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Regular Council meeting for Public Hearings

Place:

Present:

Absent:
Call to Order;

PH15/11-1

Tuesday, December 15, 2015

Council Chambers
Richmond City Hall

Mayor Malcolm D. Brodie
Councillor Chak Au
Councillor Derck Dang
Councillor Carol Day
Councillor Alexa Loo
Councillor Bill McNulty
Councillor Linda McPhail
Councillor Harold Steves

Michelle Jansson, Acting Corporate Officer

Councillor Ken Johnston

Mayor Brodie opened the proceedings at 7:00 p.m.

RICHMOND ZONING BYLAW 8500, AMENDMENT BYLAW 9291
(RZ 14-674043)

(Location: 7180 Railway Avenue; Applicant: Landcraft Homes Ltd.)
Applicant’s Comments:

The applicant was available to respond to queries.

Written Submissions:
(a) Jaswant Bhopal, 9291 Gormond Road (Schedule 1)

(b)  Vladimir Charvat, 7155 Lindsay Road (Schedule 2)

Submissions from the floor:
None.
It was moved and seconded

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9291 be given
second and third readings.

CARRIED
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2. RICHMOND ZONING BYLAW 8500, AMENDMENT BYLAW 9491
(RZ 11-578758)
(Location: 6571/6573 No. 4 Road; Applicant: Anwer Kamal)
Applicant’s Comments:
The applicant was available to respond to queries.

Written Submissions:
None.

Submissions from the floor:
None.
PHI15/11-2 It was moved and seconded

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9491 be given
second and third readings.

CARRIED

3.  RICHMOND ZONING BYLAW 8500, AMENDMENT BYLAW 9500
(ZT 15-710092)
(Location: 7400 River Road; Applicant: City of Richmond)
Applicant’s Comments:
The applicant was available to respond to queries.

Written Submissions:
None.

Submissions from the floor:
None.
PH15/11-3 It was moved and seconded

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9500 be given
second and third readings.

CARRIED
PH15/11-4 It was moved and seconded
That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9500 be adopted.
CARRIED
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4. RICHMOND ZONING BYLAW 8500, AMENDMENT BYLAW 9503
(ZT 15-710920)
(Location: 2760 Sweden Way; Applicant: Pacific Land Resource Group
Inc.)
Applicant’s Comments:

The applicant was available to respond to queries.

Written Submissions:
(a)  Michael Cukoff, 6 Staples Avenue, Richmond Hill, ON (Schedule 3)

Submissions from the floor:
None.
PH15/11-5 It was moved and seconded

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9503 be given
second and third readings.

CARRIED

5. RICHMOND ZONING BYLAW 8500, AMENDMENT BYLAW 9504
(RZ 15-693376)
(Location: 10340 Odlin Road; Applicant: CIS Homes Ltd.)
Applicant’s Comments.
The applicant was available to respond to queries.

Written Submissions:
None.

Submissions from the floor:
None.
PH15/11-6 It was moved and seconded

That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9504 be given
second and third readings.

CARRIED
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6. RICHMOND ZONING BYLAW 8500, AMENDMENT BYLAW 9505
(RZ 15-703150) :
(Location: 9131 Steveston Highway; Applicant: Maryem Ahbib)

Applicant’s Comments:
The applicant was available to respond to queries.

Written Submissions:

(a)  Qaiser Igbal, Naureen Qaiser, Anandraj Dorairaj, and Nisha Cyril, 9093
and 9097 Steveston Highway (Schedule 4)

(b) Anandraj Dorairaj, and Nisha Cyril, 9097 Steveston Highway
(Schedule 5)

(¢) Jianxing Zhuo, 9091 Steveston Highway (Schedule 6)
(d)  Jie Feng, 9091 Steveston Highway (Schedule 7)

(e)  Qaiser Igbal and Naureen Qaiser, 9093 Steveston Highway (Schedule
8)

()  Memorandum, Director of Development, November 19, 2015
(Schedule 9)

(g) Qaiser Igbal, Naureen Qaiser, Anandraj Dorairaj, and Nisha Cyril, 9093
and 9097 Steveston Highway (Schedule 10)

(h) Wing Lam, Wai Li, and Peter Tsang, 9099 Steveston Highway
(Schedule 11)

(1)  Qaiser Igbal, 9093 Steveston Highway (Schedule 12)

) Memorandum, Director, Development, December 10, 2015 (Schedule
13)

(k)  Qaiser Igbal, 9093 Steveston Highway (Schedule 14)

() Peter Tsang, Wing Lam, and Wai Li, 9099 Steveston Highway
(Schedule 15)

(m) Alex Sweezey, Goodwin and Mark LLP (Schedule 16)
(n)  Qaisar Igbal, et al., 9091-9099 Steveston Highway (Schedule 17)
(o)  Qaiser Igbal, 9093 Steveston Highway (Schedule 18)

(p) Qaiser Igbal, Naureen Qaiser, Taha Qaiser, and Yusra Qaiser, 9093
Steveston Highway (Schedule 19)
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(Q)  Nisha Anand, 9097 Steveston Highway (Schedule 20)

(r)  Anandraj Dorairaj and Nisha Cyril, 9097 Steveston Highway (Schedule
21)

Submissions from the floor:

Peter Tsang, 9099 Steveston Highway, expressed concern that the width of
the proposed driveway is insufficient to accommodate two vehicles travelling
in opposite directions, resulting in congestion on Steveston Highway and the
increased risk of a vehicular accident. The proximity of the proposed -
driveway to a bus stop and cyclists presents additional risks.

Mr. Tsang suggested that access to 9131 Steveston Highway be provided by
extending the rear access lane east to Mortfield Gate, rather than directly onto
Steveston Highway., Mr. Tsang provided examples of other housing
developments that provide access through a rear lane rather than directly to an
arterial road.

Discussion ensued regarding the access to the four neighbouring properties
and the safety of the proposed driveway directly accessing Steveston
Highway.

Staff confirmed that the rear lane connecting to Mortfield Gate would be
constructed when the properties are redeveloped which would enable the
dedication of the road allowance. The four properties currently with rear lane
access were subdivided from one large lot where access through a rear lane
was a condition of the approval of the subdivision.

Anandraj Dorairaj, 9097 Steveston Highway spoke in opposition to the
application, commenting that the anterior lane adjacent to his property has not
reached Steveston Highway after many years. No effort has been made to
implement a permanent solution to provide access to the adjoining properties.
Mr. Dorairaj remarked that there should be fewer driveways directly
accessing Steveston Highway and causing congestion in front of residences.

Nisha Cyril, 9097 Steveston Highway requested that the City construct the
rear lane access to the properties and require future developers to reimburse
the City for the $1 million cost when the properties are redeveloped.

There was discussion on the need to expropriate property in order to obtain
the required road allowance to construct the rear lane at this time. Staff
advised that when the four properties (9091 to 9099 Steveston Highway)
come forward for rezoning and subdivision, they will be required to provide
the land for an eastbound extension of the existing City-owned lane. Council
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requested that staff flag the properties to the south of the existing lane to
require the expropriation of the back six metres of the property when a
demolition permit application is received.

Discussion continued regarding whether the six metre setback requirement
under the existing zoning would be sufficient if a large home were to be
constructed on the corner lot on the north side of Mortfield Gate. Staff was
questioned whether any development enquires have been received on the
corner lot.

Staff confirmed that a latecomer agreement would require a developer to
compensate the City for the construction of the lane, within 15 years of its
initial construction.

PH15/11-7 It was moved and seconded
That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9505 be given
second and third readings.

CARRIED
ADJOURNMENT
PH15/11-8 It was moved and seconded
That the meeting adjourn (8:05 p.m.).
CARRIED

Certified a true and correct copy of the
Minutes of the Regular meeting for Public
Hearings of the City of Richmond held on
Tuesday, December 15, 2015.

Mayor (Malcolm D. Brodie) Acting Corporate Officer
(Michelle Jansson)

4847062



Schedule 1 to the Minutes of the
Public Hearing meeting of
Richmond City Council held on

MayorandCouncillors Tuesday, December 15, 2015.
From: Webgraphics To Public Hearing
Sent: December-06-15 10:41 AM pete: Ve c 1S /1S

To: MayorandCouncillors itam # {

Subject: Send a Submission Online (response #909) R@f} @0 R&e\w&n ﬁ\;’f,
Categories: 12-8060-20-9291 (RZ 14-674043)

Send a Submission Online (response #909)

Survey Information

itle: | Send a Submission Online

RL: | http/cms richmond.ca/Page1793.aspx .~

" Submission Time/Date

12/6/2015 10:40:30 AM

Survey Response

Your Name

Jaswant Singh Bhopal

Your Address

9291 Gormond Road, Richmond BC V7E 1N6

Subject Property Address OR

Bylaw Number

7180 Railway Ave, Richmond BC

Comments

Bylaw 8500, Amendment 9291 (RZ14-674043). |
am writing this letter in regards to the public notice
sent by the David Weber of the City of Richmond.
The City of Richmond intends to pass a bylaw to
amend the Zoning Bylaw for the property at 7180
Railway Ave. | would like to express my opinion
against such intentions in our community, This
particular area is adjacent to condominiums and
townhouses. | have a propetty at 7160 Railway
Ave that | hope would eventually be used for
condominiums/townhouses. Developing 7180
Railway in to two single family homes would
prejudice future higher density condo development
in this area. This area is ideal for being near bus
stops, schools and community centres, which our
growing community needs. We have invested in
the development of townhomes and condos in this
area already. 7180 Railway is being proposed for
two single family homes. It makes little sense to

1




develop that property for TWO homeowners only,
when this block is more suitable for higher density
development. Therefore, I'm against the proposal.




MayorandCouncillors

Schedule 2 to the Minutes of the | Te Public Hearing
Public Hearing meeting of |Date:Dec [S/IS

Richmond City Council held on jitem # -
Tuesday, December 15, 2015. Re:_71 Koala, Avel

K2 14-619093

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Categories:

Send a Submission Online (response #912)

Survey Information

Webgraphics

December-15-15 4:04 PM
MayorandCouncillors

Send a Submission Online (response #912)

12-8060-20-9291 (RZ 14-674043)

Site: | City Website

Page Title:  Send a Submission Online

URL: : hitp:/fems.richmond.ca/Page1793.aspx

Submission Time/Date: | 12/15/2015 4:02:44 PM

Survey Response

Your Name

Viadimir Charvat

Your Address

7155 Lindsay Road

Subject Property Address OR
Bylaw Number

7180 Railway Avenue #9291

Comments

| have to object to this development for the
same reason | objected to the same one in the
neighboring property, increased traffic in the
lane, not obeying 20km speed limit and illegal
overnight parking in the lane. So again, I'm
asking council to monitor it it on regular basis
and consider installing speed bumps in that
lane and also on Lindsay Road. Thank you.
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CithIerk : Tuesday, December 15, 2015.

From: Cukoff, Michael <Michael.Cukoff@staples.ca>

Sent: Friday, 11 December 2015 09:56 AM

To: Brownlee,David

Cc: CityClerk; Dean Fader (DFader@dayhu.com) H
Subject: PROPOSED ZONING AMENDMENT - 2760 SWEDEN WAY, CHK/R)NIS‘@&G ggfl
Categories: 12-8060-20-009503 'f@m 4

Dear Mr. Browlee,

As a current tenant on the Dayhu property, that seeks to amend the current zoning, we would offer our full
endorsement.

We feel that any initiative that would provide some modest flexibility as it relates to permissible uses, makes
sound practical sense and recognizes the evolving needs of area businesses.

We look forward to the opening of Lordco Auto Parts in the neighbouring premises.

Sincerely,

Michae! S. Cukoff
Director, Real Estate

T: (905) 737-1147 ext. 2255
C: (647) 239-4565
F: (905) 780-5607
michael.cukoff@staples.ca

www . staples.ca
6 Staples Avenue | Richmond Hill, ON, Canada| L4B 4W3




Schedule 4 to the Minutes of the
Public Hearing meeting of ,
Richmond City Council held on SRNT |
Tuesday, December 15, 2015. :

Attn: The Mayor/Councillors 4
City of Richmond 08
6911 No. 3 Road
Richmond BC V6Y 2C1

.

