City of Richmond Report to Council

Richmond City Council Date: June 7, 2006
Joe Erceg, MCIP File: 01-0100-20-DPER1-
Chair, Development Permit Panel 01/2006-Vol 01

Development Permit Panel Meetings Held on April 12, 2006 and
May 24, 2006

Panel Recommendation

l.

Joe Erceg, MCIP,

That the recommendations of the Panel to authorize the issuance of*

1) a Development Permit (DP 05-304533) for the property at 7071 Bridge Street;
and

1) a Development Permit (DP 05-302533) for the property at 9791 Granville Avenue

be endorsed, and the Permits so issued.

That the revisions to the landscape and architectural plans at 7171 Steveston Highway be
deemed to be in general compliance with the Development Permit (DP 04-287638) issued
for that property.

That CLCO (Canada Line representatives) be requested to incorporate the design changes
outlined in the May 24, 2006 memo from the Director of Development (Attachment 1)
and the revised memo (May 24, 2006) from the Project Manager, Major Projects Team
(Attachment 2) into the Operations and Maintenance Centre (OMC) design.

Chair, Develophent Permit Panel

Att. 3
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Panel Report

The Development Permit Panel considered the following items at its meetings held on
May 24, 2006 and April 12, 2006:

DP 05-304533 — AM-PRI CONSTRUCTION LTD. - 7071 BRIDGE STREET
(Aprnl 12, 2006 & May 24, 2006)

The Panel considered a Development Permit application to permit the construction of 17
townhouse units on a site zoned Comprehensive Development District (CD/35). A variance to
reduce the front yard setback for recycling and garbage enclosures is included in the proposal.
The proposal was originally presented at the Development Permit Panel meeting on

April 12, 2006 and was referred to staff for further discussion with the applicant.

At the April 12th meeting, the architect, Mr. Tom Yamamoto, and landscape architect,

Mr. Masa Ito, provided brief descriptions of the project. There had been three (3) large
Evergreen trees on the property which were to be saved, however, the root systems had been
damaged during demolition in the Summer of 2005, and their arborist had advised that these
trees could not be preserved. The amenity space had been relocated to the centre of the project.
The estimated value of the damaged trees was allocated to replacement trees and a cash
contribution to the City’s Park Development Fund for tree planting in the neighbourhood park.

Staff noted that the floor area ration (FAR) had been increased from 0.55 to 0.60, with the intent
to retain the trees on Bridge Street. However, since this was not possible, the applicant had
agreed to provide a contribution to the City’s affordable housing fund.

The Chair stated that the community made it clear at the Public Hearing that they wanted the
trees retained and open space adjacent to the street, but the trees had been damaged and the open
space mternalized. He further stated that he would like a design closer to the original proposal
for this site and appropriate compensation for the damaged trees.

At the May 24th meeting, Mr. Yamamoto reported that the design was revised to include an
increased Bridge Street setback for the northeast unit, close to the original scheme, while
maintaining a children’s play area in a central location away from the street.

Mr. Ito reported that the revised landscape plan provided for five (5) new substantial specimen
size trees in the Bridge streetscape to replace the Evergreen frontage image. The landscape plan
included six (6) new large specimen trees, deciduous and Evergreen to replace the three (3)
damaged trees.

There were no comments from the public on the proposal.

The Panel recommends that the Permit be issued.

DP 05-302533 - CHARAN SETHI - 9791 GRANVILLE AVENUE
(April 12, 2006)

The Panel considered a Development Permit application to permit the construction of seven (7)
townhouse units on a site zoned Comprehensive Development District (CD/155). A variance to
reduce the side yard setback is included in the proposal.
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The architect, Mr. Tom Yamamoto, provided a brief description of the project. In response to a
question from the Chair, Mr. Yamamoto confirmed that there was no play equipment provided
because there was not enough space for such an amenity.

There were no comments from the public on the proposal.
The Panel recommends that the Permit be issued.
GENERAL COMPLIANCE RULING (DP 04-287638) — PATRICK COTTER ARCHITECT

INC. - 7171 STEVESTON HIGHWAY
(May 24, 2006)

The Panel considered an application for a General Compliance ruling to accommodate revised
entries, dormer roof elements, back yard fences and berm retaining walls facing
Steveston Highway:.

Mr. Patrick Cotter, architect, provided a brief description of the architectural and landscaping
changes. In response to a query from the Chair, Mr. Cotter advised that the changes were being
requested as a result of the project being pushed forward on the site towards Steveston Highway
during the development application process, the desire for sound attenuation for the two (2)
streetscape back yards, and to not have sloped interior ceilings.

Staff advised that the dormers were being added to the north and south edges of buildings 12 and
16 and would not directly affect the neighbouring properties.

There were no comments from the public on the proposal.
The Panel recommends that the changes be deemed to be in general compliance with the
Development Permit (DP 04-287638) issued.

PRESENTATION BY CLCO (CANADA LINE REPRESENTATIVES) - CANADA LINE -
OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE CENTRE ON VAN HORNE WAY
(May 24, 2006)

The Panel received a presentation on the proposed Canada Line — Operations and Maintenance
Centre (OMC) on Van Horne Way as part of the Canada Line Design Advisory Process (DAP).

Staff advised that the design of the OMC falls outside the regular City of Richmond Design
review process. The Richmond Access Agreement (RAA) exempts the Canada Line project
from the normal City of Richmond Development and Building Permits process.

Mr. Edward LeFlufy, Canada Line Rapid Transit Inc., Mr. Chris McCarthy, architect,
InTransit BC, Mr. Kevin Hanvy, architect, Omicron and Mr. Masa Ito, landscape architect,
provided a presentation of the project.

The Chair summarized the concerns of the Panel as follows:

¢ The outside design presentation of the Operations and Maintenance Centre (OMC) building,
as well as other parts of site have not received enough thought;

* The prominent gateway site will present in an unattractive way when viewed from the
Oak Street Bridge or the Canada Line train;

* There is not enough landscaping throughout the site and there is an opportunity to do more;
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e Much technical build construction information has been presented, but crucial details of the
project design and landscaping are missing;

e Despite all the design work involved to date, there are critical elements of this project that
should be considered further; and

» Ifthis project was going through the City’s regular process, he would not support the project,
as proposed, to Council.

Staff from the Major Projects Office and Development Applications Division expressed concerns
regarding:

o Consistency of building design throughout site;
* Lack of landscaping throughout site to break up the ballast surface areas;

* Insutficient tree planting in site’s employee/visitor parking lot which could be
accommodated with the incorporation of small car parking stalls;

¢ Placement and screening of roof-top mechanical systems; and

» Use of chain link fence with barbwire at the top along the front portion of the OMC building,
along Van Horne Way.

There were no comments from the public on the proposal.

