City of Richmond

Urban Development Division Report to Committee
76 Conncd! ‘/Zfé 77, 2006
To 9\0\.(\(\\(\63- Feb g\)’Z,OO(c
To: Planning Committee Date: February 2, 2006
From: Jean Lamontagne RZ 04-268223

i X045 . 50
e V- FO0606-30 - 791
Re: Application by Silverado Homes Ltd. for Rezoning at 5411 and 5431 Steveston
Highway from Single-Family Housing District, Subdivision Area E (R1/E) to
Single-Family Housing District, Subdivision Area B (R1/B) and Single-Family
Housing District, Subdivision Area C (R1/C)

Director of Development

Staff Recommendation

1. That based on the public consultation and survey undertaken along this portion of Steveston
Highway, the following recommendations be forwarded to Public Hearing:
a. That Single-Family Lot Size Policy 5420 in section 36-4-7, adopted by Council on
August 21, 1995 be amended to only permit the westerly 13.5 m of 5411 Steveston
Highway to rezone to Single-Family Housing District, Subdivision Area C (R1/C).

2. That Bylaw No. 7911, for the rezoning of 5411 and 5431 Steveston Highway from “Single-
Family Housing District, Subdivision Area E (R1/E)” to “Single-Family Housing District,
Subdivision Area B (R1/B)” and “Single-Family Housing District, Subdivision Area C
(R1/C)”, be introduced and given first reading.

i

n Lamontagne
Director of Development

JL:ke \1

Att.
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CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER
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February 2, 2006 -2- RZ 04-268223

Staff Report
Origin
Silverado Homes Ltd. has applied to the City of Richmond for permission to rezone 5411 &
5431 Steveston Highway (Attachment 1) from Single-Family Housing District, Subdivision
Area E (R1/E) to Single-Family Housing District, Subdivision Area B (R1/B) and Single-Family

Housing District, Subdivision Area C (R1/C) in order to permit a 4 lot residential subdivision
(three lots fronting LLassam Road and one lot fronting Steveston Highway).

An amendment to Lot Size Policy 5420 is also being brought forward for consideration

Background of Applications

a July 2004 — Council reviewed a four lot residential proposal with access through a rear
lane running along the rear property line out to Lassam Road. The proposal was referred
immediately prior to the Public Hearing due to concerns over a rear lane and was
ultimately put on hold because of the review of the Arterial Road Redevelopment and
Lane Establishment Policies.

0 August 2004 to September 2005 — Application was amended to a 9-unit townhouse
proposal. Through the staff processing of this proposal, numerous concerns were raised
by residents of the neighbourhood opposing the redevelopment of the property into
townhouses.

a December 2005 — Based on further consultation with the applicant and immediate
surrounding residents, the current rezoning application proposes a four lot residential
subdivision with ne provision for a new rear lane. The proposed subdivision will have
three lots fronting Lassam Road and one lot fronting Steveston Highway.

Background of Public Consultation

a July 2004 — As part of the original application for a four lot single-family residential
subdivision with provisions for new rear lane, a Lot Size Policy amendment process was
initiated to amend the policy to generally allow the properties along the arterials to
redevelop in conjunction with a lane. Due to public objection, the application and Lot
Size Policy amendment was referred immediately prior to the Public Hearing.

0 June 2005 — As part of the overall review of the Arterial Road Redevelopment and Lane
Establishment Policies, this portion of Steveston Highway was designated as a “Hot
Spot” area and the City conducted an open house to present residential redevelopment
options. At the time, staff could not determine a definitive direction from the public
comments received on residential redevelopment in the area nor to the proposed 9-unit
townhouse proposal for the subject properties.

o October 2005 — A petition was received by staff signed by numerous property owners in
the quarter-sections on the north and south side of Steveston Highway (36-4-7; 1-3-7)
objecting to the townhouse redevelopment proposal.

a November 2005 — Staff met with some residents in the neighbourhood that had voiced
concerns about redevelopment on the subject site. As a result, staff sent out a
neighbourhood survey outlining two single-family development options (Option 1 — five
lot subdivision with a lane; Option 2 — four lot subdivision with no lane). Based on the
results of the survey, which favoured Option 2, the application has been amended to a
four lot proposal with no provisions for a lane.

1718567



February 2, 2006 -3- RZ 04-268223

Findings of Fact

A Development Application Data Sheet providing details about the development proposal is
contained in Attachment 2.

Surrounding Development
To the North: Small lot single-family lots (R1/A) with a mixture of larger R1/B and R1/E lots
further north

To the East: Two single-family dwellings zoned R1/E on the opposite side of Lassam Road.

To the South: Single-family properties under Land Use Contract 157 with rear yards fronting
Steveston Highway

To the West: Existing single-family properties zoned R1/E.

Related Policies & Studies

Steveston Area Plan
The Land Use Map in the Steveston Area Plan designates the subject property for “single-
family”. The four lot single-family proposal complies with this designation.

Lot Size Policy 5420

The Lot Size Policy (Attachment 3) for the area generally restricts subdivision to R1/B
throughout the quarter section. For the portion of Steveston Highway, the Lot Size Policy
further restricts subdivision to larger R1/E properties. Under the existing policy, a proposal to
subdivide the subject properties to three R1/B lots fronting Lassam Road and one R1/E lot
fronting Steveston Highway could be considered without any amendments to the Lot Size Policy.
However, the applicant has indicated that it would be preferable to have all lots comparable in
area and frontage. As a result, a minor amendment to Lot Size Policy 5420 is being proposed,
which would allow the western portion (13.5 m) of 5411 Steveston Highway to rezone and
subdivide to R1/C. This Lot Size Policy amendment would allow the creation of a narrower
R1/C (13.5 m minimum width) lot on Steveston Highway rather than restricting it to an R1/E (18
m minimum width)(refer to Attachment 4 for a copy of the proposed Lot Size Policy
amendment).

Staff are willing to support this minor amendment to the Lot Size Policy on the following basis:

a The existing Lot Size Policy would allow a four lot subdivision (three lots fronting
Lassam Road; one lot fronting Steveston Highway). The proposed amendment does not
change the intent and simply permits a smaller lot to front Steveston Highway with the
same four lot configuration.

a AnRI1/C lot is wide enough to be designed in such a manner as to allow garages to be
situated and designed to minimize their streetscape appearance. The zoning also requires
a larger front yard setback and hammerhead driveway to ensure vehicles do not back onto
Steveston Highway.

1718567
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Arterial Road Redevelopment and Lane Establishment Policy Review — Revised Interim Strategy
This application is considered “In Stream” and was referred by Council in 2004 and has gone
through changes as a result of the policy review. The proposal is consistent with the Revised
Interim Strategy as a majority of the surrounding neighbourhood concerns (based on consultation
and survey results) are addressed by a single-family subdivision with no provisions for a lane.

Consultation
Staff undertook two forms of Neighbourhood Consultation:

o Open House (June 2005)- As part of the Arterial Road and Lane Policy review, an open
house was held to outline residential redevelopment options for this portion of Steveston
Highway generally bounded by Lassam Road to the east and Ransford Gate to the west.
At the open house, numerous residential development options were presented (i.e. multi-
family, single-family with a lane). Staff were unable to determine a clear consensus from
the neighbourhood about the multi-family residential options through the open house;
however, in October 2005 a petition was received by Staff detailing concerns and
objections to the multi-family residential proposal from a large number of neighbourhood
residents.

0 Neighbourhood Survey (November 2005) — As a result of the petition received
opposing multi-family development, staff mailed a letter and survey outlining two single-
family residential redevelopment options. Option 1 proposed a five lot subdivision with a
new lane running along the rear property line. Option 2 proposed a four lot subdivision
with no provisions for a lane (refer to Attachment S for a copy of the letter and survey.
The results of the survey indicated that a vast majority of the neighbourhood supported
Option 2 (4 lot subdivision with no lane). A detailed table presenting the survey
responses and results is outlined below:

Total Percentage of Total
Lots Surveyed
Number of Lots in Survey Area 32 100%
Number of Respondents 18 56%
Option 1 (five lots with Lane) 1 3%
Option 2 (four lots with no Lane) 17 53%*

*94% of the survey responses received preferred Option 2
Yy resp

Number of Lots along Steveston 12 38%

Highway

Number of respondents 4 13%

Option 1 (five lots with lane) 1 3%

Options 2 (four lots with no lane) 3 10%
Public Input

The surveys and related comments to the current four lot proposal is contained in Attachment 6.
There was public correspondence submitted in relation to the previous proposals for multi-family
and single-family with a lane. The previous correspondence is not attached to the staff report as
it related to development proposals that are no longer being considered. Copies of this
correspondence are located in the file and can be reviewed upon request. Staff have also been in
contact with neighbourhood residents who initially voiced strong opposition to the proposed rear
lane and multi-family scheme to inform them of the current proposal and forthcoming process.
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Staff Comments
Staff Technical Review comments are contained in Attachment 7. No significant concerns have
been identified through the technical review.

Analysis

The proposed four lot single-family subdivision is consistent with the existing subdivision
pattern in the area with single-family dwellings fronting Lassam Road and larger lots fronting
Steveston Highway. A tree survey and Arborist report was submitted outlining the location and
health of existing trees. The report also recommends a replacement rationale and tree protection
measures (Attachment 8). Staff support the recommendations of the Arborist report based on
the number of trees being retained (1 large cedar; 22 cedars forming a hedgerow along Steveston
Highway) and 8 replacement trees to be planted.

This rezoning application has gone through significant changes due to a combination of factors
involving a review of pertinent policies, neighbourhood objection to various residential proposals
and resulting consultation undertaken by staff. Through the process, the neighbourhood has
clearly voiced concern and objection to single-family developments with provisions for a new
rear lane and multi-family developments. The rezoning application has been amended to a four
lot single-family residential subdivision as a result.

Financial Impact or Economic Impact
None anticipated.

Conclusion

The rezoning application to permit a four lot single-family residential subdivision is the result of
consultation with the surrounding neighbourhood residents. A minor Lot Size Policy
amendment applicable to the westerly portion of 5411 Steveston Highway only is necessary to
accommodate the proposed subdivision of lots. Staff recommend support of the Lot Size Policy
amendment and rezoning application.

>

Kevin Eng
Planner 1

KE:cas

Attachment 1: Location Map

Attachment 2: Development Data

Attachment 3: Lot Size Policy 5420

Attachment 4: Proposed amendment to Lot Size Policy 5420
Attachment 5: Neighbourhood letter and survey

Attachment 6: Public correspondence, petitions and survey responses
Attachment 7: Staff Technical Review comments

Attachment 8: Tree survey and Arborist report
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City of Richmond

4 6911 No. 3 Road Development Application
4¥ Richmond, BC V6Y 2Cl
MR (604) 276-4000 Data Sheet
RZ 04-268223 Attachment 2
Address: 5411 and 5431 Steveston Highway
Applicant: Silverado Homes Ltd.
| Existing \ Proposed
Owner: Silverado Homes Ltd. To be determined
Site Size (m?): 2020 m? 2012 m? (after dedications)
4 single-familzy lots
Land Uses: 2 single-family lots 1 :g: g0574ﬁ1£“
2 lots 482 m’
OCP Designation: Neighbourhood Residential No change — Complies with
) designation
Steveston Area Plan Sinale-Famil No change — Complies with
Designation: 9 y designation
Subdivision to R1/B along Lassam | Amend to allow one R1/C
702 Policy Designation: Road and R1/E along Steveston lot on west portion of 5411
Highway Steveston Highway
3 lots zoned R1/B along
Zoning: Both lots zoned R1/E Lassam Road

1 lot zoned R1/C along
Steveston Highway

Tree retention and replacement compensation required as per the Arborist report
Other: submitted and attached to this staff report (Attachment 8)

1718567



ATTACHMENT 3

City of Richmond Policy Manual

Page 1 of 2 Adopted by Council: October 16, 1989 POLICY542
Amended by Council: August 17, 1992 .
Lassam Rd Adopted by Councsl August21 1995

File Ref: 4045-00 "'SINGLE FAMILY LOT SIZE POLICY IN QUARTER SECTION 36- 4’7*.' B

POLICY 5420:

The following policy establishes lot sizes for the area, bounded by Steveston Highway,
Railway Avenue, Williams Road and the rear of the properties located along No. 2 Rd. in
Section 36-4-7:

That properties within the area bounded by Steveston Highway, Railway Avenue,
Williams Road and the rear property lines of the properties located along No. 2 Rd.
(Section 36-4-7), be permitted to subdivide in.accordance with the provisions of
Single-Family Housing District (R1/B) in Zoning and Development Bylaw 5300, with the
following provisions:

(a) If there is no lane or internal road access, then properties along Railway Avenue
and Steveston Highway will be restricted to Single-Family Housing District
(RVE);

(b) Properties along Williams Road will be permitted Single-Family Housing District
(R1/C) unless there is lane or internal road access in which case Single-Family
Housing District (R1/B) will be allowed;

(c) The Policy for the properties along Lassam Rd. (as cross-hatched on the
attached map) was adopted on August 21, 1995;

and that this policy, as shown on the accompanying plan, be used to determine the
disposition of future single-family rezoning applications in this area, for a period of not
less than five years, unless changed by the amending procedures contained in the
Zoning and Development Bylaw.

Note: Council adopted the above noted Single-Family Lot Size Policy, with an amendment
clarifying that the western boundary of the policy area is the middle of Railway Avenue.

Note: There are two adoption dates for two separate portions of Policy 5420.

