
To: 

City of 
Richmond 
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Report to Committee 
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Re: Application by Matthew Cheng Architect Inc. for Rezoning at 8200, 8220, 8280 
and 8300 No.1 Road from Single Detached (RS1JE) to Low Density Townhouses 
(RTL4) 

Staff Recommendation 

That Bylaw No. 8929, fo r the rezoning of 8200, 8220, 8280 and 8300 No. I Road from 
"Single Detached (RS l iE)" to "Low Density Townhouses (RTL4)", be introduced and given first 
read ing. 
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Director of Development 

BJ :ke 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

Matthew Cheng Architect has applied to the City of Riclunond to rezone 8200, 8220, 8280 and 
8300 No. I Road from Single Detached (RS l IE) to Low Density Townhouses (RTL4) in order to 
permit development of a 28 unit townhouse proposal on the consolidated property. A location 
map is contained in Attachment 1. 

Project Description 

The 28 unit low density townhouse project is proposed on 4 existing single-family zoned 
properties that wi ll be consolidated into one development parcel with a total area of 5,329 sq. m 
(1.32 acres). Vehicle access will be provided by a driveway from No. 1 Road at the north end of 
the site. Internal vehicle drive-aisles will consist of a main north-south running driveway 
running the length of the consolidated parcel. A smaller east-west running drive aisle will be 
established to provide access to townhouse units situated farther to the east due to the greater 
depth of one of the properties (8220 No. I Road). 

Three story townhouse units are arranged in fourp lex bui lding typologies only located on the 
west portion of the site, which has direct fron tage No. I Road. Townhouse unit massing across 
the remainder of the subject site is limited at 2 storeys in duplex configuration. 

A centrally located outdoor amenity space is situated at the intersection of the north-south and 
east-west running internal drive-aisles. Front and rear yard setbacks along No.1 Road and the 
east property line are maintained at 6 m (20 ft.). Side yard setbacks along the north and south 
property line are maintained at 3 m (to ft.). Please refer to Attachmcnt 2 for the proposed 
development plans of the townhouse project. 

Findings of Fact 

A Development Application Data Sheet providing detai ls about the deve lopment proposal is 
contained in Attachmcnt 3. 

Surrounding Development 

To the North: A single-family dwelling zoned Single Detached (RSllE) 

To the East: Single-family dwellings zoned under Land Use Contract 102 in a residential cul­
de-sac adjacent to the proposed development site. 

To the South: Two single-family dwellings fronting Cold fall Road zoned Single Detached 
(RS lIE) 

To the West: Across No. I Road, a variety of existing and compact lot single-family dwellings 
zoned Single Detached (RSllE) and Compact Single Detached (RCI) with access 
to an existing rear lane. 

336\131\1 
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Related Policies & Studies 

Official Community Plan - Land Use Map Des ignations 
The subject properties are designated for Neighbourhood Residential and Low Density 
Residential in the General and Specific Official Community Plan land use maps. The proposed 
low-density townhouse project complies with the existing OCP land use map designation. 

Arteri al Road Redevelopment Policy 
This portion ofNa. 1 Road (East side ofNa. 1 Road south of Blunde ll Road and North of 
Coldfall Road) is designated for multi-family residential redevelopment in the OCP. The 
Arterial Road Redevelopment Policy in the OCP contains a number of criteria that apply to 
townhouse applications along identified arterial roads. A review of the proposed townhouse 
project and redevelopment criteria contained in the OCP is outlined in a latter section of the 
report. The proposed townhouse rezoning for the subject properties complies with the Arterial 
Road Redevelopment Policy contained in the OCP. 

Floodplain Management Implementation Strategv 
In accordance with the City's Floodplain Designation and Protection Bylaw (Bylaw 8204), a 
Flood Indemni ty Restrictive Covenant is required to be registered on title of the subject property 
that also specifies the minimum flood construction level. This legal agreement is required to be 
completed and registered on title of the subject site as a rezoning consideration. 

Affordable Housing Strategy 
Richmond's Affordable '-lousing Strategy identifies that for smaller townhouse rezoning 
applications, a cash~in~lieu contribution to the City'S Affordable Housing Reserve can be made 
at a rate of$2.00 per buildable square foot in exchange for a density bonus that can be applied to 
the townhouse redevelopment (i.e., 0.4 FAR base density plus a bonus of 0.2 FAR in conj unction 
with contribution to the Affordable Housing Reserve fund). As a result, the developer is making 
a payable contribution in the amount of$67,350 to the City'S Affordable I-lousing Reserve fund 
as a rezoning consideration attached to the proposed development. 

Public Art 
The developer has agreed to make a vo luntary contribution to the City' S Public Art fund at a rate 
of$0.75 per buildable square foot. As a result, a contribution 0[$25,250 payable to the City' s 
Public Art fund and is being secured as a rezoning consideration for the development. 

Indoor and Outdoor Amenity Space Provisions 
Based on the relative ly small size of the of the overall townhouse development, the developer is 
proposing to make a cash~in~lieu of on~si te indoor amenity space payment in the amount of 
$28,000 (based on $1,000 per unit) based on the ocr guidelines on indoor amenity space 
contributions for townhouse developments. 

An outdoor amenity area is located in a central location on the townhouse development site at the 
intersect ion of the internal drive~aisles and is sized to meet OCP requi rements (6 sq.m per unit; 
168 sq. m total outdoor amenity space area). 

3569379 
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Consultation and Public Correspondence 

Both the developer and City staff have had discussions with residents in the Coldfall Court 
subdivision, which is situated to the immediate cast and backs onto the rear of the proposed 
development site. Public correspondence was submitted to City staff from these residents 
out lining their concerns and questions about the proposed redevelopment. Public 
correspondence is contained in Attachment 4 for reference. The following is a swnmary of 
concerns raised in the letters followed by applicable project/developer responses, revisions 
and/or provisions taken into account (responses are in bold italics). 