Since the Development Permit Panel Meeting, staff have continued negotiations with

Canada Line representatives regarding design concerns. Representatives of Canada Line Rapid
Transit Inc. have provided a written response to the issues raised by the Panel and staff in the
attached letter of May 31, 2006 (Attachment 3), however the changes that have been agreed to
are considered by staff to be minor and insufficient. Based on this response, the following
design issues remain:

» The site 1s located in a prominent gateway location with the site highly visible on both sides
from the Oak Street Bridge. There are opportunities to soften the visual impact of the
building’s working face and works yard with architectural form and massing, the use of
colours, materials and landscaping.

¢ Design integration of family of buildings on site. The current submission contains
information on only the main operation and the maintenance facility; the other buildings on
the site should have similar architectural language and material treatment;

* Landscaping along Van Horne Way and in the vicinity of the employee/visitor parking lot.
Perimeter chain link and barbwire security fencing around the parking lot is discouraged.
Tree planting could be accommodated in the site’s employee/visitor parking lot, with the
incorporation of small car parking stalls; and

e Lack of landscaping within the works yard area to break up the ballast surface areas.

While the Panel has not had a regularly scheduled meeting since receipt of the above letter, the
Panel members have discussed the matter and unanimously agree with staff’s assessment. The
Panel is of the opinion that if this project was subject to the City’s regular process, it would not
be supported by the Panel to Council.
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ATTACHMENT 1

City of Richmond
Planning and Development Department Memorandum
To: Development Permit Panel Date: May 24, 2006
From: Jean Lamontagne File:  10-6525-07-04-03/2006-
Director of Development Vol 01
Re: Canada Line Submission - Operations and Maintenance Centre

Here is a list of items that are to' be addressed by the applicant:

1. The context is important. Currently there are 5 bui!dings on the site plus the control antenna. The
current submission contains only information on the main operation and maintenance facility. The other
buildings on the site should have similar architectural language and material treatment.

2. The train yard had a series of additional fences and areas which should be looked at with the intent of
adding landscape treatmentto break up the ballast surface areas.

3. At ADP, the oak street bridge was discussed, apparently there is a need for some protective fencing
along the sidewalks of the bridge to protect the train yard below. There is no details of the proposed
treatment of that fencing in the current submission. We understand the bridge is not of municipal
jurisdiction however this is a gateway to Richmond and Vancouver, special treatment should be done to
that fencing (if required).

4. In the employee/visitor parking lot, there is opportunities for additional landscape treatment as per the
DP guidelines. Small car parking stalls should be introduced along with additional landscape areas.

5. There is no detailed landscape p‘Ians with list of'plant material and proposed plant sizes.

6. The roof plans shows no mechanical systems. Is this correct? If not, there should be a roof plan
indicating location and size of mechanical systems and what screening treatment is proposed.

7. The fence design for the front portion of the OMC building along Van Horne Way is shown as being
chain link fence with barbwire at the top. This should be a more decorative type of fencing for that portion
of the side (as mentioned by ADP).

//\
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ATTACHMENT 2

City of Richmond

Administration Memorandum
To: Development Permit Panel Date: May 24, 2006
From: Joyce Chang File:  10-6525-07-04-03/2006-Vol 01

Project Manager, Major Projects Team

Re: Canada Line — Operations and Maintenance Centre Memo to Development Permit
Panel for May 24, 2006

The design of the Operations and Maintenance Centre (OMC) is scheduled for presentation to the
Richmond Development Permit Panel on May 24, 2006. The Design Advisory Process (DAP)
identified within the Richmond Access Agreement (RAA) exempts the Canada Line project from
the normal City of Richmond Development and Building Permits process. The DAP identifies an 8
step process with a 16 week timetable that involves 2 public open houses, 1 presentation to the
Richmond Advisory Design Panel (ADP) and 1 presentation to the Richmond Development Permit
Panel (DPP) by Canada Line representatives (CLCO).

Richmond cannot require the Canada Line project to comply with the City’s preferences regarding
the design of fixed facilities for the rapid transit project but the Canada Line project will attempt to
address Richmond suggestions and requests. Furthermore, Richmand has agreed to abide by a
16 week review process for proposed fixed facilities within the City in order for the Canada Line
project to proceed on schedule.

In general, the design information provided by CLCO, InTransitBC and TransLink regarding the
proposed fixed facilities in Richmond (i.e. OMC, Park-n-Ride Facility, Bridgeport, Aberdeen,
Lansdowne and Brighouse Stations) does not provide an equivalent level of design development
or detail that is normally provided by all other applicants as part of the normal development review
process in the City of Richmond. With the above qualification, Richmond staff have addressed the
4 questions for the OMC that are the subject of this DPP meeting on May 24, 2006.

Operations and Maintenance Centre (OMC)

1. How does the Operations and Maintenance Centre (OMC) design comply with the Vision
adopted by Council for the line at the Council workshop of April 20057

a) Issue: Achievement of Richmond’s Best and Final Offer (BAFO) Design Guidelines:

Comment: Experience has shown that the operation of other transit maintenance facilities
is of interest to many individuals and the OMC is an opportunity to encourage and welcome
connection with Richmond residents. However, there is no opportunity to view the train
yard activities from the perimeter of the site. Provision of a visitors centre or viewing
gallery within the OMC is another missed opportunity that would promote the Canada Line
project within the community.

b) Issue: Transit Plaza Design

Comment: The proposed maintenance building is huge in scale with little variation of
facade materials and an expensive roof with very subtle articulation. Since it is suspected

///\
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that this large relatively flat roof will be visible from the Highway 99 viaduct, concern has
been expressed that it will attract birds and quickly become an unsightly maintenance
issue.

c) Issue: Site Planning

Comment: Chain link fencing with either barred or razor wire is unacceptable as a
perimeter treatment and more sophisticated security provisions should be incorporated into
the design. The design of the OMC does not provide for a continuous, perimeter
landscape treatment and frontage improvements along adjacent road are minimal. The
majority of this 7-acre site is to be covered in ballast material (i.e. gravel) and little attention
has been given to aesthetic appearance and treatment of the ground plane. The OMC
main entry and arrival sequence should consider visitors as well as employees and provide
for significant tree planting, landscaped parking areas, pedestrian walkways and bicycle
connections to the facility.

2. What OMC design changes have already been made by CLCO and InTransitBC, as result of
discussions with Richmond staff?

Straddle Bents have been eliminated in the West Bridgeport Area.

Dual guideway has been restored between Bridgeport and Cambie Stations.

InTransitBC has engaged a landscape architect for the OMC.

CLCO has realigned the CPR rail line east of Great Canadian Way around the OMC site,
which will eliminate the need for the CPR tracks to extend across Great Canadian Way in
the future once the spur line to Ebco Industries is retired after 2010

« CLCO/InTransitBC has transplanted all affected street trees in the West Bridgeport Area or
will provide 2 new trees for each tree that is removed.

