City of Richmond- - ]
Urban Development Division Report to Committee

7 //4/7”1('\7 -Aov /3 2005

To: Planning Committee Date: October 30, 2003

From: Joe Erceg File: RZ 03-236469
Manager, Development Applications

Re: APPLICATION BY SYEDA SHAH FOR REZONING AT 7660 NO. 2 ROAD FROM

SINGLE-FAMILY HOUSING DISTRICT, SUBDIVISION AREA E (R1/E) TO SINGLE
FAMILY HOUSING DISTRICT (R1-0.6)

Staff Recommendation

That Bylaw No. 7596, for the rezoning of 7660 No. 2 Road from “Single-Family Housing
District, Subdivision Area E (R1/E)” to “Single Family Housing District (R1-0.6)”, be
introduced and given first reading.

oe Erceg
Manager, Development Applications
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Staff Report
Origin
Noor Munshey on behalf of Syeda Huma Shah has applied to the City of Richmond for
permission to rezone 7660 No. 2 Road (Attachment 1) from Single-Family Housing District,

Subdivision Area E (R1/E) to Single-Family Housing District (R1-0.6) in order to permit the
property to be subdivided into two single-family residential lots with access to a future lane.

The proposal was reviewed by Planning Committee on October 21, 2003. The Bylaw was
“referred to staff for further consideration of Option 2, which was to refer the application back
to applicant to pursue a Townhouse Development. This report has been revised from the earlier
report that was reviewed by Committee on October 21, The new information is italicized.

Findin_g; of Fact

ltem Existing Proposed
Owner Syeda H Shah To be determined
Applicant Noor Munshey No change
Site Size 780 m%(8,396 ) after dedications each property is 305 m? (3,283 f))
Land Uses Single Family No change
OCP Designation | Low Density Residential | No change
Zoning R1/E R1-0.6

Surrounding Development
Development surrounding the site includes:
South: parking lot for Coast Capital Savings;
North: single family properties along No. 2 Road with redevelopment potential (including
the Every heritage house two properties to the north);
East: single family homes; and
West: currently single family but there is a townhouse proposal currently being processed.

Rélated Policies & Studies

Arterial Road Redevelopment Policy

The proposal is not entirely consistent with the Arterial Policy as it is not in keeping with the
village centre idea that the Policy promotes for areas around Shopping Centres. The Policy
states that for properties that are near Neighbourhood Service Centres (e. g., Blundell Shopping
Centre), townhouses over 0.6 FAR and low-rise apartments, rather than smaller scale forms of
residential development (e.g., what is being proposed) are to be encouraged.

Lane Policy
The proponent will provide a back lane. However, there are some issues when considering the

potential location for a future entrance/exit point. As this is likely the last developable lot in the
block it would make sense to have an access point to No. 2 Road nearby in order to decrease the
length of a dead end lane.

The subject site, on its own, does not have sufficient width to provide a lane access. If the
subject site develops on its own it will almost force the lot to the north to redevelop on its own as
the next lot is an important heritage house (and will hopefully be preserved) and no lane access

1086620



October 30, 2003 -3- RZ 03-236469

will be possible on this site either. Therefore, the best prospect for an access point to No. 2 Road
would be if the two lots redevelop together for a small townhouse site and thereby provide the
lane entrance/exit point.

Another option would be that rather than a 4m wide shared driveway running up the middle of
the lot that a 4m wide lane on the northern edge of the property be provided. When the lot to the
north redevelops, a further 2m would be obtained to create a full width lane. The problem with
this option is that there are some significant trees on the northern side of the property that the
developer wishes to retain, therefore he is unwilling to relocate the driveway in order that a lane
access be provided.

Staff Comments
Policy Planning

Heritage Home

The Every house is located two properties to the north of the subject site and is an important
heritage home. It was built in 1911 as the manager’s house of a proposed superport in
Steveston. The site has a direct association with Richmond’s agricultural roots, as it operated as
a 20-acre dairy farm for some years. It was designed by prominent architect W.P. White,
designer of the Sylvia Hotel in Vancouver’s West End. Finally, it is an authentic, well-
maintained example of the Craftsman style.

The preservation of the home is an important objective in considering the redevelopment of the
area. The most likely scenario to preserve the house would be a multi-family development
resulting from the consolidation of a number of lots, including the subject lot, rather than a
series of single familv lot splits, as is proposed.

Trees

There are some substantial trees on the site. The matter of tree preservation is currently under
consideration by Council. One of the potential options in front of Council is a requirement for
tree survey during the rezoning process.

Preferred Form

In order to address the need for a lane exit point, and in order that the development on the site is
more in scale with that which is likely to surround it in the future, either a joint development on
the subject site and the site to the north or a larger development site incorporating a number of
lots would be preferable.

Future Incompatibiliry

Besides the incompatibility in form and the lack of a lane exit point, another drawback of a
single family proposal is that there may be some expectation from the future residents for a
single family type neighbourhood while the reality is that the noise and activity level in this area
will only increase in the future. Additionally, it is likely that the development surrounding this
site in the future could be higher, leaving the residents on this site in a kind of fish bowl.

Buffering
The subject proposal, with a four foot side yard setback, provides little opportunity for buffering
the future single family homes from the adjacent commercial parking lot. With the front and rear
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yard dedications and the need for shared driveway running the length of the site, there is little
opportunity to pull the house back further from this south property line. A multi-family form of
development would be better able to address the adjacency issues by creating more a setback and
buffer from the noise and activity of the adjacent parking lot.