• Preference for a s ingle-family redevelopment serviced by either a cul-de-sac street o ff 
No. I Road or rear lane - A cul-de-sac orieJJled developmelll witlt velticle access 
providedfrom No.1 Road is not possible given the limited deptlt o/properties/ronting 
No.1 R oad. This f orm of redevelopment is gellemlly 1I0t in compliance witlt OCP 
policies/or redevelopment along arterial roads and not cOllsistelll with transportation 
objectives alollg major roads. III 2006, a comprehellsive rel1iew o/tlte City' A rterial 
Road Redevelopment Policies was completed. As a result, tit is portion 0/ No. 1 Road 
was identified/or Itlulti-/amily developmellt ill tlte conceptual map cOlliailled ill the 
OCP alld also complies witlt all muiti-/alllily redevelopment criteria cOlltailred ill tlte 
A rterial ROllll Redevelopment Policy. 

• Opposition to deve lopment of multi -famil y townhouses on thi s port ion of No. 1 Road 
based on predominant single-family development in the surrounding area and concerns 
about the impact on existing property values - rhe OCP supports redevelopment 0/ 
townhouses along this portioll 0/ No. I Road (major arterial road) so 10llg as specific 
guidelines are complied with in tir e proposal. Given the existing base 0/ single-/amily 
land uses witltin tlt e City, integratioll 0/ multi-/amily projects witlrin existing sillgle­
/amily residelltial areas call be success/ully achieved with proper consideration givell 
to address adjacell cy issues, arclrilectural/orm alld character, implementing 
appropriate setbacks aml buildillg massing to ensure all /r igh level 0/ urball design fo r 
the project, tlterefore IfOt resulting ill lmy potelltial decrease ill surroundillg property 's 
values. 

• Concerns about the setbacks for townhouse units that would be adj acent existing single­
family dwellings to the east . Requested setbacks from neighbours ranging from 6 m 

lS69379 

(20 ft.) to 12 m (40 ft.) - Th e developer, ill response to requested setbacks/rom 
neighbours, is proposing a 6 m (20/1.) setback alollg the enlire rear yard (east property 
line) that is adjacent to the existing sillgle-/amily dwellings that back OlltO the subject 
site. This setback is greater tlurn the 3 m (10/t.) rear yard minimum required in tir e 
Low Density Towlllrouses (RTL4) zOJle alltl exceeds tire 4.5 m (15/ 1.) setback guidelille 
ill tire OCP f or two storey townlrouse writs adjacent to a single-/amily dwelling. Tire 
proposed 6 lit (20f t.) rear yard setback/or tir e townhouse project is also tire same rear 
yard setback required/or a single-/amily residential dwelling ill Riclrmond. Tire 6 III 
(20ft.) setback is maintained alollg tlte eltlire east adjacency o/tlr e subject site, 
ille/udillg tire olle lot (8220 No. 1 Road) tllilt Ir as a greater deptlr. A rear yard setback 
greater tlran 6 III (20/t.) would be difficult to achieve, as tir e development needs to take 
illto lICCDlmt required 6 III (20ft.) frollt Ylrrd setbacks alollg No.1 Roml alld millimum 
drive-aisle wit/tits to service the development. 

CNCL - 274
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• Concerns over loss of privacy. landscaping and shadowing impacts from proposed 
townhouse development for surround ing single. family dwellings to the east - As noletl 
previolls/y, the del-'eloper is proposing a larger 6 nr (20ft..) rear yard setback/or all 
townhouse dwelling lin its that "ave a direct adjacency to lire sillgle-family dwellings to 
fh e east. Th is increased setback enables fh e ability to pltmt appropriate landscaping ill 
the rear yards of the townhouse development to help address priVtlcy concerns. 
Massing f or lit e townhouse Ulrils alollg file east side of lite development site is 
maintailled at 2 storeys, which is consistelll with a s ingle-family dwelling and helps to 
mitigate privllcy, overlook and shadowing issues. Towllhouse IIllits are also oriented to 
ensure that rear yards for mrits hI the development site abut existing single-/amily 
areas. A shado w analysis (A ttachment 5) was also undertaken by tlte architect. wlticlt 
shows minimal incursion of sltadows il1to tlte neighbour 's back yards as a result of the 
6 III (20ft.) rear yard setback and 2 storey massing f or the rear townhouse IIllits. 

• Impacts of development for drainage on subject site and surrounding area as a result of 
the approach to grading on the subject site - Tlt e existing grade of the subject properties 
is lower tltall tlt e elevatioll of No. J Road. In response to cOllcem s about site grading. 
tlt e developer is proposing to raise the grade oftlt e site to match tlt e existing grade at 
No. J Road ami gradually decrease tlte grade along tlte eastern portions of the site to 
matclt existing grades where possible. Tltis approaclt is proposed to minimize grade 
cltanges betwee" tlte tow"ltouse development site and surrounding single-/amily 
residelllial properties. Retaining walls are proposed along portions oftlte " ortlt and 
soutlt property lines of the development site as a result of the proposed grade 
differences, but the proposed grading approaclt minimizes tlte needfor retaining walls 
alollg the east edge oftlte site. In response to concem s about drainage, tlte subject 
development site is required to install all necessary drainage illfrastrtlctllre (including 
perimeter drainage to capture all storm water tltat falls on the development site so that 
it call be cltalllielled into the City 's storm sewer system along No. J Rotld. Througlt tlte 
future buildillg permit appliciltioll. a site servicing permit is required to ensure proper 
drilillage illfrilstrllctllre is being provided f or the development. Requirements f or 
single-/amily dwellings (existing ami new Itouses) exists to ensure adequate Oil-site 
drainage infrastructure is ill p lace to cltallllel storm water from single-family 
properties illto tlte City storm sewer system as well. Tlreref ore, all individual property 
owners are responsible f or ens uring storm water tlrat lallds 0 11 their property call be 
drained illto tire City system. 