280220
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ATTACHMENT 4

City of Richmond Policy Manual

Proposed Amended Policy POLICY 5420

Page 1 of 2

File Ref: 4045-00 SINGLE-FAMILY LOT SIZE POLICY IN QUARTER-SECTION 36-4-7

POLICY 5420:

The following policy establishes Iot sizes for the area, bounded by Steveston Highway,
Railway Avenue, Williams Road and the rear of the properties located along No. 2 Rd. in
Section 36-4-7:

That properties within the area bounded by Steveston Highway, Railway Avenue,
Williams Road and the rear property lines of the properties located along No. 2 Rd.
(Section 36-4-7), be permitted to subdivide in accordance with the provisions of
Single-Family Housing District (R1/B) in Zoning and Development Bylaw 5300, with the
following provisions:

(a) If there is no lane or internal road access, then properties along Railway Avenue
and Steveston Highway will be restricted to Single-Family Housing District (R1/E)
with the following exception;

That the westerly 13.5m (44.291 ft.) of 5411 Steveston Highway will be permitted
Single-Family Housing District, Subdivision Area C (R1/C)

(b) Properties along Williams Road will be permitted Single-Family Housing District
(R1/C) unless there is lane or internal road access in which case Single-Family
Housing District (R1/B) will be allowed,

(c) The Policy for the properties along Lassam Rd. (as cross-hatched on the
attached map) was adopted on August 21, 1995;

and that this policy, as shown on the accompanying plan, be used to determine the
disposition of future single-family rezoning applications in this area, for a period of not
less than five years, unless changed by the amending procedures contained in the
Zoning and Development Bylaw.

Note: Council adopted the above noted Single-Family Lot Size Policy, with an amendment
clarifying that the western boundary of the policy area is the middle of Railway Avenue.

Note: There are two adoption dates for two separate portions of Policy 5420.
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Subdivision permitted as per R1/B (date of adoption 08/21/95).

NN Subdivision permitted as per R1/B (date of adoption 10/16/89).

1. Williams Road - R1/C unless there is a lane or internal acces then R1/B
2. Railway Avenue & Steveston Highway - R1/E unless there is lane or
internal access then R1/B.

Subdivision permitted as per R1/C (Westerly 13.5 m portion of 5411 Steveston Highway)

Adopted Date: 10/16/89

Proposed Amended Policy 5420 | amended pae: 08/17/92

Lassam Rd.

S CCthH 3 6"4"7 Adopted Date:

Note: Dimensions are in METRES




ATTACHMENT 5

City of Richmond

6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC V6Y 2C1
Telephone (604) 276-4000
www.cityrichmond.bc.ca

November 16, 2005 Urban Development Division
File: RZ 04-268223 Fax: (604) 276-4052

Dear Property Owner and/or Resident:

Re:  Rezoning Proposal at 5411 and 5431 Steveston Highway

Background

This letter provides an update on the rezoning application at 5411 and 5431 Steveston Highway (comer of
Lassam Road and Steveston Highway). A survey is attached to this letter to allow residents to note their
preferred development option and comments on the proposal.

Staff received significant opposition from neighbourhood residents for a 9-unit multi-family residential
development. As aresult, 2 single-family residential redevelopment options are being presented for
neighbourhood comments. The options presented also indicate the impact this development proposal will
have on remaining properties along this block of Steveston Highway.

Option 1 — Five lot subdivision with lane access

This development option would enable the creation of five single-family residential lots with lane access.
All five lots would front Steveston Highway and would be accessed by an operational laneway
constructed along the north property line. Staff are currently exploring a “Green Grass Swale” lane
standard that could be implemented along this block (refer to Attachment 1 for a diagram). Future
development options available to lots along this portion of Steveston Highway will be single-family
subdivision in conjunction with continuation of the operational laneway.

Option 2 — Four lot subdivision with no lane access

This development option would enable the creation of four single-family residential lots. Creation of a
new lane would not be implemented with this proposal. The proposed subdivision enables the creation of
three lots fronting Lassam Road, with one remaining lot accessing Steveston Highway. Under this
option, there will be no development potential other than retaining existing single-family lots along this
portion of Steveston Highway.

RICEIMOND

Islund City, by Nature

1689508
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Please review this letter and the attached survey sheet. Completed survey forms can be submitted by:
e Enclosing the completed survey in the postage paid envelope included in this package.
» Dropping the completed survey off at City Hall (6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC  V6Y 2CI).
e Please ensure you respond no later than December 2", 2005.

Please feel free to contact myself if you have any questions about the enclosed survey by phone (604-247-
4626) or email (keng@richmond.ca).

Yours truly,

>
Kevin Eng
Planner 1

pc: Holger Burke, Acting Director of D.evelopment

1689508



Arterial Road

Redevelopment Options
Policy Planning Department

City of Richmond

6911 No. 3 Road
43§ Richmond, BC VoY 2CI
2 (604) 276-4000

Contact Kevin Eng (604) 247-4626 / (604) 276-4000

To ensure that your response is valid, please fill in the following:

Name: Address:

Option 1 — Five Lot Subdivision with Lane Access

PENDING
PROJLECT

TOWNHOUSE

STUDY

1 ANSAM RO

AREA
BOLEYAMO NT DR

N

STEVESTON HWY

WAL T A W

AWML OW DR

SURJECT SITES
(3 LOT PROPOSAL
WITH ANEW LANE)

e 5 lots fronting Steveston Highway.

¢ New lane implemented off Lassam Road.

e Potential redevelopment of lots along
Steveston Highway in conjunction with
lane development.

—9 New Lane

e Future Lane

Potential Residential Subdivision

S with a Lane

Option 2 — Four Lot Subdivision with No Lane

PENDING
TOWNHO
PROJECT

STUDY
AREA

HOPIYMOUN R

£ANSAM R

O

STEV ESTON HWY

MAGTM W

SO RO DR

e 4 single-family lots (3 lots fronting Lassam
Road; 1 lot fronting Steveston Highway).

e No new lane.

e No redevelopment potential for remaining
lots along Steveston Highway.

SURJLCTSITES
(4 LOT PROPOSAL No Development Potential
N l\ \I{Illt)‘ FANEW (Retain as Existing Single-Family Lots)
Please indicate which option you prefer: [] Option 1 [J Option 2
1693108 See over — P



Additional Comments:

The results of this survey will be used by City staff and Council to determine redevelopment options for
the subject site and remaining properties in the study area. Neighbourhood responses will be included
in a public report to Council.

Thank you for taking the time to complete the survey. Please return the completed survey (using the
enclosed postage paid envelope) by December 2, 2005 or drop the survey off at Richmond City Hall
(6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC). '

Please contact Kevin Eng, Planner, at (604) 247-4626 if you have any questions regarding the survey.
For translation assistance: - 4o B F % & & < &3F IR Uwrt fag mgeTe AeTet wet fauiw

HRPIE TR e WBElaBYas dandav Arfedt fau
T : (604)279-7180 (604 279-7160 I @& T

1693108
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Attachment 6

Survey Responses to Single-Family Options
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City of Richmond Arterial Road

6911 No. 3 Road i
Richmoond, BgaV()Y 2C1 RedeYeIOPm_ent Optlons
(604) 276-4000 Policy Planning Department

Contact Kevin Eng (604) 247-4626 / (604) 276-4000

To ensure that your response is valid, please fill in the following:

Name: D, CARVALNO  Address: _ S\A | STEJESTON H\,/.
Option 1 - Five Lot Subdivision with Lane Access

o - '{"f‘;ff';'fr"; R - e 5 lots fronting Steveston Highway.
_ B N STUDY e o e New lane implemented off Lassam Road.
PENDING ; AREA T L » Potential redevelopment of lots along

Steveston Highway in conjunction with
lane development.

LASNAM RD

TOWNHOUSE—~—: ¢ ¢ 1, 1
PROJECT / L notasons o
IV S

7

7
7
e

AR
LA

%
7
o

£

7
s
P

§ ,\\( ‘ ;’ .
e o D —> New Lane
g«. : e - Future Lane
. Potential Residential Subdivision
N m with a Lane

Option 2 - Four Lot Subdivision with No Lane

p e , : e 4 single-family lots (3 lots fronting Lassam
IO sTupY . Road; 1 lot fronting Steveston Highway).
FE&QQN(; T AREA TN ) e No new lane. ' N
;;ﬁ{)(\)\lhl:’l({gl)l,sl-.? o : < No redevelopment potential for remaining
/’/, , Y, T g lots along Steveston Highway.

. \ | RN
<o, .. STEVESTON HWY

iﬂ: :f w \(l\ll \; .,'

| | Salxm)ﬁ(xln?)];'<l)s\1 No Devel t Potential

(3 LOT PROPOSAL o Development Potentia

AN WITHOUT A NEW A (Retain as Existing Single-Family Lots)
Please indicate which option you prefer: []1 Option 1 M Option 2

1693108 See over —p



Arterial Road

Redevelopment Options
Policy Planning Department

Contact Kevin Eng (604) 247-4626 / (604) 276-4000

To ensure that your response is valid, please fill in the following:

City of Richmond
/ 6911 No. 3 Road

dL Richmond, BC V6Y 2C1
B (604) 276-4000

"'l

S ) e, LA Y, ?a; Lo
Name:_’tf.(‘ B Lty o Address: Lo X&C 385G 4 KA

Option 1 - Five Lot Subdivision with Lane Access

S . STUDY

PENDING CTAREA TN 5
TOWNHOUSE—~ | : P . s
PROJECT /ol :
s . . ; . o . 0 7

o .
i -
! - 2 i
N /' ks | P
X - - ] “;\.(”“—”m“ P
L i e ~
i : - L R FE A A A
SL‘RJ)EZ(.')T Sltsl)s [
(3 LOT PROPONAL
N WITH A NEW LANE)

* 5 lots fronting Steveston Highway.

¢ New lane implementcd off Lassam Road.

* Potential redevelopment of lots along
Steveston Highway in conjunction with
lane development.

—> New Lane

- e Future Lane

BB

Potential Residential Subdivision
with a Lane

Option 2 — Four Lot Subdivision with No Lane

. B A [ ” T 7 N T
oM STUDY_
PENDING AREA T - i
TOWNHOUSE—~ 3
PRO‘“( ]. S i“;‘“"‘_-’ {nui-x? on ' ' ?
'y 3
-
i . i
STE v TS FO\’ H\W -
i
i ‘E 3
gL ; ‘\\”\H'f\ll. Y] F”
SUBJECT SITES
(LOTPROPOSAL
VITIIOUT A NEW
N LANE) B

¢ 4 single-family lots (3 lots fronting Lassam
Road; 1 lot fronting Steveston Highway).

e No new lane.

¢ No redevelopment poteniial for remaining
lots along Steveston Highway.

No Development Potential
(Retain as Existing Single- -Family Lots)

=

Please indicate which option you prefer:

1693108

[Joption1 [ Option 2
NS L AN ¢ See over —p>



City of Richmond Arterial Road

T E%\ 6911 No. 3 Road .
B I Richmond, BC VoY 2C1 Rede\{e|0pm9nt Options
o TN (604) 276-4000 Policy Planning Department

Contact Kevin Eng (604) 247-4626 / (604) 276-4000

To ensure that your response is valid, please fill in the following:

R s LA L . ) .
Name: K/ﬂ(i !l’/)/'fl/ C[’ﬁ?/é /’ & {c Address: /L"ﬂ’/ T ,(f, AE AT ,/D,Q'” K0 nd )
BC . pFEGZS

Option 1 - Five Lot Subdivision with Lane Access

FI B |

| ; . b

e T IR S e 5 lots fronting Steveston Highway.
LeeT U STUDY L s New lane implemcnted off Lassam Road.
PENDING R i ... e Potential redevelopment of lots along
PO HOUSE™) | LiEi Steveston Highway in conjunction with
et X lane development.

STON HWY

” W -> New Lane

E
HESN
Ly

z

Z

-

=z

z

S

WAL FALL AVE
DR LT

: 7 S = w=  Future Lane
SUBJECT SITES ) Potential Residential Subdivision
{5 LOT PROPOSAL W .

N WITH A NEW LANE) with a Lane

Option 2 — Four Lot Subdivision with No Lane

e S ¢ 4 single-family lots (3 lots fronting Lassam
STUDY Road; 1 lot fronting Steveston Highway).

o

-

PENDING . AREA T i ¢ No new lane. | N
PROMRGOUSETY ] 2 * No redeveiopinent potential for remaining
. s o OHAMOENL O ; lots along Steveston Highway.

1 .

e ) sT[‘:VESTON HWY
i 5 H e W"}: . ’)" R — .
AN / P S . ! i
O - T B D
) . ; ALRY N \‘ll \H” ;
KA B No Development Potental
4 LOT PROPOSAL 0 Development Potentia
N t‘il,'d;)lﬂ ANEW (Retain as Existing Single-Family Lots)

Please indicate which option you prefer: [1 Option 1 @/Option 2

1693108 See over — P



Arterial Road

Redevelopment Options
Policy Planning Department

Contact Kevin Eng (604) 247-4626 / (604) 276-4000

City of Richmond
6911 No. 3 Road

43 Richmond, BC V6Y 2CI
P (604) 276-4000
e (604)

To ensure that your response is valid, please fill in the follow'ng:

Name: ﬂfbf\‘f HL/ HC’}Q%[;U[& H

Address: 5 X5 |

L

§T E(;’ 5 5 7—’[‘,4_3 #‘v’ﬁ w }
7

Option 1 — Five Lot Subdivision with Lane Access

r o * 5 lots fronting Steveston Highway.
IS A B : § . ' - .
P G 1 STUDY_ | ¢ New lane imipiemented off Lassam Road.
PENDING AREA — ) e Potential redevelopment of lots along
JONNHQUSES ! L Pl i N L E Steveston Highway in conjunction with
AR HOLIYMOUST B . <
T T M R Z lane development.
VA :‘ -
“'1,;"

.

