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INTRODUCTION  

Research Context 

Presently, Canadian zoning by-laws are written 

using Euclidean1 („traditional‟ or „conventional‟) zoning 

form. Euclidean zoning originated as a means to protect 

public health and welfare from the proximity of industry to 

residences and poor housing quality (Parolek et al, 2008; 

Purdy, 2006).  By implementing exclusionary rules, it is 

the nature of traditional zoning by-laws to promote lower 

density cities with clear boundaries between uses, often 

rendering the development of compact and diverse urban 

environments effectually illegal (Barnett, 2011; Kettren, 

2010; Burdette, 2004). Tools such as development 

incentives and design review committees have been 

developed as a result of these challenges to work in tandem 

with Euclidean zoning but to small improvement (Kohr, 

2004). Research has further found that updating Euclidean 

codes, even with the adoption of additional tools, is not 

effective in removing the barriers associated with that 

method (Langdon, 2010; Kettren 2010; Herlitz, 2009; 

Burdette, 2004). The problems of Euclidean zoning‟s lack 

of design consideration, reactive and slow development 

review process cannot be addressed within the same 

zoning framework. 

Euclidean zoning excels as a regulatory code, but 

in effect fails to support the development of complete urban 

communities by lacking vision of their physical impacts 

(Carmona, 2009). Urban planning professionals are 

                                            
1 The name for „Euclidean‟ zoning comes from the United States of 

American Supreme Court Case Euclid v. Amber Realty, 1926.  

 

therefore considering changes in zoning format, away from 

Euclidean zoning. Two forerunners as alternative zoning 

methods are „form based codes‟ (FBC)2 and „hybrid codes‟. 

FBC, as the name suggests, regulate development through 

the built environment – the „form‟ of the city – and may also 

include other performance standards such as parking, 

pollution, or architecture (Bogart 2006; Purdy 2006). 

Hybrid codes are intended to be a combination of the best 

of FBC and Euclidean zoning, looking to combine greater 

built environment control with continued land use 

requirements (Elliot, 2008).  

Instead of focusing on regulating use and density 

by floor area ratio, FBC regulate the relationship between 

buildings with one another and the public realm, and the 

scale and types of streets and blocks (Katz, 2005). FBC are 

highly detailed and locally specific; as a result they are 

more typically applied as secondary or special area 

regulations in order to decrease the resources needed to 

write them (Duany et al, 2008). To try to make FBC more 

accessible as a zoning by-law for a whole municipality, the 

firm Duany Plater-Zyberk and Co. has written SmartCode, 

a template to minimize the work involved in creating FBC.  

One of the barriers remaining to more zoning by-

laws being written as FBC is the decrease of public 

influence throughout the development approval process. As 

a use-based regulation, Euclidean by-laws make 

development easier to appeal. Form-based regulations can 

                                            
2 Note that “form-based code” is in effect synonymous with “form-

based zoning”. Differentiating between code and zoning is dependent 

upon how the document is adopted. Colloquially, FBC seems to be 

more prevalent of a term that refers to the form of regulation in 

general and will be the term used in this report.   
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INTRODUCTION 

decrease the ability for the public to combat development 

that they dislike – as long as a development‟s form meets 

the requirement in a FBC, it cannot be denied approval. 

Despite the significant amount of consultation in the 

creation of a FBC so that it represents what citizens want 

to see built, public fears still linger over the change in 

democratic control (Rutland 2009).  Experience has also 

shown that FBC are inherently slanted to urban 

development, unfitting for areas that desire to be less so, 

and difficult to receive a variance under (Burdette, 2004). 

There is a growing sense that due to these barriers, FBC 

will never become common place (Elliot 2008, Kohr 2004).  

Most often when FBC is used it is adopted in 

conjunction to either existing regulations or with land use 

provisions also included – as seen in the City of Miami 

which adopted a new high profile “Form Based Code” 

zoning bylaw in 2010. Quite literally any combination of 

FBC and use provision creates a hybrid code. Though 

supporters of FBC claim that their use is on the rise, few 

FBC have been implemented in Canada, and even less 

have been applied to an entire city in North America (Borys 

2010).   

The debate continues between the proponents of 

hybrid and FBC, with each citing irrevocable barriers in the 

opposition that stems from the method of zoning. There are 

few comparison studies between alternative methods, due 

to the novelty of recognizing hybrid code as a method and 

the complex character of cities. More often, research in 

zoning method evaluates the built projects, rather than 

considering the policies themselves. The implementation of 

policy in each locality is uniquely shaped by the conditions 

of that locality in any number of ways – structurally, 

politically, etc. Comparing the alternative zoning styles 

before they are implemented may demonstrate strengths 

and weaknesses that are masked when they are put on the 

ground.  

Research Goal 
This project will compare a Euclidean zoning code, 

a FBC, and a hybrid code at the policy level, using criteria 

developed by Weitz and Waldner (2003) for the American 

Planning Association to conduct the analysis. Due to 

limitations and a desire to minimize researcher bias, a 

single developed neighbourhood will be used as the study 

area. Consequently, this report is meant to be a pilot study 

for future research, which could duplicate this method for 

complete cities if it is found to be useful, and to contribute 

to the current debate ongoing in the field of urban studies 

as to the values of these three zoning styles.    

Study Area 
This research will use the South End 

Neighbourhood in the City of Saint John, New Brunswick 

as the Study Area (Figure 1). With a population of 68,000 

Figure 1: Study Location: City of Saint John New Brunswick 
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the City of Saint John has many qualities that are found in 

other midsized Canadian cities: a population that is both 

aging and declining, a history of sprawling suburban 

development, amalgamation, challenges with attracting 

new industries and coping with a heavily industrial past 

(Statistics Canada 2007, ADI Limited 2010). These 

qualities will contribute to the interest of other 

municipalities in the findings.  

At the time when this research was undertaken (Fall 

2010), the City of Saint John was in the process of 

updating its Municipal Plan. The availability of current 

urban structure information and public opinion through 

the consultation process also made the City an excellent 

research setting. 

Study Area Boundaries & their Justification  

The study area is shown in Figure 2. The peninsula 

of Saint John, New Brunswick creates the east and south 

edges for this research. The north edge is formed by Union 

Street, a major arterial, and two parks that buffer the 

eastern side of the peninsula from the Uptown. The 

western edge is Sydney Street. Note that while Union Street 

is a hard edge to the neighbourhood, properties on both 

sides of Sydney Street will be included as a soft edge buffer 

between bordering residential neighbourhoods.  

   Boundaries are often ambiguous in urban studies, 

especially in the definition of a neighbourhood.  The 

peninsula of Saint John though provides clear physical 

boundaries in two directions. Union Street, as mentioned 

above, is a major arterial forming a clear edge to the 

neighbourhood.  The challenge for this research lay in 

where to draw the Western study boundary. While 

recognizing that it would be important for a city to engage 

Figure 2: Study area boundaries 
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the public in setting neighbourhood boundaries, this 

research evaluates the policy documents rather than their 

influence on a neighbourhood and so a boundary set by 

the author is considered to be acceptable. 

Sydney Street is midway on the peninsula and has 

many features to suggest it as a dividing line. Three Saint 

John Heritage districts abut Sydney Street at different 

points, which have resulted in visible changes of character 

when traveling east to west across the peninsula. Several 

public parks and squares have Sydney Street as their 

Eastern edge, the consistency of which creates a sense of 

boundary when traveling north on Sydney.  

In the past, the South End Neighbourhood, as a 

Priority Neighbourhood3, has been considered to span the 

width of the peninsula south of Duke Street. Gentrification 

today is traveling down Canterbury and Germain Streets 

from the Uptown, in addition to the focused redevelopment 

of the Waterfront that is pushing West into the South End 

Neighbourhood. This reality is reflected in the City‟s 

Municipal Plan Update (“PlanSJ”) mapping (Figure 3), 

which suggests Sydney as the new Western edge to the 

South End Neighbourhood reflecting the shifting 

neighbourhood identity.   

Incorporating additional land west of Sydney Street 

south of Duke Street would not introduce additional 

existing zones to the analysis. So while Sydney Street may 

not be the exact boundary of the neighbourhood, it is 

accurate for the purpose of a zoning by-law assessment. In 

                                            
335% of residents of the South End Neighbourhood live in poverty, 

more than double the Canadian average in 2006 (Asher, 2008). Due to this 
high concentration of poverty as well as a high percentage of single-mother 
households, low levels of median household income, labour force 
participation and education the South End Neighbourhood has been 

identified as one of five “Priority Neighbourhoods” in the City (Asher, 2008) 

acknowledgement that residents would potentially draw a 

different boundary, and to create a buffer in the analysis, 

uses on both sides of the Sydney Street boundary will be 

included in the analysis.  

Description of the South End Neighbourhood 

The largest land use the South End Neighbourhood 

is residential, in the form of both single and multi-family 

buildings. There are local amenities in the Study Area, 

such as laundromat and corner stores, in home small 

businesses, a nursing home and a day care. There is also a 

local high school, a community centre, and a fire hall. 

There are both functioning and closed religious 

institutional buildings. Employment lands in the form of 

Figure 3: Neighbourhoods on and surrounding the 
Saint John peninsula  
(USI, Display Panels, 2010) 
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small offices, shipping, warehouse, and a rail yard are also 

found in the Study Area; in fact, a high rise office tower 

occupies the North West corner of the study area. One 

community park (with play equipment and paved 

basketball courts) and three public squares (open green 

space but no structured recreation facilities) edge on 

Sydney Street. There is an Armoury for the Saint John 

Reserve and rail tracks on land that is zoned “park”.  