• Concerns over the traffic generated by the proposed townhouse development and 
potential impacts on vehicle and pedestrian safety in the area (i.e., No. 1 Road and 
Pacemore Avenue intersection and pedestrian crosswalk) - Transportation staff Irave 
reviewed tlt e development proposal {m d confirmed tlr at the traffic generated by the 28 
townhouse IIllits call be accommodated alollg No. J Road. Tire development proposal 
also complies with transportation objectives by consolidating alld removing individual 
driveway crossings alollg major arterial roads and sitllatillg fl ew accesses for 
developments in locatiolls that minimize potential cOllflicts. Tlte proposed driveway 
access alollg No. J Road (at tir e north end of tire development site) is supported by 
Transportatioll staff as tlris locatiou is situated far euouglr f rom the intersection at 
Pacemore Avenue alld the existillg pedestrian cross-walk to provide adequate 
separation distallce. 

)569179 
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Staff Comments 

Engineering 
A servicing capacity analysis to examine City storm, water and sanitary sewer systems was 
reviewed and approved by Engineering staff. No upgrades to City systems were identified in the 
analysis. Through the forthcoming Servicing Agreement (to be completed as a rezoning 
consideration) for frontage works, a site analysis will be required for City storm and sanitary 
sewer systems for the site connection only. 

An impact assessment is required to be undertaken by the developer's consulting engineer to 
ensure any on~site development works (i.c., retaining walis, foundations, on-site servicing, 
construction activities, ongoing maintenance) does not cause damage to existing City sanitary 
sewer services contained in existing statutory right-of-way running along the east and south 
boundary of the deve lopment site. This impact assessment and accompanying recommendations 
is required to be approved by engineering staff through the Servicing Agreement process for 
frontage works related to the development. 

Off-Site Frontage Works and Contributions 
The developer is required to upgrade the subject site's No.1 Road frontage to implement the 
following works: 

• A 1.5 m (5 ft.) grass and treed boulevard and 1.5 m (5 ft.) concrete sidewalk. 
• To accommodate frontage works, a 0.41 m dedication is required along the subject site' s 

entire No. I Road frontage. 
• New bus pad along the No. I Road frontage. A 1.5 m (5 ft.) by 9 m (30 ft.) public-right­

of-passage (PROP) statutory-right-of-way (SR W) is required to be registered on the 
subject site's No. I Road frontage to accommodate the new bus stop pad and 
accompanying shelter. 

• The developer is also making a contribution of $22,000 for works related to the new bus 
shelter. 

Frontage works are required to be designed and constructed through the City'S Servicing 
Agreement process. The Servicing Agreement and contribution for the new bus stop shelter is 
required to be completed and approved as a rezoning consideration attached to the subject 
development application. 

Transportation 
The proposed townhouse development enables the elimination of individual driveway crossings 
onto a major arterial road through the consolidation of the properties into one deve lopment site 
with a single driveway access at the north end of the site. This access location and configuration 
is supported by Transportation Division staff as it provides sufficient separation distances from 
the existing pedestrian crosswalk to the south at Pacemore Avenue and takes into account the 
existing bus stop along No. 1 Road in front of the site, where a new bus pad and shelter will be 
incorporated into the development. 

3569379 
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The driveway access to No.1 Road and main north~south running internal drive-aisle also has 
the potential to serve as a vehicle access for potential future consolidated townhouse projects to 
the north or south of the sileo As a result, a public-right-of-passage is being secured as a 
rezoning consideration over the driveway access to No. I Road and internal north-south running 
drive-aisle to serve as the vehicle access and driveway for properties that may redevelop to the 
north or south of the site. 

A total 0[62 off-street parking stall s are provided on the townhouse site (56 parking stalls for the 
28 townhouse units plus 6 visitor parking stalls). The total number of parking stall s complies 
with zoning requirements for townhouse development. 28 parking stalls are proposed to be 
parked in tandem arrangement. These tandem stalls are located in the 3 storey townhouse units 
that front onto No.1 Road. Therefore, a total of 14 units have a tandem parking arrangement. A 
variance will be required through the forthcoming Development Permit application to allow the 
28 tandem parking spaces. Registration of a legal agreement on title to prohibit the conversion 
of tandem parking areas into habitable space is a rezoning consideration attached to this 
development. 

Tree Retention, Removal and Replacement 
The site plan, trce survey and accompanying arborist report was reviewed by the City'S Tree 
Preservat ion staff who concur with the tree assessment and recommendations of the report. The 
tree survey and arborist report reviewed a total of 31 on-site trees and 7 off-site trees located on 
neighbouring properties. The report recommends retention of lon-site tree and 7 off-site trees 
on neighbouring lots (refer to Attacbment 6 for the tree retention/protection and removal plan). 

29 trees are recommended for removal due to conflicts with proposed buildings, drive-aisles and 
works associated with the townhouse development. The consulting arborist report and site 
inspection conducted by Tree Preservation staff have noted that these 29 trees have been 
previously topped, resulting in significant decay and structural defects that would not be suitable 
for retention. Other on-site trees that are situated outside of proposed townhouse building 
footprints have also been identified as not being suitable for retention as a resu lt of previous 
topping and general decline of trees. 

I tree (Tag# 0101) is a larger Deodar Cedar in good condition located in the front yard of the 
existing house at 8280 No. I Road. However, due to conflicts with the proposed building 
envelope and requirement to rai se the elevation of the site adjacent to No.1 Road to meet flood 
construction requirements, this tree is also recommended for removal and should be replaced 
with two larger calliper conifers trees to be located on No.1 Road frontage. This specific 
recommended replacement planting will be required to be incorporated in the landscape plan 
submitted by the developer as part of the Development Permit application. Retention of this tree 
would generally involve removal of a minimum of four townhouse units along No. I Road 
around the tree and keeping the existing grade around the base of the tree for a 6 m (20 ft.) 
radius, which is not feasible for the proposed development. On this basis, tree replacement is 
recommended. 

