
Time: 

Place: 

City of 
Richmond 

Development Permit Panel 
Wednesday, May 11, 2016 

3:30p.m. 

Council Chambers 
Richmond City Hall 

Minutes 

Present: Joe Erceg, Chair 
Cathryn Volkering Carlile, General Manager, Community Services 
Robert Gonzalez, General Manager, Engineering and Public Works 

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

Minutes 

It was moved and seconded 
That the minutes of the meeting of the Development Permit Panel held on April 27, 
2016, be adopted. 

CARRIED 

1. Development Permit 15-708397 
(File Ref. No.: DP 15-708397) (REDMS No. 4981603) 

5008594 

APPLICANT: Townline Gardens Inc. 

PROPERTY LOCATION: 10780 No.5 Road I 12733 Steveston Highway 

INTENT OF PERMIT: 

1. Permit the construction of two (2) 8-storey residential buildings and one (1) 4-storey 
residential building at 10780 No. 5 Road and 12733 Steveston Highway on a site 
zoned "Commercial Mixed Use (ZMU18)- The Gardens (Shellmont)"; and 

2. Vary the provisions of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 to: 

(a) Increase the maximum height over a parkade structure from six (6) storeys and 
25.0 m, to eight (8) storeys and 26.9 m; and 

(b) Allow a permitted projection of 1.8 m for unenclosed balconies into the side 
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yard (north) setback. 

Applicant's Comments 

Patrick Cotter, ZGF Cotter Architects, Inc., provided background information on the 
proposed development, noting that: (i) the subject application is the third and final phase 
of the overall master-planned development, (ii) the proposed two eight-storey concrete 
buildings were originally designed as six-storey wood frame buildings but no increase in 
height and volume was made, (iii) the two eight-storey buildings accommodate the 
unutilized permitted densities in earlier phases, (iv) the third phase is sited in the center of 
the site and does not impact neighbouring properties, (v) the mechanical penthouses in the 
two eight-storey buildings are located as far back as possible from the 'Agricultural Park' 
to the north, (vi) the projection of unenclosed balconies further into the north side setback 
would provide animation to the north elevation while also increasing natural surveillance 
into the park, and (vii) the four-storey Building F adjacent to the eight-storey building 
(Building E2) steps down to three stories along the interior courtyard. 

In response to a query from the Panel, Steve Jedreicich, Townline Group of Companies, 
confirmed that the unused permitted densities in Phases 1 and 2 were utilized in Phase 3 
of the overall development. 

Jennifer Stamp, Durante Kreuk Ltd. Landscape Architecture, briefed the Panel on the 
overall landscaping scheme for the proposed development and highlighted the following: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

there is a generous Riparian Management Area (RMA) setback along the eastern 
edge ofthe subject site; 

a qualified environmental professional (QEP) engaged by the applicant has prepared 
a landscaping plan for the RMA; 

should a small portion of the northeast comer of the site be expropriated by the 
Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure (MoTI) for infrastructure 
undertakings, it would have a minimal impact on the development of the subject site 
but would affect the vegetation in the RMA; and 

the main landscaping features for the subject development include (i) cedar hedging 
and thorny plantings in the Agricultural Landscape Buffer Area in the north, (ii) a 
barrier-free pedestrian mews and ramp that connect to the future public park to the 
north, (iii) a park overlook area, and (iv) a common amenity garden for Buildings 
Eland E2. 

Panel Discussion 

In response to a query from the Panel, Mr. Jedreicich commented that should MoTI 
proceed with its planned infrastructure improvements, the RMA landscaping plan may 
have to be significantly redesigned depending on the potential extent of highway widening 
required. 
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In response to queries from the Panel, Mr. Jedreicich and Mr. Cotter confirmed that (i) the 
proposed number of affordable housing units complies with City requirements, (ii) 
improvements to the City-owned childcare facility will need to be completed prior to the 
occupancy of the proposed development, and (iii) a dog wash facility is provided in the 
proposed development. 

In response to further queries from the Panel, Ms. Stamp advised that (i) a pedestrian path 
is provided along the north side of Building F, (ii) the proposed amenity garden contains a 
water feature, simple sheet of lawn, summer flower garden, children's play area and 
dining area, (iii) the summer flower garden may be temporary as this area on the site could 
potentially be a future urban agriculture area, and (iv) there is a barrier-free access from 
the north side of the development to the amenity area. 

In response to a query from the Panel regarding the sustainability features of the project, 
Mr. Cotter advised that project's main strategy to achieve energy efficiency is through 
thermally efficient exterior wall detailing of the proposed buildings. 