Thirteen zones, listed here, are represented in the 

Study Area (see Figure 5):  

 RM-IF: Multiple Residential Infill  

 R-2: One and Two Family Residential  

 RM-3: Central Area Multiple Residential  

 SZ-21: Special Zone  

 T: Transportation  

 T-1: Transportation  

 I-1: Light Industrial  

 B-1: Local Business 

 B-2: General Business 

 B-3: Central Business  

 IL-1: Neighbourhood Institutional  

 IL-2: Major Institutional  

 P: Park 

The neighbourhood is dominated by its inclined 

geography – only short distances are level, often carved out 

at street intersections. Bedrock walls often edge the streets 

where inclines have been carved out making stunning 

visual elements to the streetscape.  There are no pedestrian 

walkways or midblock connections and while sidewalks are 

present throughout the neighbourhood they are in serious 

disrepair from tree roots and heaving, and are often 

narrow. Transit runs infrequently through the 

neighbourhood, but only in the northbound direction.    

The population in the South End has been stable 

between the 2001 and 200 Census, approximately 5000 

(Census Canada, 2006). The average density for the 

Peninsula is 1900 people per square kilometre, more than 

four times higher than the average density of the whole 

City (Urban Strategies Inc, 2010). Yet relative to the rest of 

the City, the South End Neighbourhood has a high number 

of vacant lots, both in the form of empty buildings and 

undeveloped sites (Urban Strategies Inc, 2010). The 

neighbourhood was part of the original Saint John 

settlement built pre 1900 by European settlers, and the 

presence of two heritage districts is a contributor to the 

huge variability of building repair (Urban Strategies Inc, 

2010).  

Figure 4: (moving from left to right)  
(a) The steep terrain is a strong part of the neighbourhood image.  
(b) There are many narrow sidewalks throughout the South End.  
(c) The eastern side of the peninsula hosts heavy industrial uses. 
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Paper Outline 
With the Study Area selected, a model FBC and 

hybrid code were written following the process described in 

Method: Creating the Zoning Models. The criteria used for 

the analysis are listed and explained in Method: Evaluation 

Criteria. The results of the analysis are reported in section 

Analysis and Implications. Found the Conclusion section, 

are reflections upon the project and its method, any 

conclusions that may be drawn at this stage, and 

suggestions for future research. 



USING SMART GROWTH CRITERIA TO EVALUATE ALTERNATIVE  
ZONING METHODS IN AN EXISTING NEIGHBOURHOOD 

 

7 
 

METHOD  

A standard method procedure was used for this 

research. First, literature related to zoning methods, 

including strengths and weaknesses of each to identify the 

two forerunners in shift from Euclidean zoning, was 

reviewed. Then zoning models for the chosen study area 

were written. Because the zoning formats are being applied 

to one study area, the adapted zoning will be referred to as 

the „zoning models‟. Evaluation criteria were found in order 

to carry out a comparison of the zoning model policies, 

from which an analysis was made. 

The limitations are identified first, as they influence 

the decisions made in the model generation and criteria 

selection, each of which is expanded upon subsequently.  

Limitations and Validity 
Due to time limitation and the need to limit 

researcher bias in the creation of the zoning models, 

templates for both alternative zoning methods was used. 

The SmartCode v 9.2 was used as the FBC model, and the 

principles of Donald Elliot in his book A Better Way to Zone 

(2008) will be used to create the hybrid model. Elliot refers 

to his work as improved hybrid-Euclidean zoning, and so 

the author will use the abbreviation IHE to refer to that 

model. 

Internal validity is most obviously called into 

question in the writing of the IHE model, which was open 

to the interpretation of the author within the loose 

framework that Elliot describes. The author has worked for 

the City of Saint John on the PlanSJ project and lived in 

the City for the duration of a summer internship. While 

this experience has provided the author with some insight, 

perspective, and firsthand knowledge of the City, such 

experience could potentially bias the model creation and 

analysis.  For this reason the zoning models have been 

presented in as transparent a method as possible with any 

assumptions or interpretations stated.   

The selection of an established neighbourhood was 

similarly chosen to increase internal and external validity. 

In all models, the methods were adapted to reflect and 

maintain existing conditions in the Study Area unless 

documentation in the method stated otherwise (Eg: 

allowing accessory dwelling units). Only zoning related to 

the Study Area is considered in the analysis.  

With a singular study area, the result of a limitation 

in time, the generalization of conclusions may be made 

only to areas of similar physical characteristics. Having 

considered the built environment and current uses only, 

the conclusions are more easily transferable than a 

broader analysis incorporating social or economic factors.  

This research considers only the style a zoning 

policy can be written in, rather than the process or 

effectiveness of its application; the criteria used for the 

analysis was therefore selected to evaluate policy 

documents. The criteria set that was chosen is taken from 

the American Planning Association (APA) in a Planning 

Advisory Service Report from 2003, who put forward 

criteria for performing „Smart Growth Audit‟ in several 

municipal policy documents. Consequently, the 

comparison of the styles of zoning was limited to the ability 

to generate Smart Growth, and is not meant to put forward 

a recommendation of what style of zoning is “best”. Smart 

Growth is a valid aspect of analysis for the Study Area, 

because the City of Saint John has identified the desire to 
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METHOD: CREATING THE ZONING MODELS 

grow “Smaller and Smarter” in recent public consultation 

(See Evaluation Criteria for more detail).    

The use of externally generated criteria was 

intentional to increase the external and internal validity of 

this research.  Recognizing the APA as a reputable 

institution, through their endorsement the criteria are 

assumed to be comprehensive, current, and applicable to 

municipalities across North America that are looking to 

implement Smart Growth.   

Creating the Zoning Models  
The SmartCode v 9.2 has been used as the FBC 

model, and the principles of Donald Elliot in his book A 

Better Way to Zone (2008) has been used to create the 

hybrid model. Elliot refers to his work as improved hybrid-

Euclidean zoning, and so the author uses the abbreviation 

IHE to refer to that model. 

1. Existing Euclidean Zoning  

The City of Saint John‟s existing Zoning By-Law 

follows the traditional Euclidean format, meaning that no 

alteration or adaption of this code is necessary. The 

thirteen zones that regulate the Study Area are as listed in 

the Study Area description. Only these sections were used 

in the analysis. The complete zoning by-law may be 

accessed online at  

http://www.saintjohn.ca/en/home/aboutsaintjohn/maps

/zoningmap.aspx.  

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5: Map of the existing zoning in the Study Area 
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METHOD: CREATING THE ZONING MODELS 

 

2. SmartCode Zoning 

SmartCode is a written template for form based 

zoning.  As a template, the SmartCode document requires 

minimal input to complete the zoning for existing 

neighbourhoods4. The following is a summary of the 

process of the SmartCode adaption, identifying 

designations that were assigned to the Study Area to 

produce the final zoning model code. Appendix B contains 

the full text of the zoning model.  

There is a four part process to designation under 

SmartCode, illustrated in Figure 6; the designation then 

indicates what sections of the SmartCode are applicable. 

Existing neighbourhoods under the SmartCode 

automatically classify under the designation of “G-4 Infill 

Growth Sector”. An “Infill Growth Sector” is defined as 

“areas already developed, having the potential to be 

modified, confirmed, or completed in the pattern of TNDs 

(Traditional Neighbourhood Developments) or RCD 

(Regional Centre Development)” (Duany et al, Definitions).  

The Study Area has been further classified as an Infill TND, 

given that it meets the following definition: “a Community 

Unit type within an Urbanized, Greyfield, or Brownfield 

area based on a Standard Pedestrian Shed and consisting 

of T-3, T-4, and/or T-5 Zones” (Duany et al, Definitions).    

The distinction between T3, T4, and T5 designations 

is based upon a transect – a progression of built 

environments from rural to urban (see Figure 7). A T-4, 

General Urban Zone, best describes the Study Area over 

                                            
4 SmartCode v9.2 is the most current edition, and was accessed from 

http://www.smartcodecentral.org where it is available for download as 

freeware. 

Figure 6: The possible designations under the SmartCode. Highlighted 
in green are those applied to the Study Area  (adapted from Duany et 
al. 2008) 
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METHOD: CREATING THE ZONING MODELS 

the T-3 and T-5 designations as it consists of a mixed use 

but primarily residential urban fabric with a variety of 

building types (Duany et al, Definitions).         

A T-4 Infill TND under the G-4 Infill Growth Sector 

is regulated by Article 4 of the SmartCode: “Infill 

Community Scale Plans”. Article 4 sets out the general 

practice and regulations for the zone, such as 

qualifications for Civic and Special District designations. 

Article 5 “Building Scale Plans” and Article 6 “Standards 

and Tables” are also included in this model as these 

Articles contain the detailed numerical regulations (i.e. 

quantifying the setback and height of a building, width of 

street).    

Sections of the base SmartCode that were not 

relevant to this analysis have been omitted from the 

model5; Article 7 is the definitions section of the Code, and 

though relevant is not included in its entirety; rather 

necessary definitions have been embedded within the 

model for the sake of brevity.  

Having identified the appropriate designation, the 

code was completed through filling in physical 

                                            
5 Therefore, Articles 1 through 3 were not 

included. Article 1 of the SmartCode lays out the 
legal boundaries of the zoning by-law, covering 
issues of the same nature as does the first sections 
of a traditional zoning by-law: authority, power, 
variances. The issues in this Article are not 
relevant to the analysis and therefore it was not 
included in the model. Likewise, Article 2 is not 
relevant to this study as it contains the 
instructions for regional level coding. Article 3 
“New Community Scale Plans” is not applicable 
within the Study Area as there are no undeveloped 
lots of size enough to qualify for a separate plan, 
and therefore Article 3 also has been omitted. 

characteristics that reflect current conditions in the Study 

Area. Building height maximum for the T4 zone was set as 

three stories to reflect the typical height of buildings in the 

Study Area. Building set backs were measured on the 

orthographic images of the Study Area, and then confirmed 

against the City‟s Zoning By-law. Street standards were 

determined by number of directions of traffic, and existing 

street widths measured from the orthographic images of 

the Study Area.  

