City of

Development Permit Panel
Wednesday, November 30, 2011

Time: 3:30 p.m.

Place: Council Chambers
Richmond City Hall

Present; Joe Erceg, Chair

Robert Gonzalez, General Manager, Engineering and Public Works
Dave Semple, General Manager, Parks and Recreation

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 Wednesday,
November 16, 2011, be adopted,

CARRIED
Development Permit 10-538908
(File Ref. No.: DP 10-538908) (REDMS No, 3360997)
APPLICANT: Doug Massie, Architect of Chercover Massie & Associates
Lid.
PROPERTY LOCATION: 8851 Heather Street

INTENT OF PERMIT:

1. To permit the construction of a two-storey building for a licensed child care facility
for approximately 60 children at 8851 Heather Street on a site zoned Assembly
(ASY); and

2. To vary the provisions of Zoning Bylaw 8500 to:

a) reduce minimum interior side yard from 7.5 metres to 1.2 metres;
b) reduce the minimum public road parking sctback from 3 metres to 1.5 metres;

c)  permit 54% small car parking spaces on a site with less than 31 parking spaces
(8 small car parking spaces of total 15 spaces).
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Applicant’'s Comments

Doug Massie, Architect, Chercover Massie & Associates Architecture and Engineering,
spoke on behalf of the applicant and provided the following details regarding the proposed
two-storey child care facility, for approximately 60 children, located on Heather Street:

the first time the proposed development was presented to the Development Permit
Panel was on July 13, 2011, and November 30, 2011 is the second time the proposed
development is being considered by the Development Permit Panel ;

the subject site previously featured a small church building, and the site’s “assembly
use” zoning permits a child care facility usage;

off-street parking spaces are provided, and the playground is situated in the rear yard
of the proposed facility;

at an open house meeting hosted by the applicant, seven neighbourhood residents
attended and the project was discussed;

the zoning is intended for larger sites and will not accommodate a building; the
request to vary the interior side yard is to enable the site to accommodate a building;

the request to reduce the minimum public road parking setback is to provide the
required parking spaces and to accommodate screening landscape elements to be
neighbour-friendly;

the applicant (i) will know the identity of those who use on-site parking 1ot, and (ii)

. can control the on-site parking lot, so no problems are anticipated;

the applicant has experience with three daycare centres in Richmond and put
considerable study into daycare parking accumulation; the parking area
configuration and vehicle traffic flow for the Heather Street facility will work well;
and

unlike drop offs and pick ups at preschools, where there is congestion due to all of
the parents being there at the same time, typically, arrival and departure times for a
child care facility are spread over a two hour period, such as 7:00 a.m. and 9:00 a.m.
for drop off, and 3:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m. for pick up, so the number of cars should not
create a major problem.

Panel Discussion

Discussion ensued between the Panel and Mr. Massie and the following information was
provided:

in response to a query regarding the proposed size of the child care facility, Mr.
Massie advised that the square footage of the proposed 2-storey bulldmg is roughly
consistent with the size of a single-family residence;
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in response to a query regarding details of the on-site parking spaces, Mr. Massie
noted that the 15 parking spaces meet the bylaw requirements, with 9 parking spaces
earmarked for the child care staff members; further, his experience with other child
care facilities indicates that staff use public transit, or car pools, and that arrival times
vary so that 15 spaces is likely to be more than enough;

with regard to the open house meeting, attended by seven neighbourhood residents,
concerns included: (i) Heather Street traffic issues; (ii) changes to the neighbourhood,
(iii) the open ditch on the east side of the street; and (iv) privacy issues impacting
adjacent neighbours;

to address the issue of privacy, Mr. Massie advised that glazed pancls were applied to
the second floor balcony rail to provide sound proofing;

the facility can accommodate a total of 36 toddlers (aged 1 to 3 years), and 24
children (aged 3 to 5 years);

changes made to the landscape design since July, 2011 include: (i) an increase in the
amount of a retained existing hedge; and (ii) hedge infill with a lattice and climbing
plants, which will add privacy and some sound proofing;

the size of the proposed building, upon completion, would roughly be the equivalent
of the size of a residence on a Richmond single family lot of this size; and

the area surrounding the outdoor play area is generously landscaped.

In response to queries from the Chair regarding landscaping, Mr. Rajinder Singh,
Landscape Designer of Van Der Zalm and Associates Landscape Architecture firm,
advised that:

the surface parking area would be surrounded with six trees plus a cedar hedging, and
a transition to a bioswale, to help with onsite water direction;

low shrubbery would terrace down from the height of the cedar hedging, and then
drop down to ground cover;

as the trees mature, they would provide shade;

on the north side of the proposed building a gravel base was proposed with no access,
and on the south side of the proposed building, no landscaping elements are
proposed; and

along the front of the subject site a low fence, and low shrubs of equal height, is
adjacent to the sidewalk, but the view for drivers is not obstructed by the fence or the
shrubs.

The Chair directed a query regarding the north side of the proposed building to Mr.
Massie, who responded that windows are a feature of that side of the structure, but they
are not aligned with windows in the adjacent residence.
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Staff Comments

Brian J. Jackson, Director of Development, advised that if this was a single family
development, a larger floor area would be allowed on the subject site, and that the site
provides the potential for two residences, each of them large.

Mr. Jackson then referenced the Panel’s decision of July 13, 2011 when it asked for a
consultation with residents of the neighbourhood, and an examination of on-site parking
and manoeuvring, as well as pedestrian and vehicle traffic on Heather Street. He stated
that the subsequent report advises that parking is adequate, and the surface parking area
allows for manoeuvring by vehicles.

Mr. Jackson concluded his remarks by advising that staff supports the application and the
requested variances.