Tree protection fencing on the subject site will be required to be installed around the trees to be 
retained on·site and off·site on neighbouring properties. Confirmation of installation of tree 
protection fencing to City and consulting arborist specifications is to be completed prior to any 
construction or site preparation activities on the development si te. 

3569379 
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Based on the proposed on-site tree removal, a minimum of 60 replacement trees (deciduous and 
conifers) are required to be planted on the subject site based on a 2:1 trce replacement ratio. 
Confinnatiol1 on the number of replacement trees that can be accommodated on the townhouse 
si te will be through the Development Permit application process. Ifa11 replacement trees cannot 
be accommodated on the townhouse site, a cash-in-Iieu contribution of $500 per tree is required 
for the remaining balance of replacement trees to the City's Tree Compensation Fund for off-site 
planting. 

Analysis 

Arterial Road Redevelopment Policy 
The townhouse development proposal complies with the City's Arterial Road Redevelopment 
Policy and corresponding criteria contained within the OCP on the following basis: 

• The east side of No. I Road (south of Blundell Road and North of Coldfall Road) is 
specifically identified for multi-family development in the Arterial Road Redevelopment 
Policy concept map in the OCP. 

• The subject site is located along a major arterial road serviced by public transit and is 
located approximately 525 m away from the intersection of Francis Road and No. I Road 
(Seafair Shopping Centre). 

• The consolidated lots under rezoning have a combined frontage in excess of 100 m, 
which exceeds the minimum 50 m of frontage required for townhouses along major 
arterial roads. 

• A majority of lots along this portion of No. I Road between Blundell Road and Coldfall 
Road have development potential based on existing lot width, general age of housing 
stock and multi-family OCP designation. 

• There are examples of more intensive forms of development on No. I Road around the 
development site such as the Gilmore Gardens congregate housing and church 
development to the north at the corner of No. I Road and Blundell Road. Further south, 
there are examples of older multi-family forms of development ranging from dwelling 
units arranged in duplex building forms to medium density apartments (Le., Apple 
Greene Park development). 

• The development proposal adheres to multi-family OCP requirements along arterial roads 
as 3 storey massing is limited to only units that front directly onto No.1 Road. At the 
north and south ends of the development, three storey massing is stepped down to 2 Y: 
storey massing adjacent to the side yard to the south and driveway access to the north. 
All proposed townhouse units at the east end of the site, which have direct adjacencies to 
existing single-family dwellings, arc limited to 2 storey massing with a 6 m rear yard 
setback. 

A conceptual development plan for adjacent properties has been submitted and is on file to show 
how surrounding lots have the ability to utilize the driveway access from No.1 Road 
implemented as part of this townhouse proposal. 

Future Development Permit Application and Design Review 
The proposed townhouse project is required to submit a Development Permit application for 
review and processing by staff to examine the proposal in conjunction with applicable 
Development Permit guidelines for multi-family development contained in the OCP. Processing 
of the Development Permit application to a satisfactory level is required to be completed as a 
rezoning consideration. 

3569379 
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The following are a list specific urban design and landscaping issues to be addressed in the 
forthcoming Deve lopment Permit application: 

• Finalize architectural detai ling and form and character of the townhouse buildings to 
ensure a proper fit with surrounding mix of residential land uses. 

• Develop and refine landscape plans for the fcar units to maximize opportunities for 
buffering between the townhouse and adjacent single· family dwellings while also taking 
into account existing City services in the area. 

• Design refinement of the 3 storey and 2 storey townhouse buildings to reduce overall 
massing. 

• Design deve lopment of the outdoor amenity space to maximize usability and accessibility 
to townhouse residents and examine the location of walkways providing pedestrian 
access out to No. I Road. 

• Landscape plan development to ensure sufficient replacement tree planting on the 
townhousc site and des igned to maximize use of yard space directly adjacent to 
townhouse units. 

Based on the preliminary site plan for the development submitted through the rezoning, 
variances requested through the forthcoming Development Permit application will be required 
for 28 tandem parking stall s located in 14 of the townhouse units. Additional variances 
identified through the processing of the Development Pennit application wi ll be reviewed by 
staff. 

Financial Impact or Economic Impact 

None. 

Conclusion 

The application to rezone 8200, 8220, 8280 and 8300 No. I Road to Low Density Townhouses 
(RTL4) in order to permit development ofa 28 unit townhouse development complies with ocr 
criteria for the resident ial redevelopment along arterial roads. Specific issues re lated to vehicle 
access, setbacks and adjacency to neighbouring single-family lots have been addressed. The 
consolidated list of rezoning considerations is contained in Attachment 7, which must be 
completed prior to final adoption of the rezoning bylaw. In addition to the rezoning application, 
the next development application will be the Development Permit application that will be 
submitted by the proponent in the near future. 

1--. ~ 
Kevin Eng 
Planner 1 

KE:cas 
Attachment 1: Location Map 
Attachment 2: Conceptual Development Plans 
Attachment 3: Development Application Data Sheet 
Attachment 4: Public Correspondence 
Attachment 5: Shadow Diagram 
Attachment 6: Tree RetentionIProtection and Removal Plan 
Attachment 7: Rezoning Considerations Concurrence 
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RZ 11-596490 
Original Date: Ol1l 2!l2 

Amended Date: 04/07/ 12 

Note: Dimensions are in METRES 
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City of 
Richmond 

Development Application Data Sheet 
Development Applications Division 

RZ 11-596490 Attachment 3 

Address : 8200, 8220, 8280 and 8300 NO. 1 Road 

Applicant: Applicant Name 

Proposed 
8200 No. 1 Road - Kraftsmen Homes 

Owner: 
8220 No. 1 Road - Kraftsmen Homes 

To be determined 8280 No. 1 Road - P. Tessmer/A. Avery 
8300 No. 1 Road - X. Liu 

Site Size (m2
) : 