November 13%, 2015 BL CiSOS

RE: Objection to Rezoning Application number RZ15-703150 relating to 9131 Steveston
Hwy property — Right of Way/Public Access over our Private properties

Dear Mayor/Councillors,

We strongly object to the above proposed usage of our properties regarding the use of the right-
of-way over our properties (9093 & 9097 Steveston Hwy). We have attached all the chain of
emails exchanges with the City Planning & Development department. These emails are self-
explanatory. We contacted the City Planning development department in July 2015 and raised
our concerns. Subsequently we had meeting with city planner (Cynthia) on July 318 in which it
was assured that based on our legal documents no right of way to public will be given. Since
then no information were given to us on the development of this application. We guess builder
was in constant contact to find the loop hole to get the access through our private properties.
We have no idea how City Planning department has changed the legal interpretation due to the
builder’s pressure. In the July 31 meeting it was made clear to us that no public access will be
given until we agree. Amazingly the City Planning department did not bother to involve us during
this legal interpretation process, we found out ourselves today that the application has gone that
far based on the testimony/understanding of one party (Builder) only. We still have no idea
which legal clause and which document city planning department is considering unilateraily?

We are approaching you to stop that kind of one sided decision. We are the affected parties and
we strongly object to give any kind of public access through our properties. Earlier access was

given to this block of four houses only.
rE % BICAH CHE;
4?{// DATE \\\

1. Loss of privacy and intrusion to local community j f

2. Property damage due to vehicle hitting the walls (we have already seen 3 hits on ¢ur NOV 17 2[]15 A
retaining walls by non-residents) {ﬁ s
3. Inadequacy of parking, traffic generation and endangerment to resident safety "%\REPEW"D 3
4. Noise and disturbance resulting from increased local traffic = <
5. Unfounded grounds for the application - This new one sided legal interpretation of our rlgﬁxf: OR K'S EIE/
way does not provide evidence of giving the access to public through our properties. That lack

of supporting evidence is contrary to city approval policy.

Our strong objections are based on the following genuine facts:

City should not support builder because they are rich and city will get more benefits from the
builder in return taxes. We also pay heavy taxes every year including the land passage under
question. City should support us being a long time tax payer in the city of Richmond. We do
need piece of mind for our families. This is totally unfair on our part being a victim of
misinterpretations of our SRW document. This forced land-grabbing must stop. The permission
to use our property for re-zoning purpose in our view is excessive, unpleasant, and grotesque.
Our original objection to give access to builder over our properties from July, 2015 still stands,



and we have included email correspondence in this regard. This is very narrow lane; with
vehicles parked on one side put our kids in great danger due to many blind spots for turning
traffic. Over and above few years back a pedestrian was hit by. a visitor while turning onto the
Steveston Hwy from this lane meaning more traffic more chances of hitting the pedestrian. City
must stop giving any kind of access through our properties that will unnecessarily create very
unsafe situation for our families. We preach a lot safety into our lives every day at home, at
offices, on roads, etc but when it comes to vital decision that has long lasting effect city must not
ignore the family safety and our piece of mind over small monetary gains (in terms of taxes).

We trust our objections will be put forward before the Planning Committee in due course prior to

a decision being made on this application. We should be grateful if you would kindly keep us
informed of the progress of the planning application.

Many thanks.

Yours sincerely,

Qaisciiivauw oo oWner of 9093 Steveston Highway, Richmond BC
Phone: 604-277-6493

Email: g igbal@hotmail.com

£ - of 9097 Steveston Highway, Richmond BC
F 67
Einan. al|auu.uuln/\@gmai|.00m

Attachment: Email correspondence with city



Igbal, Qaiser

From: Qaiser Igbal <g_igbal@hotmail.com>

Sent: 2015, November 16 8:42 AM

To: Igbal, Qaiser

Subject: FW: Public ROW Access on Private Properties (3093 & 9097) - Rezoning application at

9131 Steveston Hwy (RZ 15-703150)

From: q_igbal@hotmail.com

To: clussier@richmond.ca; devapps@richmond.ca

CC: anandnisha.dc@gmail.com; anand.dorairaj@yahoo.com

Subject: Public ROW Access on Private Properties (9093 & 9097) - Rezoning application at 9131 Steveston Hwy
(RZ 15-703150)

Date: Fri, 13 Nov 2015 16:42:45 -0800

Thanks Cynthia,

Can you refer to us which legal interpretation (Document #, Clause #, etc), we would like to know how City has
unilaterally decided to proceed with this without involving the residents. We'll bring that document in the
meeting if you could refer us to the right document.

Thanks,

Qaiser

From: CLussier@richmond.ca
To: g_ighal@hotmail.com; DevApps@richmond.ca

CC: anandnisha.dc@gmail.com; anand.dorairaj@yahoo.com

Subject: RE: Public ROW Access on Private Properties (9093 & 9097) - Rezoning application at 9131 Steveston
Hwy (RZ 15-703150)

Date: Sat, 14 Nov 2015 00:31:47 +0000




From: Qaiser Igbal [mailto:q_igbal@hotmail.com]

Sent: Friday, 13 November 2015 3:47 PM

To: Lussier, Cynthia; DevApps

Cc: anandnisha.dc@gmail.com; anand.dorairaj@yahoo.com

Subject: Public ROW Access on Private Properties (9093 & 9097) - Rezoning application at 9131 Steveston Hwy (RZ 15-
703150)

Cynthia,
We need a little bit of mare clarity or tha razanina "hoard" being displayed at the property of 9131 Steveston
Hwy for Rezoning application numbe We made it very clear to the applicant (Maryem Ahbib)

that we are not giving any kind of pubniic/ venicie access to the rear lane through the lane between 9093 &
9097 properties but display sign board is somewhat confusing with the wording"To permit a subdivision to
create (2) Lots, with Vehicle access from a Proposed Extension to the existing rear lane" | am also attaching
the display board photos. We all know that the extension of existing rear lane is not possible until all the
houses are sold, under current situation access to the existing lane is not possible because we are not
prepared to give any kind of public access through our ROW. Our this decision was clearly communicated to
Maryem Ahbib and her partner (see below emails). A copy of that decision was also sent to City of Richmond
on August 1st 2015. We also had a meeting with you at the city hall on July 31st, 2015, in which we made it
clear that we don't want to give any public access through this lane.

Therefore please do not approve their rezoning application permitting the subdivision with Vehicle access
from the rear fane as there is no way they can access to the proposed properties through rear lane.

We already left detail messages at your answering machines, feel free to contact us to discuss this if
necessary.

Thanks,
Qaiser
604-839-3011 (Cell)

From: Igbal, Qaiser

Sent: 2015, August 09 12:14 PM

To: Lussier, Cynthia (CLussier@richmond.ca)
Cc: 'Khalid Hasan (info@khalidhasan.com)'



€rhiasks Pyblic ROW Access on Private Properties (9093 & 9097) - Rezoning application a

For your information

From: Qai
Sent: 201 fiunmn i o v mun

- To
Cc
Supject: Fubpic KUYV ACCess on krivate Froperues (9093 & 9097)

Attention: Maryem Ahbib and Bhajan Panesar - Sutton Group (Seafair Realty)

Please be informed that we the owners of properties 9093 Steveston Hwy & 9097 Steveston Hwy jointly
decided not to give/allow any kind of public access through our properties as shown on Plan BCP # 13121.
Therefore no further meetings/visits to our houses are necessary to pursue this matter with us. This matter
deemed closed hereinafter.

Thank you,

Qaiser/Naureen owner of 9093 Steveston Highway, Richmond BC
Anand/Nisha owner of 9097 Steveston Highway, Richmond BC

From: Lussier, Cynthia

Sent: 2015, July 27 3:4z rm

To: Igbal, Qaiser

Subject: RE: Temporary Pubiic Access on Private Property
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REMOTERE Ty Y ATE

STEVESTON HWY

From: Igbal, Qaiser

Sent: Monday, 27 Juiy zu1o 1z:41

To: DevApps

Cc: InfoCentre

Subject: Temporary Public Access on Private Property

Attention; The Land Title Manager

| have been approached by two realtors from Sutton group (refer attached file) asking me to sign an authorization granting
them a temporary public access to develop the property in the block of 9100 (east side) giving them access from back
lane to the future residents as well. My understanding is; this lane between my house at 9093 Steveston Hwy and our
neighbour at 9097 Steveston Hwy is not public property. This vehicle access is provided jointly by us and our neighbour
so that vehicles can access the garages at the rear of the 4 houses in this complex only. Since builder is developing the
adjacent block they should have their own private lane similar to us instead of asking us to provide the access. By giving
access traffic in this lane is going to be increased, over and above this lane is not built for heavy and more traffic. Over the
past number of years we have noticed that this lane is already sinking due to current traffic conditions. Before we sign or
refuse to sign, we would like to know, what are our legal rights in case we refuse to grant any additional public access
through this lane? What are the legal implications for refusing to give access.? Does City support us in any decision we
would like to put forward in future?

Can we get our previously signed copy of the access that we have given to the chrrent property owners? Please advise in
detail. If you are not the right person to deal with such inquires please forward our request to the concerned department.



Regards,
Folio Number: 074-841-012
Civic Address: 9093 STEVESTON HWY RICHMOND, BC V7A 1M6

Tel: 604-528-1777 (W) Cell: 604-839-3011
Email



Richmond City Council held on INT |
Tuesday, December 15, 2015. .
Attn: The Mayor/ Councillors NOV 1 7 2315 \/ ?;
City of Richmond
6911 No. 3 Road ‘
RE(‘ i
Richmond BC V6Y 2C1 EIVE D :
[.FHKc 5\. —

Schedule 5 to the Minutes of the , C‘f‘f R#CM
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Re: Expressing our strong objections to re-zoning application at 9131 Steveston Hwy (RZ 15-703150) BL Ci 5

Dear Mayor, Councillors,

We are writing to express our objections to the re-zoning application at 9131 Steveston Hwy (RZ 15-
703150). We live at the neighboring plot - 9097 Steveston Hwy. The re-zoning application proposes to
use our lane (private property) as the access to the new homes. A “right of way” exists for the City to
maintain public works for the lane and the builder wishes to take advantage of that. We have already
objected to this for the reasons below at a City hall meeting earlier but the re-zoning application is going
forward regardless with the planning committee meeting on Nov 17™.

1) Safety - The front of our home is Steveston hwy where vehicles are typically traveling at high

2)

speed (65+ kmph). The lane is aiready being used by 4 homes and 10 cars! it is not a wide lane
but more of a driveway. Turning in to our lane often forces the drivers to make wide turns due
to the speeds on Steveston hwy. if another car is also going out, it poses a serious risk of
collision. We cannot even see the cars coming out of the driveway until we are almost there
because of the tall tree hedges and a sharp right hand turn design {please see picture attached).
A vehicle needs to be slowed to an aimost stop motion before we can turn in close to the curb in
order to not hit any out-bound vehicie. This causes inconvenience for fast moving Steveston hwy
traffic as well. Allowing two more homes to use this lane (and likely more homes once we open
the door to this sort of thing) will make for increased two way traffic in this narrow lane with
quite high risks of collision.

Also we have a 2 year old child. The Steveston hwy side is very dangerous so we keep that gate
closed and only use the side gate from the lane to access our home. A continuous stream of
traffic on both the access sides of our home will make it an unsafe place for our children.

Basic rights — We bought our home 5 months ago (first time home owners). The land value
alone was 533,000 CAD assessed for a plot size of 3606 sq ft (please refer the tax assessment).
The lane we are talking about is 1119 sq ft of our lot. The price we have paid for this lane is
163,000 CAD. This is from down-payment we took 10 years to save and mortgage we will pay for
the next 30 years. To allow new houses to use our land would make it a public thoroughfare.
Both the city and the builders seem richer than us. To expect that we should pay monthly
payments for the land for 30 years, property tax on it every year, as well as a hefty land transfer
tax to buy it but then donate it for public use, seems not only unfair but also a form of pushing
us in to a corner and forcibly taking our property away. Over-ruling us in this decision seems to
be denying us any rights or consideration. We hope the City will protect young and growing
working-class families from this kind of forced land-grabbing by builders for new developments.



There is also one more thing to consider:

The builder uses the word temporary access to sell his idea to the city and Cynthia L from City Hall
expressed that as being the builder’s plan. That eventually there will be a back-lane from Mortfield Gate
to access all our homes. There is nothing temporary about the proposal unless they are willing to put a
hard end date on it and state how long they need access for and that they take responsibility for
bringing the alternative solution in to being by that time. As of now, everything is left to chance. If even
one of the homes adjacent to 9131 Steveston Hwy remains unsold or are converted in to a large single
family home with no back-lane, there will be no possibility of any other access to these homes except
through our driveway and this access becomes permanent.