Staff Comments 

Wayne Craig, Director, Development, advised that (i) staffis supportive of the requested 
variances, (ii) 16 affordable housing units are provided in the proposed development, with 
the majority of these units being two- and three-bedroom units, (iii) the noise study 
submitted by the applicant indicates compliance with Canada Mortgage and Housing 
Corporation's (CHMC) noise standards, (iv) the landscaping plan for the RMA along the 
eastern edge of the site is separate from the overall landscaping plan for the proposed 
development, and (v) improvements to the City-owned childcare facility are covered by a 
legal agreement to ensure facility completion by the applicant prior to occupancy of any 
buildings in the subject phase. 

In reply to a query from the Panel, Mr. Craig further advised that (i) details on planned 
infrastructure undertakings by MoTI have not yet been finalized, (ii) should the MoTI 
undertakings impact the proposed buildings on the subject site, the subject application 
would have to be brought back to the Panel and Council, and (iii) changes to landscaping 
within the RMA as a result of Mo TI undertakings will be the responsibility of the 
applicant. 

Correspondence 

None. 

Gallery Comments 

None. 

Panel Discussion 

The Chair acknowledged support for the project, noting that the details have been well 
thought -out. 
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Panel Decision 

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

1. Permit the construction of two (2) 8-storey residential buildings and one (1) 4-
storey residential building at 10780 No. 5 Road and 12733 Steveston Highway on 
a site zoned "Commercial Mixed Use (ZMU18) - The Gardens (Shellmont) "; and 

2. Vmy the provisions of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 to: 

(a) Increase the maximum height over a parkade structure from six (6) storeys 
and 25.0 m, to eight (8) storeys and 26.9 m; and 

(b) Allow a permitted projection of 1.8 mfor unenclosed balconies into the side 
yard (north) setback. 

CARRIED 

2. Development Variance Permit 16-721776 
(File Ref. No.: DV 16-721776)(File Ref. No.: Xr. TE 16-721775) 

APPLICANT: TM Mobile Inc. (Telus) 

17080 Cambie Road PROPERTY LOCATION: 

INTENT OF PERMIT: 

1. Vary the provisions of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 to increase the maximum 
accessory structure height in the "Agriculture (AG 1 )" zoning district from 20 m 
(65.6 ft.) to 30 m (98.4 ft.) in order to petmit the installation of a 
telecommunications antenna tower at 17080 Cambie Road; and 

2. Richmond City Council grant concurrence to the proposed telecommunications 
antenna tower for the site located at 17080 Cambie Road. 

Applicant's Comments 

Jon Luegner, TELUS Real Estate and Government Affairs, with the aid of a visual 
presentation (attached to and forming part of these Minutes as Schedule 1 ), provided 
background information on the proposed development and highlighted the following: 

• 

• 

• 

the applicant is proposing to install a 30-meter antenna tower within a 1 00-square 
meter fenced compound to be located within a 30-hectare farm and adjacent to 
Highway 91 to replace an existing tower located within the vicinity, located at 4060 
No.7 Road; 

Telus and the owners of the existing site were unable to agree on te1ms after the 
expiration of the lease agreement; 

the existing tower will be removed after the expiration of the lease agreement; 
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the applicant is requesting Council's concurrence to the proposed development as 
well as applying for a development variance permit as Richmond Zoning Bylaw 
allows a maximum height of20 meters for an accessory structure in the subject site; 

the subject site is located outside of the adjacent Riparian Management Area (RMA) 
to the south and within the footprint of an existing farm road, thereby minimizing 
encroachment on agricultural land as much as possible; 

the proposed tower has a slender monopole design with flush-mounted antenna as 
opposed to the existing lattice frame tower which is more obtrusive and visible; 

Tel us service levels within the coverage area of the existing tower are expected to 
improve with the installation of the proposed tower; 

Transport Canada and NA V Canada have confirmed that markings and lighting are 
not required for the proposed tower; 

the applicant has complied with Innovation, Science and Economic Development 
Canada's (ISED) public consultation process and the City's public notification 
requirements; 

the City's Agricultural Advisory Committee (ACC) has considered and endorsed 
the proposed development; 

the applicant engaged the services of an agrologist and consulted with NA V 
Canada to address ACC's comments regarding the proposed tower's potential 
impact to aerial application of fertilizer in nearby cranbeny fields and the use of an 
"un-published" air strip located immediately to the east of the subject site; and 

Transport Canada has confirmed that the proposed tower would not require 
additional painting and marking if it is sited at least 40 meters from the center line 
of the air strip to the east. 