5,329 m (combined lots) 5,288 m (after road 
dedication) 

Land Uses : 
Sing le-family residential 28 unit row-density 

townhouse development 

OCP Designation: General Neighbourhood Residential No change - Complies 
Specific - Low Density Residential 

Zoning: Single-Detached (RS1 /E) low Density Townhouses 

Number of Units: 4 single-family dwellings 28 townhouse units 

On Future 
I 

Bylaw Requirement 
I 

Proposed I Variance Subdivided Lots 

Floor Area Ratio: Max. 0.6 FAR 0.59 FAR none permitted 

Lot Coverage - Building: Max. 40% 39% none 

Lot Size (min. dimensions): 
Min. 50 m frontage 100 m frontage 

none Min. 35 m deoth 45 m to 64 m deoth 

Setback - Front Yard (m): Min. 6 m 6m none 

Setback - North Side Yard (m): Min. 3 m 3m none 

Setback - South Side Yard (m): Min. 3m 3m none 

Setback - Rear Yard (rn): Min. 3m 6 m none 

Height (m): 12 m 10m none 

Off~street Parking Spaces 
Regu lar (R) I Visitor (V): 

2 (R) and 0.2 (V) per unit 56 (R) and 6 (V) per unit none 

Off-street Parking Spaces - Tolal: 62 62 none 

Tandem Parking Spaces: Not permitted 28 tandem stalls Variance 
reauested 

Amenity Space - Indoor: Min. 70 m or cash-in-lieu $28.000 
($1 ,000 per unit) none 

Amenity Space - Outdoor: 6 m per unit 168 m none 

Other: Tree replacement compensation required for loss of significant trees. 
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PUBLIC CORRESPONDENCE 
ATTACHMENT 4 

Dear Kevin Eng, as property owners at 8311 Coldfall Court we are quite concerned 
about the type of redevelopment that will occur along #1 Rd from 8300 heading 
north toward the Flemming Property. Our backyard faces directly into t he 
backyard of the 8300 # lRd property . This has been our family home for 33 yrs 
and we very much love the neighborhood consisting of single dwelling homes no 
higher than the current two stories. Although we realize that change is 
inevitable, we would like to express some of our concerns so that change can be 
influenced in a positive way . 
Currently to access the 8300 # 1 Rd property, you must drive down a short steep 
driveway. If this property we~e to be redeveloped as part of a larger complex we 
fear drainage could be a big issue as the land would likely be leveled off by 
elevating it, l eaving our backyard at a lower gradient, thus susceptible to water 
accumulation. 
We value our privacy and the sunlight we get, which al l ows our gardens to 
flourish providing fresh fruits, vegetables and flowers during the spring, summer 
and fall months. Building a high multifamily complex behind our property would 
certainly ruin our privacy and greatly impact the amount of sunlight we rel y 
upon for our garden . Also, with the heavy traffic along #lRd , increasing the 
housing density concerns us as it is not a safe environment for youngsters to 
play in and it just adds to the traffic in an already congested area. 
Along with increased population density comes increased noise pollution. 
Citizens need to be able to rest and relax in their backyard in a peacefu l 
environment - this is very important for one ' s emotional health . We also value 
the green space and would really be disappointed to see the hedge that borders 
our property torn down along with the other trees that exist on the future 
developmental properties. 
When we initially bought our property here , we did so knowing we would be living 
in a single dwelling family neighborhood. Although many of our new immigrants 
find living in compact multidwelling units to be spacious , that is not how we are 
accustomed to living in our neighborhood. A multifamily complex development 
impacts all of us long-term in the neighborhood, and it saddens us to feel that 
all we have worked for , is being destroyed by the big business of property 
development . It is such a shame to see perfectly good homes torn down so that 
double or triple the number of family dwellings can be built on the same sized 
lots . Ideally, if redevelopment is to take place we would much prefer to see 
only single dwelling homes to a maximum of two stories on those sites. 
Our family hopes these concerns are clear and not misunderstood . We feel 
everyone can live together if the project is tastefully planned with 
consideration given to the input of residents currently living in the 
neighborhood . Thank you for taking the time to read this email . 

Yours, 

The Steed Family 

Sent from my iPad= 
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Mr. Kevin Eng, 

Policy Planning Division, 

Richmond City Hall, 

6911 No.3 Road, 

Richmond, B.c' 

V6Y 2C1 

Serge and Margaret Milaire 

8280 Coldfall Court, 

Richmond, s.c, V7C4X3 

604-275-1076 

Re: Rezoning and redevelopment proposal on No. One Road including 8200, 8220 and adjacent 

properties recently added. 

The proposed development of 18 townhouses will forever change the current pleasant 

character of our single family neighbourhood. While we understand the property developer 

wanting a significant financial return on his investment, his interest in our area is only short 

term. By adding more people and vehicles into this small area, we and especially our neighbours 

on the boundary ofthis property will be the ones having to deal with the long term effects. 

The street located directly across from this property, Pacemore Avenue, is the access point to 

No.1 Road for many of the residents living west of No.1 Road. Without a proper traffic signal 

controlling the flow of traffic and pedestrians, the addition of many vehicles moving into and 

out of this new development wilt significantly increase the potential for accidents and injury. A 

recent pedestrian death on Feb. 16th 2012 near this location illustrates the hazards of this busy 

crossroads. 

Ideally, we would expect single family homes to be built on smaller lots, similar to what is on the 

west side of No.1 Road. We hope that you will consider the long term interest of Richmond 

residents' first and the developers' interest as secondary. 

Please turn down this redevelopment as proposed and keep our neighborhoods' livability in 

mind for present and future families. 