If the builder is sincere about this alternative proposal, it is only right that they take the steps to enforce
it now for their development rather than to try to exploit our situation. The back-lane will also make for
safer access to the existing 4 homes using our lane. We urge the city to mandate the builders to develop
the back-lane for their use and close the access from Steveston hwy ali together at the earliest both in
the interest of public safety and returning our land to us.

Our neighbour from 9093 Steveston Hwy owns the other half of the lane and also is strongly against this.
He will also be voicing his concerns.

Thanks fc tention to this matter
Best rega
M. Ananc isha Lyru

9097 Stevesion nwy
Richmond, BC - VZA1M6
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November 17, 2015
To: City of Rickinond Mayor, Planmers and Counsellors,
Re: Rezoning application at 9131 Steveston Hwy, Richmond, BC (RZ 1

[ am the home owner of property #9091 Steveston Hwy, Richmond, BC. My wife and [ oppose
the idea to give the Rught-of-Way of the private drive lane in between propertiss #9093 & #9097
Steveston Hwy, Richmond, 8C to the general public, the builders and the home owners of
property #9131 Steveston Hwy, Richmond, BC. We are concerned if the City of Richmond
grant the Right-of-Way of this drive lane to the builders or to the home owners of property
#9151 Staveston: Hwy, Richmond, BC, it will increase the traffic volwne and noises to the
neighborhood of properties #9091, #8093, #9097 & #9099 Steveston Hwy, Richmond, BC, and
also affect our safety and prvacy. '

"The private drive lane in between properties #0093 & #9097 Steveston Hwy, Richmond, BC was
granted to only awner of properties #9091, #9093, #06097& #9099 Steveston Hwy, Richmond,
BC temporarily until public access at the rear of the properties from Mortfield Gate or another
public street is available. It is my understanding that the owners of #9093 & #9097 have
provided the rights to this drive lane only to owners/residents of #9091 & #5099 and the City of
Richmond for general maintenance work. ‘It is not appropriate for the City of Richmmond to grant
access 1o anyone else without the consent of the current home owners of properties #9091,
#9093, #9097& #5099 Steveston Hwy, Richmond, BC. As Canadian citizens and residents of
City of Richmond, we expect our government to respect and protect our right of private
properties.

Therefore, we strongly disagres to the proposal or decision of offering the access to the private
drive lane in between properties #9063 & #9097 Steveston Hwy, Richmond, BC to the general
public, the builders and the home vwners of property #9131 Steveston Hwy, Richmond, BC,
Thanks and regards,

Jianxing (Géorge) Zhuo

Contact phone # (604) 532-7200 extension 241 {work} or (604) 285-7166 {Home)
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Schedule 7 to the Minutes of the
Public Hearing meeting of
Richmond City Council held on

MayorandCouncillors Tuesday, December 15, 2015.
From: soly feng <solyfeng@hotmail.com>

Sent: November-17-15 4:30 PM

To: Weber,David; MayorandCouncillors; Lussier, Cynthia; DevApps

Subject: Re: Rezoning application at 9131 Steveston Hwy, Richmond, BC (RZ 15-703150)
Categories: 12-8060-20-9505 - RZ 15-703150

November 17, 2015

Hello,

f am the home owner of property #9091 Steveston Hwy, Richmond, BC. My husband and | oppose the idea to
give the Right-of-Way of the private drive lane in between properties #9093 & #9097 Steveston

Hwy, Richmond, BC to the general public, the builders and the home owners of property #9131 Steveston
Hwy, Richmond, BC. We are concerned if the City of Richmond grant the Right-of-Way of this drive lane to
the builders or to the home owners of property #9131 Steveston Hwy, Richmond, BC, it will increase the
traffic volume and noises to the neighborhood of properties #9091, #9093, 9097& #9099 Steveston

Hwy, Richmond, BC, and also affect our safety and privacy.

The private drive lane in between properties #9093 & #9097 Steveston Hwy, Richmond, BC was only granted
to the owners of properties #9091, #9093, #9097& #9099 Steveston Hwy, Richmond, BC temporarily

until public access at the rear of the properties from Mortfield Gate or another public street is available. it is
my understanding that the owners of #9093 & #9097 have provided the rights to this drive lane only to
owners/residents of #9091 & #9099 and the City of Richmond for general maintenance work. It is not
appropriate for the City of Richmond to grant access to anyone else without the consent of the current home
owners of properties #9091, #9093, #9097& #9099 Steveston Hwy, Richmond, BC. As a Canadian citizen and
resident of City of Richmond, we expect our government to respect and protect our rights of private
properties.

Therefore, we strongly disagree to the proposal or decision of offering the access to the private drive lane in
between properties #9093 & #9097 Steveston Hwy, Richmond, BC to the general public, the builders and the
home owners of property #9131 Steveston Hwy, Richmond, BC.

Thanks and regards,

Jie {Soly) Feng
Tel: {604} 295-7166 {(Home})
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Schedule 8 to the Minutes of the
Public Hearing meeting of
Richmond City Council held on

MayorandCouncillors Tuesday, December 15, 2015.

From: MayorandCouncillors

Sent: November-17-15 1:58 PM

To: ‘Qaiser Igbal'

Subject: RE: Public ROW Access on Private Properties (9093 & 9097) - Rezoning application at

9131 Steveston Hwy (RZ 15-703150)

This is to acknowledge and thank you for your email of November 16, 2015 to the Mayor and Councillors, in connection
with the above matter, a copy of which has been forwarded to the Mayor and each Councillor for their information and will
be available at the Planning Committee Meeting today at 4pm.

In addition, your email has been referred to Wayne Craig, Director, Development. If you have any guestions or further
concerns at this time, please call Mr. Craig at 604.276.4000.

Thank you again for taking the time to make your views known.
Yours truly,

Michelle Jansson, CMC

Manager, Legis!ative Services

City of Richmond, 6311 No. 2 Read, Richmond, BC VBY 2C1
Phone: 804-276-4006 | Email: mjansson@richmond.ca

L8]

e Amicar Tl Frmilmerm el \‘\\ Ry \ 1) ;\. /'
From Qalser Iqbal [mallto q_|qba|@hotma|! com] \\f \::’Ej‘ /\;L < e

Sent: November-16-15 6:45 PM \£N\3£f§3/
To: Lussier, Cynthia; MayorandCouncillors
Cc: 'anandnisha.dc@gmail.com'; 'anand.dorairaj@yahooc.com’

Subject: Public ROW Access on Private Properties (9093 & 9097) - Rezoning application at 9131 Steveston Hwy (RZ 15-
703150)

Cynthia,

Then how we would know what is the "legal interpretation” builder has put forward? How come without
disclosing to us the planning committee unilaterally decided to move forward with the application. How come
all our information related to this SRW is available to builder but we have no access to his "Legal
Interpretation”? It seems we have been blindfolded and city is putting gun on our heads asking us to accept
this decision. This is not fair on our part, we even don't know what is this "Legal Interpretation”, To us its just
a "Miss-Interpretation" that's why city is hiding from us under the blanket Called "Legal Interpretation". When
we bought these houses we were clearly told that these are temporary SRW given to these four houses only
and no public access is allowed accept for the city maintenance staff. This same understanding we got it from
you when we had meeting with you on July 31§t, 2015.

We are still unable to understand why the city is listening to one side only and trying to impose the decision
on us. We should also be given fair trial before its too late. Your report even does not mention about our last
meeting in which we had shown great opposition to this idea of using our property for public access. Your
report casually mentioned that we are not supportive of this decision. Why would we support this? we are
strongly opposing that the city is moving forward with builder application.

1



Please forward our objection to your superior chain of command so that our voice could be heard. | hope
proper information will be given to us in due course. Thanks for listening

Qaiser

From: CLussier@richmond.ca

To: g _igbal@hotmail.com

CC: anandnisha.dc@gmail.com; anand.dorairaj@yahoo.com

Subject: RE: Public ROW Access on Private Properties (9093 & 9097) - Rezoning application at 9131 Steveston
Hwy (RZ 15-703150)

Date: Tue, 17 Nov 2015 01:08:49 +0000

Hi Qaiser
The direction that {'ve been given is that the legal interpretation obtained by the applicant, is not available to the public.

The staff report includes all of the information that is available to the public. Please review my staff report available via
this link: http://www.richmond.cafagendafiles/Open_Planning 11-17-2015.pdf

Please let me know if you have any questions about any of the information that 've included in my staff report.
Thanks,

Cynthia Lussier

Planner 1

Development Applications Division
City of Richmond.

Tel: 604-276-4108

Email: clussier@richmond.ca
www.richmond.ca

From: CLussier@richmond.ca

To: g _ighal@hotmail.com; DevApps@richmond.ca

CC: anandnisha.dc@gmail.com; anand.dorairaj@yahoo.com

Subject: RE: Public ROW Access on Private Properties (9093 & 9097) - Rezoning application at 9131 Steveston
Hwy (RZ 15-703150) ‘

Date: Mon, 16 Nov 2015 20:55:34 +0000

Hi Qaiser

! was not able to provide you with a response late Friday afternoon.

t am currently looking into whether the legal interpretation of the right-of-way is available to the public. if so, then you
would be welcome to view the file here at City Hall.

t will find out and let you know as soon as possible.

Cynthia Lussier

Planner 1

Development Applications Division
City of Richmand

Tel: 604-276-4108



Email: clussier@richmond.ca
www.richmond.ca

From: Qaiser Igbal [mailto:q_igbal@hotmail.com]

Sent: Friday, 13 November 2015 4:43 PM

To: Lussier, Cynthia; DevApps

Cc: 'anandnisha.dc@gmail.com'; '‘anand.dorairaj@yahoo.com'

Subject: Public ROW Access on Private Properties {9093 & 9097) - Rezoning application at 9131 Steveston Hwy (RZ 15-
703150)

Thanks Cynthia,

Can you refer to us which legal interpretation (Document #, Clause #, etc), we would like to know how City has
unilaterally decided to proceed with this without involving the residents. We'll bring that document in the
meeting if you could refer us to the right document.

Thanks,

Qaiser

From: CLussier@richmond.ca

To: g ighal@hotmail.com; DevApps@richmond.ca

CC: anandnisha.dc@gmail.com; anand.dorairaj@yahoo.com

Subject: RE: Public ROW Access on Private Properties (9093 & 9097) - Rezoning application at 9131 Steveston
Hwy (RZ 15-703150)

Date: Sat, 14 Nov 2015 00:31:47 +0000

Hi Qaiser and Nisha

As discussed today by phone, the staff report on the proposed rezoning application at 9131 Steveston Hwy (RZ 15-
703150) will be available hopefully this evening through a link on the City’s website at

: http://www.richmond.ca/cityhall/council/agendas/planning.htm

The staff report is scheduled to be presented at a Planning Committee meeting to be held on Tues Nov 17 in the
Anderson Room at Richmond City Hall at 4pm, next week.

The meeting is open to the public, and there will be an opportunity to speak to the Committee when they are
considering the application. A copy of the Meeting Agenda will also be available through the above link.

t understand your concerns regarding use of the right-of-way over your properties, however a legal interpretation has
been provided to staff which indicates that the right-of-way may be used for the purpose of utilities and public-right-of-
passage, and that it was envisioned at the time that your lots were created that the right-of-way provide temporary
vehicle access to access adjacent lots in this block until such time that a permanent lane access is made available. it is
on this basis that staff is recommending that the application be moved forward to the Planning Committee for their
consideration. The outcome of the proposal will be determined by Council with consideration given to the public’s
comments.

{f the Planning Committee decides to move the application forward to the next step, there will be an opportunity for
you to provide comments at a subsequent Council meeting and Public Hearing.