H H S—

L

R 505 KRR 5 1

. STEVESTON HWY h

R A R L S B S

N : L .

f\ ; N .—;p New Lane

i \L\(;I'\II' \\'F\H

P e R e e ey = == Future Lane

A : ! | [ S
: SUBJECT SITES . Potential Residential Subdivision
(5 LOT PROPOSAL s
N WITH A NEW LANE) 5 with a Lane

Option 2 — Four Lot Subdivision with No Lane

STUDY

[

_ STEVESTON Hwy

Aae ¥ .
LR AR IR A

e
P s ; i
IS g z i :
P S
1 o “v\f; i \“’ 2%} b» )
SUBJECT SITES ]
(3 LOT PROPOSAL ——— NO Development Potential
AN l‘l,{ﬂ?“ ANEW (RN (Retain as Existing Single-Family Lots)

e 4 single-family lots (3 lots fronting Lassam
Road; 1 fot fronting Steveston Highway).

PENDING TAREA TN e No new lane.
;;‘{\(‘;1\;"@","““"“ e § e No redevelopment potentiai for remaining
A T e e ; lots along Steveston Highway.

o -

—

Please indicate which option you prefer:

1693108

[J option1 M Option 2

See over —p



Arterial Road

Redevelopment Options
Policy Planning Department

Contact Kevin Eng (604) 247-4626 / (604) 276-4000

City of Richmond
6911 No. 3 Road

A Richmond, BC Ve6Y 2C1
AN (604) 276-4000

To ensure that your response is valid, please fill in the following:

4

S

Name: "y, ;.

,il

L v‘,;’ J/L,.‘/, /li’,\ //,/’{_

V?".;u/)m P ¥ /’LJ;:L/A,Z/\ddress

[< /5] LSS Hhy Y 3 BTN

VIE e

Option 1 — Five Lot Subdivision with Lane Access

PROJECT /1
/‘A“ Tpeeeen

HOLLNMHOEN F DRt -~y

LASSAN RD

STE\’EST()\ m\ \ B

| .

| { f ; ; ;

N RO N B : .-9 New Lane

; ’ = WAGTALAVE

R — g Ty e w— = Future Lane
SUBJECT SITES ) Potential Residential Subdivision
(3 L.OT PROPOSAL 8%88

N WITH A NEW LANE) with a Lane

* 5 lots fronting Steveston Highway.

L - Si'fUDY e New lane implemented off Lassam Roa
PENDING 1T AREA ~ * Potential redevelopment of lots along
TOWNHOUSE= | | ¢ @ |

Steveston Highway in conjunction with
lane development.

Option 2 - Four Lot Subdivision with No Lane

N e
. N
1

PI‘A\IDI&(.
PROJECT

1 STUDY_

"TOWNHOUSFE "'\

‘; AREA '\ v

HOLEYMOUNT i b

LASSAN 1D

ST[‘VLSTOV mw —

= ("\ /" fz
S ‘e
- 3 Sl
= Wy 'nn WE
P : Z ! :
5t IB(J)IT(I’gl?)XI"(l); I No Devel t Potential
4 A o Development Potentia
AN z :1 Il)()l TANEW {Retain as Existing Single-Family Lots)

e 4 single-family lots (3 lots fronting Lassam
Road; 1 lot fronting Steveston Highway).

e No new lane.

s Noredevelopmeint poteitial for reinaining
fots along Steveston Highway.

Please indicate which option you prefer:

1693108

[l option1 [ Option 2

See over —Pp



City of Richmond
6911 No. 3 Road
Richmond, BC V&Y 2C1
(604) 276-4000

Arterial Road

Redevelopment Options
Policy Planning Department

Contact Kevin Eng (604) 247-4626 / (604) 276-4000

To ensure that your response is valid, please fill in the following:

Name: \7/. (\ [/f/‘/// , 15//’\,)(’;’} C/WJ/

Address: /[’%}/ /77/[ f/y/‘f{//u}}—r ‘/)/6 /'f/)/[ﬁ'ﬂ//ﬁ/u’./)

Lo FE 4 Z53

Option 1 ~ Five Lot Subdivision with Lane Access

§o

S . STUDY
PENDING T AREA
TOWNHOUSE

il

- O RS A o
HOLILYMOUNT DR
T

PROJECT

.
i
i
R 1
-
P e o -
\ iz :
[N P = [
O iz i
N H . : i
i e WALTUL A
i T Ty R e e R -
{ i i [

SUBJECT SITES
{5 LOT PROPOSAL,
WITH A NEW LANE)

e 5 lots fronting Steveston Highway.

» New lane inplemented off Lassam Road.

» Potential redevelopment of lots along
Steveston Highway in conjunction with
lane development.

.-.} New Lane

- Future Lane

£

Potential Residential Subdivision
with a Lane

Option 2 — Four Lot Subdivision with No Lane

ol sty
PENDING  AREA —\ o

TOWNHOUSE = -
IZIIO.I £ECT

S S

\
N HOLLYMIOUNT )¢ .

LASNAV KD

b

N J A,\'\

G

- STEVESTON HWy

—— ”
Py ‘2 | ! Ty
[ P ES } ;
N Iz - . f
Lw .z - 4\\.’\(;1,\11.,m

SUBJECT SITES

(LOTPROPOSAT

WITTIOUT A NEW
N LANE)

e 4 single-family lots (3 lots fronting Lassam
Road; 1 lot fronting Steveston Highway).

e No new lane,

¢ No redeveiopment potentiai for remaining
lots along Steveston Highway.

No Development Potential
(Retain as Existing Single-Family Lots)

Please indicate which option you prefer:

1693108

[] Option 1 MOption 2

See over —Pp



City of Richmond Arterial Road

6911 No. 3 Road i
Richmo?ld, Bga VE6Y 2CI RedeYeIOPm_ent Optlons
22 (604) 276-4000 Policy Planning Department

Contact Kevin Eng (604) 247-4626 / (604) 276-4000

To ensure that your response is valid, please fill in the following:

TITlE Boieal c JOET) el MeeT O
Name: Address: -/

Option 1 — Five Lot Subdivision with Lane Access

[N R

e 5 lots fronting Steveston Highway.

- e 2 vsi]'iU‘DY - :' P e New lane implemented off Lassam Road.
PENDING CTIAREA TSN o000 .| e Potential redevelopment of lots along

TOWNHOUSE

Pl
PROJECT :
P S

! Steveston Highway in conjunction with

lane development.

H
i

. eboL1
HOLIYMGUNT DR -

EASNAM RD

.

aaVatat 5 .“A'%’?g".:,'f Sy
STEVESTON HWY

4?——- .1':. T x :
[N/ S
I z o -.9 New Lane
; z WAL S,
= Tz T - == Future Lane
SUBJECT SITES . Potential Residential Subdivision
(3 1.OT PROPOSAL gggggg .
N WITH A NEW LANE) with a Lane

Option 2 — Four Lot Subdivision with No Lane
e 4 single-family lots (3 lots fronting Lassam
A I Road; 1 lot fronting Steveston Highway).
REA 70~ N e No new lane.
ST e No redevelopment potential for remaining
lots along Steveston Highway.

PENDING A
TOWNHOUSE :
PROJECT /-

HOLLY MOUNT 1R
o LR MOUN T R

s B

LASSAN BRI

H .
i

-
LR
IR SN B
e STEVESTON HWY
T 2 8
% h ; \‘v\(.l\lll, \‘\r
- Z e
| IOESRES No Development Potent
4 LOT PROPOSAL o Development Potentia
AN ?\«lllll‘!)()l«‘l ANEW (Retain as Existing Single-Family Lots)
Please indicate which option you prefer: [] Option 1 Bd Option 2

1693108 See over — P



City of Richmond Arterial Road

6911 No. 3 Road H
A R ehmond Be Ve 21 Redeyelopmgnt Options
A (604) 276-4000 Policy Planning Department

Contact Kevin Eng (604) 247-4626 / (604) 276-4000

To ensure that your response is valid, please fill in the following:

-

Name:  ARRY/ STRIM G ;1 LLO U Address: { 23 STruE X je A J e \/

T T TT

: oo S » e 5 lots fronting Steveston Highwayv.
Lo ’S;'l"UDY‘ by .. 1 e New lane implemented off Lassain Road.
PENDING. A D  Potential redevelopment of lots along
TOWNHOUSE- SRl & Steveston Highway in conjunction with
SRS 3! lane development. ‘
, z

L ’)éh Fatel

gTl:w:ST()\H“y ,\

REN IR
PN s iz i i
Ay 'z NN ..9 New Lane
i ~ WALTAN AVE ’
1_ N R = we Future Lane
: (S_[‘lx(.l)s(;‘[k‘(s)lr{(r)z N . ) Potential Residential Subdivision
5L . ISAL &w .
N WITH A NEW LANE) 7 with a Lane

Option 2 — Four Lot Subdivision with No Lane

S v * 4 single-family lots (3 lots fronting Lassam
STUDY e , o Road; 1 lot fronting Steveston Highway).
~ e No new lane.

PENDING P "‘AR[;A S

:,R‘(‘)‘J‘['("l"""“ e = e INU iddeveiopineni poteatial for vemaining
RN R O LA ; lots along Steveston Highway.
A 7 i -
T
N _ STEVESTON Hwy
L i i ; ) “,.\,“' t’,l' 13 r
' SUBJ;S("I"S”"ES
(i 11,1(');1‘ PRIOPQ[S’\" No Development Potential
WITHOUT A NEW ~ <ting Single.Fami
AN LANE) (Retain as Existing Single-Family Lots)
Please indicate which option you prefer: ] Option 1 [Z Option 2

1693108 See over — P



City of Richmond Arterial Road

6911 No. 3 Road i
Richmoond, Bga V6Y 2C1 Rede\(ebpm_ent Optlons
(604) 276-4000 Policy Planning Department

Contact Kevin Eng (604) 247-4626 / (604) 276-4000

To ensure that your response is valid, please fill in the following:

Name: Address:

Option 1 - Five Lot Subdivision with Lane Access

[

T B

H - e e 5 lots fronting Steveston Highway.

L STUDY Tl e New iane implemented off Lassam Road.
PENDING TTAREA TN L » Potential redevelopment of lots along
PROGNAOLSE L E Steveston Highway in conjunction with
- L HOLLYMOUNT DR 3 .
el R : lane development,

}
-

-> New Lane

o ~ == Future Lane

WALLTALL AVE
Y e e,

‘_..w,_._, _.7-“‘.,

: Py e e
L A A R A

SUBJECT SITES Potential Residential Subdivision

(5 LOT PROPOSAL B
WITH A NEW LANE) with a Lane

2

Option 2 — Four Lot Subdivision with No Lane

B o e * 4 single-family lots (3 lots fronting Lassam
STUII)Y e Road; 1 lot fronting Steveston Highway).
: e No new lane.
* Noredeveiopment potentiai for remaining
lots along Steveston Highway.

PENDING 1 AREA 77
TEWNHOUSE SRRt

PROJECT /-~

HOLEY MOUN ) pie

LAaNsA 7D

. h €

~ STEVESTON Hwy

RRALLOMW DR

WAGTALL W

SUBJECT SITES

(4 LOT PROPOSAL No Development Potential
WITHOUT A NEW RSN isting Single-Fami
AN LANE) | ' - (Retain as Existing Single-Family Lots)

Please indicate which option you prefer: L] Option 1 C M Option 2 J

1693108 See over —p



Clt) of Richmond
6911 No. 3 Road
Richmond, BC V6Y 2CI
(604) 276-4000

Arterial Road

Redevelopment Options
Policy Planning Department

Contact Kevin Eng (604) 247-4626 / (604) 276-4000

To ensure that your response is valid, please fill in the following:

Name:

(L \‘ Y\;‘i{ A

Address:

i j e} / ;
{o LSS Goan /\'1"‘,(. ) KM

(g

i
3

Option 1 - Five Lot Subdivision with Lane Access

PROJECT

TR o N s
HOLLYMOUNT DR

T ASNAM RD

STE\ EST()\’ mw =

SWALLOW I)

SUBJECT SITES
(3 LOT PROPOSAL
WITH A NEW LANE)

. o e 5 lots fronting Steveston Highway.
b  STUDY i e New lane implemented off Lassam Road.
PENDING " AREA » Potential redevelopment of lots along
TOWNHOUSE= | © | | (!

Steveston Highway in conjunction with
lane development.

-> New Lane

~—w Future Lane

8

Potential Residential Subdivision
with a Lane

Option 2 - Four Lot Subdivision with No Lane

;: e e 4 single-family lots (3 lots fronting Lassam
S STUpDY . Road; I lot fronting Steveston Highway).
PENDING . AREA ——\ i * No new lane. ' N
;;;(\;J‘:!(l(l\l SES . 2 ¢ No redevelopment potential for remaining

, Jrers o ; lots along Steveston Highway.

g—— -’:': " \:(‘YV\‘" \‘ 13 i

| suacraes o Development Porent

> i O beveiopmen olentia
PN \L\{{'l{)( UTANEW (Retain as Existing Single-Family Lots)
Please indicate which option you prefer: [] Option 1 Option 2

1693108

See over —p



City of Richmond Arterial Road

6911 No. 3 Road :
Richmond B¢ Vey 2C1 Redevelopment Options
(604) 276-4000 Policy Planning Department

Contact Kevin Eng (604) 247-4626 / (604) 276-4000

To ensure that your response is valid, please fill in the following:

. - .
N U e . — )

Name: . /L1 Wi .- 1\ Address: L /7, ALV s T f’ e
Option 1 — Five Lot Subdivision with Lane Access

Pt o : - e 5 lots fronting Steveston Highway.
e STUDY o s New lanc implemented off Lassain Road.

