•ack. The mosl serious impedimenl 10 lhe sue• 
cesslul crealton ol ass,sled housing is neilher sile 
ava1lab1ltly nor cosl . problems which have con
slra,ned C1lyhome in recenl years. As oullined in 
Chapler I, lhe corporahon needs only lhe allocalions 
lo proceed, 

W1lh allocallons ,orlhcoming. lhere is a lol 
Cilyhome can accomplish in lhe nexl couple ol years. 
nol 1us1 1n lerm~ ol delivering un11s. bul ,n responding 
lo sp&e1al needs. and 1n overcoming challenges limil• 
,no lhe lull1lmen1 ol Council's hous,no policy objec• 
ltves, A pro1-ecl-by•projec1 examinalion ol praoress on 
various siles 1lluslrales lhe problems and possibililtes 
arising lrom ind1v1ctual atlempls 10 meel Cilyhome's 
mandale 

St. Lawrence Neighbourhood 
In 1182. Cilyhome compleled il5 large51 (and. lo dale. 
SI. Lawrence·s laroesl} proj&els in lhis new neigh• 
bourhood (Figure 4t. W1lh 281 unil5. 15 Scadding 
Avenue was ready Jar occupancy in April. Slall were 
overwhelmed by lhe crowd ol prospeclive residenls 
who showed up belore lhe opening ol lhe pro1ecl 
renlal ollice. Normally·a slow lime ol year lor renling, 
all suiles were reserved wilhin lhree weeks • a sign ol 
lhe acarcily ol non•luxu1y renlal accommodallon near 
lhe downlown area. Renls averaged $318 lor a bache
lor aparlmenl. 1380 lor a one bedroom unil, 150-i lor a 
lwo bedroom unll, and $613 lor lhree bedrooms. each 
Including ulililies. 

A specially desioned day..care cenlre and asscc1. 
aled playground have -n lncorporaled inlo 15 
Scadding Avenue. A park developed in lhe sheller ol 
lhe aparlmenl and townhouse slruclures has been 
leased by Cilyhome lo lhe Cily and is being main• 
lalned by lhe C11y Parks and Aecrealion Oeparlmenl. 
This represenls a good deal lor bolh parlies: lhe Cily 
benelils lrom having a public park wilh no capllal 
acQuisilion cos1,. and C1lyhome avoids main1enance 
expenses lor parl ol ils sile. Also in 1982. a sound 
buller wall was conslrucled beskje lhe daycare cenlre 
and a harmoniously dPstQned lranslormer vaull enclo. 
sure was compl-,led. •lsell elevaled lo acl as a sound 
harrier. 

FIGURE 4-3 

Summary of Development Activity in St. Lawrence, 1982 

The de·1~lopmen1 ol lhe day care cenlre al 15 
Scadd1ng ;•1elded some valuable less·ons. There wer'! 
early d1lltcul1tes in markeltng lhe 60 spaces. 50 ol 
which are d1reclly subsidized lor lower income laml• 
ltes. and experience suggesls lhal new day care 
cenlres w•lh small proporltons ol substdized spaces 
would encounler more severe obslacles. 01 gre11 con• 
cern lo C,lyhome ,n view ol lhe pressure lrom man'/ 
sources lo incorporale cenlres inlo new projecls. Is 
lhe lremendous cosl involved. Because lhese lacili• 
lies cannol be lunded lhrough lhe non..prolil program. 
and because al 15 Scadding lhe design and con• 
slruclton ol lhe projecl had lo be exlensively modilied 
aller conslruclion had already slarled, C,ly Council 
has provided granls amounllng lo aboul S340,000 lo 
compensale C1lyhome lor relaled capilal cosls. Even 
al lhal. lhe Sl.200 renl charged by Cilyhome lo lhe 
cooperalive running lhe cenlre (which is modesl com• 
pared wilh residenlial ralesl lar exceeds lhe agency·s 
capabtlilies or Melro·s slandard ol aboul $500 per 
monlh, necessilaling lurlher Ctly operaling subsidies 
.fhe magnilude ol lhese cosls and subsidies shouk:t 
caulion lhose who advocale more lacilllies ol lhts 
sorl. and highlighl lhe need lor more genercus led. 
era I and provincial assislance. 

Opened in June. 1982. 176 The Esplanade gaff 
Cilyhome 303 more unils In SI. Lawrence. June brin;s 
be-Iler markeling condilions. and so lhe project was 
largely renled oul in one week. even !hough some 
unils were nol linished and ready lor viewing. Renls 
here averaged $322 lor a bachelor aparlmenl. $371 lor 
a one bedroom apa.rlmenl, S-484 lor a 1wo bedroom 
aparlmenl and $590 lo, a lhree bedroom aparlmenl . 
each including ulililies. Each ol lhe 22 lhree bedroom 
lownhouses renls lor S602. wilh lenanls responsible 
lor lheir own healing charges. 

Aboul 20.000 square leel ol commercial space. 
part ol which is being used lor lhe neighbourhood·• 
public library. have been included In 176 The 
Esplanade However. a prolonged recession doH nol 
make lor ideal commercial leasing condilions. Mark.el• 
Ing has been slow. in splle ol whal would normally be 
considered reasonable renls. Under lerms ol lhe cur• 
renl non.prolil program. non--resldenlial space musl 
pay lor ilsell lhrough a privale morlgaoe al non•sub
sidized inleresl rales and wilh no adverse impacl 
upon linancial arrangemenls lor lhe reside,lial con,. 
ponenl. allhough early losses are ollen parl ol doing 
business in lhe privale sec1or. There is no provision 
lor such klsses in non-prolil lunding. Any proltls are 
lo be used ,mmedialely 10 ollsel residenlial subsidies 
In lhe case ol 176 The Esplanade. losses will have 10 
be borne dtreclly by Cilyhome. 

This pro1ec1 highltghls lhe da~er ol any inclusion 
ol commercial space In Ctlyhome projecls. and may 
discouraoe such commtlmenls In lulure. This ,s 
unlorlunale because C1lyhome·s mixed used develo:,• 

menls are lnlended lo reNecl lhe characler ol their 
surroundings. allowing projecls 10 be beller inle• 
graled 1n10 lhe labric ol lhe neighbourhood Indeed. 
by.laws somelimes require lhe provision ol com. 
mercial space in downlown projecls, and Cilyhome 
could well be compelled lo seek reliel in lh,s regard. 
Federal policies should be changed lo permil losses 
,n commercial space and lo allow prolils 10 be used lo 
ollsel commercial losses lhal may have accrued in lhe 
same projecl or lhal may exlsl in olher projecls. 

Cilyhome·• lasl planned prOject in SI. Lawrence, 
55 The Esplanade, was compleled in February, 1983, 
and represenls Cilyhome's lirsl projecl in lhe Cenlral 
Core. lls 166 unilS will bring lhe Cltyhome presence In 
lhe neighbourhood 10 a 101a1 ol 967 unlls. The aparl• 
menl slruclure has been buill enltrely upon a mulll• 
slorey, above-ground parking garage operaled by the 
Parking Aulhorily ol Toronlo. Access 10 lhe aparlmenl 
building is being provided lrom The Esplanade and 
lrom lhe garage. Renls in 55 The Espla- run from 
S375 lor bachelor aparlmenls lo $755 lo, a lour bed· 
room uni I, rellec1tno some 1oea11ona1 premium, over 
olher Cilyhome aparlmenls in St. Lawrence. 

The parking/resldenlial complex is part of a Iran .. 
aclion worked oul wilh Rampart Enlerprlses in Phase 
C-1 ol SI. Lawrence. The llrm has oblalned a rezoning 
and wlll be9in conslruclion ol a 245 room hotel, 
belween Scoll and Church Slreels, in 1983. A con
dominium, wilh aboul 355 unils. wlll lollow laler, ctoM 
lo Yonge Streel. 

Al lhe end ol 1982. lhe exacl slalu• ol much of Ille 
resl ol lhe SI. Lawrence NeighbourhOod was nol llnal. 
The closing ol lhe Mle ol Block ~ lo Allona Hold
ing• Umiled was nol concluded. Wilh Windmill Line 
Cooperallve·• 206 unil5 In 8-9 almosl done, the e.
slle will linish oil lhe residenlial developmenl ol 
Phase B. lhal parl ol SI. Lawrence lying easl ol Sher· 
bourne Slreel. 

The conslruclion ol a public elemenlary school by 
Parliamenl Slreel In Phase B Is sllll a posslblllly, but a 
prelerred, cenlral locallon Is lhe Hydro sile jusl -It 
ol Sherbourne Slreet:Use ol this site depends upon 
negoliallons wilh Onlarlo Hydro. The decision lo build 
anolher school relies as well on enrolmenls and hat 
been po51poned lor lhe Board ol Educalion'• I~ 
Capllal Program. Since II was lnlended 10 develop Ille 
neighbourho,otj communlly cenlre In conjuncllon wUh 
lhe new school, a nole ol uncerlalnly has been Intro
duced lnlo planning ol lhe communily centre as well. 

There is uncerlalnty loo aboul lhe major remain
Ing developmenl parcels In SI. Lawrence. A sludy ol 
lhe Markel Sile • lhe parking IOI lo lhe easl ol lhe SI. 
Lawrence Markel " concluded lhal now 15 nol lhe time 
10 issue proposal calls, In view ol lhe unlavourabte 
economic env,ron,nenl. Similar reservallons woutd 
apply lo Phase C-2. between Jarvis an<t Church 
Slreels. where discussions are also undcrway rqarcJ. 
ing lhe lulure ol lhe Gro•• Machinery sile. The devel
opmenl ol lhis pr-ly would lacililale a more com" 
pr11hensive. inlegraled deSign lo, lhe whole neigh. 
bourhood 

During the summer of 1982. the Housir,g Depart• 
men I and lhe Canada Morlgage and Housing eo,. 
poralion underlook a sludy ol occupanls and ameni
ltes in SI. Lawrence. A survey ol all 1.460 househokts 
lhen in place (achieving a response rale over 4CJ per 
cenl} was coupled wilh held observalion ol parking 
behaviour and ol lhe aclual use ol ouldoor ·recrea• 
lional space. While lhe delailed resull• ol bolh invesl• 
igalions will be published in separale reporls. some ol 
lhe more inleresling lindings are summarized here. 

The survey lound an average household size ol 
jusl over two people (ranging lrom one 10 seven 
peoplet and an average age ol 31 years. Median 
Incomes by household size lor the dillerent lypes ol 
housing sponsors are sel oul in Table 9_ 
The incomes lor the various soclal housing agencie1 
are all wilhin a lairty narrow range. and sharply towe-r 
lhan lhe incomes observed in lhe privale housino in 
$1. Lawrence. Thal incomes are as low as lhey are in 
the privale units Is allribulable 10 lhe price limits sel 
on many townhouaes by CouncU. and lhe screening ol 
purehaaers ol lhose lownhouses by lhe Housing 
Oeparlmenl. 

SOURCE: City of Toronto Housing Department (1982) Shifting Foundations, Annual Report, pp., 24-25. 
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FIGURE 4-4 

Progress of Development of the St. Lawrence Neighbourhood as of 1982 

PHASE A-2(b) 
Market Sile 
Conslruclion 1984 
Occupancy 1985 
335 Units 

PRIVATE DEVELOPMENT 
51 Condominium Unils 

PRIVATE DEVELOPMENT 
105 Condominium Uni ls and 
25.000 Sq. Ft . Commercial 
Cons I rue I ion 1983 

70,000 Sq. Ft Commercial 

PHASEC-1 
CilyhOme Building 
Occup ied 1983 
166Unils 
Garage. 1,045 Spaces 

Privale Developmenl 
Conslruc1,on 1983 
355U;iils 

PHASEC-2 
Mixed Private/Public 
Oevelopmenl 
Commence Conslruction 198.'.l 
Occupancy 1984 -85 
440Unlta 

st- Lawrence Neighbourhood 
!Activity Schedule) 

PHASEA -1 
Ci lyhome and Co-op 
Developments 
Occupied 1979 
680Un11s 

PHASE A-2(1) 
Cilyhome Building 
Occ,,pied 1982 
303 Un,1s 

Onlario Hydro 
Transformer Site 
(Oevelopmenl Under 
Discuss,on) 

PHASE 8 -2 

Privale Oevelopmenl 
c,,nstruclion 1983 
Occupancy 1!J8.4 
210 Condom inium Uni ls 

PHASE 8-1 
Priv.ite Oevelopmenl 
Occupied 1981182 
128 Ownership Unils 
10 City home Un,ls 

SOURCE: City of Toronto Housing Department (1982) Shifting Foundations, Annual Report, p. 25. 



Chapter 5 

St. Lawrence Project Costs and Financing 

One of the first decisions made by Toronto's Housing Work Group 
when it recommended a municipal housing policy in 1973 was that the city's 
housing activity would have to be operated on a full recovery basis. This 
is in recognition of the poor revenue base municipalities have. Toronto's 
ambitious assisted housing program, of which St. Lawrence is a significant 
part, would have to depend upon senior levels of government for their 
financial feasibility. Among the many recommendations contained in the 
Housing Work Group's report, Living Room: An Approach££_ Home Banking and 
Land Banking for the City of Toronto, were the following two: 

That the Land Assembly and Banking Program be run on a 
full recovery basis, without any direct subsidies from 
the City. 

That 
out 
full 

Council adopt the non-profit housing program set 
herein and specify the program be operated on a 
recovery basis.!/ 

Development of St. Lawrence involved two types of activities: 1) 
the acquisition, planning and servicing of the site; and 2) the construc
tion of the individual public, private and co-operative housing projects. 
Both have been successfully carried out on a full recovery basis. Rede
velopment of the formally industrial site and development of the assisted 
housing component was only possible with subsidies from other levels of 
government. St. Lawrence was financially feasible because of the contribu
tion of municipal infrastructure loans and grants and assisted housing 
subsidies by both the provincial and federal governments -- through 
primarily the federal government through programs administered by the 
Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation. 

5.1 Total Project Costs and Revenues 

Development of the St. Lawrence Site cost approximately $42 
million and expected revenues are estimated to be about $47 million. 
Tables 5-1 and 5-2 provide a breakdown of the costs and revenues. These 

1. City of Toronto Housing Work Group (1973) Living Room, p.62, 71. 
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figures do not include the cost of the individual housing projects built on 
the site. These were designed, financed, constructed by the individual 
corporations who built them. 

Table 5-1 provides a summary of the expenditures, by major cate
gory, that the City of Toronto incurred in transforming the site from an 
industrial district to a residential neighbourhood. Included in these 
figures is the cost of the physical and social infrastructure, such as 
water and sewers, streets, parks, daycare and library, as well as the muni
cipal staff time allocated to the planning and administration of the site 
development process. 

The revenues which paid for St. Lawrence (Table 5-2) came mainly 
from the sale and lease of building sites. Because of the unexpected 
degree to which the land market inflated between the purchase of the land 
in the mid-1970's and the sale or lease of development sites over a ten 
year period, Toronto expects (based on projections made in 1982) to have a 
surplus of about $5 million by the time development is completed. The city 
will, therefore, not only recover its expenses but end up with a small 
surplus. 

With respect to the projected $5 million surplus, the Housing 
Department's 1982 St. Lawrence status report notes that the final amount of 
the surplus depends upon land market conditions. 

Total projections for the St. Lawrence Project as of 
March 31, 1982 indicate a net surplus conservatively 
estimated to be in the order of $5.0 million. This is 
based, however, on a number of assumptions with respect 
to prevailing development costs, scheduling and market
ability, each of which could alter current projections. 
The recent and continuing drop-off in private develop
ment, owing both to the glut of the condominium market 
and high interest costs, will no doubt delay the origi
nal target of 1984/1985 for completion of St. Lawrence 
Development. II 

Any delay in completion relates to the remaining private market development 
sites, not the social housing sites. 

Only a small proportion of the site development costs were paid 
for by provincial and federal grants ($1.32 million (3%)). These came from 
the Ontario Housing Action Program ($415,500 interest free loan); the 
federal Community Services Contribution Program ($764,500); and from a 
Municipal Incentive Grant ($93,100) from the Federal Housing Action Pro
gram. None of these programs exist any longer. Each helped fund some of 
the site preparation costs. 

2. City of Toronto Housing Department (1982) St. Lawrence Status 
Report, A submission to the Neighbourhoods Committee of City Council, July 
29, p. 10. 
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TABLE 5-1 

ST. LAWRENCE NEIGHBOURHOOD: TOTAL PROJECT COSTS 

$ 28,503,000 Site Acquisition 

Includes purchase of all land; misc. settlements; 
survey costs; registrations; expropriations and 
purchase of easements. 

5,165,000 Site Development 

Includes surveying; 
and sewers; hydro; 
landscaping; parks; 
artwork. 

soil tests; demolition; water 
paving; street lighting; 

daycare centre; library and 

1,584,000 Planning 

875,000 

Includes Planning Department staff; consultant 
studies; proposal guidelines; planning and design co
ordination; legal; acoustical consultants and cost 
consultants. 

Administration 

Includes the costs of the City Housing Department's 
administration of the development of the site. 

5,750,000 Carrying Costs 

Includes interest and other costs associated with 
holding the land purchased for St. Lawrence. 

$ 41,877,000 TOTAL COST 

Notes: 

Source: 

These figures represent the total of the actual expenditures 
incurred up to the end of 1981 plus estimates of the 1982 and 
post-1982 costs. All of the administration and carrying costs 
are estimates. 

City of Toronto Housing Department (1982) St. Lawrence Budget 
Update, January. 
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TABLE 5-2 

ST. LAWRENCE NEIGHBOURHOOD: TOTAL PROJECT REVENUES 

$ 45,355,000 Sale and Lease of Building Sites 

Includes sale or lease of all building sites; sale of 
air rights on one site in Phase C-1; and recovery of 
architectural fees on Cityhome projects. 

1,372,100 Grants from Other Levels of Government 

163,000 

$ 415,500 Ontario Housing Action Program Grant; 
764,500 Community Services Contribution Program Grant 

93,100 Municipal Incentive Grant, Federal Housing 
Action Program. 

Miscellaneous Revenue 

Includes credits; rents; and sale of reports. 

$ 46,890,100 TOTAL REVENUES 

Notes: 

Source: 

These figures represent the total of the actual revenues up to 
the end of 1981 plus estimates of the 1982 and post-1982 
revenues. Recent changes in the land market could have a 
negative impact on expected revenues from the sale or lease of 
the remaining development sites. 

City of Toronto Housing Department (1982) St. Lawrence Budget 
Update, January. 

82 



Most of the expenses incurred during development of the site have 
been paid for with borrowed funds. These funds and the interest on them 
are being recovered from the sale of the development sites. About ninety 
percent of all project costs were borrowed from CMHC through a St. Lawrence 
Bulk Mortgage. The remaining amount was raised through debentures issued 
by the Municipality of Metropolitan Toronto. Principal and interest pay
ments are being made annually on the debentures. Part of CMHC's subsidy to 
the site involved foregoing repayment of principle and interest for three 
years or until individual properties were disposed of, whichever occurred 
first. A blanket mortgage was placed on all the properties. This approach 
to financing St. Lawrence was designed to place minimum strain on the 
city's general revenues. ll 

As of June 1982 the St. Lawrence Bulk Mortgage with CMHC, which 
originally totalled close to $14.3 million, stood at about $2.l million in 
combined principal and interest. Another $2.2 million is also owed by the 
St. Lawrence project to the city's Landbanking Account. Sale of a remain
ing private sector building site in Phase B (Block B-8 for 210 condomi
niums) will enable the Housing Department to fully pay off all outstanding 
indebtedness on the bulk mortgage. Repayment of the OHAP interest free 
loan, which came due in 1982, has been paid off from city reserves pending 
additional land sales. ii 

About 55% of the housing was financed through the federal social 
housing program (Sections 56.l and 44.l(b) of the National Housing Act). 
These programs bring the rent levels down to market or low-end-of-market 
and provide income tested rent supplement subsidies to low income house
holds. The achievement of the St. Lawrence assisted housing and social mix 
objectives was made possible by these programs. 

5.2 The Federal Role in Financing the Land Assembly 

Unlike the False Creek development in Vancouver, where the city 
already owned the land, the City of Toronto had to assemble and purchase 
the site for St. Lawrence. A key role in initiating the St. Lawrence 
project was played by the federal government's now defunct Municipal Land 
Program under Section 42 of the National Housing Act. This provided the 
loans necessary for Toronto to initiate its land assembly and land banking 
program. 

If further projects on the scale of St. Lawrence are to be 
developed by municipalities, some form of similar assistance with the 
financing of the land assembly will be required. It is, therefore, worth 

3. City of Toronto Housing Department (1979) St. Lawrence, 1974-
1979, Report No. 16, pp. 15-16. 

4. St. Lawrence Status Report, 1982, ibid., pp. 10-11. 
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taking a closer look at how Toronto initiated its land assembly program. 
The remainder of this chapter discusses the problems of financing land 
assembly for social housing based on the City of Toronto's St. Lawrence 
experience. 

Under Section 42 of the NHA municipalities could borrow 90 per 
cent of the cost of acquiring land for housing. For each one million 
dollars of its own funds, a municipality could assemble $10 million worth 
of land. Toronto's policy, as outlined in the Living Room report, was to 
acquire at least $10 million worth of land annually in 1973, 1974 and 1975. 
The city obtained Ontario Municipal Board approval for borrowing for land 
banking in Spring, 1974. The CMHC commitment for the first land banking 
funds was approved in September 1974 and these funds were then committed to 
to acquisition of land for St. Lawrence. 11 

No sooner had the city launched its land banking program than it 
discovered that there would not be enough'federal funds allocated to meet 
the annual borrowing objectives established in Living Room. When the City 
of Toronto began using the Section 42 funding in 1974 it was the only 
municipality in Canada to do so. Therefore, it received its full request 
of $9 million a year for two years. In 1975 many other municipalities 
wished to take advantage of the program. As a result, Toronto did not 
receive funding to the degree it required. 6/ Table 5-3 provides the annual 
contributions of the city and the federal g;vernment to Toronto's land 
banking program. 

Most of Toronto's land assembly funds during the first two and a 
half years were allocated to St. Lawrence. $14.3 million of the $22.4 
million the city had available was committed to St. Lawrence. The remain
ing $8.1 million was spent on scattered sites. l/ This imbalance was 
affecting the Housing Department's ability to implement its city-wide 
housing objectives. In it's 1976 annual review, the Housing Department 
concluded that: 

Progress 

In future, the City should aim to achieve an equal 
balance between major long-term developments such as 
St. Lawrence and smaller scale scattered sites. Small 
scale sites are more difficult to find and feasibility 
depends upon market conditions, However, such projects 
are frequently faster to develop and suit the evolution 
of existing neighbourhoods.~/ 

5. City of Toronto Housing Department (1974) Housing 
ReEort, 1974, pp. 33-37. 

6. City of Toronto Housing Department (1976) Housing 
Review 1976, p. 55. 

7. Ibid. 

8. Ibid., p. 55-56. 
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Source: 

TABLE 5-3 

FEDERAL AND MUNICIPAL FINANCIAL COMMITMENTS TO LANDBANKING, 

TORONTO, 1973-1978 

$ million 

Year City of Toronto CMHC Loan Total 

1973 $ 1.0 $ 9.0 $ 10.0 

1974 1.0 9.0 10.0 

1975 1.0 0.5 1.5 

1976 1.0 4.7 5.7 

1977 1.0 2.9 3.9 

1978 0.3 2.7 3.0 

TOTAL $ 5.3 $ 28.8 $ 34 .1 

City of Toronto Housing Department (1979) No Vancancy: Will the 
New Federal Housing Programs Work in Toronto?, February, p. 16. 
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This points to one important impact of a large scale project -- it can 
drain municipal resources if it is initiated as part of a broader program. 
A project the scale of St. Lawrence is not simply another housing project. 

In September 1978 the Minister of State for Urban Affairs 
announced that 1978 Municipal Land Program Funds would be cut by 50% and 
that the program would be abolished in 1979. The loss of this program has 
severely constrained the city's ability to implement its land assembly and 
land banking program. The Housing Department currently maintains a 
relatively small revolving fund for the purchase of individual sites for 
its non-profit housing programs. 

As Table 5-3 indicates, most of the City of Toronto's land 
assembly activity was financed by federal loans. Of the total of $34.l 
million allocated by both governments, $28.8 million (84%) came from the 
federal Section 42 loans. The City of Toronto contribution from its 
capital budget was $5.3 million over the first six years of the municipal 
land assembly program. 

Loss of the federal loan program for land banking has been attri
buted to recommendations of the Federal-Provincial Task Force on the Supply 
and Price of Serviced Land. The Task Force attributed part of the blame 
for Canada's inflated urban land and house prices in the early 197O's to 
land banking. On this, the Housing Department offered the following 
comment in its fifth annual report. 

The federal Minister misinterpreted the findings of the 
Task Force. While it may be true that large-scale 
federal and provincial land banking did not help to 
hold prices down in the early 197O's, the Minister's 
arguments based on the study do not apply to the City 
of Toronto Land banking Program .... 

The Task Force did not criticize the use of federal 
funds for inner city land assembly for assisted housing 
sites. Furthermore, there have been no inflationary 
effects around St. Lawrence for other City sites ac
quired under the Land banking Program. Therefore, 
Council should again protest the termination of loans 
for land banking.~/ 

The decision to eliminate the municipal land assembly assistance 
was probably one of the more short sighted changes introduced in 1978. 
Land prices have since increased dramatically in major metropolitan 
centres. A revolving land assembly fund linked to the social housing 
programs could have helped lower the cost of bringing on stream inner city 
non-profit housing projects or at least made it more feasible to build 

9. City of Toronto Housing Department (1979) No Vacancy: Will 
the New Federal Housing Programs Work in Toronto, February, pp. 17. 
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social housing on inner city sites. The Toronto Housing Department noted 
in 1979 that: 

The Federal Government's action may have serious conse
quences. Without justification and in obvious contra
diction to the aims of the new federal housing pro
grams, the Federal Government has cast the development 
of assisted housing in Toronto and other cities into 
limbo .... It is critically important and urgent that 
the Federal Government support land assembly for inner 
city assisted housing projects. If land assembly 
stops, assisted housing production may wind down in 
Toronto in a couple of years, when the existing large 
assemblies are developed. 10/ 

In recent years the City of Toronto has begun to use up the land assembled 
in the early and mid-1970's. The city's own revolving fund has permitted 
some land assembly, but only a very modest program. 

The termination of the land assembly loan program in 1978 occur
red as part changes in most of the federal housing and community develop
ment programs. The Ministry of State for Urban Affairs was abolished and 
changes in the social housing programs were made, the theme being federal 
"disentanglement" from a direct role in housing. Responsibility was given 
to the provinces to determine priorities and to implement the housing 
programs which the federal government was willing to fund. 

One of the now abolished programs which Toronto attempted to make 
use of for St. Lawrence was the New Communities Program. It was introduced 
in 1973 as one of many amendments to the NHA and was designed to assist the 
development of new towns. The program did not apply to large scale inner 
city new neighbourhoods, such as St. Lawrence. The City of Toronto and the 
Province of Ontario attempted to change this because the New Communities 
Program contained funding options which were not available in other sec
tions of the NHA. 

The rationale for exceptional federal support of major 
inner city developments like St. Lawrence is that they 
are compatible with federal and provincial objectives. 
Inner city developments of this type create opportuni
ties for housing, employment and population growth in 
the urban core rather than by continued expansion at 
the fringes of Metro Toronto .... 

The resurgence of housing downtown, especially family 
housing, creates the same demands for social and recre
ational facilities -- particularly parkland -- as sub
urbs and new communities far from existing cities have 
experienced. There would be no doubt about the eligi-

10. Ibid. 
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bility of St. Lawrence for New Communities aid if this 
neighbourhood of 7,500 to 9,000 people were emerging 
outside Toronto. Support similar to that provided 
under the New Communities is needed in St. Lawrence in 
order to pay for the acquisition of eight acres of 
parkland along the centre of the site. This will help 
create a livable, attractive environment in St. 
Lawrence. .!.!./ 

The parkland added about $1,700 to the land cost of each housing unit. 
This appeal was unsuccessful. There was little support by the late 1970's 
for expanding federal spending on either new communities or municipal parks 
and land banking. 

This episode, however, suggests a possible innovative program 
relevant to metropolitan housing conditions of the 1980's and 1990's -- a 
"new neighbourhoods program." Such a program would offer an assistance 
package for development of large inner city sites having a substantial 
social housing component. The major form of assistance required by munici
palities is land assembly. The City of Toronto's non-profit housing 
company, Cityhome, has been unable to meet its targets because of problems 
obtaining development sites. The Housing Department's 1981 annual report 
notes that changes in provincial and federal housing policy are necessary 
if any significant progress is to be made in the provision of affordable 
rental housing. 

Cityhome is the dominant force in rental construction 
in Toronto. But even its production, together with 
that from the co-ops and private non-profit producers, 
has failed to meet City Council's assisted housing 
targets. And the targets by no means represent the 
enormous need for affordable housing.... Cityhome can 
only perform well if it has a strong mandate, backed by 
adequate policies, if the Ministry of Municipal Affairs 
and Housing makes a significant commitment to the pro
gram, and if Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation 
reinforces its role in the non-profit program . .!1_/ 

Once again, Toronto's Housing Department made an unsuccessful appeal for a 
land assembly program as the one key element in improving the capacity of 
municipalities to bring on stream affordable rental housing. 

What is needed is a simple, subsidized land assembly 
program. In today's market no unsubsidized program is 
really going to help non-profit agencies improve their 

11. City of Toronto Housing Department (1977) New Directions in 
Housing 1977, pp.89-90. 

12. City of Toronto Housing Department (1981) Building 
Challenges: Confronting Toronto's Rental Crisis, December, p. 49. 
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access to land on the open market. It doesn't matter 
whether the lending agency is public or private, nor 
how the loan is guaranteed. The crucial factor to the 
success of any land program -- and one missing from any 
CMHC proposals to date -- is the availability of direct 
assistance to cope with the high costs of land. _!l/ 

In summary, the successful development of the St. Lawrence site 
demonstrates that a municipality is able to initiate and carry through a 
long term development plan within the original budget and on a break even 
basis to itself. Unless the it already owns the site, however, a municipa
lity usually cannot finance the huge cost of land assembly out of its 
limited tax base. 

13. Ibid. 
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1972 

Dec. 

1973 

Nov. 

Dec. 19 

1974 

Chapter 6 

The St. Lawrence Neighbourhood: An Outline History 

A majority of urban reform candidates is elected 
City Council; newly elected Mayor David Crombie 
Housing Work Group. 

to Toronto's 
appoints a 

Living Room: An Approach to Home Banking and Land Banking, by the 
Housing Work Group, is submitted to City Council. 

City Council adopts the recommendation of the Housing Work Group, 
establishing a Housing Department and a housing and land banking 
program. 

Feb. The City Executive authorizes the Director of Real Estate to 
secure options on sites for the city's land banking program, as 
recommended in Living Room. 

April 

May 22 

June 12 

Michael Dennis, a member of the Housing Work Group and one of 
Mayor Crombie's assistants, is appointed Commissioner of Housing. 

St. Lawrence, Report No. 1, is presented to City Council recom
mending the St. Lawrence site for the city's first land banking 
scheme, envisaging the site "as a new integrated neighbourhood 
stretching between Yonge and Parliament Street, and between Front 
Street and the railway embankment." 

City Council adopts the recommendation of Report No. 1, St. 
Lawrence. 
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June 

Nov. 1 

1975 

Feb. 3 

Feb. 

Feb. 

March 

May 

April 

April 

June 

June 27 

July 31 

Sep. 17 

The first land is acquired at St. Lawrence. 

City Council adopts the St. Lawrence Status Report (Report No. 
2), which proposed a development strategy and recommended that a 
series of technical studies be undertaken and a staff coordinator 
for St. Lawrence be hired. 

Housing Department submits Progress Report 1974 to City Council 

The first consultant's report, St. Lawrence Existing Buildings 
Study, Report No. 3, is published; it recommends reuse of 3 
historic buildings on the site: the Ferro building at 139-141 
Front St; the Johnson building at 145-147 Front; and the T.T.C. 
building at 165-169 Front Street. 

Consultants' St. Lawrence Soils Analysis, Report No. 4, is pub
lished; describes the physical site problem due to the fact the 
entire area is landfill. 

City Council establishes the St. Lawrence Working Committee in 
order to involve a wider public in the planning of the develop
ment; the committee is to propose studies, review those studies 
and other reports before they are presented to council. 

Council approves preliminary objectives for income mix: 25% low 
income and 25% moderate income for a total of 50% assisted units. 

St. Lawrence Environmental Report, No. 5, is published; examines 
problems of air pollution and noise and concludes "that the 
adverse factors can be sufficiently modified to make this site a 
suitable location for a mixed residential and commercial 
community." 

St. Lawrence Design Guidelines, Report No. 6, is published; 
recommends design principles and considerations for the site 

Planning Board presents St. Lawrence Context, Report No. 7, to 
council; recommends policies consistent with the planning of the 
surrounding areas. 

Council adopts a site planning process for St. Lawrence. 

City Executive approves St. Lawrence Site Planning Studies, 
Report No. 8, setting out principles and recommendations for a 
second stage of site planning studies. 

City Council approves the recommendation of the site planning 
studies. 
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Sep. 23 

Oct. 

Council 
Lawrence 
Density 
tions. 

amends Part I of the Central Area Plan, changing St. 
land-use designation from "Area of Industry" to "Medium 
Residential" and establishing height and bulk restric-

Housing Department produces St. 
9; investigates the capacity and 
block sizes and street layouts 

Lawrence Block Stuck, Report No. 
development potential of various 

Oct. St. Lawrence Buffer Studies, Report No. 10, suggests possible 
noise buffers to deal with the railroad and expressway traffic to 
the south and light industry buffers for the eastern portions of 
the site bordering industrial uses. 

Oct. The new Central Area Plan proposals are presented to council by 
the City Planning Department. 

Oct. 20 

Nov. 

Nov. 28 

1976 

The St. Lawrence Working Committee holds its first public 
meeting. 

St. Lawrence Social Services Study, Report No. 
that the site become a self-managing community 
housing for those with below median incomes 

11; recommends 
with 60% of its 

City Council endorses the principles of the second 
planning studies and initiates the third and final 
Site Plan. 

stage site 
stage: the 

Jan. City Council adopts the Central Area Plan, amending the Official 
Plan in accordance with recommendations in Living Room and the 
Housing Department's Progress Report 1974 

Feb. St. Lawrence Preliminary Site Plan, Report No. 12, presented to 
council; sets out basic principles and concepts relating to 
streets, traffic, land uses, densities, environmental problems, 
parking, site services, building parcels, performance criteria, 
development strategies and phasing. 

Mar. 30 

April 

Apr. 13 

The St. Lawrence Working Committee, concerned about 
requests Planning Board to schedule a public meeting 
Official Plan, Part II. 

delays, 
on the 

St. Lawrence Preliminary Site Plan is endorsed by City Council. 

Planning Board presents St. Lawrence Official Plan Proposals, 
Report No. 13 (constitutes the Official Plan Part II Study). 
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Apr. 14 

Apr. 28 

May 11 

May 11 

Public meeting held to discuss St. Lawrence Official Plan Propo
sals; citizens concerned about noise, density, costs and poten
tial rents. 

Council authorizes the Commissioner of Housing to issue a 
proposal call and select 3 non-profit developers for Phase A. 

Working Committee seeks authority to continue monitoring 
development following approval of site plan; sparks debate over 
structure of "participation" in St. Lawrence. 

Multilateral Agreement on Schools; supports mixed-use and mix of 
public and separate schools in one building; school to be 
financed by the Ontario Ministry of Education and the two school 
boards. 

May Architect Irving Grossman hired to design Cityhome project in 
Phase A, the The Crombie Park Apartments at Jarvis and Wilton. 

May 25 

May 26 

May 31 

June 

June 

June 

June 

Planning Board submits "Supplementary Report on Proposed 
Amendments to the Official Plan Proposals for St. Lawrence" to 
Council, including a new definition of "Medium Density 
Residential Area" to allow some non-residential uses. 

City Council adopts the St. Lawrence Official Plan Proposals 
instructing City Solicitor to prepare appropriate draft by-laws 
including amendments on denisty and a special "review amendment" 
for Phase A providing that it be completed and reviewed before 
subsequent phases are begun. 

Commissioner of Housing suggests dissolution of the Working 
Committee and prepares a new "participation" process. 

Housing Department publishes St. Lawrence Site Plan, Report No. 
14 (it is a reprint of the Preliminary Site Plan, Report No. 12). 

City Council 
street layout, 
Lawrence. 

adopts the joint Housing-Public Works Report 
width, and overall circulation scheme for 

on 
St. 

City Council endorses multi-lateral agreement on schools, sets 
stage for construction of Canada's first mixed-use residential
educational building with public and separate schools and joint 
recreation facilities. 

City Council designates four housing co-op developers for Phase 
A: David B. Archer Co-op, 190 units, by the Labour Council Deve
lopment Foundation; Cathedral Court Co-op, 70 units, by Ceci 
Heinrichs Foundation; Harmony Place, 30 units, by Harmony Housing 
Co-op; and the J.S. Woodsworth Housing Co-op, 194 units, by the 
Co-operative Housing Federation of Toronto. 
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June 21 

June 30 

Aug. 10 

Aug. 12 

Aug. 

Oct. 4 

Oct. 25 

Nov. 3 

Nov. 10 

Nov. 

1977 

Feb. 