Cynthia Lussier

Planner

Development Applications Division
City of Richmond



Tel: 604-276-4108
Email: clussier@richmond.ca
www.richmond.ca

From: Qaiser Igbal [mailto:g igbal@hotmail.com]

Sent: Friday, 13 November 2015 3:47 PM

To: Lussier, Cynthia; DevApps

Cc: anandnisha.dc@gmail.com; anand.dorairaj@yahoo.com

Subject: Public ROW Access on Private Properties (9093 & 9097) - Rezoning application at 9131 Steveston Hwy (RZ 15-
703150)

Cynthia,

We need a little bit of more clarity on the rezoning "board" being displayed at the property of 9131 Steveston
Hwy for Rezoning application number RZ15-703150. We made it very clear to the applicant (Maryem Ahbib)
that we are not giving any kind of public/Vehicle access to the rear lane through the lane between 9093 &
9097 properties but display sign board is somewhat confusing with the wording“To permit a subdivision to
create (2) Lots, with Vehicle access from a Proposed Extension to the existing rear lane" | am also attaching
the display board photos. We all know that the extension of existing rear lane is not possible until all the
houses are sold, under current situation access to the existing lane is not possible because we are not
prepared to give any kind of public access through our ROW. Qur this decision was clearly communicated to
Maryem Ahbib and her partner (see below emails). A copy of that decision was also sent to City of Richmond
on August 1st 2015. We also had a meeting with you at the city hall on July 31st, 2015, in which we made it
clear that we don't want to give any public access through this lane.

Therefore please do not approve their rezoning application permitting the subdivision with Vehicle access
from the rear lane as there is no way they can access to the proposed properties through rear lane,

We already left detail messages at your answering machines, feel free to contact us to discuss this if
necessary. ‘

Thanks,
Qaiser
604-839-3011 (Cell)

From: Igbal, Qaiser

Sent: 2015, August 09 12:14 PM

To: Lussier, Cynthia (CLussier@richmond.ca)

Cc: 'Khalid Hasan (info@khalidhasan.com)'

Subject: Public ROW Access on Private Properties (9093 & 9097) - Rezoning application at 9131 Steveston Hwy (RZ 15-
703150)

For your information

From: Qaiser Igbal [mailto:q _igbal@hotmajl.com]

Sent: 2015, August 01 10:36 AM

To: mahbib@sutton.com; bpanesar@sutton.com

Cc: anand.dorairaj@yahoo.com

Subject: Public ROW Access on Private Properties (9093 & 9097)

Attention: Maryem Ahbib and Bhajan Panesar - Sutton Group {Seafair Realty)
4




Please be informed that we the owners of properties 9093 Steveston Hwy & 9097 Steveston Hwy jointly
decided not to give/allow any kind of public access through our properties as shown on Plan BCP # 13121,
Therefore no further meetings/visits to our houses are necessary to pursue this matter with us. This matter
deemed closed hereinafter.

Thank you,

Qaiser/Naureen owner of 3093 Steveston Highway, Richmond BC
Anand/Nisha owner of 9097 Steveston Highway, Richmond BC

From: Lussier, Cynthia [mailto:Clussier@richmond.ca]
Sent: 2015, July 27 3:42 PM

To: Igbal, Qaiser

Subject: RE: Temporary Public Access on Private Property

Hello,

Thank you for taking the time to inquire about the proposed Rezoning application at 9131 Steveston Hwy {RZ 15-
703150).

Maryem Ahbib has submitted an application to request permission from City Council to rezone the land to enable a
subrdivision to create 2 lots with vehicle access from an eastbound extension of the existing City-owned lane along the
north property line of 9091/9093/9097/9099 Steveston Hwy (see the map below shawing your property and the City-
owned lane along the north property line) . City staff are currently reviewing the rezoning application. One of the
issues that City staff need to review is the proposed vehicle access to the site.

I think it would be worth discussing the redevelopment history of the lots at 9091/9053/9097/9099 Steveston Hwy in
person. Are you able to attend a hrief meeting with me to discuss this? Please fet me know your availability toc meet
with me. | am in the office this week and then out of the office next week, returning on Monday August 10",

