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Staff Report

Origin

S297 Holding Ltd. has applied to the City of Richmond for permission to rezone 9420, 9460, and
9480 Cambie Road (Attachment 1) from Single-Family Housing District, Subdivision Area F
(R1/F) to Comprehensive Development District (CD/137). The applicant owns Lansdowne
Pontiac Buick Cadillac GMC on Minoru Boulevard, and since 1992 has leased property nearby
at 7360 Elmbridge Way for the storage of new vehicles destined for sale at their Minoru
Boulevard location. The Elmbridge property was recently sold, and its new owner is proceeding
with plans for its redevelopment with market and social housing. The applicant has acquired the
subject site to relocate its vehicle storage area. It is not the applicant’s intent to undertake retail
sales at this location.

On March 17, 2003, the subject application was considered at Public Hearing where, due to

neighbourhood concern and opposition, it was referred back to staff. Council directed that staff
undertake:

1. Further consideration of neighbourliness and development issues, including identification of
future long term uses appropriate for the area (Section 34-5-6);

2. A review of the truck access, both ingress and egress; and

3. A review of the taxation of residents in the area.

Findings Of Fact

Item ‘  Existing - ‘ __Proposed
Owner S-8070 Holdings Ltd
Applicant $297 Holdings Ltd
Site Size 11,947 m* (2.95 ac) No change
Land Uses Vacant (Single-family houses prior Outdoor storage of new cars and trucks
to clearing by the applicant.)
OCP & Cambie Mixed Use

West Area Plan

> : “An area which provides for residential, commercial, business and industry, and
Designations

public and private institutions.”
Zoning Single-Family Housing District, Comprehensive Development District
Subdivision Area F (R1/F) (CD/137), for the outdoor storage of new

cars and trucks, together with up to one
caretaker’s suite of 100 m? (1,076.41 ft%)

per lot.
Aircraft Noise NEF 30-35+
Exposure Forecast Transport Canada recommends that new residential construction not be

(NEF) 2000-2015 undertaken within this noise level, however, most commercial and industrial

uses area acceptable, including automobile storage.

Heritage The Siddell House, listed on Richmond’s Heritage Inventory, was recently
demolished at 9480 Cambie Road.
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Related Policies& Studies

Richmond’s OCP and the Cambie West Area Plan provide little guidance regarding the future of
the subject site and its neighbours in Section 34-5-6. The area’s “Mixed Use” designation allows
for a broad range of uses, but there has been no recent development due largely to aircraft noise
concerns regarding housing and market constraints on business park uses. Furthermore, with no
clear land use objectives for the area, no comprehensive plans have been made for transportation,
servicing, parks, or community services/facilities. As a result, the area remains one of large,
unserviced, residential lots mixed with a few nursery operations (including one immediately west
of the subject site). This stands in marked contrast to the neighbourhood north of the subject
site, across Cambie Road, which has been fully redeveloped with single-family homes on
smaller, serviced lots.

Heritage

A house on the City of Richmond Heritage Inventory, the Siddell House, was situated at 9480
Cambie Road until it was recently demolished by the applicant. The Heritage Inventory is a
database of Richmond’s most important historical sites, and is intended as a research tool and to
increase awareness of Richmond’s past. It is not intended that property owners be obliged to
“save” the resources listed in the Inventory.

Development Permit Requirements
A Development Permit (DP) would not be required for the proposed development as there will
be no building on the site larger than 100 m? (1,076.41 ft%).

Staff Comments

Policy Planning

As noted in the previous staff report addressing this application, staff are disappointed to see that
a more substantial development is not being pursued on the subject site; however, the proposed
use is relatively clean and quiet, is expected to have little impact on the site’s neighbours, and
readies the property for redevelopment when the opportunity arises. Furthermore, the applicant
has agreed to clean up debris on neighbouring properties around the perimeter of his site and will

install (and bond for) fencing and landscaping to the satisfaction of the City. On this basis, staff
support the subject application.

Heritage

During the review of the subject application, staff requested that the applicant consider retaining
the Siddell House as a caretaker’s residence. Given the temporary nature of the subject
development and the limited impact retention of the house could have had on site operations,
staff are disappointed that the applicant chose instead to demolish it.
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Transportation

Staff comments are as per the previous staff report addressing the subject application. Staff are
satisfied that truck ingress and egress is practical and will not impair the operation and safety of
Cambie Road. A covenant will be registered on the subject site limiting driveway access to a
maximum of two locations along the site’s Cambie Road frontage (designed for eastbound
ingress and egress only) and restricting loading to the front portion of the subject site to the
satisfaction of Transportation staff (until such time that alternate access comes available via a
new road and the City determines that access and/or loading should be redirected). More
significant road improvements will be postponed until more intensive future use of the site
warrants it.

Engineering
Prior to final adoption of the subject rezoning, the following should be complete:

* A covenant should registered on the subject site limiting driveway access to a maximum of
two locations along the site’s Cambie Road frontage (designed for eastbound ingress and
egress only) and restricting loading to the front portion of the subject site to the satisfaction
of Transportation staff (until such time that alternate access comes available via a new road
and the City determines that access and/or loading should be redirected).

Analysis

At Public Hearing in March 17, 2003, a number of property owners from Section 34-5-6 and the
“Oaks”, the residential neighbourhood north of Section 34-5-6, spoke in opposition to the
application. In addition, a petition was received in opposition to the project from over 200
residents of the Oaks. (Attachment 2 — Sample statement from petition) In general, concern
was expressed that:

* The proposed use is incompatible with the residential uses around it, and on-site activities
will impair the livability of neighbouring properties;

® The proposed development will devalue adjacent properties and undermine the potential of
Section 34-5-6 to redevelop to the “higher and better” uses (i.e. housing), which is
inconsistent with the area’s high property taxes; and

* Truck traffic (i.e. volumes and movements) will compromise the safety of Cambie Road.

In light of the public input received, staff have reviewed the subject application and present the
following findings for consideration:
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Future Land Uses in Section 34-5-6

The subject application is proposed for Section 34-5-6, a transitional area of the city for which
there is no comprehensive community plan, and no current proposal to prepare one. Given the
location of this area on the fringe of the City Centre and its proximity to the airport, transit, and
major transportation corridors, it appears to be well suited to medium density, urban
development. In the early 1990s, Parklane Homes and others began to assemble land here for
townhouse and small-lot single-family housing; however, the residential market slumped and
concern regarding aircraft noise increased, which discouraged development. In late 1999, the
City completed the Richmond Industrial Land Strategy, which projected a shortage of business
park land and identified Section 34-5-6, with its favourable location and large properties, as
highly desirable for this use. Again, however, a slumping market discouraged development,
together with the high land prices that had resulted from the area’s earlier residential speculation.

In light of today’s strong residential market and weak business park situation, property owners
have suggested that housing should be developed in the area regardless of its undesirably high
aircraft noise levels. It is important to remember, however, that markets fluctuate and the
business park market will rebound; and, that without Section 34-5-6, Richmond may not have an
adequate supply of business park land to meet future demand and remain competitive.

It is also important to note the strategic significance of supporting business park development in
the vicinity of the City Centre. High land prices and high-rise forms of development have
proved to be significant disincentives to office development in Richmond’s City Centre and
other town centres across the region. In order for these centers to succeed, it is critical that
strategies are adopted to encourage job growth within them and to ensure that those Jobs expand
beyond the current mix of retail and locally serving office uses. The establishment of a large
office park just %2 mile off No. 3 Road would go far to meet this objective for Richmond, and
would benefit - and benefit from - the Richmond Trade and Exhibition Centre proposed
immediately adjacent to it at the intersection of Alderbridge Way and Garden City Road.

In addition to business park uses, the periphery of Section 34-5-6 presents interesting
opportunities for regional institutional uses (i.e. places of worship, private schools, etc.), which
are rapidly running out of alternatives development sites in Richmond. These uses could
complement business park development in the area and, in some cases, could be located to
provide a transition between the non-residential heart of the area and its residential neighbours
(i.e. the Oaks). Also, this transition between the area and its neighbours would be further
enhanced by the high-quality design of all of the area’s uses, including tree planting,
landscaping, and the establishment of more pedestrian-friendly streetscapes along the area’s
boundary roads (i.e. Cambie, Road No. 4 Road, Alderbridge Way, and Garden City Road).

With regard to planning of this area, detailed Official Community Plans (e.g. area plans) are
often adopted where development is anticipated, to guide its use and form and to set strategies
for establishing roads, parks, services, and community facilities. The adoption of such plans is a
lengthy public process, taking up to two years to complete, and provides no guarantee that
development will follow as such development would be market driven. The earliest opportunity

to give consideration to the preparation of an area plan for Section 34-5-6 would the 2004 budget
process.

3
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Property Taxes in Section 34-5-6

All residential properties in Richmond are taxed at the same rate, regardless of the nature of their
residential use (e.g. high-rise, townhouse, single-family, etc.), their location in the city, or their
potential — or lack of potential — for redevelopment to a “higher and better use”. This approach
is consistent with communities across the Lower Mainland, with the exception of Vancouver.
Richmond’s taxes are set annually and are applied to properties based on their value (including
land and improvements) as determined by BC Assessment. These values are established based
on recent market transactions and the land use classification BC Assessment assigns to each
property. In Section 34-5-6, changes in the market and adjustments in BC Assessment’s
property classifications over the past 10 years have influenced the assessed value of properties
and resulted in increases and decreases in property taxes.

While no significant development has occurred in Section 34-5-6 over the past 10 years, property
values have fluctuated sharply. Initially, the area saw a dramatic rise fuelled by residential
speculation that, at its peak, pushed some properties to double in price. Prices remained high
through 1999, even though no new residential development came of this speculation, the housing
market weakened, and concerns over aircraft noise increased. Since then, however, prices have
settled closer to early 1990s levels.

With regard to BC Assessment’s approach to Section 34-5-6, up until speculation became strong
in the early 1990s, the area was simply classified “Class 17, which is consistent with its
residential use. When the area’s prices began to climb significantly, the area remained as “Class
17, but BC Assessment adjusted its valuation to take into account the area’s potential for
increased residential development. In the late 1990s, BC Assessment again revised its approach
to valuing properties in Section 34-5-6; this time to reflect the area’s greater potential for
business park uses. In both cases, recognition that the area had the potential for “higher and
better” uses resulted in slightly higher property values here than would have been assigned to
equivalent properties elsewhere that did not present the same development potential. This
changed in 2001, however, when in the face of falling prices and BC Assessment’s belief that
redevelopment was some years off, the area’s “higher and better” use designation was removed
and property assessments were reduced accordingly.

As per provincial legislation, owners who had lived in their homes for 10+ years were relieved
from the lift in property assessments caused by the area’s temporary “higher and better” use
designation. More recent resident- and absentee-owners enjoyed no such relief. Nobody,
however, was immune to the sharp rise in land values caused by property speculation in the area.