Gallery Comments

Raj Johal, 8880 Heather Street submitted (i} a copy of a letter dated July 7, 2011, (ii) a
petition, and (iii} photographs (attached to these Minutes as Schedule 2) to the Panel and
spoke in opposition to the proposed building.

Mr. Johal made the following points:

o the proposed building is too big, its presence would impact the liveability of
neighbours, Heather Street is too narrow and should not be a two way street but
should be a one way street, and neighbours want to see something other than a child
care centre on the site;

° the ditch that fronts Heather Street presents a safety hazard and neighbours want it
covered and a sidewalk installed; it is not appropriate for a City to have an open
ditch beside Dolphin Park;

@ the former church was used one day a week, but a child care centre is used five
days a week, with two high activity periods each day, when children are dropped
off and later picked up;

. the applicant’s request for variances imposes on the neighbour to the south of the
subject site;

. if the permit is approved, conditions should include no sireet parking at any time if

two way traffic is allowed on Heather Street; and

. he did not attend the open house meeting, his brother, also a resident of the
neighbourhood, attended and although his brother advised that he understood City
Transportation staff would contact neighbours regarding traffic calming measures,
no contact has been made.,

Mr. Johal queried whether the City has different zoning for a child care centre than it does
for a school.

In response to the query, Mr. Jackson advised that a licensed child care facility falls under
Provincial legislation, and does not qualify as a school. He added that the applicant’s
proposal fits within the existing zoning on the subject site.
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In response to the Chair’s request that Transportation staff comment on the concern
expressed, Donna Chan, Manager, Transportation Planning, provided the following
advice:

o  Transportation staff will conduct a survey in the neighbourhood in December, 2011,
and will gather information regarding support for traffic calming, and if the idea is
supported, traffic calming measures will be implemented in 2012;

o  aspeed survey conducted by Transportation staff in April, 2010 confirmed speeds
on Heather Street exceeded the posted speed limit, and that traffic calming measures
could remedy the situation;

o the applicant will complete the sidewalk along their Heather Street frontage to
connect to the existing sidewalk on either side, and this will keep pedestrians off the
street for this portion of Heather Street;

e  on-street parking in front of the subject site is limited to one, or maybe two spaces,
due to driveways and the presence of fire hydrants;

e there is sufficient space for two cars to pass on Heather Street, but where there are
parked cars on the shoulder, room is limited; and

o  Transportation staff does not see a need for additional “No Parking” signage along
the Heather Street frontage, but if will be monitored.

In response to a query, Mr. Jackson advised that “No Stopping” signs will be added along
the east side of Heather Street.

A resident of Dolphin Avenue addressed the Panel and spoke in opposition to the
application, He expressed concern that his small children are endangered by the traffic
conditions along Dolphin Avenue and Heather Street. He stated his belief that there
should be one way streets in the neighbourhood. He concluded his remarks by saying that
a child care facility that can accommodate 60 children is too big.

Correspondence
Yih-Shin Hsu and Shu-Chen Chen Hsu, 8875 Heather Street (Schedule 1)

Mr. Jackson noted that the correspondents expressed concern regarding: (i) the
narrowness of Heather Street; (ii) the danger of the ditch along Heather Street; (iii)
insufficient parking spaces for the proposed facility; and (iv) the effect a noisy child care
facility has on a quiet neighbourhood.

Raj Johal, 8880 Heather Street (Schedule 2)

Panel Discussion

With regard to the request to reduce the interior side yard, the Chair queried what the
applicant would do to buffer the proposed building from neighbours’ homes.

Landscape Designer Mr. Singh advised that:
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e some lattice work could be added, some vines planted along the bottom, and as the
vegetation grew, it would provide buffering; and

e there may be room for a type of evergreen that grows quite narrow to be added to the
landscaping plan.

The Chair asked if similar landscaping elements could be added to the south side of the
subject site where an open deck is planned, and Mr. Singh responded that the same
elements could be added there, leaving openings for gates, a feature required for
accessibility,

The Chair stated that he supports the application but that prior to the application going
forward to a future Council meeting, he wanted the applicant to address the side yard on
the landscaping plan, with a combination of structure, plantings, trees, and to ensure that
the changes meet staff’s satisfaction,

Panel Decision

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

1. Permit the construction of a two-storey 'building Jor a licensed child care facility
Jor approximately 60 children at 8851 Heather Street on a site zoned Assembly
(ASY); and

2. Vary the provisions of Zoning Bylaw 8500 to:
a) reduce minimum interior side yard from 7.5 metres to 1.2 metres;

b) reduce the minimum public road parking setback from 3 metres to 1.5
metres;

¢) permit 54% small car parking spaces on a site with less than 31 parking
spaces (8 small car parking spaces of total 15 spaces).

CARRIED
Development Permit 10-557920
(Filo Ref. No.: DP 10-557920) (REDMS No. 3333749}
APPLICANT: W.T. Leung Architects Inc.
PROPERTY LOCATION: 9099 Cook Road
INTENT OF PERMIT:
1. Support the Transportation (Construction) Management Plan attached to this report;
and
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Permit the construction of approximately 142 units, of which seven (7) will be
secured as affordable housing, within a 16-storey high-rise residential tower, a six-
storey mid-rise building, 11 two-storey townhouse units with ground level entry,
and an enclosed parking structure on a site being rezoned to “High Rise Apartment
(ZHR9) — North McLennan (City Centre).