May 

May 10 

June 17 

June 

June 29 

Official Plan Draft By-Laws for St. Lawrence are presented to the 
City Council executive. 

Ministry of Housing approves the St. Lawrence amendments to the 
Official Plan; the St. Lawrence site is designated "Medium Den
sity Residential" rather than "Industrial." 

Planning Board recommends 
residential-commercial areas 
Official Plan Proposals. 

increasing density for mixed 
from 3.5 to 4.0 in the St. Lawrence 

Commissioner of Planning proposes "Rezoning for Phase A of St. 
Lawrence" as first step in implementation strategy, including a 
special residential zone to allow some mixed use development. 

St. Lawrence Open Space Design Study, Report No. 15; contains 
proposals for the main linear park; tree planting, a Front Street 
arcade, an acoustic mall around the Hydro Transformer, and other 
open spaces on the site. 

Zoning By-Law for Phase A adopted by City Council. 

Commissioner of Planning proposes Official Plan Amendments to 
allow higher densities for senior citizen housing. 

Planning Board condemns the increased densities for "special" 
housing in St. Lawrence as adopted by City Council. 

Public meeting held to discuss the amendments to the St. Lawrence 
Official Plan. 

Council approves the preliminary designs of Cityhome's Crombie 
Park Apartments. 

Council approves design of the David B. Archer Co-operative. 

Council endorses design of the V.S. Woodsworth Co-operative. 

Commissioner of Planning proposes review criteria for 
developments in Phase A, including detailed design criteria. 

The Ontario Municipal Board approves the zoning by-law for Phase A. 

Council authorizes funds for demolition of buildings. 

Minister approves St. Lawrence Official Plan Proposals after 
adding modification that Council maintain close liaison with the 
Ministry of the Environment over planning and design matters. 
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June 

July 

July 15 

Aug. 

Sep. 

Council approves the condition of the ground lease for all co-ops 
in St. Lawrence; the cost of the lease is to be based on the 
zoning of the parcel, plus a pro-rated share of the interest and 
development costs of St. Lawrence,, and financed by a 99 year 
capitalized land lease. 

Council authorizes transfer of land to Cityhome and to the four 
co-ops. 

Woodworth Co-op submits proposal for development review including 
modifications required by Public Works. 

CMHC issues $25 million in mortgage commitments for Cityhome and 
first four co-ops, providing federal assistance for the 694 units 
in Phase A. 

Construction begins on Phase A. 

Oct. Proposal call for re-use of historic building at 139-145 Front 
Street East. 

Nov. 

Nov. 29 

1978 

Construction begins on the Crombie Park Apartments. 

Commissioner of Planning issues "Preliminary Rezoning Report for 
High Density Mixed Commercial-Residential Area in St. Lawrence" 
(Phase C). 

Feb. Long-term lease accepted for re-use of historic building at 139-
145 Front Street (developer, Karelia Ltd.; architect, Janis 
Kravis). 

Feb. 27 

Mar. 8 

Mar. 30 

Council amends the "review provision" of the St. Lawrence Part II 
Plan allowing review of Phase A to be carried out from plans and 
drawings, rather than after construction is completed. 

Commissioner of Planning issues "Final Rezoning Report for High 
Density Mixed Commercial-Residential Area in St. Lawrence." 

Public Works proposes public space and street improvements in and 
around St. Lawrence at a cost of over $375,000. 

May City Housing Department annual report On Target is released 
initiating new funding program for Phase Band C of St. Lawrence 
Project. 

May 15 Planning Board proposes abolishing density bonus for assisted 
housing in Phase C. 
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May 

June 

June 2 

June 21 

July 14 

July 21 

Aug. 3 

Aug. 17 

Aug. 

Sep. 18 

Sep. 

Sep. 28 

Sep. 28 

Oct. 10 

Oct. 13 

Proposal call for sale of 129 Front St. East. 

Cathedral Court Co-op lease approved and construction started. 

Council adopts rezoning of Phase C to provide for parking garage 
and mixed residential/commercial development. 

Council adopts "St. Lawrence - Phase B Site 
and guidelines of Phase A and establishing 
and barriers or buffer requirements. 

Plan" extending goals 
densities, parcels, 

Council adopts the Commissioner of Planning's report which finds 
that industrial development is not feasible within St. Lawrence. 

Minister of Housing approves the Official Plan 
regarding the "review of Phase A." 

amendment 

Commissioner of Planning sets out terms of reference for a review 
of Phase A and proposes 2 members of planning staff as the review 
committee. 

Council adopts terms of reference and review team for Phase A 
review as recommended by the Commissioner of Planning. 

129 Front Street East sold to a private developer. 

Commissioner of Planning and Development suggests designating the 
area north-west of the St. Lawrence project "St. Lawrence 
Historic District - Area of Special Identity" to conserve and 
enhance its historic character. 

Zeidler Partnership and 
Cityhome's Phase A project, 
Street, 310 units 

Alan Littlewood hired to design 
at Front Street East and Sherbourne 

Council issues "Final Rezoning Report for Phase B of St. 
Lawrence." 

Commissioner of Planning and Development proposes "amendment to 
central area holding by-law for the Church-Jarvis Area of St. 
Lawrence," Phase C, allowing 55-ft. heights. 

City authorizes proposal call for Phase C to include parking 
garage (1150-1350 spaces), 170 unit Cityhome project, and mixed 
residential/commercial development (350-375 units and 95,000 sq. 
ft. commercial floor space). 

"Supplementary Report to Final Rezoning Report for Phase B of St. 
Lawrence" recommends increasing density on interior parcel and 
requiring a barrier between Parliament Street and the Esplanade 
Park. 
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Oct. The Thom Partnership, architects, hired for Cityhome's Phase B 
project at Sherbourne and Wilton Streets, 285 units. 

Nov. 1 

1979 

Feb. 

Feb. 

Feb. 

Mar. 28 

Apr. 30 

June 3 

June 12 

June 15 

June 

June 25 

July 23 

City Executive adopts "Proposed Rezoning of Southerly Portion of 
Church Street Within St. Lawrence" allowing it to be closed and a 
garage constructed over the street. 

Council selects four co-op developers for Phase B: Caroline Co
op, (x) units, by Lantana Non-Profit Homes; Les Centres d'Acceuil 
Heritage, (x) units; Harmony Housing Co-op, (x) units; New 
Canadians from the Soviet Union (name changed to New Directions 
Housing Co-op, Feb., 1981), (x) units. 

St. Lawrence 1974-1979, Report No. 16, is released; contains a 
history of the planning and development of the St. Lawrence 
Neighbourhood. 

Council approves proposal from private developer for Phase C. 

Civic Design Group proposes improvements to streets linking St. 
Lawrence neighbourhood to King Street. 

Council adopts recommendation that the area north of St. Lawrence 
become a "Redevelopment Area." 

"Dedication Day" for the St. Lawrence Neighbourhood, including 
tours, music, etc. 

Commissioner of Planning Reports on "St. Lawrence Housing Project 
Phase Al Review," including an evaluation which notes some 
unsatisfactory design solutions due to conflict between 
objectives and constraints; major problems being density and 
noise. 

Commissioner of Planning issues "Proposed Modifications to St. 
Lawrence Development Review Guidelines" to alleviate problems 
identified in Phase A-1 Review as these apply to Phases Band C. 

St. Lawrence Historic District Redevelopment Plan, requests over 
$900,000 for first phase of public improvements. 

Council approves "Revitalization Plan" for the St. Lawrence 
Historic District (north of the St. Lawrence neighbourhood). 

Council 
maintain 
after an 

designates St. Lawrence a "site plan control 
power of approval over development plans and 

earlier by-law was invalidated by the courts. 
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1980 

Apr. 2 

Apr. 3 

Apr. 18 

May 16 

June 

June 10 

June 16 

June 23 

July 21 

Aug. 18 

Sep. 9 

Sep. 19 

Oct. 2 

Oct. 10 

Council adopts "Controls on Speculation in St. Lawrence" 
restricting sale and use of Phase B townhouses to be developed by 
Aralia Holding Ltd., including 55 "price-control" units selling 
for $57,500. 

Commissioner of Housing suggests raising price of "price-control" 
townhouses to $59,000 due to soil and administrative 
difficulties. 

Council authorizes negotiation with Rampart Enterprises Ltd. and 
the Toronto Parking Authority for Phase C. 

Commissioner reports that 
priced at $59,900, must be 
sold for five years; city 

"price-control" townhouses are now 
occupied for two years and cannot be 
maintains first option to buy units. 

St. Lawrence Historic District Redevelopment Plan Phase II 
requests over $1 million for further public improvements. 

Le Centre d'Accueil Heritage Co-op at 33 Berkeley (135 units) 
applies for adjustment to reduce parking space requirements. 

"Report on Special By-laws and Development Review Criteria for 
St. Lawrence Historic District" suggests that detailed design 
controls extend to all development in the district. 

Council approves Rampart Enterprises Ltd. as developer for car 
park and Cityhome project in Phase C. 

St. Lawrence's first birthday party including potluck dinner, 
games, dancing, etc.; organized by residents. 

Council approves Phase 2 of the St. Lawrence Historic District 
Redevelopment Plan, which is funded under the Community Services 
Contribution Program. 

Council reports on "Final Rezoning of Southerly Portion of Church 
Street Within St. Lawrence" and includes a Schematic Site Plan 
for Phase C. 

Commissioner of Planning and Development recommends amendment to 
Official Plan to consolidate development in eastern portion of 
Phase C and provide more open space. 

Complicated exchange of air rights between Rampart and city is 
proposed including closing lower portion of Church Street. 

Commissioner of Public Works reports that the closing of Church 
Street conforms to the intent of the Official Plan and requires 
no rezoning but that sale of air rights in Phase C does. 
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1981 

Jan. 

Jan. 9 

Feb. 11 

Feb. 24 

Mar. 3 

~ Resident Survey in St. Lawrence Neighbourhood Phase "A", Report 
No. 18, is published; finds that most residents are young and 
well-educated but not earning above median incomes. 

Council approves funding for a daycare centre in St. Lawrence. 

Windmill Line Co-op recommended as additional developer for Phase B. 

Call for offers on Phase B site (corner of Princess and Scadding 
Ave.); allows private development of 210 condominiums or rental 
units. 

Commissioner of Housing issues a "St. Lawrence Status Report" to 
Council indicating current, completed and expected development 
activity. 

Mar. 12 Council approves retaining the firm of A.J. Diamond Associates 
for a Study of Phase C of St. Lawrence. 

Mar. 27 

Apr. 9 

Apr. 2 

May 21 

J.M. Kirkland's plan for Phase B "co-op quadrangle" is submitted 
to Council. 

Council approves land lease for Windmill Line Co-operative (206 
units). 

Agreement signed with Ramparts Ltd. for sale of a portion of 
Phase C-1 in exchange for the construction of a municipal parking 
garage. 

Council approves sale of a private development site in Phase B to 
Altona Holdings Ltd. for $4.1 million for a 210 unit condominium 
project. 
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Chapter 8 

Goals and Objectives of the False Creek Project 

The decision in 1973 to redevelop the south shore of False Creek 
as a socially mixed residential community came after a great deal of poli
tical debate. Until the late 1960's it had been assumed that the False 
Creek basin would remain an industrial area. However, numerous attempts to 
clean up and improve the basin for industrial use continually failed. When 
the City of Vancouver became owner of some 80 acres on the south shore of 
False Creek in 1968 and when Canadian Pacific Railways, owners of much of 
the North Shore, proposed a massive residential development for their land 
in 1969, the land use planning debate was underway. For the first time the 
maintenance of solely industrial land uses was being seriously reconsi
dered. Between the late 1960's and 1973, when City Council approved the 
residential redevelopment option for the south shore, an often heated 
public debate took place over the question of land use. What should the 
city-owned south shore be used for: improved industrial use; parks and 
institutional uses; residential use; or some combination of uses? 

The history of the False Creek basin together with the land use 
planning debate leading up to City Council's 1973 decision provides an 
excellent case study of the politics and economics of large scale urban 
development and redevelopment. As long as the area remained in piecemeal 
ownership and long term leases, little change was possible. Even when the 
CPR consolidated its holdings along the north shore it proved unable, 
throughout the late 1960's and 1970's, to implement its proposed residen
tial redevelopment plans. The City and CPR's Marathon Realty could not 
come to an agreement over a social housing component for the north shore. 
However, redevelopment of the False Creek basis did begin once the City 
itself took the initiative. Its decision to redevelop the south shore has 
since led to redevelopment of all adjacent areas and of most of the 
remaining land in the False Creek basin. 

In the case of the south shore, where the City of Vancouver was 
in the position of being (1) owner of most of the site, (2) the decision 
making authority for zoning and planning approvals and (3) the developer of 
the entire site, the City was able to quickly and efficiently devise a 
development plan, obtain the necessary approvals and implement the plans. 
It was the process of deciding what to do with the site which was the most 
difficult and contentious. 

In the evolution of the False Creek project, therefore, unlike 
the St. Lawrence project, it was the debate over the land use planning 
policy for ~he site which led to the greatest controversy. The St. 
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Lawrence site was purchased for the purpose of creating a new, municipally 
developed residential neighbourhood. The only debate relating to St. 
Lawrence was over the best means of achieving this agreed upon objective 
for the site. Once the False Creek project was under construction and 
especially after the completion of the first phase in 1977, it was never 
seriously criticized and was never subject to any substantial controversy. 
It is, therefore, the decision making process leading to the establishment 
of a municipally developed, socially mixed neighbourhood which is of most 
interest. This chapter reviews the events leading up to the adoption by ' ;· 

--i City Council in 1973 of a set of policy goals and objectives for the False 
Creek basin -- the goals and objectives which formed the basis for the 
detailed site planning and design decisions for the City's False Creek 
neighbourhood. 

8.1 Industrial Improvement: Decades of Indecision 

The decision to redevelop the south shore as a residential com
munity reversed a decades old assumption that the basin would remain an 
industrial area. Until the late 1960's, there were never any proposals for 
other than industrial improvement. Instead, planning studies focussed on 
methods of upgrading the area from industrial slum to a modern industrial 
park in order to intensify the productive use of such a valuable central 
location. Vancouver's 1929 master plan, for example, recommended that the 
basin be improved for more intensive and productive industrial use. 

The investigation establishes the fact that the False 
Creek channel is too valuable an asset to the city to 
consider its complete filling and obliteration. Rather, 
it should be encouraged as an industrial entity of 
extreme usefulness to Vancouver. Theoretically and 
practically it contributes to an ideal situation in 
that it provides a harbour for industrial activities 
allied to shipping interests, yet permits of a desira
ble segregation from the purely commercial water-borne 
traffic of Burrard Inlet. In other words, Vancouver is 
fortunate in having both a commercial and an industrial 
harbour. l/ 

Figure 8-1 presents the False Creek development plan from the 1929 master plan. 

Through the 1930's and 1940's, however, little change or improve
ment took place. In fact, the physical condition of the area deteriorated 
as more of the basin was filled in and as industrial wastes increasingly 
polluted the water. In 1948 City Council established a special False Creek 
Planning and Development Committee in order to bring together all parties 

1. ~ Plan for the City of Vancouver, British Columbia, Including 
Point Grey and South Vancouver and a General Plan of the Region, 1929, 
Vancouver, 1930, p. 147. 
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FIGURE 8-1 

False Creek Development Plan Proposed in Vancouver's 1929 Master Plan 
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to clean up and improve the basin. Engineer E.L. Cousins was hired in 1950 
to undertake a False Creek Development Study reviewing the railway, water
way and sawmill uses and the general economic future of the False Creek 
area. The study was discontinued in 1953 without being able to produce any 
broadly acceptable recommendations . 

Obstacles to Land Use Change. By the late 1950's . it became 
obvious that land use in the basin was more than an engineering or planning 
problem. The real hurdles to change were legal and administrative. There 
were numerous land owners and there was no form of unified management for 
the area. In addition, a number of long term leases prevented serious 
consideration of redevelopment. A committee consisting of major land 
owners was established in 1955 upon the recommendation of Cousins. In 1964 
a report by the City Planning Department also urged a high-level conference 
of principle land owners be held to straighten out land use issues and to 
create a development plan for the entire basin. Neither of these attempts 
were successful. During all this time, however, the basic assumption that 
the area would remain industrial was never questioned. City Council's 
reappointment of a False Creek Development Committee in 1959 reconfirmed 
the industrial land use assumption. The committee recommended that False 
Creek be a secondary harbour and a major industrial area. This provided 
the general framework for the City Planning Department's recommendations 
throughout the early and mid-1960's. Plans for an improved shipping 
channel and improved road access around the Creek were developed. But, 
once again, the administrative and legal problems prevented any major 
change from taking place. 

The continued deterioration of the False Creek basin and the 
inability of the City to undertake any agreed upon method of improvement 
and long term planning focused increasing attention on one other possible 
opportunity for resolving the impasse: the upcoming expiration of leases 
on land owned by the two major landowners, the Canadian Pacific Railway and 
the Province of British Columbia. In 1928 the Province entered into a long 
term lease with the CPR which allowed the CPR to manage provincially owned 
land in the False Creek area. The leases would be up for renegotiation in 
1971. The other major land owners were the City, the federal government 
and B.C. Hydro. The hope was that before the CPR lease was renegotiated, 
long term land use decisions could be made and any new lease would be 
written to conform with the long term plans. As one city planner noted in 
1964: "The provincial land is public land, and the provincial government, 
when the leases are renegotiated, should see that the land is handled in 
the best interests of the public." ~./ 

This principle would also apply to other publicly owned lands in 
the False Creek basis, especially city owned land. Any of the leases 
coming up could be renewed for a shorter term pending the outcome of the 
decisions relating to the CPR and provincial land. This made 1971 a key 
date in the future of the False Creek basin. In 1967 Vancouver City 

2. Vancouver Sun, April 3, 1964. 
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Council passed a resolution confirming that it cannot guarantee continued 
occupancy of its False Creek lands past 1970 when most of its industrial 
leases would expire. So the stage was set for a major land use policy 
decision, one which would have the best chance yet of being implemented. 

Consolidation and Transfer of Ownership to the City, 1968. The 
debate over land use policy for the False Creek basin intensified once the 
1928 CPR lease was renegotiated. The province and the CPR settled the 
question of who owns exactly what land by agreeing to consolidate the land 
between them in large parcels. The CPR gained control of the north shore 
of False Creek while the province took control of the south shore, the 
eventual site of the False Creek neighbourhood. Once the province held 
clear ownership of the south shore, it entered into negotiations with the 
City of Vancouver to trade the south shore for city owned land on Burnaby 
Mountain, where the province wanted to build Simon Fraser University. In 
November 1968 City Council approved the exchange of its 200 acres on 
Burnaby Mountain plus $424,000 for the 85 acres of provincially owned land 
on the south shore of False Creek (see Figure 8-2). This exchange gave the 
City of Vancouver a free hand to decide on the future use of the south 
shore. 

The history of frustrated attempts to improve the False Creek 
basin helps explain why the City of Vancouver would eventually redevelop 
the land itself. Co-operation of private owners could not be obtained in 
the past and if the city sold the land there was no guarantee that the 
public interest would be served. Finding itself the owner of a major 
portion of the False Creek area, the City Councils of the late 1960's and 
early 1970's seemed to generally assume that the city would redevelop the 
site. The remaining major question related to the appropriate land use. 
The city needed to rethink all previous land use policy decisions for the 
basin and to come up with a specific plan for its own south shore land. 

8.2 The Land Use Policy Debate, 1967-1973 

It was the exchange of lands between CPR and the province in 1967 
that represents the beginning of serious consideration of non-industrial 
land uses for the False Creek basin. The land use debate lasted from the 
1967 land swap to late 1973. During this time, public opinion gradually 
shifted away from supporting continued industrial use to a vigorous debate 
between parkland versus residential development. 

The last serious consideration of solely industrial use came in 
October, 1967. Several aldermen, fearing that public opinion was already 
drifting away from retaining the industrial uses, introduced a resolution, 
on behalf of the industrial users, stating that it was city policy that 
False Creek remain industrial. 

That whereas the City has been advised of the concern 
of certain industries located on land leased in the 
False Creek industrial area as the the continuance of 
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FIGURE 8-2 

Status of Land Ownership in False Creek Basie, 1973 

-, . 
....... 

SENIOR GCNERNMENTS ~ Ciff OF VANCOUVER 

B.C • HYDRO C.P. 

AREA (IN ACRES) 

1 Total Land 14.0 6 Total Land 100.9 
City Land 71.S 

2 Total Land 95.0 
9 Total Land 37.0 

3 Total Land 101.7 
10 Total Land 37.6 

4 Total Land 25.9 City Land 6.7 
City Land 11.5 

5 Total Land 48.7 Total Area of 498.4 
City Land 36.2 False Creek Basin 

Source: City of Vancouver Pl ann i ng Dep artment (1973) False Creek Policies, 197 3. 
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their leases; Therefore be it resolved that it is 
Council's policy at this time that the land abutting 
False Creek be retained as an industrial area. ii 

The motion carried without much serious consideration but with firm opposi
tion from the Parks Board. A week later, in an effort to have City Council 
rescind its policy favouring industrial use, the Parks Board proposed a 
1,000 foot wide landscaped shoreline park area around the entire basin, 
with three 400 boat marinas and a bird sanctuary. By October 1967, there
fore, the land use debate was well under way. 

Industrial Land Use Reconsidered. In March 1968 the Planning 
Department recommended that City Council reconsider its industrial policy 
because there were too many practical difficulties in maintaining and 
expanding industry. In addition, the maintenance of industry was deemed to 
prohibit future redevelopment: "uses like extensive ornamental parks, 
office towers and residential uses would be difficult to introduce into 
this area of False Creek without large scale redevelopment." Council 
accepted the report in principle and voted to reexamine its industrial 
policy. 

A few months later the City Planning Department took another 
initiative in favour of non-industrial use of the basin. In its report 
Downtown Vancouver, one of the eleven "key issues" it identified was 
directed at land use policy in False Creek 

What should the future of this land be? Will a 
changing pattern of port development make waterfront 
land now occupied by industry available for other uses? 
Are inefficient industrial operations pre-empting land 
that should be used in other ways? Is False Creek an 
essential part of the harbour complex, or should this 
area be used for other purposes such as parks and 
apartments? f!._/ 

The character of the city was changing and industrial location trends had 
been changing for some time. The Planning Department's questioning of the 
industrial land use policy was a reflection of these trends. 

Serious consideration of retaining purely industrial uses was 
dealt a final death blow in December 1968 when the CPR announced its plans 
for a $185 million residential redevelopment project for their 190 acres on 
the north shore. The CPR also proposed swapping its Shaughnessy Golf 
Course land for the city's recently acquired 85 acres on the south shore. 
This proposal further focused public attention and political debate on 

3. Vancouver City Council, October 24, 1967. 

4. Vancouver City Planning Department (1968) Downtown Vancouver: 
Part .!..J_ The Issues, August, pp. 29-30. 
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False Creek planning issues. Four months later CPR's real estate arm, 
Marathon Realty, proposed an expanded $250 million residential project for 
their north shore land. They proposed building 11,000 highrise apartment 
units housing some 20,000 people (see Figures 8-3 and 8-4). 

Public Planning Process Launched, 1968. The CPR's land was not 
zoned for residential use and there was growing opposition to massive 
highrise developments such as the one Marathon was proposing. Thus, a 
major public planning process for the future of the False Creek basin was 
launched. A March 1968 report by the Director of Planning was adopted by 
City Council, instructing the Long Range Planning Division to prepare 
revised goals and policies for False Creek in conjunction with the Downtown 
Plan. Also, discussions were to begin with the National Harbours Board 
concerning the future development and disposition of Granville Island 
(which is adjacent to the city-owned south shore lands). In November 1969 
the Planning Department prepared five alternative long range development 
concepts. A brochure was prepared summarizing each option and public 
comment was sought.~/ The five options presented by the Planning Depart
ment were: 

CONCEPT Ul: Full industrial development. 

Redevelopment of False Creek and the adjacent Fairview 
Slopes area to the north for light industrial uses. 

CONCEPT 82: Residential and recreational development. 

A predominantly residential area with a full range of 
multiple dwelling types and with all ancillary public and 
commercial facilities. 

CONCEPT #3: Residential and industrial development. 

Allow continued industrial usage of part of False Creek; 
provide for additional inner city apartment development; 
provide some solution to the demand for public and commer
cial marinas. 

CONCEPT #4: Residential-commercial and recreational development. 

A residential and recreational area, including commercial 
developments compatible with multiple dwelling areas. 

CONCEPT #5: Recreational and residential-commercial development. 

Create a major park and recreational facility in False Creek 
to meet expanding city-wide open space needs; in addition, 

5. Vancouver City Planning Department (1970) False Creek: 
Development Concepts, January. 
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FIGURE 8-3 

The 1968 Development Proposal for the North Shore of False Creek 
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Marathon plan still up the creek 
n,· ,\LEX COFfll': 
CH~· llell Reporter 

Mahithon Really and mem
bers of city council's special 
False Creek c o m m i t l e e 
sparred for t"·o hours Thurs
dar, but a Marathon spokes
miln saict the company's plan 
for cJevelopment o[ the north 
shore of Fal~e Creek remains 
'' in the mill.' ' 

Earlier . Marathon project 
planning manager John Web
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turn asked Marathon for more 
sµecirics. "lt"s a perfcclly un
dentandablc quandry we all 
share,'' Webster said. "The 
scheme is in the mill and the 
mill has promised to react." 

Marathon officials came out 
of the meeting saying they 
feel tl~y still can jusllfy a 
population of 9.000 on 95 acres 
on the north side o[ lhe creek. 
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Map shows Marathon Realty devclopfflent propoul1 for False Creek 
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redevelop rema1n1ng False Creek lands and the Fairview 
Slopes for a combination of high density residential and 
commercial uses.~/ 

Part of the criteria in assessing each of these options was their impact on 
the future of downtown. Preparation of a downtown plan was underway and 
any development decisions relating to an adjacent area as large as False 
Creek would have major future implications. The Planning Department's 
summary assessment of the impact of each option on downtown is presented in 
Table 8-5. 

By the time the public brochure on the five options was distri
buted (in January, 1970) the residential option had become the most widely 
favoured. The only remaining question was how much parkland should be set 
aside. The setting of goals and objectives for what would become the False 
Creek Neighbourhood began in earnest in 1970. Many of the eventual 
features of the south shore redevelopment plan were first proposed and 
discussed in 1970. The development concept which turned out to be closest 
to what was actually implemented was Concept 02, the substantially residen
tial option with some parkland (see Figure 8-6). 

In a January 1970 City Council meeting the use of the site for 
subsidized housing was put forward. Alderman Art Phillips, who would be 
elected mayor in the 1972 election, presented a motion stating that "if and 
when the City's land on False Creek is developed for residential purposes, 
provision be made ... for the inclusion of a significant amount of low 
cost, public, private and senior citizens housing." The motion carried 
without too much debate. Phillips' motion represents an early statement of 
the concerns of some members of council that any residential development of 
the city-owned lands include a substantial social housing component, 
something which they were convinced the Marathon proposal for the north 
shore would not include. 

The False Creek Policy Plan, 1970. Also during January 1970 the 
City Council for the first time formally requested that development plan 
options be prepared for the entire False Creek basin. In April 1970 City 
Council formally resolved to eliminate from consideration industrial uses. 
The False Creek Policy Plan which the City Planning Department prepared, 
recommended that "residences will comprise a significant portion of new 
development ... Population of this plan area at full development is esti
mated at 45,000 people living in approximately 28,000 dwellings." It 
should be noted that this recommendation related to the entire False Creek 
basin, not just the city-owned portion of the south shore. The very high 
density reflects the thinking of the then majority of pro-growth council 
members who, unlike the TEAM council members who would be elected in 1972, 
had no problem accepting the pattern~ traditional private sector high
rise, high density approach to development. 

6. Ibid. 



FIGURE 8-5 

The Five False Creek Development Options: 

Their Potential Impact on the Future of Downtown Vancouver 

FALSE CREEK CONr.::EPTS RELATED TO 
DOWNTOWN PLANNING 

Concept #1: - Accompanies a plan consciously res
tricting the growth potential of the downtown. By 
continuing a policy of industrial development in False 
Creek, housing and err.ployment demands of the inner 
city must be met in other areas. 

Concept #2: - Would encourage a single high density 
commercial core on the downtown peninsula. An ex
panded housing stock would reinforce employee pre
ference for working in downtown. The availability 
of employees would encourage potential office staff 
employers to locate downtown. Vancouver could 
become the "executive city" of the Canadian west. 

Concept #3: - The False Creek area would partially 
meet the housing demands of downtown for the near 
future. Greater numbers of employees would have 
to travel to the downtown from outlying parts of 
the metropolitan region. 

Concept #4: - Development of an "executive city" 
would be enc our aged as in Concept #2. The metro
politan region's offices, entertainment, cultural and 
administrative headquarters would be dispersed 
throughout the downtown peninsula and around False 
Creek. l\1eshed with it would be residential develop
ment creating an exciting urbane environment. 

Concept #5: - The relationship to the downtown 
would be sirrilar to Concept #4 excepting that 
the potential of tourism would be very greatly en
hanced. This concept has the added advantage of 
providing for the open space requirements for many 
future inner city residents. 

Source: City of Vancouver Planning Department (1970) False Creek Development 
Concepts, January, p. 22. 
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That a general consensus was emerging by early 1970 regarding the 
general character of the goals and objectives for the False Creek basin in 
general can be seen in the respons to the five development options. As 
summarized by the Planning Department staff, the following 12 development 
considerations emerged from the majority of public submissions. Most in 
fact formed the general criteria according to which planning and design 
policies were eventually made. 

Highlights of Public Submissions on False Creek Redevelopment: 

--Phasing-out of industry is necessary to encourage redevelopment. 

--Planning of False Creek must be based on the needs of all the 
people. Redevelopment should provide accommodation for different 
income groups, age levels, and household types. 

--False Creek must not become another West End. The social, 
recreational, entertainment and aesthetic needs of the residents 
must be fulfilled. 

--Proper controls must be introduced so that views will be 
protected. This will require a radical departure from the 
neatly-separated land uses and necessitate a new form of thinking 
and legislation. 

--The water area should be retained or enlarged and kept clean 
and free from pollution. 

--The shore line should be developed to create a stimulating 
walkway and scenic drive all around the Creek. 

--A new street pattern, in harmony with the topography, should be 
devised for the Fairview Slopes. 

--Transportation needs must be assessed before any redevelopment 
occurs. The automobile, however, must not be allowed to dominate 
the environment of False Creek. There should be a much smaller 
percentage of land taken up in streets than there is now in the 
City. All parking should be covered or underground. 

--Redevelopment of False Creek must not be based primarily on 
short-range financial considerations, but rather on the long
range environmental impact upon itself and the region. 

--A model should be built showing the various proposals outlined 
in the concepts. 

--An international design competition is suggested to achieve the 
maximum potential for this area adjacent to the centre of 
Vancouver. 
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--A joint public/private redevelopment Agency is required if the 
potential integrated development, combining public and private 
uses of False Creek, is to be realized. ll 

By 1970, therefore, the industrial use of the basin had been 
formally rejected and general agreement was emerging that residential and 
recreational land use should replace the existing industries. Furthermore, 
agreement began to emerge on such basic objectives as socially mixed 
housing, a rejection of high rise buildings, the protection of views, the 
recreational use of the water, a restriction on automobile usage within the 
site, and an emphasis on quality design and sensitive environmental 
considerations. 

Preliminary Site Planning and Design Studies. In November 1971 
City Council approved the appointment of Thompson, Berwick, Pratt and 
Partners (TBP&P) as design and site planning consultants. Responsibility 
for the development of overall planning policies for the area remained with 
the City Planning Department. The False Creek Study Group (FCSG), consis
ting of the consultants and the Assistant Director of Planning, was estab
lished to act as a liaison between the city's policy development activities 
and the more detailed consultants work. In 1971 and 1972 both the Planning 
Department and TBP&P produced a number of planning studies (see the False 
Creek bibliography in Chapter 13) which culminated in the False Creek 
Proposals report of April 1972. 

The design guidelines and recommendations presented in the False 
Creek Proposals began to give shape to the nature of the eventual south 
shore residential development. Table 8-7 contains a summary of the 
recommendations. The urban design guidelines focused on seventeen subject 
areas, such as water, regional parks, housing, pedestrian streets, 
neighbourhood enclaves and community facilities. The guidelines were 
derived by application of "pattern language" technique. "In a pattern," 
the report states, "the problem and solution are discussed in general 
terms. In this way each can give rise to a wide range of applied 
solutions."~ / 

The objective of the pattern technique used by the consultants is 
to provide a general framework capable of guiding the specific design of 
the site and buildings. Christopher Alexander, one of the main proponents 
of the use of this pattern technique in design, defines a pattern as 

any general planning principle, which states a clear 
problem that may occur repeatedly in the environment, 
states the range of contexts in which this problem will 

7. City of Vancouver Planning Department (1970) Report on Sub
missions= False Creek Brochure, pp. 3-4. 

8. False Creek Study Group (1972) False Creek Proposals, Report 
4 and~. April, p. 38. 
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FIGURE 8-7 

Summary of 1972 False Creek Redevelopment Recommendations 
As Proposed by the False Creek Study Group 

Summary of Recommendations 
The following statements ore o composite of the resolu
tions of port three, the proposals of port four ond the 
strategies of port five. 

RECOMMENDATION I 
Regional moss transit corridors should crass the False Creek 
Ilasin close lo the existing bridge alignments. 

RECOMMENDATION 2 
local transit to the Central Business district should be 
vio loop extension from the downtown system or vio shuttle 
bus. Local transit within the planning oreo should be by 
mini-bus in the early phase. 

RECOMMENDATION 3 
Vehicular access to the planning oreo should be o level 
crossing ol Ash Street ol the east, ond 3rd ond 4th Avenue 
if necessary in the west in the early phase. Access in 
later phases should be by grade separated overpass near 
Ash Street, ond on underpass near Hemlock Street. 

RECOMMENDATION 4 
Pedestrian networks should be extensive ond should over
poss 6th Avenue ol two major crossings coordinated with 
pork oreos. 

RECOMMENDATION 5 
Community structure ls too large extent created by the 
presence of two bridges, the water's edge, ond Broodwoy. 
The existence of 6th Avenue should not be allowed lo 
threaten this structure. 

RECOMMENDATION 6 
The general disposition of high, medium ond low density 
buildings should result In on omphitheolre form with density 
ond height increasing ot the south ond toward the east ond 
west near the bridge heads. 

RECOMMENDATION 7 
Commercial octlvlty should be concentrated ot two "nodes", 
one 9pproxlmotely ol the fool of Alder Street, the other 
ol the fool of Heather Street. 

RECOMMENDATION 8 
Community facilities should be caordlnoted between open 
space ond · commercial activity. 

RECOMMENDATION 9 
Open space should be recognized In many forms. Water, 
land, porks ond streets should oll qualify in on Inte
grated system. 

RECOMMENDATION 10 
Marinos should be controlled so they do not obliterate the 
surface of the water. The oulomoblle parking ossocioted 
with morinos should be prohibited ol the water's edge. 

RECOMMENDATION II 
Urban noise is o problem which could effect the marketing 
of residential space, ond therefore should be accounted 
for in early planning stages. 

ltECOMMENDATION 12 
6th Avenue should be mointolned ol four lanes by restricting 
access lo one crossing (ot Ash Street) ond by the eventual 
provision of o vehicle underpass near Hemlock Street, ond 
two pedestrian overpasses, one ol Alder ond one ol Ook. 

ltECOMMENDATION 13 
The Roilwoy Companies should be asked to withdraw operations 
on the central south side. If this ls not possible, the right
of-woy should be moved south to ovoid the olienotlon of land 
ond lo focilitote the overpass constructions. 

RECOMMENDATION 1.4 
The Development Pion should be as shown In port four being 
the composite of plans for land Use, Water's Edge and 
Marinos, Movement, Open Space, ond Population Distribution. 

,f"•. 

,... , A•• •~• 

Source: False Creek Study Group (1972) False Creek Proposals, Report~ and~. April, p. 6. 



occur, and gives the general features required by all 
buildings or plans which solve this problem. In this 
sense, then, we may regard a pattern as an empirically 
grounded imperative, which states the preconditions for 
healthy individual and social life in a community.~/ 

Each pattern, therefore, is to be a statement of a general planning princi
ple "so formulated that its correctness, or incorrectness, can be supported 
by empirical evidence, discussed in public, and then, according to the 
outcome of these discussions, adopted, or not, by a planning board which 
speaks for the whole community." 10/ 

The patterns developed by TBP&P were eventually almost fully 
adopted as the design guidelines for the south shore residential redevelop
ment. The design problem both the city and its consultants faced was that 
they essentially had a clean slate: a large district relatively isolated 
from the development around it. Hence one · could not adopt a design pattern 
by continuing or extending the features of the adjacent areas. The 
patterns developed by the consultants provided an agreed upon basis from 
which the detailed site plans and building designs would emerge. 

The patterns proposed in April, 1972 proved to be general enough 
to allow a great deal of freedom in the eventual design of each phase of 
the redevelopment of the south shore of False Creek yet they did contain 
specific enough statements which clearly eliminated numerous possible 
options. For example, the following excerpts cleariy specify that False 
Creek residential development should be socially mixed, that family units 
should not be in highrise buildings, and that housing units should be 
grouped into neighbourhood enclaves, rather than in the traditional grid or 
as isolated buildings scattered on the site. 