It should be noted here that the proposed development will result in reclassification of the subject
property to “Class 6”. This classification is applied to business uses, including office, retail, etc.,
but excluding manufacturing and similar industrial uses. As a result of reclassification, the
assessed value of the subject properties will increase. In addition, this classification will result in
Richmond taxing the subject site at a higher rate than its residential neighbours.
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Truck Ingress and Egress

The subject site fronts Cambie Road, a heavily used arterial and an important link between
Richmond’s downtown and its low-density residential and business areas. In light of this, it is
the City’s policy to work to remove new permanent driveways along Cambie Road, as was done
when the Oaks was developed. In the case of Section 34-5-6 and similar areas that are
undergoing a gradual transition, it is common for the City to grant temporary driveway access
where no alternative access is available or practical. In the case of the subject site, access is not
possible from Odlin Road, nor is it desirable from a transportation or neighbourhood perspective.
In the future when the area is more intensively developed, however, new roads will provide
alternative access to properties along Cambie. As such, it is appropriate for the City to grant
direct access to the subject site from Cambie at this time.

With regard to the operation of Cambie Road, it is important that truck movements into and out
of the subject site have minimum impact on traffic flow and safety. For this reason, the site has
been designed (and will be signed) to permit truck access and egress only in an eastbound
direction (e.g. trucks will enter from the west and leave towards the east). (Attachment 3)
Trucks entering and exiting the site will require use of both of Cambie Road’s eastbound lanes to
manoeuvre, however, this operation is acceptable and is common throughout Richmond and the
Lower Mainland at driveways and intersections. As such, staff do not believe these movements
present a significant traffic hazard.

Neighbourlinéss
Neighbourliness concerns raised by the public focused on:

* Debris and the removal of fences around the subject site’s perimeter;

e Possible soil contaminants from vehicles stored on the site;

* Incompatibility of an industrial-like use in a residential area (e.g. its appearance, traffic, on-
site lighting, noise, etc.); and

* The undesirable precedent the development would set for others in the area.

Debris and Fencing

The applicant has agreed to extend the clean-up of his site to include the edge of adjacent
properties. This will include tree branches left during the subject site’s initial clean-up and
debris exposed on neighbours’ lots as a result of this clean-up, the origin of which is unclear.
The applicant does not believe that fences were removed from adjacent properties during the
site’s clean-up, but understands neighbours’ concerns. New fences will be installed around the
perimeter of the subject site as part of the proposed development.

Soil Contamination

Staff do not believe that soil contamination will result from the proposed use as all vehicles
stored on the site will be new and, thus, are unlikely to leak fluids or deposit other materials.
Also, Bylaw 7435 (Richmond’s Pollution Prevention and Clean-Up Regulation Bylaw) prohibits
the discharge of any “polluting substance” to the City’s storm system , soil, or watercourses, and
has provisions for enforcement and remediation. In addition, it should be noted that as the
storage area will be paved and run-off will be directed to the City’s storm sewer system, if the
site’s run-off was to be contaminated, it would have no direct impact on neighbouring properties.

989767 7



March 31, 2003 8 R7Z 02-213334

Traffic Noise

Staff recognize that the proposed operation may be more disruptive to neighbours on the south
side of Cambie Road than the site’s previous residential use. However, staff believe the
proposed use will be no noisier and likely less disruptive than a nursery operation (like the
existing one immediately west of the subject site) or some other agricultural use, either of which
are permitted under the area’s existing zoning. It should also be noted that homes in the Oaks,
on the north side of Cambie Road, intentionally “turn their backs” to this heavily traveled arterial
as it generates a great amount of traffic noise. In light of this, it seems unlikely that the noise
caused by the proposed vehicle storage on the south side of Cambie will have a significant
impact on residents of this area.

Appearance and Lighting

In terms of the appearance of the development, including fencing, landscaping, and lighting, the
applicant is sensitive to the need to ensure the site’s Cambie frontage is attractive, the perimeter
of the site is tidy and secure, and on-site lighting will not pose a nuisance to neighbours. To
address these issues, the applicant has retained a landscape architect to design the site’s Cambie
frontage and recommend appropriate fencing and lighting. (Attachment 4) The proposed
design includes both a hedge and trees along the site’s frontage and a solid fence around the
entire property. Lighting will be directed away from neighbours to avoid overspill, and will only
be in use only during vehicle unloading (e.g. it will not be on throughout the night). Asa
condition of rezoning, the applicant will be required to bond for the cost of the proposed
landscaping, including fencing and lighting, to ensure it is installed as designed and in a timely
manner.

Development Precedent

Lastly, with regard to the implications of this development for other interim uses in Section
34-5-6, the precedent set by this project is very limited and, therefore, is not expected to generate
much activity. Firstly, the area is not currently serviced by sanitary sewer, which greatly limits
the range and scale of uses possible. Second, the proposed use would not have been acceptable
on Odlin or Alexandra Road for traffic safety and operational reasons, so the precedent set
applies just to the neighbourhood’s perimeter arterial roads. And, finally the proposed
development will have minimal impact on its neighbours, and the same cannot be claimed by
other “parking-type” uses such as airport parking, an impound lot, auto-wreckers, or a taxi
dispatch. Overall, therefore, the precedent set by the proposed development appears to be
manageable and to pose little threat to the livability of adjacent properties.

Subject Application

Staff recommend support of the subject application as the above review indicates that:

¢ The development will be compatible with its residential neighbours and with future uses
anticipated in the area;

* There are no grounds to suggest that the proposed use will devalue adjacent properties or
undermine the potential redevelopment of Section 34-5-6 to “higher and better” uses; and

* Truck traffic will be manageable and will not compromise the safety of Cambie Road.
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Financial Impact

None.

Conclusion

The applicant has applied to rezone three residential lots in Section 34-5-6 to permit the storage
of new cars and trucks. At Public Hearing on March 17, 2003, neighbours raised concerns
regarding future development of the area, impacts on property values, traffic, and
neighbourliness. Staff have reviewed these concerns and have concluded that the proposed
development will not impair redevelopment of the area nor negatively affect property values, and
that traffic and neighbourliness issues are manageable. On this basis, favourable consideration
of the subject application is recommended.

Sovctinet Gt nogn.

Suzanne Carter-Huffman
Senior Planner/Urban Design

SPC:cas

There are requirements to be dealt with prior to final adoption of rezoning:

*  Approval of the Ministry of Transportation and Highways

Legal requirements, specifically:

® A covenant should registered on the subject site limiting driveway access to a maximum of two locations along
the site’s Cambie Road frontage (designed for eastbound ingress and egress only) and restricting loading to the
front portion of the subject site to the satisfaction of Transportation staff (until such time that alternate access
comes available via a new road and the City determines that access and/or loading should be redirected).

Development requirements, specifically:

* Bond for the cost of landscaping, including trees, hedges, and planting along the site’s Cambie Road frontage,
solid fencing around the perimeter of the site, and on-site lighting, to ensure it is installed in a timely manner
and to the satisfaction of the City.
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ATTACHMENT 2

City of Richmond

Urban Development Division
Planning Committee

Re: Zoning Amendment ByLaw 7486 (RZ 02-213334 003 .
”74/ [ 7)0l

Location: 9420, 9460, and 9480 Cambie Road

Applicant: S297 Holdings Ltd.

March 15,2003

‘We the surrounding residences oppose the above application as it will have an adverse
impact on our community. Some of the main reasons for opposing this application
include:

L.

2.

The establishment of such a storage facility for vehicles creates an environmental
hazard for the surrounding community. Soil contaminants from leaking cars
impose a danger to the environment not to mention the apparent fire hazard. In
addition, vandalism is also a distinct possibility. Since there is no covenant in
place to force the establishment to maintain such clean-up, this is unacceptable to
the members of the community.

The effect of such an establishment on the traffic on an already busy street poses a
danger to all those drivers as well as pedestrians who utilize Cambie Street. The
continuous flow of vehicles induce noise and pollution in a residential
neighborhood.

. Such an establishment would be better situated in an industrial area intended for

such a purpose rather than a residential community. It is an eyesore that would
only devalue such a community even further. -

The rezoning not only further emphasizes the disparate objectives between the
councilors and their electorate, but also sets an unhealthy precedent to rezoning
property amendments. It is inconceivable that any councilor would support such
a motion.

Yours Truly,

Name:

. .
: 1 /-." Ao '\

. - T { P ;

Coees tatleen Sl fe // :

~

Address: < 39 Cunningham Drive

. 'A —
N 74 “
AN ¢

11 -



'ATTACHMENT 3

-~
p -

Rt

T e
—
DI
LI
i __wa
s
EmpEEENER
-
2
8
2
ttar
"B LN AIORA 162 MY HINOE J OV B0 AL B QDR 1
Dove vt s> 4 L
°
s ~n
NVd 3dYOSONY1 14 o
(=3
el e T T P o~
- ., %0
)
e aueenie pamiron ol A «
oo SruID) DM AOPIOZIY s 101 o182 ey 0n0m) : PR O P’ o
evos maee3 0 Mrvien : :: o e
ALIOv4 : : 4 Jd
JOVHOLS . . h
no : : rp—— o
INMOGSHY s Q : 3
3
— 5 e e
ART—— : m b4l
— Y »
m w
—— o
e 2 e w — -
LT RS o
v -
o oot OR1E. ~ |
opay sdvetper o LD ke ke e
FAUVO0PTY ¥ N - Tt S - - - -
o
E
g J N
- . -
A
— 2 o
S P
Sy o p— - NI~
e . e i + NS
- —_
ol nnonrios S »
N ol Ve ceemes W7
ol
=1
AN : | 2 , spomemans o «
AN : k ) } - ) AL R 19 38 OO 1O 'S W4 LI TN GIVOR M
N 4 proeTartioomiyhitor s BN
Sutnt—— S oy §
ol - . -
a
wf
a
] N,
b
«1
ol (=
3
2
~
UVO Wi preae el orarvd
o iuev
«
g
s J N %
: = S R £~ — A —
e : St —Igt — e = T A -
e ; 8 oo o L
— plg : i
[ . : ttawa
0 H 311 ALNZIORS 192 (B HINOS SOV E BO4 JALH W0e duvid o
; H i e v 1o
S
o g | oorer
N | :
Y | ;
/, A ] <k
H
- 1
H k
2




ATTACHMENT 4

s

_\i/_/
R 1
_d

12 PINE TREES(3.0M HT.)

~
A
+

4
o 24 6 R
[t gl

w
-
)
1
]
[

Ex=cckazzmx=a=

?:

r

\WALL MOUNT LIGHT
FOR UNLOADING AREA
SLIDING METAL GATE (TYP) .