Applicant’s Comments

Mr. Tam, Architect, W.T. Leung Architects Inc., provided the following information for
the proposed 16-storey high-rise residential tower, the six-storey mid-rise building, and
the 11 two-storey townhouse units at a location where Cook Road intersections Garden
City Road:

the high-rise and mid-rise towers combined provide 142 residential units;

the high-rise tower was specifically designed to respond to the site by providing
relief for views for residents currently living near the subject site, and to minimize
the impact of shadowing on surrounding structures;

the high-rise tower is situated to maximize view opportunities for residents of
“Hampton Court” with south facing units, and the tower’s design results in a
narrow southern building profile;

light coloured materials are proposed for the middle of the high and mid-rise
fowers;

four accent colours provide texture; visual interest is created for pedestrians below
balconies by applying a colour fo the underside of balconies, a different colour for
each stack of balconies;

a greenway path is planned for the castern edge of the subject site, to provide
greenway, pedestrian and bicycle network connections for the neighbourhood;

a landscaped boulevard will be provided along Garden City Road, and completion
of the north side sidewalk on Cook Road, west of Garden City Road to Cooney
Road, is planned;

a new pedestrian crosswalk will be infroduced to facilitate movement across Cook
Road;

the proposed development meets all on-site bylaw parking requirements;
a contribution will ensure an upgrade to area traffic signals;

20% of the proposed bicycle spaces are dedicated to co-op bikes, and 25% of
parking spaces will have electrical outlets for charging vehicles;

to address concerns expressed by residents of the neighbourhood, at the July 26,
2011 Public Hearing, the comprehensive Transportation (Construction)
Management Plan includes, among other features, an off-site parking lot for trades
and construction personnel, with a shuttle service to transport workers to the site;
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. a construction loading station will be on the site, so that surrounding streets are not
adversely affected;

. the indoor amenity area includes space for private functions, as well as exercise
equipment;

. the outdoor amenity space is located on the fourth floor, and includes a garden
system, two children’s play areas with rubberized surface, and a water feature;

& the indoor amenity area has a green roof, and is south facing with sunshades;

» other sustainability features include coatings on windows, low flow plumbing

fixtures, an irrigation system, and extensive soft landscaping features that reduce
the amount of storm run-off;

. 11 enhanced accessible units are included in the project, and they include blocking
in washrooms for future grab bars, door frames that are wider than the norm, lever
handles for faucets, and a large turning radius for wheelchairs;

. there are seven affordable housing units in the project, and four of them are two-
storey townhouses suitable for families; and

» the applicant is working with the City’s Public Art Coordinator on details regarding
inclusion of on-site public art.

Gerry Eckford, Principal, Eckford Tyacke and Associates, added that: (i) there will be a
loading stall at the south east corner of the subject site; (ii) four existing trees are being
retained, including two large existing trees at both the north east and north west corners,
providing significant screening at those two points; and (iii) relocation of two trees into
the greenway corridor.

Panel Discussion

A brief discussion ensued between the Chair and Mr. Lim regarding two healthy trees
located at the centre of the subject site that would be relocated within the north-south
greenway corner, a greenway that is at grade.

In response to a query regarding the outdoor amenity space, Mr, Eckford noted that the
design is based on the artist Claude Monet’s water-themed works, and he provided the
following details:

¢  fthere is a centrally located water feature on the podium level with a water pond that
is not too deep and features filtered water; a bench overlooks the water feature;

e  the primary children’s play area is at a central location and includes chalk boards so
children can be “mini-Monets”;

¢  the undulating surface at the far end arched element is a playful element, with a
tunnel effect; and

e the focus is on creative, social play.

Discussion continued and in response to Panel queries the following information was
provided by the applicant and staff’
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o  the area for recycling bins is indoors, but bins will be moved to an outdoor loading
area, screened with landscaping elements, for pick up;

e only construction equipment loading and off-loading activities will be conducted on-
site, with all trade and construction workers being shuttled to the site, from an off-
site parking lot;

o  design of the electrical outlets used for charging cars is not yet confirmed; and

¢ the approximate cost of providing electrical outlets is $3,500 per parking stall.

Staff Comments

Mr. Jackson advised that the development application includes a Transportation
(Construction) Management Plan, and includes features such as a soon-to-be-completed
off-site parking lot for trade and construction workers.

The applicant has responded to a number of issues that were raised by area residents at the
July 26, 2011 Public Hearing. Mr. Jackson stated that the area had always been intended
for high rise residential projects, and that the applicant had worked, through the rezoning
and development permit processes, to minimize:(i) shadowing effects on adjacent towers,
and (ii) the effect on views enjoyed by current residents of other towers.

Mr. Jackson noted that another concern was related to the impact of the proposed
development on traffic patterns and parking in the area, and he noted that the
Transportation (Construction) Management Plan submitted by the applicant is the most
detailed, and non-intrusive one, staff has seen,

Mr. Jackson concluded his remarks by stating that staff is in support of the application.

In response to a query from the Chair, Mr, Jackson advised that the idea to shuttle trade
and construction workers to the site, from an off-site parking lot, is a unique idea. He
added that an office for on-site workers is to be elevated above the hoarding along Garden
City Road, to lessen the impact to pedestrians in that arca,

Gallery Comments

Naomi Desormeau, 9188 Cook Road, expressed concern that the volume of traffic would
increase as a result of the construction period, but was happy to hear that a shuttle service
would deliver workers to the site from an off-site parking lot. She queried how the
applicant would police any construction workers who did not park at the off-site parking
lot.

Advice was provided by the applicant and by City Transportation staff that: (i) the
applicant would rely on the construction workers to police themselves; (ii) the City’s
traffic bylaw limits the length of time that vehicles can be parked on the strect, and that
area residents who suspect construction workers’ cars are parked on the street can call
cither the City’s Bylaw Enforcement staff, or the non-emergency RCMP number; and (iii)
staff will ensure that before the permit is issued, the Consiruction Supervisor’s telephone
number listed in the Transportation (Construction) Management Plan is accurate.
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Mr. Jackson added that the City can stop the building permit if the City discovers that
details of the Transportation (Construction) Management Plan are being violated.