3. What changes are Richmond staff still seeking to improve the OMC design that could be
accommodated easily?

Issues City of Richmond Specific Requests |
1. Viewing Area * Provide an elevated, outside vantage point to view train
activities complete with benches, visitor parking spaces and a
L handicapped accessible route to the location.

2. Perimeter Fence f ¢ Provide higher quality perimeter fence such as a heavy

gauge welded wire mesh fence in combination with
surveillance cameras and security patrols in lieu of barred or
razor wire.

* Also consider a continuous perimeter landscape treatment

; that incorporates layers of plant material as screening to the

J rail yard.

\ 3. Ground Plane * Consider the introduction of grass in lieu of gravel ballast
| where possible in the train yard.
' 4. Landscape Plan e Ensure the landscape plan provides the appropriate amount

\ of tree planting in the parking lots according to the City of
i Richmond design guidelines (i.e. 1 tree per 2 parking stalls).




May 24, 2006

4. What changes are Richmond staff still seeking to the OMC design that may be more difficult to

accommodate?

Issues

City of Richmond Specific Requests

1. Fagade Materials

|
n

Label the elevation renderings with the intended siding
materials.

Examples of acceptable siding could be glazing, metal siding
in combination with pour in place concrete (i.e. tilt-up panels)
would be an acceptable method.

Pay greater attention to the composition of facade materials
on the sides of the building that have visibility from fronting
streets.

2. Roof

Provide more architectural details in the design of the roof
since this will be highly visible from the Highway 99 Viaduct,
which is an important gateway to the City of Richmond.
Consider a ‘shed roof’ form with multiple dormers to add
visual interest to the roof.

|
|
‘ 3. Viewing Centre
|
|

Provide a visitor centre or viewing gallery overlooking the
train barn.  This would provide a public amenity of significant
value to the community and help to promote and popularise
the Canada Line project.

Joyce Chang
Project Manager,
Major Projects Team
(247-4681)

JC:bg
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ATTACHMENT 3

Reference: 1018-02-08
31 May 2006
Via Fax

City of Richmond

63911 No. 3 Road
Richmond, BC V6Y 2C1
Attention: Ms. Joyce Chang

Dear Ms. Chang
Re: Development Permit Panel — Operations and Maintenance Centre

Ref:  City of Richmond Memo (10-625-07-04-03/2006-Vol 01), dated 24 May 2006
City of Richmond Memo (10-6525-07-04-03/2006-Vol 01). dated 24 May 2006

In response to the 24 May 2006 Development Permit Panel meeting and the two City of Richmond
memos referenced above, the memos were forwarded to inTransitBG for review, attached please
inTransitBC's response. You will note that inTransitBC has already incorporated some of the proposed
items inta its plans; some further items will be incorporated, some are still under review, and some can
not be implemented due to safety and security concerns.

VVe anticipate further response on the items under review on or before 07 June 2006 and will forward any
updated material upon receipt.

Should you have any questions please do not hesitate to call me directly or Edward LeFlufy at the CLCO
offices.

Yours truly,
Cﬁmada Line Rapid Transit Inc.

Tt

deff Hewitt
Senior Vice President, Engineering
ce: Jean Lamontagne

Brian Guzzi
Greg Scott

1019-02-08




inTranrsit Biitish Columbia GP Lid.
1020 - 1075 West Georgia Sireel, Vancouvar, BC VGE 3CS Phone: 604-605-5950 Fax; 604-605-5996

May 31%, 2006

Mr. Jeff Hewitt Our Ref.: iT/RAVCO-066
Senior Vice President, Engineering

Canada Line Rapid Transit Inc.

1650 - 408 Granville Street

Vancouver, BC VBC T2

Dear Mr. Hewitt;

He: City of Richmond Development Permit Panel Memos Regarding the CMC
CLCO Letter References: 1019453 and 1019468

To support CLCO staff requests to provide an early response {0 issues raised in the two letters
as reference above, we are submitling a preliminary response  Please be advised that we are
still conducting our detailed review of these issues and that a furiher final response will be
provided on or hefore the date notled in vour letters.

Given that many of the issues in the correspondence are repeated in both letters, we have
chosen 1o distil the information in to what we interpret as the rain points and present these in a
tabulated format. The table, which is attached to this letter, provides our written response 1o
City of Richmond’s staff comments.

Yours truly,

InTransit British Columbia GP LTD. as general partner
of InTransit BC Livited Partnership

Jean-Mare Aibaud
Sresident & CEQ

JMAmZ )

Enclosure




AT DS YIS DY o1 WP paln sued

o ey padeaspury r pappr sey urd 1danund adeapury ne SERTER]
awop v A Junaoly soey Sunped jo uonnd
210y aopIng m: PUOmIgaRg (0 Q0 123w o1 Japae ur S8 Aoy

U4 aul Suoje oy t Jo awad :: Suope pre wgis paund sy (1w
PO (RS _::E_:A VRUIRDSPOR] 310W NP PUR AR 0K ura
O ARG T DR AR N Ol PALHIDOW SEW KNI ou1 o Saua unu sy g

SaAL)

1A G0 PUNaSS pur ,Q:.._,. RIS TIAUIY Y U0 PAUITH KAt o TUDSISUDS
Uy g Anofe Funuryd uaats apracid filn Sutdeaspury ayg -uwyd idasuna
um_ﬁ,?:; DL OO UMOYS s 3:: SISO 414 01 asuodsas ut padojaaap
WA sey satys adeaspuey astatiad  {vay SUTop ue g pun PRy
C.:z WG TRYE Db fa gk g Jog a0ane mgnd woag ey Oeadosd
TUDO UG PAMDOLID IR ey 4D 4G PAPUROG §1 218 241 JO W, 428
SRETHS g o ool wog | S@ieanodde s JING A jo xmaumad oy

30 A A 01 SWPaoae S1op suied s auidurd S0
Jowmawe apeudesddr >y saprsoad urgd adeaspuny 2y Amuy
glory
AU O SUANDWOD 3401 pur ARy Urineapad spage
surnd padeospury Sunund aan WAy dls sof apavasd pur
rDJ/C_r_—:U N {[Ew e .,:_:/_ A _umv.r:, N oYUy dsuar ha eae
put £0U3 CItw DINO OUT, T [PLUGHILL 1% NPROL uaaRpE
Seope siuswaaoudun sfvnoy pae juauneag aduaspury saawiod
RODURGO T 10} apiaoad 100 S20p YO MO RSP

i ode Jé:j
[FUOLEPDT (1w U0 PANPONUL 3G PInLYS ,.:2. supyied n
.f.u::,uﬂ_,.,m Jdqg A 1nd se niagpean 2?%1:: ] (RUOnIpYe
1L op RUNLRd Jonstyealopdws ag g
mv:: JL&& AR3 m:_::_.:« Dﬂ._m_ﬂu.rmu:!.\w