Separate from the T4 Zone, several parcels have 

been given “Civic” designations to reflect and maintain 

their current uses. All civic designations meet the criteria 

given in Article 4 of the model. Parks and squares have 

been accordingly designated, as have the community 

centre, the high school, the fire hall, and the Reserves.  The 

parcel on the South East end of the peninsula that is 

operated by Fundy Energy is large enough to qualify for a 

“Special Designation”. Though the SmartCode does permit 

for existing non-confirming buildings, these properties are 

part of the neighbourhood and should be protected from 

the occurrence of “substantial modifications”, an alteration 

Figure 7: A typical rural to urban transect, showing the progression of transect zones 

(Duany et al, 2008) 
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METHOD: CREATING THE ZONING MODELS 

to a building that is valued at more than 50% of the 

replacement cost of the entire building, subsequent to 

which the rebuilding would be forced to conform to zoning. 

Beyond the base SmartCode, additional optional 

Modules have been written to provide additional regulation 

for topics such as “Sprawl Repair”, “Transit Oriented 

Development” applicable for new communities only, and 

“Bicycling”. One such Module is “Existing Thorough Fare 

Module”, meant to supplant Articles 2 through 4 of the 

base code when the SmartCode is only being applied to 

already developed areas. Though the Study Area is indeed 

already developed, the goal of this research is to attempt to 

mimic the process that a complete city-wide code would 

undertake and so this Module was not applied to the 

SmartCode model. Additional Modules were not applied 

because their contents did not relate to the analysis.  

3. Improved Hybrid Euclidean (IHE) Zoning   

In A Better Way to Zone, Elliot puts forward 10 

principles for improving zoning practices, 7 of which are 

applicable to the by-law document itself. These principles 

are meant to create more flexible codes that are easier to 

interpret and manage, while also ensuring available 

housing and reducing sprawl. One of the zoning principles, 

however, looks at negotiated large developments and is not 

applicable to the scope of this research. Therefore only the 

other 6 principles, listed here, were used for the creation of 

the IHE model. Elliot‟s explanation of each of the principles 

is summarized in Appendix C.  

Elliot‟s 6 principles are:  

1. More Flexible Uses 

2. The Mixed-Use Middle (More Flexible Zones) 

3. Attainable Housing  

Figure 8: The SmartCode zoning model - emphasised 

here are the transect zones 
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4. Mature Area Standards 

5. Living With Non-Conformities 

6. Dynamic Development Standards 

The IHE model was written by referencing the 

existing standards in Saint John‟s By-Law for the Study 

Area. Deviation from the content of the existing zoning is 

made only for topics that are explicitly addressed by Elliot. 

The following text provides a synopsis of the development 

of the IHE model; please refer to Appendix C for the 

complete code and accompanying notes.  

Considering Elliot‟s explanations of the six 

principles, the overarching guiding principle for the Study 

Area is “Mature Area Standards”.  Elliot specifies the need 

to differentiate zoning standards in mature areas from new 

area development. The goal must be to preserve what 

development is there, regardless if the intention is to foster 

redevelopment or to maintain a stable neighbourhood. 

Zoning must accept differences between existing 

development and new development on such things as 

setbacks, street widths, and having space available for 

parking provision. For existing neighbourhoods, this 

preservation theme is echoed in the principle to „live with 

non-conformities‟.  

Elliot‟s principles of “More Flexible Uses” and “Mixed 

Use Middle” promote the amalgamation of compatible 

zones. To that end, the thirteen zones that regulate the 

Study Area in Saint John‟s Zoning By-Law were combined 

into four.  It is important to emphasize that only the zones 

which are present in the neighbourhood were considered 

when writing the IHE model. If an IHE was written for the 

entire city, different zones may be used and so the lands of 

the Study Area could be zoned differently.    

Figure 9: The improved hybrid Euclidean (IHE) zoning model 
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The IHE model zone “Mature Area: Residential 

Redevelopment” now forms the majority of land within the 

Study Area by replacing all residential and institutional 

zones. The only significant change to the regulations for 

the effected lands was to permit the building of accessory 

dwelling units, a point emphasised by Elliot in the 

attainable housing principle. To allow for redevelopment of 

buildings, parking requirements were removed when an 

existing building is reused; this same principle has 

precedence as it is applied already to Saint John‟s Uptown 

neighbourhood. Regulations from the City on home 

occupations in terms of impact on the built environment 

have been kept; however the list of permitted occupations 

was removed in order to allow for greater flexibility of use 

as Elliot prescribes.     

Two transportation zones are present in the Study 

Area under in the existing zoning bylaw; these were 

combined into a more flexible designation of “Low-Rise 

Commercial/Industrial”. The existing uses here are 

warehouses, rail yard, and a high rise office tower. Further 

high-rise buildings on the industrial lands in the Study 

Area would be out of character, and therefore the zoning 

which allows it has been removed from this designation.  

The transportation zones were very prescriptive in 

permitted uses; to make this zone more adaptive the list of 

uses was removed but requirements for building location 

and height were kept to preserve the neighbourhood 

character and any existing sightlines to the water.  

The third zone of the IHE model is “Mature Area: 

Light Commercial/Industrial”, an amalgamation of all 

small commercial or industrial uses. To protect the 

neighbourhood from any undesirable scale of uses, parcel 

sizes were limited to those currently existing in the Bylaw. 

The City‟s light industrial zone IL-1 is already very broad 

and any uses at this scale were primarily commercial in 

nature. Conditions of use that were present in the Bylaw 

were kept. Reference to building form is given to the 

surrounding neighbourhood to further protect character.   

The fourth and final zone “Park” in the IHE model 

was kept as it is written in the City‟s By-Law and applies to 

the same lands. 
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Evaluation Criteria 
The criteria used in the evaluation were taken from 

the APA Planning Advisory Service Report titled Smart 

Growth Audits (Weitz and Waldner 2003). While this limits 

the ability to draw generalizations from the analysis, 

evaluating Smart Growth6 is valuable to the City of Saint 

John. During public consultation carried out over the 2010 

year for updating the City‟s Municipal Plan, “Growing 

Smaller and Smarter” was identified as a Direction for 

Growth and Change (USI Engagement Report 2010). 

Subsequently “Smart Growth” was used as an evaluation 

topic when choosing the City‟s future growth strategy.     

From Smart Growth Audits, all criteria identified as 

evaluation for a zoning ordinance were compiled. From that 

list, any criterion that could not be evaluated at a 

neighbourhood scale was discarded. Table 1 lists the final 

criteria set.  

As in Smart Growth Audits, the criteria are divided 

into six categories: density, land use, open space/green 

space, housing, transportation and parking. The categories 

were kept for ease of discussion; in no way have the 

categories factored into the analysis itself. Each criterion is 

considered to be equally significant to the achievement of 

                                            
6 Smart Growth means using comprehensive planning to guide, design, 

develop, revitalize and build communities for all that: 

 have a unique sense of community and place;  

 preserve and enhance valuable natural and cultural resources;  

 equitably distribute the costs and benefits of development;  

 expand the range of transportation, employment and housing 

choices in a fiscally responsible manner;  

 value long-range, regional considerations of sustainability over short 
term incremental geographically isolated actions; and  

 promotes public health and healthy communities.  (Katz, 2005) 

Smart Growth, as Weitz and Waldner (2003) do not make 

any statements of prioritization or significance.  

Every criterion may return a value of:  

 always true‟, represented by a fully coloured 

circle         or                                

 „partially true‟, represented by a half 

coloured circle     

 „never true‟, represented by an uncoloured 

circle  

For some cases, it is clear from the language that 

Weitz and Waldner do not think it necessary that the 

criterion need be present in every zone; for instance they 

evaluate residential land only, or ask for “at least one”. In 

appropriate cases, „always‟ or „never‟ were considered to be 

the only possible results. In the following discussion of 

each criterion, such cases have been identified in Table 1. 

To carry out the analysis, the criteria require 

primarily a policy analysis of the zoning models, with some 

GIS or spatial analysis. GIS data was provided under 

academic licencing from the City of Saint John.  
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Criteria from Smart Growth Audits Evaluation 

Density 

Do land-use regulations establish minimum densities to promote efficient use of [residential] lands designated 

for higher densities? 

Always/Partially/

Never 

Do minimum lot sizes allow for urban-sized lots?  
Always/Partially/

Never  

Is at least some of the residential land in the community zoned for densities between 18 to 40 dwelling units 

per net hectare, with even higher densities provided for in urban centres? 
Always/Never 

Land Use 

Does the local zoning ordinance provide at least one or more zoning districts that allow mixes of residential 

and commercial uses?  
Always/Never 

Does the zoning ordinance allow for compatible, small-scale neighbourhood commercial uses adjacent to or 

within residential neighbourhoods?  

Always/Partially/

Never 

Are home occupation regulations flexible enough to allow a wide variety of telework activities while 

maintaining the peace and quiet of the neighbourhoods in which they are located?  

Always/Partially/

Never 

Open Space/Green Space 

Do most zoning districts require a minimum open-space ratio? Always/Never 

Do land-use regulations require developers to consider connecting open spaces and greenways to existing 

destinations and open space reservations?  

Always/Partially/

Never 

Housing 

Do the use provisions within at least some of the residential zoning districts allow for a variety of housing 

types by right (versus requiring a conditional use permit)?  
Always/Never 

Do local regulations allow for mixed-income housing developments? 
Always/Partially/
Never 

Does the zoning ordinance allow for “accessory apartments” within single-family residential zoning districts?  
Always/Partially/
Never 

Are minimum lot sizes set low enough in at least one residential zoning district to provide for homeownership 

for all income classes? 
Always/Never 

Does the local zoning ordinance provide flexibility for house sizes (i.e., does it allow small units versus 

establishing large minimum floor areas for all dwelling units)? 
Always/Never 

Table 1: Criteria set for evaluation, as taken from Weitz 

and Waldner (2003) 
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Table 1 Continued: Criteria set for evaluation, as taken 

from Weitz and Waldner (2003) 

Criteria from Smart Growth Audits Evaluation 

Transportation  

Have street standards been revised to lower any excessive requirements for local streets (i.e. street widths 

current best practice)?  