Neighbourhood Enclaves 

The homogenious character of cities kills all variety 
of life styles. Arrange urban land to form many small 
enclaves of residential land, separated from one 
another by swaths of non-residential land (parks, 
schools, major pedestrian streets, commercial) which 
form the enclave boundaries. Make the enclaves really 
small, perhaps no more than 500 feet across. 

9. C. Alexander (1975) The Oregon Experiment, N.Y.: Oxford 
University Press, pp. 101-102 

10. Ibid., p. 101. 
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Household Groupings Limited 

If there are not enough similar household types in a 
neighbourhood then their life-style will not be sup
ported, but if there are too many similar household 
types the neighbourhood may become a ghetto. Place 
upper and lower limits on the number of contiguous 
household types so that distinct life-styles can be 
supported without the creation of ghettos. 

Three Storey Limit for Families 

Limit family accommodation to three storeys and exceed 
two storeys only when absolutely necessary. Main living 
areas should never be beyond 15 feet of the ground 
plane, and always easily accessible to the ground, both 
physically and visually. 

Building Height/Width Ratio 

Large slab like high rise structures block out 
one's view and totally dominate the pedestrian 
Allow lower building levels of less than three 
to be relatively continuous with the ability 
around, and restrict higher levels to more 
forms. 11/ 

every
below. 

storeys 
to wrap 

pointal 

Figures 8-8 to 8-11 provide an example of how the pattern approach was 
presented and described by the False Creek Study Group's consultants. 

The patterns recommended by TBP&P were almost completely adopted 
by City Council and were later included as part of the Official Development 
Plan for the False Creek basin. They formed a major portion of the design 
objectives for redevelopment of the city owned south shore. The only 
remaining question was the amount of residential development and the amount 
of parkland. 

Municipal Elections, 1972. The final resolution of this land use 
debate came after the civic election of December 1972. Until then, the 
Parks Board and members of City Council's majority Non-Partisan Association 
(NPA) were still promoting a substantially recreational use for the site 
with only a minimum of housing, and not necessarily social housing. The 
election of a majority of Council members from The Electors Action Movement 
(TEAM) settled the debate. TEAM had included in its election platform the 
promise that they would begin building socially mixed housing in False 
Creek within two years. On December 13, 1972 TEAM candidates swept the 

11. False Creek Stud y Group (1972) Urban Quality: The Patterns. 
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FIGURE 8-8 

Design Concept Proposals fot Neighbourhood Enclaves 
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2-7 Neighbourhood Enclaves 

NEIGHBOURHOOD ENCLAVES 

The homogeneou ■ chorocter of c:ltlu klll1 oll vorlely of 
I ife ,ty l1t1. 

Arronge urban lond la form mony 11110II enc:fave1 of rul
dentlol land, ,eporoted from one onother by 1woth1 of non
ruidenliol lond (pork,, 1chool1f mojor pede1trion 1lreeh, 
commerc:iol) which form the enc ove baundorie ■• Make the 
enclovu reolly 1moll, perhaps no more than 500 feet ac:rou. 

NEIGHIIOURHO~D SHAPE 

Small re1ldentiol oreo1 which ore lon9 and thin never .. .,,. 
to ollow enou"h communol feelln" lo become neighbourhood. 

To promote common aworeneu In re,ldenllol oreo1, 1hope oll 
neighbourhood enclove1 10 thot they ore bo1lcolly round. 
En1ure that the length 11 never more thon twice the width. 



FIGURE 8-9 

Design Concept Proposals for Pedestrian Streets 

2·B Pedestrian Streets 

PEDESTRIAN PATHS ARE EXPANDING LOOPS 

Any potl-, wl-,ich does nal lei,d ol\ywhere wlll nal be uurd, 
Yet direct poth, o ffe,;ng no diversity of involvement ore 
monotonou,. 

Sl,ope and locate p'ede,trii,n 1treeh ond paths so lhot tl,ey 
fa,111 o series of e,cpondi"9 loop,, 1uch that no poth i, o 
d.,od-end and each leads Into o smaller or,d" l arger path, 

PEDESTRIAN ACTIVITY FOCUS 

A pedestrian polh network that ls too dhpened l\ever draws 
people tog.,ther, but o l\et-ork wh•re i,II ot the activ i ty 
Col\gregote, in Ol\e ploce h usually loo lnfle,.ible lo 
iftvite growt h ond chonge. 

Create one major central place In each community where 
people con come together ond con orient themselves lo 
the activities around. Mok• moJor pothwoys convergo, ot 
this node i,nd en,uu thot the hiohut and n,osl public 
cancer\tration of ocllvltie1 accurs here. 

STREETS TO STAY IN 

Pedutrion 1tr1et1 should be for ,toying in, and not just for 
moving through the way they ore today. 

Make pedeslrion 1treeh subtly convex 11\ pion, with seoll 
and golleriu ori,und the edge, and by narrowing of the 
path at both ends, 

I ,r, , .. _ • 
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FIGURE 8-10 

Design Concept Proposals for Local Parks 
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2-9 Local Parks 

COMMUNITY PARKS INTERWOVEN 

Communlly porks need o balance of other focllltlu 
relollvely near them to funcllon 01 everyday places 
In community llre. 

Locale pork, and open areas lo form a balance lo 
community facllltles 10-thal lhe park ond oth1tr community 
facllltles open for community participation, con be seen 
together. 

HIERARCHY OF OPEN SPACES 

Pe op I e he I more c omf ortob I e If they con move from o 
•mall 1poce loo large apace eo1lly, or vice verso . 

Place smaller more intimate 1poce1 around buildlng• ond 
let th ·em lead oul into the larger space•, 

NEIGHBOURHOOD PARK 

If there h not a pork within o 1horl wolklng distance of 
every home, lhen mony people who wont to uH o park wlll 
not get lhe chance. 

Near the center of every neighbourhood enc love, leave 
free on open ,pace of aboul lwo ocre1 for o neighbourhood 
park, lhe e•oct nalure of which will be delermlned by the 
people llvln" In the enclave. 
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FIGURE 8-11 

Design Concept Proposals for Housing 

2-11 Housing 

HOUSEHOlD GROUPINGS LIMITED 

II there ore n<>t enough similor household type• in o 
neighbourhood then their life·1tyle will not be supported, 
but if there ore loo mony slmilor household types the 
neighbourhood moy become o ghetto. 

Place upper ond lower limlh on the number of coo1tlguou1 
household type, so thot distinct life·stylu con be 1upported 
without the creotion of ghettos. The 1eporotion between 
eoch grouping con be effected by Introducing other house· 
hold types, or phy1icol elements 1uch os public open spoce, 
o garden, o locol rood, entronce orientotion, etc. 

DEGREE OF PUBLICNESS 

Some people wont lo live where the oction is. Others 
wont "'ore t,olotton. 

Pusu 

Give home, in different ports of ony local urbon oreo ~ 
morkedly different degrees of e>1posure lo pede1trion circulo- ~~ 
lion ond octivity, according to their di1tonce from services. m'.. 
Tho1e nearer to service, 1hould front onto wide through 

tho,e home, further owoy from 1ervice1 should be reached by · .·. 
pede1trion poths ond be extroverted In chorocter, whereas ~ 

narrower ond rnore devlou1 poth1, ond be more private. ond ~ 
introverted in chorocter. 

THREE STOREY llMIT FOR FAMILIES 

The life ond activities of o fomily cannot be odequotely 
occommodoted in o home unit high off the ground. 

Limit family occornmodollon to three storeys ond exceed 
lwo ,rorey, only when ob,olutely neceuory. Moin living 
oreo, should never be beyond IS feet of the ground plane, 
ond olwoy, eo,ily oc;ceuible lo the ground, both physically 
onrl visually. 
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more business oriented NPA out of office. TEAM's mayoral candidate Art 
Phillips received close to 80% of the mayoral vote and TEAM captured eight 
of the ten City Council seats. In addition, TEAM candidates won four out 
of seven seats on the Parks Board. 

False Creek itself was never a major issue in the campaign. 
Rather the overall philosophy towards policy making about development and 
redevelopment was a central issue in the campaign. The use of False Creek 
land for housing reflected TEAM's belief that municipal resources should be 
used to deal with current social needs, in this case housing. One of the 
key proponents of False Creek residential development was Walter Hardwick, 
a member of City Council and a geography professor at the University of 
British Columbia. In a 1972 book on Vancouver, Hardwick points out the 
difference in approach between the NPA and TEAM. Previous civic officials, 
he wrote, were often "representative of those businessmen in Vancouver who 
associated civic growth with the expansion -- within the city itself -- of 
extractive industry and improved transportation services." ..!l._/ TEAM, on the 
other hand, held a different view of Vancouver's future. "It became 
clear," Hardwick wrote, 

that the future of the inner city was to involve acti
vities other than industry, and that the core could 
prosper without making the whole region totally depen
dent upon it. In neighbourhoods both within the city 
and beyond, increasing numbers of residents were re
fusing to have their environment exploited to benefit 
entrenched capitalists . ..!_l/ 

TEAM was not against development but represented a different view of the 
direction Vancouver should be taking. The fact that most voters also 
agreed gave TEAM a relatively free hand to develop False Creek as they 
wanted, i.e., as a medium density socially mixed new neighbourhood. 

8.3 Approval of the False Creek Redevelopment Policies 

After the 1972 election the final goals and objectives for the 
redevelopment of False Creek were quickly developed. The new TEAM majority 
on City Council were in substantial agreement with one another over the 
goals and objectives for the site. It became simply a matter of working 
out the details in order to allow the start of construction as quickly as 
possible. 

Through the first half of 1973 the City Planning Department's 
False Creek Team (which was established in October 1972) reviewed all False 
Creek research to date, recommended social mix criteria and issued a set of 

12. W.G. Hardwick (1974) Vancouver, p. vii. 

13 . Ibid . , pp. vii i , ix . 
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draft policies.~/ The policies were derived from the TBP&P patterns and 
from various Council resolutions and citizen submissions going back to 
1970. An example of an October 1972 public information brochure on False 
Creek is presented in Figure 8-12. 

On November 20, 1973 City Council approved the Planning Depart
ment's recommended policies with minor amendments. Once formally adopted, 
these policies permitted the detailed planning and design process to accel
erate. The policies subsequently became the basis for establishing zoning 
and other development criteria and for assessing specific first phase 
development proposals. 

The clear statement of land use policies was important because 
they not only applied to the city-owned lands, but to all the land around 
the False Creek basin. As such, the policies put the senior levels of 
government and the private land owners on notice that the City of Vancouver 
had a reasonably clear idea of what should happen in the basin. Most 
importantly, the city itself began implementing its policies on the land 
which it owned. Unlike most other land use issues, the False Creek basin 
was not left by the city to the traditional zoning bylaw approach. The 
False Creek policies set out clear objectives regarding the kind of 
development the city expected. Some of the more basic policy objectives 
were the following: 

Residential Land Use: 

--As a basin wide objective accommodation for the following 
household types should be provided: families with children 25%; 
couples (young and mature) 25%; elderly 15% and singles 35%. 

--The population mix as reflected in the Greater Vancouver Region 
be adopted as a basin wide objective. 

--Ownership of residential units should be encouraged. 

--Population mix should not unduly emphasize one class or age 
group. 

--Residential population of the entire basin should not exceed 
30,000. 

--Residential development should be grouped to afford a minimum 
area occupied by streets and provide ample open space between 
building complexes. 

--The development criteria (The Patterns) are a basis for 
development. 

14. City of Vancouver Planning Department (1973) False Creek 
Policies, November. 
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FIGURE 8-12 
False Creek Public Information Brochure. 1972 

OCT08ER 1972 

Guidelines for de"elopment 
Oty c--ctl ._ ___, 1 IIUfflber of 
lmpo,unt guldellnee for the deve)opment 

~ ... ,-Alllc prapany"""' eNY -~ ... ~ -
of FalH Creek . 

• total populallon around the Creek 
( north 1nd south • I dee J a hou Id not ex
ceed 30.000 Population In rhe BS acres 
the City owns between Granvllle and 
C1mble bridges would be about 6,000 

• the PQl>Ulllh>n should be ml•ed, 
providing eccommodallon and fac ilities 
for people of 111 agee end varying 
lncomea. 

• emple public open apace for parka, 
c:ommunlty 1te&a ere ahould be 
provided . In the City "• BS acres, 35 
ac,e■ would be public parklends . 
Open water, marinas and achool play, 
grounds would provide addlllonel 
public ,ee,eetlonal areas 

• ell developers will be required to 
donate 2 ac,u for public uee tor every 
t .000 people In their projects . 

• the wa1erf,on1 around the entire Creek 

• the 10111 water area of the Creek 
••lallng at January 1972 - 240 acrea -
ahould be maintained . ti the ahorellne 
la changed In aome place• by filling 
an equal area ahould be ellC1v11ed. 
If filling and excavation does take 
place II will be 10 c, .. ,e • more 
lntere11lng thorellne . with ,mall b1ys . 
·water parka · end marinas . 

• residential buildings may Include 
other uses ; small community ahopa 
ind facllllie■ such u day ,:are cenrru . 

• there ahould be eonllnuooa pedestrian 
walkways through0\J1 the area and 
vehlclea ahould be rutrlcted There 
should be no through streets . 

• v,ewpolnte and "view co,rldors' should 
be provided . 

• lndu11tles ... , of C1mble bridge mey 
continue In Ol)erallon providing they 
do not edversely effect the new 
devel0pmen1 wen of the brtd9e 

Small Residential Communities 
The recommended plan prepared by lhe Study Group calla for creallon of a 
number of small realdent,al communll,es on the City lends aurrounded by parkways , 
Each woold focus on • min i-perk 1nd l1nd1cal)ed pedesrrlen 1r1H where people 
can meet, elt ind talk or Juu watch the people oo by . Each community would be 
ganer1lly circular In 1hape rather than long and narrow 

A Place for Living 
The Study Group rapor,ed that " 1he 
wllllngneea of people to live In False Creek 
la 1tro11jjly related 10 how well 1he City 
plane and en ■ urea that the 1,aa will 
be an enr1ctlve residential development . 

f ;~1•:il~ r-,w ra 
rrs --•• 

.. r""rt'. - rt 
~,-,-;: . lffl. .. 

lle1idant11I ltructures ahould be de■ lgned 
to enaure privacy ind mnlmum natural 
light end units In mulllple housing allould 
have their own ch1racter . Avoid 'apartment 
al1b1 with cell -like windows· . Moll 1llould 
not e•ceod three 110,eye . 

Life on a Rooftop 
On flat roola, gardens , natural 111geret1on, 
dech end colorful awning• allould be 
encouraged \llew■ of the Immediate 
community and of the d,artnl mountain• 
or ua 1hould be provided lo, realdent, . 

A Place for Wheels 
To reduce accldente , create T-Junctlons; 
to Improve 1mc,nlllu In 1,.., where cer■ 
a,e allowed, provide local ,DIida thet form 
loops; prohibit thrwoh 11reera. 
Moat parki119 would be underground . 
Buses end new rypc,1 of tranalt 1ervlce1 
would connect F1laa Creek with downtown . 
Speeial ,oures allould be provided for 
bl cycle ride,. 

A Place 1or Feet 
Thia would be a development where the 
pedestrian , not the automobile , dc>mlnetea. 
A network ot l)edestrlan ■treet■ o, 
walkways would link the communltlee 
along the Creek . 
No cold end llfeleu concrete plazu , . . 
lnatead . open area~ where nearly half 
the space could be In treea, grus , land · 
1cap ln11 or II• natural arate . 
Make 11 po111ble for ■ mall chlld,on to 
,each each other 10 play , without croaaing 
a 11,eet . 

FALSE 
CREEK 

11,a Wat•rfront 
"f-, I ....,,,,u, and tOltullete ,..,,,,. 
IMClt • • •-.r1r0111 'llfalk can be r,po/Jed 
1fl<i m1d1 urrltwltlr,g It It /1 ..,,nhout 
varlaly 1nd Jtllereat . 
"CrHfe a variety of a1tpe,IBl!Cff lfonQ Iha 
'llfalerlronl walk by v1,ylnQ th• lrHtmenf 
ol Iha waler• ado•. by char>QlnQ II'•• ..,,a/Ir' ■ 
dlrecllori , width 1nd llavallor,, by pul//no 
Iha walk back ,,om fh• waler O<;CHlon11/y 
and by chino/no vlatu alono It. Encourage 
• verlely ot f,c//11/n ltlld 1c/Mfla• . 
.... . wlfklnQ or a/ttlr>Q ■IOltQ Iha Wller'a 
e<Joe on • ,unny d1y la • ,,.alltr>e ari/o.-.d 
by many p,,ople ot all 1oa1. When 
bulldlnos cell lanothy ahadow, over 
'llf■lerlronl wllk1 much of lh/1 pJe11ura 
is d&troyed . 
"Pu// beck b11/ldmQ1 f,r enouoh 10 /"-Jr 
mid-winier ehadowr 1/IJJ 1horl ot the walk. 
Af ,r~u•nl lr>lerva/1 1/0110 th• WIik cre1la 
1unny pocket, o/ varylrtQ 1/iu where 
people m1y til 1nd 1/noer In the 1un and 
overlook the wale, . 
" . . . people do not lika lo uae outdoor 
IHla 1"-1 are e1tf)OIIKI lo wlfl<i tr>d 
qvor/ookir>Q riolhing In p1'1Jc11lar. Pleet 
oufdoor Hellno whera th• 1uri ahln•• · 
prol.cled from ..,,1n1er wlrid1 1ml over
look/no trH& o/ activity or with • 
pl11tarif vlaw." 
(Study Group report) 

A Place for Shops 
A local convenience ttora, where you can 
buy e loaf of bread , a quan. of milk, 1n 
Ice c,eem cone. 1hould be located within 
t.500 feel of all re1idemlal unlla. ldellly , 
they 1llould be 11tua1ed II points of 
gre■teu pedestrian traffic •.. 111 come, 
on a pede11rlln walkwa,. Larger 
c:omme,clal f1elll1le1 , like 1uperrnamt1 
1llould be controlled end d111uned to 
bland Into the reet of tho neighborhood. 
Some marlM~lented commerce would 
be ancour•~ -

A PLACE FOR PEOPLE 
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FIGURE 8-12 (continued) 

False Creek Public Information Brochure. 1972 

DO SOMETHING ... ANYTHING!! 
Over the yura many vi.w• haw been a,ipn,Hecl •• IO 
what ■hould b■ done with Fllae Creek : 

• fill It In 
• d■velop It wltn marlnat and other faclllllH 
• pave the whole th Ing 
• gal rid of the railway■ 
• make It pen of a lllghway Md rail ay■lem 

develop It u ■n lnduatrlal parlr 
• m■lce It. lhowplaca wltfl p,omllllda, ~de 

re■taur1nta etc . 
• reaerve It for f11hboata and dellelop 1 'Fl■hennan·• 

Whar f 
• gal rld of lndu■try 
• build low-coat hooatnv 
• develop the whole thing H • park 
• IHve It 1looe 
• DO SOMETHING , . . anything 

The purpose 
of this Report 
falM Creelc ha• been en eyesore for 
--• · It hH been lhil ■ubject of count• 
lau propoul1, mo■t of thDm unkept , 
In the latt few yeer1, though, things h■ve 
Mel'! happening In False Creek . On the 
..wlh 1ide • prlvete developer I ■ prrx:eedlng 
wt1h plane for • major project On the 
-"" tide the City hu embarked on a 
f•..-e.ehlng program 

Tho City owna 100 acru on die -,di ■Ide of Falu Cleek. 
ts of wflldl It acquired In ■ land awap wt1h Ille l'rovlnelal 
GGYe,nmant In 1867. Tho as - .,. locatad on Ille 
waterlrcnt be1-I IN Grwwllle _, CembNI bridge, . 
In 1861 the City Plannlng ~ pn,duced • report 
an five poulble CGlicepl9 for the Min rota of FIIH 
C...k and lnvlt.s public rNCtlon . Twe - • lot of 
rNCtlon . About 40 brlefa -. IUbmltlad, allM8t all of 
them urgl!llll the phul119 our of lndlalFlel - In the CrNlt. 
ancl Ille lnlrOductlon of rNld9ntlll and -uon.l - · 
Tho.,.... er- .... a-.·. compGMd of p,tvate 
conault&IU end ciz official, - NtablllMCf lib .-..ry, 
1er1 ID prepua a.~ plan for the Ctty-c,,,,med 
l.lllda whlfl tt Ille - Ulna loolctng, In ,.._.1 tarma. at 
.,,_lopm9nt pollc!at. few '11 the 1--~ IN CrNk . 
laNorth~-r ...... _.....,.. __ _ 
.....,..,_.._lnletawW.......iwhldlto liuHil ...... ___ ..... and pnrwW. Ndttloaal ........ for 
tM ....... .... le. In,.... CINI!_...., .... .... ....,_, __ 

Tlll1 ,.port outlines present plan• for the 
-"" •ide of the Creek . partlculerly for the 
Ct~nad lands . It uplalna what 11 
p,vpoaed. how the plan would mesh with 
the 1111rrounding are■s . what It would do for 
the City , There are some new ldeae here , 
- you might Ui<e and other• that you 
ml~!r,o t. 
Thi ■ la your opportunity H citizens lo 
PNMRI conatructive and reaponalble 
oplnlona . ] ,..."' ...... , 

I( 

Thi• la tl>e first time the City hu produced 
■ report of thla type for general pUbllc 
dlttributlon . tfe en experiment. If •ucce■sful 
lhlnt will be others on laauea of apeclel 
l'Ubllc Interest. 

-....---,~==:~~ 

r I STUDY AlllA OWNOSH" 

Tho - --ad In_,, Tho"'""" - .,. lho City 
claj>I~ I>) Ille 61""1 Group .... Ille of """°""""· ,_,., Gerten> 
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Its History 
Only 100 yeart ago Falae Creek wea the 
edge of town , • wild . outlyiog area . Logging 
WH taklf\O place on the Fairview Slopee 
Ind leat holea were being aunl< for co.al. 
In rha fire thll leveled the city In 1886 the 
Creelc watera b■came • place of aafety . 
About 60 year ■ ago the CrHlc extended 
!IHI of Main Street nurly to Clark Drl~e 
Aa the City gr- 1he demand fot-cloee-ln 
wtter -front lnduetrl ■I tltea lncru■ed . 
The eutern end of the Creek waa filled to 
provide new railway yerda S.Wmlll ■ 
became • femfllar eight 
In the lut 2S years much of the old 
Industrial development his been replaced . 
t.Aany plants no longer need the special 
facllitiea of earlier deys . 
Some light. clean lndu1lrlal uua are likely 
to remeln In the ■ru between Cemble 
Bridge and t.Aaln Street . But the days of 
noiay . smoke-belching lndU5trles In False 
Creek ere pretty well over . 
Today False Creek" no longer the edge of 
town It's virtually I pan of V111couver5 
buetlfog downtown core . 



Open Space: 

--The standard of 5.81 acres of park per 1,000 of population be 
used in the False Creek basin. 

--Public waterfront access should be retained around the entire 
creek and around Granville Island so as to connect the English 
Bay beach area with Vanier Park. 

Commercial and Industrial Land Use: 

--Wholesale and distribution industries are judged compatible and 
need to be adjacent to downtown and should be principally east of 
Cambie Street, and preferably east of main street. 

--Existing industries may continue operations, provided they are 
compatible with overall creek development. 

Transportation (Vehicular and Pedestrian): 

--All possible efforts should be undertaken to ensure the maximum 
diversion from the private automobile to transit. 

--Existing arterial streets will be maintained to meet the needs 
of existing and projected traffic. 

--Collector roadways (in the development areas) must not disrupt 
the community, nor encourage automobile usage for trips made 
entirely within the False Creek basin. 

--Parking should be covered and out of sight in pedestrian and 
other high amenity zones. 

--An extensive network of pedestrian walkways and bicycle paths 
should be provided. 

--Major rail facilities should be removed as soon as possible . .!2_/ 

In addition to adopting these policies City Council also approved a con
ceptual development plan for Area 6 (the city-owned south shore). 

By November 1973, therefore, the basic guidelines for the rede
velopment of the False Creek basin and for the creation of a new residen
tial neighbourhood on the south shore were complete. The policy objectives 
adopted by Council were in fact fully implemented in the City's redevelop-
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ment of the south shore. The city also did its best to impose the policies 
on the redevelopment of privately owned sites adjacent to its site. The 
Province, which acquired the north shore from the CPR's Marathon Reality in 
1980, is exempt from any municipal land use regulations or policies. It 
remains to be seen to what extent the Provincial government's redevelopment 
of the north shore will conform with city policies. 

8.4 Achievement of the False Creek Goals and Objectives 

How well has the City of Vancouver and its False Creek 
Development Group been able to achieve the overall goals and objectives 
established for its redevelopment of the south shore of False Creek? On 
the basis of most any evaluative criteria, and especially on the basis of 
comparing the actual results of the redevelopment plan with the policies 
developed ten years earlier, it can only be concluded that Vancouver has 
been very successful. 

The policies outlined in the 1973 False Creek Policies report, 
which were adopted and incorporated into the 1974 Official Development Plan 
for the False Creek basin (the ODP is discussed in the next chapter), have 
been virtually fully implemented. This includes the most difficult 
objective -- the population mix. It is relatively easy to carry out 
policies defining the general physical characteristics of a project, such 
as the amount of and characteristics of open space, land use categories, 
vehicular and pedestrian access and built form, but it takes a great deal 
of planning to achieve social objectives, especially social mix. 

Results from the 1981 census offer the first opportunity to 
review the social mix characteristics of False Creek. This is possible 
because the area is treated as one census tract in which there are no other 
residents than those living in the new False Creek Neighbourhood. At the 
time of the census the city's redevelopment of the south shore was 42 
percent complete. A total of 2,571 people were living in 1,175 households. 
Residents had occupied their units for five years or less. All of Phase 1 
was completed and part of Phase 2 at the time the 1981 census was taken. 

Figure 8-13 provides the findings of the comparison of the social 
mix objectives with the 1981 census information. The figures indicate that 
the city has been very successful in meeting the social mix objectives. 
The objectives specified that the population and income mix should not 
unduly emphasize any one class or age group. The population age and income 
mix of the Greater Vancouver Region was selected as the criteria for 
defining what the mix ought to be. This decision was not based on any 
objective or scientific assessment of what is a good social mix (if this 
were indeed possible) but simply on the basis that people of all age and 
income groups should have access to the site. The city did not want to 
design the neighbourhood for only one social group. Most new inner city 
developments were excluding low and moderate income groups. The city 
wanted to avoid this without creating a low income "ghetto." 
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The household mix finally adopted as the objective was the following: 

Families with children 25 % 
Couples 25 % 
Elderly 15% 
Singles 35% 

As the tables in Figure 8-13 indicate, these social and household mix 
objectives have been achieved. The comparison with the census finds the 
following: 

Income Mix 

The False Creek profile was almost identical in 1981 to that of 
the city. In comparison with the region, there were slightly 
more low income households and slightly fewer higher income 
households. 

Age Mix 

The False Creek age profile was slightly younger than that of the 
cit y and very close to that of the region. The proportion of 
preschool and elementary children and younger adults of child 
bearing age indicates that False Creek attracted households who 
might have otherwise settled in the suburbs. False Creek is 
providing, therefore, an alternative for this age group which 
otherwise is generall y unavailable in the city to lower and 
moderate income households. It appears that the affordable 
family accommodation in False Creek successfully attracted this 
age group. 

Household Mix 

The first phase of False Creek exceeded the family housing 
objectives by 13%. The singles and elderly objectives were met. 
There were fewer couples without children then specified by the 
objectives.~/ 

The successful achievement of the social and household mix objec
tives demonstrates that it is possible to build a socially mixed community 
through the careful provision of market and non-market housing and a mix of 
tenures. False Creek contains 45 % private market and 55% non-market 
housing units. Private homeownership units comprise 37% of the site. When 
co-operatives are added to the homeownership figures, on the basis that 
they are a form of homeownership, 66 % of the site consists of non-rental 
units. One of the objectives was that ownership of residential units be 
encouraged. 

16. Cit y of Vancouver Planning Department (1983) Evaluation of 
False Creek Phas e _!_ Social Objectives, October. 
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Evaluation of False Creek Phase l Social Mix Objectives 

I. HOUS[HOLD INCONI HIX: 

Objective: reflect the G.V.R.D. lnCOllle ■ Ix. 

Results: In 1981 the False Cruk South lnCOllle profile was al11101t Identical 
~city profile. In con,parlson to the G.V.R.D., False Creek acconrnodates 
slightly nor• lower lnccne households (lnCOlllel le,s than $10,000) than th• 
G.V.R.D. average, end slightly f-r high Inc- households (lncooMs exceeding 
$)5,000) than the G.V.R.D. average. This Is consistent with the City house· 
hold Income profile. 

n~ 

Income False Creek South !.!.!:L G.V.R.D.·CHA 

$0 • 10,000 231 Zlil 19' 

$10,000 • 20,000 25 26 22 

$20,000 • 35,000 28 27 )I 

[xceedlng $35,000 ...ll... ..!L .1!... 
100 100 100 

2. ~ 

Objective: reflect the G.V.R.D. population profile. 

Results: False Creek residents are slightly 110r• typical of the regional 
than city age profile. It appears that affordable f..,,lly acccnwnodatlon 
attracted persons of child bearing age (who ■lght have oth•~••• 1110ved to th• 
suburbs). Ma result, False Creek houses a large niNer of first hOffle 
"owners" (age 20 •lili). The pro,,ortlon of preschool and •1-ntary children 
In False CrNk Is sl■ller to the r .. lon. The slightly lower proportion of 
older residents relects a""''' doc._nted reluctance of establlshed households 
to move f r0111 f ..,,111 ar rte I ghbourhoodl. 

!. 

~ False CrNk South illI. G.V.R.D.·CI\A 

0 - 9 12' " 12' 

10 • 19 12 IZ IS 

20 • .... Iii liZ Iii 

liS • 61i 18 22 20 

61i and older ..19.... ...!L ...!L 
100 100 100 

3. HOUSEHOLD HIX 

Objective: The False CrNk O.D.,. r•-d• a basin-wide household ■Ix 
of ,_Illes (25 per cent), couples (25 per cent), slngl•s (35 per cent), 
and elderly (IS per cent). 

.!!!l.!!.!.!!_: The first !lhH• of F1IH Creek u--4 the llesln-wlde f•lly 
ciiJectfve. In 1,81, False CrNk iw,.,.ed a 1lltfltly hlfher ,ro,,ortlon of 
f•II IH then th• City but a s■-ller ,-rcent then the Region. 

TAILI 

Household T.u.e 

Household Type ObJectlw 

False Creek 

O.D.,. Oblectlve 

F..,,1 lies with Chi ldran 

Couples (without children) 

Singles (and sharing) 

Elderly• 

TA8LE Ii 

25' 
25 

35 

.J.L 
IDO 

1,11 Census of Household Types 

Household Tn• False Crnk !.!.!:L 
Families with children 381 32' 
Couples (Includes Elderly•) 20 Zli 

Non-Family Households 
Singles, sharing 
(Includes Elderly*) ..!L .... 

IDO 100 

TMLI 

1181 Census ltoutehold 111• 

House ho Id s I ze 

I 

2 

3+ 

Average: 

False CrNk 

3ft 
32 

...22-
1DO 

z.a 

False Cruk 

12_81 Census 

)81 
Iii 

:n 
.J.L 
100 

G.V.R.D.·a.A 

!.!.!:L 
3ft 
30 

..1L 
100 

3.0 

liU 

26 

..1L 
100 

Source: City of Vancouver Planning Department (1983) Evaluation of False Creek Phase l Social Objectives. 



The part of the objectives which will not be achieved are those 
relating to the north shore of False Creek. The objectives developed in 
the early 1970's came out of a very detailed planning process for the 
entire basis and applied to the entire False Creek basin, not just the 
south shore. The success of the city's south shore development proves that 
the objectives are achievable. The north shore, however, has since come 
under the ownership of the Province of British Columbia and an entirely 
different type of development with a different set of objectives is 
proceeding. 
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Chapter 9 

The False Creek Planning and Design Process 

Following City Council's adoption in 1973 of the development 
criteria and the set of policy guidelines for the False Creek basin as a 
whole, work began on the more detailed planning and design of the city
owned south shore (known in planning terms as Area 6 of the False Creek 
basin). 

The planning and design of the first phase of False Creek pro
ceeded very quickly. Opposition to the residential use of the land con 
tinued but was either ignored or easily defeated by the TEAM majority on 
Council. The major opponents were mainly the corporate business community 
and citizens favouring recreational use of the site. The more vocal 
opponents of the use of the shore shore for socially mixed housing were the 
Greater Vancouver Real Estate Board, the Board of Trade, the Downtown 
Business Association, the Vancouver Planning Commission, the Civic Non
Partisan Association, the Junior League, the Save Our Parkland Association 
and the Citizens' Council on Civic Development. 

In a 1973 submission to City Council, for example, the Real 
Estate Board claimed that: "The False Creek flats are not a suitable 
location for a supply of family or low income housing with the necessary 
schools and other facilities." The Board of Trade favoured a recreational 
and cultural use of the site to enhance the city's ''executive" image. 
According to the Board of Trade the site was too valuable for use as 
housing for the poor: "A high amenity area such as envisaged for False 
Creek is not a suitable site for subsidized low-cost housing." l/ 

Among the supporters of the housing option were groups such as 
the Citizens Advisory Committee on False Creek, the Committee of Progres
sive Electors, the Greater Vancouver Housing Coalition, the United Housing 
Foundation and, most importantly, the TEAM members of City Council. It 
seems likely that had it not been for the election of the TEAM majority in 
1972, the socially mixed residential land use option for the south shore 
would not have been implemented. 

While the setting of the general land use goals and objectives 
for the False Creek basin was a long and politically controversial process, 
the planning and design of the first phase was more of a technical and 

1. Vancouver Sun, April 3, 1974. 
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organizational problem. A detailed site plan had to be prepared, the 
zoning bylaw amended and a construction and management process worked out. 
All of this took slightly over one year. TEAM members of Council wanted to 
see construction begin as soon as possible. They were hoping that False 
Creek would be a showcase when Vancouver hosted the 1976 United Nations 
Habitat Conference and they had promised to begin construction within two 
years of the December 1972 municipal election. Both deadlines were missed, 
but not by much. Construction of Phase 1 began in 1975. 

9.1 Adoption of a Conceptual Plan for the South Shore, November, 1973 

At the same time City Council settled the thorny land use debate 
by approving the False Creek policies in November 1973, it also formally 
approved a conceptual development plan for Area 6. It was a controversial 
decision because it eliminated from consideration the recreational and 
institutional development option. This decision cleared the way for the 
preparation of a detailed site plan and a new zoning bylaw for the area. 

Family Housing Development Option Selected, 1973. Consideration 
of site plan options had been underway since the late l960's, especially 
following public discussion of the Planning Department's 1970 False Creek 
Development Concepts report. The early development concepts related to the 
entire False Creek basin. At the same time, however, the Planning Depart
ment's False Creek Team and the Special Council Committee on False Creek 
began to work out more detailed development concepts for the city-owned 
land. In November 1973 this process was concluded with the publication of 
Area Six: The Development Opportunity by the Planning De.partment. It 
presented four conceptual development plans (see Figures 9-1 to 9-6) and 
recommended the formal adoption of alternative number two (Figure 9-2), the 
medium density family residential option with a large public park. 

The Planning Department's report recommended that Council: 

1) adopt as the guide for implementation the concept described 
and illustrated as Scheme 2 for city-owned lands in Area 6; 

2) approve the first phase of development at the eastern end 
of city lands in Area 6 to include a quality development of 
mixed uses including marina, residential, related commercial 
and open space; and 

3) approve the principle that city-owned land in Area 6 remain 
in the public domain.~ / 

2. City of Vancouver Planning Department (1973) Area Six: The 
Development Opportunity, November, p. 5. 
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FIGURE 9-1 

Development Alternative #1, 1973 
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'llf~ FIRST SCJ!D1£ - intensive f-ily re ■ i
dential - i ■ in principle the ■ Affle a ■ the 
Thompson een,ick Pratt & Partner ■' pro
po■ al. (It ■hould be noted that the con
■ultant ■ reco,m,ended against a f .. ily con
t.!nt.) The priority for Are• 6 i• clearly 
■ lated a ■ a residential environment. It ■ 
■ucce,s depend■ upon the auality of the 
urhan environment appropriate to the Fal•e 
Creek se t ting. 

Sch"'e l provides the greatest amount of 
hou■ ing. 

- e ■ timated population 
- total hou■ ing units 

e■ timated family house 
hold■ 

3,150 
1,900 

500 - 750 

There will be the minimum of conflict■ bet 
....,en homes and other uses since all the 
open space■ (and other u■e• i.e. local 
co,m,ercial, etc . ) will be related to the 
predominant u■ e . 

With Scheme l there will be sufficient 
family content to ju ■ tify adequate related 
facilitie■ incluaing ■chool ■, comnunity 
facilities , etc. l'urthe=re, the emphasi ■ 
on residential development will provide 
■ ignificant incentive for compatible develop
ments in the Fairview Slope• , in Area 10 
including the e.c.c.c.u. propoeals and el ■e
where in the eaain. 

While the development ■ on Granville I ■ land 
are not compatible with thi ■ form of use 
at present, adbption of thia scheme would 
provide a maximum i~centive to change. The 
Federal Government has d.,,,,c,nstrated its 
willingne■• to cooperate with the City on 
it ■ development proqram. 

