
   
ECONOMIC VITALITY COMMITTEE

OPEN MEETING
    
 

Date: Thursday, January 14, 2021, 12:00 p.m.
Location: Council Chamber and Via Web Conferencing

1. Committee Membership

Councillor Bruce Grandy, Chair
Councillor Eric Megarity, Vice-Chair
Councillor Dan Keenan, Member
Councillor Greg Ericson, Member
Councillor Kate Rogers, Member
Councillor Mark Peters, Member
Councillor John MacDermid, Member
Councillor Stephen Chase, Member
Councillor Kevin Darrah, Member
Councillor Henri Mallet, Member

2. Agenda

Declaration of Conflict of Interest

Members of Council must disclose if they have a conflict of interest in any matter which is
the subject of consideration before Council.

2.1. Single Room Occupancy Survey

PowerPoint Presentation by: (30 mins)

Jennifer Brown, Community Planner, Dillon Consulting•

 

2.2. Housing Needs Assessment Affordable Housing Strategy Update

Verbal Presentation by: (10 mins)

Ken Forrest, Director, Planning & Development•



SINGLE ROOM OCCUPANCY STUDY 
PUBLIC SURVEY RESULTS

PRESENTED ON BEHALF OF THE 

FREDERICTON AFFORDABLE HOUSING COMMITTEE
January 2021
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recommendations that outline a contextually
appropriate definition, right-sized standards, and clear
process to facilitate SROs as a new housing type
permitted in the appropriate land use zones.

Public input was needed to inform the FAHC’s
recommendations to Council. A public survey was
conducted between November 5 and 21, 2020. The
survey was disseminated through the Engage
Fredericton online platform and made available in
hardcopy for those with limited access to the internet
or hardware needed to participate.

The purpose of the survey was to determine the
public’s attitude towards SROs as a land use and to
gauge the degree of oversight and regulation desired
as part of an approval process.

Although SROs are certainly part of the affordable
housing conversation, the scope of the study and
subsequent survey were narrowed to the technical
components of introducing a new land use into the
City’s regulatory framework.

The following report summarizes the survey results. It
is intended to introduce the reader to the project in
preparation for the final report. The survey results will
inform a set of recommendations to be provided in
the final report to be released to the public in
February, 2021 via the Economic Vitality Committee.

What am I 
about to read? 

The Fredericton Affordable Housing Committee (FAHC)
is the City of Fredericton’s (the City) committee
tasked with providing Council with insight on
affordable housing. With the support of Council, the
FAHC is preparing a study that contemplates Single
Room Occupancies (SROs) as a defined and regulated
land use within the City. SROs provide an efficient and
affordable housing option for individuals seeking
independent living with shared amenities. Building on
the traditional Rooming House model, SROs offer a co-
living housing option suitable to a broad demographic
including seniors, students, young professionals,
newcomers, those with housing challenges, and those
who are entering the housing market for the first time.

SROs have a variety of design options including
independent sleeping quarters, shared or en suite
bathrooms, with shared access to kitchen, living, and
sometimes laundry and outdoor spaces. SROs can be
integrated into the development pattern of the City
through conversions or new builds; using existing
stock to accommodate smaller numbers of units and
new builds to accommodate larger number of units or
the integration into multi-units.

The City’s Zoning By-law does not currently define
SROs as a permitted land use and therefore there are
no standards or parameters established for their
development. The FAHC recognized the opportunity for
SROs to be introduced as a land use and asked Council
to undertake a study to support their introduction. The
SRO study seeks to provide Council with a set of 2
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The survey was open to public response for
approximately 2 weeks. The survey was hosted online
via the City’s Engage Fredericton platform. Engage
Fredericton requires participants to be registered for
the platform in order to submit survey responses. This
limits survey participation to those living within the
City and limits the number of submissions to one per
registered user.

Hardcopies of the survey were disseminated to key
stakeholders working with vulnerable populations.
There was also an alternative online survey made
available to these same stakeholders. The hardcopy
and alternative online options allowed those without a
postal code or limited access to the internet to
participate in the SRO study. All versions of the survey
asked the same questions in the same format.

The online survey was advertised through social media
and was provided via email to anyone previously
registered on the Engage Fredericton platform.

231 online responses
7 other responses

238 total responses

Survey Response 
Snapshot
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Participants were asked a series of introductory
questions. These questions helped build a profile of
who was responding to the survey. The results of the
housing status and security questions are described
below:

Of the 238 responses: 

58% owned their primary residence

37% rented their primary residence 

5% were vulnerably housed

Those who described themselves as vulnerably housed
included those who were homeless or without secure
housing beyond a 1 month term; those who stayed in
hotels, motels, or shelters; or those who couch surfed
or stayed with friends.