4 RED MAPLE (8.0 CM CAL.)

TA,
\
LIv6#

&'HT.
CEDAR HEDGE

e -

00.E#

(XOdddV)FS'€ X3 -
(XOHAdV)FS'€ 33—

'
'
'
'
v
[
'
'

SIGNAGE PROHIBITING | i
LEF{ TURN TRUCK MOVEMENTS | 1 1
AT SITE

' 1

25M. HT!ALUM:NIU&\

FENCE W/ 3,0M. HT. MABONARY

COLUMNS. C/W

TRELLIS 'AT TOP T
hY H

'
'
' ni
B
'

90.€E#

CAMBIE ROAD

SLIDING METAL GATE

s=ams=scsasa==zs

5IGNAGE ON CAMBIE ROAD
PROHIBITING WESTBOUND LEFT TURN
TRUCK MOYEMENTINFO-SIFE————

moazcwo=x

0CLE#

LE#



City of Richmond Minutes

Regular Council Meeting

April 28, 2003
RESNO. ITEM

GENERAL PURPOSES COMMITTEE -
Mayor Malcolm D. Brodie, Chair

R03/8-9 9. It was moved and seconded
That the minutes of the General Purposes Committee meeting held on
Tuesday, April 22", 2003, be received for information.
CARRIED

10. RICHMOND AWARENESS MARKETING CAMPAIGN UPDATE
(Report: Apr. 24/03; File No.: 4150-04-01) (REDMS No. 999161)
R03/8-10 It was moved and seconded
(1)  That the “Richmond Awareness Marketing Campaign” (as presented
at the April 22", 2003 meeting of the General Purposes Comimittee),
be approved in principle as a pilot project; and

(2)  That the results of the pilot project be monitored for six months
before proceeding further.
CARRIED

PLANNING COMMITTEE -
Councillor Bill McNulty, Chair

RO0O3/8-11  11. It was moved and seconded
That the minutes of the Planning Committee meeting held on Wednesday,
April 23" 2003, be received for information.
CARRIED

12. APPLICATION FOR REZONING - 297 HOLDINGS LTD.
(RZ 02-213334 - Report: Mar. 31/03, File No.: 8060-20-7486) (REDMS No. 989767, 955923,
989776)
R03/8-12 [t was moved and seconded

That Bylaw No. 7486, for the rezoning of 9420, 9460, and 9480 Cambie
Road from “Single-Family Housing District, Subdivision Area F (R1F)” to
“Comprehensive Development District (CD/137)”, be referred to the next
Public Hearing.

CARRIED

5.
999870
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City of Richmond Minutes

Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings

Monday, March 17", 2003

Mr. Bob Light, 10751 Palmberg Road, asked for clarification of the wording
of the Comprehensive Development zone, which was provided by the
Manager, Development Applications, Joe Erceg. Mr. Light said that he
supported the rezoning application as it would allow development of an area
that had not developed as intended. Further, Mr. Light said that gambling was
not the issue at hand as it had already been dealt with and that drinking and
. smoking were the cause of more deaths than gambling,
PHO03-02 It was moved and seconded

That Zoning Amendment Bylaw 7484 and Land Use Contract 126
Amendment Bylaw 7485 be given second and third readings.

CARRIED
Opposed: -Mayor Brodie
Councillor Dang

3. Zoning Amendment Bylaw 7486 ‘
(9420, 9460, and 9480 Cambie Road; Applicant: S297 Holdings Ltd.)

Applicant’s Comments:

The applicant was not present.
Written Submissions.

I. Lai — Schedule 3.

J. Wong — Schedule 4.

J. Lau - Schedule 5.
Submissions from the floor:

Mr. John Wong, 3838 McKay Drive, read a written submission that is
attached as Schedule 6 and forms a part of these minutes. Mr. Wong also
submitted a petition of 200 signatures in opposition to the rezoning
application, a copy of which is on file in the City Clerks Office.
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City of Richmond Minutes

Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings

Monday, March 17*", 2003

Mr. J. Lau, 3660 Cunningham Drive, questioned whether the interest of the
purchaser of the property should be considered by Council; whether the 240
ft. frontage was adequate for semi-trailers of up to 75 fi. in length; whether
the impact of vibrations on the residents of Cambie Road was considered;
and, he noted the lack of quantified impacts on the neighbourhood. Mr. Lau
said that there was a lot of room in the area for multi-family development.

Mr. R. Field, 9571 No. 6 Road, the owner of a property on Odlin Road
directly behind the proposed development, said that he thought the area was
zoned for housing. Mr. Field said that Alexandra Road was run-down and
that the addition of a car lot would not benefit the situation. Mr. Field
referred to the Oaks and Odlinwood subdivisions and questioned why more
housing, including affordable housing, would not be appropriate.

Mr. S. Lal, 10431 Odlin Road, said that he was expressing not only his own
concerns, but also those of the neighbourhood. The concerns cited were the
environmental and transportation impacts of the proposal including site clean-
up and whether a transportation study would be undertaken. Mr. Lal felt that
as one of the last pieces of undeveloped land the subject property should be
quickly developed as residential with some commercial use. It was Mr. Lal’s
opinion that the effects of being on a flight path could be overcome if legal
methods of mitigation were imposed. Mr. Lal requested that the application
be declined as he was also concerned about the effect that the proposal, if
approved, would have on property values.

Ms. Stella Wong, 3828 Cunningham Drive, said that she was very concerned
about the impact the proposal would have on traffic and she noted the
accident history of the No. 4 Road and Cambie Road intersections.
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City of Richmond Minutes

Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings

Monday, March 17", 2003

Ms. A. Gosen, 9500 Cambie Road, said that she had owned her property for
25 years in addition to owning a property behind the subject property for 45
years. Ms. Gosen questioned how consideration could be given to locating a
car lot in the middle of a residential area described as the ‘gateway to
Richmond’. Ms. Gosen expressed her frustration over having garbage left on
her property and over having had fences removed by the applicant which had
jeopardized her livestock, actions for which Ms. Gosen said the applicant
would not respond. Ms. Gosen also said that plenty of room was available for
car lots on No. 6 Road; that her property was taxed heavily for future uses,
which she did not understand; and, that the applicant had demolished huge
cedar trees and a heritage house.

Ms. S. Keller-Bhanji, 9200 Odlin Road, the owner of the property to the rear
of the proposed car lot, expressed confusion over the rezoning application and
she questioned what would prevent this type of development occurring on
Odlin Road. Ms. Keller-Bhanji confirmed that cedar trees had been removed
from the subject property; that oil tanks were lying around; and that no fence
repair had taken place which posed a hazard for the livestock. Ms. Keller-
Bhanji said that she felt the area was run-down and neglected.

Mr. L. Ratsoy, the applicant, with the aid of a site plan, provided the
following information during his review of the project: a horseshoe design
access was provided to accommodate the truck use; the number of trucks per
day attending the site would vary, however, deliveries would be scheduled
during off-business hours; a cedar hedge would be provided to shield
neighbouring properties from light; a cedar hedge with grass areas would be
provided along the street edge to mitigate the view to the lot from the street;
the facility would be used strictly for storage purposes; the lighting would be
on motion detectors that could be overridden by truck operators to lessen the
impact on the neighbourhood; and, the security fencing to be provided would
inhibit the lighting impact on the neighbours.

[n response to questions, Mr. Ratsoy said that two appointments had been
made to meet with Ms. Gosen but that she had not attended; the refuse on Ms.
Gosen’s property was left by the previous owners and had only been exposed
as a result of clearing the edge of the property; and, that no sign of a fence
was evident at the time of the clearing.
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City of Richmond Minutes

Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings

Monday, March 17", 2003

Ms. Gosen, speaking for the second time, questioned whether the lot was
considered a storage lot only if prospective vehicle purchasers would be taken
to the lot. Ms. Gosen said that her neighbours could confirm that a fence had
been in place on her property; that the existing residents had a right to a

decent neighbourhood, and that there appeared to be no benefit to paying high
taxes.

Mr. Wong, speaking for the second time, expressed his concerns regarding the
high collision intersection of No. 4 Road and Cambie Road and questioned
whether the semi-trailers would add to the situation by blocking traffic. The
effects of truck noise and lighting on the neighbours was also raised.

Mr. Field, speaking for the second time, questioned why No. 6 Road could not
be used; and, what the notification process included. -

Mr. Lal, speaking for the second time, asked that Council decline the
application.

It was moved and seconded
That Zoning Amendment Bylaw 7486 be given second and third readings.

Prior to the question being called a discussion ensued that resulted in the
following referral motion:

PHO03-03 It was moved and seconded
That Zoning Amendment Bylaw 7486 be referred to staff for:

1. further consideration of neighborliness and development issues

including identification of future long term uses appropriate for the
area;

2. areview of the truck access, both ingress and egress; and,
3. areview of the taxation of residents in the area.

CARRIED
Opposed: Councillor Kumagai
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City of Richmond .
Urban Development Division Report to Committee

10 Pblic Heavinng - May 132003
To Council- F&o 4, a0}

A{¢) P)Anm‘m@» el ' D, 2003
D ru

To: Planning Committee ate: February 3, 2003

From: Joe Erceg RZ 02-213334
Manager, Development Applications , File: B0L0-20-149db
Terry Crowe
Manager, Policy Planning

Re: Application by S297 Holdings Ltd. for Rezoning at 9420, 9460, and 9480

Cambie Road from Single-Family Housing District, Subdivision Area F (R1/F)
to Comprehensive Development District (CD/137)

Staff Recommendation
That Bylaw No. 7486, for the rezoning of 9420, 9460, and 9480 Cambie Road from “Single-

Family Housing District, Subdivision Area F (R1/F)” to “Comprehensive Development District
(CD/137)”, be introduced and given first reading.

ke %7

oe Erceg Terry Crowe
Manager, Deyelopment Applications Manager, Policy Planning
JE:spc
Att. 1

FOR ORIGINATING DIVISION USE ONLY

CONCURRE OF GENERAL MANAGER
Z M/ M
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February 3, 2003

Origin

RZ 02-213334

Staff Report

S297 Holdings Ltd. has applied to the City of Richmond for permission to rezone 9420, 9460
and 9480 Cambie Road from Single-Family Housing District, Subdivision Area F (R1/F) to
Comprehensive Development District (CD/137). The applicant operates Lansdowne Pontiac
Buick Cadillac GMC on Minoru Boulevard, and since 1992 has leased property nearby at

7360 Elmbridge Way for the storage of new vehicles destined for sale at their Minoru Boulevard
location. The Elmbridge Way property was recently sold, and its new owner is proceeding with
plans for its redevelopment with market and social housing. The applicant has acquired the
subject site to relocate its vehicle storage area. It is not the applicant’s intent to undertake retail
sales at this new location.

Findings of Fact

Item Existing Proposed
Owner S297 Holdings Ltd. No change
Applicant 5297 Holdings Ltd. No change
Site Size 11,947 m? (2.95 ac.) No change
Land Uses Vacant Outdoor storage of new cars and trucks
OCP & Cambie West Mixed Use
Area Plan “An area which provides for residential, commercial, business and industry, and
Designations public and private institutions.”
Zoning Single-Family Housing Comprehensive Development District (CD/137)

District, Subdivision Area F

(R1/F)

Permitted Uses:
Outdoor storage of new cars & trucks; and
Caretaker suite

Permitted Density:
100 m? (1,076.4 ft?) for a caretaker suite

Setbacks:
6 m (19.7 ft.) along Cambie Road

Maximum Height of Structures:
6 m (19.7 ft.)