Ms. Desormeau queried whether residents of her residential building would receive copies
of the Transportation (Construction) Management Plan, and would be made aware of any
instructions the applicant receives with regard to its details,

The Chair responded and stated that the Development Permit Panel examines form and
character of proposed developments, and that it is beyond the Panel’s mandate to enforce
the Transportation (Construction) Management Plan, but that the delegate could be
furnished with a City transportation staff contact. He added that the applicant should take
the delegate’s request for written material under advisement.

Chiu Cheung, 9180 Hemlock Drive, spoke in opposition to the application and cited the
discussion that took place at the July 26, 2011 Public Hearing.

Mr. Cheung noted that speakers at the Public Hearing were concerned about too many
people, too many cars, congested traffic, and drop off/pick up issues at the existing child
care centre at the corner of Cook and Garden City Roads. He stated that many traffic
accidents take place in the neighbourhood.

Mr. Cheung stated that Alberta Road was open to the public, as a two way street, but is
now closed and Cook Road is now the only road that provides access to and from this
area.

He stated that the proposed development was too big. He then referred to the petition in
opposition to the proposed development, with 27 signatures, that he submitted (attached to
these Minutes as Schedule 7), and closed his remarks by requesting that Alberta Road be
re-opened to traffic.

Correspondence
Wei Chen and Heiko Hansen, Cook Road (Schedule 3)

Mr. Jackson noted that the correspondent does not have an objection to development that
meets bylaw requirements, but noted that high density in the neighbourhood results in a
lack of parking spaces.

Celine Zhang, Hemlock Drive (Schedule 4)

Mr. Jackson noted that the correspondent is opposed to the proposed development because
of its height, the proximity to other towers, and the number of trees to be removed.

Meng Chun, 9188 Hemlock Drive (Schedule 5)

Mr. Jackson noted that the correspondent believes that the buildings in the neighbourhood
are built in too close proximity to one another,

Yu Ning Zhan, 1106 — 6333 Katsura Street (Schedule 6)

Mr. Jackson noted that the correspondent opposed the proximity of the proposed towers to
the present tower at 6333 Katsura Street.

Chiu M. Cheung, and attached petition (Schedule 7)
10,
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Mr. Jackson noted that the petition had 27 signatures, and added that those who signed
were: (i) disappointed that Council gave the rezoning application for the proposed
development second and third readings at the July 26, 2011 Public Hearing; and (ii)
distressed by traffic problems in the Cook Road/Katsura Street area.

Mr. Jackson stated that the proposed development meets bylaw requirements,

In response to a request from the Chair Ms. Chan provided the following information
regarding traffic in the area of the proposed development:

@ the applicant has proposed more transportation management methods than are
required, and these elements will improve walkability in the area, and encourage
alternate modes of transportation for area residents; -

® the cross-walk at Cook Road is capable of handling the volume of traffic;

. sections of the area roads will be completed as a result of this proposed
development; and

° Cook Road’s sidewalk will soon be at full standard.

Mr. Jackson, in response to the Chair’s query, advised that since the July 26, 2011 Public
Hearing, at which Council requested a thorough transportation review, staff and the
applicant have completed the components of the requested review, and the submitted
Transportation (Construction) Management Plan is a result of Council’s request.

Panel Discussion

The value of the Transportation (Construction) Management Plan submitted by the
applicant was noted, and the Chair commented that the neighbourhood in question was
cited in the Official Community Plan as an area for growth, and included towers other
than the ones already built and occupied.

The Panel commented that the project was well executed, and that the proposed towers
had been arranged to minimize impact on neighbouring towers. In addition, parking is
well utilized in the area, but is not problematic.

A comment was directed to the applicant, requesting that communication take place to
make neighbours aware of the Transportation (Construction) Management Plan, and it
was stated that if the City receives calls from residents regarding developers who do not
abide by their own construction plans, City staff does follow up on those calls,

Panel Decision

It was moved and seconded
I, That the Transportation (Construction) Management Plan attached to this report
be supported; and

Wi
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2. That a Development Permit be issued which would permit the construction of
approximately 142 units, of which seven (7) will be secured as affordable housing,
within a 16-storey high-rise residential tower, a six-storey mid-rise building, 11
two-storey townhouse units with ground level entry, and an enclosed parking
structure on a site being rezoned to “High Rise Apartment (ZHRY) — North
McLennan (City Centre).

CARRIED

Development Permit 11-593370
(File Ref. No.: DP 11-503370) (REDMS No. 3396366)

APPLICANT; Oval 8 Holdings Ltd.

PROPERTY LOCATION:  PID 028 696 174 (Lot 9), PID 028-696-182 (Lot 10) and PID
028-696-191 (Lot 11)

INTENT OF PERMIT:

To permit pre-construction site preparation works on a portion of PID 028-696-174 (Lot
9), PID 028-696-182 (Lot 10) and PID 028-696-191 (Lot 11) of ASPAC’s Village Green
development which includes an area designated Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA).