~,.~ﬁ:m
o satmunitoddo ae o
:adejoa g sutogf ur g

(+ ¢ wWwd sury D

[ER1FIAN
AL TR

rhand

W

it wayy 2

G YL Mwolayg sonn aue i pyr
i 2__ nunoar paoepd 3 Kew saaon avomond gsaw uadya un .,::u.,,;I
1 30308 VRO W Suope paned 20U (pay a0y 2AUMol v

(pasnbal
3 TUIDUAL IR BUGP A PINOLS T T jeiady saanooun

PHER PUNLEDR 61 SRNATE 1 81 SIY) 28201 01Nps-anf

1RAIIGNW (0 10U S1ATPLIG AU) PUTISIAPUN Apd TOISSIUANS
AL A Tl e jo uswnran pasadoad s jo

SHMAR et 2w A, wogag pae C o ay paoad oy s8puLg my
FOSHIEINADES DG TIOM SOUDL 240030 ud MUy 307 PIAl Ao
242t Spudaudde passdstp sea a8pLg 12208 Y0 U dqY IV
2EpLIG 8IS YR A o Bapuay

(¢ wa) aufemow e |

i audraspur] Aqmy Suw o
GEIRSLATHIRTIERITSRE R IR PR IETHIR
TOU ST ALOIA I PUR SURT JUY 03 Y81
al s prrnwaou jo Surdeaspur

S e eds npros e aaaad sy e
WS 3G SY CHOHIBPISUOI 7

PUP PIRZEY 3R AEI0 Prnos pak ag

) 1 o Bnpuod e noad o) pag yors A o) g aepnund
AMPUSNIM [P S WWopse] 3oty juswdinbs pun saemainndeas
,, HIRD 40 1397 34 [ pand gy o Solew du L Sluswannbas :,:::130:

DU AERIRN RaUYns AU g Aupory Sy iom v

B

paRA e oy w afgussod
O HOIMPBINW 2y aptsuo )

DL ISR G [AAmS Jo ndtg Ul s

auegch pInOIE ) o madaran pur 2ouiraddn AN ERIY
QU1 O EANT uSAY STY UOIHMIR 3111 PO {[aArI CRRNTUERINIE
ISEIRG UL D2USAOD 30 01 ST IS 2000 1 S Jo Apiofmu 2 |

L

SRAIT IS STy A dn yrag o1 tuaunran
2dusspuny FUIppe 1o ume g i @ payuog g pianys
UMM SEAIR DOT 52003 PRIONIEPE [0 $303s 1 pey pied eien ag g

waze paed Sulydom o) ungitsn Surdrospurry

wiMy) Fury”

1

(e

RRDUENFHIMUE
=31 wonsuny ) |

|
|
W

{C wdy UC:.:,;;FCtJ
n ) l

yatirnfs

PETHN papy H iy “

ESYENEIRE

1y

[RS ]

H :

Y T
;JZ. ¥



A..,.::.é.;ct;r,_z:::‘_1.u::?:sﬁé:E:._u:?_,.f_
12s82c ensey Ay Funddns uo paseq ST paes sy onre sanunuodde Suranan
Buipiaoad o arondde agsny ;i ag jiss panarmn 2y ut {paon
o e ep gl Sunmp pakojdap {ymy ag jpm 1B UIRD 341 AN PASOLE S

‘pawpdwanios 1w st utod witodsaiy a3t aEus ¢ poddas

Ul e 21g155900T paggesip pue Tuppnd paesipagy 10 I 3D JO SAA
SPIAGI SHEIAA AUS 3 UL o1 dusap Fuadwon s 3oy wundn panunpey
DY OTIATY [ SUYY e SUDEIOMN YT PUT 118 2U) 0L SAALA aptaoid o)
sPHUROdU APISHO2 {1 PROY] AL pun Seaq WO Ur A oo LRI BT
RS Ay sy Fupduag aadtunad sy Suope uaasos aduaspury atgy jo uFiva

BOBRIO} Y. 03 Anod 2qqissande padderipuny
1 pur saoeds Surpard gonsts sagauag sy mojdwod
saAnar ey maty oneod afnues apino DAIRASD UT APIAL L,

2US A S0 B DY W) SDLHANIE PURS WA AL mata

oi sytunpodde ou st 2143 “1aaamogg SHUBPIS3L PUOEYDIY] Uiiw
JOTRAIOD A3 PUR AFRINOIUD 0 Anunoddo ur <t e
MU} DUR SEIPEAIPUL KUPIU O 18212001 4O S§SDIHOR] AURIINRL
VSUBIL LU0 o SUOTIIACO ayT IPYL UMOS STy aduaniadys
FERLLET]

131113d 31} PUOLdg WLy SaAnm paes vy Juiua -

Suryy

PO

fomaen prnaed
T]OW0H) Bunyy

A At we pavies s3unamd SN avey i

DALY A< Ay o A5p2 gy udjjes of Fuippmag ay: jo vondod o) ap
SHOM PATUILED 2y JOI UTA 3 PAGIRG Yl aduay awisad yur umys 31
DO AU Aessadu st i Simcas poe Oages o aadap YSHy Ayl uaniry

HONTBUIUN R 3ps

PUP SEP 3L SULIND PAVURLE 3 [ 5701 SNOYAIE © M08 1 (o AReiaaoa
FROAQ SPLABI 01 SR 0UT|[IAAINS WELD 2 [0 3G AHS N0 ;o
FAPIAOIE 24 [IA S2MEPI JUAN [RIOHIPPR [RIAR “R0162 01 GoIppe uy

UMUAMDT ATLIDSS PUR K118 [FIUASSY UT 3G 01 PRI 51 dog

AUNIT LHA DAL O SPURIY ¢ il 3001 Yuy uieyd ofmed {aeay e 'uosey
SUJE IO I21auied 2H025 8 ST EOISNIUE PAZUORINRUN SRR S0 213
{ 1BREOS A o 2UG e o Jaay o) PAUT AP pur L1y djqra

Joammiu e SESHETCSARRI0A UL R SRR A INoa i o

AL IOZEE LY DAGITY Jo natp w sjoned {unooas
DDURFILINS (IS LONTULGWIOD U1 2DUDJ YSAU DA PIPIY

afned Lomdy v se yons saudy sa1ownsad Sujenh YT T apianig

puv soswns

WEEAP A o pamIodoan! 3q pERoeys vaotsiaoud RSTRLRS
pamanshpdos J0py watnean Jaawiad v ar sandasarn
SUAILMN SOZR1 30 DALY 12HU2 1w FUlaus Juy gty

(Y g patonus se) apis 2 jo wonaad gy o HURNEY

Jo ad& saneaonap ow 3y proys sty doy oy e 2l PagInY
I AP UL UIRYD TuLaq ST UMOYS $IAR Ay WIO unp Sunge
AWPERG DINO M) 10 UGN 1oL A sof RO A sy g