Always/Partially/

Never 

Do development regulations require the installation of a sidewalk along existing public streets abutting the 

development, where such sidewalk does not already exist? 

Always/Partially/

Never 

Do land-use regulations encourage, if not mandate, the provision of inter-parcel connections between 

individual developments, where compatible?  

Always/Partially/

Never 

Do land-use regulations create transit supportive densities along transit routes? 
Always/Partially/

Never 

Parking  

Do land-use regulations include maximum parking ratios in addition to minimum parking requirements?  
Always/Partially/
Never 

Do parking regulations provide for reductions of on-site spaces in places where transit is available?  
Always/Partially/

Never 

Is on-street parking allowed in places where it can be safely provided, such as in downtown areas and 

pedestrian-retail districts?  

Always/Partially/

Never 
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Criteria Category: Density 

Three criteria evaluate the efficient use of land 

through density and the size of lots. The first asks if 

minimum densities are in place in residential zones to 

promote „efficient use of land‟; there are two requirements: 

that minimum densities exist, and that they be efficient. 

Leung 2003, as shown in Table 2, gives a table of desirable 

net densities for a variety of residential forms that is used 

as a comparison for any stated minimum densities. The 

second criterion looks for allowance of „urban sized‟ lots, 

which is defined by Weitz and Waldner as being 5000-6000 

square feet (464.5 – 557.4 m2) in area. Steiner and Butler 

2007, p.122 also identifies this area range as the smallest 

possible for single family detached housing. The third 

criterion under the density category is evaluating if there is 

some higher density areas in the urban centres, and a 

specified range of compact development “within the 

community” (Weitz and Waldner, 2003). The specified 

densities of 18 to 40 dwelling units per net hectare are 

described in both Leung 2003, and Steiner and Butler 

2007 as representing compact detached or low rise 

attached housing.  Due to the proximity of the Study Area 

to the City‟s downtown this criterion was kept. Since Weitz 

and Waldner ask that the densities be present “within the 

community”, this criterion was evaluated only as either 

always or never true.    

 

 

 

 

Table 2: Residential density Standards (Leung, 2003, p 114) 

Dwelling Type 

Net Density 

Desirable Maximum 

DU/
acs 

DU/ha 
DU/
acs 

DU/ha 

Single-detatched 5 12 7 18 

Semi-detached 10 25 12 30 

Row houses 16 40 19 48 

Multi-Family: 2 storey 25 60 30 75 

Multi-Family: 3 storey 40 100 45 115 

Multi-Family: 6 storey 65 160 75 190 

Multi-Family: 9 storey 75 190 85 215 

Multi-Family: 13 storey 85 215 95 240 

 

Criteria Category: Land Use 

The land use component of Smart Growth is 

evaluated in three criteria that are promoting a variety of 

uses within a local area; specifically the mix of residential 

and commercial uses. The first is another case of Weitz and 

Waldner only looking for some zones to meet a criterion – it 

is therefore evaluated as „always‟ or „never‟. At least one 

zone must allow a mix of residential and commercial uses, 

as supported by the Centre of Neighbourhood Technology 

for providing access to variety of housing types for a 

greater number of people within proximity to work and 

amenities. As validated by Barnett 2003, Weitz and 

Waldner‟s second land use criterion is looking for 

neighbourhood commercial uses permitted adjacent to or 

within residential neighbourhoods. The third criterion 

evaluates the flexibility of the zoning bylaw that permits 

“telework activities” – taken to mean home occupations, 

while still maintaining neighbourhood character. The 

Centre for Neighbourhood Technology stresses the need to 
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support home occupations as a means to develop mixed 

use communities, which is a tenant of Smart Growth 

(2010).   

Criteria Category: Open Space/ Green Space 

Two criteria are dedicated to measuring Smart 

Growth for open space/green space. An „always‟ or „never‟ 

criterion is listed first, asking if most zones require a 

minimum open-space ratio. Ecological science and human 

health come together in the second criterion to support, as 

Angold et al. 2006 does, the connection of open spaces and 

greenways to existing destinations and open space 

reservations.   

Criteria Category: Housing 

Housing is one of the most extensive Smart Growth 

categories with five criteria that are evaluating the 

provision of reasonable and fair opportunities for diverse 

housing types and housing pricing.  The first, asking for “at 

least some” residential zones to allow for a variety of 

housing types by right, is measured only as „always‟ or 

„never‟.  At least one zone must allow for different housing 

types by right within it.  Mixed income developments are 

sought in the second criterion, while the third assesses the 

allowance of accessory apartments within single family 

residential zones.  These first three criteria are all 

supporting Smart Growth objectives by ensuring housing 

options to the greatest number of people – by offering a 

variety of locations people may optimize their travelling 

requirements as the Centre of Neighbourhood Technology 

explains. 

Following the same vein, the fourth criterion asks if 

minimum lot sizes are low enough in at least one zone to 

provide for home ownership for all income classes. To 

measure this goal, the Grow Home is used as a model – a 

predesigned standard housing unit with a minimum 

building footprint of just over 300 sqm (1000 sqf) (CMHC 

2000). The Canada Housing and Mortgage Corporation 

(2011) has identified the Grow Home as a best practice 

example.  The last criterion evaluates flexibility of housing 

sizes by not setting large minimum floor areas and is 

interpreted as a zero sum criterion, evaluated only as 

„always‟ or „never‟. This criterion uses the same 300 sqm 

minimum, as it is looking to house not apartment dwelling 

size.  

Criteria Category: Transportation  

Transportation is the other large category, with five 

criteria to compare transit use, pedestrian or active 

transportation, and the effective use of land.  Euclidean 

zoning also does not consider the design of streets – how 

wide they should be, if there should be street parking, 

trees, or bike lanes despite the fact that on average, streets 

occupy or create the most area of public space in a 

neighbourhood (Parolek et al 2008). Excessive street widths 

are an unnecessary waste of land, and therefore Weitz and 

Waldner look for an update to street width requirements – 

dimensions are taken from Steiner and Butler 2007 based 

on traffic flow desired. Sidewalks should be installed along 

public streets abutting new developments where sidewalks 

do not already exist, states the second criterion, in order to 

serve pedestrian safety. Support should be given to 

developing inter-parcel connections where they are 

compatible, though not mandated in the third criterion. 

Steiner and Butler stress the need for pedestrian pathways 
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between parcels where short blocks do not exist in order to 

maintain the convenience of pedestrian travel.  

The fourth criterion looks to support public 

transportation through the implementation of transit 

supportive densities along transit routes. Barnett 2003 and 

Steiner and Butler 2007 agree to a minimum density of 80 

dwelling units within a half mile (0.8 km) radius of a 

transit stop – this distance being representative of walking 

distance to that transit stop. The last transit criterion 

again looks to the pedestrian realm along transit routes, 

acknowledging the interconnection of the two travel modes. 

The requirement of any physical elements that enhance the 

pedestrian environment beyond the provision of a sidewalk 

would therefore meet this requirement. Steiner and Butler 

identifies physical elements that create pedestrian friendly 

street environments.   

Parking 

Parking, the last of the categories, has three criteria under 

it. The first stipulates the more advanced practice of setting 

parking maximum ratios in addition to parking minimums. 

In setting maximum ratios land consumption from 

unnecessary parking is prevented (BA Group, 2008). Again 

to preserve available land, Weitz and Waldner identify the 

need to reduce on-site parking in areas where transit is 

available in order to support transit system. Examining on 

street parking in the third criterion, Weitz and Waldner 

support its use, where safe, especially in downtown areas 

and pedestrian-retail districts. On street parking is a 

valuable tool in creating walkable environments, and its 

proximity to amenities makes it considered the most 

desirable form of parking (Marshall et al., 2008). 
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RESULTS AND IMPLICATIONS 

The results of the analysis are presented here with a 

discussion on how each result was arrived at, organized by 

the categories in the criteria: Density, Land Use, Open 

Space/Green Space, Housing, Transportation, and 

Parking.  

The analysis was carried out by moving sequentially 

through the criteria set, assessing all three models before 

progressing.  

Density  
The first Density criterion looks for minimum 

densities to be set out in the model by-law that create 

efficient residential land use. Both the Existing Zoning and 

IHE models fail to set minimum densities; rather, density 

is controlled by way of lot area and building height. The 

SmartCode model does set a “base residential density”. 

This density functions a maximum, however, to be reduced 

by other requirements such as open space and parking; a 

minimum density is not defined. By not setting a minimum 

to ensure “efficient residential land use” all three models 

fail to meet this criterion.  

The second Density criterion considers lot sizes that allow 

for „urban sized lots‟, defined as 460 to 560 square metres 

or single family housing. As previously discussed, “allow 

for” is interpreted to be satisfied with at least one zone 

meeting the criterion, as opposed to all residential zones. 

Since the Existing RM-IF zone sets a minimum of 185 

metres squared for a single or two family dwelling, and the 

alternative models maintain this size availability, all three 

models meet this criterion. 

Table 1: Results from the density criteria 
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RESULTS AND IMPLICATIONS 

The third criterion expands upon the first, looking 

for a target range of from 18 to 40 dwelling units per net 

hectare in at least some of “the community”, which was 

interpreted to mean the entire City of Saint John. Here the 

criterion expects “zoned for densities” not a “minimum 

density”, and so the physical controls were accepted as 

creating densities in the Existing Zoning and IHE models. 