Applicant’s Comments

Keven Goodearle, Environmental Scientist, Pottinger Gaherty Environmental Consultants
Ltd., made a brief presentation regarding the proposed approach for managing the
requirements associated with proposed pre-construction work on the Oval 8 Holdings site,
on a pottion of the site that is within designated Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs).
Mr. Goodearle explained that;

. the site under discussion is that of the ASPAC Village Green development,
bounded by Hollybridge Way to the west, the middle arm of the Fraser River to the
north, and Gilbert Road to the east;

. three separate ESAs have been identified on the site, and this development permit
application deals soley with ESA-1, an area that includes a riparian management
area buffer, as identified by the Department of Fisheries and Oceans;

. the development permit application is for pre-construction site preparation work,
such as site clearing and preloading, and, future development permit applications
will address actual lot development;

. the developer, ASPAC, anticipates the development of an extensive waterfront
park, the planting of a significant number of trees, and an extensive habitat
restoration adjacent to Gilbert Road and along the Fraser River waterfiont;

® the proposed phased approach to EAS-1 is to ensure that impacts to the
environment, including trees, will occur at different times;

. there are to be four phases over a five year span, from 2011 to 2016;

12.
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® a detailed habitat survey was conducted within ESA-1, with five general types of
habitants identified;
o although there was general degradation through historic land use, a significant plant

population was found to exist;

. in consultation with staff, it was determined that ESA compensation should consist
of a planted landscape area of approximately 1,832 square metres, plus tree
replacement, at a ratio of 3 for one, including one specimen tree for each removal;

o the compensation planting will include approximately 30 square metres of
enhancement along Gilbert Road when Gilbert Road is widened; and

. after work on Gilbert Road is complete, the east bank will be restored.

A brief discussion ensued regarding tree stands on Gilbert Road, and advice was given
that those will not be removed.

In response to Panel queries regarding trees that will be removed, Mr. Goodearle,
accompanied by Norman Hol, of Arbortech Consulting Lid., the project’s arborist,
remarked that:

e approximately 24 of the trees that have been designated as being in poor condition
are earmarked for a timber recovery program through milling;

. some trees are in a hazardous condition, and the plan for the removal of some trees
attributed to the Samuel Brighouse family includes provision for reusing them, and
enculturing new replacement irees from them; and

. timber recovery plans include turning them into benches for sireet furniture, or art
pieces.

In response to a final query, advice was given that the proposed closure of River Road
would be done in 2013, when a temporary road will be installed.

Staff Comments

Mr. Jackson stated that the application for this Development Permit was the result of the
applicant moving forward with prefilling the site, and that staff was in support of the
application.

He noted the amount of rigour that went into the application, and stated that it indicated
staff’s commitment to Council to present a level of detail necessary when there is a
development proposed where ESAs exist. He added that letters of credit are required for
this application to ensure the applicant follows through with stated plans regarding trees of
significance.

Mr. Jackson advised that the Panel would see the same level of rigour in future
applications as development occurs on sites to the east of the Olympic Oval.

13,
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Panel Discussion

Discussion ensued between the Panel and staff regarding when the applicant would
provide information regarding decisions about the wood from the 24 trees to be removed.

Advice was provided that: (i) at present a 30 square metre site along the east property line
would be impacted, and that other areas would be determined as part of both dike and
waterfront design improvements along the Fraser River frontage; and (ii) the forthcoming
Parks Plan would indicate environmental compensatlon and the present application
outlines financial compensation.

Further discussion ensued regarding the timing of the application, with the Panel
questioning why a development application that applies only to ESA-1 is submitted when
other development applications, applying to other on-site ESA areas, need to be
forthcoming.

Mr, Goodeatle stated that if the developer was to encroach within any one of the ESAs, an
application process was triggered, but that a holistic approach is being taken, and despite
the application referring to just ESA-1, the applicant is not restricting the scope of the
development.

Mr. Jackson noted that the coming four or five months are a critical time in the
development of the ASPAC site east of the Olympic Oval, and that preloading and
dewatering on the site must be undertaken soon, thereby necessitating the application
before the Panel.

In response to queries, Mr. Jackson advised the following:

e  Dboth the City’s Advisory Committee on the Environment, and the City’s Heritage
Commission were presented with the applicant’s rezoning plans; and

e to meet some environmental regulations on the parcel of land to the west of the
subject site, the development will use these lands after they are cleared.

Correspondence

None.

Gallery Comments

None.

Panel Decision

It was moved and seconded

That a Development Permit be issued which would permit pre-construction site
preparation works on a portion of PID 028-696-174 (Lot 9), PID 028-696-182 (Lot 10)
and PID 028-696-191 (Lot 11) of ASPAC’s Village Green development which includes
an area designated Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA),

CARRIED

14.
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5. New Business

6. Date Of Next Meeting: Wednesday, December 14, 2011

7.  Adjournment

It was moved and seconded
That the meeting be adjourned at 5:39 p.m.

Joe Erceg
Chair

3405464

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, November 30, 2011,

Sheila Johnston
Committee Clerk

15.



Schedule 1 to the Minutes of the

Development Permit

To mwsopmaht?@?m“; Pa November 30, 2010.
ftem A , ' Yih-Shin Hsu & Shu-Chen Chen Hsu
Re: - e '

TP —i0-~5H3908 8875 Heather St. Richmond, B.C.