-
E\
(1
2

1.6x1]5 .~ AN . 7

6.0 R .

119091 909390971909% 9137 9151 9171 9211 9231

~~~~~~~~ STEVESTON HWY

Thank you,

Cynthia Lussier
Planning Technician



Development Applications Division
City of Richmond

Tel: 604-276-4108

Email: clussier@richmond.ca
www.richmond.ca

From: Igbal, Qaiser [mailto:Qaiser.Ighal@bchydro.com]
Sent: Monday, 27 July 2015 12:41

To: DevApps :

Cc: InfoCentre

Subject: Temporary Public Access on Private Property

Aftention; The Land Title Manager

} have been approached by two realtors from Sutton group (refer attached file) asking me to sign an authorization
granting them a temporary public access to develop the property in the block of 9100 (east side) giving them access from
back lane to the future residents as well. My understanding is; this lane between my house at 9093 Steveston Hwy and
our neighbour at 9097 Steveston Hwy is not public property. This vehicie access is provided jointly by us and our
neighbour so that vehicles can access the garages at the rear of the 4 houses in this complex only. Since builder is
developing the adjacent biock they should have their own private lane similar to us instead of asking us to provide the
access. By giving access traffic in this iane is going to be increased, over and above this lane is not built for heavy and
more traffic. Over the past number of years we have noticed that this lane is already sinking due to current traffic
conditions. Before we sign or refuse to sign, we would like to know, what are our legal rights in case we refuse to grant
any additional public access through this lane? What are the legal implications for refusing to give access.? Does City
support us in any decision we would like to put forward in future?

Can we get our previously signed copy of the access that we have given to the current property owners? Please advise in
detail. If you are not the right person to deal with such inquires please forward our request to the concerned department.

Regards,

Qaiser Igbal/Naureen Qaiser
Folio Number: 074-841-012
Civic Address: 9093 STEVESTON HWY RICHMOND, BC V7A 1M6

Tel: 604-528-1777 (W) Cell: 604-839-3011
Email: gaiser.igbal@bchydro.com




Schedule 9 to the Minutes of the
Public  Hearing meeting of
Richmond City Council held on
Tuesday, December 15, 2015.

313:-1 ;.g ;
’ o Cl'ty of Memorandum
"'.= . Planning and Development Division
i RlChmOnd Development Applications
To: Mayor and Councillors Date: November 19, 2015
From: Wayne Craig File: RZ15-703150

Director, Development

Re: Item # 3 — November 17" Planning Committee Meeting (9131 Steveston Hwy)

At the Planning Committee meeting held on November 17, 2015, the Committee considered a staff
report on an application to rezone 9131 Steveston Hwy (Agenda Item # 3) from the‘Single Detached
(RS1/Ey zone to the“Compact Single Detached (RC2) zone, with vehicle access from an established
City lane system to the west that must be extended to service the subject site (RZ 15-703150). The
rezoning application proposes to access the established lane from Steveston Hwy via a statutory
right-of-way (SRW) for utilities and public-rights-of-passage that is registered on title of the
adjacent lots to the west at 9093 and 9097 Steveston Hwy.

Following the Planning Committe€’s consideration of the staff report, the Planning Committee
requested that staff meet with the applicant and neighbouring property owners at 9093 and 9097
Steveston Hwy to discuss the concerns raised regarding the proposed use of the SRW providing
access to the rear lane.

This memo intends to inform Council that staff have been in touch with the applicant and the
neighbouring property owners at 9093 and 9097 Steveston Hwy about scheduling a meeting in
response to the Planning Committe€’s direction and a meeting has been tentatively scheduled for
Tuesday, November 24, 2015. Should this rezoning application be advanced to a Public Hearing,
staff will provide Council with a memo outlining the outcome of this meeting and any potential
responses to address the concerns regarding the use of the SRW, prior to the Public Hearing.

If you have any questions, please contact me at 604-247-4625.

,/ébj71’{ 4(j
Wayne Craig
Director, Develop}ment

S

WCiel

pc:  Joe Erceg, MCIP, General Manager, Planning and Development

S e S
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Schedule 10 to the Minutes of

the Public Hearing meeting of

Richmond City Council held on
MayorandCouncillors Tuesday, December 15, 2015.

From: - Qaiser Igbal <q_ighal@hotmail.com> Y&t (L& whaal P‘jmm "’LKM \2
Sent: - Thursday, 19 November 2015 20:01 Novewparr 23, 205

To: Lussier,Cynthia; MayorandCouncillors AVv3L W*‘N\ H‘ﬂ\"“’“?
Cc: 'anandnisha.dc@gmail.com’; 'anand.dorairaj@yahoo.com’; 'anand.filmfx@gmail.com’:
Subject: Setting up a meeting - 9131 Steveston Hwy (RZ 15-703150)

Categories: 12-8060-20-9505 - RZ 15-703150

Thanks for your reply, yes myself and Nisha would like to meet you and Barry Konkin at 1pm on Monday Nov
23rd before the Council meeting, please confirm.

Regarding the legal interpretation information we will be sending a separate email to Dovelle Buie as per your
instructions. We strongly believe that this information must be given to us as we are directly being affected by
- this decision. We are part of this so called "Privileged Information". | hope someone in City Hall will realize
that how badly we are being penalized without being given this important information.

“What time is the city council meeting on Monday Nov 23rd? Are we allowed to attend this meeting so that we
could raise our concerns? Sometimes 5 minutes is not sufficient to address these kind of issues.

Thanks,
Qaiser
604-839-3011(Cell) 2,

. i \-:-:'v.,«-’a
From: CLussier@richmond.ca 2 ,:;j/ ,\:f{é‘
To: g_igbal@hotmail.com; MayorandCouncillors@richmond.ca : :,

CC: anandnisha.dc@gmail.com; anand.dorairaj@yahoo.com; anand.filmfx@gmail.co onh
Subject: RE: Setting up a meeting - 9131 Steveston Hwy (RZ 15-703150) t
Date: Thu, 19 Nov 2015 23:28:20 +0000

Hi Qaiser,
Thank you for your email expressing your concerns about the meeting time.

The Council meeting being held on November 23™ is the first opportunity that Richmond City Council will have to
consider the rezoning application at 9131 Steveston Hwy. No decision will be made about rezoning approval at that
Council meeting. There will be additicnal opportunity to present your concerns to City Council if the Council should
decide to move the rezoning application forward to a Public Hearing. The Public Hearing will provide another
opportunity for you to address City Council about your concerns. | have attached a brochure that explains the Rezoning
Application process and the opportunities for public participation at the various stages of the process. This information
is also available on the City’s website at the following link: http://www.richmond.ca/plandev/devzoning/rezoning.htm .

That said, however, if you wish to meet to discuss your concerns and the rezoning process in advance of Monday's
Council meeting, myself and Barry Konkin, Program Coordinator are available to meet at either 9:30am or
1:00pm. Please let me know.

With respect to your inquiry about submitting a Freedom of Information Act request to view City records, you are
welcome to submit a formal request by contacting the City’s FOI Coordinator, Dovelle Buie at dbuie@richmond.ca (604-




276-4165). itis my understanding, however, that the legal interpretation of the statutory right-of-way is not availahle to
the public as it is privileged information.

Thank you,

Cynthia Lussier

Planner 1

Development Appi%catéohs Division
City of Richmend

Tel: €04-276-4108

Email: clussier@richmond.ca
www.richmond.ca

From: Qaiser Igbal [mailto:q_igbal@hotmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, 18 November 2015 2:42 PM

To: Lussier, Cynthia; MayorandCouncillors; DevApps

Cc: anandnisha.dc@gmail.com; anand.dorairaj@yahoo.com; anand.fiimfx@gmail.com
Subject: Setting up a meeting - 9131 Steveston Hwy (RZ 15-703150)

Cynthia, : ,

it was mentioned in the yesterday's meeting that the next Planning Committee meeting will be next Monday
to discuss this case again, shouldn't we meet this week so that we could atleast consolidate our case again.
Postponing after the staff meeting will further jeopardize our case. Is it necessary that your director has to be
in that meeting? In any way he is opposing our request and he is supporting the builder application. | don't
know how its going to help us meeting after the staff meeting (Monday) in which they will move forward
further. If your director's presence is a must then please request him to find some time this week so that we
could atleast discuss more options that could solve this issue?

Planning committee also recommended that we should have access to this "“Legal Interpretation” of this SRW,
g N

please send us a copy for our review. Under the "Freedom of Information Act" it is legal to share this kind of
information with the affect parties.

Thanks,
Qaiser
604-839-3011 (Cell)

From: CLussier@richmond.ca

Subject: Setting up a meeting - 3131 Steveston Hwy (RZ 15-703150)

Date: Wed, 18 Nov. 2015 20:51:39 +0000

Hi all, : A

To follow-up from the Planning Committee’s request that staff liaise with the rezoning applicant and property owners at
9093 and 9097 Steveston Hwy, | mentioned that | would be contacting each of you to schedule a meeting.

Wayne Craig, Director of Development will be attending the meeting and he is not available to meet this week. Right
now, my Director is available at 3:30pm on Tuesday November 24™. -

Please confirm by 3pm tomorrow (Thurs Nov 19} that you are available to meet on that date/time, here at City Hall.
Thank you,

Cynthia Lussier



Planner 1 ‘
Development Applications Division
City of Richmond

Tel: 604-276-4108

Email: clussier@richmond.ca
www.richmond.ca



Mayorandtauncillors

From: ‘Qaiser Igbal <q_ighal@hotmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, 19 November 2015 09:37

Teo: MayorandCouncillors; DevApps

Ce: anandnisha.dc@gmail.com; anand.dorairaj@yahoo.com; anand filmfx@gmail.com
Subject: Setting up a meeting - 9131 Steveston Hwy (RZ 15-703150)

Categories: 12-8060-20-9505 - RZ 15-703150

Attention: The Mayor/Councillors - City of Richmond

Unfortunately we are still not getting any reply from your Development planning department. Below email
was sent by my other affected neighbour resident of 9097 Steveston Hwy, they have the same concern which |
raised in my yesterday's email. Please follow up with your your planning department for proper answers to
our questions.

Thanks,

Qaiser

9093 Steveston Hwy
Richmond

To: CLussier@richmond. ca anand.filmfx@gmail.com; q igbal@hotmail.com
From: anandnisha.dc@gmail.com

Subject: RE: Setting up a meeting - 9131 Steveston Hwy (RZ 15-703150)
Date: Thu, 19 Nov 2015 07:27:13 -0800

Hi Cynthia,

This time works for both Anand and me (Nisha). We share Mr. Qaiser’s concern that it may be too late. Please
consider an earlier date if possible.

Also at what time is the planning meeting on Monday? And is it with the same team of Councillors? —just so
we can understand what to expect.

Thanks!

Nisha and Anand

From: Lussier, Cynthia

Sent: Wednesday, November 18, 2015 12:51 PIVI

Subject: Setting up a meeting - 9131 Steveston Hwy (RZ 15-703150)
Importance: High

Hi all,



To follow-up from the Planning Committee’s request that staff liaise with the rezoning applicant and property
owners at 9093 and 9097 Steveston Hwy, | mentioned that | would be contacting each of you to schedule a
meeting.

Wayne Craig, Director of Development will be attending the meeting and he is not available to meet this
week. Right now, my Director is available at 3:30pm on Tuesday November 24",

Please confirm by 3pm tomorrow (Thurs Nov 19) that you are available to meet on that date/time, here at City
Hall.

Thank you,

Cynthia Lussier

Planner 1

Development Applications Division
City of Richmond

Tel: 604-276-4108

Email: clussier@richmond.ca
www.richmond.ca




MayorandCouncillors A

From: Lussier,Cynthia

Sent: Tuesday, 24 November 2015 10:00 '

To: "TsangPeter; DevApps; 'dwebber@richmond.ca’; MayorandCounc11lors

Subject: . ; RE: File No. RZ15-703150

Attachments: Minutes Nov 17 2015.pdf; Staff Report.pdf Schedule 11 to the Minutes of
' the Public Hearing meeting of

Categories: 12-8060-20-9505 - RZ 15703150 Richmond City Council held on

: , Tuesday, December 15, 2015.
Hi Mr. Tsang

This is to acknowledge and thank you for your ema:%s of November 17" and 19", 2015 (below and attached), regarding
the proposed rezoning application at 9131 Steveston Hwy (RZ 15-703150).

[ also received a voice maif message from you on November 17" in connection with this matter. | tried calling you back
the morning of Wednesday November 18", 2015 at the number you provided {604-532-7200 x 410) but the person that
answered that line indicated that you were not there.

I have attached a copy of the staff report and the minutes to the Planning Commxttee meeting held Tuesday November
17", 2015.

There will be additional opportunity to voice your concerns to City Council about the proposed rezoning application as
part of the Public Hearing process. A Public Hearing on the proposed rezaning application is scheduled for Tuesday
December 15™, 2015. 10 days prior to the meeting, the City will send out a Notice of Public Hearing to all property
owners and residents within 50 m of the subject site.

I'would be happy to meet with you to discuss the proposed rezoning application and the rezoning process. Please let me -
know a date and time that you are available to-meet. .

Thank you again for taking the time to make your views known.

Cynthia Lussier

Planner 1

Development Applications Division
City of Richmond

Tel: 604-276-4108

Email: clussier@richmond.ca
www.richmond.ca

From: TsangPeter [mailto:petertsang8@hotmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, 19 November 2015 12:31 AM

To: Lussier, Cynthia; DevApps; dwebber@richmond.ca; MayorandCouncillors
Subject: RE: File No,"RZ15-703150 , 2

P

Dear Cynthia,

We are the owner and residents of 9099 Steveston Hwy. We understand that an application
1



to rezone the property at 9131 Steveston Hwy to build 2 houses, It is-
the City planning and we agree with that. Base on the following reasons we strongly disagree
that they will use the drive way between #9093 and #9097. :

1) Steveston Hwy is heavy traffic road and most vehicle drivers drive more than the
speed limit. A lot of vehicle drivers are caught for speeding on this road. We are
always afraid of accident when we drive out to and from opposite lane. It is very

dangerous.

2) The existing drive way between #9093 and #9097 is somewhat a little bit narrow.
When one car waiting to go out and the other car come back from outside, we
always find the drive way is too narrow. When we slow down and prepare to drive
into the drive way, the car follows is so close and we afraid they can hit from the
back..

3) The drive way between #9093 and #9097 is for 4 house residents to use right now,
and we already find it is too crowded: If it is open for more property residents to
use the same lane from the busy Steveston Hwy. I am sure it will increase the

chance to accident.

4) Our neighbour’s children are always playing in the drive way. More property use the
same drive way will increase the chance foraccident. Is is saturated for these 4
property’s residents to use this drigeWay right now and-cannot accommodate
more users. -

Please consider seriously about the above reasons and not grant the application to use
- this drive way any more. They have to open a lane from Mortfield Gate. It is because