Survey Results
Participant Profiles: Housing

Participants were also asked how often they moved.
This is a good indication of housing security as those
more vulnerably housed will generally move more
often.

When asked how many times they had moved in the 
last 5 years:  

7% moved 4 times or more

11% moved 3 times

12% moved twice

22% moved once

48% had not moved 

The majority of survey participants were considered to
be securely housed with most owning their own home
and nearly half having not moved in the last five
years.
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Participants were asked about their transportation
habits and access to public transportation. This
provided further understanding of where the
participants lived and how they interact with their
surrounding neighbourhoods.

When asked about their primary form of
transportation, of the 238 responses:

67% drove their own car

19% walked

6% bicycled

4% used public transit

4% used other forms of transportation like taxis or
borrowed a car.

When asked about their proximity to public transit,
specifically how close their home is to a bus stop,

77% of survey participants could walk to a bus stop 
in 5 minutes or less.

The responses to the transportation specific questions
suggest that despite the reasonable proximity and
therefore ease of access to public transit, survey
participants primarily chose their own vehicle for
regular trips.

This information allows for the assumption that public
transit is generally available to most residents of the
City. This is important as access to public transit was
prioritized by survey participants as an important
neighbourhood amenity when considering the
placement of SROs.

Participant Profiles: Transportation 
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These results support SROs being permitted in a
variety of zones including residential zones that permit
more moderate to dense housing, as well as mixed
use zones that allow for walkable, compact
neighbourhoods with easy access to everyday
amenities and a variety of transportation options.

It is notable that the Downtown was not immediately
targeted for SRO development which would allow for
the assumption that the community is generally
comfortable with this type of land use being located
and permitted in a variety of zones. This is helpful as
recommendations will evolve from this information.

6

Participants were asked to weigh in on what
neighbourhood amenities might be important for
residents of SROs. The question was asked with the
intention to provide insight into future placement of
the land use and allow for criteria for recommended
zoning provisions.

Survey participants identified proximity to Public
Transit, Grocery Stores and Pharmacies as important in
siting future SRO development. Proximity to Health
Services, Employment Areas, and Active Transportation
(AT) Trails can be grouped in a secondary category
based on the results. Proximity to Schools, Nature, and
Downtown can be grouped as a third, lower priority
category.

Single Room Occupancy: Neighbourhood Amenities
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Survey participants were asked to rank private SRO
components from most essential to less essential and
“must have” to “would be nice”. These questions were
staged to challenge the participants into thinking
about what components of a dwelling are most critical
to them.

Participants prioritized private components in the 
following order:

1. Private Bedroom
2. Private Bathroom
3. Private Kitchen
4. Private Living room
5. Private Balcony/Outdoor Space

Participants prioritized shared components from ‘must 
haves’ to ‘would be nice’ in the following order:

1. Shared kitchen
2. Shared bathroom
3. Shared laundry
4. Shared living room
5. Shared outdoor space

7

Single Room Occupancy: On-Site Amenities
Participants were asked to consider what on-site
amenities they imagined would be desirable in an SRO
development. This question and those that asked
participants to prioritize specific shared and
independent amenities were intended to lend insight
into design options and future considerations for
development criteria.

Survey participants identified On-site Laundry as the
most desirable on-site amenity. Shared Wi-fi, Outdoor
Space, and Indoor Gather Space were also highly rated
with On-site Parking receiving considerably less
attention from survey participants. This is consistent
with the residential market trends seen in multi-units
with in-suite laundry and shared amenities like “party
rooms” and court yards becoming more commonplace.

171

86

159

189
213
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Survey participants were asked a series of questions to
inform future design considerations and development
criteria recommendations. The questions were
designed to generate an understanding of the
community’s comfort for SROs as a new land use
considering the common design features of the
housing type. The secondary intention of these
questions was to support future marketing material
targeted to the development community should it be
needed.

Survey participants were asked their level of
agreement with the following statements:

8

82%

7%
11%

Agreeable Neutral Disagreeable 

41
%

27
%

32
%

People should have access to their own, 
private kitchen:

42%

10%

48%

Sharing a bathroom is reasonable: People should have access to their own 
private bathroom:

78%

11%
11%

48%

30%

22%

People should have private space big 
enough to welcome guests:

70%

18%

12%

People having shared access to space 
for entertaining is reasonable:

Single Room Occupancy: Internal Design Considerations

Sharing a kitchen is reasonable:

8



To learn more about the community’s views on the
location of SRO, participants were asked a series of
questions in follow up to the neighbourhood amenity
question. This provided further understanding of where
the community envisions SROs within the City’s
development pattern. This information will inform
future zoning recommendations and development
criteria.