All three models would produce the same range of densities 

because the existing minimum lot area standards are 

maintained. Using the minimum lot areas set in the three 

existing residential zones in the Study Area – R-2, RM-3, 

and RM-IF – a basic calculation of the maximum allowable 

density was made. The three zones return densities of 18 

to 54 dwelling units per hectare. It is acknowledged that 

this calculation is likely an underestimation of the true 

maximum possible density, because this calculation is 

based on a single dwelling unit per lot, which is often not 

the case in the multi-residential zones in this study area.  

Any increase in density from considering multiple dwellings 

per lot would still meet or exceed the criterion. Therefore all 

three models achieve this criterion.  

Implications 

All three models have achieved the same evaluation 

under the density criteria. Though some variation in the 

models is seen in the Smart Code defining a maximum 

density, the IHE and SmartCode models simply continue 

the standards set by the existing zoning. All three models 

need to include minimum residential densities to help 

create an efficient use of land and therefore better aligning 

with Smart Growth principles. 

Land Use 
All three models allow for a controlled mix of 

commercial and residential uses, including small scale 

commercial uses, meaning that all three models meet the 

first two Land Use criteria. The third criterion specifically 

looks at the regulations for home occupation. The Existing 

Zoning is far more rigid in terms of its list of acceptable 

uses compared to the other two models; the evaluation 

reflects this situation.  

Table 2: Results from the land use criteria 
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RESULTS AND IMPLICATIONS 

Implications 

The land use criteria evaluated appropriate mixing 

of land uses. For the first two criteria, the language is such 

that if the condition is met at least once the criteria are 

satisfied; any influence of the different zoning models as to 

the frequency or ease under which the condition may occur 

is lost. That the IHE and SmartCode models allow for a 

greater mix of uses is not communicated in the evaluation 

though it is clear when the models are read.  

In the third criterion the degree of mixing is 

addressed, touching directly on the weakness of 

overregulation that is inherent in Euclidean zoning.  Both 

the IHE and SmartCode models provide regulation for 

home occupation that is less prescriptive and therefore 

more appropriate for the modern knowledge-based 

economy. The Existing model is out-dated in its list of 

acceptable uses. Though under this category some 

improvement over the existing zoning is seen, the two 

alternative models perform equally in their ability to create 

Smart Growth.   

Open Space/Green Space 
In all three models there are specified open space 

ratios either through the form of setbacks or percentage of 

land area; therefore all three models meet the first Open 

Space/Green Space criterion. The second criterion in this 

category looks for any consideration to developing Open 

Space/Green Space networks. The Existing Zoning model 

does not do so, and lacking direct comment on this topic 

from Elliot it was not added to the IHE model. Likewise, the 

SmartCode does not include this principle. All three models 

therefore failed to meet this criterion.  

Implications 

In both alternative zoning models there was no 

discussion of reviewing current research in open space or 

green space. Even when considering increasing active 

transportation, the creation of greenways or integration of 

pathways to increase access to open space was not 

considered in either the IHE or SmartCode literature. All 

three models perform equally in this category, meaning 

that all three need to encourage the integration of open and 

green spaces.   

Table 3: Results from open space/green space criteria 
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RESULTS AND IMPLICATIONS 

Housing  
A variety of housing is allowed for in the residential 

zones of the Existing zoning model, and as a greater 

flexibility of housing and use is the spirit of the IHE and 

SmartCode models such standards were preserved. All 

three models meet the first criterion in this category.  

Mixed-income housing is not mentioned in any of 

the zoning models, though it is sought in the second 

Housing criterion. Size standards as evaluated in the 

fourth and fifth criteria do in spirit promote accessibility to 

housing, while mixing incomes within the same housing 

building or zone is not specifically addressed. However, 

since none of the models prohibit mixed-income housing, 

the evaluation given for all three models was „partially‟ 

meeting the criterion.  

Accessory apartments, though disallowed in the 

Existing Zoning model, are specifically allowed in both the 

IHE and SmartCode models. The results therefore reflect 

this.  

In the case of the fourth criterion, minimum lot 

sizes are not specified in the SmartCode as they are in the 

other two models. The Existing Zoning, and therefore the 

IHE model by adopting the same lot sizes, both meet the 

standards for this criterion. In the SmartCode, the size of 

lots is managed only through density, setbacks and height 

restrictions; however, the setbacks, height restriction, and 

density would allow for the creation of a lot that meets 

desired area of the criterion. Since the wording of the 

fourth Housing criterion is looking for the potential 

creation of housing, rather than its assurance, the 

SmartCode has also been given an affirmative result.   

Table 4: Results from housing criteria 
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The fifth Housing criterion looks for flexibility of 

stated floor areas for houses, as opposed to apartments. By 

achieving the fourth criterion, all three models achieve the 

fifth. 

Implications  

The criteria define mixed-income units as a matter 

for zoning regulation. The literature of the alternative 

zoning models indicate that both schools of thought 

consider a mix of income to be accomplished by built form 

and the market-at-large. Therefore, since none of the 

models prohibit mixed-income housing, a midway result is 

given for the second criterion even though none of the 

models specifically endorse it. Accessory apartments, 

demonstrating the expectation of the alternative models, 

are specifically endorsed making a change from the 

Existing zoning model.     

Transportation 
The first criterion is looking to street design, a topic 

not covered in the Existing zoning model, or in the IHE 

model. The SmartCode however includes street design 

within its zoning; thus the SmartCode is the only model to 

meet this criterion.  

Sidewalk installation is the second criterion in the 

transportation category. Again, nowhere in the existing 

Saint John Zoning-Bylaw is the instalment of sidewalks 

mentioned. Since Elliot does not make specific reference to 

the creation of sidewalks, this gap was not addressed in 

the IHE model. Through the street classification system the 

SmartCode does not allow for existing conditions to 

override the need to upgrade a street system and 

specifically addresses the need to create sidewalks.  

Table 5: Results from the transportation criteria 
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As it was similarly found under the Open 

Space/Green Space criterion, none of the codes address 

the need to create or encourage inter-parcel connections in 

any capacity. All three models therefore fail to meet the 

third Transportation criterion.  

The last two criteria under the transportation 

category are specific to zoning requirements along transit 

routes. The Existing and IHE zoning models fail to make a 

distinction for transit route catchment areas and therefore 

were given a negative result for these criteria. The 

SmartCode does address these two criteria to a greater 

degree, however not with complete success. The SmartCode 

model in Article 4.2.4 makes the distinction that for infill 

areas, as the Study Area is designated, transit supportive 

policies are only for bus rapid transit routes1, distinctly 

different than a standard bus system such as the one 

employed by Saint John Transit. The SmartCode continues 

in Article 4.2.4 (b) to say that a TOD overlay must be 

approved by variance. While in reality the SmartCode could 

be adapted to meet this criterion, as it is written it does not 

meet the criterion, and therefore a partial evaluation is 

given for fourth Transportation criterion. Similarly, the 

focus on street standards in the SmartCode overall creates 

a stronger pedestrian environment, however in no way is it 

specific to transit corridors, and so the model fails to meet 

the last criterion.     

Implications 

The difference that is seen in the Transportation 

criteria between the SmartCode model and the other two 

                                            
1 Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) is defined as a “rubber tire system with its 

own right-of way or dedicated lane along at least 70% of its route…” 
(SmartCode Article 7 Definitions) 

models is worth highlighting. In the IHE and Existing 

Zoning models, street design is not included in any way; in 

fact, parking is the only transportation related topic 

included in these model zoning by-laws at all. The 

SmartCode model does include street requirements, a 

focus on pedestrian environment, and transit corridors, 

though not always such that it meets criteria.  

Parking  
Since the Existing zoning in the Study Area does not 

specify maximum parking ratios, this model does not meet 

the first Parking criterion. Parking is another Smart 

Growth principle that Elliot did not cover specifically in any 

great detail. Elliot does address the need to have minimum 

parking requirements more flexible to reflect the unique 

situation of each use and location, but fails to include a 

role for parking maximums in that process. Likewise, the 

SmartCode model facilitates shared parking ratios but does 

not set maximums.  Consequently the IHE and SmartCode 

models do not meet this criterion 

As found previously for the Transportation criteria, 

the Existing and IHE models do not make any 

differentiation for transit corridors, and therefore fail the 

second Parking criterion. Though the SmartCode does 

make a distinction for transit corridors, it does not 

incorporate it into parking standards and therefore also 

fails this criterion.  

The provision of on-street parking is not addressed 

in the Existing Zoning model, though it does exist 

throughout the Study Area. While discussing parking 

requirements Elliot encourages the presence of on-street 

parking be factored into the calculation of surrounding 

parking requirements, but does not address in any way the 
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location of its provision. The Existing and IHE models 

where therefore evaluated as failing to meet this criterion. 

In contrast the SmartCode does address the presence of 

on-street parking again through the street classification, 

and does indeed allow it; therefore, the SmartCode model is 

the only model to achieve this criterion.  

Implications 

Beyond setting parking minimum ratios, parking 

management and regulation is largely not included in any 

of the zoning models. All three models would be improved 

from enhancing their parking policies to include parking 

maximums and targeted parking policies for transit 

corridors. The SmartCode model is the only one to address 

on-street parking.  

  

 

Table 6: Results from parking criteria 
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General Conclusions 
The results have shown that the three zoning 

models were not greatly dissimilar in their ability overall to 

facilitate Smart Growth. The models performed equally in 

the Density and Open/Green Space categories. The 

alternative models were equally ranked in the Land Use 

and Housing categories, outperforming the Existing zoning 

model in only one criterion per category.  It is only in the 

Transportation and Parking categories that a difference is 

found between the IHE and SmartCode models; the 

SmartCode meets Smart Growth objectives better under 

those two categories.  If the results are taken at face value, 

the SmartCode model shows the most promise for meeting 

Smart Growth objectives in the Study Area.  