Panel Discussion 

In response to a query from the Panel, Mr. Luegner confirmed that the applicant is willing 
to accommodate the concerns of the owner of the adjacent property to the east regarding 
the proximity of the proposed tower to the air strip. He added that subject to the direction 
of the Panel and the report of the geotechnical study, the proposed tower and compound 
could be moved as far south as possible, with the southern fence of the compound abutting 
theRMA. 

Staff Comments 

Mr. Craig confirmed that staff have recently met with the applicant and the owner of the 
adjacent property to the east regarding concerns on the proximity of the tower to the air 
strip, noting that (i) the cunent location of the proposed tower does not require additional 
painting, (ii) moving the tower and compound further south would not require additional 
variances and is supp01ied by the City's Environmental and Sustainability staff. 
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In response to a further query from the Panel, Mr. Craig advised that the applicant is also 
proposing to plant native species in lieu of cedars in the RMA area at the south side of the 
compound. 

Correspondence 

None. 

Gallery Comments 

Todd May, Co-Chair of the City's Agricultural Advisory Council and a farmer in the 
subject area, expressed concern regarding the original siting of the tower and compound 
which encroach on a farmed area and will potentially impact the operation of the fixed­
wing aircraft currently providing aerial application of fertilizer to majority of farms in the 
area. 

Mr. May advised that he suppmis the proposal to move the tower and compound as far 
south as possible to mitigate safety concerns associated with the operation of the fixed­
wing aircraft operating in the air strip immediately to the east of the subject site. 

Also, Mr. May clarified that (i) the airstrip located immediately to the east of the subject 
site is a recognized private aerodrome by Transport Canada, and (i) should the proposed 
tower be moved to the north, Transport Canada would require additional marking and 
lighting for the tower. 

Panel Discussion 

In response to a query from the Panel, Mr. May stated that he would understand if 
geotechnical conditions would not warrant the movement of the proposed tower to the 
south. 

In response to a query from the Panel, Mr. Craig advised that Panel may provide direction 
to staff to include the proposed changes to the development as conditions prior to Council 
consideration of the subject development application. He further advised that the subject 
application could be brought back to the Panel if the proposed changes could not be made 
due to geotechnical considerations. 

In response to a further query from the Panel, Mr. Craig commented that the subject 
application does not need to go back to the City's Agricultural Council Committee as the 
proposed changes do not increase the height of the tower and size of the compound. 

Panel Decision 

It was moved and seconded 
1. That a pevelopment Variance Permit be issued which would vary the provisions 

of Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500 to increase the maximum accessory structure 
·height in the "Agriculture (AGl)" zoning district from 20 m (65.6 ft.) to 30 m 
(98.4 ft.) in order to permit the installation of a telecommunications antenna 
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tower at 17080 Cambie Road subject to the applicant undertaking the following: 

(a) move the proposed tower and foundation as far south as possible; 

(b) shift the proposed 10-meter by 10-meter compound for the tower to the south 
to be immediately adjacent to the Riparian Management Area (RMA); 

(c) replace the cedars to be planted on the south side of the compound with 
native species; 

2. That the subject application be brought back to the Development Permit Panel for 
further consideration should the geotechnical study being conducted by the 
applicant finds the above changes not feasible; and 

3. That Richmond City Council grant concurrence to the proposed 
telecommunications antenna tower for the site located at 17080 Cambie Road 
subject to the above actions to be undertaken by the applicant. 

CARRIED 

3. New Business 

It was moved and seconded 
That the Development Permit Panel meeting tentatively scheduled for Wednesday, May 
25, 2016 be cancelled. 

4. Date of Next Meeting: June 15, 2016 

5. Adjournment 

It was moved and seconded 
That the meeting be adjourned at 4:31p.m. 

Joe Erceg 
Chair 

CARRIED 

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 11, 2016. 

Rustico Agawin 
Auxiliary Committee Clerk 
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T E LU S® 

Relocation of TEL US 
Wireless Infrastructure: 
No. 7 Rd/Cambie 

TE 16-721775 

DV 16-721776 

City of Richmond 

Development Permit Panel 
Meeting: May 11, 2016 
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T E LU S® 

Agenda 

1-. Summary of Proposal 

2. Why the Installation is Required 

3. The subject site and design 

4. Existing TELUS infrastructure and effects on coverage 

~ 

5. Overview of Consultation Process 

6. Questions 
!l)wo-"* 

• 



T E LU S® 
A Relocation of Existing Wireless Infrastructure 

• Currently TELUS has a 26.8m 
self-support lattice tower located 
at 4060 No. 7 Road . 

• Existing tower has been up since 
the early 1990s. 