Scheme l has no major identifiable open 
■pace. Thi• has Uiree implications. First, 
it means that in order to maintain the 
balance of open space to development, 
throughout the False Creek Basin, large 
open spaces must be found in other sub areas. 
Secondly it will make the City lands and 
the w~ter' ■ edge ■e@m le•• accessible to 
the puhlic than can be ju ■ tified by the 
amenity that they represent. Thirdly, 
therP is some conflict with the f,.,,,ily 
life style arising from the lack of a . 
~ignificant open space. 

Sour ce : City of Vancouver Planning Department (1973) Area Six: The Development Opportunity, November. 
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FIGURE 9-2 

Development Alternative #2, 1973 
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TH! SECOND SCHEME - fmnlly reeldentlal wlth 
a ■ lgnlflcant open ■pace - ls a modlflcatlon 
of the flrat which attempts to overcome lte 
■hortcomlng■• The opportunity for family 
hou■ lng ls retained. It will however, be 
recognized that the total number of houslnq 
unlt ■ etc. wlll be reduced as a result of 
glvlng over oome of the llmlted acreage to 
open space. 

- eatlMated population 
- total hou■ lng unlt• 
- estimated family house-

hold■ 

2,650 
1,450 

350 

Wlth Scheme 2 the exlstence of the major 
open ■pace tends to make all of the leaser 
open epacea, ln and around the housing 
enclaves more Meaningful. It provides a 
focus to the whol~ neighbourhood. Thl~. 
focu■ la related to the other important 
event ■ of the plan ■uch as the marina 
and the achocl. 

-~ Tlte hnpllcatlons to the other surrounding 
area• arlslng from Scheme 2 are essentially 
the same as for the flrat echeme. Ho~ever, 
there ls an added advantage that develop
ment opportunltles ln the Falrvlew Slopes 
are improved. The open space provides a 
broad vlew corridor to the water. The 
Falrvlew Slopes eaaentlally become a part 
of the False Creek Baoln through thls mean■• 

There remain• the need ln Scheme 2 for a 
physical connection to the Falrvlew Slope■• 
The need for costly treatment of 6th ~venue 
may be reduced by virtue of the careful 
placement of housing areas and by design 
controls. 

Scheme 2 etlll contain• a sufflclent number 
of family households to justify the lnclu■ lon 
of related facllltles. Thls wlll be the 
more so, to the extent that femllleo are 
accomnodated ln the Falrvlew Slopes and ln 
~rea 10. 

Two important factors lftU■ t be recognized. 
Flrat, developMent wlll demand careful 
attention to detail and to quality standard■• 

Second, the scheme ls atlll subject to 
flnanclal and other tests. 

Source: City of Vancouver Planning Department (1973) Area Six: The Development Opportunity, November. 
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FIGURE 9-3 

Development Alternative 13, 1973 
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Tlt! '1'1111!D SCIIF.MB - Open opace w, th compact 
high den~lty re■ identlal ere•• - la a 
further .,.,diflcatlon of the ba■ ic develop
ment ~lan ao propo■ed by the Con■ultanto. 
It show, the effect of increa■ lng the open 
•pace to the point where It becomea the 
developnent priorlty. The total n""'ber of 
h0u■ ln9 unit ■ and the populetlon Cftn r~"'•ln 
epproxl~ately the oa.n,e a• ln Sch..,.e 2, bl.it 
~cause of the hlgher den■ lty, the character 
of that population changew. 
- e ■tlmftted population 2,400 
- totel hou■ lng unit9 l,J60 
- eotlmftted family hou,e-

holds 100 - 150 

11,e fM!lly content of this thlrd alternetlve 
la ba~ed upon the ao■ u,,,ption that a certein 
percentage of fa,,,il11' ■ will Hve in eny 
re■ ldentiel erea. '11,e fllffllly content in 
Vancouver's West £nd ls approximately lOll: 
of all household•. However, 100 - 150 
f..,,,lly houeehold9 lo well below the threahold 
of vieblllty for schools and the releted 
facilltie■, '11,la dle■dventege might be 
overcome If ■ lgniflcent family houoehold■ 
are eotebll ■hed In Area 10 end ln the Falr
view Slope&. If ■ o, e school ■ lte cen be 
found. 

Scheflle) is le■• dependent upon ■trlngent 
edherence to th■ development quelity control• 
inherent in the flrot two. '11,io doe• not, 
of e<:>urue, mean thet ■nythlng io good enough. 
Far fro,n it, for the excitlng challenge of 
the Faloe Creek opportunity will rf'fflaln. 
Ho.,..ver, •peclfic requlrf'fflento for a f""'ily 
envlron,,ent which were descrlbftd eerller 
ere not d..,.ended. 

Sch-• J, more then meet ■ It■ open ■pace 
allocation when measured on o False Creek 
na■ ln wide oc■le. The major open space vlll 
be lerge enough to attract developmPnts 
which c"ter to a c I ty ,..i de popu l atlon. Jt 
le difficult to anticipate whet they will 
be. 

'!'here ~re dlffer<?nt l~licRtlon■ to ■Offle 
•urroundin~ arPe~. Notcably the Felrview 
Slope•, which, by vlrtue of the l~rger open 
&pncft, could be subject to presoure for 
hlghPr denoitif!■ end mor" CO<mlf!rdal u~e. 
Rf'developnl'nt of Johnston Termlnel• lnnd■ 

mlght be better facllltatro b<,cauae of 
the highf'r den~ltieo. 

Source: City of VaTicouver Planning Department (1973) Area Six: The Development Opportunity. November, 
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Development Alternative 14, 1973 
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There are a nwnber of advantagee which 
ehould be re=gni~ed. Waterfront land elge
where in the city l• recoqni~ed for the high 
amenity value that lt has. ~•t of Van=uver'B 
available w~terfront land• are publicly held 
ae parkland. lf citi~ens place a high 
priority on open •pace needa, then False 
Creek'• south ehore le Wt,ll located in 
relation to Vancouver'• denee populatlon 
area~. rurthe£1110re, taking the long term 

, vlew the City wlll have more difficulties, 
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THE FOURTH SCH~! - Civic Development ■ in 
D major open opace - repreeenta a eon,plete 
break fr0<11 Clty Council'• intent aa de■-

crlb<!d earlier in this report. Neverthe
lea■, it cannot be ignored for many ol the 
brlefs and •ubr,,iaa~on• received •ugge■t 

that it io desirable. 

The fact that the priorlty for the city 
ownltd lands ls illustrated a• green epace 
with Clvlc Do!velo.,.....ntn does not deny the 
possibility for 90ffie houelng. However, 
housing content would not be elgniflcant 
to the overall concept. 

It """uld be wrong to vlew Scheme 4 ae a 
"c!o nothing• alternative. The ~arina ie 
virtually c,.,,.,,ltted and other develop,ent• 
would eoon follow. A aecond marina ia ln 
fact a 1najor po■eibility "'ith this alternative. 
The full develop,ent of Schetne ◄ would 
however, probably take longer than the 
three reeldential achenes to eon,plete, 
although the achievement of a public open 
apace could be qulckly obtained. 

over the next 2D yeare, malntalnlng ite 
open apace quota than lt wlll have providlng 
eltee for housing. 

sch-• 4 will, if pureued, provide les• 
incentive for the other proposed residential 
d@V@lopmentB, elsawh@re ln Pale@ Cr@ek, to 
proceed. Wlll Granville Ialand become a 
"publlc place• without houeln9 ln Area 6? 
Will Area 1D houai ·nq be too isolated with
out c:o,,,pl.,,,entary development• ln Area 67 
These and other queationg ~ri~e. The 
ralrvl.,., Slopee l!light •l~o be eubjected to 
increa■ed preRBure for higher density ~onlng 
and more eonwnerelal content. 

,i,er• i• a question of eost wlth Sch""'~'• 
Pundo are not now available for the develop, 
ment of up to 7D acres of p.,,rkland, or for 
appropriate other clvic uees. It mu9t lie 
as•w"ed that theee would be forthcoming . 

AesUffling the~ one recogniEee the opportunlty 
of ral•~ Creek, both as a place to l>e in 
and a place to llve ln, then something will 
be lost lf there are no houeee. 

Source: City of Vancouver Planning Department (l973) Area Six: The Deve lopme n~ 9~t unit~,, N ovembe:- . 
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FIGURE 9-5 

Comparison Summary of the Four 1973 Development Alternatives 

COmPilri§OU §UITillliln" 
SCHEME l SCHEME 2 SCHEME J SCHEME 4 

OFn>: SPJ\Ct city wlde 15,5 acre• 28 acres ~ 70 acres 
Nelghbourhood 8 acres 10 acre! 9 acre9 

R ~ I ::>!':'/Tl ,'\.L F11mlly (Children 500- 750 unlta 350 unite 100- 1nl50 unite •"'"• ooaelble 
U:-!ITS Oth~r3 1,150-1,400 unlta 1,100 units 1,200-1,260 unit ■ •"'"• poselble . 

J\VtR/\Gt DDISITY & ~ANGE Average 60 du/ac Average 60 du/ac Average 85 du/ac n/11 
Or RtslnENTIJ\L DICLAV[S Range 40-125 du/ac Range J0-125 du/ac Range 60 125 du/ac 

POPU'..:\TlON J,150 2,650 2,400 

01nER L.'\NO USES Public marlna and Public marina and Public marina and local one or lftOre Marina• 
local cOfflmerclal only, local cOfflmerclal only, cOfflmerclal with eome together with aooro-

eooroprlate Civic usee. prlate Civic uses. 

I~PLICATIONS Mell 5 Depend■ upon Johnston Dependa uoon Johnston Depende uoon Johnston Deoends uoon John1ton 
Termlnale. Termlnela. Termlnela. Te....,lnah. 

Johnston HaximUffi encouragement 90ffle encouragement for Maximum encouragetMnt Minimum encouragement 
T~nnlnale for change of use to change of uee to for change of u ■ e to for change, 

reaidentlal. reeldentlal. residential. 

Falrvlew Encourage■ maxllftUIII resl- 'Encourage• residential Encourages develooment. Hay encourage more 
Slopes dentlal development development. com,,erclal uae and 

under current zoning. higher denaltles, 

Granvllle Isle Requires maximum open Reaulres algnlflcant E:ncoureges high Reduce• lmoortance of 
apace. open !pace. lntenalty public uae, publlc uae on Iale. 

(park, open apace), 

Area 10 HaxllftUIII encouragement Maximum encouragement Encourage• realdentlal Probably nil. 
for realdentlal use, for realdentlal uae, end other usea. 

6th Avenue Reaulree extensive Reaulree treatment. Requires mlnlmel R9"Ulrea minimal 
treatment. treatment. treatment. 

NCY!'£S Thie acheme provldee Thi ■ ■chem• provide• 100-150 family unit ■ Specific development 
for family life atyle, for family life atyle, are shown becauae lt for thl• acheme has 

This acheme ls essentla- la expected l~ or not been defined. 

lly the aame a, the the units ln any area Thi ■ acheme could be 

Consultant'• proposal wlll be family developed over a 

■ubmltted to City ln occupied, longer time apan, 

1972. 

Source: City of Vancouver Planning Departmernt (1973) Area Six: The Development Opportunity, November. 
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Comparative Analysis of the Four 1973 Development Alternatives 

the four-altemative~
anal~i~ 
11ny one of the four alternative sch..,.,..• 
could b<! adopted for implementation. 
Th~y achieve different public goals. n,e 
pPrtlnent points from each are illustrated 
on the following page. 

The rhoice between the alternatives depends 
upon how 'you" answer the two que•tions stated 
at the front of this report. 

1 How much regldentlal use should there 
be and to what extent should a family 
life style be encouraged? 

2 How much open epoce should there be 
and what purpose should it fulfill? 

The four schemes are not blacl< and white 
altrrnatives. Some nhift ls possible bet
ween Scheme• 2 and 3 for instance, to 
increase the open spaco and modify the 
devPlopment density accordingly. n.e detail• 
of soil condl .:lone or the -restraints of 
financial feasibility will dictate varia
tl"ong. In any case the schemes themselves 
are not sufficiently rreclee at thle stage. 

~•ch of the four alternative schemes have 
dlsadv~ntages as well as advantages. Taken 
togethPr however, Scheme 2 appears to eome 
clo•e~t to the overall aspirations of the 
City. n,p reasons for this choice Rre as 
foblows: 

1 Of greatest importance ls the effect 
that a residential development on City 
lands will have on other developn,ent 
area• in False Creek. Harothon Realty 
is well advanced in its planning progr,u,, 
for the construction of housing and other 
facilities on their lands. Similarly 
the e.c.c.c.u. le well advanced in their 
plans for a residential development in 
~rea 10. In addition, t~e first few 
propoenls have been made for new resi
dential developments on the Fairview 
Slopes. 

n.e orportunlty exlstR for three develop
ments to procePd together in the False 
Crerk Basin -- one on City lands, one 
in ~rea 10, and one on Marathon lands. 
Without the City"• lnmediate involve
ment in an lmplcmPntatlon phase, the 
process of changP will be le•• meaning
ful. 

2 n.ere ls today an urgent need for 
housing and particularly clo~e to the 
centre of the city. Preliminary Market 
analyses preparod for the City, the 
e.c.c.c.u. and Marathon Realty indicate 
that this need runs through the full 
eoclal and economic spectrum. ~t the 
•-e time there i• a etrong demand for 
waterfront park and for additional open 
apace in the False Creek area. n.ls 
fact also runs through the briefs and 
■ubmlsslons and earlier resolution• of 
Citv Council. 

lloth demands can be met. Schemes 2 and 3 
demonetrate variations of emphasis on the■e 
apparently competing needs. n.e best 
interest• of the City and its citizens can 
be served through the adoption of a 
balanced scheme providing both housing ■nd 
open space. 

only preliMlnary financial projections have 
eo far been u~dertaken. ~• ■ tated earlier 
they lndlcote that all sch""'e• are viable 
but the fu 'ndlng arrangements and financing 
~ethods etc. will be different. The need 
for specific quality controls on the environ
ment for livability will have an important 
bearing on the financial picture. Ther• 
a~e ltOl.lrcee of fund ■ both from the private 
eector and frOM ■enlor governments for 
experl....,ntal innovation, ■ubsidlzed and 
Market housing. Pinancial constraints do 
not indicate a preference for one scheme 
over another. n.e whole question of 
financing ls under investigation by Hr. ~-
D. Sutcliffe, Developnent Consultant and 
the Plnance DapartJNnt. 

Source: City of Vancouver Planning Department (1973) Area Six: The Develo.E._m~nt Opportunity, November. 



These recommendations were adopted unanimously. They represented a compro
mise position between the high density option (Scheme 1 in the report) and 
the purely park and institutional option (Scheme 4, see Figure 9-4). 

Scheme 2 allowed enough housing (1,450 units of which 350 would 
be designed for families) to create a viable new neighbourhood, rather than 
a project, yet also provided for a large city-wide park (15.5 acres was 
proposed) and a great deal of neighbourhood open space (about 10 acres). 
The average density of 60 dwelling units per acre with a range of 30 to 125 · 
units per acre for individual development sites ensured that the 1,450 
units would be at a high enough density so as to provide a great deal of 
open space yet low enough to avoid high rise buildings. The aim was to 
provide about 24% ground related family units, enough of a threshold to 
support schools and related facilities. Scheme 3 provided for approxi
mately the same number of units (1,360) but concentrated them in high 
density clusters so as to maximize open space. This alternative meant, 
however, that only 100 to 150 family units could be accommodated, far too 
few to support community facilities for children. Scheme 1 provided very 
little open space (8 acres) while maximizing the total number of units 
(1,900), especially ground related family units (500-750). 

Scheme 2, therefore, represented a broadly acceptable alternative 
to either the extreme housing or parks options. Not everyone was 
satisfied. Opposition continued into 1974, during the detailed design 
process. But Scheme 2 had sufficient appeal to allow Council to virtually 
ignore and continually override any opposing views or proposals. Following 
Council's official endorsement of Scheme 2 in late 1973, for example, the 
Vancouver Province editorially praised Council's choice as the best 
possible compromise. In part, the editorial stated: 

City Council's unanimous approval of the False Creek 
plan is a triumph for both public participation and 
professional planning in a development that ultimately 
should be one of the unique attractions among North 
American big cities. 

In its choice from four possible alternative schemes 
the council has captured the public mood and translated 
it into a realistic compromise between the more extreme 
approaches that have been advocated for the area. 

The north and south shores of the 
neither a sea of low-cost housing nor 
green space. There will be plenty of 

"creek" will 
one of parks 
both. '}_/ 

be 
and 

Implications of a Large Family Housing Component. The approval 
of the conceptual development scheme set in motion the detailed planning 
and design process. The fact that a large family housing component was to 

3. The Vancouver Province, November 22, 1973. 
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be included, against the better judgement of many professionals, academics 
and citizens, meant that a great deal of attention had to be placed on 
creating conditions suitable for families. The November 1973 report paid 
special attention to the requirements of families, recommending a number of 
design considerations. The fact that the site was surrounded by such 
things as a rail line, an arterial road , industry and a shore line, meant 
that family housing units would have to be located with great care and that 
the unusual hazards would have to be isolated. Family housing units were 
also defined as being ground related. 

The family units should be within three stories of the 
ground with unrestricted views of the play areas, so 
that mothers will not hesitate to allow their children 
outdoors due to the lack of any ability to supervise 
their activities. (p.16) 

This eliminated the possibility of locating larger family units in medium 
or high rise towers. 

Having decided upon the conceptual land use plan it was then 
necessary to develop the detailed design and prepare the required planning 
bylaws. The conceptual plan was not detailed enough to provide a basis for 
rezoning and building purposes. For a more detailed development plan the 
city chose to conduct a limited design competition. This took place in 
early 1974. 

9.2 The Design Competition, 1974 

In proceeding with the planning and design of Area 6 the city 
faced a number of conflicting objectives. It wanted to proceed as quickly 
as possible yet it wanted to reassure people that the selection of Scheme 2 
was a wise decision. An international design competition was considered. 
This would produce a great deal of interest and the prominent design teams 
would lend a great deal of legitimacy and credibility to the residential 
land use option. Such a major design competition would, however, take a 
great deal of time. Avoiding a competition and simply selecting a design 
team would potentially leave City Council a bit more vulnerable to politi
cal attack over the wisdom of its False Creek decisions. 

A Competition Limited to Three Local Design Teams. The decision 
was made, therefore, to stage a limited design competition. It would be 
limited in time and it would be limited to local design teams. In January, 
1974 letters were sent to a large number of architects and an advertisement 
was placed in Vancouver papers inviting interested parties to put together 
an inter-disciplinary design team for consideration by the city. The city 
announced that it would select three design teams, pay them a fixed fee, 
and hopefully find one of the development plans suitable for implementa
tion. After evaluation, the design selected would be refined, if neces
sary, and then form the basis for the rezoning. It was also intended that 
the design team producing the selected development plan would also become 
the overall design consultants for Phase 1. 
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Terms of Reference for the Design Competition. On February 5, 
1974 City Council approved the appointment of three inter-disciplinary 
teams from among approximately thirty applications. Each team was 
instructed to work within the False Creek Policy Guidelines and to use the 
Planning Department's conceptual land use plan, Scheme 2, as a guide for 
development. The teams were challenged to create a community that would be, 
innovative in terms of "urban liveability" by providing: 

1) a quality residential/commercial/open space environment; and 

2) a socially viable mix of all incomes and lifestyles while 
maintaining a concern for economics and the practical 
marketability of the project.~/ 

In part, the terms of reference for the design teams stated: 

The objective is to develop, as teams, conceptual de
signs which will reflect the False Creek policies, 
provide excitement and innovation, quality, a high 
degree of liveability, be acceptable to the potential 
residents and the general public and be a practical 
concept in economic terms in the marketplace. 

To accomplish the desired income mix, we wish to in
clude a range of dwellings such as cooperative, senior 
citizens housing, condominiums, low and medium density 
apartments and garden apartments, and to take advantage 
of federal and provincial assistance programs .... There 
are many possibilities, such as some dwelling units for 
the physically handicapped, newer lifestyles such as 
floating homes, and the physical integration of facili
ties ... A challenge to the terms will be to integrate 
incomes and lifestyles of the resident population by 
means of site planning, suite mixes, support facili
ties, the government assistance programs, etc. into a 
viable community.~/ 

A very tight schedule was imposed on the design teams. They were 
appointed on February 11 and were required to complete their work by April 
22. The strategy was to have a concentrated amount of talent spend a 
concentrated amount of time on the design problem. In May a summary of 

4. City of Vancouver (1974) False Creek: Three Design Concepts, 
A Public Information Report, May. 

5. City of Vancouver, False Creek Development Group (1974) 
"Briefing Session for Design Teams and City's Advisory Panel," February 11. 
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each teams proposals was published for public distribution. The public 
review process, during which display of the three designs appeared to 
several locations throughout the city, lasted from April 23 to June 11. 

Selection Process. On April 23 City Council appointed a Review 
and Recommendation Committee which met seven times from May 21 to June 3 
and on June 4 presented its report to Council. The Committee consisted of: 

--Ray Spaxman, Director of Planning (Chairman); 
--Larry Bell, Director of Research, United Way of Greater Vancouver; 
--Ian Davidson, Architect; 
--A. Narod, President, Narod Construction; and 
--Doug Sutcliffe, False Creek Development Consultant. 

In addition, the Committee invited Hans Blumenfeld to Vancouver to offer 
his comments on the designs. 

In a five month period, therefore, a design competition was held, 
the designs were presented for public consideration, a review committee 
established, and a design selected. On June 11 City Council approved the 
recommendation of the Review Committee. The design and review process, 
lasting from February 11 to June 11, must be a record for a project the 
size of False Creek. This speed is a reflection of the City Council's 
desire to begin construction as quickly as possible. One can only wonder 
whether the quality of the design suffered because of the great haste. 
Each design team had only 10 weeks to prepare its proposal. 

As it turned out the Review and Recommendation Committee was not 
satisfied with any one of the schemes: "The Committee is of the opinion 
that there are major deficiencies in all three schemes .... " In addition to 
problems with parking arrangements, vehicular access for services and 
emergency vehicles and the design of the public open spaces, the Committee 
was especially disappointed with the general lack of innovation. 

None of the teams have really properly solved the 
problems of living at the densities recommended by the 
teams of approximately 28 dwelling units per acre for 
low rise development. The Committee believe that satis
factory and economical solutions have been demonstrated 
in other parts of the world and concludes that all 
schemes need to be redesigned in that regard.~/ 

In spite of this, probably due to the desire to proceed as quickly as 
possible, one of the three was selected "in principle as the concept to be 
advanced for public hearing for rezoning" together with a list of specific 
modifications. ll 

6. Ibid . , p. 5. 

7. Ibid. , p. 8 . 
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Selection of the TBP&P's Design Proposal. The design selected 
was that of team "C", headed by the City's False Creek consultants, 
Thompson, Berwick, Pratt and Partners. 8/ Having prepared the set of design 
"patterns" and having been involved with the site for three years, TBP&P 
had the best understanding of how the city wanted to see False Creek 
redeveloped. The Committee reported that TBP&P 

has proposed a site plan and general lay-out of facili
ties which the Committee feels comes closest to satis
fying the requirements of the City. This applies to 
the location and layout of the public open spaces, the 
marina, the liveaboard community, the general location 
of the residential clusters, the general location of 
the parking, the treatment of 6th Avenue, and the 
access to the dwelling units and the public facilities.~/ 

Figure 9-7 contains a comparative summary of the three submissions and 
Figure 9-8 contains the design of the winning proposal, that of Team C. 

The Committee's recommendation and City Council's acceptance of 
it seven days later meant that early construction was to take precedence 
over any attempt to arrive at a more innovative design. According to the 
Committee's report, innovation "was an important aspect of the terms of 
reference given to the three design teams." Even though the Committee was 
"disappointed in the lack of significant innovation" the planning process 
continued with what was deemed the best of the three designs. 

Summary of the TBP&P's Design Proposal. The TBP&P design placed 
a park between the two residential neighbourhoods (see Figure 9-8). The 
neighbourhood on the eastern portion of the site, Heather Neighbourhood, 
contained the higher density housing, most of the commercial space and 
about half of the family clusters. Two-thirds of the buildings are con
crete, ranging from three stories to 10 while the remaining are three 
storey frame structures (townhouses and stacked townhouses). As it was 
finally built, Heather Neighbourhood consists of 528 units on 19.1 acres 
(gross). The net density is 54.5 units per acre with a floor space ratio 
of 1.40. Individual projects within Heather Neighbourhood have net densi
ties ranging from about 30 units per acre to close to 100 units per acre. 
The non-family units are in the higher density buildings while the family 

8. Team "C" consisted of: TBP&P, architects; H. Haggart, 
landscape architect; C.B.A. Engineering, structural engineers; Hanscombe, 
Roy, Ltd., cost estimating; Sussex Group, social services; and Y & R 
Properties, development expertise. 

9. Vancouver, False Creek Development Group, :Briefing Session 
for Design Teams and City's Advisory Panel," February 11, 1974, p. 7. 
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RE 9-7 

Comparative Summary of the Three Submissions to the Design Competition 

development economics May I, 1974. 

Th• City of Vancouv•r h•• lnwated lar9• amount• of public fund• 
ln land, aervlce1 and h1provetnenta ln Area 6. The deelgn tea.me 
..,.r• advle~ that there waa $4,000,000 of City lnve1tment attribu
table to the retldentlal / c~erclal developn'H!'nt (excluding th" 
"'•r lna) of Phaee J. 

ffle teaae -.,er4! aaked to ccwrnent upon the feat1lbllity of such a 
Uqure and the impact of the poor eoll condltlona upon it. Each 
te.- ha ■ aaisur<e<I the City that the Uq\lre l• practical but to Mek 
an economic return ll"ie&na that lt la more difficult to provide fa,dly 
houalng for the "'iddle and low income group, and non-faml ly housing 
in th• low lnc01'ft4 group•. 

"ltle $4,000,000 include ■ that portion of land acqul9ltlon, municipal 
Mrvlcea, noiee abatement, and rail relocation and tr•at~nt which 
1• attributable to th• reeid•ntial /c Olll'Pl•rcial compon•nt ot the 
Phaff J development • 

1'\e tealfte were also a11ktK:1 to conwnent upon th• practicality ot th• 
fiCJUr•• that th• City ha• budg•ted tor th• 6th Av•nue treatment, noi•• 
abat.,..nt, rail r•location and park dev•lo~nt a, appli•d to th•ir 
d• s 1 gn conc•pt s. 

t:.ch team hae aeaured u ■ that the ■• UCJUr• ■ are appropriat• tor their 
C'On<:epte with the exception ot T•am A who ha• not provid•d an 
ec:onomic anal yd• ot the decking ot 6th Avenue a• th•Y •xplain that 
there are too many unknowne involved, including th• attitude• of 
pri ate proP4rty own•re, to provide a reliable analyd• at this tim•. 

t:ach team ha• auggeated a different tact towarde accomplishing the 
incc.e mix with varyinq de-qr••• ot succee• in reaching the fM'llil i•• 
and the lCN' incOfM!' groupe. 1'\e eXAmple• given b•low are tor C"OfflPar
ative purposee and are based upon Kay, 1974 con11truction coet, and 
inCOfflea aasuming inetantaneou• conetru ct ion. 1'\• construction co.ate 
and ~reonal inCOffte9 ere both •xpected to be high•r when construc
tion takes plac• • 

team ·a· 
TeMl A ha• treated all the land coat ■ ae b•inq recov•red through 
the reaid.ntial uee. Dut, th•n in their ech•me th• COlll'Pl•rcial 
developwient belong• to the re•ident ■ and return on th• invett~nt 
accru•• to them. 1'\ey have tied land coat to th• aiz• ot the unit, 
thereby -..king the llfflall unit• fflOr• acceadbl• to low inc~ houae
hold• and th• larger unit ■ l••• acceel!!lible to low inCOlft@ houe•holds. 

For e---.,le, a one bedrOOl'I cooperative unit would require an lnc~ 
of $8,400 and a ) b@droom cooP4rative unit would requir• an income 
of $15,000 . 

team "b" 
T•Wft fl ha, sugqeattK:1 that all houeing, f''.l(Cept that on th• 6th Avenue 
deck, be coo~rative. 1'\•y hav• a~aign•d a constant land cost of 
$4,'SOO to each size ot suite. 1'\e r•sult ia that compared to Team 
A a one bedroom coop•rative unit would require an incClf'lte ot $8,900 
while a thr•e bedroom cooperative unit 1-'0Uld r•quir• an income ot 
$14,400. 

1'1• co-ercial content ot their 'ICheffle contribute• to a reduction 
of teoo,ooo in the t.otal land coat. t.hat wruat be borne by the re-1-
dential unit•. 

City of Vancouver (1974) fact sheet. 

team ·c· 
,...,.. C ha ■ 9U99• ■ted that the land coat attributable to holla'-1, 
net after the CQlllffl9rcial COIRpOnent, be traded ott between hip .,,.. 
low in c o,ae incomee . Thua, the l°"' incca,e hou .. hold• would pay what 
they could afford and the high in<:"Offle hou•eholda would pick up the 
diff•rence. 

Under this arrangetMtnt, a r .. ily earning $10,000 would support a 
land cost of $3,100 and a hoYMhold earning over $15,000 would 
tupport a land value of appro)(imately $9,200. 

It ia the opinion ot TeMI. C that it thia !Mlthod were cc.bined vith 
their 11ugge11ted manaq.,..nt proeedur•• and it the hi,qh incc.e wiit• 
were marketed aa condominium• that the difference in land value 
could be 8\lpported by the current large gap between coat and ■ale 
price ln the condominium Market. 

The reeult would mean that a one bedrOOl'I cooperative unit would 
require an inCOffte ot $8,500 while a three bedrOOl'I eooP4rative would 
require an inco,ne ot Sl ), 300. 

comparative statistics 
~ 

Land U ■e Acreage ■ 

De ■tin&tlon Park 

Developed Land 
!!Choo! 
Co,,imunity Facilitiea 
lteaident 1 al 
CaNnerclal 

CirculatJ.on 
Parking 
- circ-ulation 1, parking 

under etructure ■ not 
included 

Deck (Subtract, 
over 6th Avenue and 
rail right-ot-vay 

Total 

~ntlal Unit• 

Studio 

·a· 

22.69 

2).55 

6.16 

not Included 
in developed 
land 

52.4 

"b" ·c· 

28.5 n.1 

20.J 21.9 

5.8 7.4 

2. 2 not de,..1_.s 

52.4 52.4 

l bedroom 
2 bedroom 
) bedrOOII 
4 bedroom 

12) 
221 
I 7J 

92 
' !QL. 

bed 2118 

VJ bed J08 
J/4 bed 193 

average 
wit• ■ la• 
1,000 oq. ft. 
gro•• 

~rcial 
in 9quare feet 

Mfrina 
no. ot berth ■ 

708 

75,000 

public 250 
liveaboard 
in Pha ■e 2 

Fal .. er .. k Dev•l~nt Group 
City ot Vancouver 

798 740 - -

62, 750 7],000 

public 270 put,Uc, ]50 
11 veaboard 90 11 veaboard 7S 
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FIGURE 9-9 

Press Coverage of the Public Release of the Three Design Competition Proposals 

Pil'lure~ prel/y~- dP.toiJ.,. /e,r; 

False C1·eel( desig11s u11veiled 
II\· ALEX COffl!\ 
City Jbll Reporler 

The •·rappini; am, orr thrtt 
~11n ,-on,~pts lor ~, Meres 
er cirv - 111.-n,d land on thf 
IOUI~ . "<Jr o! faht Cr...-k 
Tur,<ia) ni;h t. but "Mt II a~ 
u, tti, p;.i(;ka~t \\ ' .i:I~ mu~; 1.,· 
J)N'tt., pie1ures and ru,., , ~en
c"ral11,es 

Oou; ~uid ,fie. ~-;..i!, .. , r r,-r~ 
0l!l~u:,c1n:. ~,,,d ht ";.i~ d1~
Mp)J(i,n••c ah:,c1 lht J.c,. of 
~;;.-ciiic tr, ·,,:-m;.1u,n bu 1 
prom, ;;,f'Q I'. \.\hUld be for :rt
c.:,,rninf 1n a 1t-<·r,n,ca: h"J'Vn 
m a dct~ or so. 

Tr,,. 0!.:s,rr, 1rc,:r.~ ¾1·:-c a<i _
Pd ID ~ugft!' $i hu\\ lr.t· ~nulh 
,,d. o'. tnr Crr,-~ t.t-: II crn 
.,sh and Alder ~nvuld be dt· 
nlc,p<'o ,nth 700 10 I r,or. hou<
mi unitS, a marina . a 15 5-
Ml·r~ park . a school and com
munit.,· t't'ntrr and 11ther o;,en 
i~l'£ . 

Altbu~h onJ.1· or•• or the 
d,,s11m tr•m ~pokesm~n talk
~ ,n term~ of Unll< Tue.da ,1 
niJh; . Su;clilft ~a,d all art 
wi,h.r, tt,~ rdn~t clo!-t 1n their 
rt-f-V'."l,mendct11c.ns .A.nd all 
d~.,,~ tram$ !i-aid !hMr c·on
l-t»DJ< \\flUiC prrw1rif" I~ nt.r 
tr,,. s m,li,on ,e :urn i: ,eeks . 
nit' ,c;,d id 

T,arr, E i,raried bl' r;o,rn.<
Arrhsmr,;.uJ; - P,ri:, n·n,a o,. 
"fill d,d p;o, ,d~ more o;,,-r. 
~plll~ b) iL.( J;.md drck 0\ er 
S:.th ., ,-rnut . 11, ~aio 

l,utchHr !-aid h~ hd, r, r, 
Tt"am B un11.( ""nuld c.-os:: to ~, 
much that T~am C. hraoro 
b., Tnompson. Berw1e>, P:-111 
,ind rar1nn~ Md f"~llm.i:llt!
~h<,,·. In~ UOILc;, co. c;L( luO ki"' 
I<• IT.akr 1h, pl'0JPCI , connm
l{'ai •nd 1ha1 Tc.om A. hrao 
.-c 01 B .. in. Rurrou~hs. H;,r,
""n · Ra;mr1 tut tht hou; ,n~ 
,.,.,!.,~ on Int bl.lt1on 

Jlut tven Sutdirre said he 
didn't h.ivr prKise delails on 
co~ts and units a,•ailable Tues
day nighL Thrtt large models, 
"hich 10 on di5play todlly al 
Ill,, downtown public library, 
alS<• did not cive dclails as to 
"hat ,.a, prc,posed. 

Tne t ,mr toblr calls !or 
publ1r rract1on until .lune II. 
"11h technical rc\'le\f , htadt'd 
b, n t., plannmi; d1rt,·tc,r Ra,,· 
Sr,au~an . to la~, pl.a- May 
21-31 Council ex~cl5 to ~Ire! 
a ,-on,·ept lor rnonini; June 
JI ,.·,th !ht publir hf-arm, to 
hr held in late June . 

Tnr re" piert>s or inlor ma
lion on rach des,~n ob1ainrd 
in random ini.tn ·iews Tuesday 
nigh~ included 

Team A - Residenllal units 
or iour storeys or less; phased 
dr, -elopmeni : • major "·alk
wa_l' on waterfront, floating 
isl•nd formed by floallng 
barges , 1 grove or arbut~ 
trees. l•rFe parking lot at 
east. bridge 01 er Si~lh Ave
nue: dense family housing en
clave on rast. and em·iron
men: sha~d b1· residenl5. 

Team P, - Land deck 01·er 
S1rth A1rnue. p1or~ w,Lh ur1m· 
mm, J.~oon: rcs,denlial units 
11<, mort than tnre!'-storevs m 
heiFhl: attempt to relate f,;ur-

view Slopes lo water; floaling 
restaurants and other com
mercial IMcilities: 35 acres or 
open spa~: cover Oak Sq11,1r. 
and open plau in "'town cen
tre": emphasn; on co-operatJ,·e 
hnusin~ wood frame conslruc-
1,on to permit individual alter
ations : $257,000 annual tu re
turn: should be competiuon 
for developmenl of "creel 
car" similar lo Son f'r.ncis
co·s cable c.r. 

Commercial space o! tf.150 
squ.-ire lert plus a 4.000-square-
1001 restaurant, a 3;;0.berth 
marina: Sl'ven housini; en
cla, ·cs with a total ol ill-I unll.S: 
mix ol age~ and mc'llmes in 
each enclave: ~rimeter por~
mg and allo" option or chan
nel behind Gram·ille Island in 
si-cond phase developmenl or 
city-owl}{'(! lands . 

Team C - Seven- to eifhl
store~· residential units. bridg
ini; or Sixth A "er,ue. grorto 
and lake: c_rossing of false 
Creel: by ferry: homogeneous 
encla\'es: protrrlion of views: 
20 I &cres or parks. two acres 
lor schools: ei~ht reHdent,al 
encla,·es with 19.» total acre~ 
and 10.4 acrei; !or roi,d,, 44.000 
,Quare fttt or 11>mmercial 
spa~ on east and 24.000 
llqllare lttt on w-est. and 

Source: Vancou v er Province, April 24, 1974. 
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152.000 f>(lUare lttt or rnid• ·n
tial ipace . 

Th< teams wert paid more 
than f-40,00(, each lor Ihm 
•ork 

Sutclirre admitted that ~hf-
11udienct • in tht Plaza 51111 
ml't'tm, room might think 
onl) pretty picrure5 amt our 
or the w-ork. But hf- s.iid more 
lt><.·hnkal inrormatioo • ii I 
come later And ht ~id !ht 
design le.ms worked very 
bard under a liGhl cJe.dhne. 