Sincerely, 

Serge and Margaret Milaire 
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Eng, Kevin 

From: out west [jtrichmond@telus.net] 

Sent: Monday, 12 March 2012 3:32 PM 

To: Eng, Kevin 

Subject : Re: Emailing: 8291 ColdfaU Court Kaczor 

Hi Kevin, 

Thank you for letting us know that you received the letter from our 
neighbour that I emailed you. 

I see a coloured peg out on the lawn of 8220 # 1 RD, the Fleming 
property and saw a surveyor there within the last 2 weeks. 1 hope this 
peg is not a proposed set back, because it seems much too close to our 
back yard . Also, I had the opportunity to see the backyard of 8291 
Coldfall Court, Lorraine and Richard's property. I can see that all of 
the neighbours on our side of the cul-de-sac have deep back yards and 
maintain some privacy in spite of houses behind them that front # 1 Road. It 
really makes a difference to have a deep back yard, unlike our property 
at 8251 Coldfall Court. 

Ifany proposal were to be approved, a significant set back from our 
back yard is essential to ensure that our property val ue, and the 
privacy and enjoyment of our property is not sacrificed in order to 
allow large profits to a developer. 

Page 1 of2 

There are other suitable alternatives for the proposed zoning of the property lhat could also maintain 
the principle in the Community Plan, that is, for higher density on arterial roadways. For 
example, four single family homes in a cul~de-sac configuration would 
respect the single family zoning that has been in place for the entire 
time of our residency and would be an appropriate response to many of 
the concerns we have identified for our property (i .c. shallow back yard) at 8251 Colldfall CbUli 

I hope the City of Ridunond can recognize that a single family zoned 
approach is best. If a modest rnulti~family approach is approved a significant 
setback must be mandatory for any property that sides or backs onto our property. 

Are there any meetings, council meetings or proposals etc. set or going 
forward that we should be aware of? Before any proposal goes forward it 
is essential that the City of Richmond addresses the full set of 
concerns we have identified. 

Thank you. 
Regards, 
Jim and Teri Barkwell 
604-275-4810 

From : Eng, Kevin 
Sent: Monday, March 12, 2012 10 :26 AM 

2012-03-13-
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To: Out West; Wendy Steed; !I@[garet milaire ; Rosie Rosie; la-Ann Steed 
SUbject: RE: Emailing: 8291 Cotdfall Court Kaczor 

Good Morning, 

Attached letter received - Thanks. 

Kevin Eng 
Policy Planning 
City of Richmond 
P: 604-247-4626 F: 604-276-4052 
keog@richmond,ca 

From: Out West [mailto:jtrichmond@tetus.net} 
Sent: Friday, 9 March 2012 6:07 PM 
To: jtrichmond@tetus.net; Eng, Kevin; 'Wendy Steed'; margaret milaire; Rosie Rosie; Jo-Ann Steed 
Subject: Emailing: 8291 Coldfall Court Kaczor 

Hi Kevin, 

Lorra ine and Richard Kaczor asked me t o email you their letter of their concerns. 

Regards, 

Teri Barkwell 

8251 Coldlall Court 
Richmond, Be V7C 4X3 

20 12-03-13 

Page 2 of2 
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February 15, 2012 

Dear Kevin Eng: 

Re: Concerns regarding rezoning and redevelopment proposal on # 1 Road 
at 8200 and 8220 and addit ional properties on No.1 Road 

Thank you very much for taking the time to meet with us and educate liS on how the 
process works and sharing the proposed plan with us. 

We have a few concerns that we would like to address so that the plan can proced in a 
harmonious fashion . 

We have a semi-private backyard and the CUlTcot plan envis ions multiple second story 
windows overlooking OliT backyard - the loss of privacy to us will be increased 
additionally if the land is elevated. To address these concerns, we would like to see the 
side adjacency set-back increased fl0m 4.5m to 6m. We would also like the elevation 
change reduced to the minimum amount possible. We are also asking for the least 
number of windows possible to be overlooking our yard as s ince the back of the proposed 
townhouses will be directly overlooking our backyard. 

Please keep us infonned of any meetings, changes or new information regarding these 
properties or any additional properties added to the proposaL 

. Kind regards, 

Dawn & Millan Patel 
8271 Cold fall Court, Richmond 
dawnpatei@gmail.com 
604-271-9470 

CNCL - 297



February 15,2012 

Dear Kevin Eng: 

Re: Major concerns regarding rezoning and redevelopment proposal on # 1 Road 
at 8200(the Fleming property) and 8220, from the owners of 8251 Coldfall 
Court: 

This is to advise you that we, the homeowners of 8251 Coldfall Court, are 
completely opposed to the rezoning and proposed redevelopment of the 
property behind 8251 Coldfall Court, at 8200 (the Fleming property) and 8220 
# 1 Road. 

For over 20 years we have lived in a quiet cui -dc-sac in an area zoned for 
single-family residential use . This includes the two properties behind OUT 

home. OUf home is not near any commercial or multi-family zoned properties. 
The lot behind us is approximately equidistant from the intersections or 
Blundell and Francis, and is therefore in an area where it could be expected 
that no large commercial or multi-family zoning would take place. The 
zoning rules passed in recent years for major roadways have resulted in some 
densification in our area along # I Road by virtue of narrower lots for newly 
built single family residences. This is an acceptable and appropriate 
approach to increasing density while maintai ning the suburban character 
appropriate to an area zoned for single-family res idences. 

The purchaser of the Fleming property paid an amount consistent with 
redevelopment of that property into two or three single-family residences. 
This would be an acceptable outcome, consistent with the spirit of the 
zoning for higher density in appropriate areas along a major west Richmond 
roadway. Allowing a fundamental rezoning of the property to allow a large 
number of intrusive multi-storey, multi-family buildings would destroy the character of 
the single family zoned area, including our cul-de-sac, and is completely inappropriate 
and highly objectionable . If approved by the City of Richmond, it would also be an unfair 
means of enriching the developer through unjustifiable zoning changes, to the financial 
detriment of all nearby residents, including us. It is our intention to use all means 
possible to prevent this completely unacceptable outcome. 