the traffic from Mortfield Gate is far less slow comp'aﬂring from Steveston Hwy. The
9000 and 10000 block on Williams Road have a back lane open from the side road. and
the traffic on Williams is much less heavy and fast compare with Steveston Hwy. So

for the safety of us and our neighbours, Ptease DON'T grant this application. Whoever
grant this application and will be responsible for the safety of our life. Please make a
second thought and think it carefully. |



Your kindest consideration to this matter is much appreciated.

Yours truly,

Wing Yee Lam (owner of 9099 )
Wai Chun Li (resident of 9099)
Peter Tsang (resident of 9099)

c.c. DevApps@richmond.ca
c.c. dwebber@richmond.ca

c.c. mayorandcouncillors@richmond.ca




Schedule 12 to the Minutes of the
Public  Hearing meeting of
Richmond City Council held on
Tuesday, December 15, 2015.

o
From: Qaiser Igbal <qg_igbal@hotmail.com>
Sent; Monday, 7 December 2015 11:40
To: Nisha Anand; Lussier,Cynthia
Cc: Konkin, Barry; anand dorairaj
Subject: Follow Up Nov 24th Meeting - 9131 Steveston Hwy (RZ 15-703150)

Thanks, we'll be there. To Public Hsaring
Qaiser . o ©

Date: Mon, 7 Dec 2015 09:27:07 -0800

Subject: RE: Follow Up Nov 24th Meeting - 9131 Steveston Hwy (RZ 15-703150)
From: anandnisha.dc@gmail.com

To: CLussier@richmond.ca

CC: bkonkin@richmond.ca; q_igbal@hotmail.com; anand.filmfx@gmail.com

Cynthia, Barry,

Anand and | will be there as well

Regards

Nisha

On Dec 7, 2015 8:52 AM, "Lussier,Cynthia" <ClLussier@richmond.ca> wrote:

Hi Mr. Igbal,

Myself and my supervisor, Barry Konkin are available at 8:30am on Tuesday morning {Dec 8}.

When you arrive at City Hall, please proceed to the {nformation counter and let them know that you have a meeting
with us. The staff at the information counter will call us to come down and greet you.

Thanks,
Cynthia Lussier
Planner 1
Development Applications Division
City of Richmond
Tel: 604-276-4108 .
Email: clussier@richmond.ca TR RO
ich d /{ )A:’fw“"ww"j’*:fgzg\
www.richmond.ca /‘ngn/ - DATE \{Q;
[t L
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From: Qaiser Igbal [mailto:g_igbal@hotmail.com] o [
Sent: Friday, 04 December 2015 9:01 PM { . DEC 09 2075 I
To: Lussier,Cynthia; MayorandCouncillors; Konkin, Barry; Craig, Wayne ‘i\( f
Cc: 'anandnisha.dc@gmail.com'; 'anand.dorairaj@yvahoo.com’; ‘anand.filmfx@gmail.com’' ‘;‘:ifafﬂ\ R‘EF’ o /f{;gf
Subject: Follow Up Nov 24th Meeting - 9131 Steveston Hwy (RZ 15-703150) NS RECEIVED i/
\(—' ,a’ !;M.,"f‘“"w"” { r
ERKG O
. [ S
Cynthia,

After discussing with Nisha and her husband (Anand) we all would like to meet you on Tuesday (Dec 8th)
morning at 8:30am (before going to our offices), please confirm.

Thanks,



Qaiser

From: CLussier@richmond.ca

To: g_igbal@hotmail.com; MayorandCouncillors@richmond.ca; BKonkin@richmond.ca; WCraig@richmond.ca
CC: anandnisha.dc@gmail.com; anand.dorairaj@yahoo.com; anand.filmfx@gmail.com

Subject: RE: Follow Up Nov 24th Meeting - 9131 Steveston Hwy (RZ 15-703150)

Date: Sat, 5 Dec 2015 01:05:53 +0000

Hi Mr. igbal, and Mr. & Mrs. Anand,

As discussed by phone with Mr. igbal this afternoon, | anticipate receiving the compiete information about the proposed
construction traffic and parking management plan from the applicant on Menday morning. | would then like to meet
with you to go over their submission on Monday Dec 7™ in the afterncon or on Tuesday Dec 8™ in the afternoon.

Piease let me know which date and time warks for all of you.
Thank you,

Cynthia Lussier

Pianner 1

Development Applications Division
City of Richmond

Tel: 604-276-4108

Emaii: clussier@richmond.ca
www,richmond.ca

From: Qaiser Igbal [mailto:q_igbal@hotmail.com]

Sent: Friday, 04 December 2015 3:33 PM

To: Lussier,Cynthia; MayorandCouncillors; Konkin, Barry

Cc: 'anandnisha.dc@gmail,com'; 'anand.dorairai@vahog.com’; 'anand.filmfx@gmail.com'
Subject: Follow Up Nov 24th Meeting - 9131 Steveston Hwy (RZ 15-703150)

Cynthia & Barry,

Following up the above meeting with your director "Craig” and with the bm!der in which it was promised to
provide the traffic plan during the construction period. Below were the commitments builder and the City was
supposed to provide to us for review via City planning department by Wednesday Dec 2nd, 2015 but till to
date no information were passed on to us.

1. Builder agreed no heavy trucks through this lane except while building the back lane extension and that
duration will be very short.

2. Builder agreed not to park any construction vehicle during construction period in this SRW lane and in the
back lane provided city will keep open the front entrances of 9131 which City agreed to do that.

3. City transport will re-visit the lane and will assess the safety/condition of the lane and report back to
planning department?

4. Craig agreed to provide the written assurance regarding the fencing of the SRW as per NISHA's request.
5. The City agreed to enforce the construction vehicle parking restrictions and will monitor the activities. We
have no idea, will there he a hotline to call for violators?

Piease let us know the status of these commitments.
Thanks,
Qaiser




From: CLussier@richmond.ca

Subject: Setting up a meeting - 9131 Steveston Hwy (RZ 15-703150)

Date: Wed, 18 Nov 2015 20:51:39 +0000

Hi all,

To follow-up from the Planning Committee’s request that staff liaise with the rezoning applicant and property owners at
9093 and 9097 Steveston Hwy, | mentioned that | would be contacting each of you to schedule a meeting.

Wayne Craig, Director of Development will be attending the meeting and he is not available to meet this week. Right
now, my Director is available at 3:30pm on Tuesday November 241",

Please confirm by 3pm tomorrow (Thurs Nov 19) that you are available to meet on that date/time, here at City Hall.
Thank you,

Cynthia Lussier

Planner 1 ‘
Development Applications Division
City of Richmond

Tel: 604-276-4108

Email: clussier@richmond.ca
www.richmond.ca




Schedule 13 to the Minutes of
the Public Hearing meeting of
Richmond City Council held on
Tuesday, December 15, 2015.

Memorandum
Planning and Development Division
Development Applications

& City of ‘¢
& Richmond< =~

To: Mayor and Councillors Date: December 10, 2015

From: Wayne Craig File: RZ 15-703150
Director, Development

Re: December 15" Public Hearing-9131 Steveston Hwy, Bylaw 9505

Purpose

This memorandum provides City Council with an update on staff discussions with the applicant and
some of the affected residents to address the concerns raised regarding access and traffic associated
with the subject rezoning application.

Background

Bylaw 9505 to rezone 9131 Steveston Highway from the “Single Detached (RS1/E)” zone to the
“Compact Single Detached (RC2)” zone will be considered at the Public Hearing on Tuesday
December 15%, 2015 (Item # 6). The application proposes vehicle access from an established City
lane system to the west accessed through a statutory right-of-way (SRW) for utilities and public-
rights-of-passage (connecting the lane to Steveston Hwy), which is registered on title for two (2)
adjacent lots at 9093 and 9097 Steveston Highway.

At the Planning Committee and City Council meetings held on November 17" and 23,
respectively, concerns were raised by neighbouring residents about the use of the SRW for vehicle
access to the subject site.

As directed by the Planning Committee, staff met with the applicant and the neighbouring property
owners at 9093 and 9097 Steveston Hwy to discuss the proposed access and to identify options to
address the residents’ concerns.

Staff note that the proposed use of the SRW access would be temporary until a permanent lane
access becomes available from Mortfield Gate to the east. Once the permanent lane connection to
Mortfield Gate is functional, the use of the SRW for the purpose of public-rights-of-passage would
be discontinued and the property owners at 9093 and 9097 Steveston Hwy can make an application
to the City to remove the allowance for public-rights-of-passage in the SRW area.

Meetings with the applicant and neighbouring residents

Staff met with the applicant and with some of the affected residents, both individually and
collectively on multiple occasions to discuss specific concerns reoardine the use of the statutory
right-of-way and traffic.

: e oo s
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December 10, 2015 -2-

The applicant’s proposal to address residents’ concerns

In response to the discussions with staff, the applicant has outlined a construction management plan
to address the concerns raised by the residents.

o The existing building will be demolished, with all equipment and clearing to occur from the
two (2) existing driveways on Steveston Highway. The SRW/lane will not be used for
access.

e The dedicated rear lane will be constructed prior to the construction of any single-family
dwelling on the proposed lots, with all equipment and construction to be staged from the
development site, with access from Steveston Highway. The SRW/lane will not be used for
access.

¢ During the house construction phase, vehicle access to the proposed lots, and delivery of
equipment and construction materials is to occur from the existing driveways on Steveston
Highway. The SRW/lane will not be used for this purpose.

e Asrequired during all phases of development, should the applicant need to have large
construction vehicles parked on Steveston Hwy, the applicant will submit a request to the
City for a temporary single westbound curb lane closure to occupy Steveston Highway
along the front of the subject site, and engage a qualified traffic control company during the
closure. Any lane closures would be subject to City approval and be restricted to non-peak
traffic hours (i.e., 9:00 am-3:00pm).

The applicant’s proposal for additional parking

The applicant has also identified a proposal to secure additional parking that may be required for
construction crews and trades during the project. The applicant has acknowledged that parking in
the SRW/lane is not permitted.

The applicant has obtained permission from the property owners at 10971 Mortfield Gate to park
construction crews and trades vehicles in front of their property.

Construction hours

- The applicant has advised staff that they wish to follow the standard hours for construction in
accordance with the City’s Noise Regulation bylaw No. 8856 (e.g. 7:30am-7:30pm non-holiday
weekdays; and 10:00 am-7:30 pm on non-holiday Saturdays).

The applicant has advised that they may consider compressed work hours if neighbouring residents
express concerns.

Sightline concerns at the intersection of the SRW and Steveston Hwy

In response to concerns raised about sightlines at the intersection of the SRW and Steveston
Highway, Transportation Department staff have conducted a site inspection and note that the line of
sight from a vehicle exiting the SRW is clear of the existing hedge to a sufficient distance to the east
and west.



December 10, 2015 -3-

If you have any questions about this memo, please contact me directly at 604-247-4625.

B L— -

- Wayne€raig

Director, Development

WC:cl

pc:  Joe Erceg, MCIP, General Manager, Planning and Development
Victor Wet, P. Eng., Director, Transportation
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From: Qaiser Igbal <q_igbal@hotmail.com>
Sent: December-10-15 9:14 AM
To: MayorandCouncillors; Jansson, Michelle _
Subject: Public SRW Access on Private Properties (9093 & 9097) - Rezoning application at 9131
Steveston Hwy (RZ 15-703150)
Attachments: Private Property Email.pdf
- Categories: » 12-8060-20-9505 - RZ 15-703150
Michelle,

Sometimes back in 2011, | did complained about Off-leash dog activities in this private lane, although that was
a mistake to complain about the neighbour's dog but now its kind of blessing in disguise in a sense that City
Bylaw manager sent me in writing that this is a private lane and Bylaws enforcement does not apply to the
private property. He clearly mentioned in that letter that This is NOT a PUBLIC ROAD.

Please consider that firm statement while evaluating the final application and also you may send that to your
legal department they may change their legal interpretation of this SRW Document # BW406323. | am
attaching the related script of that letter for your circulation to the council and for your legal department who
is hiding this legal interpretation information from us.

Awaiting for your favourable response.

Thanks,
Qaiser

From: MayorandCouncillors@richmond.ca

To: q_igbal@hotmail.com

Subject: RE: Public ROW Access on Private Properties (9093 & 9097) - Rezoning application at 9131 Steveston
Hwy (RZ 15-703150)

Date: Tue, 17 Nov 2015 21:57:59 +0000

This is to acknowledge and thank you for your emait of November 16, 2015 to the Mayor and Counciliors, in connection
with the above matter, a copy of which has been forwarded to the Mayor and each Counciilor for their information and will
be available at the Planning Committee Meeting today at 4pm.

fn addition, your email has been referred to Wayne Craig, Director, Development. [f you have any questions or further
concerns at this time, please call Mr. Craig at 604.276.4000:

Thank you again for taking the time to make your views known,
Yours truly,

Michelle Jansson, CMIC

Manager, Legislative Services

City of Richmond, 6811 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC V&Y 2C1
Phone: 604-276-4006 | Email mjansson@richmond.ca




From: Qaiser Igbal [mailto:q_igbal@hotmail.com]

Sent: November-16-15 6:45 PM

To: Lussier, Cynthia; MayorandCounciHors

Cc: 'anandnisha.dc@gmail.com’; ‘anand.dorairaj@yahoo.com’

Subject: Public ROW Access on Private Properties (9093 & 9057) - Rezoning appllcat;on at 9131 Steveston Hwy (RZ 15-
703150)

Cynthia,

Then how we would know what is the "legal interpretation” builder has put forward? How come without
disclosing to us the planning committee unilaterally decided to move forward with the application. How come
all our information related to this SRW is available to builder but we have no access to his "Legal
Interpretation”? It seems we have been blindfolded and city is putting gun on our heads asking us to accept
this decision. This is not fair on our part, we even don't know what is this "Legal Interpretation”, To us its just
a "Miss-Interpretation” that's why city is hiding from us under the blanket Called "Legal Interpretation". When
we bought these houses we were clearly told that these are temporary SRW given to these four houses only
and no public access is allowed accept for the city maintenance staff. This same understanding we got it from
you when we had meeting with you on July 31st, 2015.

We are still unable to understand why the city is listening to one side only and trying to impose the decision
on us. We should also be given fair trial before its too late. Your report even does not mention about our last
meeting in which we had shown great opposition to this idea of using our property for public access. Your
report casually mentioned that we are not supportive of this decision. Why would we support this? we are
strongly opposing that the city is moving forward with builder application.

Please forward our objection to your superior chain of command so that our voice could be heard. | hope
proper information will be given to us in due course. Thanks for listening

Qaiser

From: Clussier@richmond.ca

To: g_igbhal@hotmail.com

CC: anandnisha.dc@gmail.com; anand.dorairaj@yahoo.com

Subject: RE: Public ROW Access on Private Properties (9093 & 9097) - Rezoning application at 9131 Steveston
Hwy (RZ 15-703150)

Date: Tue, 17 Nov 2015 01:08:49 +0000

Hi Qaiser :

The direction that {'ve been given is that the legal interpretation obtained by the applicant, is not available to the public.