Required Fencing and Landscaping:

Solid fence around the perimeter of the site,
landscaping along Cambie Road, and
overhead lighting that is directed away from
adjacent properties.

Aircraft Noise
Exposure Forecast
(NEF)

2000 - 2015

NEF 30-35+

Transport Canada recommends that new residential construction not be
undertaken within this noise level, however, most commercial and industrial uses
are acceptable, including automobile storage.

Heritage

The Siddell House, listed on Richmond’s Heritage Inventory, was recently

demolished at 9480 Cambie Road.
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February 3, 2003 -3- RZ 02-213334

Related Policies & Studies

Richmond’s OCP and the Cambie West Area Plan provide little guidance regarding the future of
the subject site and its neighbours in Section 34-5-6. The area’s “Mixed Use” designation allows
for a broad range of uses, but there has been no recent development due largely to aircraft noise
concerns regarding housing and market constraints on business park uses. Furthermore, with no
clear land use objectives for the area, no comprehensive plans have been made for transportation,
servicing, parks, or community services/facilities. As a result, the area remains one of large,
unserviced, residential lots mixed with a few nursery operations (including one immediately west
of the subject site). This stands in marked contrast to the neighbourhood north of the subject
site, across Cambie Road, which has been fully redeveloped with single-family homes on
smaller, serviced lots.

Development Permit Requirements
A Development Permit (DP) would not be required for the proposed development as there will
be no building on the site larger than 100 m? (1,076.4 ft?).

Staff Comments

Policy Planning

As the result of a lack of development opportunities in Section 34-5-6, property owners have
begun to look for interim uses for their lands, such as that proposed by the applicant. And, while
it is disappointing that more substantial redevelopment is not being pursued on the subject site at
this time, the proposed use is expected to have little impact on nearby residents or nursery
operations and the applicant will remain in a good position to act when a better opportunity
comes along. On this basis, staff are supportive of the subject application.

Heritage

Until recently, a house listed on the City of Richmond Heritage Inventory, the Siddell House,
was situated at 9480 Cambie Road. The Heritage Inventory is a database of Richmond’s most
important historical sites, and is intended as a research tool and to increase awareness of
Richmond’s past. It is not intended that property owners be obliged to “save” the resources
listed in the Inventory. During the City’s review of the subject application, staff requested that
the applicant consider retaining the Siddell House as a caretaker’s residence until a long-term use
had been identified for the site. The applicant selected, however, to demolish the house. Staff
find this disappointing and will continue to work to encourage other property owners to retain
and make creative use of Richmond’s heritage resources so they may be enjoyed today and by
future generations.

Transportation

In light of the interim nature of the proposed project and the lack of a clear development
direction for Section 34-5-6, no off-site transportation improvements (i.e. road widening,
dedication, construction, intersection signalization, etc.) are required at this time. However, it
should be noted that a variety of improvements will be required when the subject site undergoes
more intensive redevelopment in the future.
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February 3, 2003 -4- RZ 02-213334

With regard to the operation of the proposed vehicle storage yard, staff note that the applicant’s
current facility on Elmbridge Way relies on the adjacent public road for unloading of semi-
trailers. Neither this practice nor the backing/manoeuvring of semi-trailers in the public road can
be tolerated on Cambie Road at the subject site as these activities would be hazardous and
inconvenient for motorists, pedestrians, and nearby residents and businesses. It is staff’s
understanding that the applicant has no intention of unloading or parking/stopping vehicles on
Cambie Road. To ensure this, the subject site should be designed to enable semi-trailers to enter,
unload, and exit the facility safely without compromising traffic on Cambie Road, access to
adjacent properties, or the possible future extension of Stolberg Road along the subject site’s
west property line. Furthermore, the applicant is sensitive to the need to minimize any possible
impacts that unloading operations may have on neighbouring residents, including noise, glare
from lights, and unattractive views. On this basis, staff recommend the following:

¢ Two driveways should be installed along the site’s Cambie Road frontage, linked with a
driveway designed to accommodate the unloading of semi-trailers within the front +/-16
m (52.5 ft.) of the subject site. This will limit truck activities to the portion of the site
already impacted by arterial traffic on Cambie Road and will keep the designated loading
area north of the existing homes east and west of the site.

e The driveways should be designed to allow eastbound semi-trailers on Cambie Road to
enter the site via the west driveway and exit via the east driveway. (No accommodation
should be made for westbound semi-trailers to enter the site, or for semi-trailers to exit
the site and head west. In fact, it should be assumed that a median may be installed in
Cambie Road in the future and that access to the site will be exclusively from the west.)

* The driveways should be set as far off the side property lines as possible, while still
accommodating adequate space for the unloading of semi-trailers and access between the
loading area and the secured portion of the site.

* These driveways shall remain the exclusive means of accessing the subject site until
alternative access comes available (e.g. via an extension of Stolberg Road, etc.) and the
City determines that the site’s access should be redirected.

* Landscaping (i.e. a tall, dense hedge together with trees, etc.) should be installed along
the site’s Cambie Road frontage to screen views of the loading and storage areas from the
street and homes to the north. Lighting across the site should be designed to minimize
glare or nuisance affecting neighbouring properties.

Engineering Services

Prior to final adoption of the subject rezoning, a covenant should be registered on the subject site
limiting driveway access to a maximum of two locations along the site’s Cambie Road frontage
and restricting loading to the front portion of the subject site to the satisfaction of Transportation
staff (until alternate access comes available via a new road and the City determines that access
and/or loading should be redirected). There are no other concerns.

22

943673



February 3, 2003 -5- RZ 02-213334

Analysis

The subject application is proposed for Section 34-5-6, a transitional area of the city for which
there is no comprehensive land use/development plan. Given the location of this area on the
fringe of the City Centre and its proximity to the airport, transit, and major transportation
corridors, it appears to be well suited to medium density, urban development. However, with
high levels of aircraft noise acting as a deterrent to residential use and the weak office market
discouraging business park expansion, property owners are becoming frustrated by their lack of
development prospects. With no “quick fix” for either residential or office development in sight,
property owners and developers have begun to consider interim uses that could help offset
holding costs until more lucrative opportunities come along. The subject application is the first
formal proposal the area has seen for one of these interim uses.

It is the intent of the applicant to develop the subject site for the storage of new cars and trucks
and to operate this facility until such time as redevelopment of the site to a higher and better use
becomes financially viable. This interim use of the subject site is very similar to the applicant’s
use of a site on Elmbridge Way. That property, which has long been zoned Downtown
Commercial District (C7), was recently purchased for the purpose of developing it with a mix of
market and social housing at a density of 3 floor area ratio (FAR). Although being situated
adjacent to several major hotels and a residential tower, and being within one block of the
Richmond General Hospital, it has only now become economically feasible for a developer to
pursue construction on this downtown property. In the interim, the storage of new vehicles
provided the property owner with a practical use for his land. A similar situation exists south of
this site where the City currently owns and operates a public parking lot, and along other roads in
and around the City Centre where interim parking lots and low density developments mark time
until the market can support higher and better uses.

The owner of two properties immediately adjacent to the subject site has expressed concern that
the proposed development will discourage higher and better uses in Section 34-5-6; however,
this would be inconsistent with the examples sited above. Furthermore, as the proposed zoning,
Comprehensive Development District (CD/137), limits use of the subject site to the storage of
new cars and trucks, it would not be possible for the site to change from the proposed use to any
other use without rezoning and public review. This will give neighbours the opportunity to block
the development of any undesirable alternative or additional uses proposed in the future.

Concern has also been expressed with regard to the possible un-neighbourliness of the proposed
use and its potential impact on residents to the north and south of Cambie Road. To address this
issue, CD/137 requires that a solid fence at least 2 m (6.6 ft.) high be erected around the
perimeter of the site and that the Cambie Road frontage be landscaped. CD/137 also places
limitations on the height of structures (including light poles) and the orientation of on-site
lighting to ensure that on-site lights do not pose a nuisance for surrounding residents. (Light
poles will be no taller than those installed in Richmond’s residential lanes.) In addition, a
covenant is recommended on the subject site to limit the number of driveways to two and to
restrict loading and unloading of semi-trailers to a landscaped area at the front of the site near
Cambie Road where its impact on residents should be minimal.
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Lastly, concern has been expressed regarding the precedent this development would set and the
possible impact additional interim developments could have on residential livability. On this
point it should be noted that the proposed use is relatively clean and quiet and that the subject
site is on the busy Cambie Road edge of the neighbourhood, adjacent to an existing nursery
operation. As such, the proposed development will not add traffic or noise to the area and will
have minimal impact on its residential neighbours. The precedent set will, therefore, be one of
low-1mpact uses around the perimeter of the neighbourhood.

Options:

1) Approval -
On the basis that interim uses are appropriate in a transitional area such as Section 34-5-6,
and the proposed use is not expected to impact the livability of nearby properties or the
redevelopment potential of the area. (Recommended)

2) Referral —
On the basis that neighbourliness and/or development issues should be reconsidered.

3) Denial —
On the basis that the proposed rezoning would set an undesirable precedent and/or could
compromise redevelopment of Section 34-5-6.

Financial Impact

None.

Conclusion

The applicant has applied to rezone property in Section 34-5-6 to permit an existing storage
facility for new cars and trucks to be relocated from the proposed site of a mixed market/social
housing project on Elmbridge Way. The proposed facility is considered to be an appropriate
interim use on the subject site as it is expected to have no significant impact on the site’s
neighbours and will readily lend itself to redevelopment when higher and better uses become
viable. On this basis, the subject application for rezoning merits favourable consideration.

i oo

Suzanne Carter-Huffman
Senior Planner/Urban Design

SPC:spc

There are requirements to be dealt with prior to final adoption of rezoning:

e  Approval of the Ministry of Highways.

Legal requirements, specifically:

* A covenant should be registered on the subject site limiting driveway access to a maximum of two locations
along the site’s Cambie Road frontage and restricting loading to the front portion of the subject site to the
satisfaction of Transportation staff (until alternate access comes available via a new road and the City
determines that access and/or loading should be redirected).
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City of Richmond Bylaw 7486

Richmond Zoning and Development Bylaw 5300
Amendment Bylaw 7486 (RZ 02-213334)
9420, 9460, AND 9480 CAMBIE ROAD

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

1. Richmond Zoning and Development Bylaw 5300 is amended by inserting as Section
291.137 thereof the following:

$291.137 COMPREHENSIVE DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT (CD/137)

The intent of this zoning district is to accommodate the outdoor storage of new cars and
trucks.
291.137.1 PERMITTED USES

OUTDOOR STORAGE OF NEW CARS AND TRUCKS;
CARETAKER RESIDENTIAL ACCOMMODATION, limited to one such
dwelling unit, with a maximum floor area of 100 m? (1,076.426 ﬁz);
ACCESSORY USES, BUILDINGS & STRUCTURES.
291.137.2 PERMITTED DENSITY

01 100 m* (1,076.426 ft%) per lot.