On a n,Jaled fal~ Crttk 
mailer . council voted TueMlay 
10 " 'Ork out arrangemenlS • ·ith 
Jc,hm,on Terminals . "hich hu 
a facility on the east or lhe 
citv-owned lands, so it ran u 
pand to lhf norlh aod $<1Uth. 

Council also voted to hlin 
cit.,· stall 1M>got1ate w·uh Hu
old Clay or Cl~y·s lll•rina be-
l\\een lht Burr.rd and Gran
ville bridfes ic order to obtain 
rent unlil 11,, ,·MraleS Sept. lO 
Cla) oriJinally had been or
dered lo vacalt last fall. 

Finan, ·. council Muthorited 
Sutclill; to COTM up with a 
)Oint de>'elopment plan lur the 
~rca ~t~een th<- GrMnl'illt 
and Burr.rd bridscs "'hcrt the 
ell\ ·. Ille !\iitional H~rt,c,ur., 
lloird. thf B C Central Cr~
d1t Lnion and \\'~<ten; Out
board ~~-n :.nd . 



townhouses are clustered on the western portion of the neighbourhood and 
average about 40 units per acre. 

The Spruce Neighbourhood, on the other side of the park from 
Heather, consists of only townhouse units except for a small project for 
the disabled (with 24 studio units). Spruce Neighbourhood has a total of 
323 units on 17.1 acres (gross). The average net density is 37.6 units per 
acre, about 30% less than Heather. With the lower density and with the 
adjacent 16.2 acre park, Spruce Neighbourhood has a very suburban feel for 
an inner city location and a higher proportion of family units. The school 
is located in this neighbourhood. 

9,3 The False Creek Official Development Plan, 1974 

With the adoption in principle of a detailed development plan, 
the next task was to rezone the site from industrial to a mixed use 
category. The problem with attempting to draw up a traditional zoning 
bylaw for the area was that such bylaws are negative in character -- they 
are very good at specifying what ought not to happen on a site. In 
specifying a particular land use, they exclude related options which might 
be in the spirit of the plan. Zoning categories are very fixed and site 
specific. From the beginning it was recognized that a traditional zoning 
bylaw would hinder, if not prevent, the unique site planning and develop
ment potential of the site. The City had already broke with the 
traditional land use control process by adopting the "patterns" which dealt 
with those factors which contribute to the micro quality of the environment 
-- something which zoning tends to suffocate. In addition to adopting the 
patterns as formal development criteria in mid-1973, the adoption of the 
False Creek policies in November 1973 represented a second significant 
departure from traditional zoning practice. However, a new zoning schedule 
still had to be prepared for the False Creek basin before any redevelopment 
could take place. 

Official Development Plan Rather than Traditional Zoning Bylaw. 
Rather than using the zoning bylaw section of the Vancouver Charter, the 
decision was made to use the development plans section. British Columbia 
has no separate planning act which applies to Vancouver. The planning 
authority is located in the Vancouver Charter. The development plans 
sections of the Charter had never been used before. A decision was made to 
use it because an official development plan can include policies and 
general criteria rather than just the zoning regulations, permitting a more 
flexible, incentive oriented approach. On June 27, 1974 the City Council 
voted to rezone the False Creek lands west of the Cambie Bridge, estab
lishing the False Creek Comprehensive Development District (FCCDD) and 
adopting the False Creek Official Development Bylaw. (See Figure 9-10 for 
a map of the FCCDD and the location of the five planning areas.) 

Selections from the False Creek Official Development Plan By-law 
are presented in Appendix A. In addition to being the first time the city 
used the development plan approach on a large scale, the bylaw is also 
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FIGURE 9-10 

Location Map of the False Creek Comprehensive Development District (FCCDD) 

:~ I 

f' 
J,• --

==t .--- ~ 
-;L__ ~ 
-:S::=:..:::;c=:=i L 

d.-6-]bd · '-::;~ . ==H~ ~ 
J7 r-c ~. ~-. L_j I : - <: j \! • r:--=::i' in ~ [ 
_; _ __j '---' ...., .____, :....____J ~ ~ L....=:J L--'LJ L,___J [ 

=:J~~~JG~ :EJesE:3CJC31 - JCJ1 ~~1 ]~ 
7 ~ ~ F:--=-, cgri n~ --1 ,-=, c;____, ~ c::::::J [ 7 E7 c:::::i -1.1 c==i = _ __,.c....:::::J L, W- -- L__..., c::::::J c:==J ==:J __j = c: 

Source: City of Vancouver ( 1974 ) False Creek Official Devel opment Plan. 

152 



unique because of the detailed criteria it contains. For each major 
category (site planning, residential use, industrial use, commercial use, 
etc.) sets of "mandatory requirements," "interpretive requirements" and 
"guidelines" were specified so as to allow flexibility while still 
enforcing a design and land use mix philosophy. The ''patterns" developed 
by the city's consultants were placed in the False Creek Official 
Development Plan By-law as part of the design guidelines. As the introduc
tion to the By-law explains: 

The False Creek Comprehensive Development District is 
of sufficient magnitude, and the developments within it 
will be staged over a sufficiently extended period of 
time, that detailed regulations and plans cannot be 
drawn too precisely. Modifications to the specific 
policies and regulations set out in this By-law may be 
adopted by City Council from time to time . .!.QI 

The Bylaw established a two stage procedure for the approval of 
the development of any portion of the FCCDD. The first, "Area Development 
Plans," were plans prepared for each sub-area within the FCCDD. They were 
to be maps, plans and related information drawn in sufficient detail to 
provide a clear understanding of the ultimate development form, density, 
building heights and public open space relationships within the boundaries 
of the specific site. 

The second stage, "Development Permit Applications," was the 
procedure by which the developer of a particular development site sought 
official approval to begin construction. The Development Permit Applica
tion followed the normal procedures set out in the city's Zoning and 
Development By-law No. 3575. Criteria on which the application was judged 
was based on both the policies and regulations laid out in the False Creek 
Official Development Plan By-law and in the approved Area Development Plan 
for the area. As the Official Development Plan By-law for False Creek 
notes: 

The intent in the adoption of this Official Development 
Plan By-law is to encourage high standards of design 
and development throughout the False Creek Basin. A 
significant degree of discretionary authority is given 
to those parties charged with the interpretation of 
many of the specific policies and regulations contained 
herein. 'J:.l./ 

Following the June, 1974 adoption of the False Creek Official 
Development Plan City Council quickly moved towards preparation of each of 
the Area Development Plans for its south shore land. The city owned land 

10. City of Vancouver (1974) Official Development Plan for False 
Creek, p. 379. 

11. Ibid. 
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was divided into three phases, with the adoption of the Area Development 
Plans for each phase proceeding at an interval of about two years: Phase 1 
in November, 1974; Phase 2 in October 1976; and Phase 3 (Area lOB) in 
October 1978. 

9.4 Area Development Plan for Phase 1, November, 1974 

Throughout mid and late 1974, City Council put in place all the 
necessary approvals leading to the start of construction of Phase 1. On 
November 12 Council approved the Area Development Plan for Phase 1. The 
plan was based on the winning design, that of the team headed by TBP&P, 
selected in the design competition. 

The 52.4 acre site was divided into two neighbourhoods consisting 
of 20.24 acres for development sites for up to 900 housing units and up to 
88,000 sq. ft. of commercial space. The remaining land area was designated 
as parks and open space. Figures 9-11 and 9-12 present a summary of the 
regulations contained in the Area Development Plan. Three months later, on 
February 13, 1975, City Council approved construction of the first phase. 
The location of the eight development sites is indicated on Figure 9-13. 

A total of 852 housing units were built in the two neighbourhoods 
of Phase 1. The gross density of Phase 1, excluding Charleson Park, is 
23.4 units per acre. The net density is 46.6 units per acre. The tenure 
mix of Phase 1 is: 

* 
* 
* 

* 

2 private rental projects, 147 units (17%); 
6 condominium projects, 278 units (33%); 
4 private non-profit rental projects, 257 units (30 %) 

(2 senior citizen, 1 handicapped, 1 family); and 
1 non-profit co-operative, 170 units (20%). 

Half of the projects are private market rental and ownership units and the 
other half is non-profit rental and co-operative ownership. 

The design of the site was based on criteria developed by TBP&P 
who were selected to be the co-ordinating architects for the site. Indivi
dual architecture firms were selected by the sponsors of each housing 
cluster but the designs had to be reviewed by the coordinating architect 
and by the cit y as part of the Development Permit Application process. The 
False Creek Development Group was established by Council to oversee and 
coordinate all aspects of the development process. (The implementation 
process is discussed in detail in Chapter 10.) 

9.5 Area Development Plan for Phase 2, 1976 

As soon as construction of Phase 1 began, planning and design of 
Phase 2, the twenty acres to the west of the first phase, was started. The 
firms of Downs/ Archambault and Davidson/Johnston were hired by the city to 
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Figure 9-11 

False Creek. Phase l Land Use Desigoations in the Area Development Plan 
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Source: City of Vancouver (1974) False Creek Area Develo pment~ Phase l-
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FIGURE 9-12 

False Creek, Phase 1 Development Statistics in the Area Development Plan 

FALSE CREEK AREA 6, PHASE 1 

Overall Statistics 

I . Total Land Area 

2. Development Area 

3. Public Art~ 
a. Neighbourhood Park 
b. School 
c. Circul.1tion 
d. Destination Park 

4. Total Number of 
Residential Units 

Sa. Commercial Floor Space: 

Sb. Community Space: 

6. Average Net Density 
(uniu per development acre -
as in 2. above) 

7. Population 

Approximately 52 .4 acres . 

20.28 acres (including all residential and non
residential areas). 

9.11 acres 
2.0 acres 
5.51 acres 

15.5 acres 

Not to exceed 900 units. 

Not to exceed 88,000 gross square feet 
(which may be located in either Heather or 
Spruce Neighbourhood or partially in each). 

In addition, community space including the 
prop~d elementary school may be pro
vided; The amount, location and type of 
community space shall be to the satisfac
tion of the Development Permit Board. 

Not to exceed 45 units per acre . 

Approximately 1,600. 

Whereas the above statistics are the overall maximums for the entire Phase 1, there will 
be a 20% latitude (10% .. or -) in the allocation of th= amounts among the following 
two neighbourhoods. 

The Commercial area includes office and retail commercial, but excludes parking. 

Community space means facilities which provide opportunities for physical fitness or 
for general recreation; and facilities which provide a service to the public. 

AREA 6 NEIGHBOURHOODS - PHASE 1 

Spruce 
Land UK 

The Spruce m,ist,bourhood is planm,d as a predominantly family residential area. No11-
Residential uses art planned to include the school, community facilities, and some cum
mcrci.11 facilitie\. 

1. Neist,bourhood Area 

2. Development Area 

3. Public Areas 
a. Neighbourhood Park 
b . School 
c. Ci rcul,tition 

4. Number of Residential Units 

5. Average Net Density 
(units per development acre 
as defined in 2. above) 

6 . Number of buildings above 
three storeys 

7. Site Coverage in Development 
Areas (landscaped decks at lower 
levels to be considered open space) 

8. Site coverage in Development 
Areas above three storey height 

AREA 6 NEIGHBOURHOODS - PHASE 1 

Heather 
Land Use 

17.72,cm 

9.32 acres 

3 .96 acres 
2 .0 acres 
2.44 acres 

Not to exceed 330 units . 

Not to exceed 36 units per acre. 

None . 

Not to excttd 60%. 

Not applicable. 

The Heather neighbourhood is planned as a mixed life-style residential area. Non
Residcnti.al u~s .are pl.anned 10 include .a m.arin.a, community hicililies, .1nd some com
mercial f.acilities. 

1. Neighbourhood Area 19.18 acres 

2. Development Area 10.96 acres 

3. Public Areas 
a. Neighbourhood Park 5.15 acres 
b. Circulation 3.07 acres 

4. Number of Residential Units Not to exceed 650 units 

5. Average Net Density Not to exceNl 60 units ~r 1cre. 
(units per development acre 
as defined in 2. above) 

6. Number of buildings above Three buildings at ten storeys or less. 
eight storeys 

7. Site Coverage in Development Not to exceed 65". 
Areas (landscaped decks at lower 
levels to be considered open space) 

8. Site co,,erage in Development 9" 
Areas above three storey heist,t (14/12/76 - No. 5054) 

Source: City of Vancouver (1974) False Creek Area Development Plan Phase 1. 



...... 
V, 

-...i 

FIGURE 9-13 

False Creek, Phase l Site Plan 
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2 Market Rental 

· 3 Kiwanl1 CI ub senior citizens housing 
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5 Netherland• Auociation non-profit rent:'11 
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6 Fal111 Creek Cooperative 
1 Creek VIiiage Condominiums 
I Marine Mews ( Univer11 ity Non- Profit l Con domi n i urns 

9 Handicapped 

1 Enclave ONE 

north 

1 
±~ 

J;~~,<Y SP~ u c e hood \__,./_/ (,/, · . . ~\r Neighbour _ J ·: . . 
,..\"\ JI "lryil. ---- - / . ' ~ 

Heather 
Neighbourhood 

-~--~ . ·· . _ -- . -::· ·---- - , \ ._,., 

~ ~ 
~!--' ". I'],/ 

•~.J- 'j-11 
,r-z 

~7c--r 1 ~ • • •°le ~~b r--:--, t;1 r ~;:; 
fflH . . ~i~. ~ ~. 

~

,_ 

~11~~__,,/c--- . '\ ~ ~'--'" ·2 -~' ~ ~ , .- ·"'--'..c~. - , ; :-.. - / . . ·c .•-.::., ___ . ·.. /'.:"r-. 
--~- I , . '· - - ,. . a'~ - . , ~ 

o !?~~ca --~-- • . i;;1:~/Y, :/~ . 
D 7 P) • . , . U • 1/' c§,>~ • \ ' -~ ~~~5:D~ <\( ' · ,. - ;t~~~~~ / _, ~ eg i . ),1, ·, . (;fC. ( --- ) Q ~~l!lltOt ~rs fl< 6 6 .,,.., V ' • ' '"" \ · , . . _. • Q) . · •• J 1;:::,;n., • r:{P' --u •. , ~ 'K .... ., - . .. -- - -- e•-. . -

---0: c, .I - """'J/'!,!I~' OJI'~_..::.,_:":'=:~_;; ____ __ __ 
-b ~ --

· -=· -""'] ~ - - --- --~ ~- - ~ i - ·11· t l"g"ht -,,-, WI! y · L=~=====--":-=-~~=-=-=-~~-r e _ . - . _____ 

1 
f I 

,·~ U!_l _ll_'!_l'.I_U __ ~, 
avenue , ---

Source: City o f Vancouver, False Creek Development Group. 



prepare two design concepts for Phase 2, one a predominantly residential 
concept, and the other, a park and civic building concept. The residential 
vs. non-residential use of the site continued even after construction of 
Phase 1 was underway. False Creek remained a campaign issue in the Novem
ber 1974 municipal election in which a TEAM majority was reelected. 

The planning and design of Phase 2 -- the residential option was 
selected -- took place during 1976. On June 1 City Council approved the 
Downs/Archambault design concept as a basis for a public hearing held on 
August 10. On October 6 the Area Development Plan for Phase 2 was adopted 
by Council and the design details were then refined. In 1977 several 
unsuccessful attempts were made by City Council members to delay Phase 2, 
but in early 1978 Council approved the start of construction. 

Phase 2 Design Concept. The Phase 2 site was a rather difficult 
one to design. It is long and narrow and part of the southern and all of 
the western edge of the site is adjacent to elevated bridge ramps. All of 
the basic design principles of Phase 1 were incorporated into Phase 2. The 
site plan, however, is quite different. Phase 1 consists of circular 
clusters of housing projects. Individual housing projects abut one another 
in the first phase. In Phase 2, none of the individual projects share 
party walls nor is the cluster pattern used in as rigid a way. It was felt 
that rigid adherence to the cluster concept was not appropriate for Phase 
2's higher densities. The inner courtyards of the clusters would have been 
either claustrophobic or shared with other projects. Sharing of courtyards 
occurred in the higher density portions of Phase 1 and this was judged to 
be unsuccessful. 

The site plan for the individual buildings is designed around a 
pedestrian grid laid out on a slight curve. The Phase 1 principle of 
clustering is present in Phase 2 but in a more open fashion. The following 
four figures provide site plans and a summary of the planning objectives 
adopted for the second phase. 

* 
* 
* 
* 

Figure 9-14: 
Figure 9-15: 
Figure 9-16: 
Figure 9-17: 

Phase 2 location map. 
Site Plan showing location of buildings. 
Public open space and pedestrian street network. 
Phase 2 planning objectives. 

As Figure 9-17 indicates, the planning objectives for Phase 2 
were similar to those of Phase 1. Access of the public to the site and the 
waterfront was a high priority as well as the household and unit and tenure 
mix. One objective specified the "avoidance of a 'public housing' image." 

Phase 2 differs from Phase 1 in a number of details. A shortage 
of visitor parking caused problems in Phase 1 and as a result on street 
parking was added to the Phase 2 design. The ease with which vehicles 
could intrude into the pedestrian street system in Phase 1 also caused 
problems leading the designers of Phase 2 to improve the separation of the 
vehicular and pedestrian streets. This was accomplished by the introduc
tion of a change of grade. In addition, in Phase 1 the pedestrian streets 
had been designed with curbs and sidewalks giving them an appearance of 
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FIGURE 9-15 

False Creek. Phase 2 Site Plan 
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FIGURE 9-16 

False Creek, Phase 2 Open Space and Pedestrian Circulation 

False Creek 

Public open space 
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Source: Cit y of Vancouver , False Creek Dev elopment Group. 
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FIGURE 9-17 

False Creek, Phase 2 Planning Objectives 

qi_j~0Jeb 
In keeping with the development policies for F;ilse Creek Area 6, 
the p1nnnlng objectives for Phase II are: 

A pnhlic pl;ice setting, with public ;iccess lo w;iterfront ;ind 
park o1rc,1s . 

Faml1ies with young children in the middle income range 
(110 to 130 family units). 

Mix of lifestyles (lncl11ding singles, couples, families and 
srnior citizens). 

Mix of incomes - a 1/3, 1/3, 1/3 mix between the lower, 
midd1e and upper income groups (divisions between lower/ 
mirldle and middle/upper income are $13,500 ;ind $21,000 per 
nnnum respectively, based on 1978-1979 projections). 

Hix of rental and ownership (approxim;itely 50/50). 

Hix of subsidized and non-subsidized housing. 

f;iJrly high densities (.ipproximately 60 d.u./dcvelopment 
ncrc overall). 

High st.indard of livability. 

Uniformly high qnality of design and construction. 

Avoidance of., "public housing" image. 

Progressive withdrawal of vehicles from the waterfront. 

Separation of vehicles :md pedestrians. 

Underground parking, minimum number of cars. 

811s service from date of first occupancy. 

Lnnd-owned by City 11nd leased. 

Control of specnlative gain where public subsidies are 
involved. 

Recovery of public subsidies or retention of beneficial 
e f feet for s11bseq11en t residents. 

Source: Downs/Archambault et al. (1977) False Creek Area 6 Phase 2: Design Handbook. 



being intended for vehicles, though their purpose was for use by emergency 
and essential traffic only. In Phase 2 the curbs and sidewalks were elimi
nated. This gives a clearer indication that the streets are primarily for 
pedestrians. 

In Phase 2 little retail space was included due to the 
failure of many of the retail establishments located in Phase 1. 
in fact, only one small convenience store (600 sq. ft.) in Phase 

economic 
There is, 

2. 

A major difference with Phase 1 was the deliberate inclusion of 
higher density development not intended for families due to the site's 
location adjacent to the Granville Bridge. 

Phase 2 was implemented in two stages. The first stage, the 
lower density family oriented portion, was completed in 1980. The second 
stage in Phase 2 was the higher density portion. An interesting evolution 
in the design took place between the two stages due to the bridge ramps. 
In Phase 1 and the first stage of Phase 2 a major concern was the acoustic 
environment for the residents. By the second stage of Phase 2, it had 
become apparent that the goal of protecting the residential environment 
from noise penetration from the railway and bridge ramps to the south 
conflicted with the city's goal of maintaining views from the bridge ramps. 
The original concept for the second stage had buildings taller than the 
bridge ramps to provide an acoustic shield for the rest of the project. 
Due to a city wide concern with view preservation every building in stage 2 
was redesigned to be lower than the bridge ramps which are about 80 feet 
above the site. 

A Phase 2 design handbook was produced to guide in the design of 
the site and the individual housing projects. The introduction provides 
the following summary of the Phase 2 design philosophy: 

The team has recognized that housing for this stage of 
False Creek must be urban in character with respect to 
architecture, planning and most importantly, landscape. 
In order to do this, the planning and architecture have 
been given a well defined order, both horizontally and 
vertically. The buildings have been kept as low as 
possible, with almost every unit being given a view of 
the water, city and distant mountains. The buildings 
are terraced wherever this can be carried out and most 
have flat roofs which can be used for outdoor living. 

Individuality can be achieved by a number of means: 
the design and color of doorways and windows; the use 
of trellises and screens; the addition of greenhouse 
spaces; the landscaping of private entries and court
yards, etc. It is the design team's hope that most of 
the residents of this community will have the opportu
nity to express their identity as well. It is this 
kind of individual expression that makes the urban 
housing of San Francisco and London, for example, so 
attractive and desirable. 
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Straightforward architecture, carefully enriched by 
individual expression and set in a disciplined land
scape is the essence of good urban design. This philo
sophy has guided the design team in arriving at what it 
hopes will be a delightful and humane living environ
ment for people of different ages, lifestyles and eco
nomic backgrounds . .!1_/ 

Figures 9-18 and 9-19 provide examples of the site planning and built form 
guidelines presented in the Phase 2 Design Handbook. 

Phase 2 Unit Mix. Phase 2 will contain a total of 650 units when 
it is completed in early 1985. Only one of the development sites remains 
to be developed. Construction on this last site began in early 1984. The 
rest of the site was completed during 1982. 

Phase 2 contains 20.7 acres. The gross density is 31.4 units per 
acre compared to Phase l's 23.4 units per acre (excluding Charleson Park). 
The net density is lower in Phase 2 than Phase 1, 44.4 units per acre 
compared to Phase l's 46.6. This is because the streets in Phasse 2 are 
public rights-of-way over the individual leased properties with the result 
that circulation space is included in the net density of Phase 2 whereas it 
is not in Phase 1 where circulation is provided by dedicated (public) 
streets. The commercial and office space proposed for a parcel at the west 
end of the Phase 2 is not being built. It is not considered economically 
viable. In its place a 104 unit housing co-operative is under 
construction. 

There are eight separate housing projects which make up Phase 2: 
three private market condominiums (160 units, 25 %); three non-profit co
operatives (286 units, 44 %); and two private non-profit projects (204 
units, 31 %, one senior citizen, one family). 

* 
- ~ 

* 
* 

-- * 
* 
* 
* 

Alder Bay Place (condo), 47 units 
Alder Bay Co-operative, 96 units 
Broadway Penticostal Lodge (intermediate care), 117 studio units 
The Wellington (non-profit rental), 87 units 
Twin Rainbows Co-operative, 86 units 
Harbour Terrace (condo), 58 units 
The Terrace (condo), 55 units 
Creekview Co-operative, 104 units 

A total of 75% of the units in Phase 2 are non-market, either private non
profit or non-profit co-operatives. This percentage is slightly higher 
than originally intended due to the replacement of the commercial site with 
the 104 unit Creekview Co-operative. 

12. Downs/Archambault et al. (1977) False Creek Area 6 Phase 2: 
Design Handboo k . 
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FIGURE 9-18 

False Creek, Phase 2 Site Planning Guidelines 

111 '--lo,in1 the ai<e concept, ■n atte•pt ha■ been made to••
fiae a huaane, vit■ l, and unique place for living in the center 
•f th,■ cit:,; to cra■u,, iD a pl,raa", a achen,e for "re1id.,nce■ 
1.. • ■rua ,..n. NttS..&''. 

TM ■ite -■y be thought of•• being coapri ■ed of three ..,_in■: 
nat4'enti■l, c-rcial and public. The public d_.in con■iat■ 
■fa S.2 acre park along the north portion of the aite fro■ 
Alffr Park to the Granville ltidge, and a loc■l 1u·vice ■ "■pine" 
•l..,1 the aouthern ■d&•· The c~rcial doaain 11 contained 
vithin one lot adjacent to the Granville lridge, aeparated fr
the reaidential doa■in by a &trip of public land joining the 
•Jor portion of the park to the local aervice■ road. The 
ur1••t "-in, tlle r■■i-tial ._.in, i■ co-pri.-.1 of I Iota 
(1 . U ac.) -.I f■.- ti.. c,en ■{ cl•• ••.,alo~t. 

Each do-■ in 11,11y be .&een •• aeparated into pedestrian and 
.,.hicle aones re■pecting the policy of separating pedestrian 
e,n.l vehicular activity throughout Talee Creek. This ts gener• 
ally Acco■pliahed ~n Phase 11 by ■cRns of grade sepAration, 
with the pedestrian real■ above and the vehicle aone belov. 
In the co-rcial do,uin, underground parking is entered 
•trectly off the local services road, and via J "vehicle ~ourt•" 
in the reaidential domain. The road rises fro~ the vehi~le 
court entrances ao that the vehicle and pedeatri«n tones M~et 
■ t Hlected points to accoaoodate bus ■ tops, drop-offs, and 
-raency vehicle access. At the vehicle courts, the ~ones 
&re &enerally separated vertically by about 9 ft. Rt their 
i■terface ao that the pedestri«n zone slope• from Bridgeuay 
1111 the aouth, ._ to the el"ation of the seawall walk at 
the wAter' ■ -4&•· 

ln the reeidenti&l doNin, net density range■ fro~ about 
40 Unit■/Developaent Acre in the eastern portion to 
alw>ut 80 Unita/Dll!velopw,ent Acre in the west, giving an 
•"rage overall den■ ity of about 60 Unita/Develop,...nt Acre. 
111e devalopaent is fairly low in ■cale in the eastern 
potrion, with attendant wood fra11e building• generelly 
4 &Loreya in height. · Thia acale i ■ aeant to acco-.odate 
lifeatyle1 inherent in the 1110re traditional foraa of 
faaJ.ly life, and to fona a continuity in acale with the 
-•tarn portion of the Phaae I developaenc. Tlw acala 
i■ 1"""~ l-r4a the -•ten aMl •f the ■it■ wher■ 
-er.ta ■tr.cturaa, up to 10 atoriea in lleilht reflect 
a4 IM.-iu with th& ■cala of the Cranvill• lrid&•• 

fW!xi•ization of landscaping, aodulation of {acade element,. 
color and light rather than use of complicated roof !onas 
or hi&hly articulated 11&ssing is encouraged in order 
to achieve texture, warmth and variety in bui.lding character. 
lt ia intended that an urban quality result throughout 
the development, 1ubcly evident in the lower, aore 
•-•tically ■caled buildings of Lots l, 2 and J and aore 
pronounced in the building foms of the ve,tcrn portion, 
Theaa latter buildings are to respond in aass and 
atructural expression to the n~ture of the Cranville 
lridae. At the ■aae ti■e it i• intended chat all buildings 
be buffered fro• the brid1e approaches ■nd the .. 10 

■ tructu~e by a c■naiatnt li■e of tree■ vhtch vill t■ad 

to Mftan the tntarfac■ and ~e conaiate■t with ti.. ~cept 
of r■aidence ■ in an urb■n park letting . All building• 
■r• to atep down in fo,2 and .,.s• from the 1outh to the 
Mrth, •riented tovard& views, water ■nd park. 

A certain anony■ity of character i• intended with aa.e con• 
tinuity of aateri•l• throughout . Within a fruevork of 
1trfft ■cape1 ■nd c.,_,n■ l ■ p■cea carefully d11i1ned to pro• 
•1- a richnea• of texture end experience, relatively ai•ple, 
npetitive unit& IM atraightforvard de■tgn are atron1ly 
...,..,raged. Thia approach will aener■ te affordable houaing 
in the fir■ t i-,-, -.i allw for future addition• and 
-it per-ltaatioa - all --ra1in1 pe..,.ncncy of place 
atMI •-ity ■tet.ility. 

luilding -■aaea end 1radea are arranged on the aite IIO aa to 
'8ftne • aartu of op■n 1pacea rangin1 froa public to private. 
Ill the •■■ tern portion of tha reaidenti..al do■atn, the■e 
■1-t■ define enclave■ containing private open apacee 
nl■tad to indi'vidual dwelling■, and eurrounding aeai•priv■ te 

- epacea, each with a diatinct character of ita own. 
Tbaaa enclaves are &ep■ rated by• eyat•• of public walka in 
a Hrth-1outh direction connecting Bridgevay, the developaent'• 
-in walk, to the park in the public doaain. ltach of thea■ 
walk.a cont■ in& a hard-■urface<I ere• for children'• play. 
1'lla w■lk1, then, ere conceived•• 1110r■ active places and tha 
-clave■•• -re pa■■ive open apace■• In the we1tarn portion, 
louilding -■■■e■ and gr■de• define co-,na, aiatlar in concept 
to nclavea except that they are ■oacvhat le ■ a exclu■ive, 

Nini ahared viauelly by building& of different terwre, and 
••••ed through by Bridgevay ■nd ■e•i•public walks in a north
-th direction. Again, the■e co■mona are conceived of a■ 

-r• pa1eive apecea, with 110re ■ctive ■ re•• at their end■ 
.._jacent to the p■ rk. 

In the center of the aite, at the interaection of Brtdgev■y 
and Oak Walk, a treed boulevard providing access to the p■ rk 

nd Granville !eland, lte, the heart of th• reaidential d_.in, 
lrid1evay Square. Thi ■ ia a n&tur■ l focu1 for pedeetrian 
activity, further ■ ni11,11ted by a number of coaaunicy aaenciiea 
which cluater around it. Between the c.,_rcial •!Ml reai• 
4-ti..al '-in■ liaa C.tev■y, a public open apace which flow• 
"-■th lrida-, to -r1• with the park . Th••e walk■ will 
1- cao1tnicted by tlwt ••••loper ■nd ■aintatned by the re ■ idanca. 

scxOC ~ ~ All)(; 
• 

The City'• policy objective of an approxi-■ taly aqu■ l 
r-t■l/ownarahip •ix i& ■chievad within thi ■ concept. 
Out of the 600 reoidenttal unita, ll6 are ownerahip (53%) 
..,,1 214 are rent■ l (0%). 

Aa for aocial end tncaae •ix, the re1ult1 which can be achieved 
within this concept ara ahovn in the table following. Here 
the tarw. "f.,..iliea" t■pli■a the incluaion of children. Unit 
typea end atae■ have been arranged throughout the ■it■ ao aa 
to acco-,idate the anticipated need■ of• nu■ber of different 
fa■ily type• which have been identified. For exa•ple, tn the 
enclave•, unit■ are arranged ao •• to achieve a -■xiau■ n..-ber 
of unlts with direct grade access in order co acco..,.,,date 
f••iliea with younger children to whoa this relacion6hip will 
be iaportant. 1n the denser portion of the develop11ent, 
faally •cc-dation ta provided at the l01'er level, clo■e 
to ■ re■• daaipatad for children'• play. 

Source: Downs/Archambault et al. (1977) False Creek Area~ Phase 2 Design Handbook. 
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FIGURE 9-19 

False Creek. Phase 2 Built Form Guidelines 

Utilize a li■ited vocabul~ry of ■aterial1 and finishes 
te provide a rich yet 1ubtle and har.oniou& architectural 
Nttina. Frase building• ■hall be finished in integral 
H..:ca, painted ■cucco or brick cladding co■patible 
wltl> pavin1 ■ateriala and veaetation. Polychro■atic color 
..,..._, ■hould be explored, conpatible with adjac~t 
""{14ln& fini1he1, paving ■aterials and veaetation. Pire 
•111 where expo1ed shall be parged and painted or clad 
ia ~rlck. c.>ncreca building• ,hall have integral color 
•r N painted. Use of large brick ■urfacea or bearing 
i.rtck walla are encouraged. 

Make rooftops acces6ible and attractive. Utili~e planting, 
-'eek ■ , 1reenhouse1 and wood pergolas and screens where 
,..,,ible. Where rooftops are visible fron one building 
to •n~ther, euch treat111ent is ■andacory on at lea&t 80% 
of che roof eurface. Of the remainder, ~0% of the roofs 
.. ,t be treated. 

Air cu11rliLimling, v~ntll;1.ting or other ■echanical ,oquipaenc 
~h~ll be acre<'n~d in 1uch a 8"nner a■ co har=ni~e with 
bui 1 d h11 for■, color And -cerial. 

~ 6llpAWiOJ\J 
Provide opportunity for roo■ expansions (bay windows 
or areenhouses) in stepped roof eicuatione or where 
l>uilding height• and codea allow. l-!axi11U11 protrusion 
to be 7' by 12' in width. Roof excenaion ■ other than 
bay wiftdows auat be glazed ac their excre■icy - approxtsataly 
SO% of the total roof and wall surface5 - to approval. 

Can.1idar light penetration, views, fono 110dulation of all eod 
-1t1 to enhance the buildinga' aesthetic and to provide 
appropriate scale eleaentl. These elements could involve 
elopiJlg (ac 4~ to 12) the roof over end unite (fraae buildin11), 
11,e.y vlndow projectiona, openin&• to balconiea or roo■ e and 
upr11aion of acaire or chi■ney aaas. 2nd unite auet be 
planned in order to take advantage of their expo1ure and co 
■iniaize potential bulk. 

O.,sign rail{ngs of open 111Ctalwork, slatted wood or of 
al•~~/pla&tic ,nfill to allow vi~tas through. All 
top horizontal rails to be ■int-■ 3" ,c 6" timber 
(ftre-treated), ti■ber r ■ iling• let 3 fc. fro■ decks 
with additional 6" -tal (or ocher) abo~e - to approval. 

-■-•• natural li&ht and ventilation in all parking 
.. ,age, wherever poa1ible. Con■ider light wells or 
where parktna ia expo■ed to La-y Way, provide open 
MMnry or tile 1creen1. \n\are pra1e1 face park, 
pravtde openings for vlev and light. Por deep parkina 
pr..,ide plane<><! liaht wella ill central location■• 

Unit identity can be achieved through variations in 
openings, front-door ftni■h, overhang,, coluOlll ■ r ele-nt1, 
■tc. Provide uniquene1s in front entrance place utiliain& 
cha above and the tiniber 1tructure described under Building 
For■ - Cround !.evel Feature■• 

Where noted, provide 10" x 10" or 4" x 10" ci11ber or 
brlck (to match paving) entrance way•. The use of 
sloping walk,, planted trellil, open 1ate1, ecc. are 
encouraged to llletirw, tarritory at public and ,.,.i private 
inter face. 

Provide 10"" 10" or 4" x 10" ti11ber fra11ework 
(fire-treated) on ~0% or ■iore of •11 roofs Set ti b 
•lees, 1rillage or canvas a■ required for • mer 
Provide planter, for vine arowth. eunacreenin&, 

Provide at least one deck or balcony of ac lea,t 60 
•:•ft. on all above arade unit■. Deck■ or balconies 
• all have no in■ ide diaen1ion lea■ than~•- 6' clear 
aacept on approval. 

Slope all walka no ■iore than 1 in 10 co allow for wheel
chair u ■ e. llhere lteps are planned, provide adjacent 
ru,p or alternative acceas route. 

UJrriUJr t~ e~ 
Utilize stain, 4 y and corridors a, aasstng eleD1ents 
to help articulate building form and provide scale. 

Source: Downs/Archambault et al.(1977) False Creek Area 6 Phase 2 Design Handbook. 
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9.6 Area Development Plan for Phase 3 (Area lOB) 

City Council decided that Phase 3 would be developed as a single 
project undertaken by a single developer on the city's behalf. This is 
different from the previous two phases where several developers were 
involved in each phase with the False Creek Development Group undertaking 
development of the design concept using architects hired by the city. The 
developer selected for Phase 3 was responsible for developing a design 
concept which became the basis for the Area Development Plan. The role of 
the False Creek Development Group was essentially that of reviewing and 
approving the concept. 

In January 1977 City Council approved the appointment of a team 
of Daon Development Corporation and Architects, Rhone & Iredale to develop, 
at city expense, a design concept for Phase 3. The design concept advanced 
was based on the Mediterranean resort Port Grimaud, located in the French 
Riviera. Phase 3 was to include the creation of several islands and bays 
which, for technical engineering reasons, proved to be economically 
unfeasible. In October 1978 City Council approved an Area Development 
Plan bylaw for Phase 3 based on this design concept. See Figure 9-20 for a 
map of the site area and the land use and development plan. 

The city's social and tenure mix objectives for Phase 3, because 
of the location of the site between two high bridges, differed from the 
rest of False Creek as well. The site was not considered appropriate for 
family housing. The city, therefore, decided to seek maximum financial 
return from the lease of the building sites with the major social objective 
being an accessible and attractive waterfront. This led to an essentially 
luxury housing concept based on immediate access of most units to personal 
boat moorage, such as one finds in Port Grimaud. 

Because of the engineering problems associated with the original 
design concept and because the developer withdrew, the design concept was 
revised by another developer, Narod Developments, with the bays intended 
for moorage redesigned as decorative fresh water lagoons. The luxury 
orientation of the project did not change. Unfortunately, the 1982 
recession forced the developer into receivership with the result that only 
half of the project was completed. The intent is to complete the project 
according to the revised design concept. (See Chapter 10 for further 
discussion of the status of the implementation of Phase 3.) 