November 29, 2011

Dear Sir and Madam,

b

My name is Yih-Shin Hsu and [ am the resident of 8875 Heather Street Richmonrd.
My family and [ moved into this quiet and beautiful residential area in May 20171.
We are slowly getting use to our new home and the surroundings but | was
troubled when my neighbors told me about the possibility of a‘Child Care facility
being build two houses down from us. [ was unable to attend the previous
council mee\_ting in person but from what I heard from my son and neighbors; our
general consensus was to oppose such facility from being built. My neighbors
presented their concerns to the city coucils in the last meeting. I was given a copy
of my neighbor's report and I agreed with each and every reason they have
stated to oppose a two-storey child care faciiity from being install into our quiet
neighborhood. 1 would like to emphasize that the width of Heather Street does
not allow for smooth passing of two regular-size sedan vehicles. The deep
_ditches along the side of Heather Street would pose as a great danger for any
pedestrian let along children. There are no sufficient parking spaces for the
proposed facility, Lastly, the noise level of a busy child-care facility would
inevitable affect the quiet tranquillity c;ur neighborhood currently enjoy. A
petition was signed by every household in our area to oppose the pefmit for
child-care facility. I sincerely wish the coucils would take our neighborhood's
concerns into account and respect our wishes to keep our residential

neighborhood from a commercially-run child-care facility.

sincerely,
Yih-Shin Hsu
Shu-Chen Chén Hsu

Panel

Meeting held on Wednesday,



Schedule 2 to the Minutes of the
| | Development Permit Panel
July 7, 2011 ‘ Meeting held on Wednesday,
November 30, 2010.

City of Ric}undnd
Planning Departrhent
DP 10-538908

We received the Notice of Application for a development permit (DP 10-538908) at 8851
Heather Street. After reviewing the notice, we the undersigned are opposed to this
Development Permit for the following reasons:

o Increased traffic tllrough this portion of Heather Street. Currently traffic
races through the park zone and combined with morning/after school traffic from
Debeck Elemcﬁ}ary there are already safety concerns. The potential of an
additional 120 car trips daily will significantly add to the congestion and safety
concerns for children, pets and the residents of Heather Street.

e Traffic flow. With the additional 120 car trips per day, what is the proposed
traffic flow? Will the cars be forced to back into Heather Street to exit the child
care facility? Will there be a drop off lane? Will traffic along Heather Street be
blocked? These all pose safety concerns for the residents of Heather Street,

e Ditches. Currently Dolphin Park has a deep ditch along Heather Street. This
results in a limited ability to have two- way traffic along that stretch. The
increased traffic significantly increases the chance of a car or child falling into the
ditch. What plans does the Developer, City or Parks Board have to mitigate this
serious safety concern?

» Lighting & sidewalks. Currently the west side of Heather Street has sidewalks
for less than ¥ of the block, with no sidewalks on the east side of Heather. Given
that there will be potential line-ups during drop off/pick up times; there is a risk
that cars will park at a distance forcing children to walk onto the road. During the
winter months, the issue is further exasperated due to the limited street lighting.

* Business vs. Residential. Our neighbourhood is a quiet single family residential
neighbourhood. Adding a business in the middle of the neighbourhood would
severely impact the make up and “feel” of our neighbourhood.

Given the above reason, we believe that this proposal seriously impacts the safety, well
being and cohesiveness of our neighbourhood. Therefore we the residents of Heather
Street are adamantly opposed to this development.
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Schedule 3 to the Minutes of the Page 1 of 1

Development Permit Panel Te Development Parmit Panel|
: Meétinl; held on Wednesday, ' Date:MﬁésQ/‘M
CityClerk November 30, 2010, ' ::t:n - ,

' ET—— DPI0-Z57920|
From: Heiko Hansen [h.hansen@yahoo,ca) '
Sent:  November 22, 2011 11:02 AM
To: CityClerk '

Subject:  Attention: David Weber Re: Development Permit DP 10-557920
Categories: 08-4100-02-02 - Development- Inquiries and Complaints - Residential

As a home owner of an adjacent property located at 9099 Cook Road we received a letter from your
department advising of an application for a development permit for that address. We do not have any
objection to any development that falls within the building bylaws of the city. ITowever, in this
particular area there is already a problem resulting from high density development resulting in not
enough parking space being Provided for home owners and visitors. I believe that a remedy for future
development could be the requirement for developers to provide double the present required space for
residential parking, At least with respect to this development and future.development there will not be
additional demands for street parking in the area. I hope the issue of street parking and lack thereof will
be a topic of discussion at the Nov. 30 Council meeting and serious debate as how to best prevent the
present problem from getting entirely out of hand.
Thank you.

Wei Chen & Heiko Hansén.

Heiko Hansen
Phone: 604-760-6500 or 604-588-9966
Email: h.hansen@yahoo.ca

11/22/2011



. To: MayorandCounciliors

Schedule 4 to the Minutes of the
Development Permit Panel
Meeting held on Wednesday,
November 30, 2010.

From: Zhang Celine [mailto:celinezhang523@gmail.com] : To Development Permit Panel
Sent: November 20, 2011 3:37 PM , Date: /0L 20, 0/

tom £
Re:
TP TE-5575.20

Subject: The problem in Richmond- written by a resident in Richmond

Dear Mayor/ Coucillors:

I am a resident in Richmond, and I have been in Richmond for more than 1 year. I love this country, as
well as our city. Richmond is really a beautiful city for people to live in. But these days, I found two

- problems that have had great bad influence in Richmond residents' wonderful lives and lives

—

of apartment residents around Garden City and Cook area.