‘pgym;‘:(\; S <~’}I§E.ﬁ\ K » Potential redevelopment of lots along

‘Ef{)(\;vJ\ll(ijI)lﬂ[ p R E Steveston Highway in conjunction with
e I HOLIA SOt T Z lane development
// ‘ ‘ E ' .

! -> New Lane

— = Future Lane

WAGEA AV E

JUTE

SWALLOW D

SUBJECT SITES . Potential Residential Subdivision
3 (5 LOT PROPOSAL R with a Lane

WITH A NEW LANE)

Option 2 — Four Lot Subdivision with No Lane

L n g o ,: R - o 4 single-family lots (3 lots fronting Lassam
i STUDY : Road; 1 lot fronting Steveston Highway).
PF,SD[\(] o AREA B . L4 EQ new lane.

PROEEsES E e No redeveiopment potential for remaining
R R LN ; lots along Steveston Highway

<

~ STEVESTON HWY

i -
3
=
7

R

1

WAGTAHL AV E

| RIGTRAR No Development Potenta
(4 LOT PROPOSAL 0 Development Potentia
WITHOUT A NEW (Retain as Existing Single-Family Lots)
N LANE) g y

Please indicate which option you prefer:

Option-1. [{Optionz
e W

1693108 ’ / See over —P

e

ey
b L



City of Richmond
6911 No. 3 Road
Richmond, BC V6Y 2C1
(604) 276-4000

Arterial Road

Redevelopment Options
Policy Planning Department

Contact Kevin Eng (604) 247-4626 / (604) 276-4000

To ensure that your response is valid, please fill in the following:

: T A
A Lyt
Name: [ 7arl/1 Y L S UL v Z7Address:

JULe 7 vt i T )0

Option 1 — Five Lot Subdivision with Lane Access

S STUDY
PENDING AREA ‘
TOWNHOUSE SR

PROJECT

. /")

noysit sy R’

R R NIy A

LASSAN RO

STE\ EST ()\ H\\ Y

R
SWALLOW bR

SUBJECT SITES
(5 LOT PROPOSAL
WITH A NEW LANE)

2

5 lots fronting Steveston Highway.

New lane implemented off Lassaim Road.
Potential redevelopment of lots along
Steveston Highway in conjunction with
lane development.

-—> New Lane

- we Future Lane

L

Potential Residential Subdivision
with a Lane

Option 2 — Four Lot Subdivision with No Lane

! PR
e e 4 single-family lots (3 lots fronting Lassam
TN sTupyY Road; 1 lot fronting Steveston Highway).
’PF{DI"\(,’ ST AREA \ i » No new lane. . .
,{f{‘(‘,‘,;'c'ﬁ" SES L T z ¢ No redevelopment potential for remaining
T Sar et g lots along Steveston Highway.

—

o STFV EST O’\‘ H\\’ \’

[ ; ~ e

PNy B 1 i

: ' ; WAL AV

- : e -

(A LOT PROPOSAL o Development Potentia

AN \L\l}\ll')()l PANEW (Retain as Existing Single-Family Lots)

Please indicate which option you prefer: [] Option 1 ption 2

1693108

See over — P>



Arterial Road

Redevelopment Options
Policy Planning Department

Contact Kevin Eng (604) 247-4626 / (604) 276-4000

To ensure that your response is valid, please fill in the following:

City of Richmond
6911 No. 3 Road

A Richmond, BC V6Y 2C1
B (604) 276-4000

Name:

™~ - - - - = -
N e Address: WO N \o ANH DA ONOED
\ = :

Option 1 — Five Lot Subdivision with Lane Access

I

e SIUDY 5
PENDING I AREA T !
TOWNHOUSE—~ | - 1|

PROJECT

S B T S L
S ) n<>n.vn.,\/\vxm;\‘r’ bR

[LANSAAE RD

SUBJECT SITES -
(53 LOT PROPOSAL
WITH A NEW LANE)

* 5 lots fronting Steveston Highway.

e New lanc implemented off Lassam Road.

e Potential redevelopment of lots along
Steveston Highway in conJunctlon with
lane development.

-—> New Lane

e Future Lane

B8

Potential Residential Subdivision
with a Lane

Option 2 — Four Lot Subdivision with No Lane

~ STuDY
Pr\l)!\(,

U{LA '\

H(II l Y \Il)[ '\I l)ll

LASNAN D

N 51 rv ESION mw

SWALLOW [)R

i
J

WACTALAVY

SUBJECT SITES
(4 LOT PROPOSAL
WITHOUT A NEW
LANE)

* 4 single-family lots (3 lots fronting Lassam
Road; 1 lot fronting Steveston Highway).

* No new lane.

* No redevelopment potential for remaining
lots along Steveston Highway.

No Development Potential
Retain as Existing Single- -Family Lots)

=

Please indicate which option you prefer:

1693108

[ option1 K] Option 2

See over — 9



City of Richmond Arterial Road

6911 No. 3 Road i
4 Richmo?ud, BC V6Y 2C1 Rede\(eIOpm?nt Optlons
AN (604) 276-1000 Policy Planning Department

Contact Kevin Eng (604) 247-4626 / (604) 276-4000

To ensure that your response is valid, please fill in the following:

% / T ;

Name: ﬁwaq_ﬂw% b],gl g{ Address: 5 ] 5 (th%/,fm, %c.f‘rzx;/ )T-j?,“g_
%‘, rte i ‘}\»La A V

Option 1 —Fi %Subdlwsmn with Lane Access

o v e 5 lots fronting Steveston Highway.

S‘l":Ul)Y L s New lanc implemented off Lassam Road.

" » Potential redevelopment of lots along
Steveston Highway in conjunction Wlth
lane development.

PENDING T AREA
TOWNHOUSE—
PROJECT /-

BT
HOLIYMOUNT it

LASSANM RD

—— STE\ ESTO\‘ H\\’\. “

! g -—> New Lane

-~ == Future Lane

\\\(‘\H AV ’
B R R o
SUBJECT SITES Potential Residential Subdivision

~N (;ll .OT PROPOSAL BEE with a Lane

TH ANEW LANE)

NN

Option 2 - Four Lot Subdivision with No Lane

S |
e - o e 4 single-family lots (3 lots fronting Lassam
. srupy L Road; 1 lot fronting Steveston Highway).
PF\DI\(, L AREA TN * Nonew lane.

¢ No redevelopment poieatiat {01 remaining
lots along Steveston Highway.

HOLLA MOUNT DR

LASNAM ED

PRI AR P

STFV[ZSTO\' HWY —

f 7 WALTT AL W
| S-itl[”il(l{{z)lll(l):\l No D | t Potential
{ QTP 4 O Deveiopment Potentia
AN WTIOUTANEW (Retain as Existing Single-Family Lots)
Please indicate which option you prefer: [1 Option 1 ErOption 2

1693108 See over —P



Arterial Road

Redevelopment Options
Policy Planning Department

City of Richmond
6911 No. 3 Road
Richmond, BC Vé6Y 2ClI
A (604) 276-4000

Contact Kevin Eng (604) 247-4626 / (604) 276-4000

To ensure that your response is valid, please fill in the following:

B

[ |
Name: (7. # «

P
RACRE

7

Address: P L

Py
/j //’ /L/v‘/"j]/L;,,;LA"'}/ ;_.}i [
'

Option 1 - Five Lot Subdivision with Lane Access

PENDING

ey

¢

IR

FE PR S P

STUDY

o

lj‘AREA -
TOWNHOQUSE=ny | - ¢ | -
PROJECT 7

A B

NOLINMGUNT Dy

E

i

\
R R
SWALLOW R

WAL FALL WE

i

SUBJECT SITES
(3 LOT PROPOSAL
WITH A NEW LANE)

LNSNAN R

* 5 lots fronting Steveston Highway.

» New lane implemented off Lassam Road.

» Potential redevelopment of lots along
Steveston Highway in conjunction with
lane development.

-.9 New Lane

- = Future Lane

. Potential Residential Subdivision
W with a Lane

Option 2 — Four Lot Subdivision with No Lane

o
.
Y

PENDING
PROJECT

TOWNHOUSE—

STUDY

-

T AREA T

HOLLY MOUN | DR

LASNAM RD

Z

§i\\\\\ .'. :. N

oo et

STEVESTON

TWY

LT z ! e
|
; ; WG \.n, \;p ’
e Z R
| No Development Potentil
(3 LOT PROPOSAL 0 Development Potentia
AN :\‘H\l(i;)ll ANEW (Retain as Existing Single-Family Lots)

e 4 single-family lots (3 lots fronting Lassam
Road; I lot fronting Steveston Highway).

* No new lane.

¢ No redevelopment potential for remaining
lots along Steveston Highway.

Please indicate which option you prefer:

1693108

[] Option 1

g Option 2

See over — P



City of Richmond Arterial Road

6911 No. 3 Road i
Richmo%d) BgaV6Y 2C1 Redeyelopmgnt Optlons
(604) 276-4000 Policy Planning Department

Contact Kevin Eng (604) 247-4626 / (604) 276-4000

To ensure that your response is valid, please fill in the following:

‘ ~” ~ 7 \f R ) \/ el
Name: Z¢nia | AU Address: 2921 SSTA \/“/ Vi 0
VES X2

Option 1 - Five Lot Subdivision with Lane Access

; _ e 5 lots fronting Steveston Highway.
Ly . S:T:UDY; R R e New lane implemented off Lassam Road.

PENDING 1 AREA T e Potential redevelopment of lots along
TOWNHOUSE= |+ [ ! g . . . . >
PROJECT R Aot -z Steveston Highway in conjunction with
MR e ; 7 lane development
T o ¥ .

i } 5

i R i

o VESTON H

N BT

§\ -> New Lane

. - )

- - Future Lane

SUBJECTSITES Potential Residential Subdivision

, (5 LOT PROPOSAL LB with a Lane

WITH ANEW LANE)

Option 2 — Four Lot Subdivision with No Lane

e e 4 single-family lots (3 lots fronting Lassam
_ kY ’/;;’ L S'I‘U[)\" S E Road; 1 lot fronting Steveston Highway).
PENDING | AREA TN * No new lane.

TOWNHOUSE—S, 1 . 2 ¢« No redevelopment potential for remaining
e g fots along Steveston Highway.

) =

ik PR o

... STEVESTON HWY

?4“18(‘])1'1:(1'11;(5%'}5:5«1 No Devel t Potential

DT P POSAL o Development Potentia

WITHOUT A NEW RN i isting Sinale-Fami
N LANES - (Retain as Existing Single-Family Lots)
Please indicate which option you prefer: [1 Option 1 E(Option 2

1693108 See over —P



City of Richmond Arterial Road

6911 No. 3 Road H
Richmond Be VeY 2¢1 Redevelopment Options

Y (604) 276-4000 Policy Planning Department

Contact Kevin Eng (604) 247-4626 / (604) 276-4000

To ensure that your response is valid, please fill in the following:

Name: Tr/jai Citer~G iy / Address: /0] 57 Hociyw7aun T DAVE E/’C/fyﬂmvl’)JQ’ <
AH 1201 Koo

Optlon 1 -Five Lot SudeVIsmn with Lane Access

e o D ¢ 5 lots fronting Steveston Highway.
A 'f , SFUDY D PR e New i'c'mc implemented off Lassam Road.
PENDING i ARFJ\ TN * Potential redevelopment of lots along
'IEIQ(‘;J‘;’C*%’UQF !j, RN RN Steveston Highway in conjunction with

. L Hm.u \ml\rnu

P A et e lane development.

LASS AN R

o ST EVESI()\’ H\\ \ .
AN . =B ; | e

P " | ; H

P VE L f, N -9 New Lane

g ; T

b e i g ’ Ty 3 - Future Lane

' ?}l“g)'“r(;,‘n?)’r{(’):“ , Potential Residential Subdivision
N WITH A NEW LANE) R with a Lane

Option 2 — Four Lot Subdivision with No Lane

- T T o * 4 single-family lots (3 lots fronting Lassam
: A STUDY - . Road; 1 lot fronting Steveston Highway).
PFNDI\(, ‘ x TAREA TTU . ) * No new lane. N
;g(‘ﬁf({fl‘ﬂ" L : = * NNo redeveiopment potential for remaining
o ),,,f”. . HOLIY MOUNT it P .
ey e ey Y : lots along Steveston Highway.
_— STEVESTON HWY
‘L\ //gu § i I o .
[ A 4 W ey
G LOT PROPOSAT No Development Potential
( A4 : R4 > ) L o LDevelopmen otenua
AN r»{ul,{)“ ANEW (Retain as Existing Single-Family Lots)
Please indicate which option you prefer: [J Option 1 [ Option 2

1693108 See over —p



City of Richmond
6911 No. 3 Road
Richmond, BC V6Y 2CI
(604) 276-4000

Arterial Road

Redevelopment Options
Policy Planning Department

Contact Kevin Eng (604) 247-4626 / (604) 276-4000

To ensure that your res/ponse is valid, please fill in the following:

Name: /L/7ﬂ7’7 //Y_’; OB

Address:

/,/ ; 0

///L‘_////l/f(’s IV/‘_-‘ //;

/75

Option 1 - Five Lot Subdivision with Lane Access

[

o

PENDING i AREA T S

TOWNHOUSE= ! © | | . . & 3
PRO‘”‘C] R ‘ ,‘!N}l‘.'li.\.\'ml\lbrAnH Z

[
: WAL AL A E
A - L S |
I oty ' ! .
SUBJECT SITES
5 LOT PROPOSAL
"N WITH A NEW LANE)

* 5 lots fronting Steveston Highway.

e New lane impiemented off Lassam Road.