Phase 3 Unit Mix. Phase 3 will contain 300 units when completed. 
As of early 1984 206 units are completed. This includes 63 co-operative 
units and 143 MURB rental units, all of which are registered as condomi
niums. Phase 3 contains 6.7 acres. There is one acre of freehold property 
in Phase 3, zoned mixed use (residential/commercial 140,000 sq. ft.). This 
one freehold acre was not sold to the current owner by the city but was a 
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FIGURE 9-20 

False Creek Phase 3 Development Plan 
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result of land consolidation for Phase 3. All land in Phases 1, 2 and 3 of 
False Creek, with the exception of the one acre in Phase 3, is owned by the 
city and leased out on 40 and 60 year leases. 

9.7 Resident Satisfaction with the Design of False Creek 

A post occupancy evaluation was carried out shortly after the 
completion of Phase 1. The Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation funded 
two resident surveys conducted by Vischer Skaburskis Planners in 1977 and 
1979. The results of these surveys was published in 1980. 

This Phase 1 post-occupancy evaluation is a comprehensive one 
covering the areas of: 

1) Locational Significance -- Who are False Creek residents in 
terms of their locational preferences? Why did they choose 
to live in False Creek over other places they looked at? 
How important were the locational attributes in this choice? 

2) Social Mix -- The set of questions relating to social mix 
analyses the impact of the social and income mix objectives 
on the planning process, on the residents in terms of their 
satisfaction, and on the social and physical environment. 

3) Design Principles The questions relating to design offers 
a user evaluation of the major principles which guided 
design decisions and of City Council policies which affected 
the livability of the environment, as well as of the impact 
of codes and standards on dwelling-unit design. _!l/ 

It is difficult to summarize the findings of this comprehensive survey. In 
general, the first phase of False Creek is found to be successful in all 
three categories. Sets of recommendations resulting from the analysis of 
the resident opinions are provided in the 300 page, 2 volume report. The 
main conclusions, as presented in the executive summary, are the following: 

1. A development of the scale and architectural qua
lity of False Creek can overcome the adverse neighbour
hood effects of proximity to light-industry. The pro
ject has changed the image of the False Creek area. 

2. The locational attributes are highly valued and no 
significant differences were found across the two 
neighbourhoods. If all other factors were equal, the 
higher density, as found in Heather, is more desirable 

13. Vischer Skaburskis, Planners (1980) False Creek Area£ Phase 
1: Post-Occupancy Evaluation, Volume .!...L Executive Summary, Ottawa: CMHC. 
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than lower density development because it 
people the opportunity to enjoy the 
amenities. 

gives more 
locational 

3. Car usage is not generally changed by the pro
ject's proximity to the downtown. The extent that 
usage can be reduced depends on the proportion of 
elderly and low-income households in the development. 

4. Higher income households cite the amenity features 
of False Creek as being major considerations when se
lecting a neighbourhood. The success with which the 
development attains its income mix objectives depends 
in part on the attractiveness of the location, its 
access to downtown, proximity to the waterfront and the 
splendid views. We believe that the success of a mixed 
market/non-market project depends to a great extent on 
the amenities offered by the location.~/ 

Though no further research of this type has been carried out on 
Phase 2, or on the attitudes of residents who have lived in Phase 1 for 
several years, these four conclusions tend to be supported by most 
observers. The False Creek project has been a successful first improvement 
to the False Creek basin, leading the way and encouraging other public and 
private investment in the adjacent neighbourhood (such as the Federal 
redevelopment of Granville Island and the private redevelopment of Fairview 
Slopes). The conclusion about densities also appears to continue to be 
supported by many -- that both the lower and higher density neighbourhoods 
in Phase 1 appear to be equally attractive to residents and that the higher 
density development is preferable on the grounds that it provides more 
people the opportunity to live in False Creek. One common criticism of 
False Creek is that an opportunity has been lost by developing False Creek 
at such low densities. The site is capable of supporting much higher 
densities and demand is very high for both the market and non-market units. 

The third conclusion relating to car usage points to one of the 
more serious design misjudgements of the False Creek Neighbourhood. The 
assumption was that proximity to downtown would decrease the need for and, 
therefore, ownership of automobiles. In addition, it was assumed that by 
limiting parking spaces to about one per unit, ownership and use of 
automobiles by residents would be decreased. This has not been the case. 
Parking is a very serious problem in the neighbourhood. 

The fourth major conclusion relating to the need for a high level 
of amenities in order to attract higher income residents (i.e., to success
fully achieve the social mix objectives) also appears to be valid. A 
poorly designed project and low levels of amenities in the general area 
could have made the market housing sites less marketable. Crucial to the 
financing of the project was the assumption that the market sites would be 

14. Ibid. , p. 9 . 
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leased at the highest possible rates when proposal calls were issued. If 
the planners and designers of False Creek had been unsuccessful in creating 
an environment attractive to private investors, the social mix and finan
cial objectives would not have been achieved. 

Planned neighbourhoods, such as False Creek and St. Lawrence, 
present unique opportunities to study the physical and social/psychological 
variables which help create successful residential environments. There are 
a host of variables contributing to or inhibiting overall residential 
satisfaction and the sense of belonging, the sense of control and to posi
tive social interaction. There is a very limited body of knowledge for 
planners and designers to draw upon when faced with the task of designing a 
neighbourhood from scratch. 'What is especially significant -- and 
especially difficult to plan and design for -- is that different socio
economic and ethnic groups place different weightings on the variables 
which contribute to satisfaction. Most neighbourhoods are relatively homo
genious. There are, therefore, relatively few studies of residential 
satisfaction in socially mixed neighbourhoods. The opportunity to learn 
from the experience of False Creek and St. Lawrence should be taken advan
tage of. To date, the 1980 Vischer Skaburskis study of Phase 1 of False 
Creek is the only such research undertaken in either neighbourhood. 
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Chapter 10 

The False Creek Implementation Process 

Throughout the first few years of planning a non-industrial False 
Creek, a number of groups were formed within the civic administration to 
implement specific tasks. The organizational structure for designing and 
eventually implementing False Creek's redevelopment plan was modified as 
the need arose. Groups were formed to carry out specific tasks and then 
disbanded once their objectives had been achieved. One of these groups, 
the False Creek Development Group, created as a temporary branch of the 
Vancouver's municipal administration, has co-ordinated and supervised the 
implementation of False Creek since 1974. 

10.1 The Early Stages in the Implementation of False Creek 

The implementation of False Creek was carried out by the False 
Creek Development Group (FCDG), an organization which evolved out of the 
planning process. During the early stages of the planning process several 
separate groups, distinct from any of the municipal departments, were 
created with the specific goal of addressing the redevelopment of False 
Creek and how this could be accomplished. 

A total of six groups or teams were established during the early 
1970's, the period in which the basic planning and design decisions were 
being debated. This process eventually led to the creation of the False 
Creek Development Group. Prior to the establishment of the FCDG, the 
following are the six special groups created to contribute to the develop
ment of the project between 1971 and 1974. 

The False Creek Study Group, 1971-1972. 

A group comprised of the Assistant Director of the Planning 
Department responsible for False Creek and a variety of consul
tants including Thompson. Berwick, Pratt and Partners, whose 
responsibilities included the preparation of a development plan. 

Special Committee on False Creek, 1972-1973. 

A committee of aldermen responsible for reviewing False Creek 
Policies, proposals and development guidelines. Upon dissolu
tion, matters pertaining to False CReek were directed to the 
Standing Council Committee on Planning and Development. 
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False Creek Planning Team, 1973. 

A team of Planning Department staff responsible for reviewing the 
False Creek Study Group's work in order to develop workable 
policies. 

False Creek Review Panels, 1973. 

Under the aegis of the Vancouver City Planning Commission and 
comprised of appointed citizen resource persons, the two panels 
were formed to review housing mix and open space recommendations 
for Phase 1, Area 6. 

Citizen's Advisory Panel, 1974. 

Under the aegis of the Vancouver City Planning Commission, this 
panel was made up of 20 volunteers representing housing, park, 
school and other interests, and was responsible for providing 
advice to the Phase 1 Design Teams, as well as conducting an 
evaluation of the three design submissions. 

Review and Recommendation Committee, 1974. 

A five person committee (the Director of Planning, a development 
consultant and representatives from architecture, development and 
housing interests) responsible for reviewing all comments re
ceived regarding the Phase 1 design competition and recommending 
to Council a design concept for the site. 

City Council's establishment of the FCDG was a major turning 
point in the style of the city's overall management of the project. Why 
did Council choose this particular administrative vehicle rather than the 
numerous other possible options? 

10.2 The Search for an Appropriate Institutional Structure 

As early as September 1971 discussion had taken place as to 
whether a separate development corporation or in-house staff should handle 
the project. 

The solicited op1n1ons of several prominent business 
leaders have echoed Hans Blumenfeld's opinion that 
"there should be set up a 'False Creek Development 
Corporation'" ... partners would be, in addition to the 
City, probably the CPR, the Harbour Board, and the 
Provincial and Federal governments, if they agree to 
participate. Each partner would hold an agreed upon 
portion of shares and/or bonds. Property owners who 
have to be expropriated might be offered an option of 
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shares or bonds in lieu of cash. The corporation would 
hold the land in perpetuity and lease it under stipu
lated conditions, on long term renewable leases, to 
developers or other users, including individual co
operative or condominium homeowners. The leases, plus 
revenues form such enterprises the Corporation chooses 
to build and operate (or sell or lease) would provide 
its income. It would raise its capital by selling 
bonds to investors. Like other developers, the corpo
ration would build the infrastructure to city specifi
cations and then hand them over to the City for mainte
nance and operation. The City would continue to exer
cise its normal regulatory and taxing powers.!/ 

During July 1972 the in-house vs. special agency debate became a 
public issue covered in the press. The City Commissioner (G. Sutton-Brown) 
and the Director of Planning (B. Graham) argued for the in-house option 
while the Vancouver City Planning Commission chairman (J. Lecky) and the 
chairman of the Special Council Committee on False Creek (Alderman W. 
Hardwick) opted for a special agency approach. 

[Director of Planning] Graham ... noted that be proceed
ing under the civic development division of the plan
ning department, council would have each stage reported 
back to it for approval. However, under the agency 
system, it could delegate its entire responsibility. 
[City Commissioner] Sutton-Brown pointed out that in 
the case of Champlain Heights, council was able indivi
dually to decide how each block of land was developed. 
Lecky [Chairman of the City Planning Commission] re
plied that if council becomes involved in the False 
Creek redevelopment to the same extent, nothing will 
ever get done. There would be arguments over every 
building's shape and colour.~/ 

The key factor in resolving this issue was the 1972 municipal election 
changing not only many members of City Council but also some of the other 
central figures. Shortly after the election both the City Commissioner and 
the Director of Planning were replaced. 

Selection of a Development Consultant. In 1973 the Special 
Council Committee on False Creek hired an experienced local developer, E.D. 
Sutcliffe, at first on a part-time basis, to provide general advice on 
implementing the project and to act as liaison between the city, the finan
cial institutions and the development industry. In October 1973 the devel-

1. False Creek Study Group (1971) False Creek Proposals: Report 
1, September, p. 112. 

2. Vancouver Sun, July 2, 1972. 
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opment consultant began working on a full-time basis under a five year 
contract. During this period opinions about the desirability of a separate 
development corporation began to shift as 

10.3 

aldermen recognized that such an agency would not ne
cessarily be responsive to policies established by 
Council, would dilute Council's power and authority, 
and be a basically unnecessary and possibly self-perpe
tuating agency. The decision not to have a development 
corporation meant, with regard to the non-city lands in 
False Creek, that the City was prepared to depend on 
land use controls plus the influence it was able to 
exert on other land owners. For its own development, 
the City would probably have to raise money for front 
end costs through more traditional channels as well as 
... [play] some type of management role. ii 

The Creation of the False Creek Development Group, 1974 

In 1974 the issue was finally resolved when the FCDG was estab
lished. The city's development consultant, E.D. Sutcliffe, became director 
of the Group which was established as a distinct civic department, with a 
small staff in order to avoid duplication of existing city personnel. The 
FCDG never had more than six full-time staff, including clerical staff. 
The development consultant was given greater discretionary authority over 
expenditures than that of directors of other civic departments. The FCDG 
reported directly to Council rather than through the City Manager's office. 
It has been noted that : 

Partly because of these differences, the Development 
Group neither perceived itself nor was regarded by 
other City departments as another civic department, but 
rather as akin to a private developer and therefore 
treated as such.~/ 

Terms of Reference for the FCDG. The terms of reference for the 
FCDG coincided with those of the development consultant -- to promote and 
implement the development of the city owned land in False Creek within the 
context of city approved policies, to advise on all proposed developments 
on city owned land and private proposals elsewhere in False Creek, to 
identify and coordinate with city departments the tasks to be undertaken in 
connection with the development of city owned land, and to maintain liaison 

3. R. Roger (1976) Creating~ Livable Inner City Community: 
Vancouver's Experience, City of Vancouver, False Creek Development Group, 
December, pp. 15-16. 

4. Ibid., p. 16. 
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with senior levels of government.~/ In short, the FCDG would act as 
overall manager of the project and it was the FCDG's responsibility to see 
the project through to completion. In City Hall, the FCDG acted as a 
developer, expediting the passage of the project through the various stages 
of the development process. 

10.4 

The activities of the FCDG include the following: 

--initiate the planning process for each phase and the details 
relating to each of the housing sites; 

--negotiate land acquisition and site consolidation; 
--hire coordinating architects for each of the three phases of 

the project; 
--guide the project through the plans approval process; 
--handle negotiations with the Engineering Department regarding 

the servicing of the site; 
--preparation and control of capital budgets for financing the 

infrastructure; 
--prepare and issue proposal calls; 
--recommend sponsor groups for development of each development 

site; 
--negotiate the land lease for each site; 
--negotiate the design of the housing projects; 
--expedite the development permit process; and 
--assist in the negotiations with CMHC and the Province to obtain 

financing for the non-market units. 

Phase 1 Implementation 

In February 1974 the process of identifying sponsor groups to act 
as developers of the seventeen Phase 1 development sites began. It was 
decided to seek a range of different groups as sponsors of the non-market 
social housing projects and to select one private developer to finance and 
coordinate and market the private market housing sites. The sponsors of 
the non-market housing were to be service clubs, charitable organizations, 
co-operative or similar non-profit groups. These sponsors would lease the 
city owned land and be responsible for the financing, the selection of an 
architect and contractor, and coordination of the development of their 
project. The developer selected for the market sites would be responsible 
for development of the market housing as well as the actual construction of 
the elementary school, community facilities and local streets in Phase 1. 
A Vancouver firm, Frank Stanzl Construction Ltd, was selected as the 
developer. 

5. Ibid. 
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The Project Management Group . As Phase l reached the stage where 
detailed designs of the individual residential enclaves were to be prepared 
and construction commenced, the managerial process was expanded to provide 
input from several additional participants. In order to assist and coordi
nate the design efforts of the various sponsor groups, City Council appoin
ted Thompson, Berwick, Pratt and Partners as "Co-ordinating Architect." 
One of the Co-ordinating Architect's major responsibilities was to ensure 
that the overall Phase l design concept, as approved by City Council, was 
ultimately achieved. Frank Stanzl, the principal of Frank Stanzl Construe-· 
tion Ltd., was selected as "Co-ordinating Developer," responsible for 
"financing, developing, and marketing the residential and commercial market 
components and for ensuring that maximum economies are achieved, consistent 
with the objective of the development."~/ Both the Co-ordinating Architect 
and Co-ordinating Developer were responsible to the director of the FCDG. 
This team formed the management group for Phase l. Figure 10-1 provides a 
summary of the responsibilities of each of the key actors in the develop
ment of Phase l of False Creek. 

Review of the Phase l Implementation Process, 1977. 
commencement of Phase 2, the FCDG reviewed the appropriateness 
structure. On the positive side, it was concluded that: 

The features of the development process undertaken 
the Development Group that led to success in Phase 
can be summarized as follows: 

Prior to 
of this 

by 
l 

1. Strong support at the political and senior adminis
trative levels in the City, Federal Government, CMHC 
and the Provincial Housing Department, and by the de
velopment industry. 

2. Direct Access to policy makers at the three levels 
of Government. 

3. A brisk timetable. 

4. Concurrent rather than sequential solutions to pro
blems and acceptance of the inherent risks. 

5. Adequate authority delegated by Council to the De
velopment Group. 2/ 

6. Manager's Report to City Council's Standing Committee on 
Planning and Development, February 28, 1977. 

7. City of Vancouver, Manager's Report to City Council's Stand
ing Committee on Planning and Development, February 28, 1977. 

177 



FIGURE 10-1 

Structure of the False Creek Implementation Process 

design and build procedure 
city lands false creek phase I area 6 

development group 
ProJcct Ma n"gcmcn 1 
Cooru1n.111on of De"gn anu Con,1ruc11on 
Lia"on w11h Go,crnmcn1, 
As,i,wnc ·c 10 Sponsor, 
Applic;i1ion for Pcrm11~ 

coordinating architect 
COORDl'\ATIO'\ 
Over.ill Dc"gn ln1cgr,111on 
Dc"gn C mcr1.1 
Rev1ev. 01· De"gm 

DESIG!\' 
Dcwiled Design of Spcui'i( M;irl,.:1 Component,. 
"nu Ci1i Pro.1.:ct, 

sponsors 
Finanu"I Arr.ingcmcnh 
~lcc1ion of Arch11cc1 for ucwdcu uc"gn 
Sclec11on of Con1rac1or for con,1ruc11on 
On -go1nf M,1nagcmcn1 

site services 
Pcr,onnd Ci L)' E nginccnni; Dep.irtmeni 
Pr0Jcc1 M"n.igcr •• Dc"gn "nd Constrmction of 

Water. Power. Sewer anu 
Seawall Cle 

Pro.1cc1 Cooru1n.,1or 
Con,1ruc1ion Cooru1n.,1or, 
Sccrct.iri.il Service', 

coordinating developer 
COORDll\ATIO'\ 
Au\lce 10 Development Group anu Sponsors on the following 
Pro1cc1 Development. Technical Information. 
Cons1ruuion Me1hou,. Co,1s anu Qu,ili1y 

•••••• T1me1ahle. Prouun1on 
Rc\lcw of De,ign~ 
Gener"I Supervision 

DE\ 'ELOPMl:NT 
F1n;incing. Developing and Marketing of Market Housing and 
Commercial Space 

architects - contractors 
A var1c1y of Arc·hitects and Con1r.ic1ors for. 
Senior Citizen, Resiuen11al 
Co-op Rcsiucnti"I 
l\on Profit Rcsiden11al 
controlled Rc,alc Conuom1n1um Resiucn11.il 
S(hool "nu Communi1v Centre 
P.irk anu Puthc Sp.ic~ · 

Source: R. Rodger (1976) Creating a Livable Community, p. 22. 
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However, concern was raised about the co-ordination of the design of the 
individual non-profit projects. There were many actors involved but the 
FCDG was not included in a key part of the process. 

City staff went to architects, contractors, and Central 
Mortgage and Housing Corporation with the sponsors to 
assist them. However, details of design were discussed 
by architects and sponsors with CMHC. The City had no 
discussion with CMHC architects. Design problems in 
Phase 1 occurred as a result of not having a direct 
liaison with the sponsor's architect.~/ 

For these reasons, the FCDG put forward a proposal that the city itself 
assume responsibility for development of the non-market housing component 
of Phase 2. 

The general intent is that the City's Public Housing 
Corporation would be used as a vehicle for financing 
the cost of construction of improvements through deben
ture financing. The Public Housing Corporation, under 
Council direction and using the False Creek Project 
Manager as an agent, would then develop non-market 
dwellings and arrange for the ultimate mortgage finan
cing from CMHC for non-market sponsors. Sponsors for 
the non-market housing would be named by Council on 
recommendation of the Project Manager. These sponsor 
groups would eventually assume a ground lease from the 
City for their project and would have immediate occu
pancy of a completed housing project. Since the spon
sors are not responsible for the construction of the 
units, this is known as a "turnkey" approach.'}_/ 

These recommendation was not accepted by Council due to the 
potential technical and financial problems which could arise, placing the 
city at risk. 

One important reason for Council's rejection of the proposal is 
that the city would have to assume the financial risk involved in the 
development of the non-market housing. Four components of potential 
financial risk were identified: working capital; delays in the approval 
process; construction cost over-runs; and vacancy rates . .!QI 

8. City of Vancouver, Standing Committee on Planning and Deve
lopment Report to Council, March 10, 1977. 

9. Ibid. 

10. City of Vancouver, Manager's Report to City Council's Stand
ing Committee on Planning and Development, February 28, 1977. 
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The Director of Finance had estimated that a worst case scenario 
(i.e., no incoming revenues) would result in the city having to assume 
payments of $2 million to $2.5 million per year. A more realistic estimate 
of the city's financial liability, should major difficulties emerge, was 
pegged at $1 million per year . .!.!_! 

Another possible reason for the decision was City Council's 
experience with the Vancouver Non-Profit Housing Corporation. The 
corporation was established in 1974, but by 1976 its first director had 
resigned. Among the problems experienced by the fledgling Corporation 
were: 

the frustration of attempting to construct housing 
which met CMHC financial guidelines in the high cost 
Vancouver area, and which complied with CMHC, Provin
cial and City guidelines for family housing, combined 
with the lack of front end financial support from the 
City, an absence of agreed upon City housing goals and 
strong citizen opposition to locating projects in exis
ting communities. _!l/ 

Without a municipal non-profit housing corporation the City could not, and 
therefore, did not pursue this option. As development of the site 
progressed through the other phases, co-ordination with the non-profit 
groups did not prove to be an unusually difficult process. 

10.5 Phase 2 Implementation 

Phase 2 was developed much along the lines of Phase 1. Only a 
few changes were made in the development process. The position of Co
ordinating Developer was discontinued and the firm of Downs/Archambault
Davidson/Johnson was selected as the Co-ordinating Architect. This firm 
had designed the site plan for Phase 2. 

A major difference between implementation of Phase 1 and 2 is 
that in Phase 2 implementation proceeded much more smoothly, largely due to 
experienced gained from Phase 1. The redevelopment of False Creek was 
initially considered to be a tenuous and somewhat speculative venture 
because of the nature and location of the site and because the city had no 
experience in undertaking a redevelopment project of this magnitude. This 
made Phase 1 an almost over co-ordinated process due to the fear of 
creating situations in which the continuation of the project itself might 
be jeopardized. The FCDG was involved in every aspect of the project and 

11. Ibid. 

12. City of Vancouver Planning Department (1979) Affordable 
Housing Government Responses, Understanding Vancouver's Housing, Part 
IV(b), p. 5. 
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particularly with the non-market housing developments. 
Architect also played a greater role in the supervision 
design process for the individual housing projects than 
Phase 2. 

The Co-ordinating 
and review of the 
was the case in 

Great care had to be exercised to ensure that Phase 1 was 
developed as a successful and attractive inner-city neighbourhood. Once 
this was achieved, and the precedent set, the implementation process and 
the supervisory activities of the FCDG became somewhat more relaxed. In 
addition, as the development proceeded, the participants became more 
familiar with the process and institutions involved and with their 
respective responsibilities. For example, when the Phase 1 development 
commenced the federal social housing programs were relatively new. Both 
the sponsor groups and CMHC staff were not fully familiar with the program 
delivery mechanism. In addition, city staff had to negotiate with CMHC 
early in the process over the amount of financial assistance available to 
the non-market projects. Market conditions in Vancouver were continually 
more difficult for social housing than in other parts of the country and 
the federal funding levels had to reflect this. The city still had to 
write down the estimate of the prevailing market value of the land to make 
most of the social housing projects in False Creek financially viable. As 
time passed all parties became more familiar with the government programs 
available, their areas of flexibility and the constraints they posed. 

Negotiating the financing of the social housing projects in the 
first phase of False Creek was not the only difficulty the FCDG had to 
surmount. The initial non-profit and co-operative sponsors tended to be 
less familiar with the development process and required a great deal of 
assistance. There were no experienced non-profit resource groups when 
Phase 1 was initiated. The responsibility for guiding the non-profits and 
co-ops became the responsibility of the FCDG. The city itself had to 
assist in the establishment of the first co-op, the False Creek Co
operative. By the time Phase 2 was ready for development, several 
experienced non-profit and co-op development resource groups existed. 
These groups guided the projects through the development process, not the 
FCDG. 

This situation was somewhat different from that in St. Lawrence. 
The St. Lawrence project came on stream about two years later than False 
Creek. By that time, a great deal of social housing had been built in and 
around Metropolitan Toronto and the city could rely on the existing and 
experienced resource groups for at least the larger of the co-op projects. 
In addition, the City of Toronto had its own non-profit housing company, 
Cityhome, to build the municipal non-profits. The Greater Vancouver 
Regional Districts non-profit housing company decided not to participate in 
False Creek because they were not interested at the time in building inner 
city projects. All the non-profit projects in False Creek, therefore, were 
either private non-profits or co-op. There were no public non-profits. In 
contrast, 27 percent (957 out of 3,519 units) of the housing in St. 
Lawrence was developed by the City of Toronto's Cityhome. The combination 
of experienced co-op resource groups and municipal housing company staff 
made development of the non-profits in St. Lawrence a less difficult pro
cess than that faced by the FCDG in Vancouver. 
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10.6 Phase 3 (Area lOB) Implementation 

Development of the final phase of the city owned south shore of 
False Creek began in 1982. The site is an unusual one, odd shaped and 
adjacent to the high level Granville St. Bridge. City Council decided that 
the site was not very suitable for family housing and, unlike the other two 
phases, decided to market the land to the private sector rather than seek
ing any particular social mix. The plans did, however, provide for one 
small non-market project accounting for 20 percent of the units in Phase 3 
(rather then the over 60 percent non-market units provided for in the 
previous two phases). The non-market project, Marina Co-op with 63 units, 
was completed in November, 1982. 

Phase 3 was, in effect, "tacked onto" the city's redevelopment of 
False Creek after the city was able to negotiate a land swap which 
consolidated the city-owned properties in Area lOB. The city's original 
plan was to market the entire site as a single development package. After 
several attempts to proceed to implementation from the late 1970's on, a 
developer began construction in 1981. Narod Developments undertook the 
development of the entire site, except for two small parcels, only to be 
forced into receivership as a result of the recession of 1982. As a result 
the City of Vancouver has been forced to subdivide the property to enable 
development to proceed on a site by site basis. By 1984 the FCDG had 
proceeded with the proposal call for development of all remaining 
properties. 

The phase out of the FCDG will take place in about two years, 
when Phase 3 is completed. Only one parcel in Phase 2 remains. A co-op is 
under construction on the site which had originally been intended for a 
mixed commercial and residential market development. However, the 
Vancouver real estate market has not permitted that type of building to be 
economically viable. This represents an increase in the social housing 
component. The Creekview Co-op, which began construction in early 1984, 
contains 104 units. 

At the present the FCDG consists of two staff, a part-time 
director and a full-time project manager. Clerical staff of the Properties 
Department provide administrative support to the FCDG. A great deal of 
development is occurring around the False Creek neighbourhood developed by 
the city but none of it is on city owned land. To the east of the site the 
former Johnston Terminals is being redeveloped for market housing as is the 
land west of the neighbourhood. On the north shore of False Creek is B.C. 
Place, the site of the recently completed domed stadium, the 1986 worlds 
fair and a great deal of residential and commercial development, all being 
coordinated by a provincial crown corporation. 
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10.7 The Implementation Process: An Overview 

In view of the complex nature of the False Creek redevelopment 
process and the city's initial inexperience with a project of such magni
tude, the implementation process can only be judged as having been a very 
successful one. Implementation has been expeditious and the host of un
foreseen problems associated with any such undertaking have been dealt with 
in an efficient and effective manner. 

The choice of an internal but separate agency of the municipal 
government has proven to be the right one. The City Council was able to 
maintain full control over any aspect of the project it wished and the 
project was not affected by the constraints which might have developed if 
an existing, mainline department had been selected to administer the imple
mentation of the redevelopment plan. The establishment of a temporary 
group with the rank of a mainline departme~t ensured access to senior 
decision makers while allowing the group to adjust its size to the nature 
of the immediate needs as well as hire, on a temporary basis, people with 
the specific skills needed. The bureaucracy, hidden agenda's and politics 
of mainline departments were avoided. 

The appointment of a development consultant with considerable 
expertise and credibility within the local development and financial insti
tutions helped lend legitimacy to the project in the early stages. The 
fact that the FCDG was both developer and implementer of municipal policy 
provided a flexible institutional structure in which the day-to-day crises 
could be, and were, effectively dealt with. 
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Chapter 11 

False Creek Project Costs and Financing 

Serious discussion of policies and procedures relating to the 
financing of the municipal redevelopment of the south shore of False Creek 
began only after decisions were made about the goals, objectives and even 
some of the design guidelines. The transformation of the industrial site 
into an innovative quality residential environment was the city's first 
priority -- the financing mechanisms were left for later. The June 1973 
False Creek policies report discusses all the major issues at length, 
except for financing. The brief mention of financing proposed that "the 
financial and land management aspects of False Creek should be managed so 
as to ensure a quality environment." !_I 

11.1 Total Project Costs and Revenues 

City officials were aware that their improvement of the south 
shore would stimulate redevelopment in adjacent areas, enhancing the city 0 s 
tax base. In 1971 it was estimated that redevelopment of the False Creek 
basin would produce an estimated $700 million in taxable assessment, com
pared to the 1969 assessment value of $70 million.~/ There was, however, 
the question of the immediate "front end expenses." These had to be 
financed and the question was how. The front end expenses include all 
costs relating to the assembly, preparation and full servicing of the site 
for development: costs of consolidating municipal ownership of the site, 
demolition of on-site structures, consultants studies, administrative 
staff, site preparation, installation of municipal services (sewer, water, 
streets, electrical, etc.), construction of the seawall, relocation of the 
rail line and bridging of the arterial road (6th Avenue). 

1. City of Vancouver Planning Department (1975) False Creek 
Policies and Actions, June, p. 58. 

2. See: Rodger, R. (1976) Creating~ Livable Inner City 
Community, Vancouver's Experience, Vancouver: False Creek Development 
Group, p. 23. 
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Project Financing on a Full Recovery Basis. City officials were 
aware that it would be difficult to balance their social objectives while 
maintaining the financial viability of their undertaking. Given the poli- · 
tical situation, in which a strong lobby opposed to use of the site for a 
socially mixed residential neighbourhood continually sought to block the 
project, an early decision was made to undertake the project at no long 
term cost to the city's taxpayers. The city would undertake the project on 
a full recovery basis. This decision was made in 1973 and reconfirmed from . 
time to time throughout the early stages of the planning and design of the 
project. 

One of the arguments against the option of leaving the south 
shore a public park was that it would do nothing for increasing the tax 
base. A park would cost over $20 million to implement and would impose 
long term maintenance costs. No revenues would be produced nor would a 
park necessarily spark redevelopment in the adjacent area. The financial 
goal of undertaking a housing project on the site on a break even basis was 
to avoid placing any long term drain on municipal finances while also 
achieving housing objectives and stimulating private redevelopment around 
the site. Redevelopment of the city owned land on a break even basis 
included the expectation of generating a surplus from the lease of the 
market sites in order to help write down land costs for the non-market 
housing and to help pay for the high level of amenities being proposed for 
the site. Private market sites were leased at full market value whereas 
the market value of the non-market housing sites was written down in cases 
where these projects would not otherwise be viable. 

On December 10, 1974 City Council received a detailed report from 
the Director of Finance and the False Creek Development Consultant on front 
end expenditure estimates and sources of financing. Phase 1 development 
expenditures were estimated to be $8 million and Phase 2 $6.2 million. 
City Council directed that all expenses be recovered from the development. 
Land values were calculated for the various parcels so as to recover the 
cost of development while still maximizing the attainment of the household 
and income mix objectives. An early decision was also made to only lease 
development sites, thereby maintaining long term ownership of the site for 
a future generation of Vancouverites. City Council, in September 1974, in 
dealing with the social mix report, and in December 1974, in dealing with 
the front end expenses, "directed that the City retain ownership of the 
land, lease it and participate in speculative gain on the land values." ll 
Phases 1 and 2 were were to be financed on a full recovery basis so that 
the city would at least recover its front end expenditures, whereas for 
Phase 3 it was decided that the city should maximize its return on the 
lease of development sites. The redevelopment of the south shore over the 
past ten years has successfully achieved these financial objectives. The 
capitalized land leases for Phases 1 and 2 cover all the city's expendi
tures with a small surplus and Phase 3 is producing a substantial surplus. 

3. City of Vancouver, Standing Committee on Planning and 
Development (1975) Manager's Report: Phase l.t_ Area~ False Creek, 
February 6, p.5. 
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TABLE 11-1 

FALSE CREEK NEIGHBOURHOOD: TOTAL PROJECT COSTS 

Land Assembly 

Seawall 

Utilities and Streets 

Park and Open Space 

Development Group Costs 

Consultants 

Parking 

Laurel Land Bridge 

Granville Island Shared 

Site Development 

Noise Abatement 

Cost Sharing 

Contingency 

s 

Costs 

Phase 1 
Area 6 

809,100 

1,821,000 

4,537,400 

1,548,000 

326,900 

613,500 

438,400 

694,200 

Cost of Each Phase: S 10,788,500 

TOTAL PROJECT COST: $ 21,478,000 

s 

Phase 2 
Area 6 

1,275,000 

1,200,000 

1,732,000 

600,000 

768,000 

577,900 

473,500 

169,300 

273,000 

84,600 

$ 7,153,300 

Source: City of Vancouver False Creek Development Group, 
staff calculations, December, 1982. 
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s 

Phase 3 

Area lOB 

918,700 

500,000 

915,300 

386,000 

168,200 

95,000 

370,000 

183,000 

$ 3,536,200 



TABLE 11-2 

FALSE CREEK NEIGHBOURHOOD: TOTAL PROJECT REVENUES 

Land Leases 
Prepaid Equivalents 

Seawall 
Federal Winter Works Grant 

Phase 1 
Area 6 

$ 10,100,000 

1,100,000 

Revenues From Each Phase: $ 11,200,000 

TOTAL PROJECT REVENUES: $ 28,850,000 

Phase 2 
Area 6 

$ 8,700,000 

870,000 

$ 9,570,000 

Source: City of Vancouver False Creek Development Group, 
staff calculations, December, 1982. 

187 

Phase 3 
Area lOB 

$ 7,800,000 

280,000 

$ 8,080,000 



Municipal Costs and Revenues. Redevelopment of the south shore 
has cost a total of $21.48 million and the expected revenues to the city 
from the land leases is expected to be $26.60 million. In addition, the 
city received a Federal Winter Works Grant of $2.25 million in the mid 
1970's to cover part of the cost of the seawall. Total revenues from the 
False Creek project are expected, therefore, to be $28.85 million, pro
ducing an estimated surplus of $7.37 million. A summary of the total 
project costs and revenues is provided in Table 11-1 and 11-2. 

Most of the surplus has come from Phase 3 in which City Council 
decided not to implement an extensive family and social housing component 
because of the unsuitability of the site for this type of housing. 
Instead, Council directed that the return to the city from the lease of 
development sites be maximized. The amount of the return depends upon the 
state of the real estate market at the time the sites come on stream. A 
great deal of inflation has occurred in the Vancouver market since the 
start of the False Creek project in the early 1970's. 

It should be noted that the amount of the return to the city is 
based on the prepaid equivalent of lease values. As noted earlier, leasing 
land for residential strata units had never been done in Vancouver prior to 
the False Creek south shore development and the Condominium Act had to be 
amended to allow it. In order to provide the developers with marketing 
flexibility, the City agreed to offer to purchasers of the individual 
condominium units four options for the payment of the land rent. One was 
prepayment, the other three, and these were the most popular, offered 
differing rent schedules for the first 30 years of the 60 year leases with 
the last 30 years rent to be the subject of negotiation or arbitration at 
the thirtieth anniversary of the lease. One schedule set a fixed monthly 
rent for the first 30 years, another a lower amount for the first tifteen 
years and a higher amount for the next fifteen, and the third set a fixed 
rent for the first three years with the rent thereafter rising, until year 
thirty, at the rate of change of the Personal Disposable Income Index. 

The project revenue figures in this chapter, therefore, which are 
based on the pre-paid equivalent of the leases, only provide a rough -
though reasonably close -- estimate of the financial return to the city. 
The figures do not represent the actual return. The actual return is based 
on the interest and discount rates used to set the schedules for each 
condominium lot. To calculate these exactly would require a time consuming 
process and, given that the rent for the last 30 years of the lease is not 
yet fixed, would still not provide a precise total. 

Surplus Revenues from Each Phase. The following summary of the 
estimated surplus from each of the three phases shows the degree to which 
Phase 3 is contributing to the estimated surplus. 
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Phase 1 

Phase 2 

Phase 3 

Costs 

$10,788,500 

7,153,300 

3,536,200 

Revenues 

$ 11 , 2 00 , 000 

9,570,000 

8,080,000 

$ 

Surplus 

410,000 (+ 4%) 

2,416,700 (+ 34%) 

4,543,800 (+130%) 

In addition to the growing market value of the development sites through 
the years, part of the differential in the surplus between phases is due to 
the heavier costs involved in Phase 1. Phase 1 is the lowest density and 
the largest of the three phases. Some of the cost of the large municipal 
park is included in Phase 1 expenses because it is intended to be 
regional, not a neighbourhood, park. Utilities and streets in Phase 1 cost 
over $4.5 million (in mid-1970's dollars) whereas the total cost of 
utilities and streets in Phases 2 and 3 is - $2.7 million (in late 1970's and 
early 1980's dollars). The school, located in Phase 1, however, was not 
financed out of False Creek revenues. 