{

Ogwin anuny Ty

P Jueys

HE PATHELGAN AAY TRUL SBULVILID 2draspury ay) w papnpour < sy aed sy

O ST UOSANUL PIZLIGGINTUN MUIRER 318 YAIO 241 a0 o1 preasss sy ISAMSRA 43140035 axs puv uiisap duay AINTIE INNULLIG (4 I DURTIOIN
= i
SRULWIRIP ddeaspuny oy o 7 ey sacis unpd pasodosd puv !
DI LOL AN (7 AL o) Aadwmpard pogam s e ved st gigy g Bl urgd Jo 1 e ey sunpd adeaspary papmiap ot 2 aiay _
spwisp adudspur-y DLy taak sule oy

PATA [0 24 03 LA SR iap junpd jo SIRAR] oot
M aean adraspun] oowiad SNONUIRUCD T ASPISUHOD O8]y

SIUDPING) DUOWIYNY

ety

LR
G




o sardimenos s vam oyl ey ueygy sva £ DREO ARG S joonRy] YRy
| NQIUNA I RS ) STy FITasapue e o1 pamdinos 1mg: anu as

LIDITLY PUE LSy f00d o
SN DY) ~ANSIEPPR (AL :E?& watwdeponacy sy e pawasatd se RIVINITRAN
SU, Uy ::,.IU.c ::7.%.— M WO PAALIDME ARIUWRIDD ENIR U]
PO P Kpuey Judts unag sy SwpHng WO a1 o Surssewr Hmonn

ANSSEDUTUAIT APYTISUN ar Aoy

Apromb pur spaq 1ore (e 1eg passaidya naag NE{RUES
NP G4 ARWYTH WO GISIa ag 1w 1004 NHIRYERYRHEY]
afre] sty patdadsns SEH QG HONRI LT 2Gns £1a4 (i
Wil :‘u/;:_qr_/.u, .u:r:um.f a uvr pur LGBt vﬁu..JJ_ o Cc_ﬁ::;
A e Meracw A3ny <1 Fuping asueuamew pasodosd Ay

30

BRUEIN
TR UN TR T

983

wolniap adoas 1aloid
, 21 aanun patednue jou 2 g aediug 1son ..:::Ei: puz prd-s
_ L:a.u_:::_f dARY PNOMm /wJ:ﬁI J:I,U-/ I LN C:_:., Jjwfc:u. L:.ruﬂt._ﬁ(\m

A8 S o) paanhaiou st (aped
S r0ads e it {rad ) sdnosd e ag
Hitse asat - Sapavy ag punom paedonue e awn o awin WOy <IN Y 4

BULADIA B Yyons sE pun

MR IR | ANG UMD Gla UASIR00a SUSIYL

LTI Ju daqrud B Sq osnoy ae anpm aw Suiag moym pun A oddr
! ._:_Aa 2O a8 SU] IR Uand o _qu:;:,_uz P A f:ﬁ.?. A .m::_nm.»
UDLE SEUIL e 0 OIS S Jautinedad pazuioyine U AL un
uoand Ay KRN o .:;:E B NENUDD J0Nuon pur suoneiado gy,

asundyy pur wioj jooy Juipiing

al01g 3ar]

vprue s oy asueindod pue ajowosd diay pue SHunuiues agy o
M URAPUE o ABUUR QA 1 aPRUL PRea S ung
UIEAT Y3 SURJOOIAAD AIS[RE Uiadga 1o a0 LOUSEY 1 ADIADA] (4 F ) Bueyy
.),:::..:5:3

ayr wynay 1afoad dur epruey s a0wosd pinom ey
Suunioddo passiw BROUT ST OO g s Sy s Sutman
10 20U2Y TULWALA R J0O UHOISIAGLG © * 'SIUSPISaL PUGHIYALT i
UURAUUOD AUO3EAN Par dFemes 0 Siunuoddo ur st e
u«x: ﬂ_:% f.ﬁ.du. /_ ucw Cun 0} _zuuuz: 7. m_ t.::_...‘s uiu1~_0uc.ﬂwc
HSURD JA0 JO UONTLAA0 241 JEYH UAOYS SBY 2dU0LAIN S
Bupung A0 241 uiynsw 1M SIOUSIA/LIIYNS B

18
-] W) BUN

SHUR ISDYL f00 ZIS PUT UOIMI0O| 3Y)

AJTUDDE (Ew N _:i,% udFap PR Honmuaaid Jd4¢ 2 e paurmydyo
SENSTUE (4 pum 3 soulf pUE Suoje gjen 1eau] oxng ay) {q patisanns

pur pamsoy .£ 1y paredanue spwwd nba morurgdaw paunow ooy

pasodo.d <1 uaunvan Suiusaise TRUM PUR SIS RaUeYoaL
FOBZIN PURANIPOOL SURRAPW Urid 00l 1 oG ponys 2124 o
QP3O G S SWANAY [ERURYDIAW 06 smoys und Joo) ayg
ISHICAS Jraiueyoat doy jooy

(0 Wy ) duFeowe

NASTYA USSP PAYTIAP A1 4anoIy) 7#/.”7.% G 0} 1B {1 DIPPOIULLOAIN
PO UED S{RHARAL/PUE 3TPRFUR] [RAMANIGER LOWWLED T Ui

OLEAND Y STUIpHNG priawua-aud o A1y} aqlew pue Suipprg
SINO AU UTYY TS U IMIELUS YO0 20T SUMIDS Butuivwas gy,
WMUUR{TY PUE o3 241 U0 SN S | 4210 [1n UAISISU0 3
UG HADUON T 3G P 10neisens aamod BONL Y] 808 U
CURSESWPENG SR pAINUL UG 3Ty AP Yoia ATHIDR) Ny UsEa YL
AN OIT YT SSnoy pIRnE FHpInG S 12a0a HoGRISGNs Jamod 400
Y IDRPUL BUPENG IO Y11 ks 341 no sFWpjing 2o o ayy,

TUAMUIAL (RUNIW PUT STRNTUR] RIS IR[UIN 1 2y
PIROIS DU 31 U0 STUPYAG 1AGI0 S, ALian) s
pur uy J_:ﬁdﬁ_.. C:‘—: .u:u {H _.«Zﬁ:_:::_ ~:3 nS:J:LJ
QUSSHLUNS TUDLIND 2Y T RUUENUR (00003 241 snpd ans 2

ue SRUIDHNG A0y 2m a1ay] A uaImy weLodie S1Naon ay
SUE GO

o sTuIpiing 191110 Jo JUSUNEIY) L)ALy QoW (] wan) awdnpiowsry

|
ﬁ

B e

astindhayg

SINSE] PRNE[Y um:EEm

anndisagy snsyg




SIAAAS FUNUOL WO

AHJIQISTA DAY IS SBUPENG 241 JO SaPI8 2] U0 rImen
sprdvt ayy o novssodwod oyt o1 vanuone 1ol {ns e

apgridanan

aq rinoas aanuon aoepd wmod Bl douraiguses u

CHRUAPL e speiam uogmuovad | DI RAMUCTWZRE 2g PO SWpis ogricanae jo sapdueng o
' 3_3& HOLSSIUEgns Ayl o se papt vod S{ruew
SHULARD JRDILYDI) DOPIPPE SUOPIASED PRGOS M) U damaden AP PIPUAIT DY YIM SEULIIPUALTOLEA M2 Y1 PP w
XAy sn donmuasatd dder oy 1w pautepdya atax SIPLIAIR O <8 gy SEULIIPUIY PUR SHOLRAIT AUPIing (i