First, there is terrible odour in almost every monring around 6am to 8am, every evening around 7pm to

10pm, and the odour became more tetrible in almost every night from 2:00am to 4am in the area around
Cook and Garden City and the area around public market. As we known people judge Vancouver is one
of the best place for humans to live in, my friends from China came here for the clean environment, but

they feel so disapponinted when they smelled that terrible odour! So do the residents in Richmond. As a
resident here, I think i have the responsibility to ask for some related department to investugate the cause
of this odour, and make Richmond people have a better life. ( I think it is because of some factories, they
discharge the odour in the early morning-and mid night. I wouder if the odour will do harm to people' s
health, because one night when I back home around 2:30am, 1 can not breath because of that terrible
smell!) ’ '

Second, I oppose to build the apartment at the northeastern corner of Cook and Garden City. [ am a
resident in a apartment in hemlock drive. We know that there are at least 6 apartments in this small area
and most of them have more than 16 floors. If the apartment built at the northeastern corner of Cook
and Garden City, that will make at least 3 apattments residents feel really bad: like one apartment
residents can not have the sunshine and view from South, one apartment residents can not have the
sunshine and view from South and West, and one apartment residents can not have the view from North.
What's worse, the area here may seems like terribly crowded. I request sincerely, my mayor and
coucillors, please consider our residents' feelings first before some departments decided to add an
apartment near our home. By the looking from upstairs, there are many trees downstairs and a beautiful
lake. around not very far place, it is really beautiful here. If we replace trees to a concrete building, we
may feel like living in a cage. )

My dear mayor and coucillors, we do have responsities to make our Richmond residents have a better
life in this beautiful country, please do not make your people here feel disappointed. We should do
something to stop that terrible odour, and we should let the apartment plan stop before they start to build
at the northeastern corner of Cook and Garden City to offer residents a good life! :

Thanks for your time and consideration. I am really looking forward for your action.
Yours

Sincerelly
Richmond Resident




Schedule 5 to the Minutes of the To Dweﬂonmom me
Development Permit Panel Date: -
Meeting held on Wednesday, ::i:n ‘
Novgmber 30, 2010. : ST T |
TO: CITY OF RICHMOND /_: sy

RE: CONSTRUCTION ON 9099 COOK RD

My name is Meng Chun Kong. As a resident of 9188 Hemlock Drive I strongly oppose to
the idea to build another high rise construction at the above location.

Since year 2005 there has been too many condos and townhouses that were built within
. several blocks in this neighborhood. This neighborhood has reached its maximum

capacity of population and constructions. Every day during the peak traffic times the

- roads are filled with packs of vehicles. Sometimes it takes more than 20 minutes to get on
to the Garden City road. In case of any emergencies that strike this neighborhood most of
the local residents will stuck here and haye less chance to survive than the others.
believe the government should always consider the people’s safety first and then the
other things.

Furthermore, if the high-rise building were to be built here, it will create persistent noise
and cause more traffic jams for at least 2 years. Since the buildings in this neighborhood
are so much close to each other, the noise will become a bigger issue than if it were at
some other areas in Richmond.

For above reasons I hope the City of Richmond will carefully study all the matters and
turn down the application of this construcyion.

Yours sincerely

November 25, 2011

MengChun
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D ™ Schedule 7 to the Minutes of the
‘% 7 Development Permit Panel
Meeting held on Wednesday,

November }97 2011 November 30, 2010,
- To: City of Richmond, Dev‘ell-opment Permit Panel,
| o |
dl
Enclosed fax is with 15 people signed petition to
against to issue and build a new high rise building

on 9099 Cook Road, Richmond.

(REF file no. DP 10-557920
REDMS: NO 3333749)

Yours truly,
C
Chiu M. Cheung
(604) 805-9945
- cmc00273@hotmail.com




To : City of Richmond Development Permit Panel, City Hall (604) 276-4395

Let our voice be heard — Petition against a development permit to be issued to Concord
Pacific, (file no.: 10-557920)

By signing below,

We, the taxpayers and residents of Richmond live in the vicinity of the proposed
construction site are opposing the city of Richmond to issue a development permit to
Concord Pacific.

The reasons for this objections are as follow:

1) On July 26, 2011 public hearing council meeting, There were more than 100 people
showed up and more than 95% of the people are opposing this rezoning plan and yet you
council members stifl approved the rezoning. This is not right, '

Also, your staff should not using the “...the neighbourhood plan, which was adopted by
Council. in 1996..” (Page 42 of staff report) as an argument to allow a new high rise
building in McLennan North. As we know, population and the environment have
changed a lot since 1996 to now 2011,

' 2) As we have stated on July 26, 2011, the traffic in the Cook Road, Katsura Street and
etc are a mess nowadays. We do not agree on your staff report (Page 43) statement:

“The McLennan North Sub-Area Plan includes a complete transportation network strategy
designed to accommodate the density-supported by the plan. Interim conditions, which
maintain adequate width for two-way iraffic, are in place in portions of the

- neighbourhood. Siniilar 1o the strategy applied in neighbourhoods throughout the City
where extensive new road networks are required, the final road width will be achieved
and introduced in association with fiture development.

Current vehicle volumes and speeds (on Katsura Road) were reviewed in a traffic study
undertaken by Transportation staff following the Public Hearing. The results are typical
of local street operation and no traffic calming measures or stop signs are recommended,
ltowever, monitoring of the area will continue.”

Everybody in our neighbourhood needs to use Cook Road as the only gateway to access.
to West side of Richmond such as Richmond Center, South Arm Community Centre,
Thompson Community Centre and etc. If you go there during school hours drop off and
pick up time, you will feel and see how busy Cook Road and Garden City Road they are.

Yours.Sincerer-,

The Undersigned: /)
: ya
Name (Printed) | Sig tute/] 4 /Tate Phone Address
Leo Kan V1/~_111/26/2011 | 778-388- 1602-9188 Hemlock Dr



To : City of Richmond Development Permit Panel, City Hall (604) 276-4395

Let our voice be heard — Petition against a development permit to be issued to Concord
Pacific. (file no.: 10-557920)

' By signing below,

We, the taxpayers and residents of Richmond live in the vicinity of the proposed
construction site are opposing the city of Richmond to issue a development permit to

Concord Pacific.
The reasons for this objections are as follow:"

1) On July 26, 2011 public hearing council meeting, There were more than 100 people
showed up and more than 95% of the people are opposing this rezoning plan and yet you
council members still approved the rezoning, This is not right.