The staff report includes all of the information that is available to the public. Flease review my staff report available via
this fink: http://www.richmond.ca/agendafiles/Open Planning 11-17-2015.pdf

Please let me know if you have any questions about any of the information that I've included in my staff report.
Thanks,
Cynthia Lussier

Planner 1
Development Applications Division



City of Richmond

Tel: 604-276-4108

Email: clussier@richmond.ca
www.richmond.ca

From: CLussier@richmond.ca
To: q igbal@hotmail.com; DevApps@richmond.ca
CC: anandnisha.dc@gmail.com:; anand.dorairaj@vyahoo.com

Subject: RE: Public ROW Access on Private Properties (9093 & 9097) - Rezoning application at 9131 Steveston
Hwy (RZ 15-703150)

Date: Mon, 16 Nov 2015 20:55:34 +0000

Hi Qaiser ’

t was not able to provide you with a response late Friday afternoon.

I am currently looking into whether the legal interpretation of the right-of-way is available to the public. If so, then you
would be welcome to view the file here at City Hall.

P will find out and let you know as soon as possible.

Cynthia Lussier

Planner 1

Development Applications Division
City of Richmond

Tel: 604-276-4108

Email: clussier@richmond.ca
www.richmond.ca

From: Qaiser Igbal [mailto:q_igbal@hotmail.com]

Sent: Friday, 13 November 2015 4:43 PM

To: Lussier, Cynthia; DevApps

Cc: 'anandnisha.dc@gmail.com’; 'anand.dorairaj@yahoo.com'

Subject: Public ROW Access on Private Properties (9093 & 9097) - Rezoning application at 9131 Steveston Hwy (RZ 15-
703150) : :

Thanks Cynthia,

Can you refer to us which legal interpretation (Document #, Clause #, etc), we would like to know how City has
unilaterally decided to proceed with this without involving the residents. We'll bring that document in the
meeting if you could refer us to the right document.

Thanks,

Qaiser

From: CLussier@richmond.ca

To: g _igbal@hotmail.com; DevApps@richmond.ca

CC: anandnisha.dc@gmail.com; anand.dorairaj@yahoo.com

Subject: RE: Public ROW Access on Private Properties (9093 & 9097) - Rezoning application at 9131 Steveston
Hwy (RZ 15-703150)

Date: Sat, 14 Nov 2015 00:31:47 +0000

Hi Qaiser and Nisha




As discussed today by phone, the staff report on the proposed rezoning application at 9131 Steveston Hwy (RZ 15-
703150) will he available hopefully this evening through a link on the City’s website at
+ htip://www.richmond.ca/cityhall/council/agendas/planning.htm

The staff report is scheduled to be presented at a Planning Committee meeting to be heid on Tues Nov 17 in the
Anderson Room at Richmond City Hall at 4pm, next week.

The meeting is open to the public, and there will be an opportunity to speak to the Committee when they are
considering the application. A copy of the Meeting Agenda will also be available through the above link.

funderstand your concerns regarding use of the right-of-way over your properties, however a legal interpretation has
been provided to staff which indicates that the right-of-way may be used for the purpose of utilities and public-right-of-
passage, and that it was envisioned at the time that your lots were created that the right-of-way provide temporary
vehicle access to access adjacent lots in this block until such time that a permanent lane access is made available. Itis
on this hasis that staff is recommending that the application he moved forward to the Planning Committee for their
consideration. The cutcome of the proposal wili be determined by Council with consideration given to the public’s
comments.

If the Planning Committee decides to move the application forward to the next step, there will be an opportunity for
you to provide comments at a subsequent Council meeting and Public Hearing.

Cynthia Lussier

Planner

Development Applications Division
City of Richmond

Tel: 604-276-4108

Email: clussier@richmond.ca
www.richmond.ca

From: Qaiser Igbal [mailto:q_igbal@hotmail.com]

Sent: Friday, 13 November 2015 3:47 PM

To: Lussier, Cynthia; DevApps

Cc: anandnisha.dc@gmail.com; anand.dorairaj@yahoo.com _

Subject: Public ROW Access on Private Properties (9093 & 9097) ~ Rezoning application at 9131 Steveston Hwy (RZ 15-
703150) :

Cynthia,
We need a little bit of more clarity on the rezoning "board" being di splayed at the property of 9131 Steveston
Hwy for Rezoning application number R215 703150 We made it very clear to the applicant (Maryem Ahbib)
that we are not giving any kind of publlc/Vehlcle access to the rear lane through the lane between 9093 &
9097 properties but display sigh board is somewhat confusing with the wording"To permit a subdivision to
create (2) Lots, with Vehicle access from a Proposed Extension to the existing rear lane" | am also attaching
the display board photos. We all know that the extension of existing rear lane is not possible until all the
houses are sold, under current situation access to the existing lane is not possible because we are not
prepared to give any kind of public access through our ROW. Our this decision was clearly communicated to
Maryem Ahbib and her partner (see below emails). A copy of that decision was also sent to City of Richmond
on August 1st 2015. We also had a meeting with you at the city hall on July 31st, 2015, in Wthh we made it
clear that we don't want to give any public access through this lane.



Therefore please do not approve their rezoning application permitting the subdivision with Vehicle access
from the rear lane as there is no way they can access to the proposed properties through rear lane.

We already left detail messages at your answering machines, feel free to contact us to discuss this if
necessary.

Thanks,
Qaiser
-604-839-3011 (Cell)

From: Igbal, Qaiser

Sent: 2015, August 09 12:14 PM

To: Lussier, Cynthia (CLussier@richmond.ca)

Cc: 'Khalid Hasan (info@khalidhasan.com)' , o
Subject: Public ROW Access on Private Properties (9093 & 9097) - Rezoning application at 9131 Steveston Hwy (RZ 15-
703150)

For your information

From: Qaiser Igbal [mailto:q igbal@hotmail.com]

Sent: 2015, August 01 10:36 AM

To: mahbib@sutton.com; bpanesar@sutton.com

Cc: anand.dorairaji@yahoo.com

Subject: Public ROW Access on Private Properties (9093 & 9097)

Attention: Maryem Ahbib and Bhajan Panesar - Sutton Group (Seafair Realty)

Please be informed that we the owners of properties 9093 Steveston Hwy & 9097 Steveston Hwy jointly
decided not to give/allow any kind of public access through our properties as shown on Plan BCP # 13121.
Therefore no further meetings/visits to our houses are necessary to pursue this matter with us. This matter
deemed closed hereinafter.

Thank you,

Qaiser/Naureen owner of 9093 Steveston Highway, Richmond BC
- Anand/Nisha owner of 9097 Steveston Highway, Richmond BC

From: Lussier, Cynthia {mailto:Clussier@richmond.ca]
Sent: 2015, July 27 3:42 PM

To: Igbal, Qaiser
Subject: RE: Temporary Public Access on Private Property

Hello,

Thank you for taking the time to inguire about the proposed Rezoning application at 3131 Steveston Hwy (RZ 15-
703150).

Maryem Ahbib has submitted an application to request permission from City Council to rezone the land to enable a
subdivision to create 2 lots with vehicle access from an easthound extension of the existing City-owned lane along the
north property line of 9051/9093/9097/5099 Steveston Hwy {see the map below showing your property and the City-
owned lane along the north property line) . City staff are currently reviewing the rezoning application. One of the
issues that City staff need to review is the proposed vehicle access to the site.

5



{ think it would be worth discussing the redevelopment history of the lots at 9091/5093/9097/9099 Steveston Hwy in
person. Are you ahle to attend a brief meeting with me to discuss this? Please let me know your availability to meet
with me. | am in the office this week and then out of the office next week, returning-on Monday August 10"

Thank you,

Cynthia Lussier

P/annfng Technician

Development Applications Division
City of Richmond

Tel; 604-276-4108

Email: clussier@richmond.ca
www.richmond.ca

From: Igbal, Qaiser [mailto:Qaiser.Igbal@bchydro.com]
Sent: Monday, 27 July 2015 12:41

To: DevApps

Cc: InfoCentre

Subject: Temporary Public Access on Private Property

Attention; The Land Title Manager

| have been approached by two realtors from Sutton group (refer aftached file) asking me to sign an authorization
granting them a temporary pubiic access to develop the property in the block of 9100 (east side) giving thern access from
back lane to the future residents as well. My understanding is; this lane between my house at 9093 Steveston Hwy and
our neighbour at 8097 Steveston Hwy is not public property. This vehicle access is provided jointly by us and our
neighbour so that vehicles can access the garages at the rear of the 4 houses in this complex only. Since builder is
developing the adjacent block they should have their own private lane similar to us instead of asking us to provide the
access. By giving access traffic in this lane is going 1o be increased, over and above this lane is not built for heavy and
more traffic. Over the past number of years we have noticed that this lane is already sinking due to current traffic
conditions. Before we sign or refuse to sign, we would like to know, what are our legal rights in case we refuse to grant
any additional public access through this lane? What are the legal implications for refusing to give access.? Does City
support us in any decision we would like to put forward in future?



Can we get our previously signed copy of the access that we have given to the current property owners? Please advise in
detail. If you are not the right person to deal with such inquires please forward our request to the concerned department.

Regards,

Qaiser Ighal/Naureen Qaiser
Folio Number: 074-841-012

Civic Address: 9093 STEVESTON HWY RICHMOND, BC V7A 1M6

Tel: 604-528-1777 (W) Cell: 604-839-3011
Email: gaiser.igbal@bchydro.com




Igbal, Qaiser

To: Mercer, Wayne
Cc: MacKinnon, Deb; MayorandCouncillors; Toews, Curt
Subject: RE: Alleged Dogs Off Leash - 9000 blk Steveston Hwy

From; Mercer, Wayne [mailto:WMercer@richmond.ca]
Sent: 2011, September 06 2:49 PM

To: Igbal, Qaiser

Cc: MacKinnon, Deb; MayorandCouncillars; Toews, Curt
Subject: Alleged Dogs Off Leash - 9000 blk Steveston Hwy

Mr. Igbal:

Your message to the Mayor’s Office has been referred to my office for investigation and response,

Thank you very much for forwarding the video as you did — it makes it very clear as to where your neighbours are
removing the leashes from their dogs’ collars.

the unleashmg took place, thrs IS not pubhc propert\/ Thrs vehlcle access is provrded Jom’dy by you and your nerghbour
so that vehicles can access the garages at the rear of the 4 houses in this complex. [ would expect that, when you
purchased your home, you agreed to provide such access as part of the purchase agreement.

your nerghbours are not actlng contrary to the Bylaw in releasrrrg therr dogs from their leashes in thlS area and we w1l!
not be pursuing any enforcement for these actions.

Wayne G. Mercer
Manager, Community Bylaws

City of Richmond
6911 No 3 Road
Richmond, BC VBY 2C1

direct; 604.247.4601
fax; 604.276.4036
email: wnercer@richmond.ca
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Mayor and all Councillors,

Before you make decision please consider the safety of your people, not only the bylaws.
Increase the people using this driveway

means increase the danger of our life, our neighbour's life and the life of the people using
this Steveston hwy. You will put all the

people using this driveway in danger. You are welcomed to come down to our driveway to
experience the danger of using this

driveway. I bought this house 10 years ago, the traffic is not heavy as today. I won't buy this
house now. Please look before you

approve more people using this driveway. Don't be a slaugter, be a saviour. Hope you can
understand our worry, hope you can

hear our voice, hope you really consider your people’s life not only the developer's benefit,
not only the bylaws.

Thank you so much for your time.
you remain,

Peter Tsang
resident of 9099

From: MayorandCouncillors@richmond.ca

To: petertsang8 @hotmail.com




Subject: RE: File No. RZ15-703150
Date: Thu, 19 Nov 2015 21:46:59 +0000

This is to acknowledge and thank you for your email of November 19, 2015 to the Mayor and Councillers, in connection
with the above matter, a copy of which has been forwarded to the Mayor and each Councillor for their information.

in addition, your email has been referred te Wayne Craig, Director, Development. if you have any questions or further
concerns at this time, please call Mr. Craig at 604.276.4000.

Thank you again for taking the time to make your views known,
Yours truly,

Michelle Jansson, CMC

Manager, Legislative Services

City of Richmond, 6811 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC V6Y 2¢1
Phone: 604-276-4006 | Email: mjansson@richmond.ca

From: TsangPeter [mailto: petertsang8@hotmail.com]

.Sent: November-19-15 12:31 AM

To: Lussier, Cynthia; DevApps; dwebber@richmond.ca; MayorandCouncillors
Subject: RE: File No. RZ15-703150

Dear Cynthia,

We are the owner and residents of 9099 Steveston Hwy. We understand that an application
“to rezone the property at 9131 Steveston Hwy to build 2 houses. It is

the City planning and we agree with that. Base on the following reasons we strongly disagree
that they will use the drive way between #9093 and #9097.

1) Steveston Hwy is heavy traffic road and most vehicle drivers drive more than the
speed limit. A lot of vehicle drivers are caught for speeding on this road. We are
always afraid of accident when we drive out to and from opposite lane. It is very

dangerous.

2) The existing drive way between #9093 and #9097 is somewhat a little bit narrow.
When one car waiting to go out and the other car come back from outside, we
always find the drive way is too narrow. When we slow down and prepare to drive

into the drive way, the car follows is so close and we afraid they can hit from the
back.



3) The drive way between #9093 and #9097 is for 4 house residents to use right now,
and we already find it is too crowded. If it is open for more property residents to
use the same lane from the busy Steveston Hwy. I am sure it will increase the

chance to accident.

4) Our neighbour's children are always playing in the drive way. More property use the
same drive way will increase the chance for accident. Is is saturated for these 4

property's residents to use this drive way right now and cannot accommodate
more users.

‘Please consider seriously about the above reasons and not grant the application to use
this drive way any more. They have to open a lane from Mortfield Gate. It is because
the traffic from Mortfield Gate is far less slow comparing from Steveston Hwy. The
9000 and 10000 block on Williams Road have a back lane open from the side road. and
the traffic on Williams is much less heavy and fast compare with Steveston Hwy. So

for the safety of us and our neighbours, Please DON'T grant this application. Whoever
grant this application and will be responsible for the safety of our life. Please make a
second thought and think it carefully.

Your kindest consideration to this matter is much appreciated.
Yours truly,

Wing Yee Lam (owner of 9099 )

Wai Chun Li (resident of 9099)

Peter Tsang (resident of 9099)

c.c. DevApps@richmond.ca

c.c. dwebber@richmond.ca

c.c. mayorandcouncillors@richmond.ca
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NEW WESTMINSTER, B.C. V3M 1B2

REPLY ATTENTION OF: Alex Sweezey
OUR FILE #41,403s

December 11, 2015

Mayor/ Councillors