ISQU2IE 1INSIA
PP op sRtsop UGN YR JONT WO PAYN B IaPISEOTY o
puowynyg 1o 2 sy o Armaies wenodar ur St oty

SMPRIN p KA iy sty SRR A A Syl aots

SEI0E UL JO URISAP AL UL SPHEIDP [CIDMIGIIT 21011 DBIAL ] {774 wan ) alue

1LY

ARHELF ERIN] aopdiimar g




City of Richmond Minutes

Development Permit Panel

Wednesday, May 24, 2006

Time: 3:30 p.m.

Place: Council Chambers
Richmond City Hall

Present: Joe Erceg, Chair
Jeff Day, General Manager, Engineering and Public Works
Mike Kirk, General Manager, Corporate Services

The meeting was called to order at 3:30 p.m.

1. Minutes

It was moved and seconded
That the minutes of the meeting of the Development Permit Panel held on May 10,

2006, be adopted.
CARRIED

2. Development Permit 05-304533
(Report: May 1, 2006 File No.: 05-304533) (REDMS No. 1826979, 1704258 (Attachment 2))

APPLICANT: Am-Pri Construction Ltd.
PROPERTY LOCATION: 7071 Bridge Street

INTENT OF PERMIT:

1. To permit the construction of 17 townhouse units at 7071 Bridge Street on a site
zoned “Comprehensive Development District (CD/35)”; and

2. To vary the provisions of the Zoning and Development Bylaw No. 5300 to reduce
the front yard setback from 6 m to 2.1 m for a recycling enclosure and a garbage
enclosure.

1894221
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Applicant’s Comments

Tom Yamamoto, architect, reported that he has revised the design to include an increased
minimum Bridge Street setback of 11 m for the northeast unit and that he has generally
improved the project proposal to have a character close to the original scheme while
maintaining a children’s play area in a central location away from the street.

Masa Ito, landscape architect, reported the revised landscape plan has been provided to
compensate for the trees that were damaged during demolition. Five new substantial
specimen size trees in the Bridge streetscape are to replace the evergreen frontage image.
The landscape plan includes six new large specimen trees, deciduous and Evergreen to
replace the three removed trees.

Staff Comments

Jean Lamontagne, Director of Development, advised that the revised plan is more in line
with the rezoning application, specifically the open space along the street, and the slightly
reduced children’s play area is maintained in a central location away from the street. He
further advised that the proposed replacement trees are in accordance with the OCP
guidelines.

Correspondence

None.

Gallery Comments

None.

Panel Discussion

The Chair stated that the project had been improved and commended the Applicant and
staff for their work. It was thought that it was better to have the play area in an internal
location.

Panel Decision

It was moved and seconded
That a Development Permit be issued which would:

1. Permit the construction of 17 townhouse units at 7071 Bridge Street on a site
zoned “Comprehensive Development District (CD/35)”; and

2 Vary the provisions of the Zoning and Development Bylaw No. 5300 to reduce the
Sront yard setback from 6 m to 2.1 m for a recycling enclosure and a garbage
enclosure.

CARRIED
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General Compliance - Request By Patrick Cotter Architect Inc. For A

General Compliance Ruling At 7171 Steveston Highway
(Report: April 25, 200 6 File No.: DP 04-287638) (REDMS No. 1804028)

APPLICANT; Patrick Cotter Architect inc
PROPERTY LOCATION: 7171 Steveston Highway

MANAGER'S RECOMMENDATIONS:

That the revised plans be considered to be in General Compliance with Development
Permit DP 04-287638 for a 50-unit townhouse development at 7171 Steveston Highway
that generally covers the following changes:

1. Revise front elevations of Buildings 14 & 15;
2. Add dormers on Buildings 12 & 16; and

3. Revise landscaping/berming along Steveston Highway.

Applicant’'s Comments

Patrick Cotter, architect, advised that the architectural issues included the street frontage.
He advised that as construction advanced it was clear that the original idea for berming
along Steveston Highway was compromised by the final sidewalk location which reduced
the grade transition space. The result is a nearly full flight of stairs at the entrance of the
end units facing Steveston Highway. He proposed enhancing the elevation with the
addition of a small dormer porch element, supported by two columns on a stone-clad
landing in buildings 14 & 15 flanking the development entrance. Mr. Cotter assured the
panel that the proposed modifications maintain the basic form and character of the
development. In buildings 12 & 16, there was a roof height issue resulting from interior
sloped ceilings. The addition of small dormer roof elements was requested to provide full
height interior ceilings.

Masa Ito, landscape architect, addressed the proposal of an alternate landscape and fence
treatment along the Steveston Highway frontage to provide sound attenuation for the back
yards. Mr. Ito reported that a retaining wall would maintain the character of the street
appearance of a berm and that at the west and east ends of the project site, a solid wood
fence would be atop the retaining wall in the back yards. The total height would be 6 feet
measured from the patio.

In response to questions from the Chair, Mr. Cotter advised that the General Compliance
request was prompted by the discovery during construction that the grading along
Steveston Highway had to be adjusted to meet Engineering Department sidewalk design
requirements. The result is the proposed flight of stairs and retaining walls. The retaining
walls will provide for additional berming in front of the units between the street and
buildings, and landscaping will be maintained in front of the walls and fences.
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Staff Comments

Jean Lamontagne clarified that the dormer additions are located on Buildings 12 and 16, at
both the north and the south ends, and would therefore not directly affect the neighbours
or the character of the development.

Correspondence

None.

Gallery Comments

None.

Panel Discussion

None.

Panel Decision

It was moved and seconded

That the revised plans be considered to be in General Compliance with Development
Permit DP 04-287638 for a 50-unit townhouse development at 7171 Steveston Highway
that generally covers the following changes:

1. Revise front elevations of Buildings 14 & 15;
2. Add dormers on Buildings 12 & 16; and
3. Revise landscaping/berming along Steveston Highway.
CARRIED

Canada Line — Operations And Maintenance Centre (OMC)
(REDMS No. 1814143, 1893272)

PROPERTY LOCATION: Van Horme Way

Edward LeFlufy, Canada Line Rapid Transit Inc. spoke briefly about site issues which
include the edge treatment and fencing; about building issues, which include the roof form
and building materials; and about other issues, including viewing opportunities and site
security.