* Potential redevelopment of lots along
Steveston Highway in conjunction with

lane development.

-) New Lane

e Future Lane

. Potential Residential Subdivision
e with a Lane

s

P S P H T

STUDY

© AREA '\

FPROJECT g o

HOLLY MOUNT pR

PENDING
TOWNHOUSE-

LANSAM BD

ST!‘VE@FO\'H\\/\/ '

i E 7 : i %

} Sl g [

5 ; \\\(i!\ll,\%?” ‘

[ Z O
SUBJECT SITES
4 LOT ]’l’%()l’()is,»\l,
WITHOUT A NEW

N

LANE)

N o
KOptlon 2-— F/our Lot Subdivision with No Lane

* 4 single-family lots (3 lots fronting Lassam
Road; 1 lot fronting Steveston Highway).

s No new lane.

* No redeveiopment potentiai for remaining
lots along Steveston Highway.

No Development Potential
(Retain as Existing Single-Family Lots)

Please indicate which option you prefer:

1693108

[] Option 1 E/Option 2

See over —p
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G City of Richmond Arterial Road

it 6911 No. 3 Road .

i ‘ Rnchmoond Bgavav 2C1 RedeYeIOPm_ent Optlons
(604) 2764000 Policy Planning Department

Contact Kevin Eng (604) 247-4626 / (604) 276-4000

To ensure that your response is valid, please fill in the following:

W&Adress gjg] ng/ QM‘}W %3
Bidmoral, B

Name: :

Optwn 1 - Five Lot Subdivision with Lane Access

T
p

. ¢ 5 lots fronting Steveston Highway.
» New lane implemented-of[-1.assam Road.
PEM)I\(, ‘
TOWNHOUSE~
PROJECT

-.—] & Potential redevelopment of lots along
. Steveston Highway in conjunction with
R lane development.

_ _f,w&?g e ‘1?L TS el

L AXSAMIAD

.
3 Ml
o
-} New Lane
—— e we Future Lane
Potential Residential Subdivision
5 1.0T PROPOSAL 35
AN R 1TH A NEwW LANE) with a Lane

Option 2 - Four Lot Subdivision with No Lane

o S— .
T e 4 single-family lots (3 lots fronting Lassam
Road; | lot fronting Steveston Highway).
L L e No new lane.
___—.% _...| = Noredevelopment potential for remaining
—— T lots along Steveston Highway.
-
B S:Ul%il:'cl:{lsog(%f\l, No Development Potential
(] v otential
AN WITHOUT A NEW (Retain as Existing SingleFamily Lots)
Please indicate which option you prefer: Option 1 O option 2
1893108 See over —p>
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Eng, Kevin

From: Eng, Kevin

Sent: Friday, 2 December 2005 8:38 AM

To: 'neil hsueh'

Subject: RE: Opinion towards Rezoning Proposal at 5411 and 5431 Steveston Highway

Thank You for your reply to the survey. A copy of this email will be attached as
correspondence to this rezoning application. If you like, please take a moment to fill
out the survey and drop it in the mail in the postage paid envelope contained in the
original letter.

Regards,

Kevin Eng

Policy Planning Department
Ph: (604) 247-4626

Fx: (604) 276-4052
keng@richmond.ca

————— Original Message-----

From: neil hsueh [mailto:neil0OOhsueh@hotmail.com]

Sent: Thursday, 1 December 2005 8:00 PM

To: Eng, Kevin

Subject: Opinion towards Rezoning Proposal at 5411 and 5431 Steveston Highway

Dear Kevin Eng:

I have received your letter regarding the rezoning application at 5411 and
-5431 Seteveston Highway . My opinions are as followed.

I am against this application 1(five lot subdivision with lane access) due to the
potential vandalism it would cause on our property and our neighbors.

Adding onto this, it will also jeopardize the safety of the youngsters around our
neighborhood.

Thank you for your attention.

Chen Hui-Chen
Hsueh Po-Wen
Neil Hsueh

Emerson Hsueh
Sophia Hsueh

10701 Hollymount Dr
V7E 1ké
Richmond B.C.
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Eng, Kevin

From: Eng, Kevin

Sent; Tuesday, 22 November 2005 8:56 AM

To: ‘tanyeung'

Subject: RE: "Rezoning Proposal at 5411 and 5431 Seteveston Highway"

Greetings,

Thank you for the response and comments on the single-family options presented in the survey. Your
email will form part of survey results. If you would like more information about the forthcoming process
or timing of the rezoning application, please feel free to contact myself.

Regards,

Kevin Eng

Policy Ptanning Department
Ph: (604) 247-4626

Fx: (604) 276-4052
keng@richmond.ca

From: tanyeung [mailto:tanyeung@hotmail.com]

Sent: Tuesday, 22 November 2005 7:32 AM

To: Eng, Kevin

Subject: "Rezoning Proposal at 5411 and 5431 Seteveston Highway"

Hi Kevin,

We got your letter regarding "Rezoning Proposal at 5411 and 5431 Seteveston Highway" that make us very
upset.

We strongly disagree with with the option that would create a back lane in our backyard which will totally
affecting our safety. We bought this location because it does not have a back lane originally. We just
don't understand how can that can be proposed since it would affect so many neighbors around us. Like
Vancouver City, the back lane create so many crime happened and we definitely do not want to see that
happen in our backyard.

For sure we will protest till the end if you guys accept the proposal to create a back lane in our
backyard!!!

Thank you for your attention,

Tom Yeung

Alice Yeung

Aaron Yeung

Leanne Yeung

10711 Hollymount Dr,
Richmond,

V7E 473

11/22/2005



ATTACHMENT 7

Staff Technical Comments

Engineering Works Design
Prior to approval of the subdivision, the following is required:

0 Dedication of a 4m x 4m corner cut at Steveston Highway and Lassam Road.

0 Registration of restrictive covenant to ensure that the vehicle access and driveway
crossing for the proposed new corner lot at the Steveston Highway and Lassam Road
intersection is situated along the north property line of the proposed lot.

0 Submission of a landscaping bond ($4,000) for the implementation of replacement
plantings and tree protection measures.

0 Tree protection measures (tree protection fencing and limited excavation) must be
implemented prior to approval of the subdivision as outlined in the submitted Arborist
report.

Transportation
0 Design of driveway crossings to conform with the City’s Bylaw 7222 (Residential Lot
Access Regulation).
a For the proposed lot at the corner of Lassam Road and Steveston Highway, the driveway
crossing and access is to be located along the north property line.

Policy Planning
0 A tree survey and Arborist report was submitted outlining the location and health of
existing trees. The report also recommends a replacement rationale and tree protection
measures (Attachment 8). A summary of the tree survey and report is as follows:
o 41 existing tree on site.
o 23 trees to be retained and protected (includes 1 large Western Red Cedar along
Lassam Road and the large healthy hedge along Steveston Highway)
o 18 trees to be removed
o 8 replacement trees planted at 7cm minimum calliper.
o Tree protection measures (fencing) and a landscaping bond will be a required
prior to approval of the subdivision application.
a Staff deem the tree retention and replacement rationale to be sufficient based on the small
size of the site (single-family development and limited space for replacement planting)
and proposed tree retention.

1718567



ATTACHMENT 8

e o Froggers Creek
=77 Tree Consultants Ltd.

(\,;«g.-. 7763 McGregor Avenue Burnaby BC, V5]4H4
s Telephone: 604-721-6002 Fax: 604-437-0970
February 2, 2006
Kevin Eng

CITY OF RICHMOND

Urban Development Division
6911 No 3 Road

Richmond, BC

V6BY 2CA1

Cc. Peter Thiessen
Re: 5411, 5431 Steveston Hwy Richmond, BC.

Tree Protection Report
City of Richmond File # RZ 04-268223

Please find enclosed a Tree Preservation Report as part of the City of Richmond rezoning
application requirements and Tree Protection Bylaw # 8014. | am also attaching as an appendix
to the Report, a Tree Protection Plan drawing for reference purposes.

1. TREE PRESERVATION SUMMARY

41 | Trees on the site
23 | Trees to be retained and protected
18 | Trees to be removed

8 | Replacement Trees Proposed

2. TREE PRESERVATION REPORT

We have been provided with a tree survey of the 2 subject properties and a subdivision layout
that will create 4 lots in total. | have been provided with a tree survey of the subject properties. |
have visited the site and assessed the tree resource. All the trees have been tagged and
information recorded concerning their species, stem size, canopy radius, height, health, structural
condition and retention value.

Tree Resource:
Forty-one trees are inventoried in total. The table below indicates the species composition.

Type
Western Red Cedar 23
Cherry

English Holly

Pear

Black Walnut

Common Horse Chestnut

- [ [ [ D
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Hazelnut 1
Lawson Cypress 1
Western Hemlock 1
Total 41

Details of this tree inventory are provided in the table attached as Appendix—1.

Four of the forty-one trees are located on city property along Lassam Street. All four of these
trees have been topped many years ago to avoid the overhead wires. They have regrown new
tops and are now located within inches of the overhead wires. Only one of the four trees has any
potential to be retained, tree number 351, Tree number 353 is dead and number 352 is in poor
condition. Tree number 355 is in suitable for retention but is located in the middle of lot 4 and will
be critically impacted by the construction of the driveway.

The Cedar hedge along the south side of the property along Steveston Highway appears to be
located on both city and private property. The hedge, which is comprised of 22 Western Red
Cedars, is in excellent condition and has a high retention value. It is located far enough away
from the building envelopes and would make a good choice for retention. The five English Hollies
are located within or very close to the building envelopes and cannot be retained. The Black
Walnut tree number 58 is located within the building envelope. There are nine fruit trees located
in the back yards of both properties. Eight of the nine are either located within the proposed
building envelopes or are diseased and in a state of irreversible decline (#363 and #364). Tree #
365, a 20cm Pear Tree, is located within the sanitation sewer right of way and there is also a
proposed grade change of .35m around the tree. Even if the services can be re-routed around
the tree the grade change will critically impact the tree.

Replacement Trees

There are 23 trees larger than 10cm in diameter being retained and18 trees being removed from
the site and on city property. There is not a lot of space to plant replacement trees at a ratio of 2
trees for every tree removed. | am recommending that a total of 8 Replacement Trees be
planted. This works out to about 2 trees per lot. Here is a list of replacement trees:

Type Number Size
Katsura 2 7cm
Crimson King Maple 2 cm
Dawyck Beech 4 7cm

Drawings
A Tree Protection Plan drawing (which plots the tree resource in relation to the proposed site

layout) is attached as Appendix—3. The drawing also indicates the location of the proposed
Replacement Trees.

Tree Protection Measures:

The following steps are recommended to minimize damage or impact to the protected trees on
site:
1. Install tree protection fencing around the retained trees before any work begins on site.
Leave the fencing up until all construction is complete. The location of the protection

Tree Preservation Report 2 February 2, 2006
5411 and 5431 Steveston Hwy,
Richmond
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Froggers Creek Tree Consultants Ltd.

fencing is attached as Appendix—3 and a Tree Protection Fencing detail is attached as
Appendix—2.

Mulch the protection area with 4 inches of composted bark mulch before any construction
begins.

Install all sidewalks and driveways within the protected areas on grade using permeable
materials. This is especially important around tree number 351 the large Western Red
Cedar located on Lassam Street. The proposed driveway is located about 1 metre to the
south of the tree. If possible the existing driveway should not be removed and should be
used as a foundation for the new driveway. There can be no excavation within the 5.5m
dripline or the tree may need to be removed.

No access by vehicles or personnel is permitted with the fenced-off area. Storage of
materials or soil is also not permitted inside this area. In the eventuality that the site
supervisor requires access to the tree protection area, an Arborist should be consulted
beforehand.

Excavation for services needs to be kept outside the protected areas. Trees may need to
be removed if underground services are required within the protected areas.

An arborist must closely monitor any excavation within the canopies of the retained trees.
The Arborist will attend to the pruning of any significant woody roots impacted by the
excavation. These roots will be pruned cleanly back to sound tissue before back filling.
Consult an Arborist before any grade changes are performed within the protection areas.
This includes landscape grade changes that take place after construction.

Carefully hand-dig any landscape plantings within the protection area.

The protected trees will need to be watered regularly during the summer when there is no
rain for more than 2 weeks. :

Estimated Cost of Replacement Trees and Tree Protection Measures

The cost of the replacement trees and protection measures would be approximately $4000. See

chart below:
Total
Item Units Price/unit | Cost
7cm Replacement Tree 8 $250 $2,000
Delivery 1 $100 $100
Planting Cost (Labour) 8 $150 $1,200
Total Planting Cost $3,300
Tree Protection Fencing 1 $150 $150
Wood framing 1 $100 $100
Labour 4 $40 $160
Total Fencing Cost $410
Mulch or wood Chips 1 $100 $100
Labour 3 $40 $120
Total Mulching Cost $220
Total Cost $3,930
Tree Preservation Report 3 February 2, 2006

5411 and 5431 Steveston Hwy,
Richmond
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End Report.