As explained in the Limitations chapter, it is not 

feasible to generalize from this research to a definitive 

recommendation for the entire City of Saint John or any 

other urban area. Rather, this research that in the South 

End Neighbourhood the SmartCode is best able to mandate 

Smart Growth relative to the other models, while still 

having room for improvement. The success of the 

SmartCode in this analysis can be largely attributed to the 

fact that it addressed transportation corridors while the 

other two models did not. If the Transportation category of 

the analysis was negated, the IHE and SmartCode model 

scored much the same. It would be unwise to make 

generalizations therefore about the value of the zoning 

styles beyond the scope of „ability to mandate Smart 

Growth‟.  As alluded to in the introduction, there is far 

more that a zoning style should be able to achieve in 

addition to its ability to create Smart Growth.  

The criteria set developed by Weitz and Waldner 

used for this analysis is thorough and simple to use. 

Neutral language leaves it up to the city applying it to 

determine what is “appropriate” for some of the criteria, 

bringing attention to the topic while recognizing that 

different cities will have different needs and expectations.  

It is recommended that regardless of what style of zoning is 

applied to a city, that this criteria set be used as a simple 

way to check the policies for areas of improvement. As a 

policy audit, these criteria demonstrate that it is, at this 

level, the content of the zoning bylaw that matters most.   

The value of this research is also as a 

demonstration of alternative zoning methods to Euclidean 

zoning. Both the IHE and SmartCode models outperformed 

the Existing zoning. It would be worthwhile to pursue 

future research to see if such a result is found in other 

kinds of areas. The author anticipates that so long as the 

IHE and SmartCode models contain the same built area 

requirements, and the IHE is adapted to include 

transportation oriented policies, the models will continue 

to perform equally.   

Future Research 
The duplication of this research method in different 

study areas will be crucial to determining the overall best 

zoning method for complete cities. Likewise, this research 

should also be duplicated across different cities to discover 

if or how the results shaped by the context of the city they 

are located within.  



USING SMART GROWTH CRITERIA TO EVALUATE ALTERNATIVE  
ZONING METHODS IN AN EXISTING NEIGHBOURHOOD 

28 
 

CONCLUSIONS 

Recommendations for the City of Saint John  
When the City of Saint John undertakes the 

updating of the Zoning Bylaw, the author recommends:  

 That the City recognize that the South End 

Neighbourhood is zoned primarily as residential 

infill, the most compact and flexible residential zone 

in the Bylaw. Duplication of this research in 

different areas of the City could demonstrate other 

shortfalls within the complete By-Law. 

 That the criteria used here be applied as a tool in 

the development of the new zoning By-Law.   

 That the City considers adopting either of the 

alternative zoning styles as both are a significant 

improvement over the existing By-Law. 
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Only Article 4, 5 and 6 of the SmartCode are given in this appendix.  

The text of the SmartCode is given first, included as a table with commentary with each clause when necessary. Text that is 

blue is “optional” or language that a municipality may choose to alter without significantly impacting the effectiveness of the 

template.  

Subsequently, the physical standard images and thoroughfare standards are shown, all completed with existing physical 

information filled in for the Study Area.  

  

ARTICLE 4 COMMENTARY  

4.1.1 Within the G-4 Infill Growth Sector of the Regional Plan (Article 2), or other areas designated as Infill, the 
Planning Office shall prepare, or have prepared on its behalf, Infill Regulating Plans to guide further development. 
Infill Regulating Plans shall be prepared in a process of public consultation subject to approval by Council.   

4.1.2 Infill Regulating Plans shall regulate, at minimum, an area the size of the Pedestrian Shed commensurate with 
its Community Unit type as listed in Section 4.2. The Planning Department shall determine a Community Unit type 
based on existing conditions and intended evolution in the plan area. 

GIS analysis finds that the 
Study Area is larger the 
area of a Pedestrian Shed. 
The pedestrian shed was 
taken from the South End 
Community Centre. The 
Study Area then extends 
upwards along a transit 
route.  

4.1.3 Infill Regulating Plans shall consist of one or more maps showing the following: 
Figure 2  shows the outline 
of the Study Area  

a. The outline(s) of the Pedestrian Shed(s) and the boundaries of the Community Unit(s)  N/A since this Study Area 
is only one Community Unit 

b. Transect Zones and any Civic Zones within each Pedestrian Shed, assigned according to an analysis of 
existing conditions and future needs 

Figure 8 shows zones, 

though " future needs" were 
not addressed for the 
purpose of this analysis 

c.  a Thoroughfare network, existing or planned (Table 3A, Table 3B, Table 4A, Table 4B, and Table 4C) These are found in the 
Tables of this model.  

d. any Special Districts (Section 4.5) Also shown in Figure 8 

e. any Special Requirements (Section 4.7)   

f. a record of any Warrants or Variances.   

4.1.4 Within any area subject to an approved Infill Regulating Plan, this Code becomes the exclusive and mandatory 
regulation. Property owners within the plan area may submit Building Scale Plans under Article 5 in accordance with 
the provisions of this Code.    
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4.1.5 The owner of a parcel, or abutting parcels, consisting of 12 hectares (10 acres) or more of contiguous lots within 
an area subject to an Infill Regulating Plan may apply to prepare a Special Area Plan. In consultation with the 
Planning Department, a Special Area Plan may assign new Transect Zones, Civic Zones, Thoroughfares, Special 
Districts and/or Special Requirements as provided in this Code, with appropriate transitions to abutting areas. 
Special Area Plans may be approved by Warrant.  

As done and shown in 
Figure 2 

4.1.6 The owner of a parcel, or abutting parcels, consisting of 12 hectares (30 acres) or more of contiguous lots, 
whether inside or outside an area already subject to an Infill Regulating Plan, may initiate the preparation of a New 

Community Plan. New Community Plans for the G-4 Sector, or other areas designated as Infill by the Planning 
Department, shall regulate, at minimum, an area the size of the Pedestrian Shed commensurate with its Community 
Unit type as listed in Section 4.2, even if it overlaps adjacent parcels. Both the site and plan area should cnnect and 
blend with surrounding urbanism. 

N/A since this Study Area 
is only one Community Unit 

4.2 COMMUNITY UNIT Types   

4.2.1 Infill Regulating Plans shall encompass one or more of the following Community Unit types. The allocation 
percentages of Table 14a do not apply.   

4.2.2 Infill TND (Traditional Neighborhood Development)   

a. An Infill TND will be assigned to neighborhood areas that are predominantly residential with one or more Mixed 
Use Corridors or centers.  An Infill TND shall be mapped as at least one complete Standard Pedestrian Shed, which 
may be adjusted as a Network Pedestrian Shed, oriented around one or more existing or planned Common 
Destinations.   

b. The edges of an Infill TND should blend into adjacent neighborhoods and/or a downtown without buffers.   

4.2.4 Infill TOD (Transit Oriented Development)   

a. Any Infill TND or Infill RCD on an existing or projected rail or Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) network may be 
redesignated in whole or in part as TOD and permitted the higher Density represented by the Effective Parking 
allowance in Section 5.9.2d.   

b. The use of a TOD overlay shall be approved by Variance.   

4.3 TRANSECT ZONES   

4.3.1 Transect Zone standards for Infill Regulating Plans should be calibrated by means of a survey of exemplary 
existing and intended conditions, as identified in a process of public consultation and subject to the approval of the 
Common Council. Metrics shall be recorded on Table 14 and Table 15.   

4.3.2 A Transect Zone shall include elements indicated by Article 3, Article 5, and Article 6.   

4.4 Civic Zones   

 Civic Building: a building operated by not-for-profit organizations dedicated to arts, culture, education, recreation, 
government, transit, and municipal parking, or for use approved by the legislative body.                                                                                    
Civic Space: an outdoor area dedicated for public use. Civic Space types are defined by the combination of certain 
physical constants including the relationships among their intended use, their size, their landscaping and their 
Enfronting buildings. See Table 13. 
 Civic Zone: designation for public sites dedicated for Civic Buildings and Civic Space Definitions from Article 7 

4.4.1 General   
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a.  Infill Plans should designate Civic Space Zones (CS) and Civic Building Zones  (CB).   

b. A Civic Zone may be permitted by Warrant if it does not occupy more than 20% of a Pedestrian Shed, otherwise it 
is subject to the creation of a Special District.  See Section 4.5. 

Civic zones were given to 
the fire station, highschool, 
community centre, 
Reserves, and the 
Government of New 
Brunswick Justice and 

Consumer Affairs building.  

c.  Parking provisions for Civic Zones shall be determined by Warrant.   

4.4.2 Civic Space Zones  (CS)   

a. Civic Spaces shall be generally designed as described in Table 13, their type determined by the surrounding or 
adjacent Transect Zone in a process of public consultation subject to the approval of the Common Council.  

Designated for the existing 
parks and squares, all were 
of minimum size 
specifications 

4.4.3 Civic Building Zones (CB)   

a. Civic Buildings shall be permitted by Variance in any Transect Zone or by Warrant on Civic Zones reserved in the 
Infill Regulating Plan.  Existing Civic buildings 

therefore exist as is.  

b. Civic Buildings shall not be subject to the Requirements of Article 5. The particulars of their design shall be 
determined by Warrant. 

largest land parcel is the 
Reserves and that is only 
9% of the study area, or 
12% of a standard 
"pedestrian shed"  

4.5 SPECIAL DISTRICTS   

4.5.1 Areas that, by their intrinsic size, Function, or Configuration, cannot conform to the requirements of any 
Transect Zone or combination of zones shall be designated as Special Districts by the Planning Department in the 
process of preparing an Infill Plan. Conditions of development for Special Districts shall be determined in public 

hearing of the Legislative Body and recorded on Table 16.     

4.6 Pre-existing Conditions   

4.6.1 Existing buildings and appurtenances that do not conform to the provisions of this Code may continue in the 
same use and form until a Substantial Modification occurs or is requested, at which time the Planning Advisory 
Committee (PAC) shall determine the provisions of this Section that shall apply. 