Survey participants were asked their level of
agreement with the following statements:

9

53%36%

11%

Locate SROs near 
employment areas or 
centres:

86%

12%2%

Locate SROs in neighbourhoods with 
other multi-unit, apartment style 
buildings:

90%

8%2%

Locate SROs near health 
services (medical and 
mental):

91%

8%
1%

Locate SROs near public 
transit stops:

Agreeable Neutral Disagreeable 

Single Room Occupancy: Location Considerations
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To achieve more detailed information on possible SRO
location criteria participants were asked to consider
the land use as a building type. Participants were
asked to consider a series of statements that described
how SROs may be integrated into different areas of
the City. This provided additional insight for future
zoning recommendations and introduced information
that will help build a vision for this land use and how it
could be used in the City.

Survey participants were asked their level of
agreement with the following statements:

10

65%

25%

10%

SROs should primarily be 
located in existing homes 
converted to accommodate 
multiple tenants

30%

45%

25%

SROs should be integrated with other 
uses such as apartments of different 
sizes or commercial uses like offices 
or retail store fronts

20%

23%
57%

SROs should only be 
included in new construction

82%

12%

6%

SROs should be located on 
main roads with easy 
access to transit stops:

Agreeable Neutral Disagreeable 

Single Room Occupancy: Location Considerations
These results indicate an openness to SROs being
considered in several formats including conversions of
existing building stock. The transportation specific
question provides additional support for SRO
development criteria to include positioning larger
format developments on collector and arterial streets
in keeping with the existing transit network. This will
be important information as recommendations are
formed.
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Although the purpose of the survey was to inform the
introduction of SROs as a land use, an effort was made
to gauge some broader opinions about housing and
housing affordability, specifically rental housing. As the
City prepares to take a closer look at its housing
market, these question may offer some preliminary
insight into the community’s views on the subject.

Survey participants were asked their level of
agreement with the following statements:
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64%

23%

13%

Housing for single people 
(seniors, students, those 
living along) is affordable

3%
10%

87%

Access to wi-fi should be included in 
the price of rent

78%

18%
4%

The cost of rental housing is 
causing an increase in the number 
of homeless citizens in the City:

71%

12%

17%

Heat, electricity, hot water, and 
clean drinking water are or 
should be included in the price 
of rent:

Agreeable Neutral Disagreeable 

Single Room Occupancy: General Housing Questions

The cost of rental housing 
should be a priority concern 
of Council

95%

2%
3%

The cost of rental housing 
might affect my ability to 
access housing

44%

12%

44%

11



Questions pertaining to the cost of housing and
budgetary considerations were included in the general
questions section.

Survey participants were asked to share their opinion
on the percentage of a person’s monthly income that
should be devoted to safe and adequate shelter.
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Single Room Occupancy: General Housing Questions

55% of survey participants
indicated that 21-30% of one’s
income should be budgeted for
shelter.
25% of survey participants
indicated that 31-40% of one’s
income should be budgeted for
shelter

Survey participants were asked to consider the
average City resident’s priorities and to rank a list of
common budget items for someone making an
average wage. This question was purposefully vague
as the subjectivity of the term average was assumed
to allow for more truthful answers.

Participants ranked the common budget items in the
following priority:

1. Rent/Mortgage

2. Food

3. Transportation (gas, bus pass, taxis, etc.)

4. Cable, Internet, Telephone (cell and landline)

5. Clothing and Footwear

6. Car Payment, Car Insurance, Health/Medical 
insurance, Life insurance

7. Debt Repayment (student and personal loans)

8. Savings

9. Entertainment

12



Participants were asked a series of direct questions at
the conclusion of the survey. The questions were
intended to gauge if SROs could be anticipated to be
met with positive or negative reaction if proposed.

Survey participants were asked if they felt the co-
living model presented by SROs provide a reasonable
and affordable housing option.

71% said yes.

When asked if they were concerned about the supply
of rental units in the City,

87% said yes.

Participants were asked to what degree they would be 
comfortable with a SRO in their neighbourhood, 

82% stated they were either very or somewhat 
comfortable;

11% responded they were neutral; and

7% were either somewhat or very uncomfortable

13

Single Room Occupancy: Concluding Questions
The survey concluded with a question exploring
options that would increase the community’s comfort
with the integration of SROs into their
neighbourhoods.

74% of participants agreed with regulating the 
number of residents per amenity (or example, 4 
residents per bathroom; or 6 residents per kitchen).

65% of participants agreed with regulating the 
number of residents per building.

44% of participants agreed with regulating the 
location of SROs  based on proximity to employment 
areas, institutions, and other multi-units.

40% of participants agreed with permitting SROs 
through the use of a Council or Planning Advisory 
approval process (this requires some degree of public 
notice). 