291.137.3 MINIMUM SETBACKS FROM PROPERTY LINES
.01 Public Roads: 6 m (19.685 ft.)

291.137.4 MAXIMUM HEIGHTS
.01 Buildings & Structures: 6 m (19.685 ft.)

291.137.5 SCREENING & LANDSCAPING

.01 Screening and landscaping shall be provided in accordance with
Division 500 of this Bylaw, EXCEPT THAT:

a) Outdoor storage areas shall be screened from view from adjacent
lots and public roads by a solid fence a minimum of 2 m
(6.562 ft.) in height;

b) On the portion of the lot which is within 6 m (19.685 ft.)ofa
property line abutting a public road, plant and maintain any
combination of trees, shrubs, ornamental plants, or lawn; and

293
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Bylaw 7486 Page 2

¢) Lighting used to illuminate outdoor storage areas shall be so
arranged that all direct rays of light are reflected upon the storage
areas, and not upon adjoining property.”

2. 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 COMPREHENSIVE
DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT (CD/137).

P.ID. 001-035-479
The East Half Lot 7 Block “A” Section 34 Block 5 North Range 6 West New
Westminster District Plan 1224

P.ID. 003-483-681
West Half Lot 8 Block “A” Section 34 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster
District Plan 1224

P.1D. 012-030-619

East Half Lot 8 Block “A” Section 34 Block 5 North Range 6 West New Westminster
District Plan 1224

3. This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Zoning and Development Bylaw 5300,

Amendment Bylaw 7486”.

FIRST READING eeg 2 4 2003

PUBLIC HEARING MAR 1 7 2003

SECOND READING

THIRD READING

MINISTRY OF TRANPORTATION &
HIGHWAYS APPROVAL

ADOPTED

MAYOR CITY CLERK
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City of Richmond
Urban Development Division .

Planning Committee
| /0ﬂ L . N
%j} j‘%uéhc ”W‘y

Re: Zoning Amendment ByLaw 7486 (RZ 02-213334 003
Location: 9420, 9460, and 9480 Cambie Road flar 17,2
Applicant; $297 Holdings L.td.

March 15,2003

‘We the surrounding residences oppose the above application as it will have an adverse
impact on our community. Some of the main reasons for opposing this application

include:
1. The establishment of such a storage facility for vehicles creates an environmental

hazard for the surrounding community. Soil contaminants from leaking cars
impose a danger to the environment not to mention the apparent fire hazard. In
addition, vandalism is also a distinct possibility. Since there is no covenant in
place to force the establishment to maintain such clean-up, this is unacceptable to
the members of the community.

3 The effect of such an establishment on the traffic on an already busy street poses a
danger to all those drivers as well as pedestrians who utilize Cambie Street. The
continuous flow of vehicles induce noise and pollution in a residential

neighborhood.
3. Such an establishment would be better situated in an industrial area intended for
such a purpose rather than a residential community. It is an eyesore that would

only devalue such a community even further. -

4. The rezoning not only further emphasizes the disparate objectives between the
councilors and their electorate, but also sets an unhealthy precedent to rezoning
property amendments. 1t is inconceivable that any councilor would support such

a motion.
Yours Truly,

Name: ;’(‘LA H*’-“/ﬂ;' /k7 LZ)\’/‘/‘ e

Address: < 8% Cunningham Drive

24
A el
T

o



City of Richmond
Urban Development Division -
Planning Committee

Re: Zoning Amendment ByLaw 7486 (RZ 02-213334
Location: 9420, 9460, and 9480 Cambie Road
Applicant: $297 Holdings Ltd.

March 15, 2003

‘We the surrounding residences oppose the above application as it will have an adverse
impact on our community. Some of the main reasons for opposing this application
include:

1. The establishment of such a storage facility for vehicles creates an environmental
hazard for the surrounding community. Soil contaminants from leaking cars
impose a danger to the environment not to mention the apparent fire hazard. In
addition, vandalism is also a distinct possibility. Since there is no covenant in
place to force the establishment to maintain such clean-up, this is unacceptable to
the members of the community.

9. The effect of such an establishment on the traffic on an already busy street poses a
danger to all those drivers as well as pedestrians who utilize Cambie Street. The
continuous flow of vehicles induce noise and pollution in a residential
neighborhood.

3. Such an establishment would be better situated in an industrial area intended for
such a purpose rather than a residential community. It is an eyesore that would
only devalue such a community even further. -

4. The rezoning not only further emphasizes the disparate objectives between the
councilors and their electorate, but also sets an unhealthy precedent to rezoning
property amendments. It is inconceivable that any councilor would support such
a motion.

S

Yours Truly, . e
o y e >
- V "

R e

Name’ bow\’eﬂcff Leu wey

Address: 2545 Cunningham Drive



City of Richmond
Urban Development Division N
Planning Committee

Re: Zoning Amendment ByLaw 7486 (RZ 02-213334
Location: 9420, 9460, and 9480 Cambie Road
Applicant: $297 Holdings Ltd.

March 15, 2003

‘We the surrounding residences oppose the above application as it will have an adverse
impact on our community. Some of the main reasons for opposing this application.
include:

1. The establishment of such a storage facility for vehicles creates an environmental
hazard for the surrounding community. Soil contaminants from leaking cars
impose a danger to the environment not to mention the apparent fire hazard. In
addition, vandalism is also a distinct possibility. Since there is no covenant in
place to force the establishment to maintain such clean-up, this is unacceptable to
the members of the community.

2. The effect of such an establishment on the traffic on an already busy street poses a
danger to all those drivers as well as pedestrians who utilize Cambie Street. The
continuous flow of vehicles induce noise and pollution in a residential
neighborhood. ‘

3. Such an establishment would be better situated in an industrial area intended for
such a purpose rather than a residential community. It is an eyesore that would
only devalue such a community even further. -

4. The rezoning not only further emphasizes the disparate objectives between the
councilors and their electorate, but also sets an unhealthy precedent to rezoning
property amendments. It is inconceivable that any councilor would support such
a motion.

Yours Truly, \

CHOW [ & ./9'61'
Name: (e (22 [
Address: ?(e(]é Cunningham Drive
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City of Richmond
Urban Development Division
Planning Committee

Re: Zoning Amendment ByLaw 7486 (RZ 02-213334
Location: 9420, 9460. and 9480 Cambie Road
Applicant: S297 Holdings Ltd.

March 15, 2003

We the surrounding residences oppose the above application as it will have an adverse
impact on our community. Some of the main reasons for opposing this application
include:

1. The establishment of such a storage facility for vehicles creates an environmental
hazard for the surrounding community. Soil contaminants from leaking cars
impose a danger to the environment not to mention the apparent fire hazard. In
addition, vandalism is also a distinct possibility. Since there is no covenant in
place to force the establishment to maintain such clean-up, this is unacceptable to
the members of the community.

2. The effect of such an establishment on the traffic on an already busy street poses a
danger to all those drivers as well as pedestrians who utilize Cambie Street. The
continuous flow of vehicles induce noise and pollution in a residential
neighborhood.

3. Such an establishment would be better situated in an industrial area intended for
such a purpose rather than a residential community. It is an eyesore that would
only devalue such a community even further.

4. The rezoning not only further emphasizes the disparate objectives between the
councilors and their electorate, but also sets an unhealthy precedent to rezoning
property amendments. It is inconceivable that any councilor would support such
a motion.

Yours Truly,
. ~ /!
N
Name: MAY INE ) e &

Address: 2 (({%¥  Cunningham Drive
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City of Richmond
Urban Development Division R
Planning Commiittee

Re: Zoning Amendment ByLaw 7486 (RZ 02-213334

Location: 9420, 9460, and 9480 Cambie Road
Applicant: $297 Holdings Ltd.

March 15, 2003

‘We the surrounding residences oppose the above application as it will have an adverse
impact on our community. Some of the main reasons for opposing this application.
include:

1.

The establishment of such a storage facility for vehicles creates an environmental
hazard for the surrounding community. Soil contaminants from leaking cars
impose a danger to the environment not to mention the apparent fire hazard. In
addition, vandalism is also a distinct possibility. Since there is no covenant in
place to force the establishment to maintain such clean-up, this is unacceptable to
the members of the community.

The effect of such an establishment on the traffic on an already busy street poses a
danger to all those drivers as well as pedestrians who utilize Cambie Street. The
continuous flow of vehicles induce noise and pollution in a residential
neighborhood.

Such an establishment would be better situated in an industrial area intended for
such a purpose rather than a residential community. It is an eyesore that would
only devalue such a community even further. -

The rezoning not only further emphasizes the disparate objectives between the
councilors and their electorate, but also sets an unhealthy precedent to rezoning
property amendments. It is inconceivable that any councilor would support such

a motion.

Yours Truly,

Name: \/ 4‘¢%« K;(, A

Address: S )O é Cunningham Drive
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City of Richmond _
Urban Development Division N
Planning Committee

Re: Zoning Amendment ByLaw 7486 (RZ 02-213334
Location: 9420, 9460, and 9480 Cambie Road
Applicant: $297 Holdings L.td.

March 15, 2003

‘We the surrounding residences oppose the above application as it will have an adverse
impact on our community. Some of the main reasons for opposing this application.

include:
1. The establishment of such a storage facility for vehicles creates an environmental

hazard for the surrounding community. Soil contaminants from leaking cars
impose a danger to the environment not to mention the apparent fire hazard. In
addition, vandalism is also a distinct possibility. Since there is no covenant in
place to force the establishment to maintain such clean-up, this is unacceptable to
the members of the community. '

2. The effect of such an establishment on the traffic on an already busy street poses a
danger to all those drivers as well as pedestrians who utilize Cambie Street. The
continuous flow of vehicles induce noise and pollution in a residential
neighborhood.

3. Such an establishment would be better situated in an industrial area intended for
such a purpose rather than a residential community. It is an eyesore that would
only devalue such a community even further. ~

4. The rezoning not only further emphasizes the disparate objectives between the
councilors and their electorate, but also sets an unhealthy precedent to rezoning
property amendments. It is inconceivable that any councilor would support such

a motion.

Yours Truly, Q%;

Name: Z/Q/\(&Sf [/kd

Address: §7 $¢{  Cunningham Drive .
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City of Richmond
Urban Development Division N
Planning Committee

Re: Zoning Amendment ByLaw 7486 (RZ 02-213334
Location: 9420, 9460, and 9480 Cambie Road
Applicant: S297 Holdings Ltd.