Substantial Modification: 
alteration to a building that 
is valued at more than 50% 
'of the replacement cost of 
the entire building, if new 

4.6.2 Existing buildings that have at any time received a certificate of occupancy shall not require upgrade to the 
current Building Code and when renovated may meet the standards of the code under which they were originally 
permitted.  Optional article section,  

4.6.3 The modification of existing buildings is permitted By Right if such changes result in greater conformance with 
the specifications of this Code.    
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4.6.4 Where buildings exist on adjacent Lots, the PAC may require that a proposed building match one or the other of 
the adjacent Setbacks and heights rather than the provisions of this Code.   

4.6.5  Any addition to or modification of a Building of Value that has been designated as such by the Heritage 
Development Board or to a building actually or potentially eligible for inclusion on a state, local or national historic 
register, shall be subject to approval by the Heritage Development Board. 

  
 

4.6.6 The restoration or rehabilitation of an existing building shall not require the provision of (a) parking in addition 

to that existing or (b) on-site stormwater retention/detention in addition to that existing. Existing parking 
requirements that exceed those for this Code may be reduced as provided by Tables 10 and 11. 

  

ARTICLE 5   

5.9.2 Specific to zones T4, T5, T6   

a.  Buildable Density on a Lot shall be determined by the sum of the actual parking calculated as that provided (1) 
within the Lot (2) along the parking lane corresponding to the Lot Frontage, and (3) by purchase or lease from a Civic 
Parking Reserve within the Pedestrian Shed, if available. 

  

b. The actual parking may be adjusted upward according to the Shared Parking Factor of Table 11 to determine the 
Effective Parking.  The Shared Parking Factor is available for any two Functions within any pair of adjacent Blocks. 

  

c. Based on the Effective Parking available, the Density of the projected Function may be determined according to 
Table 10. 

For purposes of Density 
calculation, the Transect 
Zones include the 
Thoroughfares but not land 
assigned to Civic Zones. 

d. Within the overlay area of a Transit Oriented Development (TOD) the Effective Parking may be further adjusted 
upward by 30%. 

  

e. The total Density within each Transect Zone shall not exceed that specified by an approved Regulating Plan based 
on Article 3 or Article 4. 

  

f.  Accessory Units do not count toward Density calculations.   

g. Liner Buildings less than 30 feet deep and no more than two Stories shall be exempt from parking requirements. 
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  Saint John 

  
          

       

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

            
   

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

            KEY ST-57-20-BL 
      Thoroughfare Type         

       
 

      
       Right-of-Way Width 

        
  

 

    
  

    
      Pavement Width 

        
      

   
  

      Transportation 
        

                
     

      

 

       

       

       Movement 
 

Slow Movement 
 

Slow Movement 
 

Free Movement 

Design Speed 
 

30 km/h 
 

30 km/h 
 

30 km/h 

Pedestrian Crossing Time 
 

5.4 seconds 
 

5.4 seconds 
 

7.4 seconds 

Traffic Lanes 
 

1 lane 
 

1 lane 
 

2 lanes 
One side @ 8 feet marked 

3 metres 
1.5 metre Sidewalk 

2 metre continuous Planter 
Curb 

Trees @ 9 m o.c.Avg. 
  
  

Parking Lanes 
 

One side @ 2 metres marked 
 

One side @ 2 metres marked 
 Curb Radius 

 
4.5 metres 

 
4.5 metres 

 Walkway Type 
 

4/2 metre Sidewalk   4/2 metre Sidewalk 
 Planter Type 

 
1x1 m tree well 

 
1x1 m tree well 

 Curb type 
 

Curb 
 

Curb 
 Landscape Type 

 
Trees @ 9 m o.c.Avg. 

 
Trees @ 9 m o.c.Avg. 
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Saint John 

 
           

       

 

 

 

 

            
 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

            KEY ST-57-20-BL 
     Thoroughfare Type         

      
 

      
      Right-of-Way Width 

        
      

  
    

      Pavement Width 
        

      
   

  
      Transportation 

        
                

     

      
       
       
       
       
       
       
    

 

ST-15-8-TR 

 
AV-75-40 

 
Thoroughfare Type 

 
Street 

 
Avenue 

 Transect Zone Assignment 
 

T4, T5, T6 
 

T3, T4, T5 

 Right-of-Way Width 
 

15 metres 
 

75 feet 

 Pavement Width 
 

8 metres 
 

40 feet total 

 Movement 
 

Free Movement 
 

Slow Movement 

 Design Speed 
 

30 km/h 
 

25 MPH 

 Pedestrian Crossing Time 
 

7.4 seconds 
 

5.7 seconds - 5.7 seconds at corners 

 Traffic Lanes 
 

2 lanes 
 

2 lanes 

 Parking Lanes 
 

One side @ 8 feet marked 
 

Both sides @ 8 feet marked 

 Curb Radius 
 

3 metres 
 

10 feet 

 Walkway Type 
 

1.5 metre Sidewalk 
 

6 foot Sidewalk 

 Planter Type 
 

2 metre continuous Planter 
 

7 foot continuous Planter 

 Curb type 
 

Curb 
 

Curb or Swale 

 Landscape Type 
 

Trees @ 9 m o.c.Avg. 
 

Trees @ 30' o.c. Avg. 

 Transportation Provision 
 

TR  
 

BR, TR 
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APPENDIX C:  

PRINCIPLES USED TO DEVELOP THE IHE MODEL  
1. More Flexible Uses 

 Applicable to retail, service, and industrial 

 Control the scale of the use, which does impact the 

neighbourhood, rather than use for use sake 

 Combine lists of permitted uses into fewer and 

broader categories, based on real impacts 

 Parking requirements do reflect more so by use, so 

may be necessary to make sub-sections 

o Eg: Small retail B1 = x parking 

o       Small retail B2= y parking 

2. The Mixed-Use Middle (more flexible zones) 

 Allow mix of complementary uses  

o Eg:  commercial and residential, or light 

industrial and commercial 

 Ideally foresees the following broad zones  

o Single Family Residential/Multi 

Family/Mixed/Special 

 Mixed zones will be controlled by built form 

o Predominantly differentiated by if it allows 

residential or not 

3. Attainable Housing  

 Reducing minimum lot and unit sizes 

 Smaller lots mixed in at set percentages is a 

guessing game of what is “needed” percentage 

 Alternative: city develop ready-made house plans 

that expedite development 

 Removing prohibitions to accessory dwelling units 

and prefabrication housing is a must to increase 

attainable housing  

4. Mature Area Standards 

 Zoning will also have sub-categories based on age 

of neighbourhood: 

o  new areas/ stable and mature/ redeveloping 

and mature 

 Land in redevelopment areas will need special 

consideration from an economics perspective to 

allow (re)development, as well as different 

standards from a lack of space  

o Eg: same ratios for parking across the city 

would be a barrier in old neighbourhoods 

5. Living With Non-Conformities 

 Must allow non-conformities to continue and 

expand if they are so successful that they can 

afford to do so! 

 Subject them to public health 

 Allow them to rebuild to something similar to their 

prior situation  

 Supports health of existing areas by allowing 

successful existing businesses to expand, not force 

them to leave the area 

 Reduces barriers to keeping old buildings in use  

6. Dynamic Development Standards 

 Physical standards as averages of existing area, or 

a certain percentage more, or a storey higher, etc.  

 Removes need to do massive surveys of existing 

conditions 

 Allows the city to change over time  

 Best in mixed use middle zones – single family 

residential zones often do not want to allow chance 

for change in built environment 
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The language used for this zoning code model is 

meant to mimic the same phrasing and syntax used in the 

existing By-Law. As the author has no background in legal 

documents some phrasing could need changing before 

adoption, however, the syntax in no way influences the 

analysis and therefore is not of concern to this study. 

 

Mature Area: Residential Redevelopment 

Commentary 

This model zone is an amalgamation of the 

residential and institutional zones (RM-IF, RM-3, R-2, SZ-

21: social housing, IL-2 and IL-1) in the Study Area. 

Institutional1 uses are seen as being inherently 

complementary to residential uses and very much a part of 

the fabric of the established, mature, neighbourhood.   

Physical form requirements such as setbacks and 

site widths were taken from the RM-IF zone, as it 

dominates the land regulation in the Study Area presently, 

and so continuing development at that scale would not 

interfere with the character of the neighbourhood.  Size 

standards for dwelling units were also maintained to 

protect quality of housing. Landscaping and amenity space 

requirements were consistent across the residential zones 

and were also maintained to protect the character of the 

neighbourhood.  

Design requirements contained in the RM-IF zone, 

specifically regarding window dimensions were removed to 

allow for greater redevelopment potential, especially as 

                                            
1 Institutional uses are those having a “mandate of either 

human development or public service” (Leung 2003, p 56) 

Saint John has existing historic overlays to protect 

buildings of significance.  

Accessory dwelling units will be allowed pending 

setbacks and open area stipulations, rather than having 

them disallowed as they currently are in the residential 

zones of the By-Law. Parking requirements have also been 

altered for this zone to promote the redevelopment of 

buildings.  

Note that the general requirements for home 

occupations, as they are referenced in the Mature Area: 

Residential Redevelopment, have been included at the end 

of this zone’s code. For the home occupation, the list of 

acceptable uses has been removed, leaving only the general 

usage standards; the requirement for the provision of two 

off-street parking spaces has also been removed.   

Code  

1) Permitted Uses 

Any land building or structure may be used for the 

purposes of, and for no other purpose than: 

a) The following uses:  

 Residential  

 A home occupation as subject to Section 810  

 Institutional 

 An accessory building or structure 

 An accessory dwelling unit 

 Park or playground  
b) The following uses subject to such terms and 

conditions as may be imposed by the Committee: 

 Subject to subsection 2(b) a parking area 

 Commercial uses  

c) Subject to Section 830, an accessory building, 

structure or use, incidental to a use, building or 

structure permitted in this Section.  