CERTIFICATION:
This report and the opinions expressed within it have been prepared in good faith and to
accepted arboricultural standards within the scope afforded by its terms of reference and the
resources made available to the consultant.

D)

7

’/
s

Froggers Creek Tree Consultants Ltd. Dated: February 2, 2006
Glenn Murray — Board Certified Master Arborist
I.5.A. Certification # PN-0795B

Tree Preservation Report 4 February 2, 2006
5411 and 5431 Steveston Hwy,
Richmond
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ASSUMPTIONS AND LIMITING CONDITIONS

1. This report and the opinions expressed within it have been prepared in good faith and to
accepted arboricultural standards within the scope afforded by its terms of reference and the
resources made available to the consultant. The report provides no undertakings regarding
the future condition or behavior of the trees reviewed within it. Tree hazard and condition
assessments are not an exact science. Both qualities can and do change over time and
should be reappraised periodically.

2. This assessment was limited to a visual tree evaluation only. No core samples were taken.
No tissue samples have been cultured or analyzed by plant pathologists. No root or root
crown excavations were undertaken. No aerial reconnaissance was attempted, beyond that
made possible by binoculars. The evaluation period for this assessment is 12 months.

3. Any legal description provided to the consultant/appraiser is assumed to be correct. No
responsibility is assumed for matters legal in character. Any and all property is appraised or
evaluated as though free and clear, under responsible ownership and competent
management.

4. Itis assumed that any property is not in violation of any applicable codes, ordinances,
statutes, or other governmental regulations.

5. Care has been taken to obtain all information from reliable sources. All data has been verified
insofar as possible; however, the consultant/appraiser can neither guarantee nor be
responsible for the information provided by others.

6. The consultant/appraiser shall not be required to give testimony or to attend court by reason
of this report unless subsequent contractual arrangements are made, including payment of an
additional fee for such services as described in the fee schedule and contract of engagement.

7. Loss or alteration of any part of this report invalidates the entire report.

8. Possession of this report or a copy thereof does not imply right of publication or use for any
purpose by any other than the person to whom it is addressed, without the prior expressed
written or verbal consent of the consultant/appraiser.

9. Neither all nor any part of the contents of this report, nor copy thereof, shall be conveyed by
anyone, including the client, to the public through advertising, public relations, news, sales or
other media, without the prior expressed written or verbal consent of the
consultant/appraiser—particularly as to value conclusions, identity of the consultant/appraiser,
or any reference to any professional society or institute or to any initiated designation
conferred upon the consultant/appraiser as stated in his qualification.

Tree Preservation Report 5 February 2, 2006
5411 and 5431 Steveston Hwy,
Richmond
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City of Richmond Bylaw 7911

Richmond Zoning and Development Bylaw 5300
Amendment Bylaw 7911 (RZ 04-268223)
5411 & 5431 STEVESTON HIGHWAY

The Council of the City of Richmond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows:

1. The Zoning Map of the City of Richmond, which accompanies and forms part of
Richmond Zoning and Development Bylaw 5300, is amended by repealing the existing
zoning designation of the following area and by designating it SINGLE-FAMILY
HOUSING DISTRICT, SUBDIVISION AREA C (R1/C) AND SINGLE-FAMILY
HOUSING DISTRICT, SUBDIVISION AREA B (R1/B.

That area shown hatched and cross-hatched on "Schedule A attached to and forming part
of Bylaw No. 7911~

S8

This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Zoning and Development Bylaw 5300,
Amendment Bylaw 7911”,

FEB 2 7 2006

FIRST READING RICHMOND
APPROVED
A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON \LZ
SECOND READING @';m\c/g?
or Solicitor
THIRD READING P

ADOPTED

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER

1755542
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TO: MAYUR & EAGH %ﬁ‘ W A9

COUNCILLOR 5219
FROM: CITY CLERK'S OFFIcE | O7-26

MayorandCouncillors

| : Ach D re c“z«"’ Derelo -0.'0\&4\4
p ﬁw‘* \\‘N\/\,f\,{/\-\ '\-t) 3'\'&“—,‘/%,; (-\-

From: MayorandCouncillors

Sent: Friday, 17 June 2005 9:17 AM
To: 'J and K Baryluk'

Subject: RE: rezoning proposal

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Baryluk,

This is to acknowledge and thank you for your email to the Mayor and Councillors in connection with the rezoning
proposal on the north side of Steveston Hwy near Lassam, a copy of which has been forwarded to the Mayor,
each Councillor for information.

Your email has also been forwarded to Mr. Holger Burke (to whom, | understand, you have already spoken) so
that it may be attached to the staff report on this matter when it comes before Planning Committee in due course.
A date has yet to be scheduled for this particular item, however, | would invite you to contact Mr. Burke at 604-
276-4164 regarding any tentative scheduling for this report or regarding any other questions or concerns you may
have at this time.

Thank you for taking the time to make your views known to Council.
Yours truly,

David Weber

David Weber

Director, City Clerk's Office

City of Richmond

6911 No.3 Road, Richmond, BC, V&Y 2C1
voice: (604)276-4098

fax: (604) 278-5139

email: dweber@richmond.ca

web: www.richmond.ca

From: J and K Baryluk [mailto:jbaryluk@telus.net]

Sent: Friday, 10 June 2005 10:38 AM

To: MayorandCounciilors

Subject: Fw: rezoning proposal Pﬂn.?@nmf:;x;;)

----- Original Message ----- JUN 17 /Y

From: J and K Baryluk

To: bmenulty@city.richmond.ca corin i T ks
Sent: Friday, June 10, 2005 9:24 AM & DT
Subject: rezoning proposal

Dear Mr. McNulty:

| spoke with Holger Burke and he advised that you are the Chair of the planning committee so | hope | am
addressing this correctly.

06/17/2005
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We, the residents of Westwind have some concerns regarding the proposed rezoning on the north side of
Steveston Hwy near Lassam.

We feel that this is a single family neighbourhood that we live in and would like to keep it that way. So much of
Richmond is being developed into multiple family dwellings and it certainly takes away from the character of some
of our lovely neighbourhoods, not to mention without a doubt it will impact traffic and parking on our streets.

I understand this proposal is being put to the planning committee at an upcoming council meeting and we would
like to know the date of that meeting.

We would appreciate any information you may be able to provide.
Thank you.

Karen Baryluk

06/17/2005
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March 20, 2005

City of Richmond

Urban Development Division
6911 No. 3 Road

Richmond, B.C.

V6Y 2C1

Dear Sirs:
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Re: File # RZ 04-268223. Silverado Homes Ltd. and 5411 & 5431 Steveston Highway

Further to our unanswered letter of June 8, 2004 to the then rezoning application, my wife and I
are once again called upon to comment in a more strident fashion against both the proposed
rezoning from a singie family dwelling area to one of ‘tcc many townhouses’ and the proposal
itself by Silverado Homes Ltd., dated March 4, 2005. I am appending a copy of that June 8"
letter so as to both refresh the deciders’ understanding and significance of our concerns and also
to avoid unnecessary repetition. We trust that both letters will not only be read by the appropriate
parties within the urban development division but also by all of the voting members at city hall

prior to casting their votes on this matter.

In our June 8" letter we were not opposed to the development of 4 homes and still are not
however the stakes as well as the height of the proposed townhouses have risen to such an extent
that we are steadfastly against not only the rezoning itself but the development proposal in its
entirety. On the evening of March 4™ a letter and attachments from Silverado Homes Inc. were
slipped through our mail slot thus heralding the announcement that ‘things could get worse and
justdid.” At 10 a.m. on Saturday March 5" a caller who identified himself as Peter Thiessen,
enquired as to whether we had received the documents and asked if we would be commenting on
them. I assured him that he was neither a friend nor neighbor of ours, as stated in the salutation in
his letter and that we would indeed be responding. He then asked if he could have that
information by late Sunday or early Monday and he was informed that his request was patently

unreasonable.

I want to inform the reader that this was the first contact from Silverado ever. That is, there was
no apparent desire on Silverado’s part to consult with us on the first application, then why would
they do so now? Giving those most affected by such proposals fewer than 48 hours to comment
is not meaningful consultation at all, displays a total lack of concern for the opinions and
concerns of others and makes a mockery out of his apparent desire “to hear, and hopefully
address any concerns you, as our closet neighbors, may have on this issue.” I dare say that it took
Hajdo Forbes Architects longer to draw the plans than he gave us to consider them. We are also
aware that not many of those around our home received the same information and ‘invitation’
upon which to consider. We may know why but we still wonder.

Yes, I’m sure you’ve heard all of the arguments before but these aren’t derived out of fear and
solely self-interest but of reason as it applies to the unique circumstances in our neighborhood.
Our June 8" comments remain unchanged and applicable to this matter however the proposed
number of units, the height of the units, its layout and the accompanying deluge of automobiles is
totally repugnant to any rational concept of livability. Six three-story town houses exceeding the
present height of all structures within the immediate vicinity would be nothing more than

INT ;
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monolithic eyesores. Lassam Road and this section of Steveston Highway are not for ‘higher rise’
development nor do we wish to have our neighborhood overshadowed by towering edifices built
in the name of the developer or commerce. The question may well be, can any party that stands to
financially benefit from such decisions practice any form of reasoned restraint and consideration
for others during this pre 2010 Olympic era?

Regarding the rezoning application to multiple dwelling units, we wonder whether the GVRD’s
apparent interest, if not policy on ‘densification’ overrides the concerns of the citizens of
Richmond. We applaud the non-development of agricultural land but not at the cost of residents
being ‘plowed under’ in each and every application that is made to city hall. We do not have an
Ironwood Mall or a service station complex across from us to anchor high-density residential
development, which can then be conveniently serviced by those enterprises. No this is and
historically has been a delightful neighborhood of people, homes, schools and even Mother
Nature. We encourage you to think not only of the present but of the future as well. The
perpetuation of higher density will act as a disincentive for people of all lands to move to
Richmond, the city currently respected for its reasoned governance and a priority of livability for
its citizens. Stop for a moment and ask yourselves whether this apparent pattern of encouraging a
higher density population within communities opposed to such development is consistent with the
City’s vision of being “the most appealing, livable, and well managed community in Canada.”

The site itself is situated 1 block from an elementary school on Lassam Road and also is in the
pathway of students and parents moving to and from a high school located I block East on No. 2
Road. Do you think it appealing, well managed and safe to add 18 potential vehicles and an
unknown number of residents to the 4 daily peak periods and 5-day a week fray? Additionally,
Steveston Highway is just that, a highway. We’ve had many accidents on the above-referenced
corner; one fatality on Lassam and just last year an errant demolition driver decided that she
didn’t appreciate my neighbor’s front yard white picket fence. Having more citizens, including
children, playing ‘dodge ‘em cars’ while attempting to cross Steveston at Lassam is not my idea
of a considered safety issue. At present there is one or perhaps two vehicle(s) to the south of our
home and the proposal is for 18 plus another parking space for visitors. Restraint? Appealing?
Considerate of others?

There is another problem relating to both the existing design of Lassam Road and the dangers
posed by exacerbating an already bad situation. There is no parking on the east side of Lassam
nor should there be due to potential use by emergency vehicles. The southern portion is wider
and narrows one-block north just prior to the school zone. Motorists seem to use the area closet
to the proposed development as their own private drag strip after shooting out of the narrower
passage or gunning it off Steveston and before reaching the school zone. Increasing the density
increases the probability of someone being injured in such cases. But wait, there is another
problem and that is there is only about 10 or maybe 12 street parking spaces on the west side of
Lassam between Steveston and Hollybank. These barely meet the needs of the current residents
and their guests and will simply not accommodate any overflow from this development. Clearly
the residents do not want to see Lassam Road renamed No.3 Road, Richmond.

I’d like to personally thank the developer for putting the so-called “recycling bin” (question,
‘garbage’) adjacent to the back entrance of our home. The aroma should be divine in the summer
and I know that we will all enjoy the sites from our gardens and hot tub as well. By the way,
whatever happened to the trees? Are there any plans for replacing some of these or actually
considering more than a few shrubs in an undefined “amenity” area?



We admit our ignorance on topics such as set backs and therefore respond in kind that the further
away this proposed development is the better. Such a comment may not be welcomed but it is
nonetheless instructive. The process or lack of it in such controversial rezoning applications is
wrong for the average citizenry. What has happened here is that a rezoning notice was posted; a
developer took his time to set forth his plans and then presented them to those most affected
while giving them less than 48 hours to respond. The reason people become defensive is not
because they want to but because they are put in that position. Regrettably, the environment for
co-operation and constructive dialogue aimed at finding common ground or solutions is further
poisoned by hypocritical comments inferring that the developer wishes to actually address our
concerns. Quite simply, if the neighborhood is to affected it should be involved in a meaningful
way long before now.

Clearly Kathy and I stand to lose the most in this rezoning application and we have expressed our
concerns on two occasions. The question is, will they fall on deaf ears? Listening (on a park
bench in Garry Point) to those who have traveled this road before us, the answer would sadly
appear to be in the affirmative. But we encourage you to take a rational look at this by setting
aside your monetary spectacles and considering the impact of such a proposal on all of us.
Consider your duty in the context of your vision and by not choosing the path of least resistance
but the one that best reflects civilization as a respect for life.

As always Kathy and I would welcome and questions or comments you may have with respect to
this submission and thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

/o : A 2 g ) .
,)/j)‘/‘:'c:'/” . e \ e ;Q') ) ) Lem P \__:_—‘

.