~ March 15, 2003

- We the surrounding residences oppose the above application as it will have an adverse
impact on our community. Some of the main reasons for opposing this application.

include:
1. The establishment of such a storage facility for vehicles creates an environmental

hazard for the surrounding community. Soil contaminants from leaking cars
impose a danger to the environment not to mention the apparent fire hazard. In
addition, vandalism is also a distinct possibility. Since there is no covenant in
place to force the establishment to maintain such clean-up, this is unacceptable to
the members of the community.

2. The effect of such an establishment on the traffic on an already busy street poses a
danger to all those drivers as well as pedestrians who utilize Cambie Street. The
continuous flow of vehicles induce noise and pollution in a residential
neighborhood. S

3. Such an establishment would be better situated in an industrial area intended for
such a purpose rather than a residential community. It is an eyesore that would

only devalue such a community even further. ~

4. The rezoning not only further emphasizes the disparate objectives between the
councilors and their electorate, but also sets an unhealthy precedent to rezoning
property amendments. It is inconceivable that any councilor would support such

a motion.

Yours Truly,

SR

(ALE o o L
Name: \( A FA(‘/\HN(E FMN%



City of Richmond }
Urban Development Division .
Planning Committee

Re: Zoning Amendment ByLaw 7486 (RZ 02-213334
Location: 9420, 9460, and 9480 Cambie Road
Applicant: $297 Holdings Ltd.

March 15, 2003

‘We the surrounding residences oppose the above application as it will have an adverse
impact on our community. Some of the main reasons for opposing this application.

include:
1. The establishment of such a storage facility for vehicles creates an environmental

hazard for the surrounding community. Soil contaminants from leaking cars
impose a danger to the environment not to mention the apparent fire hazard. In
addition, vandalism is also a distinct possibility. Since there is no covenant in
place to force the establishment to maintain such clean-up, this is unacceptable to
the members of the community. '

2. The effect of such an establishment on the traffic on an already busy street poses a
danger to all those drivers as well as pedestrians who utilize Cambie Street. The
continuous flow of vehicles induce noise and pollution in a residential

neighborhood.
3. Such an establishment would be better situated in an industrial area intended for

such a purpose rather than a residential community. It is an eyesore that would
only devalue such a community even further. -~

4. The rezoning not only further emphasizes the disparate objectives between the

- councilors and their electorate, but also sets an unhealthy precedent to rezoning
property amendments. It is inconceivable that any councilor would support such

a motion.

Yours Truly,
L}‘[, e (ALt .
Name: CLARA J CHEV G

Address: 3 éji ;l Cunningham Drive



City of Richmond
Urban Development Division -
Planning Committee

Re: Zoning Amendment ByLaw 7486 (RZ 02-213334
Location: 9420, 9460, and 9480 Cambie Road

Applicant: $297 Holdings Ltd.

March 15,2003

‘We the surrounding residences oppose the above application as it will have an adverse
impact on our community. Some of the main reasons for opposing this application.
include:

1. The establishment of such a storage facility for vehicles creates an environmental
hazard for the surrounding community. Soil contaminants from leaking cars
impose a danger to the environment not to mention the apparent fire hazard. In
addition, vandalism is also a distinct possibility. Since there is no covenant in
place to force the establishment to maintain such clean-up, this is unacceptable to
the members of the community.

2. The effect of such an establishment on the traffic on an already busy street poses a
danger to all those drivers as well as pedestrians who utilize Cambie Street. The
continuous flow of vehicles induce noise and pollution in & residential
neighborhood. e

3. Such an establishment would be better situated in an industrial area intended for
such & purpose rather than a residential community. It is an eyesore that would
only devalue such a community even further. ~

4. The rezoning not only further emphasizes the disparate objectives between the
councilors and their electorate, but also sets an unhealthy precedent to rezoning
property amendments. It is inconceivable that any councilor would support such
a motion. ‘

Yours Truly, (/

fp Loy ™

Name:

Address: g g [g Cunningham Drive
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City of Richmond
Urban Development Division N
Planning Committee

Re: Zoning Amendment ByLaw 7486 (RZ 02-213334
Location: 9420, 9460, and 9480 Cambie Road
Applicant: $297 Holdings Ltd.

March 15, 2003

‘We the surrounding residences oppose the above application as it will have an adverse
impact on our community. Some of the main reasons for opposing this application

include:
1. The establishment of such a storage facility for vehicles creates an environmental

hazard for the surrounding community. Soil contaminants from leaking cars
impose a danger to the environment not to mention the apparent fire hazard. In
addition, vandalism is also a distinct possibility. Since there is no covenant in
place to force the establishment to maintain such clean-up, this is unacceptable to
the members of the community.

2. The effect of such an establishment on the traffic on an already busy street poses a
danger to all those drivers as well as pedestrians who utilize Cambie Street. The
continuous flow of vehicles induce noise and pollution in a residential
neighborhood.

3. Such an establishment would be better situated in an industrial area intended for
such a purpose rather than a residential community. It is an eyesore that would
only devalue such a community even further. ~

4. The rezoning not only further emphasizes the disparate objectives between the
councilors and their electorate, but also sets an unhealthy precedent to rezoning
property amendments. It is inconceivable that any councilor would support such
a motion.

Yours Truly,

e P lidlp C g

Address: 370«0 Cunningham Drive
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City of Richmond
Urban Development Division .
Planning Committee

Re: Zoning Amendment ByLaw 7486 (RZ 02-213334
Location: 9420, 9460, and 9480 Cambie Road
Applicant; S297 Holdings Ltd.

March 15, 2003

‘We the surrounding residences oppose the above application as it will have an adverse
impact on our community. Some of the main reasons for opposing this application
include:

1. The establishment of such a storage facility for vehicles creates an environmental
hazard for the surrounding community. Soil contaminants from leaking cars
impose a danger to the environment not to mention the apparent fire hazard. In
addition, vandalism is also a distinct possibility. Since there is no covenant in
place to force the establishment to maintain such clean-up, this is unacceptable to
the members of the community.

7. The effect of such an establishment on the traffic on an already busy street poses a
danger to all those drivers as well as pedestrians who utilize Cambie Street. The
continuous flow of vehicles induce noise and pollution in a residential
neighborhood.

3. Such an establishment would be better situated in an industrial area intended for
such a purpose rather than a residential community. It is an eyesore that would
only devalue such a community even further. -

4. The rezoning not only further emphasizes the disparate objectives between the
councilors and their electorate, but also sets an unhealthy precedent to rezoning
property amendments. It is inconceivable that any councilor would support such

a motion.

Yours Truly,

Name: C[\/A)Q \/ 4% LJ{ /
Address: 6’7 20 Cunningham Drive

/



City of Richmond
Urban Development Division -
Planning Committee

Re: Zoning Amendment ByLaw 7486 (RZ 02-213334
Location: 9420, 9460, and 9480 Cambie Road
Applicant: S297 Holdings Ltd.

March 15,2003

‘We the surrounding residences oppose the above application as it will have an adverse
impact on our community. Some of the main reasons for opposing this application.

include:
1. The establishment of such a storage facility for vehicles creates an environmental

hazard for the surrounding community. Soil contaminants from leaking cars
impose a danger to the environment not to mention the apparent fire hazard. In
addition, vandalism is also a distinct possibility. Since there is no covenant in
place to force the establishment to maintain such clean-up, this is unacceptable to
the members of the community.

2. The effect of such an establishment on the traffic on an already busy street poses a
danger to all those drivers as well as pedestrians who utilize Cambie Street. The
continuous flow of vehicles induce noise and pollution in a residential
neighborhood.

3. Such an establishment would be better situated in an industrial area intended for
such a purpose rather than a residential community. It is an eyesore that would
only devalue such a community even further. -

4. The rezoning not only further emphasizes the disparate objectives between the
councilors and their electorate, but also sets an unhealthy precedent to rezoning
property amendments. It is inconceivable that any councilor would support such
a motion.

“Yours Truly,

Name: /,?2%{7&/ (/Agﬂwl(t T

Address: 35 3¢ Cunningham Drive
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City of Richmond
Urban Development Division .
Planning Committee

Re: Zoning Amendment ByLaw 7486 (RZ 02-213334
Location: 9420, 9460, and 9480 Cambie Road

Applicant: $297 Holdings Ltd.

March 15, 2003

‘We the surrounding residences oppose the above application as it will have an adverse
impact on our community. Some of the main reasons for opposing this application

include:
1. The establishment of such a storage facility for vehicles creates an environmental

hazard for the surrounding community. Soil contaminants from leaking cars
impose a danger to the environment not to mention the apparent fire hazard. In
addition, vandalism is also a distinct possibility. Since there is no covenant in
place to force the establishment to maintain such clean-up, this is unacceptable to
the members of the community.

2. The effect of such an establishment on the traffic on an already busy street poses a
danger to all those drivers as well as pedestrians who utilize Cambie Street. The
continuous flow of vehicles induce noise and pollution in a residential
neighborhood.

3. Such an establishment would be better situated in an industrial area intended for
such a purpose rather than a residential community. It is an eyesore that would
only devalue such a community even further. -

4. The rezoning not only further emphasizes the disparate objectives between the
councilors and their electorate, but also sets an unhealthy precedent to rezoning
property amendments. It is inconceivable that any councilor would support such

a motion.

Yours Truly,

Name: SIS 7/ BN (7

Address: 3’[3@ Cunningham Drive 7 jé/ K//
fly
/)
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City of Richmond
Urban Development Division -
Planning Committee

Re: Zoning Amendment ByLaw 7486 (RZ 02-213334
Location: 9420, 9460, and 9480 Cambie Road

Applicant: S297 Holdings Ltd.

March 15, 2003

‘We the surrounding residences oppose the above application as it will have an adverse
impact on our community. Some of the main reasons for opposing this application.

include:
1. The establishment of such a storage facility for vehicles creates an environmental

hazard for the surrounding community. Soil contaminants from leaking cars
impose a danger to the environment not to mention the apparent fire hazard. In
addition, vandalism is also a distinct possibility. Since there is no covenant in
place to force the establishment to maintain such clean-up, this is unacceptable to
the members of the community.

2. The effect of such an establishment on the traffic on an already busy street poses a
danger to all those drivers as well as pedestrians who utilize Cambie Street. The
continuous flow of vehicles induce noise and pollution in a residential
neighborhood.

3. Such an establishment would be better situated in an industrial area intended for
such a purpose rather than a residential community. It is an eyesore that would
only devalue such a community even further. -

4. The rezoning not only further emphasizes the disparate objectives between the
councilors and their electorate, but also sets an unhealthy precedent to rezoning
property amendments. It is inconceivable that any councilor would support such
a motion.

Yours Truly,

Name: \J/;L& é Zé{ [\_,(..1,%

Address: )> / )ﬁ Cunningham Drive



City of Richmond
Urban Development Division -
Planning Committee

Re: Zoning Amendment ByLaw 7486 (RZ 02-213334
Location: 9420, 9460, and 9480 Cambie Road
Applicant: S297 Holdings Ltd.