Mr. Chris McCarthy, Architect, InTransit BC, stated that work on the functional design of
the OMC started in 2005, and that detailed design work is about to begin, with
construction to start in July, 2006 and completion scheduled for December, 2007. The site
would be used for train storage and deployment. The site contained electrified guideways
and needed to be secured for public safety. The land assembly resulted in excess land.
Three parcels north of Van Horne Way would be sold for development.

In describing the building, Mr. McCarthy noted the following:
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. the building will be prominent and scen from the guideway structure as well as from
the Oak Street Bridge and the Fraser River;

. Security fencing was initially proposed on the Oak Street bridge and upon review
has been eliminated;

. A landscape architect had been retained and trees were being relocated, fitting in
with city objectives.

In describing the building, Mr. Kevin Hanvy, architect, Omicron, noted the following:
. The project was a two storey building

. the project was a two storey building with the main feature of a two storey train hall
and supporting facilities;

. the roof is a shallow curve arcing up to the west, and the roof structure of the train
hall 1s a framework of steel trusses;

. to the north of the train hall is a 2-storey space running east to west; the ends of this
structure contain the main building entry (east end) and the train entry to the
maintenance bay (west end);

. the OMC is predominately a metal skinned facility; three different cladding profiles
with three different colours are proposed in an effort to vary the profile and the
orientation to reinforce the design concept.

In response to a question from the Panel, Mr. Hanvy advised that after presentation to the
Advisory Design Panel design changes had been made to the roof form and building
materials. The roof was south facing, mono and low pitched with metal cladding. The
roof had been broken up, a raised element introduced, and membrane roofs used.
Although the building would be metal clad, a variety of profiles were introduced to
articulate the different uses and building mass components.

In answer to a question from the Panel, Mr. Hanvy confirmed that the west side of the site
will be most visible from the Oak Street Bridge. Discussion ensued regarding the visual
impact the OMC would make as transit riders approach the site with concern being
expressed that the OMC will not present well because the least attractive building
elevations are the most visible.

Masa Ito, Landscape Architect, advised the Panel of the following points:

o the fence line will be set back approximately 10 feet into the property along River
Road, allowing for tree planting and landscaping in front of the fencing in this area;

. the parking layout has been modified to gain more landscape area;

. trees will be planted within the Van Horne Road right of way to enhance the site.

The Chair commented that the proposed landscaping leaves a large part of the huge site
untreated, with most of the landscaping on the east side of the site. He described the chain
link and barbed wire fencing as inappropriate and noted that the entire site is fenced. He
further stated that with more thought the design team could look at creating more pockets
of green throughout the site to provide a more appropriate gateway presentation.
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Mr. McCarthy responded that the facility i1s a working yard and that discussions with
operations and maintenance personnel identified the majority of the site will be used for
laydown, storage, and long-term maintenance. In terms of screening and edge treatment,
an effort has been made to deal with public facings, but the fence’s primary function is
security.

Discussion ensued regarding details of the fencing in general and the fencing of the
parking lot and building entrance. The Chair then summarized the Panel’s concerns:

. the outside design presentation of the OMC building as well as other parts of site
have not received enough thought;

. the prominent gateway site will present in an unattractive way when viewed from
the Oak Street bridge or the Canada Line train;

. there is not enough landscaping throughout the site and there is an opportunity to do
more:

. much technical build construction information has been presented, but crucial

details of the project design and landscaping are missing;

. despite all the design work involved to date, there are critical elements of this
project that should be considered further;

. if this project was going through the City’s regular process, he would not support
the project, as proposed, to Council.

Staff Comments

Joyce Chang, Project Manager, Major Project Team spoke briefly, and referred to her
memo to the Panel, dated May 24, 2006, explaining why the design of the OMC falls
outside the regular City of Richmond process to review projects of this kind:

. the Design Advisory Process (DAP) identified within the Richmond Access
Agreement (RAA) exempts the Canada Line project from the normal City of
Richmond Development and Building Permits process;

. the DAP identifies an 8 step process with a 16 week timetable that involves 2 public
open houses, 1 presentation to the Richmond Advisory Design Panel (ADP) and 1
presentation to the Richmond Development Permit Panel (DPP) by Canada Line
representatives (CLCO)

Jean Lamontagne, referring to his memo to the Panel, dated May 24, 2006, raised the
following points:

. the current submission contains information on only the main operation and the
maintenance facility; the other buildings on the site should have similar architectural
language and material treatment;

. the train yard has a series of additional fences and areas which should be looked at
with the intent of adding landscape treatment to break up the ballast surface areas;

. in the site’s employee/visitor parking lot there are opportunities for additional
landscape treatment, as per the Development Permit guidelines; small car parking
stalls and additional landscape areas should be introduced;
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. the roof plans show no mechanical systems; there should be a roof plan indicating
location and size of mechanical systems, including proposed screening treatment;

. the fence design for the front portion of the OMC building, along Van Horne Way,
is shown as being chain link fence with barbwire at the top; this should be a more
decorative type of fencing for that portion (as was mentioned at ADP);

. there are no detailed landscape plans with an accompanying list of plant material
and proposed plant sizes.

In response, Mr. McCarthy advised that 4 to 6 roof top mechanical units would be located
and screened behind the curved parapet of the train like building element.

In response to the final point, Masa Ito reported that a detailed list of landscape plans,
complete with plant material and proposed plant sizes, is being prepared.

It was moved and seconded

That CLCO (Canada Line representatives) be requested to incorporate the design
changes outlined in the May 24, 2006 memo from the Director of Development and the
revised memo (May 24, 2006) from the Project Manager, Major Projects Team into the
Operations and Maintenance Centre (OMC) design.

CARRIED
5. Date Of Next Meeting:  June 14, 2006
6. Adjournment
[t was moved and seconded
That the meeting be adjourned at 4:45 p.m.
CARRIED
Certified a true and correct copy of the
Minutes of the meeting of the
Development Permit Panel of the Council
of the City of Richmond held on
Wednesday, May 24, 2006.
Joe Erceg Sheila Johnston
Chair Committee Clerk

1894221



SCHEDULE 1 TO THE MINUTES OF
THE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT PANEL
OF WEDNESDAY, MAY 24, 2006.

City of Richmond
% Administration Memorandum
To: Development Permit Panel Date: May 24, 2006
From: Joyce Chang File:  10-6525-07-04-03/2006-Vol 01

Project Manager, Major Projects Team

Re: Canada Line — Operations and Maintenance Centre Memo to Development Permit
Panel for May 24, 2006

The design of the Operations and Maintenance Centre (OMC) is scheduled for presentation to the
Richmond Development Permit Panel on May 24, 2006. The Design Advisory Process (DAP)
identified within the Richmond Access Agreement (RAA) exempts the Canada Line project from
the normal City of Richmond Development and Building Permits process. The DAP identifies an 8
step process with a 16 week timetable that involves 2 public open houses, 1 presentation to the
Richmond Advisory Design Panel (ADP) and 1 presentation to the Richmond Development Permit
Panel (DPP) by Canada Line representatives (CLCO).