As longstanding tax paying residents of Richmond we ask that you keep us 
updated on any proposed changes, meetings, proposals, planning committees 
and Council meetings etc. by email at jtrichmond@te lus.netordirectly by 
mail regarding the development property know as the "Fleming property" on 
8200 and 8220 # I Road. 

There are multiple speci fic objections that can be identified, in addition 
to the general objections noted above. 
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The Fleming property that backs on to our back yard is an anomaly and nol 
consistent with depth sizes on other major arterial roads in Richmond. That 
is, most lots on arterial roads are not as deep as the Fleming property at 
8200 # 1 Road. The lot depth raises fundamental issues that are problematic 
not only for a proposed redevelopment and rezoning of this lot but it also 
creates unique issues/problems for 8251 Cold fall Court. 

There are several privacy concerns. Our house on 8251 Coldfall Court is set 
far back and has a shallow back yard due to the lot being "pie shaped" with 
a narrow [TOntage. This was as approved by the City of Richmond, consistent 
with single family zoning in the entire surrounding area of our property. 
Therefore, the back of the house does not have a deep back yard and most of 
our back yard would be in close proximity to any structures/dwellings of a 
proposed townhouse development. This would significantly diminish our 
enjoyment and privacy of our property, and could dramatically undermine the 
property value. Consequently, allowing such high density would enrich the 
developer at the expense of existing homeowners. A minimum requirement 
would be to ensure that any dwellings are at least 40 feet from our 
property. The depth of the Fleming property easily allows this outcome. 

A critical concern relates to drainage. With the high water table in 
Richmond, and with the configuration allowed when our property was built, 
any development process that results in an elevation of lands above the 
existing levels could create severe water damage to our home and on our 
property. We understand that there have been several court cases over the 
years with similar scenarios. We do not intend to allow development 
approaches that create financial and health issues. You are reminded that 
we have resided in this home for over 20 years and that the current land and 
building configurations were approved by the City of Richmond. Any 
development approaches that undermine the value of our property or 
enjoyment will be vigorously contested in whatever manner is possible. 

In addition to the setback requirement noted above there are numerous other 
details that would have to be agreed upon prior to even considering a large 
redevelopment proposal. The drainage issue is most significant. Some form 
of perimeter drainage around the whole land site and including individual 
drainage for each unit so that there wi ll be no drainage issues for 
properties in the area would be required at a minimum, as would a wrinen 
guarantee from the City of Richmond accepting liability for any subsequent 
water drainage issues. Important but lesser considerations include the 
right type of landscaping on the Fleming property, set back far enough so 
that lighting levels are not appreciably diminished and to maintain suitable 
privacy in keeping with expectations in an area zoned for single·family 
dwellings. 
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A potential development with 18 town homes potentially translates into 36 
vehicles on the site if each homeowner has a minimum of2 vehicles; however 
there is a potential for many more vehicles if each homeowner has children 
or other family members of driving age. This creates pollution and 
congestion issues for the remaining homeowners who should be able to expect 
a different outcome in an area zoned for single-family residences. The 
height of buildings in a single famil y zoned area is important for retaining 
the character and quality of the neighbourhood. Consequently it is expected 
that any buildings on the Fleming site would be single or two story. If two 
story, the required setback as noted above is even more critical. The 
property currently has only one single story building that is set back fTom 
our property line by well over 100 feet. 

The increased density in the middle of the block between Francis and 
Blundell could create other concerns ' in regard to traffic accidents & 
injuries to school age children and others crossing at Pacemore. We are 
aware of serious pedestrian injuries at that general location already. This 
form of densificat ion is not appropriate to our area and is not supported. 
Congestion and safety concerns along # 1 Road are already reaching critical 
levels. This proposal would exacerbate those issues. 

In summary, we strongly oppose this proposed redevelopment. It is highJy 
inappropriate in an area of single-family residences. It is very likely to 
cause financial hardship and to detract from the personal enjoyment all 
residents of single-family zoned areas in Richmond are entitled to expect. 
There are also significant potential health and safety issues. The City of 
Richmond would be li able for any such losses. We expect to use all 
availab le means to prevent this highly inappropriate proposal from 
proceeding. 

If you wish to further discuss our concerns or to offer solutions to the 
issues raised we look forward to hearing fTom you. 

Sincerely, 

Jim and Teri Barkwell 

8251 Coldfall Court 
Richmond, BC V7C 4X3 
604-275-4810 
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City of 
Richmond 

Address: 8200, 8220, 8280 and 8300 No. 1 Road 

ATTACHMENT 7 

Rezoning Considerations 
Development Applications Divis ion 

6911 No.3 Road, Richmond, Be V6Y 2C1 

File No.: RZ 11-596490 

Prior to final adoption of Zoning Amendment Bylaw 8929 , the developer is required to complete the 
following: 
I. Consolidation of all the lots into one development parcel (which wi ll requi re the demolition of the existing dwellings). 

2. 0.41 m (to be confinned by a BCLS) road dedication along the entire No. I Road frontage of the subject site to 
faci litate a 1.5 m grass & treed bou levard and 1.5 m concrete sidewalk along the consolidated subject site's No. I 
Road frontage. 

3. Registration ora flood indemnity covenant on title. 

4. Discharge of the legal agreement (Covenant AA217274) registered on title fo r 8200 No.1 Road. 

5. Registration ofa Public-Rights-of-Passage Statutory-Right-of-Way and/or other legal agreement, over the internal 
driveway access to No. I Road and interna l drive-aisle to allow for futu re access for properties to the north and south 
upon redevelopment. 

6. Registration of a Public-Rights-of-Passage Statutory-Right-of-Way (pROP SR W) and/or other legal agreement, over 
a 1.5 m wide by 9 m length area adjacent to No. I Road on the subject development site for the purposes of 
accommodating a new concrete bus pad and shelter. The exact location of the PROP SR W is to be detennined 
through the Servic ing Agreement* design process for fron tage works. 