Kathy and Glen Smale (604) 274-5511.

c.c. Mayor, Malcolm Brodie

Councillors — Barnes
Dang
E. Halsey-Brandt
S. Halsey-Brandt
Howard
Kumagai
McNulty
Steves

Silverado Homes Ltd.

Attachment



June §, 2004 10771 Lassam Road
Richmond, B.C.
co V7E 2C2
City of Richmond

Urban Development
6911 No. 3 Road
Richmond, B.C.
V6Y 2Cl1

Dear Sirs:

Re: File # RZ 04-268223. Silverado Homes Ltd. and 5411 & 5431 Steveston Highway

My wife and I have lived at 10771 Lassam Road for the past 19 years, plan to continue to
reside in our home and are directly affected by the aforementioned application. Our
property, 1 SEC 36 BLK 4N RG7W PL 68413, has 168.85 feet at the northern perimeter
of the properties in question. Put another way, we stand the most to lose by this proposal
with respect to the development of a lane along the entire length of our property. We
believe that it is inequitable and unreasonable to have a long term resident subjected to
the noise, air pollution and lighting while the new property owners would be subjected to
approximately only a quarter of the same distance. While we do not oppose the
development of 4 homes, we do oppose the building of just another road, which will
inevitably wind its way to the beer and liquor store and pub and all the palaver that brings
to a so-called quiet and established residential neighborhood.

It seems to us that the developer and City bear the onus to consider not only the path of
least resistance but also of the cost, both in terms of dollars and property, as it applies to
those who either sold the property or would purchase the rezoned property. While some
may not be desirous of an entrance off Steveston Highway, City Council has already
granted its approval for same along Steveston near Gilbert. In that situation, more of the
developed property may have been used to accommodate such an arrangement but at
least the neighbors to the north were not adversely affected and the developers or
purchasers more likely than not bore the cost of creating sound barriers along Steveston
Highway. Surely the safety issue was explored and found to have been satisfied or the
properties would not have been rezoned in the first place. We see no such consideration
in this application just more blacktop, more safety concerns for us and our property (far
easier access) and the elimination of existing trees, green space and wild life.

Kathy and I have lived to foster the development of gardens and all the beauty that brings
to the community and frankly we find a blacktop solution repugnant and unnecessary. If
the developer raises the land so too will the lane and accompanying houses. The aging
existing fence alone now becomes inadequate to maintain even a modicum of privacy or
to abate the noise level from Steveston Highway. Cutting down all of the trees and
placing no barriers between the highway and our home, except the new houses
‘themselves, only exacerbates the situation. The ‘consideration’ in this application



appears to be a one-sided affair and one of cost and convenience with little or no
consideration to the long-term taxpayers and residents of a City that prides itself with its
gardens and flowers.

We therefore encourage Council to consider alternative approaches to the lane
development proposal, such as suggested in this letter and to provide the neighbors so
affected by such developments with some dignity and say in continuing to make
Richmond ‘s residential areas quiet, private, safe and green. Kathy and I would welcome
and questions or comments you may have with respect to this submission. We would
also like to know how we can find out who on Council voted for, against, abstained or
were absent from the voting on this rezoning application. Finally, where can we obtain
information related to noise bylaws, particularly related to residential building?

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Kathy and Glen Smale (604) 274-5511.
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March 20, 2005 Reed silite ve 10771 Lassam Road
i _ Richmond, B.C.
¢ 5/;15/0,; V7E 2C2
o
City of Richmond Zopied & distributed
Urban Development Division to all.
6911 No. 3 Road ;
Richmond, B.C. !Date: “777 a K AD /:.;/
V6Y 2CI |
Initials: En
Dear Sirs: :

Re: File # RZ 04-268223. Silverado Homes Ltd. and 5411 & 5431 Steveston Highway

Further to our unanswered letter of June 8, 2004 to the then rezoning application, my wife and |
are once again called upon to comment in a more strident fashion against both the proposed
rezoning from a single family dweiling area to one of ‘tcc many townhouses’ and the proposal
itself by Silverado Homes Ltd., dated March 4, 2005. [ am appending a copy of that June g™
letter so as to both refresh the deciders’ understanding and significance of our concerns and also
to avoid unnecessary repetition. We trust that both letters will not only be read by the appropriate
parties within the urban development division but also by all of the voting members at city hall
prior to casting their votes on this matter.

In our June 8" letter we were not opposed to the development of 4 homes and still are not
however the stakes as well as the height of the proposed townhouses have risen to such an extent
that we are steadfastly against not only the rezoning itself but the development proposal in its
entirety. On the evening of March 4™ a letter and attachments from Silverado Homes Inc. were
slipped through our mail slot thus heralding the announcement that ‘things could get worse and
just did.” At 10 a.m. on Saturday March 5" a caller who identified himself as Peter Thiessen,
enquired as to whether we had received the documents and asked if we would be commenting on
them. I assured him that he was neither a friend nor neighbor of ours, as stated in the salutation in
his letter and that we would indeed be responding. He then asked if he could have that
information by late Sunday or early Monday and he was informed that his request was patently
unreasonable.

| want to inform the reader that this was the first contact from Silverado ever. That is, there was
no apparent desire on Silverado’s part to consult with us on the first application, then why would
they do so now? Giving those most affected by such proposals tewer than 48 hours to comment
is not meaningful consultation at all, displays a total lack of concern for the opinions and
concerns of others and makes a mockery out of his apparent desire “to hear, and hopefully
address any concerns you, as our closet neighbors, may have on this issue.” I dare say that it took
Hajdo Forbes Architects longer to draw the plans than he gave us to consider them. We are also
aware that not many of those around our home received the same information and ‘invitation’
upon which to consider. We may know why but we still wonder.

Yes, I'm sure you’ve heard all of the arguments before but these aren’t derived out of fear and
solely self-interest but of reason as it applies to the unique circumstances in our neighborhood.
Our June 8" comments remain unchanged and applicable to this matter however the proposed
number of units, the height of the units, its layout and the accompanying deluge of automobiles is
totally repugnant to any rational concept of livability. Six three-story town houses exceeding the
present height of all structures within the immediate vicinity would be nothing more than



monolithic eyesores. Lassam Road and this section of Steveston Highway are not for ‘higher rise’
development nor do we wish to have our neighborhood overshadowed by towering edifices built
in the name of the developer or commerce. The question may well be, can any party that stands to
financially benefit from such decisions practice any form of reasoned restraint and consideration
for others during this pre 2010 Olympic era?

Regarding the rezoning application to multiple dwelling units, we wonder whether the GVRD’s
apparent interest, if not policy on ‘densification’ overrides the concerns of the citizens of
Richmond. We applaud the non-development of agricultural land but not at the cost of residents
being ‘plowed under’ in each and every application that is made to city hall. We do not have an
Ironwood Mall or a service station complex across from us to anchor high-density residential
development, which can then be conveniently serviced by those enterprises. No this is and
historically has been a delightful neighborhood of people, homes, schools and even Mother
Nature. We encourage you to think not only of the present but of the future as well. The
perpetuation of higher density will act as a disincentive for people of all lands to move to
Richmond, the city currently respected for its reasoned governance and a priority of livability for
its citizens. Stop for a moment and ask yourselves whether this apparent pattern of encouraging a
higher density population within communities opposed to such development is consistent with the
City’s vision of being “the most appealing, livable, and well managed community in Canada.”

The site itself is situated 1 block from an elementary school on Lassam Road and also is in the
pathway of students and parents moving to and from a high school located I block East on No. 2
Road. Do you think it appealing, well managed and safe to add 18 potential vehicles and an
unknown number of residents to the 4 daily peak periods and 5-day a week fray? Additionally,
Steveston Highway is just that, a highway. We’ve had many accidents on the above-referenced
corner; one fatality on Lassam and just last year an errant demolition driver decided that she
didn’t appreciate my neighbor’s front yard white picket fence. Having more citizens, including
children, playing ‘dodge ‘em cars’ while attempting to cross Steveston at Lassam is not my idea
of a considered safety issue. At present there is one or perhaps two vehicle(s) to the south of our
home and the proposal is for 18 plus another parking space for visitors. Restraint? Appealing?
Considerate of others?

There is another problem relating to both the existing design of Lassam Road and the dangers
posed by exacerbating an already bad situation. There is no parking on the east side of Lassam
nor should there be due to potential use by emergency vehicles. The southern portion is wider
and narrows one-block north just prior to the school zone. Motorists seem to use the area closet
to the proposed development as their own private drag strip after shooting out of the narrower
passage or gunning it off Steveston and before reaching the school zone. increasing the density
increases the probability of someone being injured in such cases. But wait, there is another
problem and that is there is only about 10 or maybe 12 street parking spaces on the west side of
Lassam between Steveston and Hollybank. These barely meet the needs of the current residents
and their guests and will simply not accommodate any overflow from this development. Clearly
the residents do not want to see Lassam Road renamed No.3 Road, Richmond.

I"d like to personally thank the developer for putting the so-called “recycling bin” (question,
‘garbage’) adjacent to the back entrance of our home. The aroma should be divine in the summer
and I know that we will all enjoy the sites from our gardens and hot tub as well. By the way,
whatever happened to the trees? Are there any plans for replacing some of these or actually
considering more than a few shrubs in an undefined “amenity” area?



We admit our ignorance on topics such as set backs and therefore respond in kind that the further
away this proposed development is the better. Such a comment may not be welcomed but it is
nonetheless instructive. The process or lack of it in such controversial rezoning applications is
wrong for the average citizenry. What has happened here is that a rezoning notice was posted; a
developer took his time to set forth his plans and then presented them to those most affected
while giving them less than 48 hours to respond. The reason people become defensive is not
because they want to but because they are put in that position. Regrettably, the environment for
co-operation and constructive dialogue aimed at finding common ground or solutions is further
poisoned by hypocritical comments inferring that the developer wishes to actually address our
concerns. Quite simply, if the neighborhood is to affected it should be involved in a meaningful
way long before now. '

Clearly Kathy and [ stand to lose the most in this rezoning application and we have expressed our
concerns on two occasions. The question is, will they fall on deaf ears? Listening (on a park
bench in Garry Point) to those who have traveled this road before us, the answer would sadly
appear to be in the affirmative. But we encourage you to take a rational look at this by setting
aside your monetary spectacles and considering the impact of such a proposal on all of us.
Consider your duty in the context of your vision and by not choosing the path of least resistance
but the one that best reflects civilization as a respect for life.

As always Kathy and | would welcome and questions or comments you may have with respect to
this submission and thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

R e D
Kathy and Glen Smale (604)274-5511.

c.c. Mayor, Malcolm Brodie

Councillors — Barnes
Dang
E. Halsey-Brandt
S. Halsey-Brandt
Howard
Kumagai
McNulty
Steves

Silverado Homes Ltd.

Attachment



June 8, 2004 10771 Lassam Road

OPY Richmond, B.C.
( : V7E 2C2

City of Richmond
Urban Development
6911 No. 3 Road
Richmond, B.C.
VoY 2C1

Dear Sirs:

Re: File # RZ 04268223, Silverado Homes Ltd. and 5411 & 5431 Steveston Highway

My wife and I have lived at 10771 Lassam Road for the past 19 years, plan to continue to
reside in our home and are directly affected by the aforementioned application. Our
property, 1 SEC 36 BLK 4N RG7W PL 68413, has 168.85 feet at the northern perimeter
of the properties in question. Put another way, we stand the most to lose by this proposal
with respect to the development of a lane along the entire length of our property. We
believe that it is inequitable and unreasonable to have a long term resident subjected to
the noise, air pollution and lighting while the new property owners would be subjected to
approximately only a quarter of the same distance. While we do not oppose the
development of 4 homes, we do oppose the building of just another road, which will
inevitably wind its way to the beer and liquor store and pub and all the palaver that brings
to a so-called quiet and established residential neighborhood.

It seems to us that the developer and City bear the onus to consider not only the path of
least resistance but also of the cost, both in terms of dollars and property, as it applies to
those who either sold the property or would purchase the rezoned property. While some
may not be desirous of an entrance off Steveston Highway, City Council has already
granted its approval for same along Steveston near Gilbert. In that situation, more of the
developed property may have been used to accommodate such an arrangement but at
least the neighbors to the north were not adversely affected and the developers or
purchasers more likely than not bore the cost of creating sound barriers along Steveston
Highway. Surely the safety issue was explored and found to have been satisfied or the
properties would not have been rezoned in the first place. We see no such consideration
in this application just more blacktop, more safety concerns for us and our property (far
easier access) and the elimination of existing trees, green space and wild life.

Kathy and I have lived to foster the development of gardens and all the beauty that brings
to the community and frankly we find a blacktop solution repugnant and unnecessary. If
the developer raises the land so too will the lane and accompanying houses. The aging
existing fence alone now becomes inadequate to maintain even a modicum of privacy or
to abate the noise level from Steveston Highway. Cutting down all of the trees and
placing no barriers between the highway and our home, except the new houses
themselves, only exacerbates the situation. The ‘consideration’ in this application



appears to be a one-sided affair and one of cost and convenience with little or no
consideration to the long-term taxpayers and residents of a City that prides itself with its
gardens and flowers.

We therefore encourage Council to consider alternative approaches to the lane
development proposal, such as suggested in this letter and to provide the neighbors so
affected by such developments with some dignity and say in continuing to make
Richmond ‘s residential areas quiet, private, safe and green. Kathy and I would welcome
and questions or comments you may have with respect to this submission. We would
also like to know how we can find out who on Council voted for, against, abstained or
were absent from the voting on this rezoning application. Finally, where can we obtain
information related to noise bylaws, particularly related to residential building?