• At the end of the term of the Right 
of Way agreement, TEL US and 
the owners were unable to reach 
mutually agreeable terms to 
continue operations at the current 
location. 

• A new location for the cellular 
infrastructure was acquired in 
2015 to replace this tower being 
approx. 850m away. 

• New Monopole Tower with flush 
mounted antenna proposed at 
17080 Cambie Road being 30m 
in height. 



T E LU S® 

The Subject and Site Attributes - 17080 Cambie Road 

• Zoned Agriculture (AG-1) where accessory structures 
permitted to 20m in height 

• Development Variance sought to permit accessory 
structure height to be 30m 

• The subject site bounded to the north and south by 
Cambie Road and Hwy 91, is predominately is utilized for 
growing cranberries and some sewage crops such as corn 
and hay 

• An irrigation ditch runs north/south through the centre of 
the property, being directly west of the proposed tower 
location 

• Extensive and existing roads throughout the property 
allow for access to the proposed tower 

• Immediately surrounding the tower - corn and hay 
cultivation 

• To the north, east, and west the subject property is 
surrounded by other agricultural uses and predominately 
cranberry bogs all being zoned AG-1 

• Mayfair Lakes golf course is located south of the subject 
property and zoned GC 



T E LU S® 

Site and Tower Design 
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T E LU S® 

Site and Tower Design continued 
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T E LU S® 

Proposed Wireless Tower Design- Photo Renderings* 

On Hwy 91 Looking W (445m from Tower) On Hwy 91 Looking NE (?Om from Tower) 
Before After Before After 

*Note Photo Renderings are visual approximations only, where the actual tower may appear somewhat 
different if and when constructed . 



Existing Infrastructure 

**Note the above is not a reflection of actual coverage but a visual representation of infrastructure locations based 
on relative heights of that infrastructure to display the interconnection between the infrastructure that is part of 
TELUS' network in the area. 

T E LU S® 

• BC1875- 14.9m 
• BC0670- 14.9m 
• BC0591- 20m 
• BC1204 -45m 
• BC1178- 46m 
• BC0524- 36m 
• BC0023- 33m 

• BC1046-26.8m 
• BC2871- 30m 



T E LU S® 

Service Level Aligned with Existing Infrastructure 

Service Level with current installation Service Level when moved 

Confidential: Information contained within this map is restricted and meant for internal use only. 
Disclaimer: The is a prediction map and must not be considered as exact representation of the actual signal strength. 
The actual coverage map can only provide based on the signal measurement after the site is built and on-air. 
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Proximity to unpublished runway 
T E LU S® 

• Unpublished private 
runway is located on the 
adjacent property to the 
east of the subject 
(highlighted in red) 

• Center of the proposed 
tower is approximately 
42.6m from the center line 
of the runway 

• Transport Canada has 
confirmed that no 
additional painting/marking 
would be required -
provided the tower is at 
least 40m from the center 
line of the runway 

• NAV Canada provided that 
the CANADA Flight 
Supplement (CFS) is the 
official publication that 
contains all aerodromes 
that are listed with 
Transport Canada. This 
runway is not published in 
that publication 



Other Locations Considered 
T E LU S® 

• Location 1 and 2 -
Extension of Golf Course 
Netting Support (rejected 
by owner) 

• Location 3 - Monopole 
location proposed in 
farming operational space 
(rejected by owner) 

• Location 4 - Monopole 
location to absorb section 
of Cranberry field (rejected 
by owner) 

• BC2871 - proposed 
location chosen as 
majority of site is located 
on existing roadway and 
least disruptive on crop 
production 

• BC2871 approx. 850m 
from Existing Location 
(BC1046) 



Wireless Trends 
• More wireless users than ever before - restricts access to wireless networks 

• Driven by the proliferation of smartphones- community members, business, 
. visitors and consumers are utilizing wireless data at unprecedented levels 

• People have come to expect- as a basic utility requirement- high quality 
wireless coverage and data speeds within their communities 

• Improved service gives better access to emergency responders (outdoors, 
indoors, fires, floods etc.) 

• Without the addition of wireless sites, service will deteriorate 

Smartphone 

E-reader/ tablet 

Laptop 
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•Monthly Basic Mobile Phone Data Traffic 
Source: Cisco Visual Networking Index Mobile 2012 

T E LU S® 

More 
households have 
wireless devices 
than land lines 



T E LU S® 

Health & Safety 

• Industry Canada requires that all antenna installations comply with Health Canada's Safety Code 6 Guidelines 

• The consensus among Canadian health organizations and the scientific community is that wireless antennas are safe 