USING SMART GROWTH CRITERIA TO EVALUATE ALTERNATIVE  
ZONING METHODS IN AN EXISTING NEIGHBOURHOOD 

73 
 

APPENDIX D: IHE ZONING MODEL 

 

2) Conditions of Use  

a) No commercial or institutional uses will have a 

license under the New Brunswick Liquor Control 

Act 

b) A parking area permitted in subsection 1(b) 

must be for the purposes of providing parking 

for a use which is located and permitted in the 

same zone 

 

3) Zone Standards 

a) Context 

i) Window replacements on existing buildings 

shall fill the existing window openings 

b) Minimum lot area: 

i) multiple dwelling ……….300 square metres 

ii) other use………………….185 square metres 

c) The maximum density: 

i) for each dwelling unit therein having three  

or more bedrooms ………80 square metres 

ii) for each dwelling unit therein having two 

bedrooms ………………….65 square metres 

iii) for each dwelling unit therein having one 

bedroom…….………………45 square metres 

iv) for each bachelor apartment  

therein ……………………..30 square metres 

v) for each efficiency unit 

therein ……………………...30 square metres 

vi)  for each room therein in excess of two used 

for rooming or boarding house 

purposes……….  …………20 square metres 

d) Minimum lot width ………………… 5.5 metres 

e) Minimum front yard………………... 1.5 metres 

f) Maximum front yard: the greater of  

i) The average front yard of the two adjacent 

buildings; 

ii) The existing front yard of either of the two 

adjacent buildings;  

iii) The front yard created by the historic 

“footprint” of the building which formerly 

existed on the development site 

g) Minimum side yard:  the lesser of 

i) The minimum side yard of two or more 

buildings in the same block face; 

ii)  or 1.5 metres; 

h)  Minimum rear yard………................................. 

7.5 metres 

The rear yard setback may be less than required for 

infill developments where the existing building has already 

encroached on the 7.5 metre setback and the requirements 

of the amenity space requirements of 3(o) can be met; 

i) Minimum ground floor area for a one-family or 

two-family dwelling: 

i) 1½, 2 or 3 storey............ 62 square metres 

j) Minimum dwelling unit width for  

one-family townhouses……………….5.5 metres 

k) Maximum building height …....... 120 percent, 

of the average height of the existing buildings 

within the block face of the proposed 

development; 

l) Minimum building height ............ 80 percent, 

of the average height of the existing buildings 

within the block face of the proposed 

development; 

m) Building width of the front facade of an infill 

development shall not vary more than 10 
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percent from the average of the front facades of 

the existing buildings within the block face of 

the proposed development unless it is 

constructed on an existing lot with a maximum 

lot width of 18 metres; 

i) Building widths of infill developments 

proposed for lots which have been 

consolidated and are in excess of the average 

lot widths of building lots within the same 

block, may exceed the widths outlined above 

provided the front facade of the building is 

visually divided using architectural detailing 

into bays or sections which do conform to the 

required widths in 3(d); 

n) Landscaping:  

i) Minimum lot area …………….. 20 percent  

ii) where development only takes place in 

existing buildings that have a lot occupancy 

greater than 80 percent, landscaping shall 

maximize all available space subject to 

Section 870; 

o) Amenity space minimum lot area 

………………………………………... 20 percent 

p) Parking:  

i) Notwithstanding Section 860 (8), driveways 

and access-ways to parking areas will have a 

maximum width of 4.5 metres 

ii) Off-street parking spaces in this zone are 

exempt from the requirements of Section 850 

when an existing building is being reused or 

recycled.  

Referenced General Provisions  

Home Occupation Section 810 (2) 

 a person occupying a dwelling as a principal place of 

residence may carry on a home occupation where 

permitted under the following conditions: 

 Not more than two persons are engaged in the home 

occupation other than members of the family resident 

in the dwelling unit in which the home occupation is 

located,  

 No part of the activity is located in accessory 

buildings or structures,  

 The floor area devoted to it does not exceed the 

greater of 25% of the dwelling unit floor area or 47 

square metres;  

 All equipment or material is to be kept exclusively 

within the dwelling unit 

 No commercial vehicle or equipment bearing a sign 

with respect to the home occupation shall be parked 

on the lot except in a wholly enclosed garage 

 

Park 

Commentary 

The content of the Park zone from the Saint John 

By-Law was taken without alteration. Please refer to the 

reproduction of the original zone in Appendix A.  

 

Heavy Low-Rise Commercial/Industrial 

Commentary 

This zone is an amalgamation of the two 

transportation (T, T-1) zones. The documentations of the 

original zones are very flexible, one has no size 

requirements, and the other allows a variety of industrial 

uses beyond the transportation sector. The T-1 zone is the 



USING SMART GROWTH CRITERIA TO EVALUATE ALTERNATIVE  
ZONING METHODS IN AN EXISTING NEIGHBOURHOOD 

75 
 

APPENDIX D: IHE ZONING MODEL 

land of a high-rise office tower, and allows for such height 

by right; this allowance in the Study Area is out of 

character with the neighbourhood and will be removed. 

 

Code 

1) Permitted Uses 

Any land building or structure may be used for the 

purposes of, and for no other purpose than: 

a) The following uses: 

 Commercial  

 Industrial  

 Transportation  

b) Subject to Section 830, an accessory building, 

structure or use, incidental to a use, building or 

structure permitted in this Section 

2) Conditions of Use  

a) A warehouse or wholesale business must store 

all materials within a wholly enclosed building.  

3) Zone Standards 

a) Minimum lot area………..7,000 square metres 

b) Minimum lot width …………………. 60 metres  

c) Minimum front yard ………………….6 metres 

 No front yard is required on the easterly side 

of Water Street 

d) Minimum rear yard……………….the lesser of: 

 15 per cent of the lot depth, or 

  7.5 metres 

e)  Minimum side yard …………… 3 metres, where: 

 windows are included in the side of the 

building, or 

 the building or structure abuts a zone within 

which side yards are required, or 

 a side yard is provided 

f) Maximum height …………………… 11 meters, 

except 

 For a building on land owned by the Natinoal 

Harbours Board (N.H.B.) within the harbour 

limits of the Port of Saint John 

g) Maximum lot occupancy ………….. 60 percent   

 

Mature Area: Light Commercial/Industrial 

Zone  

Commentary 

This zone for the IHE model is an amalgamation of 

the light industrial, and business zones in the Study Area 

(I-1, B-1, B-2, B-3). The allowable uses in these zones that 

are given in the Saint John By-Law are extensive and 

therefore broad – therefore only the size requirements and 

the conditions of use have been maintained.  

 

Code 

1) Permitted Uses 

Any land building or structure may be used for the 

purposes of, and for no other purpose than: 

a) The following uses: 

 Commercial  

 Industrial  

b) Subject to Section 830, an accessory building, 

structure or use, incidental to a use, building or 

structure permitted in this Section 

2) Conditions of Use 
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a) A public utility service yard shall not be located 

within 60 metres of an "R" Zone. 

b) An office or parking area for a taxi business 

shall not be located adjacent to an "R" Zone on 

the street on which it fronts. 

c) A beverage room, club or lounge, other than 

such a use located within a hotel, motel or on a 

property affected by a resolution of Common 

Council pursuant to Section 39 of the 

Community Planning Act, may not be located: 

 Within 150 metres measured along the street 

on which the lot fronts of a church, school or 

"R" Zone, or within a radius of 90 metres 

thereof in any other direction. 

 Within 300 metres of a lot on which there is 

another beverage room, club or lounge on the 

same street on which the lot abuts, or within 

a radius of 180 metres thereof in any other 

direction. 

 In a building also used for dwelling purposes 

other than one dwelling unit for a caretaker, 

watchman, owner or operator of the beverage 

room, club or lounge. 

d) An amusement place may not be located within 

90 metres measured along the street on which 

the lot fronts of a church, school, or community 

centre or within a radius of 30 metres thereof in 

any other direction. 

 

3) Zone Standards 

a) Minimum lot area:  

 Gasoline bar …………. 930 square metres 

 Other ………………………………370 metres  

 If a dwelling unit is contained in the building 

the lot area shall be increased as per the 

provisions of MA-RR 3(c)  

b) Minimum lot width 

 Gasoline bar ………………………. 30 metres 

 Other ………………………………12 metres 

c) Minimum front yard 

 Gasoline bar ……………………..7.5 metres 

 Other  

(1) The average front yard of the two adjacent 

buildings; 

(2) The existing front yard of either of the two 

adjacent buildings;  

(3) The front yard created by the historic 

“footprint” of the building which formerly 

existed on the development site 

d) Minimum side yard ……………the greater of: 

 one-half the height of the building, or 

 3 metres 

e) Minimum rear yard 

 when abuts an "R" Zone …………7.5 metres 

 for any other lot ………………… 3 metres 

The rear yard setback may be less than required for 

infill developments where the existing building has already 

encroached on the 7.5 metre setback and the requirements 

of the requirements of 3(o) can be met; 

f) Maximum building height........... 120 percent, 

of the average height of the existing buildings 

within the block face of the proposed 

development; 
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g) Minimum building height.......... 80 percent, 

of the average height of the existing buildings 

within the block face of the proposed 

development; 

h) Building width of the front facade of an infill 

development shall not vary more than 10 

percent from the average of the front facades of 

the existing buildings within the block face of 

the proposed development unless it is 

constructed on an existing lot with a maximum 

lot width of 18 metres; 

 Building widths of infill developments 

proposed for lots which have been 

consolidated and are in excess of the average 

lot widths of building lots within the same 

block, may exceed the widths outlined above 

provided the front facade of the building is 

visually divided using architectural detailing 

into bays or sections which do conform to the 

average width 

i) Maximum lot occupancy ………. 60 percent 

. 
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