March 15, 2003

‘We the surrounding residences oppose the above application as it will have an adverse
impact on our community. Some of the main reasons for opposing this application.
include:

1. The establishment of such a storage facility for vehicles creates an environmental
hazard for the surrounding community. Soil contaminants from leaking cars
impose a danger to the environment not to mention the apparent fire hazard. In
addition, vandalism is also a distinct possibility. Since there is no covenant in
place to force the establishment to maintain such clean-up, this is unacceptable to
the members of the community.

2. The effect of such an establishment on the traffic on an already busy street poses a
danger to all those drivers as well as pedestrians who utilize Cambie Street. The
continuous flow of vehicles induce noise and pollution in a residential
neighborhood.

3. Such an establishment would be better situated in an industrial area intended for
such a purpose rather than a residential community. It is an eyesore that would
only devalue such a community even further. -

4. The rezoning not only further emphasizes the disparate objectives between the
councilors and their electorate, but also sets an unhealthy precedent to rezoning
property amendments. It is inconceivable that any councilor would support such

a motion.

Yours Truly, Yamrantes Thsis

Name: M&.‘?-SAMAN‘TH\ DINS:

Address: 32675 Cunningham Drive
Comorn  Rachws® BT NeX D NS -



City of Richmond
Urban Development Division -
Planning Committee

Re: Zoning Amendment ByLaw 7486 (RZ 02-213334

Location: 9420, 9460, and 9480 Cambie Road

Applicant: 8297 Holdings Ltd.

March

15,2003

‘We the surrounding residences oppose the above application as it will have an adverse
impact on otir community. Some of the main reasons for opposing this application
include:

1.

Yours Truly, L

Name:

The establishment of such a storage facility for vehicles creates an environmental
hazard fot the surrounding community. Soil contaminants from leaking cars
impose a danger to the environment not to mention the apparent fire hazard. In
addition, vandalism is also a distinct possibility. Since there is no covenant in
place to force the establishment to maintain such clean-up, this is unacceptable to
the members of the community.

The effect of such an establishment on the traffic on an already busy street poses a
danger to all those drivers as well as pedestrians who utilize Cambie Street. The
continuous flow of vehicles induce noise and pollution in a residential
neighborhood.

Such an establishment would be better situated in an industrial area intended for
such a purpose rather than a residential community. It is an eyesore that would
only devalue such a community even further. -

The rezoning not only further emphasizes the disparate objectives between the
councilors and their electorate, but also sets an unhealthy precedent to rezoning
property amendments. It is inconceivable that any councilor would support such
a motion.

s 1) 2 beoviY &1

Address:%ﬁ / Cunningham Drive
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City of Richmond
Urban Development Division N
Planning Committee

Re: Zoning Amendment ByLaw 7486 (RZ 02-213334
Location: 9420, 9460, and 9480 Cambie Road
Applicant: S297 Holdings Ltd.

March 15,2003

.We the surrounding residences oppose the above apphcatlon as it will have an adverse
impact on our community. Some of the main reasons for opposing this application.

mclude
. The establishment of such a storage facility for vehicles creates an environmental

hazard for the surrounding community. Soil contaminants from leaking cars
impose a danger to the environment not to mention the apparent fire hazard. In
addition, vandalism is also a distinct posmbtlnty Since there is no covenant in
place to force the establishment to maintain such clean-up, this is unacceptable to
the members of the community.

2. The effect of such an establishment on the traffic on an already busy street poses a
danger to all those drivers as well as pedestnans who utilize Cambie Street. The
continuous flow of vehicles induce nonse and pollutlon in a residential

neighborhood.
3. Such an establishment would be better situated in an industrial area intended for

such a purpose rather than a residential community. It is an eyesore that would
only devalue such a community even further. ~
4. The rezoning not only further emphasizes the disparate objectives between the
councilors and their electorate, but also sets an unhealthy precedent to rezoning
property amendments. It is inconceivable that any councilor would support such

a motion.

Yours Truly,
/ (s

Name: Ghlace MM oy
Address: 3 5'7\{ Cunningham Drive



City of Richmond
Urban Development Division -
Planning Committee

Re: Zoning Amendment ByLaw 7486 (RZ 02-213334
Location: 9420, 9460, and 9480 Cambie Road

Applicant: S297 Holdings Ltd.

March 15, 2003

‘We the surrounding residences oppose the above application as it will have an adverse
impact on our community. Some of the main reasons for opposmg this application.

include:
1. The establishment of such a storage facility for vehicles creates an environmental

hazard for the surrounding community. Soil contaminants from leaking cars
impose a danger to the environment not to mention the apparent fire hazard. In
addition, vandalism is also a distinct possibility. Since there is no covenant in
place to force the establishment to maintain such clean-up, this is unacceptable to
the members of the community.

2. The effect of such an establishment on the traffic on an already busy street poses a
danger to all those drivers as well as pedestrians who utilize Cambie Street. The
continuous flow of vehicles induce noise and pollution in a residential
neighborhood.

3. Such an establishment would be better situated in an industrial area intended for
such a purpose rather than a residential community. It is an eyesore that would
only devalue such a community even further. -

4. The rezoning not only further emphasizes the disparate objectives between the
councilors and their electorate, but also sets an unhealthy precedent to rezoning
property amendments. It is inconceivable that any councilor would support such
a motion.

Yours Truly¥ j / S /w
//c Za 1,( da %Z -

Name: &-,L/)/ D { /7,»} I<
Address: 4§ O Cunningham Drive
;



City of Richmond
Urban Development Division .
Planning Committee

Re: Zoning Amendment ByLaw 7486 (RZ 02-213334
Location: 9420, 9460, and 9480 Cambie Road
Applicant: S297 Holdings Ltd.

March 15, 2003

‘We the surrounding residences oppose the above application as it will have an adverse
impact on otr community. Some of the main reasons for opposing this application

include:
1. The establishment of such a storage facility for vehicles creates an environmental

hazard for the surrounding community. Soil contaminants from leaking cars
impose a danger to the environment not to mention the apparent fire hazard. In
addition, vandalism is also a distinct possibility. Since there is no covenant in
place to force the establishment to maintain such clean-up, this is unacceptable to
the members of the community.

2. The effect of such an establishment on the traffic on an already busy street poses a
danger to all those drivers as well as pedestrians who utilize Cambie Street. The
continuous flow of vehicles induce noise and pollution in a residential
neighborhood.

3. Such an establishment would be better situated in an industrial area intended for
such a purpose rather than a residential community. It is an eyesore that would
only devalue such a community even further. ~

4. The rezoning not only further emphasizes the disparate objectives between the
councilors and their electorate, but also sets an unhealthy precedent to rezoning
property amendments. It is inconceivable that any councilor would support such
a motion.

Yours Truly,

: >/~
\\\:‘(\ 3 6 / / .
Name: .. A

Address: 3{ 7+ Cunningham Drive



City of Richmond
Urban Development Division "
Planning Committee

Re: Zoning Amendment ByLaw 7486 (RZ 02-213334
Location: 9420, 9460, and 9480 Cambie Road
Applicant: S297 Holdings Ltd.

March 15, 2003

‘We the surrounding residences oppose the above application as it will have an adverse
impact on our community. Some of the main reasons for opposing this application.

include:
1. The establishment of such a storage facility for vehicles creates an environmental

hazard for the surrounding community. Soil contaminants from leaking cars
impose a danger to the environment not to mention the apparent fire hazard. In
addition, vandalism is also a distinct possibility. Since there is no covenant in
place to force the establishment to maintain such clean-up, this is unacceptable to
the members of the community.

2. The effect of such an establishment on the traffic on an already busy street poses a
danger to all those drivers as well as pedestnans who utilize Cambie Street. The
continuous flow of vehicles induce noise and pollution in a residential
neighborhood.

3. Such an establishment would be better situated in an industrial area intended for
such a purpose rather than a residential community. It is an eyesore that would
only devalue such a community even further. =

4. The rezoning not only further emphasizes the disparate objectives between the
councilors and their electorate, but also sets an unhealthy precedent to rezoning
property amendments. It is inconceivable that any councilor would support such

a motion.
&ﬁzwﬁ/kﬁ/ué,é%/c e Lo a/\gf._g?o
Yours Truly, A /wt 14,@25 7
& ppre =W d@m@mw
Noike, Arume . —fm///’/cz '

Name: (v CetenG It
Address: Cunningham Drive
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@Thel
\__/ a S The Oaks Residents Association

1000-8888 Odlin Crescent,
Richmond,B.C.

V6X 3Z8
604-279-8638 604-279-8637 (Fax)

City of Richmond
. Urban Development Division
Planning Committee

Re:Zoning Amendment ByLaw 7486 (RZ 02-213334
Location: 9420, 9460 and 9480 Cambie Road
Applicant: S297 Holdings Ltd.

March 17,2003

We the surrounding residence opposes to the above application, as it will be negative affect

the make up of our community. Here are the reasons for opposing this application:

1. When the owner acquire the above property knovwing about the airport noises and its
Surrounding development. Now they approach the city that they are hard donc by, T
think it is unconcelvable a plodded to win their application with the Councillors
sympathy. They being a business minded company would do-due diligence before
investing in this property.

2. There is no mention of the negative affect on the soil contaminants with the leaking
from the cars; i.e. anti-freeze and oils from these cars. There is no covenant to clean up
the contaminates and any bonding for cleaging if the owners will not clean up.

3. Theloading and unloading of vehicle from delivery is one thing but when the lot boys
retrieve the cars for resale and there will be constant flow of cars unless their business
Is so bad that the flow is infrequent.

4. There is an industrial developments; i.e. Aberdeen Ceantre, around Odlin & Mckim
area, there is already a parking lot over Shell Road which is zone for this type of used
and why do we nced another one near our neighborhood. There is also an annex
elementary school behind this propesed zoning change.

S. It would set an unhealthy preccdence to amendruent the zoning for the above properties
and make our neighborhood not compatible to the current condition.

Yours truly, Name: /Pp’l U? 7P

Address:

[ @ 3880 rekny poveE
— KIE o D
18 6y 3p5



@Tbel
\__/ a S The Oaks Residents Association

1000-8888 Odlin Crescent,
Richmond,B.C.

V6X 3Z8
604-279-8638 604-279-8637 (Fax)

City of Richmond
. Urban Development Division
Planning Committee

Re:Zoning Amendment ByLaw 7486 02-213334
Location: 9420, 9460 and 9480 Cambie Road

Applicant: $297 Holdings Ltd.

March 17,2003

We the surrounding residence opposes to the above application, as it will be negative affect

the make up of our community. Here are the reasons for opposing this application:

1. When the owner acquire the ahove property knowing about the airport noises and its
Surrounding development. Now they approach the city that they are hard donc by, T
think it is unconceivable a plodded to win their application with the Councillors
sympathy. They being a business minded company would do due diligence before
investing in this property.