25% of participants agreed to prescribing the distance 
between SRO developments.

13
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The summary document you just read will support the
development of a set recommendations for SROs that
are informed by the public and supported by best
practice and practical experience.

Over the next month, a vision for the facilitation of
SROs will be completed, accompanied by design and
development criteria aimed at facilitating this new land
use. There criteria will be drafted using positive and
flexible language to incentivize the development of
SROs where appropriate.

The final report will be presented to the Economic
Vitality Committee at their February 18th, 2021
meeting.

Questions about the content of this report including 
survey questions and methods can be directed to: 

Jennifer Brown
Community Planner

Dillon Consulting 
506 653 7904 

jbrown@dillon.ca

What’s next?

Im
ag

e 
Cr

ed
its

:
<d

iv
>I

co
ns

 m
ad

e 
by

 <
a 

hr
ef

="
ht

tp
s:

//
w

w
w

.fl
at

ico
n.

co
m

/a
ut

ho
rs

/f
re

ep
ik

" t
itl

e=
"F

re
ep

ik
">

Fr
ee

pi
k<

/a
> 

fro
m

 
<a

 h
re

f=
"h

tt
ps

:/
/w

w
w

.fl
at

ico
n.

co
m

/"
 ti

tle
="

Fl
at

ic
on

">
w

w
w

.fl
at

ic
on

.c
om

</
a>

</
di

v>
<a

 h
re

f=
'h

tt
ps

:/
/w

w
w

.fr
ee

pi
k.

co
m

/v
ec

to
rs

/h
ou

se
'>

Ho
us

e 
ve

ct
or

 cr
ea

te
d 

by
 fr

ee
pi

k 
-

w
w

w
.fr

ee
pi

k.
co

m
</

a>

14



SRO Study: 
Economic Vitality Committee 
Additional Discussion Slides
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Recommendations will include suggested updates to
the City’s Zoning By-law as well as a set of action
items for FAHC based on the results of the public
survey and the overall findings of the Study.

Recommended changes to the Zoning By-law may
include:

 Improvements to existing Rooming House definition

 Updates to occupancy standards

 Adjustments to existing standards for converted
dwellings to speak specifically to SROs

 A set of general standards for SROs such as:
 Maximum number of beds per amenity;
 Internal hallways;
 Exterior design considerations; etc.

 A prescribed process for SROs including
 Zone recommendations
 Permitted versus conditional use
 Criteria for evaluation to assist PAC in their

processing of an application

Recommended action items for the FAHC may
include:

 Exploring the creation of a bonus zoning by-law to 
incentivize the incorporation of SROs (and 
affordable units) into new builds.

 Exploring the development of a general incentive 
program with provisions for SROs.

 Develop marketing materials to assist the FAHC in 
advocating for SROs.

Outline of Preliminary Recommendations

16



17

What could SROs look like?
Current Trends: Hotel Conversions
 Uses existing buildings

 Typically close to commercial centres

 Increasingly popular response to COVID-19

17
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What could SROs look like?

https://cdn.jhmrad.com/wp-content/uploads/bedroom-bath-per-single-occupancy-room_105950.jpg

Current Trends: Adult Dorms
 Use floor plans similar to university dormitories

 Mostly used in new build format

 Shared laundry, shared common spaces

18
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What could SROs look like?
Current Trends: Adult Dorms
 Use floor plans similar to university dormitories

 Mostly used in new build format

 Shared laundry, shared common spaces

https://socketsite.com/archives/2018/09/challenge-of-single-room-occupancy-sro-condo-development-slated-to-fail.html

19
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What could SROs look like?
Current Trends: Co-Living and Micro-units
 Marketed to professionals and middle income

 New build and often heritage property conversion

 Include utilities, cleaning services, entertainment
options, basic supplies

20
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What could SROs look like?
Current Trends: Co-Living and Micro-units
 Marketed to professionals and middle income

 New build and often heritage property conversion

 Include utilities, cleaning services, entertainment
options, basic supplies

21
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What could SROs look like?
SROs look like what’s already there!
SROs, whether new build or conversion, are generally
designed to integrate into their surroundings.

Any of these developments could be an SRO:

https://killamreit.com/apartments/fredericton-nb/plaza

http://consideratemanagement.ca/windsor-townhouses-inc/ http://www.askaustin.ca/listing/nb051744-700-union-st-407-
fredericton-nb-e3a-3n7/

https://www.fredericton.ca/en/news/city-stories/earl-brewer-passion-with-purpose

Google Earth

Google Earth 22



Thank you!
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Jennifer Brown
Community Planner

Dillon Consulting 
506 653 7904 

jbrown@dillon.ca
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