11.2 Municipal Financing of the Redevelopment of False Creek 

The Federal $10 Million Loan, 1973. A major impetus to City 
Council's decision to redevelop the south shore for housing was a Federal 
loan of $10 to help finance the project. In December 1973 Council voted to 
ask the B.C. housing minister to seek a loan from CMHC under Section 42 of 
the National Housing Act to help finance the front end expenses associated 
with Phases 1 and 2. This was only a month after approval was given in 
principle to proceed with the residential redevelopment of the south shore. 
Up to that point the city had spent some $2.8 million on land acquisition 
and development and had appropriated another $1 million for various 
budgeted expenditures. The front end costs associated with the redevelop
ment of Phases 1 and 2 was estimated to be $8.9 million. In addition, the 
cost of upgrading Sixth Avenue, developing the open space and building a 
marina was estimated to be $4.9 million. The city decided to seek a $10 
million loan to help finance False Creek related expenses. The estimated 
timing of the requirement for the $10 million financing was: 1974, $1.7 
million; 1975, $5 million; 1976, $2.7 million; 1977, $600,000. ~/ 

Within three weeks Urban Affairs Minister Ron Basford,the MP for 
Vancouver Centre in which False Creek is located, announced approval of the 
loan request. CMHC loaned the city the full $10 million at an 8% interest 
rate for a 50 year period. Authorization for such a loan was provided by 
Section 42(1) of the National Housing Act. That section permitted loans 
for "assembling and developing land for housing or for developing land for 
any purpose incidental thereto." The city requested the loan for the 
"incidental" purposes, to help finance the front end expenses. The 

4, Vancouver Sun, December 12, 1973. 
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Minister hoped that the financing would help speed progress in False Creek 
so that some of the site could be redeveloped in time for the May, 1976 
United Nations Habitat Conference being held in Vancouver.~/ 

Significance of the Federal Loan. The timing of the loan was 
very important, perhaps, in the end, more so than the money itself. The 
loan came at a crucial time in the political debate over redevelopment 
policies for the south shore. It helped further dampen opposition to the 
residential use of the land due to the availability of financing under 
favourable terms. An editorial in the Vancouver Sun did not know whether 
to view the loan, made "almost with the speed of light", as "a boon or a 
tragedy," because 

of citizens 
the loan 

central minicity 

for what is plainly a significant body 
opposed to housing on the south shore, 
appears to put city council's proposed 
close to the point of no return.~/ 

The loan not only had the political impact of helping enable the 
City Council to proceed with Phase 1 but also had the financial impact of 
enabling the city to proceed with the redevelopment of the entire site as 
one package. The city could have developed Phase 1 and then, at some 
future date, begin development of Phase 2 and eventually Phase 3. Instead, 
planning and design for Phase 2 began immediately after Phase 1 was ready 
to begin construction and Phase 3 was planned during the start of Phase 2. 
At the time the loan was made, one of the chief proponents of the False 
Creek project, Alderman Walter Hardwick, noted the significance of the loan 
in the following terms: 

The importance of the money to the city really centres 
around the fact that we will probably be able to de
velop the majority of land between Cambie and Granville 
bridges in one period of time. If we had to use conven
tional sources of financing, the development probably 
would have stretched over five to eight years. Another 
advantage is that the loan is at lower interest rates 
and over a longer period of time than a conventional 
loan. City director of finance Peter Leckie has esti
mated the city will save more than $2 million in in
terest payments. I know Mr. Basford feels as I do that 
we should be able to demonstrate to the people through
out the world imaginative ways of using marginal inner 
city land and creating a new urban environment. II 

5. Vancouver Sun, December 31, 1973. 

6. Vancouver Sun, January 3, 1974. 

7. Ibid. 
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In addition to using the loan to finance the city's expenditures 
on preparation of each Phase of the site for development, the city drew 
upon its Property Endowment Fund and its general revenues for interim 
financing. All of this financing was recoverable so it was a matter of 
obtaining the necessary financing from where ever it happened to be availa
ble at the time of the request. For example, the following is an extract 
from a 1976 report on the capital budget prepared by the False Creek 
Development Group for city council. 

The source of funds for the balance of the front end 
expenditures, i.e., for a net of $6,489,000 plus 
$170,000 for area lOB plus $158,000 for Granville 
Island (recoverable), will be the approved CMHC loan 
and for the balance of approximately $615,000 ... would 
have to be the Property Endowment Fund in 1977. The 
Property Endowment Fund does not have these funds 
available in 1976 but can be expected to have them 
available in 1977. This will have to be referred to 
the Board of the Property Endowment Fund if Council 
approves the recommendations in this report.~/ 

The Federal Grant Partially Financing the Seawall. In addition 
to the subsidy provided through a loan on favourable terms, the federal 
government also agreed to partially finance the seawall from its Winter 
Works grant program. The federal grant of $2.25 million paid for 64% of 
the $3.52 million seawall running the length of the city's south shore 
property. This is the only major grant made to the False Creek project by 
the federal government. 

Financing the Individual Housing Projects. While the city 
financed the front end expenses associated with bringing the site on stream 
for housing, the developers of the individual housing projects had to 
secure their own financing for the housing. This was only a problem at the 
start of the development of Phase 1. Sponsors of the market condominiums 
and commercial space encountered difficulties in raising funds on the 
financial markets. The venture was considered to be too risky and projects 
such as these had never been financed on leased land. 

In order to tackle the financing problem, the city hired an 
investment firm (A.E. Ames) to undertake a feasibility study. The study 
confirmed that the project was sound and that it was practical to mortgage 
condominiums on leased land. The financial institutions were still not 
interested and the city had to exert its influence on its bank to lend the 

8. City of Vancouver, False Creek Development Group (1976) 
Capital Budget= Area~ False Creek, report to City Council, October 29, 
1976. 
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money for the first mortgages. In September 1975 the Bank of Montreal came 
forward with the $10 million needed by the developers of the 300 
condominiums in Phase 1. ii 

In addition to this financial problem, there was a legal problem 
with the city's desire to lease all development sites. Provincial law (the 
Strata Titles Act) did not allow condominiums to be built on leased land. 
After some discussion, the city was able to convince the province to change 
its Strata Titles Act (now the Condominiums Act). The use of a land lease 
for all development sites within False Creek, therefore, broke new ground. 
Attitudes of the major financial institutions as well as the laws governing 
condominium ownership were successfully adjusted to fit the policy 
decisions of City Council. Vancouver has retained the long term ownership 
of the entire south shore of False Creek through the land leases, generally 
60 years in length. One point of interest is that the Condominium Act 
requires that condominiums on leased land be purchased at their fair market 
value at the end of the lease or else the lease must be renewed. 

Although Toronto's city council also initially decided to keep 
ownership of the entire St. Lawrence site, the city was forced to begin 
selling the private market sites. All the non-profit projects are on 
leased land. Fears about the viability of St. Lawrence as a quality neigh
bourhood were much greater than those about False Creek due to the numerous 
environmental problems with the site. The city of Toronto decided not to 
try to tackle the financial institutions and the provincial condominium 
act, considering themselves lucky in the early stages to have any interest 
from the private sector in building in St. Lawrence. The potential impedi
ment of the land lease was, therefore, removed. 

11.3 False Creek -- A Financial Success 

On the basis of the initial objective to at least breakeven in 
recovering municipal front end expenses, False Creek has been a financial 
success for the city. The figures do not separate current from constant 
dollars over the ten year period. Nor do they fully account for the fact 
that few of the condominium leases are prepaid. It would be difficult, if 
not impossible, to carefully compute such a calculation due to the numerous 
transactions occurring not only over the past but into the future. So the 
statement that False Creek has produced a surplus of over $7 million for 
the city must be qualified. The city has received some of this money in 
the past and will be receiving the rest in the future. There is no special 
fund of $7 million sitting in some account. 

In addition, False Creek has contributed substantially to the 
city's tax base, not only within the south shore but in most adjacent 
areas. Fairview Slopes, the neighbourhood to the immediate south of Phase 
1 and 2, has been completely redeveloped into expensive medium density 
housing. The areas to the east (the Johnston Terminals site) and to the 

9. R. Rodger (1976), p. 27. 
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west (the B.C. Central Credit Union site) are both being redeveloped at 
medium and high densities. In addition, there is the provincial redevelop
ment of the entire north shore (B.C. Place) and the start of redevelopment 
of the eastern end of False Creek, adjacent to B.C. Place. Much of this 
would have happened eventually, but the city led the way with a high 
quality residential community which made the site available to a large 
number of low and moderate income residents who would otherwise have 
probably been excluded. 
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1910's 

1929 

Chapter 12 

The False Creek Neighbourhood: An Outline History 

Several plans 
area as a deep 
of these plans 
construction of 

are advanced for development of the False 
sea harbour with docks and rail terminals. 
were realized, except for filling the creek 
rail yards east of Main Street. 

Creek 
None 

and 

Dec. Harland Bartholomew's Plan for the City of Vancouver recommends 
improving the False Creek basin as an industrial area: "the 
entire False Creek area may be reclaimed and used for purposes 
more appropriate to a city of a 0 million population. The theory 
of the plan is, briefly, to create greater land values by 
increasing the desirability of the lands for high-class 
industries." 

1950 

1955 

Engineer E.L. Cousins is hired as a consultant by City Council to 
undertake a False Creek Development Study, reviewing railways, 
waterways, sawmills and the general economic condition of the 
False Creek basin. 

Oct. E.L. Cousins presents his Report.£!! False Creek to City Council, 
recommending that two committees be established, one consisting 
of major land owners and the other of technical advisors. The two 
committees are established by City Council but none of Cousins' 
improved industrial development were pursued. 
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1959 

Jan. Another attempt to improve the False Creek area is made by City 
Council's reappointment of a False Creek Development Committee to 
"call together interested parties in order that recommendations 
may be made to Council in respect to proceeding upon 
recommendations contained in the Cousins' Report." 

1960 

Sept. 

Dec. 

1963 

The Director of City Planning reports to Council that because of 
the many long term leases on city-owned land in the False Creek 
area any attempt to clean up or redevelop the area would be 
difficult until the leases expired in 1971. 

The False Creek Development Committee recommends that the Creek 
be a secondary harbour and a major industrial area. During the 
1960's the Planning Department worked on refining industrial 
improvements for False Creek, including an improved shipping 
channel and improved road access around the Creek (as originally 
recommended in Bartholomew's 1928 master plan for the city). 

Oct. Report on the Rehabilitation of False Creek, by the City Planning 
Department, recommends that the area should be devoted to light 
industries (rather than hoping for one very large industry to 
move in) and that the present inadequate access should be 
substantially improved to attract more industry, investment and 
jobs. 

1967 

False Creek lands: The Provincial Government and the C.P.R. 
settle their 1928 land lease problems by giving the C.P.R. 
control of both shore and underwater land on the north side of 
False Creek, while the government took control on the south 
shore. Then the Provincial government entered into negotiations 
with Vancouver to trade its south shore property for 200 acres of 
city-owned land on Burnaby Mountain (in order to build Simon 
Fraser University). 
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Feb. 

Oct. 24 

1968 

Mar. 26 

Aug. 

Nov. 19 

Dec. 

The Vancouver Parks Board resolves to develop a long-term plan 
for parks and recreation objectives for the whole of False Creek. 

City Council adopts a motion stating that it is city policy that 
False Creek remain an industrial area: "THAT WHEREAS the City has 
been advised of the concern of certain industries located on land 
based in the False Creek industrial area as to the continuance of 
their leases; THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT it is Council's 
policy at this time, that the land abutting False Creek be 
retained as an industrial area." This was opposed by the Parks 
Board. 

In a report to City Council on False Creek land use policy, the 
City Planning Department recommends that Council reconsider its 
October 1967 industrial policy for the Creek because there were 
too many practical difficulties in maintaining and expanding 
industry and that "uses like extensive ornamental parks, office 
towers and residential uses would be difficult to introduce into 
this area of False Creek without large scale redevelopment." 
Council accepted the report in principle and voted to re-examine 
its industrial policy. 

City Planning Department presents its report Downtown Vancouver 
to Council. One of eleven key issues it presents was directed at 
False Creek, asking questions such as: "what should the future of 
this land be? ... will a changing pattern of port development make 
waterfront land now occupied by industry available for other uses? 
Are inefficient industrial operations pre-emptying land that 
should be used in other ways? Is False Creek an essential part 
of the harbour complex, or should this area be used for other 
purposes such as parks and apartments?" 

City Council approves the exchange of 200 acres of its land on 
Burnaby Mountain plus $424,000 for 85 acres of land owned by the 
Province on the south side of False Creek. This gives the city 
the opportunity to redevelop the south shore itself. 

The C.P.R. announces a $185 million apartment project for their 
lands on the north shore of False Creek. The C.P.R. also 
proposes swapping its Shaughnessy Golf Course land for the city's 
recently acquired land on the south shore. This helped focus 
public attention on False Creek 0 land use planning issues. 
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1969 

Nov. 27 

Nov. 27 

1970 

Jan. 7 

Jan. 13 

Nov. 17 

Nov. 

The Standing Committee on Planning, Development and Transporta
tion adopts a public discussion process for False Creek land use 
policy: "that a simple brochure outlining proposals for False 
Creek be prepared. That the alternatives for False Creek be 
presented to a public meeting or meetings as soon as possible. 
That a period of thirty days be set for receipt of submissions by 
Council after such meetings." 

False Creek south shore redevelopment approved by City Council's 
Planning and Development Committee. 

A motion by Alderman Phillips stating that "if and when the 
City's land on False Creek is developed for residential purposes, 
provision be made ... for the inclusion of a significant amount of 
low cost, public, private and senior citizens' housing" is 
carried without too much debate. 

City Council requests that a development plan be prepared for 
False Creek Planning Area 6 and 10 (i.e., the largely city-owned 
south shore). 

False Creek Policy Plan is proposed by City Planning Department, 
recommending that "Residences will comprise a significant por
tion of new development.... Population of this plan area at 
full development is estimated at 45,080 people living in approxi
mately 28,080 dwellings." 

City Council approves the appointment of a group of consultants 
headed by Thompson, Berwick, Pratt and Partners to prepare a 
Development Plan for the south shore of False Creek. 

The False Creek Study Group is established by the City, to guide 
the work of the consultants. 
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1971 

Sept. 

1972 

Jan. 18 

Proposed Policies for the Redevelopment of False Creek, by the 
Department of Planning and Civic Development, recommends that: 
"Residential uses ought to provide for a substantial cross
section of households, family sizes and income groups. The 
density of population and buildings should relate to the Inner 
City and form part of a livable and pleasant environment .... 
Population of the planned area entire False Creek basin plus 
Fairview Shops at full development would be approximately 41,000 
persons living in about 26,000 dwelling units." 

City Council establishes a Special False Creek Committee to 
produce policy guidelines for development. 

Apr. False Creek Proposals, Report~ and~. prepared for the False 
Creek Study Group by Thompson, Berwick, Pratt and Partners. 

Apr. The Parks Board recommends that all 85 City-owned acres should be 
park. 

May 

July 

The City Planning Commission recommends in a report that False 
Creek be developed as a mixed residential-recreational area with 
a final population of no greater than 38,000 people. This meant 
that the Park Board was the only agency recommending no 
housing. The park vs. housing debate replaced the long standing 
industrial vs. residential-recreational debate. 

The Federal Government announces a cost sharing program for False 
Creek studies. 

Sep. False Creek becomes an issue in the c1v1c elections; the winning 
party, The Elector's Action Movement (TEAM), promised to begin 
construction within two years. TEAM was an "urban reform" group; 
four of the elected aldermen were UBC professors interested in 
planning issues. The newly elected Mayor (Phillips) and a re
elected alderman (Hardwick) were among those who had supported 
socially mixed residential development for several years. 

Dec. City Council appoints Thompson, Berwick, Pratt and Partners as 
consultants to the City to prepare a concept plan for the south 
shore of False Creek. 
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1973 

Jan. 16 

Apr. 10 

June 

July 26 

Nov. 16 

Dec. 

1974 

City Council votes to allocate $1.25 million toward building a 
seawall along the south shore. The Federal Government agrees to 
provide the other $2.30 million needed for the project. 

City Council approves $205,000 for False Creek planning -- staff, 
consultants and public information program. 

False Creek Policies and Actions, a report by the City Planning 
Department, raises questions concerning the amount and type of 
housing as well as the income mix of future residents. 

Two 11-member False Creek review panels 
Planning Commission at the request of 
recommendations on housing mix options. 

are named by the 
City Council to 

City 
make 

The City Planning Commission gives unanimous approval to a report 
calling for a major park on the south side of False Creek, not 
housing: "the False Creek Basin should be primarily established 
as a public space, rather than a series of private neighbourhood 
enclosures." 

The False Creek Planning Team of the City Planning Department is 
disbanded, with the False Creek Development Group established 
under the direction of Doug Sutcliffe. 

Feb. 5 City Council approves the appointment of three interdisciplinary 
teams to develop design concepts for Phase l of False Creek (52 
acres). 

Feb. 21 City Council votes $200,000 for False Creek development planning, 
$125,000 for salaries and office expenses and about $75,000 for 
consultants' fees. Council also ordered all but one of the 
industrial tenants to vacate city-owned lands by July 1. 

Apr. 3 

April 

Three interdisciplinary teams present their proposals to City 
Council for design concepts for Phase l of False Creek. 

False Creek Area~ Proposals presented by Thompson, Berwick, 
Pratt and Partners to the False Creek Study Group. Recommend 800 
housing units in 8 enclosures. 
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May 1 

June 

June 27 

June 27 

Sep. 10 

Nov. 

Nov. 12 

1975 

Feb. 13 

Feb. 25 

Sep. 28 

City Council approves social and income mix goals for False Creek 
housing; 1/3 each for low, moderate and upper income people; 25% 
for families with children, 25% for couples, 15% seniors and 15% 
singles. 

Planning Commissioner "disappointed" in the three alternative 
development proposals for False Creek; recommends that the 
Thompson, Berwick, Pratt and Assoc. proposal be adopted as a 
basis for public hearing and rezoning but that numerous 
modifications be made. 

City Council votes to rezone False Creek lands, establishing the 
False Creek Comprehensive District, setting out basic policies 
and criteria to be used in considering development applications. 

Official Development Plan for False Creek is adopted by City 
Council, adopting most of the recommendations of Report 4/5 of 
the consultant. This provides the framework for preparation of 
detailed development plans: "the intent ... is to encourage high 
standards of design and development throughout the False Creek 
Basin." 

City Council approves the social mix, income mix, control of 
speculative gain, subsidies and ownership policies for Phase 1. 

False Creek is a campaign issue in the Nov. 20 municipal elec
tions; the Civic Non-Partisan Association promises to replace 
housing plans with a civic development area with art galleries, 
museums and open space, if elected. A TEAM majority is re
elected. 

False Creek Area Development Plan, Phase .!...i._ Area~ is approved by 
City Council (52.4 acres, maximum 900 units, average net density 
4.5 units/acre). It is based on the TBP&P proposal with two 
major changes: a set-back of the dwellings on the Heather Point, 
and complete continuity of access along the waterfront. 

City Council's Planning and Development 
construction of the first phase of 
neighbourhoods separated by a 15 acre park. 

Committee approves 
False Creek, two 

City Council votes 6-4 in favour of the housing proposal for 
False Creek; the vote split along party lines, with NPA aldermen 
opposed and TEAM in favour. 

Federal government approves seven loans totaling $18.2 million 
for Phase 1 housing projects. 
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1976 

Apr. 6 

June 3 

Oct. 6 

City Council approves the appointment of a design team for Phase 
2, led by Downs/Archambault and Davidson/Johnston, and developer 
Frank Stanze. The team was asked to prepare two design concepts 
for False Creek--one, a predominantly residential concept, and 
the other, a park and civic building concept. 

City Council approves housing rather than parks for False Creek's 
Phase 2 in a close 6-4 vote. 

False Creek Area Development Plan for Area 6, Phase 2 is adopted 
by City Council (10 acres, maximum 600 units). 

Nov. The first residents begin moving · into Phase 1. 

1977 

Mar. 10 

July 12 

Oct. 

Nov. 

1978 

Mar. 8 

Aug. 29 

Oct. 31 

An unsuccessful attempt is made at City Council to delay Phase 2 
by at least 6 months. 

A proposal to delay Phase 2 while economic studies are conducted 
also fails; aldermen opposed to Phase 2 claim it is too dense 
and does not provide enough park space. 

Concept for the Development of Area 10-B City of Vancouver 
Western Outboard Land, False Creek, Vancouver is prepared 
Rhone and Iredale and Daon Consulting Team. The proposal is 
departure from Phase 1 in both density of development and 
relation to the use of the waterfront. The site is one of 
least attractive and most difficult. It is hemmed in by 
Granville and Burrard Street bridges. 

and 
by 

a 
in 

the 
the 

Area 
False 

development plans are completed for Area 10-B (Phase 3 of 
Creek), the last phase of the City's south shore 

development. 

City Council approves in principle a concept plan for Area 10-B. 

City Council approves start of construction of Phase 2. 

False Creek Area Development Plan for Area lOB is adopted. 
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1979 

Feb. The Downtown Stadium Committee, a lobby composed of businessmen, 
advocates construction of a $75 million stadium on the north 
shore of False Creek. 

Dec. First residents begin moving into Phase 2. 

1980 

June 10 

Nov. 6 

1981 

Jan. 

Oct. 6 

1982 

Imperial Ventures Ltd. submits a proposal to develop 700 residen
tial units on the Johnston Terminals site (adjacent to the east 
end of Phase 1). 

The Provincial government announces its B.C. Place redevelopment 
proposals for 200 acres on the north shore of False Creek. An 
agreement was reached between the Province and Marathon/Canadian 
Pacific to exchange approximately $30 million in cash and $30 
million worth of real estate for 176 acres of False Creek land 
on the north shore plus the Dunsmiur Tunnel and the Kitsilano 
Railway Trestle. 

Construction begins on a 60,000 seat domed stadium on 20 acres of 
land near the Cambie St. Bridge on the north shore. 

The revised Area Development Plan for Phase 3 is adopted by City 
Council. 

Jan. Construction of Phase 3 begins. 

Nov. The first residents move into Phase 3. 
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1983 

Oct. 6 Evaluation of False Creek Phase l Social Objectives is prepared 
by the Planning Department, comparing the social mix objectives 
to data available in the 1981 census. 

Nov. Proposal call process for development of Phase 3 begins. 

1984 

April 

April 

April 

The first residents move into the Imperial Ventures project, on 
the former Johnston Terminals site (adjacent to the east edge of 
the city's False Creek project). The first projects completed 
are one co-operative and one non-profit rental with a total of 
175 units (funded under the federal social housing program). 

Construction begins on a 104 unit co-operative on Lot 82, the 
last development site remaining in Phase 2. 

First City Development Corp. Ltd. is awarded the last city-owned 
development site in Phase 3 . 

20 3 



13.1 

Chapter 13 

False Creek Bibliography 

City of Vancouver Planning Department Reports 

Report on the Rehabilitation of False Creek, October, 1963. 

False Creek Rehabilitation Report, February, 1964. 

History of False Creek Development Study, April, 1964. 

Report on United Management for False Creek, May, 1964. 

The Columbia-Quebec Major Street Connection and False Creek 
Rehabilitation, July, 1964. 

Memorandum on Leasehold Policy for False Creek, October, 1964. 

False Creek (information report to City Council), March, 1968. 

False Creek Development Concepts, January, 1970. 

Report on Submissions, False Creek Brochure, March, 1970. 

False Creek Policy Plan, 1970. 

Proposed Policies for the Redevelopment of False Creek, September, 1971. 

False Creek: Progress Report, September, 1972. 

Notes on March 16, 1973 Discussion Between False Creek Team and the 
Members of the Special Committee re: False Creek, March, 1973. 

Downtown Vancouver: Proposal Goals, April, 1973. 

False Creek Progress Report, June, 1973. 

False Creek Policies and Actions, June, 1973. 

Area~ The Development Opportunity, November, 1973. 

False Creek Policies, November, 1973. 

Proposal for the Rezoning of that Portion of False Creek West of 
Connaught Bridge, June, 1974. 

204 



13.2 

13.3 

13.4 

Vancouver City Planning Commission 

Report of the Committee Appointed to Consider Proposals for False Creek, 
May, 1972. 

Citizen Participation in the Planning of False Creek, February, 1973. 

False Creek= Citizen Involvement, April, 1973. 

Summary of the False Creek Seminar, August, 1973. 

False Creek: A Preliminary Report From the False Creek Review Panels, 
September, 1973. 

Report on False Creek Development, November, 1973. 

False Creek Study Group 

Progress Report !11_, March, 1971. 

Progress Report 02: An Interim Report Towards a Development Plan for 
False Creek, May, 1971. 

Progress Report #3 = False Creek Proposals, September, 1971. 

False Creek Proposals, Report~ and~. prepared by consultants, 
Thompson, Berwick, Pratt and Partners, April 1972. 

Urban Quality: The Patterns, 1972. 

False Creek Area 6 Proposals, prepared by Thompson, Berwick, Pratt and 
Partners, April, 1974. 

City of Vancouver -- Misc. 

Bartholomew, Harland and Associates (1928) ~ Plan for the City of Vancouver, 
Vancouver: Town Planning Commission. 

Vancouver City Council Special Committee re: False Creek (1972) Guidelines for 
False Creek Development, March. 

City of Vancouver (1972) False Creek: A Public Information Report, October. 

205 



Vancouver Social Planning Department (1973) Take a Walk Along the False Creek 
Waterfront. 

City of Vancouver (1974) False Creek: Three Design Concepts for the South 
Shore of Vancouver's False Creek, May. 

City of Vancouver (1974) Official Development Plan for False Creek, June. 

City of Vancouver (1974) Inner City Living= The False Creek Redevelopment 
Program:~ Demonstration Project Under the Canadian Urban 
Demonstration Program. 

City of Vancouver, False Creek Development Group (1976) False Creek Area 
Phase 2: --- -- Design Team Briefing Package, April. 

City of Vancouver, False Creek Development Group (1976) False Creek News --- ---
Special Summary Issue, June. 

City of Vancouver, False Creek Development Group (1976) False Creek 
Residents' Handbook. 

City of Vancouver, False Creek Development Group (1980) False Creek South --- ---
Shore: Mosiac ~ the Sea. 

13.5 False Creek Consultants 

Cousins, E.L. (1955) Report on False Creek. Vancouver: City of Vancouver 
Engineering Department. 

Thompson, Berwick, Pratt and Partners (1972) Proposed Redevelopment 
Strategies for Granville Island: An Extension to the False Creek 
Studies, prepared for the Minister of State for Urban Affairs, 
Ottawa, October . 

Acres Consulting Services Ltd. (1972) False Creek Railway Study Part!, 
December. 

6 

Thompson, Berwick, Pratt and Partners (1973) False Creek 
Planning for Area 10, January. 

Proposed Land Use 

Bain, Burroughs, Hanson, Raimet, Architects (1974) False Creek Settlement: A 
Place to Visit ~ Place to Live, April. 

Lea, N.D. and Associates Ltd. (1973) False Creek Community Transit Services. 

Johnston Associates (1974) Proposal for a Comprehensive Development Zone for 
the False Creek Basin, May. 

206 



Thompson, Berwick Pratt and Partners (1975) False Creek Open Space: Area §.J_ 
Phase.!...:_ Central Public Open Space and Pedestrian Streets, Squares 
and Plazas, April. 

Hawthorn, Mansfield, Towers (1975) Report on the False Creek Land Bridges, 
November. 

Downs, Archambault et al. (1976) False Creek Area~ Phase~-

Rhone, Iredale and Daon Consulting Team (1977) Concept for the Development of 
Area 10-B City of Vancouver and Western Outboard Land, False Creek, 
Vancouver, October. 

Downs, Archambault et al. (1977) False Creek Area 6 Phase 2: Design Handbook. 

13 .6 Other Major Reports and Articles 

"Award 68: False Creek Development (Architect: Erickson-Massey)" (1968) 
Canadian Architect Yearbook, 5, pp. 40-41. 

Bell, L. (197 4) "Social Aspects of Development for False Creek Development 
Group," United Community Services of the Greater Vancouver Area. 
unpublished. 

Britannia Design (1974) B.C. Central Credit Union False Creek Project, 
Vancouver. 

Budgen, M. (1980) "Vancouver's False Creek: Eyesore to Showcase," Habitat, 
23(4), pp. 20-27. 

Budgen, M. (1982) "Vancouver's False Creek: From Eyesore to Dynamic Water
front Showcase," Canadian Geographer, April/May, pp. 14-18. 

Campbell, C.S. (1974) The False Creek Follies:~ Minority Report, Vancouver. 

Challis, L. et al. (1972) False Creek: Data Sheets on Development Issues, 
Vancouver: Opportunities for Youth Program. 

Churchill, D .M. ( 1953) "False Creek Development," master thesis, Department 
of Economics, Political Science and Sociology, University of British 
Columbia. 

Davis, C., ed. (1976) The Vancouver Book. North Vancouver: J.J. Douglas Ltd. 

Elligott, R. (1977) "The Planning and Decision-Making Process of Vancouver's 
False Creek: A Case Study 1968-1974," masters thesis, School of 
Community and Regional Planning, University of British Columbia. 

207 



"False Creek, Vancouver, Cdn. Architekten: Thompson, Berwick Pratt and 
Partner, Vancouver," (1978) Baumeister 75(1), January, pp. 30-32. 

"False Creek: Decline and Rebirth" (1980) Canadian Architect, July, entire 
issue. 

"False Creek Elementary School" (1976) The Canadian Architect Yearbook 
Awards, December, pp. 26-28. 

Fukui, J. (1968) False Creek:~ Background Report for the Vancouver Board of 
Trade, Vancouver: University of British Columbia. 

Granville Island Trustees and C.M.H.C. (1978) Reference Document for 
Granville Island False Creek -- Area 9. 

Gutstein, D. (1974) "The Developer's TEAM: Vancouver's 'Reform' Party in 
Power," City Magazine 1(2), December, pp. 13-28. 

Gutstein, D. (1975) Vancouver Ltd., Toronto: James Lorimer, see pp. 84-89. 

Hardwick, W.G. (1974) Vancouver, Don Mills: Collier-Macmillan Canada. 

"Homemaking at Harborside: Spruce Townhouses, False Creek, Vancouver" (1980) 
Progressive Architecture, 61(8), pp. 78-82. 

Hough, G. (1978) "The False Creek Development Project: Intergovernmental 
Relations in Housing" masters thesis, University of Western Ontario. 

"Housing, Shops and Offices" (1980) Architectural Review, 167, May, p. 323. 

Kennedy, W. (1974) Vancouver Tomorrow: A Search for Greatness, Vancouver: 
Mitchell Press, pp. 115-120. 

Kiss, Z.S. (1969) Proposal for the North Shore of False Creek, Vancouver: 
Marathon Realty Co., Ltd., April. 

"Laurel St. Crossing, Vancouver" (1977) Canadian Architect, 22(9), p. 40. 

Manu, D. (1972) "False Creek Basin Offers Opportunity of the Decade," British 
Columbia Business Journal, April, pp. 38-39. 

Marathon Realty Company Ltd. (1971) False Creek, Vancouver, April. 

Marathon Realty Company Ltd. (1973) Marathon Realty Presentation!,£_ the False 
Creek Committee, Vancouver, August. 

Moore, J. (1977) "Vancouver's Great Urban Experiment," Western Living, 7(11), 
pp . 30-40. 

Murray, G. (1978) "False Creek Area 6 Evaluation Project Interim Report No. 
2: Summary of Architect Interviews," Vancouver: University of 
British Columbia and Canada Council. 

208 



Non-Partisan Association (1973) Position Paper on False Creek, Vancouver, 
July. 

Rabnett, R. (1975) ''False Creek: A Redevelopment Project in Vancouver," Wood 
World, 5(3), pp. 13-15. 

Rodger, R. (1977) Creating! Livable Inner City Community= Vancouver's 
Experience Vancouver: False Creek Development Group. 

Vancouver Board of Trade, Civic Affairs Committee (1969) Report on the False 
Creek Study Committee, January. 

Vancouver Urban Research Group (1972) Forever Deceiving You: The Politics of 
Vancouver Development, Vancouver: Vancouver Urban Research Group. 

Vischer Skaburskis, Planner (1980) False Creek Area~= Phase l Post 
Occupancy Evaluation, Volume 1: Executive Summary, Volume 2: Final 
Report, Ottawa: C.M.H.C. 

Zagondakis, M. et al. (1973) False Creek Image Survey. Vancouver: Design 
Participation Research. 

209 



APPENDJ:X 





APPENDIX 

SELECTIONS FROM THE 

OFFICIAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR FALSE CREEK 

This development plan is discussed in Chapter 9. 
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Official Dev e lo pm e nt Plan for False Creek 

ArPLICA TION AND INTENT 

/I By-1,,w 1n irg11l,1tc the df\ elop ment o f that part of the City of Vancouver for "'hich 
lhC' lt1n11"'J?. D,q 11t l 1i.. dr,,.r,r'ed a\ "f .Jl'-t C1 re k. ComprC'hcn\ivr Devcl o pr,cnt 01!-lricl 
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The Fal~ Creek Comprchen,ive Development Di,trict is of ,ufkient magnitude, and 
the development\ "'ithin it will be ,taged over• ,uHicienth ,-1,ncec~ period of time, 
that detailed regulation, and pl•n, cannot be dr•wn too preci<eh \loj1f1Cation, 10 the 
,pecif,c policie\ and regulation, ~I out in thi, By-l•w m•1 b, •dor1ed b1 C11y Council 
from 1,me lo time . City Council ,h•II receive •dvice from the T ,chn .c, Planning Boa re 
and thc- V..1ncou...,rr City Planning Commi\\ion btfor, adopting m od1fif~ tion\ to thi\ 
By law in wh ole or in pan . 

Thi, Ollicial Develo pment Plan By-law provid.- the fr,meworl for the rieparation of 
development plan\ in tv,,o ,tag.-" follows: 

·· Arca De, ·clop ment Plans' will be prepared for •II or N'I -' of the area ,oned 
FCC DD ba-.d upon the polici.- and regul.iion, ~1 out ,n th,; B\' ·law. Th.-e 
area development plan, will be submi11ed lo the Director of Pl,nning 1n the form of 
app,c,priate dra,.,ings and other inform•tion . The Director of P:ao ning ,hall for 
"'ard acceptable plan,, together with recommendations from the T ,chnic al Planning 
Board and the Vancouver City Pl•nning Commi\\ion to Cit\ C:>un c,I for con,ider 
Jlio n al • Public llcaring . 

1. " Ot \ rlopmfnt Pumit Applicition\" will bt m.ldt , in accordan .:, '-'Ith nurmdl pro · 
r edur c, a\ \Cl o ut in the Zoning Jnd De, ·tl o pment By -lav,, No . 3S iS , lo the DcpArl · 
mrnt of Ptrmi t, and Licenct\ . Con\idtr ,Hion of i1ny d,..,,lopmrnr pomit app!ici11ion 
will be ba , ed upon both the policits and regulat ion, of the oll1CiJI De--elopmcnt 
Plan By -la ..... and upon ~uch addition.al inform ,1t;on ,u i\ inctudrd in thr app,o,ed 
Arra DC"vC'lopmcnt Plan for thr arr,1 within wh ich thr applic~t ion 1\ madr . 

The intent in the adoption of thi, Olfici•I Development Pl,n 81"-I•" ,; l 'J rncour•g• high 
\lan d ard, of d.-ign and development throughout the Fal"' Creek Ba-•n A \lgnilicant 
dcgrcr of di\Crcti onary authority i\ gi,·en to th~ par tit\ chargrd u. ith tnr intcrprttation 
of many of the ,p,cif ic policie\ •nd regulation, co nl•ined herein . 

INTERPRETATION 

A di\ tinction i\ mad, in thi\ 8y -h1w bttwttn thrtt form\ of poli c1r\ ,1nd rtgulation\ 
which rrquirt diffc-rtnt inttrprttation\ a\ folloW\ : 

1. m,ndatory requirement\ for •rea development plan, •nd /or de, elorment permit 
application\ .-.nd for which no di\Crttioniry inttrprtlation i\ po\\iblr, 

2 . requirement\ that may be interpreted for development areas within the F•I" Cr«k 
Bu in; 

3. guideline\ v.hich provide qualitative guidance as lo the required fo rrn of devrlopment 
through dC'i,,ign interprC"talion, but which do not rrquir, litrr.1 1 1n1rrrre1,11ion for 
tach indivi dual \itu,11ion. 

OifftrtnCt\ o( opi nion u to tht inttrprrhtion of iny of tht polic10 and/or rC'~ulation\ 
co ntained licrcin ,hall be referred 10 City CoullCil for deci,ion . 
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DEFINITIONS 

Th, fo llow ing dcf1n1t m nc, c1rt relattd directly to the wo rdc, and l~nguag, ac,c.ociated with 

the Ofl,c•JI Oc, ,l< ,pment PIJr, for F al\e Creek . They mu\t be \Upplemer,ied hy other 
d r-fin1ti u n<. v.-l11ch ,1lrr .1dy , .._ic.t in the Zo ning and Development By-law and other By-1.-wc, 
'" h, c h .1, e 1~ln -.1nt , ,. t!1r ru1p 1_1c.r and intent of the Falc., Crttk Devel o pment pr uc rv) . 