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Kathy and Glen Smale (604) 274-5511.
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Citizens For a Better Richmond
¢/0 5420 Hummingbird Drive,
Richmond, B.C.

TO: MAYOR & COUNCILLORS
FOR INFORMATION
From: City Clerks Office

pc,'. {A’b(%}?_{ G arbie

V7E 558 o
ite = OO RO~ FF// 4 Note , Thas Od-lkba')\. M\YZ/Q Jie
October 5, 2005 (relares 7o I ()(,,,,Vu,um.,S ,-e_(wt't
OOV~ b FPA3 on - Condpeky ove
M i fee
ayor and Council -1[1; ODM,PU ] e ol
City of Richmond e adoised Hhus B< : - Lo
Richmond City Hall » T Ale Hu)('w'-\
6911 No. 3 Road, "o 3”‘(”;1(@ no shaff are
Richmond, B.C. O efober . {cand”
| e
V6Y 2CI Mw—\ < gl o
ue (l}SW o c )
Dear Mr. Mayor and Council Members: (onElrmA -

RE: STEVESTON HWY/LASSAM RD REZONING
OUR CITY - OUR NEIGHBOURHOOD

Further to our letter of August 29, 2005 enclosed is a petition with almost 300 names expressing
opposition to a 3 storey townhouse development at the corner of Steveston Highway and Lassam
in Richmond. Most who have signed the petition live in the immediate area.

Many who have signed this petition have lived in Richmond for decades. We are concerned
about what is now taking place in and around our neighbourhoods. The city is changing too
much and far too fast. Without citizens input single family residential properties are suddenly
becoming multi family high density developments altering the character and livability of the city
overnight and forever.

We are not opposed to development. On the contrary, we welcome progress and take pride in the
gradual transformation of our city into one of the most attractive and diverse communities in the
province. However we are opposed to what we can only describe as the destruction of the very
livable and friendly community that we consider home. We urge you to hear our voices!

Sincerely,

o < PHOTOCORIED
L e D @
Glen Smale on behalf of ocT 11
Citizens For a Better Richmond
(604-274-5511) g DISTRIBLTED

cc: B. Clugston, Editor Richmond Review, 140-5671 No. 3 Rd, Richmond. B.C. V6X 2C9
Corry Anderson-Fennell, Richmond News 5731 No.3 Rd, Richmond, B.C. V6X 2C9
News Editor, Global TV 7850 Enterprise St, Burnaby, B.C. V5B 1V7
News Editor, The Province 1-200 Granville Street, Vancouver, B.C. V6C 3N3
News Editor. The Vancouver Sun, 1-200 Granville Street. Vancouver, B.C. V6C 3N3
Gord MacDonald, News Director, CKNW Radio 200-700 West Georgia Street, Vanc, B.C.

V7Y 1K9

Bill Good. CKNW Radio, #200-700 West Georgia Street, Vancouver, B.C. V7Y 1K9
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Citizens For a Better Richmond
c/o 5420 Hummingbird Drive,
Richmond, B.C.

V7E 588

October 5, 2005

Mr. Holger Burke
Richmond City Hall
6911 No. 3 Road,
Richmond, B.C.
VéY 2C1

Dear Mr. Burke:

As per our previous telephone conversations, enclosed is our petition and letter which I
understand you will forward to our Mayor and all Council members. We thank you.

This petition with nearly 300 signatures is mere cross section of the area in question at Steveston
Hwy and Lassam. It was most interesting discovering how many people had no real idea what
was being proposed. On discussions with residents on Steveston Hwy (houses on both sides of
the property) they had received no information from the City on what was being proposed.

It was my understanding from my conversation with you on Monday that this would be
discussed again on October 18, 2005 at the Council meeting and therefore we are trying to have
this information brought to Council’s attention in a timely fashion. Please advise us if in fact
this is the next meeting where discussion will be held on this matter. We look forward to
hearing from you.

Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Karen Baryluk, Committee Member
Citizens For a Better Richmond
(604-274-4820)



Steveston Highway/Lassam Rezoning Petition

Against High Density

We, the undersigned, are not in favor of the current rezoning application
from single family dwellings to high density 3-storey town homes at
541 1/5431Steveston Highway. We wish to preserve our neighborhood as it

.. Single Family Dwellings
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Steveston Highway/Lassam Rezoning Petition

Against High Density

We, the undersigned, are not in favor of the current rezoning application
from single family dwellings to high density 3-storey town homes at
5411/5431Steveston Highway. We wish to preserve our neighborhood as it
is ... Single Family Dwellings
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Steveston Highway/Lassam Rezoning Petition
Against High Density

We, the undersigned, are not in favor of the current rezoning application
from single family dwellings to high density 3-storey town homes at
5411/5431Steveston Highway. We wish to preserve our neighborhood as it

s ... Single Family Dwellings
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Steveston Highway/Lassam Rezoning Petition

Against High Density

We, the undersigned, are not in favor of the current rezoning application
from single family dwelllngs to high density 3-storey town homes at
5411/5431Steveston Highway. We wish to preserve our neighborhood as it

is ... Single Family Dwellings
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Steveston Highway/Lassam Rezoning Petition

Against High Density

We, the undersigned, are not in favor of the current rezoning application
from single family dwellings to high density 3-storey town homes at
5411/5431Steveston Highway. We wish to preserve our neighborhood as it

is ... Single Family Dwellings
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Steveston Highway/Lassam Rezoning Petition

Against High Density

We, the undersigned, are not in favor of the current rezoning application
from single family dwellings to high density 3-storey town homes at
5411/5431Steveston Highway. We wish to preserve our neighborhood as it

is ... Single Family Dwellings
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Steveston Highway/Lassam Rezoning Petition
Against High Density

We, the undersigned, are not in favor of the current rezoning application
from single family dwellings to high density 3-storey town homes at
5411/5431Steveston Highway. We wish to preserve our neighborhood as it

s ... Single Family Dwellings
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Steveston Highway/Lassam Rezoning Petition

Against High Density

We, the undersigned, are not in favor of the current rezoning application
from single family dwellings to high density 3-storey town homes at
5411/5431Steveston Highway. We wish to preserve our neighborhood as it

is ... Single Family Dwellings
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Steveston Highway/Lassam Rezoning Petition

Aqgainst High Density

We, the undersigned, are not in favor of the current rezoning application
from single family dwellings to high density 3-storey town homes at
5411/5431Steveston Highway. We wish to preserve our neighborhood as it

is ... Single Family Dwellings
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Steveston Highway/Lassam Rezoning Petition

Against High Density

We, the undersigned, are not in favor of the current rezoning application
from single family dwellings to high density 3-storey town homes at
5411/5431Steveston Highway. We wish to preserve our neighborhood as it
is ... Single Family Dwellings
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Steveston Highway/Lassam Rezoning Petition

Against High Density

We, the undersigned, are not in favor of the current rezoning application
from single family dwellings to high density 3-storey town homes at
5411/5431Steveston Highway. We wish to preserve our neighborhood as it
is ... Single Family Dwellings
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Steveston Highway/Lassam Rezoning Petition

Against High Density

We, the undersigned, are not in favor of the current rezoning application
from single family dwellings to high density 3-storey town homes at
5411/5431Steveston Highway. We wish to preserve our neighborhood as it
is ... Single Family Dwellings
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Steveston Highway/Lassam Rezoning Petition
Against High Density

We, the undersigned, are not in favor of the current rezoning application
from single family dwellings to high density 3-storey town homes at
541 1/5431Steveston Highway. We wish to preserve our nelghborhood as it

... Single Family Dwellings
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Steveston Highway/Lassam Rezoning Petition

Against High Density

We, the undemlgned, are not in favor of the current rezoning application
from single family dwellings to high density 3-storey town homes at
5411/5431Steveston Highway. We wish to preserve our neighborhood as it

is ... Single Family Dwellings
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Steveston Highway/Lassam Rezoning Petition

Against High Density

We, the undersigned, are not in favor of the current rezoning application

from single family dwellings to high density 3-storey town homes at

541 1/5431Steveston Highway. We wish to preserve our neighborhood as it
.. Single Family Dwellings
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Steveston Highway/Lassam Rezoning Petition

Against High Density

We, the undersigned, are not in favor of the current rezoning application
from single family dwellings to high density 3-storey town homes at
5411/5431Steveston Highway. We wish to preserve our neighborhood as it

is ... Single Family Dwellings
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We, the undersigned, are NOT IN
from single family dwellings to high
5411/5431 Steveston Highway.

is. .. Single Family Dwellings.

FAVOR of the current rezoning application
density three-storey town homes at
We wish to preserve our neighborhood as it
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Steveston Highway/Lassam Rezoning Petition

Against High Density

We, the undersigned, are not in favor of the current rezoning application
from single family dwellings to high density 3-storey town homes at
5411/5431Steveston Highway. We wish to preserve our neighborhood as it

is ... Single Family Dwellings
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Steveston Highway/Lassam Rezoning Petition

Against High Density

We, the undersigned, are not in favor of the current rezoning application
from single family dwellings to high density 3-storey town homes at
541 1/5431Steveston Highway. We wish to preserve our neighborhood as it

... Single Family Dwellings
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Steveston Highway/Lassam Rezoning Petition

Against High Density

We, the undersigned, are not in favor of the current rezoning application
from single family dwellings to high density 3-storey town homes at
5411/5431Steveston Highway. We wish to preserve our neighborhood as it

is ... Single Family Dwellings
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Steveston Highway/Lassam Rezoning Petition

Against High Density

We, the undersxgned, are not in favor of the current rezoning application
from single family dwellings to high density 3-storey town homes at
5411/5431Steveston Highway. We wish to preserve our neighborhood as it

is ... Single Family Dwellings
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Steveston Highway/Lassam Rezoning Petition

Against High Density

We, the undersigned, are not in favor of the current rezoning application
from single family dwellings to high density 3-storey town homes at
541 1/5431Steveston Highway. We wish to preserve our neighborhood as it

... Single Family Dwellings
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Steveston Highway/Lassam Rezoning Petition

Against High Density

We, the undersigned, are not in favor of the current rezoning application

from single family dwellings to high density 3- -storey town homes at

541 1/5431Steveston Highway. We wish to preserve our neighborhood as it
... Single Family Dwellings
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Steveston Highway/Lassam Rezoning Petition

Against High Density

We, the undersigned, are not in favor of the current rezoning application
from single family dwellings to high density 3-storey town homes at
5411/5431Steveston Highway. We wish to preserve our neighborhood as it

is ... Single Family Dwellings
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Hi

We, the undersigned, are NOT IN FAVOR of the current rezoning application
from single family dwellings to high density three-storey town homes at
541 1/5431 Steveston Highway. We wish to preserve our neighborhood as it

.. Single Family Dwellings.
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ADDRESS

S B éﬂé}x@

S 3, J&w//f;af,.a A

JUA 5474

=

Mol (e Pl

@'? 00 St Jln‘tnel“ Coupt .

/4

/;’4 (,QJZ/(,L%

iAo MA//J /I EN

// J;‘

7"//

) TN
f’ £y {7 71 ,1/(:”1'&,' g /4 /”"”,fj Lo T
i U SR, M350 ¢ Sugie i s
P ) . : . —_ L "
e ‘ ‘} /:,/ /J{'i"r‘ /\ LA lv & ;'»’i I v‘" " g / /i Ci,in "’,’,f '7»1,7 #l {xv\JL:
3 / ‘ A4 /
! U N L U /A / /\ ~L/7‘( 4 D
! . - /
L Y ' 7
L Lroi Tl e 10070 Kigg sy shoc DL
- N
Doy S U TN e O L W [ v e FroHan il
/. \
L. / (Y i [ . //7") //\~ /j /il /}/
) . . - Ly ) 1 - ’
2 Sy S L/“”/ WL YAV /// / /u“' .
< 7
HJ ‘H U \P\L\ g yf/, i S )’”f 170 sady, o
sG] 5

A

[ 11X ifi,/

:' { il
l/, L,

L, s hﬁk L(Mﬂt

HC\ o (A A% :.; L; A G 1 1')7 i \\w\ L\;( \L}Q N
P A
f]/ér? 3 L i/" 7 o /{J""”""’E 'y 13591 /'Vt ’“’/"?‘1“" Drve

T

7 ; 77
o / Ty . "/ N e l - .
i > AT L CAT 14 1 “
/ o
. g e V. i . e, P g %Y
WREL sz T T T e I O TR TR Ol
S ff‘« vf‘{~’ . /L\w P ’,‘,:-«L«f:u;w;,ﬁ{b('/ };jl s st P .
- - v i
! / g - ‘. P Lo, g j s A oo ST X
‘.’T}"\t PN AN At DAL it LT

/-



. o -
wwﬂ—w st Hiak Denoi

We, the undersigned, are NOT IN FAVOR of the current rezoning application
from single family dwellings to high density three-storey town homes at
541 1/5431 Steveston Highway. We wish to preserve our neighborhood as it

.. Single Family Dwellings.
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Steveston Highway/Lassam Rezoning Petition

Against High Density

We, the undersigned, are not in favor of the current rezoning application
from single family dwellings to high density 3-storey town homes at
5411/5431Steveston Highway. We wish to preserve our neighborhood as it

s ... Single Family Dwellings
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Steveston Highway/Lassam Rezoning Petition
Against High Density

We, the undersigned, are not in favor of the current rezoning application
from single family dwellings to high density 3-storey town homes at
5411/5431Steveston Highway. We wish to preserve our neighborhood as it

is ... Single Family Dwellings
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