Also, your staff should not using the “...the neighbourhood plan, which was adopted by

- Council. in 1996..” (Page 42 of staff report) as an argument to allow a new high rise
building in MeLennan North, As we know, population and the environment have
changed a lot since 1996 to now 2011.

2) As we have stated on July 26, 2011, the traffic in the Cook Road, K_atsura Street and
etc are a mess nowadays. We do not agree on your staff report (Page 43) statement:

“The McLennan North Sub-Area Plan includes a complete transportation network strategy
designed to accommodate the density supported by the plan. Interim conditions, which
maintain adequate width for two-way traffic, are in place in portions of the
neighbourhood. Similar to the strategy applied in neighbourhoods throughout the City
where extensive new road networks are required, the final road width will be achieved
and introduced in association with future development.

" Current vehicle volumes and speeds (on Katsura Road) were reviewed in a traffic study
undertaken by Transportation staff following the Public Hearing, The results are typical
of local street operation and no traffic calming measures or stop signs are recommended;
however, monitoring of the area will continue. ”

Everybody in our neighbourhood needs to use Cook Road as the only gateway to access
to West side of Richmond such as Richmond Center, South Arm Community Centre,
Thompson Community Centre and etc. If you go there during school hours drop off and
pick up time, you will feel and see how busy Cook Road and Garden City Road they are.

Yours Sincerely,

The Undersigned:
Name (Printed) Signature. Date Phone Address
Bernard Lo " 3z ~4-11729/11 | 604-518-6820 | 1707-9188 Hemlock Dr
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To : City of Richmond Development Permit Panel, City Hall (604) 276-4052 (FAX)

' (604) 276-4395 (TEL.)
Let our voice be heard — Petition against a development permit to be issued to Concord
Pacific. (file no.: 10-557920)

By signing below,

We, the taxpayers and residents of Richmond live in the vicinity of the proposed
construction site are opposmg the city of Richmond to issue a development permit to
Concord Pacific.

The reasons for this objections are as follow:

1) On July 26, 2011 public hearing council meeting, There were more than 100 people
showed up and more than 95% of the people are opposing this rezoning plan and yet you
council members still approved the rezoning. This is not right.

Also, your staff should not using the “...the neighbourhood plan, which was adopted by
Council. in 1996..” (Page 42 of staff report) as an argument to allow a new high rise
building in MclLennan North. As we know, population and the environment have
changed a lot since 1996 to now 2011.

2) As we have stated on July 26, 2011, the traffic in the Cook Road, Katsura Street and
etc are a mess nowadays. We do not agree on your staff report (Page 43) statement:

“The McLennan North Sub-Area Plan includes a complete transportation network strategy
designed to accommodate the density supported by the plan. Interim conditions, which
maintain adequate width for two-way traffic, are in place in portions of the

neighbourhood. Similar to the strategy applied in neighbourhoods throughout the City
where extensive new road networks are required, the final road width will be achieved

and introduced in association with future development.

Current vehicle volumes and speeds (on Katsura Road) were reviewed in a traffic study
undertaken by Transportation staff following the Public Hearing. The results are typical
of local street operation and no traffic calming measures or stop signs are recommended,
however, monitoring of the area will continue.”

Everybody in our neighbourhood needs to use Cook Road as the only gateway to access
to West side of Richmond such as Richmond Center, South Arm Community Centre,
Thompson Community Centre and etc. If you go there during school hours drop off and
pick up time, you will feel and see how busy Cook Road and Garden City Road they are.

Yours Smceerely,

The Undersigned:
Name (Printed) | Signature - | Date Phone Address
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To : City of Richmond Development Permit Panel, City Hall (604) 276-4052 (FAX)

: o N . ' (604) 276-4395 (TEL.)
Let our voice be heard -- Petition against a development permit to be issued to Concord
Pacific. (file no.: 10-557920) '

By signing below,

We, the taxpayers and residents of Richmond live in the vicinity of the proposed
. construction site are opposing the city of Richmond to issue a development permit to
Concord Pacific. '

The reasons for this objections are as follow: |

1) On July 26, 2011 public hearing council meeting, There were more than 100 people .
showed up and more than 95% of the people are opposing this rezoning plan and yer you
council members still approved the rezoning, This is not right.

Also, your staff should not using the “...the neighbourhiod plan, which was adopied by
Council, in 1996.." (Page 42 of staff report) as an argument to allow a new high rise
building in McLernan North. As we know, population and the environment have
changed a lot since 1996 to now 2011.

2) As we have stated on July 26, 2011, the traffic in the Cook Road, Katsura Street and
. etc are a mess nowadays. We do not agree on your staff report (Page 43) statement:

“The McLennan North Sub-Area Plan includes a complete transportation network steatesty

- designed to accommodate the density supporied by the plan. Interim conditions, which -
maintain adequate width for two-way traffic, are in place in portions of the '
neighbourhood. Similar to the strategy applied in neighbourhoods throughout the City
where extensive new road networks are reguired, the final road width will be achieved
and introduced in association with future development. -

Current vehicle volumes and speeds (on Kaisura Road) were reviewed in a traffic study
undertaken by Transportation staff following the Public Hearing. The results are typical
of local street operation and no traffic calming measures or stop signs are recommended;
however, monitoring of the area will continue.”

Everybody in our neighbourhood needs to use Cook Road as the only gateway to access
to West side of Richmond such as Richmond Center, South Armi Community Centre,
Thompson Community Centre and etc. If you go there during school hours drop off and
pick up time, you will feel and sce how busy Cook Road and Garden City Road they are.

Yours Sincerely,

The Undersigned:

Name (Printed) | Signature Date Phone _Address _
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