2. There is no mention of the negative affect on the soil contaminants with the leaking
from the cars; i.e. anti-freeze and oils from these cars. There is no covenant to clean up
the contaminates and any bonding for cleaning if the owners will not clean up.

3. The loading and unloading of vehicle from delivery is one thing but when the lot boys
retrieve the cars for resale and there will be constant flow of cars unless their business
is so bad that the flow is infrequent.

4. There is an industrial developments; i.e. Aberdeen Centre, around Odlin & Mckim
area, there is already a parking lot over Shell Road which is zone for this type of used
and why do we nced another one near our neighborheod. There is also an annex
elementary scliool behind this proposed zoning change.

S. Itwould set an unhealthy precedence to amendruent the zoning for the above properties
and make our peighborhood not compatible to the current condition.

Name: IM’AL/K &= C)/ffﬁ}/ .D/Ql VZ/’
7 Address: éJg‘l/ M d (/4/
A CUCHMON D

49 V6x sps

Yours truly,



@Thel
./ a S The Oaks Residents Association

1000-8888 Odlin Crescent,
Richmond,B.C.

V6X 3Z8

604-279-8638 004-279-8637 (Fax)

City of Richmond
. Urban Development Division
Planning Committee

Re:Zoning Amendment ByLaw 7486 (RZ 02-213334
Location: 9420, 9460 and 9480 Cambije Road
Applicant: $297 Holdings Ltd.

March 17,2003

We the surrounding residence opposes to the above application, as it will be negative affect

the make up of our community. Here are the reasons for opposing this application:

1. When the owner acquire the above property knowing about the airport noises and its
Surrounding development. Now they approach the city that they are hard donc by, T
think it is unconceivable a plodded to win their application with the Councillors
sympathy. They being a business minded company would do-due diligence before
investing in this property.

2. Thereis no mention of the negative affect on the soil contaminants with the leaking
from the cars; i.e. anti-freeze and oils from these cars. There is no covenant to clean up
the contaminates and any bonding for cleaning if the owners will not clean up.

3. The loading and unloading of vehicle from delivery is one thing but when the lot boys
retrieve the cars for resale and there will be constant flow of cars unless their business
is so bad that the flow is infrequent.

4. There is an industrial developments; i.e. Aberdeen Centre, around Odlin & Mckim
area, there is already a parking lot over Shell Road which is zone for this type of used
and why do we nced another one near our neighborheod. There is also an annex
elementary scliool behind this proposed zoning change.

5. It would set an unhealthy preccdence to amendmeat the zoning for the above properties
and make our neighborhood not compatible to the current condition.

Yours truly, Name: | {n \(U\\C T ,
Address: A3\ \4(—\‘7%\5( O Qv\t\a\&,\/bx %N(
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Opposed RC-Zénlnq ayuw 7486
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@Thel
\__/ a S The Oaks Residents Association

1000-8888 Odlin Crescent,
Richmond,B.C.

V6X 3Z8
604-279-8638 604-279-8637 (Fax)

City of Richmond
. Urban Development Division
Planning Committee

Re:Zoning Amendment ByLaw 7486 (RZ 02-213334
Location: 9420, 9460 and 9480 Cambije Road

Applicant: $297 Holdings Ltd.

March 17,2003

We the surrounding residence opposes to the above application, as it will be negative affect

the make up of our community. Here are the reasons for opposing this application:

1. When the owner acquire the above property knowing about the airport noises and its
Surrounding development. Now they approach the city that they are hard donc by, I
think it is unconccivable a plodded to win their application with the Councillors
sympathy. They being a business minded company would do-due diligence before
investing in this property.

2. There is no mention of the negative affect on the soil contaminants with the leaking
from the cars; i.e. anti-freeze and oils from these cars. There is no covenant to clean up
the contaminates and any bonding for cleaning if the owners will not clean up.

3. The loading and unloading of vehicle from delivery is one thing but when the lot boys
retrieve the cars for resale and there will be constant flow of cars unless their business
is so bad that the flow is infrequent.

4. There is an industrial developments; i.e. Aberdeen Centre, around Odlin & Mckim
area, there is already a parking lot over Shell Road which is zone for this type of used
and why do we nced another one near our neighborheod. There is also an annex
elementary school behind this proposed zoning change.

3. It would set an unhealthy precedence te amendruent the zoning for the above properties
and make our neighborhood not compatible to the current condition.
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@Thel
\__/ a S The Oaks Residents Association

1000-8888 Odlin Crescent,
Richmond,B.C.

V6X 3Z8
604-279-8638 604-279-8637 (Fax)

City of Richmond
. Urban Development Division
Planning Committee

Re:Zogning Amendment ByLaw 7486 (RZ 02-213334

Location: 9420, 9460 and 9480 Cambie Road

Applicant: $297 Holdings Ltd.

March 17,2003

We the surrounding residence opposes to the above application, as it will be negative affect

the make up of our community. Here are the reasons for opposing this application:

1. When the owner acquire the above property knowing about the airport noises and its
Surrounding development. Now they approach the city that they are hard donc by, 1
think it is unconceivable a plodded to win their application with the Councillors
sympathy. They being a business minded company would do-due diligence before
investing in this property.

2. There s no mention of the negative affect on the soil contaminants with the leaking
from the cars; i.e. anti-freeze and oils from these cars. There is no covenant to clean up
the contaminates and any bonding for cleaning if the owners will not clean up.

3. Theloading and unloading of vehicle from delivery is one thing but when the lot boys
retrieve the cars for resale and there will be constant flow of cars unless their business
is s0 bad that the flow is infrequent.

4. There is an industrial developments; i.e. Aberdeen Centre, around Qdlin & Mckim
area, there Is already a parking lot over Shell Road which is zone for this type of used
and why do we nced another one near our neighborhood. There is also an annex
elementary school behind this proposed zoning change.

5. It would set an unhealthy preccdence to amendraent the zoning for the ubove properties
and make our neighborhood not compatible to the current condition.
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@Thel
\__/ a S The Oaks Residents Association

1000-8888 Odlin Crescent,
Richmond,B.C.

V6X 3Z8
604-279-8638 604-279-8637 (Fax)

City of Richmond
. Urban Development Division
Planning Committee

Re:Zoning Amendment ByLaw 7486 02-213334
Location: 9420, 9460 and 9480 Cambie Road

Applicant: S297 Holdings Ltd.

March 17,2003

We the surrounding residence opposes to the above application, as it will be negative affect

the make up of‘our community. Here are the reasons for opposing this application:

1. When the owner acquire the above property knowing about the airport noises and its
Surrounding development. Now they approach the city that they are hard donc by, 1
think it is unconceivable a plodded to win their application with the Councillors
sympathy. They being a business minded company would do-due diligence before
investing in this property.

2. Thereis no mention of the negative affect on the soil contaminants with the leaking
from the cars; i.e. anti-freeze and oils from these cars. There is no covenant to clean up
the contaminates and any bonding for cleaning if the owners will not clean up.

3. The loading and unloading of vehicle from delivery is one thing but when the lot boys
retrieve the cars for resalc and there will be constant flow of cars unless their business
Is so bad that the flow is infrequent.

4. There is an industrial developments; i.e. Aberdeen Centre, around Odlin & Mckim
area, there is already a parking lot over Shell Road which is zone for this type of used
and why do we nced another one near our neighborhaod. There is also an annex
elementary school behind this proposed zoning change.

S. It would set an unhealthy precedence to amendraent the zoning for the above properties
and make our neighborhood not compatible to the current condition.
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City of Richmond
Urban Development Division .
Planning Committee

Re: Zoning Amendment ByLaw 7486 (RZ 02-213334
Location: 9420, 9460, and 9480 Cambie Road
Applicant: S297 Holdings Ltd.

March 15, 2003

‘We the surrounding residences oppose the above application as it will have an adverse
impact on our community. Some of the main reasons for opposing this application.
include:

1. The establishment of such a storage facility for vehicles creates an environmental
hazard for the surrounding community. Soil contaminants from leaking cars
impose a danger to the environment not to mention the apparent fire hazard. In
addition, vandalism is also a distinct possibility. Since there is no covenant in
place to force the establishment to maintain such clean-up, this is unacceptable to
the members of the community.

2. The effect of such an establishment on the traffic on an already busy street poses a
danger to all those drivers as well as pedestrians who utilize Cambie Street. The
continuous flow of vehicles induce noise and pollution in a residential
neighborhood. :

3. Such an establishment would be better situated in an industrial area intended for
stich a purpose rather than a residential community. It is an eyesore that would
only devalue such a community even further. ~

4. The rezoning not only further emphasizes the disparate objectives between the
councilors and their electorate, but also sets an unhealthy precedent to rezoning
property amendments. It is inconceivable that any councilor would support such

a motion. )
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1000-8888 Odlin Crescent,
Richmond,B.C.

Vé6X 378

604-279-8638 604-279-8637 (Fax)

City of Richmond
Urban Development Division
Planning Committee

Re:Zoning Amendment BvLaw 7486 (RZ 02-213334
Location: 9420, 9460 and 9480 Cambie Road

Apbplicant: S297 Heldings Ltd.

March 17,2003

We the surrounding residence opposes to the above application, as it will be negative affect

the make up of our community. Here are the reasons for opposing this application:

1. When the owner acquire the above property knowing about the airport noises and its

Surrounding development. Now they approach the city that they arc hard done by, {

think it is unconccivable a plodded to win their application with the Coancillors

sympathy. They being a business minded company would do due diligence before
investing in this property.

There is no mention of the negative affect on the soil contaminants with the leaking

from the cars; i.e. anti-freeze and oils from these cars. There is no covenant to clean up

the contaminates and any bonding for cleaning if the owners will not clean up.

3. The loading and unloading of vehicle from delivery is one thing but when the lot boys
retrieve the cars for resale and there will be constant flow of cars unless their business
is 50 bad that the flow is infrequent,

4. There is an industrial developments; i.e. Aberdeen Centre, around QOdlin & Mckim

arca, there is already a parking lot over Shell Road which is zone for this type of used

and why do we nced another one near our neighborhood. There is also an annex
elementary schoo! behind this propesed zoning change.

It would set an unhealthy precedence to amendment the zoning for the above properties

and make onr neighborhood not compatible to the current condition.

[

’.Jl

Yours truly, Name:

Addred:1
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MaclLennan, Deborah

To: Erceg Joe
Cc: Wong, Ivy; Chan, Gordon
Subject: Referral/Work Program

Project : Zoning Amendment Bylaw 7486

Source : Council Referral

Status : In progress

Dates : Origin 03/17/03 Start 03/17/03 Comp
Review Comm Cow Council

Mgr/Dept .Head : Erceg Joe Prime Person: Erceg Joe

That Zoning Amendment Bylaw 7486 be referred to staff for:

further consideration of neighborliness and development issues including identification
of future long term

uses appropriate for the area;

a review of the truck access, both ingress and egress; and,

a review of the taxation of residents in the area.

Please proceed accordingly. Thank you!
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