Richmond cannot require the Canada Line project to comply with the City's preferences regarding
the design of fixed facilities for the rapid transit project but the Canada Line project will attempt to
address Richmond suggestions and requests. Furthermore, Richmond has agreed to abide by a
16 week review process for proposed fixed facilities within the City in order for the Canada Line
project to proceed on schedule.

In general, the design information provided by CLCO, InTransitBC and TransLink regarding the
proposed fixed facilities in Richmond (i.e. OMC, Park-n-Ride Facility, Bridgeport, Aberdeen,
Lansdowne and Brighouse Stations) does not provide an equivalent level of design development
or detail that is normally provided by all other applicants as part of the normal development review
process in the City of Richmond. With the above qualification, Richmond staff have addressed the
4 questions for the OMC that are the subject of this DPP meeting on May 24, 20086.

Operations and Maintenance Centre (OMC)

1. How does the Operations and Maintenance Centre (OMC) design comply with the Vision
adopted by Council for the line at the Council workshop of April 20057

a) Issue: Achievement of Richmond's Best and Final Offer (BAFO) Design Guidelines:

Comment: Experience has shown that the operation of other transit maintenance facilities
is of interest to many individuals and the OMC is an opportunity to encourage and welcome
connection with Richmond residents. However, there is no opportunity to view the train
yard activities from the perimeter of the site. Provision of a visitors centre or viewing
gallery within the OMC is another missed opportunity that would promote the Canada Line
project within the community.

b) Issue: Transit Plaza Design

Comment: The proposed maintenance building is huge in scale with little variation of
facade materials and an expensive roof with very subtle articulation. Since it is suspected

1814143 RlcmD
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that this large relatively flat roof will be visible from the Highway 99 viaduct, concern has
been expressed that it will attract birds and quickly become an unsightly maintenance
issue.

issue: Site Planning

Comment: Chain link fencing with either barred or razor wire is unacceptable as a
perimeter treatment and more sophisticated security provisions should be incorporated into
the design. The design of the OMC does not provide for a continuous, perimeter
landscape treatment and frontage improvements along adjacent road are minimal. The
majority of this 7-acre site is to be covered in baliast material (i.e. gravel) and little attention
has been given to aesthetic appearance and treatment of the ground plane. The OMC
main entry and arrival sequence should consider visitors as well as employees and provide
for significant tree planting, landscaped parking areas, pedestrian walkways and bicycle
connections to the facility.

2. What OMC design changes have ailready been made by CLCO and InTransitBC, as result of

discussions with Richmond staff?

Straddle Bents have been eliminated in the West Bridgeport Area.

Dual guideway has been restored between Bridgeport and Cambie Stations.

InTransitBC has engaged a landscape architect for the OMC.

CLCO has realigned the CPR rail line east of Great Canadian Way around the OMC site,
which will eliminate the need for the CPR tracks to extend across Great Canadian Way in
the future once the spur line to Ebco Industries is retired after 2010.

CLCO/InTransitBC has transplanted all affected street trees in the West Bridgeport Area or
will provide 2 new trees for each tree that is removed.

3. What changes are Richmond staff still seeking to improve the OMC design that could be

accommodated easily?

Issues City of Richmond Specific Requests

1. Viewing Area » Provide an elevated, outside vantage point to view train
activities complete with benches, visitor parking spaces and a
handicapped accessible route to the location.

2. Perimeter Fence ¢ Provide higher quality perimeter fence such as a heavy
gauge welded wire mesh fence in combination with
surveillance cameras and security patrols in lieu of barred or
‘ razor wire.

. Also consider a continuous perimeter landscape treatment
that incorporates layers of plant material as screening to the

rail yard.
'3. Ground Plane ¢ Consider the introduction of grass in lieu of gravel ballast
where possible in the train yard.
4. Landscape Plan | Ensure the landscape plan provides the appropriate amount

of tree planting in the parking lots according to the City of
Richmond design guidelines (i.e. 1 tree per 2 parking stalls).
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4. What changes are Richmond staff still seeking to the OMC design that may be more difficult to

accommodate?

Issues

City of Richmond Specific Requests

1. Facade Materials

Label the elevation renderings with the intended siding
materials.

Examples of acceptable siding could be glazing, metal siding
in combination with pour in place concrete (i.e. tilt-up panels)
would be an acceptable method.

Pay greater attention to the composition of facade materials
on the sides of the building that have visibility from fronting
streets.

2. Roof

Provide more architectural details in the design of the roof
since this will be highly visible from the Highway 99 Viaduct,
which is an important gateway to the City of Richmond.
Consider a ‘shed roof’ form with multiple dormers to add
visual interest to the roof.

3. Viewing Centre
i

Provide a visitor centre or viewing gallery overlooking the
train barn. This would provide a public amenity of significant
value to the community and help to promote and popularise
the Canada Line project.

Joyce Chang
Project Manager,
Major Projects Team
(247-4681)

JC:bg
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SCHEDULE 2 TO THE MINUTES OF
THE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT PANEL
OF WEDNESDAY, MAY 24, 2006.

City of Richmond
Planning and Development Department Memorandum
To: Development Permit Panel Date: May 24, 2006
From: Jean Lamontagne File: 10-6525-07-04-03/2006-
Director of Development Vol 01
Re: Canada Line Submission - Operations and Maintenance Centre

Here is a list of items that are to be addressed by the applicant:

1. The context is important. Currently there are 5 buildings on the site plus the control antenna. The
current submission contains only information on the main operation and maintenance facility. The other
buildings on the site should have simitar architectural language and material treatment.

2. The train yard had a series of additional fences and areas which should be looked at with the intent of
adding landscape treatment to break up the ballast surface areas.

3. At ADP, the oak street bridge was discussed, apparently there is a need for some protective fencing
along the sidewalks of the bridge to protect the train yard below. There is no details of the proposed
treatment of that fencing in the current submission. We understand the bridge is not of municipal
jurisdiction however this is a gateway to Richmond and Vancouver, special treatment should be done to
that fencing (if required).

4. In the employee/visitor parking lot, there is opportunities for additional landscape treatment as per the
DP guidelines. Small car parking stalls should be introduced along with additional landscape areas.

5. There is no detailed landscape plans with list of plant material and proposed plant sizes.

6. The roof plans shows no mechanical systems. s this correct? If not, there should be a roof plan
indicating location and size of mechanical systems and what screening treatment is proposed.

7. The fence design for the front portion of the OMC building along Van Horne Way is shown as being
chain link fence with barbwire at the top. This should be a more decorative type of fencing for that portion
of the side (as mentioned by ADP).

,//\
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