Act ive Re\1rftr1t i .1I 

/\ 1 C,I 11[\ r l(•rtnr n t Pla n 

(oro rn un1ty 

(omr, 111:1lr ln (111,t1 ~ 

O rn,1t y R<"\1rl,..nt1JI 

[ nc l,1,..e 

r Jrth R,d f •in\ 

FCCDD 

A r,c,idcntia l hous..ehold type th a t CO"llri

butec, to the general noic,, level and th e re
for, d<M"c, '10 1 rcquirt a quiet backg rou nd 
envi ro nment. 

0 1c1wn pl ,1nc, and ,,lated informalion in 
c.uff1c1cnt detail to providt a clc,H undrr 
C,lrinding of the ultimate dc-••tl np mcnt fu rm, 
den\1ty, buil di ng htight\, -c1nd pt1hl1c op rn 
c.pace re lJtion\htp\ withtn an area dr fme<l h y 
<-om, recogni,ed b nlJ ndJ1 if'c. 

A \ocial group of ptopl, pcrcci\'in g ,1, elf •\ 
difftrtflt and d1\tinct from th, 1.1,gn '-<l".:1ety 
within wh,ch it t "Ci\1\ . 

lndu\tr ial U!-t\ whi ch do no t contribu:, 
noi\t, air, o r othtr forr.i\ o f p o lluti on i1etr,
menul to J rt\ idtntial environnie111, and 
which may contrihut, to the li ... ea bi lit y o : 
their environment . 

Ntt - tht figur, obtain,d when th, c.um of 
. th, total numb,, of habitahl, d"' ell ing un it\ 

on a \ i t, is d i\·1dtd by 1h, area of that \ttt . 
Only t hat portttJn c,f th, \ite in tend ed c,.,clu\ · 
1vely for tht u~ and cnio} mtnt of the 
rt\1'1,nt\ on the c.ite may ht incll,Jtd 

Gros\ - th, figur, obtaintd whtn th, ~um of 
th, total numb,, o f hab itabl" dwellin[! un it\ 
within a dtvelopment ar,.i or nc1ghh ou rhood 
4'\ dt \c rit,,d in an approv,d Area D r vclop • 
mtnt Plan i\ d i .. idtd by th, ar t'<'- of that 
de ..,,lopment ar,a or neighbourhood . 

A group of dwtlling unit~ cntu,ly or m o \tly 
surrounded by land held in tht puM ic 
domain o r int end,d for U\t by perc.on\ othtr 
than thos, li \·ing within the d "' tll ing un it 
gr o uo . 

An a ,ea. norm.ill; r1<-<-c~1atcd "'-ith an md1\ ·i• 
dual d"'-tlhng u nit in a high -r i"-(' h )w cr ..... h, ch 
t\ c.,t a\ 1'1, for the gro wing o f d ec ,, rat1 \ t or 
u'-rflJI rlJnt\ 
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rJmily ""ilh Children 

I t0 uschold T yrcs 

l.ivt J b o ard 

Lo e al (0 ni1n crcial 

Mult, -pur r,o\ t O u td ooc Roo m 

f\!r 1gh b o11rhood 

Node 

Noi\c [ nvironm,nt - d B.A . 

N .P L. 

S. T.C. 

I.T .c. 

S.P L. 

A hous.thold which ha\ on, or m o rt pr, . 
school, ,1,m,ntan o r \tcondar; \Chool 
chddrtn re\iding "'-ith on, or mor, .i<lult\ . 

The ciatrgori,s us.td to group rc\ id,nt\ by 
1htir common int,rc\t~ . demand\ or lif, . 
\ tyl,s up o n or within a community . 

Vt\stls, boat\, or ships which ar, dt\ign,d 
pr im.irily for 1h, purp 0\ t of \ ,111.ng in open 
watus, wh,thtr by m,an\ of \ail, m o t o r . or 
o thtr mt,tn\ ,and which arc m ci d t"ntall y uc.td 
n hab itabl, accommodation\ . 

Rttail and othtr commtrc,al , c.tahlic.hmcnt\ 
intendtd primarily to c.it,r to th, nf't d\ c,f 
tht rt\ld,nts or worL.ing population with in 
tht immf"di.1tt co mm L1n1ty, n,ighh o urho t')d, 
or cn c la v, . 

Outdoor ,pace "'·holl 1• or partiall1 dcf,ned 
by roo fs , "'·all\, c,Hth -brrm\ . o r plant ;ng 
wh ic h pro\lidt\ c1r,portunit1c" fo r r,la,.,ati o n 
o r activitits . 

A group of encl.i ve\ or dwelling unit \ which 
form .1 vic.ibly or \ocially v,par.1t, ent ity 
from othtr \imilar or diH,ring group\ . 

A community focu", tither natural or t \ tab 
li\ htd J\ .1 rt\ult of ,mphac.,\ of a r art,cular 
dt \i gn ft.itur,. 

A \Ound 1,vel mta\uremcnt calibrat,d in 
d,cib,ls, wtight,d to duplicat, th, rc\pon\t 
of the hum.1n e,r to tht loudn,s\ of \ound. 

A comp o\i te noi!toe en vironmtnt \tat i\ tic 
rtntct ing tht irrit.11tion on P"oplt dut to 
no is, .1nd c.1lculat,d ov ,, .1 t\,l,:cnty ,four 

hour period . 

Applies to the airborne in~:.,la11on pro vid,d 
by walls or noor -ctihng a\~mbl1t\ m,a~ur,d 

in dBA . 

Appl ies 10 the perf o rmance of floor/ ce iling 
as\.Cmblit\ in controlling i-mpact noi\ t 
mta\urtd in dB A . 

Govtrn\ tht noi ~ pr n duc,d by mc chanic.11 
and plumb ing \y\ttm\ i-n the building mc.J • 
sured ;,., dBA . 
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1.0 SITE PLANNIN G 

I I M•nd•tory R,quirem,nts 

(•l NOISE OUTDOOR 
[ NVI RONM [ NT 

I . 2 lnterpretiv, R,quirem,nt\ 

(•l NOISE OUTDOOR 
ENVIR ONMENT 

Consider•tion sh•II b• given to noist in 
th, ,nvironm,nt . Evid•nce sh•II b, pre • 
S<nted •s follows: 

(i) the e~1sttn1 noiSt eryvi_ronment in
clu~jn1 nois, pollu1io,i lrvel (N .P L.) 
r,3d,ngs; 

(ii} the projected noise environment .1ntici• 
p3t<d with propos,d dev,lopm,nt ; •nd , 

(iii) •n ev•Ju•tion or th, ,Hect or th• •nti 
cip•t<d noise lev,ls on th• r,sid,nts and 
other persons lik,ly to b• using th, pro
posed dev,lopm,nt . 

Sutistic•I inform•tion will b, provided •s 
p•rt or •ny dev,lopm,nt permit •pplic•tion , 
pr,p•r,d by p•r\ons tr•inrd in current tech • 
nique'\ of noi\C me.uurrmrnt , .1nd mutu.1lly 
•cc•publ• to th, City •nd the •pplic•nt . 
Th• inform•t ion prov ided will be .uses«d 
•g•inst th• pl•nn ing •nd des i,n cr iter i• S<t 
out in Secttons L 2(•l •nd 2.2(g) or th is 
By•l•w . 

In recognition or th• diHer,nces or toler•n« 
to noise for dirrer,nt activiti,s , th, follow ing 
arr to bt u~d JS Pl.1nning criteri.1 . 

land Use T•rget N .P.l. 

ACTIVE RESIDENTIAL 55 

QUIET RESIDENTIAL 50 

ACTIVE PARK 74 

PASSIVE PARK 50 

COMMERCIAL AREAS 74 

In .uras of tr.ansition rrom one u~, to 
.1nothrr , .1 compromise in tht crittr i~ may bt 
nrcrsury . 

l8l FCCDD 

I. 3 o,sign Guid,lin,s 

(•) NUGHBOURHOOD 
ENCL AV ES 

(b) NEIGHBOURHOOD 

(c) COMMUNIT Y FORUM 

FCCDD 

Arr•nl' urb•n l•nd to form m•ny sm•II 
,ncl•ves or resid,nti•I use, sep•r•ted from 
onr •nother by swaths or non -resid,nti•I 
l•nd (p•rks, schools, m•jor p,d,stri•n str,ets, 
commerci•I) which form th• ,ncl•ve boun · 
d•ri,s . M•k• th• ,ncl•ves rr•lly sm•II. per
h•ps no mor, th•n 500 r .. t •cross. 

~ 

' 9?'""'1Pl~ 1-U,-~ 

·---\"\~ 
~~~ 

iso-100 ~ 

'\ 11:1/ houK-hoM d~ 
10-1,ou~ 

---- hc,ft\e. 0111J: 

To promote common .1wurnrss in rrsidrntial 
•re•s. sh•P• •II n, ighbourhood encl3 ves so 
that th•y •" b•s iull y round . Ensur, that 
length is nrvrr mort th.1n twict tht width . 

Esublij), wit hin uch commun ity • loc•I 
forum - • pl•« wher• p,opl• can com• 
together. 

li1!1li! 

~~, 
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(dl ADAPTABLE 
COM~UNITIES 

(el COMMUNITIES FLOW 
OVER 1RAH1C 
/\RH.RIES 

Ensure thU newly devtloped communiti« 
can adju<r and change from wi1hin, •s future 
needs are manifested , If unhuil I sp•cts o, 
areas or reluivtly low dens ,1y ••e maintained 
in the first development ,u ges, sublequent 
change w,11 be hciliuted 

Reroute major traffic arte,ie s around com
mun iti es. Where thi1 ii not po,sible, h,idge 
the arr:,a over tht roii!d ,and ,et' ,Jc t tht t• · 
po~d road*JiY to a mintmum . 

~f~~~ ), ,.,,Jp-,,,&».,;,,;,;p~j); 
m IMP-.OIIEiP 

fi.}l!;i>»»IM>23.jjtJ): 

~EST~h YMY~Jf~j) 
»J 

lBS fCCOO 

If) Pf.O[STRlAN 
AC TIVITV FOCUc; 

.~.... ..r 
:_. J 

.. J. 

. - . ,. 

:g: INTERCOMMUNITY 
PUBLIC TRANSIT 

FCCDD 

Crutt one major cen1ral place in nch com · 
munily where people can come logether and 
can orient thtm\elvt\ 10 the actiovilit\ 
a,ound . Make major pa1hways converge al 
1his node and ensure that the hiKhes1 and 
mosl public concenlrotion of ac1ivi1ie1 
occur; hert . 

. ,,_,,,, ' ·\ 

. •'·11 . 
.\\{ ~,t..;-''· ,,.,, 

-~.L. ,,i,. . 

I 

. ;l , : .'·, 
. ,;, 

.. ~, 
1:r,\ 

. ,\t 
'I 

' ,, 
' .: ~· ~ I : r,c t 

. ! ' : ;, • .. :";jl 
,:11. _; '1.i' ij/ _ 

Ex isting rail rights-of -way should be con • 
sidered <o, ,1n appropriate transil sy\lem , 

tJEi~ 
a,JCI.AVE? 
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(h) BUILDING 
THOROUGHFARE 

(i) REFERENCE POINTS 

Pt.Ice a natural pedestrian thoroughfare 
through public placn in bu;!dings where it is 
hoped that people will 1;nger. Make the 
thoroughfare a short cut with respect 10 
paths around the facility - line it with op 
portunities for involvement, pl1ces to sit, 
displays, etc . 

i11 

~ 
{J [$] 

Shape development so that within a few 
momenu of every point, one has a visu of• 
large natural amenity or some other urban 
reference point. 

~ 

~~'---
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(j) SOCIAL MIX IN 
COMMUNITIES 

(k) LEVEL STREETS 
ARE INVITING 

(I) STREETS TO 
STAY IN 

FCCDD 

Ensure diversity at the community level by 
provldin1 for various combinations of house 
hold typn in adjacent neighbourhood 
enclaves. 

Any pedntrlan street that is to support 
browsing or gatherin& in small squares and 
parks should be basically level. The degree 
to whkh browsin& is encouraged is in direct 
proportion to its slope-with 100 percent 
browsing on level streets and none on streets 
with slopes in excess of 30- . 

Ji]QL»& 
~WSll'-IG 

Mike pedestrian strttlS subtly convex in 
plan, with seats and plleries around the 
edges and by narrowlna of the path at both 
ends . 
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(,.,) HI\Lf LEVELS 

(n) PEDESTRIANS 
18" AROV[ CARS 

(o) PRIVACY IN 
THE IIOME 

Where communic11ion . mQ\t'emenl ~nd vts.ual 
con1inuity ;, i,.,por1•n1 , •void full rligh1s or 
Slep,. Creur hair le•el ch•ngr, (Ir" 1h•n ~-6 
feel) ond "'•kc su,e 1h•1 r•ch lrvrl huu<e< 
~cti111itit\., and i\ 1101 me,el\· J IJnd1nr 

tn ••HS where pede,1rians are 1he p•edomi• 
n•n1 activity. p,ovide • clear sep••~•ion he
twrrn pt-drs.trian\ and vt-hicl~. s.uc h u \ink 
ing ro•d• and p•rking •"" or ••"ing parh, 
,o thar the P•lh< arr •• Ira.I IR 1ndie< •bnve 
the ro•ds . 

Where unit< a, g,ade r.rr pedcuri,n u1ivo1y. 
plur a wide raised ltrrarr br1wrrn 1he 
living arr•• and lhe public •rtivily so 1ha1 
f,om the ougidc you c•nnol sec directly 
into the unit 

-~ 
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(p) USABLE 
COURTYARDS 

(q) PUBLIC 
OUTDOOR ROOMS 

FCCDD 

Shape s.ome of the coonyards , pa1i0< and 
open i,p•tes in each neiJhbovrhood so thal 
they a,r easily accessible , no, 101•lly enclosed 
bul wilh an inttrt\ling view oul and \O 1ha1 
there .11,e part!§; wi1hin ii 1ha1 cannot br ovrr· 
tooked-.,ecs can accomplish 1his. 

:;::J:· 1➔- < L _.-~,- .. . · ·:'·.\. ' ... !' ·•.\.: 
·. . t:(-' . 
; ai,,;;.; 1 

:: .. 
:: .. , ·. 

In every nei,t,bourhooo enclave, build 11 

lusr one "mulli -purpose ourdoor room·•. 
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2.0 RESIDENTIAL USE 

2.1 Mandatory Requirements 

(a) MAXIMUM DENSITY 
1S0 

(b) SUB-AREA 
DENSITY 

(c) POPULATION MIX 

(d) HEIGHT AND BULK 

(e) BUILDING HEIGHT/ 
WIDTH RATIO 

i;-
j 

\ 
\ 
\ · 

(f) NOISE INDOOR 
ENVIRONMENT 

\ 

' 

The maximum permitted density is 1 SO units 
per net acre. 

The net density of each of the residential 
neighbourhoods of the approved design shall 
have the density specified in the criteria for 
the specific area development plans . 

Population mix should not unduly emphasize 
one class or age group. 

HeighU and bulk of buildings to be arranged 
to permit views for project residents and 
visitors to the park areas, including views of 
the downtown profile and north shore moun
tains or other prominent city locations . 

Allow lower buildings to be relatively con• 
tinuous and restrict tall buildings to more 
poin ta! forms in order to reduce or prevent 
any overshadowing on pedestrian, park, and 
other outdoor spKes, and to ensure that 
views and view•corridors are retained. 

' ' ' ..... ...... __ _ 

---
~IVJl,t 

Consideration shall be given to the noise 
environment within all residential develop
ments . Evidence shall t,e presented as 
follows : 

(i) the projected noise environment antici
pated within any proposed residential 
development; and 

J91 FCCDD 

(g) NO FLOOR SPACE 
RATIO 

2.2 Interpretive Requirements 

(a) FAMILY DENSITY 
20 to 40 

(b) MIXTURE OF USES 

(c) MIXED 
DEVELOPMENT 

(d) HOUSEHOLD MIX 

(e) AGE AND INCOME 
MIX 

(f) FAMILIES ON 
GROUND 

(g) NOISE INDOOR 
ENVIRONMENT 

FCCDD 

(Ii) an ~aluation of the effect of the antici• 
pated noise !~els on the lifestyles of 
the resident1 . 

Suti\llcal Information will be provided as 
part of any de1felopment permit applicatlon, 
prepared by persoM trained in current tech
niques of noise measurement, and mutually 
acceptable to · the City and the applicant. 
The Information provided will be assessed 
against the planninc and design criteria set 
out in Section 2.2(g) of this By-law . 

The criteria set forth In the Official Develop
ment Plan shall be used for density and bulk 
controls instead of traditional Ooor space 
utios . 

A density of 20 • 40 dwelling units per net 
acre should be used as a basin-wide guideline 
for accommodations intended for families 
with children. 

Mixture of compatible uses related to ade
quate open space is permitted. Residential 
buildings may incorporate other uses, suet. 
as commercial community facilities and day
caire centre,. 

Family accommodatiom may be permitted 
as part of mixed d~elopmenu. 

The followlns household types should be 
provid~ as a basin-wide objective : 

F amllies with children 
Couples (younc and mature) 
Elderly 
Sincles 

25 percent 
25 percent 
15 percent 
35 percent 

The population age and incomes mix as re
flected in the Greater Vancouver region be 
adopted as a basin-wide objective. 

The livln& areas of family accommodations 
should not be more than three storeys above 
a grade entrance or a plaza level. 

In order to ensure that the desirable noise 
environment is provided within all residential 
developments, ,pecial controls on the quality 
of construction are required. The following 
are to be the design requirements : 
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2.} De,ign Guidelines 

(a) BUILDING TYPES 

(bl DWELi.iNG TYPES 

(c) BRIDGE SHADOWS 

\. -J --I r- ...... .,.,.. 

Active Quiet 
Res,- Resi-

denliol den1iol 

Sound 
Tr•nsminion Closs 45 50 
{STC-dRA) 

I mp1ct 1,olation 
c1 ... 55 65 
(ITC-dBAl 

Sound P,enure 
level 35 30 
(SPL-dBAl 

Whtre, due 10 • l1nd-us,, uan,i11on, the ou<· 
door envi,onm,nl noise c.hu1cterist1n {\ee 
Section 1 2[ • l l have been comprom,.,,.d, the 
following are 10 be u,ed JS design cr11e,io for 
• residen1i•I build ,ng f•code in order to en
sure •cceploble indoor nci,e levels: 

Nois,, Pollution 
level 

Active 
Resi

den1i1I 

45 

Quiel 
Resi

dential 

40 

Building 1ypes m•y include to.,nhou,rs, 
t.,den •P•rlments ond mulli-,1orey buildings. 

Ow,mn1 unih m.iy includ, studio, one, two 1 

th,ee •nd more bedroom unit<, and may 1lso 
include e•perimenul type housing, 

Build communities nut to bridges •nd their 
1ppro•ch ,1mp1 only if their developmenl i, 
of suffic.ienl s.calt lo ove,come th, domin,inc., 
or the bridge. 

l9l FCCDD 

(dl RESIDENTIAL 
CLUSTERS 

{e) LARGE BUILDINGS 
ovr RSl-lADOW SMALL 

(f) TAMING TALL 
BUILDINGS 

t-k:>'T" ~sP 

FCCDD 

R~denllal de\'elopmenl ~ould bt grouped 
to afford a minimum are• <x:cupied by rneeu 
•nd pro,,ide lmple open sp•ce belween 
building ctlrTlplues. 

Avoid pl•cing • ••II building ,o claw- to • 
small buildin1 1h•1 it ove,shado.._.. liv,ng 
•rras or ,mill buildings. 

NEVEll 11'\S. 

In open "PICU •nd strrel< 10 be used by the 
pedesirian, ensure th•1 buildings fron1ing it 
1bo,e 1wo storeys h•ve the lower 0oo" 
,irongly 1rticul11ed with canopies, ,,gns or 
other means of vi,u•I in1ere11. Tre•t upper 
Ooo,, w that they lc 1u•lly, or s,,em to, s,,t 
back •nd recede. With l•rge n,uc1ure,, m1~e 
sure th•t they 1~ sunounded by ,mailer 
s1ructu,~ o, C..inopi,s. 

ms• --· 
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(g) ROOF TOPS ARE 
FOR LIVING 

(h\ THRfE KINDS 
Of VIEW 

Flat roofs should be 1cces,ible 10 people •nd 
"roof-,nped" . 

Every dwtllin1 ""II 6hauld hive •ccen 10 
three kinds pf ~Jew; Jn lnllm11e view conuin 
lng nlllure fu11 ouuldt lh• uni1-nelghbour
hood glimp!.C lnlo 1hr lift rtf lhe surrounding 
community-;ind • vi,11 1h11 encompu~s 
din.ant n11ur1I elements thal rem,,n "con • 
st1nt 11 such H lht s.ta. or mo• ... nlain~. 
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(i) SUNNY MAIN 
ROOMS 

" 

Enwre 1h•1 lht most frequently uwed habl 
t•ble room• in every dwellin& uni I are np;ible 
of receiYing sunlight . 

"'~~ r 
~ 

\ 

~~ 
'\M;~ 

(i) SIX FOOT BALCONY 

(kl DISTANCE RELATED 
TO BALCONY 

J 
M;ike habluble Indoor/outdoor JPKe •uch 
u I b1lcony, pllery, porch , deck or arude, 
11 lenl \l- fool Jqu;ire . 

Where lht f1CJ1de of a hlgh-risr buildin1 faces 
1nothu (or wtlen, another i, likely). make 
sure that lhe hce, of the m;iin ~ in the 
unh h- d~ bllconles . 

■r:: i;r ·.·. 11 not 

(}this 

-- - ' 
• ~..:.. - •1- ... , •• •-- •. , . .. - __ , ........ -

(l this 
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(I) EARTH BALCONY 

(m) IDENTIFIABLE 
FRONT ENTRANCES 

Cons ider pro-,idin1 d,.,.,lling un iU 1bo-e 
gude level wi1h I he ir own •·eanh balcony ". 
•nd desi1n then, so 1h11 bu•h•• · ,mall Ir•••· 
shrubs . 110""•" and 1ra\S can be 1rown . 

Ensurr thll !t,e front entr•nce of every unil 
ls, or is cap•ble of becoming , distintlly d ir
fuenl from iu neighbours 

ir. ... ,/'D 
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6 .0 OPEN SP-"C E 

6.1 Mand•tory Requiremtnts 

!•) ADEQUATE OPEN 
SPACE 

(b) OP EN SPACE 
EXCL USIONS 

(c) TWO ACRES PER 
THOUSAND 
MINIMUM 

(d) OPEN SPACE 
CONTINUITY 

6.2 ln1erpre1ive Requirement• 

(1) OPEN SPACE 
GUIDE FOR 
DEVELOPMENT 
AREAS 

6.J Desien Guideline, 

I•) PRIVATE OPEN 

SPAC E 

Open Space \hall be <Urficient in •••• • sire . 
and cootinuhy 10 pr0"ide openness between 
buildin1 con,ple~u. 1'ld 10 wrve 1he •re• 
populuion . 

School sroonds, mar,nu , and wuu aren 
n,ay no1 be included u fo,n,,ng part of re • 
quired open sp..:e . 

Public open space shall be dedicated in uch 
developmenl uu on an •mD<Jnl or u least 
2.0 ><:rn pu 1,000 or 1n1ic ip1ted popul11,on . 

All public open spacn ,hall be prov ided in 
.usociuion with •II re\ldent',•f buildinp in 
1ddi1ion 10 the public open sp•ce . and, in •n 
amounl appropri•t• 10 the nature 1nd ,ult 
of each developmtn 1. 

The rollowin1 sub-aru op,,n jj')Ke 1llcxa -
1ion< are • cuidt ror lhe prepu11ion of 1rn 
dewl<>j)mtnl pl•ns: 

,._,.. 1 - 2 Acr,-s 

"ru , • 25 """ 
"'fl 3 • 40 """' 
,._,., 4 • • To bt de1ermi1>ed 
Area S • • To be detern,lr,cd 
Arn 6 - 3SAcrn 
A re, 7 • 3 ,._c,es 
Area 8 • • To lie deurmined 
Area 9 - 15 Acreo 
Aru 10 · S Atlfl 

Rderenct may be m•d• 10 1he open \paces 
1h11 ,..ould result from tJw •J>Plic11ion or 
yard and li,t, 1-ansJ• requirements 1h11 would 
be required in correi,p0Nlin1 appropriate 
sections or the Zon in1 Ind Development By
, ... for sim ilar de velopments . 

Concern should be den,ons1r•1ed with ••sud 
10 rhe pr ivate open space and its ,.l11 ion,h ip 
10 privacy or and sonliaht penttr•l•on into 
the residential uni~ 
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(b) COMMERCIAL Privaiely-owned and/or managed open ,paces 
m,1y b, providrd in .usocialion wi1h com
mercial drvrlopmrnls and may includr public 
m•rhis, plazas. ,idewal~ care, and/or 
.uci1drs. 

(c) 

O PEN SPAC E 

COMMUNITY PARKS Locale communily facili1ies nexl lo park, 
IN If RWO V(N .. nd open areas so lh•I lhe park and lhe com 

munily hcililirs for communily par lie ip,Hion 
~ c.1n br srrn 1ogrlhrr. ~~tl':t ~t••70000<'? 

{): _,,: 
. '(J ~ 
t)· 

·11.-· · 
11¢-e- //l, 't/4 

(d) PE RC ENT AGE OF 
PRIVATE AND 
COMMON LANO 

Ensure 1ha1 open spfct u,ocia1eq wilh resi
den1ial neighbourhood, provides for• balance 
brhwrrn oprn spac, for 1hr u\r nf rach indi
vidual dwelling uni I. •nd 1he open space 10 be 
shared by lhe commu"ily fl l~rge --i.e . a 
b.af.tince brlwern private and com"'on open 
spaces. Th, proporlion of privatt spaces 
shall be larger in 1hose •reas where family 
.1ccommodations ,ut provided 

(,) OPEN SPACE 
EDG E SCALLOPF .O 

FCCDD 

Surround major open ur,u wi 1h smallrr 
S,emi-aulonomou~ .irru to rncour.igr sm.illrr 
~,1lr .1c1ivi1irs 10 co-rxisl with 1hr .1cliv11y 
in 1hr mi1jor ura . Define lht(,t minor .ur,1s 
by .,.,.pl•nling. ou1-bu ild1ngs. sm•II mound,. 

(f) POCKET 
PLAYFIELDS 

(g) OPEN SPACES 
DEFINED 

Relieve v•sl •reu of pl•yfields •nd ope" 
spoKe wi1h l•nd form ch•n~s, land!.C•ping 
dei•ils, •nd sm•ller mulli -use open spaces. 

.. ,:· 
.l: 

{ ·._.,. 
,f·,;,···· '1 '1 

't'IS l ,I fU.Y 

M•ke every pl•yfield self-con~ined by •II ow
ing enough space 10 pl•nl •boo1 50 percenl 
of ii. perimeler bordering on neighbourhood 
sireeis wi1h trees or shrub, . 

~ 

1111 
--~--~ -
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FCCDD 

(h) wn.u ro GI\RD[NS In the grr.11 m1jori1y of Cl\t'S c.urrnund ~m.1!1 
par,, will, ri1hrr w•II,. den<ely pl•nlrd (r,,s 

or buildings 1ha1 do nor gcnrr.1, • lot nl 
.ac1i~11y. 

r,1 

fj) 

' :ONNF( ffll PLAY 
Sl' AC f.S 

OUl OOOR Sf. I\ l S 

(l) rLAY ~ARO 
f.)IVlfll RS 

' . . -

, . I 

r · 
L in, up •P•ct• where ,mall childrrn ..-,11 hr 
pla1•ing so 1ha1 ch1ldrtn lrorn al 1,.,, 1hrr1y 
homts c,1n rtiach tiKh other e,11,i1y ~nd \l.1lh 
our cros~mg .1 s1ree1 

Pl.1ce ouldoor ~.ulns: whtrt the sun \hinu. 
p roltct~d from wintrr "-'Inds itnd o"trlool1ng 
JICU or Ulivily • .1nd/or .. ,:ith J plt-lSi.nl v1tw. 

=~ 
M-Jre«
"""'0 

Define pby aru s f0< child«n ol difftr,nl 
•g•~ t,y sh•ping 1h, ground •nd u1ihz1ng low 
walls and nilur1! div ider~ A,01d frnces
e,reci•lly ch•in hnk frnces 

408 

(I) HIERARCHY OF 
OPEN SPACE5 

(ml ll.CTIVITY POCKETS 

(n) CENTRAL PLACE 
FOCUS 

l'l•ct smallrr more in1im••• ,pucs around 
buildings •nd Ir! chem lt•d out 1n10 1he 
I• rge r sp •en . 

Surround any public sp•et where p,npl, 
com, 10 linger •nd collect with an al1,rn,ling 
P•lltrn of srn•II •clivi1y poci..tll. en11,nc,s 
•nd KctS$ p•th!.. 

()\✓ 

~~~ 
/~I\ 

In every 1qu•re 1ha1 is 10 havr •n ,1m0\ph,r, 
of public involvrmen1. locale a fool elemrnl 
such u • !.m•II gud, n. playground for 
chlldren, • kiosk, ~•u. • f,,., trre,. 1h•1 will 

~ 
invi1e peoplt i",'. .o.pu1k1p•" · . 

~u~~<.:~~ . -· '·.• .. '.r <>~>-~~P// ... _ 
~( ~.,x\t,c.,.,.,, ~ Rl::.(JS ~ ·_ -~ - ~ ,..,--S 
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(ol ST'IIR ,EATS 

(pl ~ATIJR[ IN EVERY 
'iQ L1AR( 

7 0 WA HR'S EOG[ . AREA ANO US[S 

7 . 1 Mand.11ory Requ iremrnu 

(• ) f>UBL IC 'l(CESS 

{b ) ', I ,\Bl l. 17ED 

(r ) WI\ Tf. R AREA 
M -\1"-l AIN[D 

Id) 5'1AL L M'I RIN ,\~ 

In •ny public pl•cr wh,r, rrople &>the,. 
5,urround 1hi!t pfJcr with fl t5otd Jre.a1 wh ich 
.,. immtd i•ttl y •ccr~ iblt from below {l,kt 
st•"' with ,u1, , b•lu,ir•d•• · • ,1rpptd 
ltrr•c•-• ••tied baltony will not do). 

Pl.er n111or•I 1rowth in rvtry 1qu1re 01 plu• 
in ordrr to K>f1tn the imp1tt of the h•rd 
brotk, concretr, or bl•cktop sud•cts . Ar11nge 
plonring 10 1ccommodoi. ,oci•I gothrring, 

Thr w11trfronl rdgt •h•II bt continuously 
1cceuiblr lo 1hr publ it around F1l,e C, ak . 
r•c•pl •• opprovrd by City Countil for 
,prcific A••il De11,l0pm,nt Pl•ns 

An 1t1ritcttvr s,horel;n, 1Jra1mrnl ,..-hich 1s 
,1ructur1lly <Ubl• ,holl br d.-rlop,d •long 
thr cnttrr F1lse Creek w.a1rrfront 1n ,1S1-oc:i
>1ion .,.,th 1hr odi•ttnt 1tdt-.lopmrn1 

W.1tr, itrei1 ar ltitSI equ.11 to that r• 1s,tmg 1n 
J•nuuy, 1972, in uch ,uh •rr• ,hould bt 
m.aintaintd . It wmt fill ing i5, rf'qwrtd , Jn 
•qu•I uu ,hovld hr nc•••ted . 

M,1dn• acrivttirs. 1.hou1d br ltm11rd m num
btr . i i1t . ind c1p1 ci l\ m order 10 m,t o,rr 
crowd lht Crrtk , 

FCCDD 410 

7.2 ln1r,prt1ivt R,qui1r-nrs 

l•l MOORAGE 

(b) COV E RF.O MOOR AGE 

(c) LIVE -A80ARD 
PERMITTED 

7 3 Design Guidelln~ 

l•I IRREGULAR 
ALIGNMENT 

(b) VARIETYON 
WATERFRONT WALK 

--~ 

(cl 1700 BOA TS 

F1til i1,rs rol•ted lo bo•r moor•go , hould bt 
pr,milltd between Connaughl and Gronvillr 
9r idg,, . 

CoYrred m00r1gt (bo11h0u<r •) will nol hr 
prrm inrd in F•I~ Crrrk .. cept under m•io• 
b1idgt'I or within • di,11ncr of SO fert from 
molo• bridp, . 

Person\ wishin1 lo li\lr ,bo,1,d their moto, or 
n;ling ••n~I• in F•lwe Crttk m•y b, permit · 
led 10 do ,o providtd th•I wch v~ ~ek com• 
ply with 111 Ciry , Provinci•I. •nd Fedr••I 
•rgul•tioni •nd/o1 ,ronduds . 

The wat,r's rd~ should be giYrn •n ;,,egul1r 
olign-nl 10 prrmit widrnings of thr wotrr 
b•sin for cr,ation of b•ys, views. •nd usoblr 
w•1t1 hontagr . 

C,rat, • .,,;.,y or tkptritncei •IOOI lht 
w•t•rfron1 wolk by varying 1h, llutment of 
thr worrr 's tdgt, by ch•nging th• ""•lk', 
di•rclion . "'id1h ilnd ,1r11•tion, by pulling 
the w•lk b•ck from th, wllrr occnlon1lly 
•nd by changing •isu, •long it Enc011r11t • 
•••iety of facililiB ,1nd ac1ivi11ti lo dtvrlop 
along !ht w•lk thilt ••• ,ympathet ic to lh• 
w•ter's td,:,. 

--...., ......... ......, .......... ..._. 
....,._.., - .... 

The numb•• of bo•u in th• F•lw Crrrk 
bnin bt lim itrd to I mu imum of 1,700 
unt il lht K ih il•no T,~11, 1s rerno"rd. 
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8.0 RELATED CITY POLICIES 

The following policies h•vt bttn t<t•bli,htd by the City Council . They are not 
directly relat,d to the pro<t<S of development but do indk•tt the City ', inttnt . 
Thty art includtd htrt to providt guidanct to ptr\on\ involvtd in tht rt"dtvtl0p · 
ment of False Crttk . Some of the objectives ,pecifitd •rt not prtstntly attainable 
by tht City without dirtct il\\i\Unct from othu ltvtl\ or Govtrnmtnl. 

8. I Public Tr •n,it 

Providt for futurt ma\\ tran\it facilitit\ , and to providt linking with adjactnt 
art a\ . 

All pO\\ihlt ,Hort\ \hould bt undtrUktn to tn\urt lht maximum divtr\ion 
from tht priva.tt automobilt to tran\it. 

A high quality tram.it \Crvict mu\t bt providtd (a\ an attractivt alttrnativt 
to tht privatt automobilt) and tran\it \trvict \hould be introductd with tht 
first rlevelopments . 

For<t ,ufficiently high quality tr•nsit will be provided ,o that it will not be 
nt ct\\ary to havt an automobilt in Fal\t Crttk ; and s.econd, tht amount and 
location of parking will be controlled. 

Po\\ibilitit\ includt a dial-a-bu\ \y\ttm , subscription bus strvicts {\imilar to 
a largt car pool). as well as uxi\ and rtnul car, . 

8 2 Water 

With rtg.ird to wilttr quality improvtmtnt, tht hydraulic con,ult.:1nu h.ivt 
rtcommtndtd tht rtmoval o( tht Kiuilano Trtstlt caustwily as bting an 
important compontnt in tht ovtrall programmt . 

Public waterfront acct\\ ,hould be retained •round the entire Creek and 
around Granville !,land ,o as to connect the Engli,h Bay beach area with 
Vanitr Park. 

Log booming •nd <torage west of Conn•ught Bridge ,hould be discontinued 
immtdiattly, log booming •nd <torage ••<t of Conn•ught Bridge ,hould be 
di\Continutd ii\ soon as prilctical. 

East of Connaught Bridge the water •ru i, to be re,erved, in the long term, as 
a non •powtr boat tnvironmtnt. 

8 3 Ro•d• 
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Existing artt,ial strttts will bt mainuintd to mttt tht nttd\ of txisting and 
projC'Cltd tr.iff•c 
Tht txi,ting arttrial strtt~. surrounding and cros,ing tht CrtC'k will bt 
rttaintd . 

The rlttrimental effects of tr•ffic conctntration, on •rteri•I ro•dw•v•. bridges 
and r;ul lint, will bt rtductd to tht grtattst pos,iblt tXttnt. 
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8.4 P•rking 

Reduct p•rking <t•nd•rds to reOect the shift to • non-•utomobilt orienttd 
tnvironmtnt. 

Provision for on-,treet p1rkin& will be ~verely limited •nd m•y b<, prohibited 
altogtther in most •reas of F•lst Creek . 

A reali<tic charge will be m•d• for the u~ of parking facilities . 

8 5 W•lkw•y• 

A continuous public walkway is to bt providtd along tht tntirt wattr's tdgt . 

Provision ,hould bt madt for ptdtstrian bridgts across tht Crttk in association 
with t-.isting cro!.sing . 

8.6 R•il 

Acctltrat, th, phning out of induslri,s rtquiring r•H ~rvic~ ill Granvillt 
hi and . 

Ultimately the 6th Avenue ••ii lint ,h•ll be removed or us,d for tran,it ~• 
vict only . 

All major rail facilities ,hould be r,moved as soon as pos,iblt . 

The removal of the Kihil•no Tr~tl• i, the top priority . 

No additional railw•y construction (octpt for future r•pid tr•n,it) will be 
tnttrtaintd . 

Con,ider•tion ,hould be given to u,ing existing ••ilw•y righU-of-w•y for 
(uturt transit ~rvict . 
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