7. Registration ofa legal agreement on title prohibiting the conversion of the tandem parking area into habitable space. 

8. City acceptance of the developer's offer to voluntarily contribute $0.75 per buildable square foot (e.g. $22,250) to the 
C ity's public art fund. 

9. Contribution of $ 1,000 per dwelling unit (e.g. $28,000) in-lieu of on-site indoor amen ity space. 

10. C ity acceptance of the developer'S offer to voluntarily contribute $2.00 per bui ldab le square foot (e.g. $67,350) to the 
City's affordab le housing fund. 

11 . City acceptance of the developer's offer to voluntarily contribute $22,000 fo r bus stop shelter improvements. 

12. The submission and process ing of a Development Penn it* completed to a level deemed acceptable by the Director of 
Development. 

13. Enter into a Servicing Agreement* for the design and construction of frontage works along No. I Road, site analysis 
for storm and sanitary site connections and impact assessment for all on-site townhouse related development works on 
existing sanitary sewer services within existing SR W's on the subject site. Works include, but may not be limited to: 

a) A 1.5 m (5 ft.) grass and treed boulevard and 1.5 m (5 ft) concrete sidewalk along the subject sites No. I Road 
frontage. 

b) New bus pad along the No.1 Road frontage and within the registered PROP SR Won the development site. 

Prior to Development Permit Issuance, the developer must complete the following requirements: 
I. Submission of a Landscape P lan and accompanying bond/security that includes the following: 

a) A minimum of 60 rep lacement trees (mix of deciduous and conifers) incorporated into the Landscape Plan. Two 
of the replacement trees are required to be large calliper conifer trees located along the No . I Road frontage of the 
development site. If required replacement trees cannot be accommodated on-site, a cash-in-lieu contribution in 
the amount of$500 per tree to the City'S Tree Compensation Fund for off-site planting is required. 

3569379 
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Prior to Building Permit Issuance, the developer must complete the fo llowing requirements: 
1. Submission of a Construction Parking and Traffic Management Plan to the Transportation Division. Management 

Plan shall include location for parking for services, deliveries, workers, loading, application for any lane closures, and 
proper construction traffic controls as per Traffic Control Manual for works on Roadways (by Ministry of 
Transportation) and MMCD Traffic Regulation Section 01570. 

2. lncorporation of accessibility measures in Building Pem1it (BP) plans as determined via the Rezoning and/or 
Development Permit processes. 

3. Obtain a Building Permit (BP) for any construction hoarding. If construction hoarding is required to temporarily 
occupy a public street, the air space above a public street, or any part thereof, additional C ity approvals and associated 
fees may be required as part of the Building Permit. For additional information, contact the Building Approvals 
Division at 604-276A28S. 

Prior to a ny construction, demolition or site prepa ration activities on the development site, installation of 
a pp ropria te t ree protection fencing to City and consulting a rborists spccifications around a ll t rees to be retai ned 
and provision of tree protection fencing on th e subj ect site fo r off-site t rees on ncighboring properties is required 
to be completed. 

Note: 

• 
• 

This requires a separate application. 

Where the Director of Devclopment decms appropriate, the preceding agreements are to be drawn not only as personal covenants 
of the property owner but also as covenants pursuant to Section 219 oflhe Land Title Act. 

All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall have priority over all such liens, charges and encumbrances as is 
considered advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements to be registered in the Land Title Office shall, unless the 
Director of Development detennines otherwise, be fully registered in the Land Title Office prior to enactment of the appropriate 
bylaw. 

The preceding agreements shall provide security to the City including indemnities, warranties, equitable/rent charges, letters of 
credit and withholding pennits, as deemed necessary or advisable by the Director of Development. All agreements shall be in a 
fonn and content satisfactory to the Director of Development. 

• Additional legal agreements, as determined via the subject development's Servicing Agreement(s) and/or Development Pennit(s), 
and/or Building Pennit(s) to the satisfaction of the Director of Engineering may be required including, but not limited to, site 
investigation, testing, monitoring, site preparation, de-watering, drilling, underpinning, anchoring, shoring, piling, pre-loading, 
ground densification or other activities that may result in settlement, displacement, subsidence, damage or nuisance to City and 
private utility infrastructure. 

Signed Copy on File 

Signed Date 
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City of 
Richmond 

Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 
Amendment Bylaw 8929 (RZ 11-596490) 
8200, 8220, 8280 AND 8300 NO. 1 ROAD 

The Council of the City of Richmond enacts as fo llows: 

Bylaw 8929 

1. The Zoning Map of the City of Richmond, which accompanies and forms part of Richmond 
Zoning Bylaw 8500, is amended by repealing the existing zoning designation of the 
following area and by designating it LOW DENSITY TOWNHOUSES (RTL4) 

P.I.D. 008-971 -978 
South Half Lot 309 Section 23 Block 4 North Range 7 West New Westminster District Plan 
52748 

P.W.009-939-008 
Lot 17 Except: Part Subdivided by Plan 53609; Section 23 Block 4 North Range 7 West 
New Westminster District Plan 14449 

P.W.003-927-679 
North Half Lot 717 Section 23 Block 4 North Range 7 West New Westminster District Plan 
51164 

P.W.004-185-587 
Lot 717 Except: The Northerly Portion, Section 23 Block 4 North Range 7 West New 
Westminster District Plan 51164 

2. This Bylaw is cited as "Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 8929". 

FIRST READING 

A PUBLIC HEARJNG WAS HELD ON ON'" 
RICHMOND 

APPROVEO 

SECOND READING lor cOt\t, nt by 

THIRD READING 

DEVELOPMENT REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED 

ADOPTED 

3H093S 

orl~i! 
/I 

APPROVED 'ot toogalily 

. 
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