Development Applications

If the application is supported, prior to final adoption of the rezoning, the developer shall:

1. Dedicate 2m across the entire frontage;

2. Dedicate a 6m lane across the entire east property line;

3. Register a Restrictive Covenant, requiring that garages be located in the rear of the property
and ensuring that they are constructed in such a way that they have vehicular access to the
lane when it becomes operational;

4. Register a Restrictive Covenant, ensuring that there will be one shared temporary access
provided via subdivision, which will be removed at the owners cost when the lane becomes
operational; and

5. Pay $838/m for NIC for future lane construction. The developer also has the option of
constructing the lane at the Subdivision stage via our standard Servicing Agreement. They
must advise which option they wish to use, in writing.

Then with the future subdivision, the developer is to enter into the City's standard Servicing
Agreement to design and construct improvements along the No 2 Road frontage. No. 2 Road
works include, extending the sidewalk from where it ends on Coast Capital's frontage, across
their entire frontage at the property line.

Analysis

Normally this application would be viewed as a straightforward application along an arterial
road. However, as the area around the Blundell Shopping Centre redevelops, the scale and
densities will become more of a village centre. In this environment, the proposed smaller lots
may be out of scale. Given the sites location next to the bank, across from some proposed
townhouses, along the busy No. 2 Road and close to the Blundell Shopping Centre, additional
density and larger building massing on this site is warranted and would be more consistent with
this neighbourhood as it is likely to redevelop in the future.

Additionally, the current proposal leaves some concerns as to how the lane system will connect
back to No.2 Road. Finally, in order to preserve the Every House a multi-family rather than a
single family development would be required.

Staff have discussed the issues with the applicant (Mr. Munshey) who initiated discussions with
the neighbour to the north (Mr. Kowarsky) but was unable to reach an agreement. Therefore the
applicant wishes his proposal to be considered by Council (Attachment 2).

While the applicant is not able to pull a multi-family proposal together, staff believe that it is
possible:

- staff spoke with Mr. Kowarsky who stated that he was interested in redeveloping with an
experienced developer.
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- staff spoke to Mr. Barnes, the owner of the Every house, who is interested in exploring a
redevelopment scenario that would result in the preservation of the house.

- staff have also talked in the past year to properties to the north of the Every house that were
interested in redevelopment.

Therefore, it seems as though all parties are interested in the possibility of redevelopment but
require an experienced developer to put a more complicated proposal together. Staff have also
had discussions with a number of developers, some of whom have expressed interest in a multi-
Jamily development site which would include the preservation of the heritage house.

The following options are presented for Council’s consideration:
Options

Option 1: Deny the Application

Denial of the application would send a clear signal to the property owner that a multi-family
proposal must be provided in order to address issues concerning:

- lane access;

- preservation of the heritage home;

- consistency with the Arterial Policy;

- consistent multi-family form with neighbourhood; and

- buffering from the commercial site.

Option 2: Support the Application (Recommended)

While staff do not believe the proposal to be entirely consistent with policy and development
objectives for the area, it is difficult to advise denial of the application at this time. The idea of a
village centre is not entrenched in the OCP and the surrounding neighbourhood has not been
consulted about this concept. Therefore, at this time given the reluctance of the applicant to
explore a multi-family proposal, staff would reluctantly support the proposal as is.

Financial Impact
None.

Conclusion

There is a proposal to subdivide the subject site for two smaller single family homes. Staff do
not believe the proposal is optimal and other development options are possible, however it is
\fficult to deny the application at this time.

/ enny Beran, MCIP, Planner, Urban Development (4212)
JMB:cas

Prior to final adoption of the rezoning, the developer shall:

1. Dedicate 2m across the entire frontage;

2. Dedicate a 6m lane across the entire east property line;

3. Register a Restrictive Covenant, requiring that garages be located in the rear of the property and ensuring
that they are constructed in such a way that they have vehicular access to the lane when it becomes
operational;

4. Register a Restrictive Covenant, ensuring that there will be one shared temporary access provided via
subdivision, which will be removed at the owners cost when the lane becomes operational; and

5. Pay $838/m for NIC for future lane construction. The developer also has the option of constructing the
lane at the Subdivision stage via our standard Servicing Agreement,
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ATTACHMENT 2

Mr Holger Burke o
Development Coordinator
ity of Richmond

October 29, 2003
RE: My Rezoning Application

Dear Sir,
Thank you for your time you gave me on phone today.

{ would appreciate if you allow me to present my case before
Planning Committee on their upcoming meeting on Nov. 4, 2003. |
would like to make my point clear that | have no interest in townhouse
proposal and that my only intention is to build two single family
homes which has also supported by planner Jenny Beran as OPTION
3 in her report to Planning Committee. '

Sincerely Z

-7 ’.5}‘ st 'l‘?‘: L
Noor A. Munshey
FILE # RZ 03-236469

QO\U‘\&A a,‘)f\.ccu\'\" and S O~if¢—e.c1|
Yoy Yoy o‘.ﬂ;\.w)r\w\ would q0 to
e NouaonWes \D | 2007 P\QAA\:S
C:C”Vv\ﬁﬂﬂbxilif.

%8 %w&u
Ock 50[0_3

OCT 29 2¢9@3 15:40 16842417650 PAGE. @1



City of Richmond Bylaw 7596

Richmond Zoning and Development Bylaw 5300
Amendment Bylaw 7596 (RZ 03-236469)
7660 NO. 2 ROAD

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

1. The Zoning Map of the City of Richmond, which accompanies and forms part of
Richmond Zoning and Development Bylaw 5300, is amended by repealing the existing
zoning designation of the following area and by designating it SINGLE FAMILY
HOUSING DISTRICT (R1/0.6). :

P.I.D. 004-263-341
Lot 2 Section 18 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 18800

2. This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Zoning and Development Bylaw 5300,
Amendment Bylaw 7596,
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