City of Richmond Fax to: (604)278-5139

6911

No. 3 Road

Richmond, B.C.
V6Y 2Cl

Attention: Director, City Clerk’s Office

Dear Sirs/Mesdames:
; Applicatiop RZ 15-7 0 by M Ahbih for Rezoning at 9131 eston -
ment W 5 to ing Byla 0 - Public Heari ecembe 2015 - 7TPM

We have been consulted by Qaiser Igbal and Naureen Qaiser, the owners of 9093

Steveston Highway, and by M. Anandraj Dorairaj and Nisha Cyrilthe owners of 9097 Steveston
Highway, with respect to this rezoning application. .

This letter will not address the merits of the rezoning application gem:rally, our

clients and other neighbours have done that separately.

However, our clients have consulted us more speaﬁcally about the significance of

Statutory Right of Way (“SRW”) BW406323 to the rezoning application. Our clients have
expressed surprise at the recent change in the City’s interpretation of the SRW. City staff have
always looked at the SRW as simply for sewers, drains, etc., and what our clients and their
neighbours otherw:se did with the SRW area over their property was up to them,

Now, however, the City seems to be viewing the SRW as a public roadway,

available to the current appllcant, for example, to use for access instead of their own driveway,

In our opinion, this is an untenable interpretation of the SRW, as well as an

unrealistic one,

It is instructive to read the SRW carefully.

In Part 1, setting out the objectives of the SRW

“(b) Richmond desires to obtain from the Owner a statutory right of way
to construct certain Works on, over and under the hereinafier described
portion of the land;

(¢) The statutory right of way is necessary. for the operation and
meintenance of Richmond's undertaking,”

www.Joodmark ca
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This is the whole of the purpose of the SRW. There is no other purpose or
objective.

In Part 2, the specific grant is stated:

“ ..the Owner does hereby grant unto Richmond the full, free and
uninterrupted right of way for Richmond, its licensees, servants, officials,
workmen, machinery and vehicles, at any time and ot their will and '
pleasure for the benefit of Richmond.”

Again, the grant itself does nothing to expand the purpese set out in Part 1.

Part 3 then merely sets out the usval specific ways in which Richmond can
exercise the grant given in Part 2, for the purpose set out in Part 1. Anything in Part 3 must be
interpreted as merely nnplemenung Parts 1 and 2, and not as expanding them. If the intent of the
SRW was to establish a public roadway, that would have been stated in Parts 1 and 2.

Or, in the normal way, in a wholly separate SRW, not imbedded in two or three
words buried away in a sewer and drainage SRW,

In fact, in 40 years of practice, I don’t believe I have ever seen one single
combined SRW used for both purposes, rather than separate SRWs,

And a SRW intended for a public roadway would have considerably more
prov1510ns specific to such use.

To illustrate the impracticality of this being intended for a public roadway,
consider the very limited restrictions placed upon the Owner. He is not required to do any
maintenance of a roadway, or even to provide one at all, In fact he is prohibited from having a
concrete driveway.

There is nothing to prevent him from removing all existing ground cover and'
replace it with grass, bushes or other vegetation (as long as he does not diminish or increase the
depth), and allowing children to play in the whole area.

There is nothing to prevent him from parking vehicles across the SRW area, or
installing a fence (so long as he allows Richmond access for its “Works™.)

There is a “Lane “ across the North end of the Lots, and perhaps the Applicant can
access that from the West end. But, in our opinion, Richmond has no right to purport to allow the

Applicant the use of the SRW.
~ If you have a legal opinion to the contrary, please provide a copy, and we would
be pleased to address it.
Yours truly,
GOODWIN & MARK LLP

ALEX SW%];Z’:%

www.goodmark.ca
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- SUBMISSION FOR PUBLIC HEARING ON DEC 15™, 2015
FAX NO. 604-273-5139

To Public H@ﬁﬁﬁg

Atin: The Mayor and Councillors — Dlrector, City Clerk’s Office Date: Qﬁ 5715
City of Richmond: tom 4
6911 No. 3 Road ‘ \ Re: D21 Sevestn By

Richmond BC V&Y 2;1 . KZ 15-72150

From: The residents of 9091, 9093, 9097 and 9099 Steveston Hwy, Richm¢ Schedule 17 to the Minu.tes of
the Public Hearing meeting of

2015 Richmond City Council held on
pecember 14,2 Tuesday, December 15, 2015.

Letter to the Council with strong objections to the re-zoning application (RZ 15-703150)

Dear Mayor and council,

Since the last council meeting on Nov 23rd, we have had opportunity ta consult a lawysr with respect
fo the use of the SRW between 9097 and 9093 as a public road as proposed by this re-zoning
application. We have been advised by a reputable law firm that the Statutory Right of Way document
for our properties is for public utilities only. A different document needs to be registered for the use of
the SRW as a public road. Qur lawyer has faxed this information to council directly on Decamber 11",
2015, The reason our notaries told us the wording indicated maintenance of public works is because
that is the way the document is drawn. We no longer believa that it was our mistaken impression, lack
of due diligence or the ignorance of our notaries that led us to believe this was not a public road.

Further to the legal aspect, law requires that a certain distance must separate a home from a public
road. This law exists for good reason. Only a driveway can exist right off someone’s living room. So
why are we wrong to have thought this was a private driveway with courtesy access for 9099 and
9091 that were buiit at the same time? If this SRW was intended to be used as a public road, why did
the original plan allaw the homes to be built right up to the edge of the road? Why was a serious law
over-ridden in the name of SRW?

We are told repeatedly by staff that this is a temporary access plan. There are NO other homes in the
entire line with a back-lane at this time. When we try to get more information on what plan is in place
fo ensure that this is temporary, the planning staff have no answers for us.

Staff’s response to our questions: No we cannot stop anyone from building a larger single family
home, blocking the anterior lane and making this access permanent. No we have ne information on
how many other homes are ready to implement this. No we ¢annot wait to implement this solution by
bringing the lane in from Mortfield Gate or Roseland Gate. No we cannot do anything about the risk of
the lane getting blocked at any time.

So we have come to the conclusion that no work or planning has been done to ensure the
implementation of the anterior lane. In the private sector, when we prepare a “temporary plan” we are
required to support it with feasibility studies, risk assessments, time line for implementation of
permanent solution, budgets and actions for implementation. |t comes as a BIG disappointment that
the same standards do not apply in the public sector. That all it takes to constitute a “PLAN” is a color
print-out presented by the staff at the planning meeting (Nov 17" with purple paint dspicting where
they WISH the anterior lane to eventually appear.

VWe now present a real case to show the outcome of such planning - Mr Qaiser Igbal (S093) and Mr.
Anand Darairaj (9097) spoke to the owner affected by a similar situation that Ms, Cynthia L (staff) told
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us about on No 2 road and Colville read. The owner expressed that he was told that the anterior lane
would work its way out and he would have his land back. Many years have gone by and increased
numbers of homes are using the lane but a large home on both sides has stopped the lane-progress
and made the so-called temporary solution permanent. His words were “I will not get my land back in
this lifetime”. He expressed his dissatisfaction and helplessness at the situation. When asked why he
did not fight back at that time, the answer brought the tfrue helplassness of the Richmond resident fo
the fore. Many residents are nof native English speakers, not only do they find speaking in front of
Council too daunting, they also are not able to understand fully what goes on and express themselves
well enough to be convincing. Today we speak for this gentleman as well (Ms. Cynthia L who told us
about him knows the address) as the voice of the voiceless. The elected council is intended to be the
voice of the voiceless. The average resident is not a trained lawyer or a [eader who can communicate
well in public. In a city like Richmond, we need a council who can visualize the common man’s
pain beyond what mere words can convey because the sad truth is that the common man
often cannot convey.

Al the last meeting, we spoke of the city acquiring the land to Mortfield gate, constructing the lane now
and having future builders reimburse the city later. We hear there are only 3 homes in the way. His
Worship turned to the staff and said “If this goes to public hearing, can we see some options?' To us
this meant that even if the Council voted in favour of this application (going to public hearing) the
options would he |ooked at. Despite the Mayor's words, no staff has communicated to us that they
even called any of the homeowners to Mortfisld Gate asking if they are amenpable to selling the city
the last 6m of unused jungle on the back of thsir lots. Or that even 15 minutes was spent by the staff
considering any other option. The only communication we had was regarding traffic regulation during
construction,

We have expressed safety concemns that while turning in from a fast road like Staveston hwy, a large
turning radius is required, and another car waiting to come out makes for a vary difficult situation. The
only answer we receive is that "22ft meets requirements”. No one has advised us that the staff/
transportation have tried out this scenario to see the merit in our coneemn. To check if it is possible to
turn in without coming to a complete stop on Steveston Hwy while another car is trying to come out.
Transportation can look up the ¢chances of being rear-ended in such situations. It does not matter
whose fault it is when a bus or truck hits a small car from the back on a dark, rainy night — the folks in
the car will be the ones gefting hurt. No one seems 1o consider it worth trying out despite all of us
saying that we are having difficuity with the existing situatiori, so we wonder if we are not significant
enough in the large scheme of things to be considered. We fesl! truly sorry for the buyers of the
proposed new homes if this goes forward. They will not know what they are getting into tilf
they move in and start using this access. Just [ike we dld not reallze how difficuit this type of
access would be for us.

To summarize, we completely object to this re-zoning application on the grounds that it is immature
with no proper access plan. The access should be made first before the homes. We object to the use
of our private property as a public road. We further object to the road width being measured from the
start of our living room wall and not 3 feet away as all public roads should be. We also stats that the
current access is not even safe for the existing homes, that the lane from Mortfield Gate should be
built at the earliest, and we should be allowed the safety of enclosing our property (subject to allowing
the city in for maintenance works). Finally we strongly object to the mis-use of the word TEMPORARY
to sell a poor plan (if this can even be called a plan without steps for implementation) when thers is no
by-law/ plan in place to ensure the temporariness. '

Everyone agrees that the anterior lane from Morffield Gate is the solution. Perhaps the reason no
steps are being taken to implement that is because there appears to be a free and easy out.
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Please stop this free and easy out now. That and ONLY that will make the interested parties spend
the money, time and effort to implement the better solution. A solution that will benefit not just us, but
the future owners of the proposed homes, the builders (can sell the new homes for a befter price), the
city (guaranteed anterior lane), the owners of the 3 properties on the way to Mortfield Gate (who are
listing but are unable to sell possibly due to accass issues and will also benefit the owners of the
- properties to the West. The city's buying out the lane area from 3 homes can be the catalyst to the
development of the entire area. Plaase stop this re-zoning application in a conclusive way, so that no
new builder files a similar application.

The staff has told us that they understand our frustration but the staff and Council have a duty towards

- the greater public. We are having the hardest time befieving that the greater public of Richmond wants
this. Thankfully getting public opinicon is not difficult. As we belong to Facebook groups of Richmond
parents, Richmond furniture resale, Richmond Toy swap and several other community based ones;
we may be able to cover most residents between 18 and 45. After we know the outcome of this case
being deliverad in the name of the greater public of Richmond, we would like to know what the true
public sentiment is for the below questions —

1) If the council is presented with opposing legal positions from the city legal department and
private residents through a reputable firm, which one should they favour?

2) With the cost of land making it almost impossible for the grawing family to afford land for their
own home, is it acceptable anymore for the city to use private property for public roads in the
name of SRW?

3) ls it acceptable for a public road to start at the wall of someone’s residence?

4) Is it acceptable for the city to take over SRW land without owner consent and direct more and
more traffic on someone's property and. not take any steps to ensure that it is returned in any
fixed time or even “in their lifetime”?

The staff has advised us that we cannot communicate with council about this case if it is approved at
public hearing so we may not be able to send you the results but if the resident poll is differant from
the case outcomne, we may publish them in the Richmond paper for your information.

Thank youw N@y

Qaiser Igbal/ Naureen Qaiser owner of 9093 Steveston Highway, Richmond BC
Phone: 604-277-6493, Email: g tdba @hotman com ‘

Anandram\/%xr‘a]/ Nisha Cyru owner of 9097 Steveston Highway, Richmond BC

Phone: 804-288-6067, Email: anand.filmfx@agmail.com

Jianxing (Georgé) Zhuo Mie (Soly) Feng owner of 9091 Steveston Highway, Richmond BC
Phone: 604-295-7186, Email: george.zhuo@ grupobimbo.com / solyfeng@hotmail.com

Q\M/L w \\juv
O Steveston Highway, Richmond BC

Peter Tsang /Wing Yes Lam owner of 209
Email: petertsangf@hotmail.com
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Attachment: 1. An independent legal interprtalidn letter on the SRW document # BW406323 from
Goodwin & Mark LLLP
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Goodwin & Mark LLp
Barristers & Solicitors
Trade Mark Agents TELEPHONE (604) 522-9884

) , ) FAX (604) 528-8044
JOHN R, GOODWIN (Ret} DONALD T. MARK (Ret.} E-mail; alex@goodmark.ca
ALEX SWEEZEY VIRGINIA HAYES (Ret} :
PETER J. GOODWIN HERMAN C, CHEUNG
MICHELLE J. RANDALL PATRICK J, MARCH 217 WESTMINSTER BUILDING

« 713 COLUMBIA STREET

NEW WESTMINSTER, B.C. V3M 182

REPLY ATTENTION OF:  Alex Sweezey
OUR FILE #41,403s

December 11, 2015

Mayor/Councillors :

City of Richmond ' Fax to: (604)278-5139
6911 No. 3 Road

Richmond, B.C.

V6Y 2Cl1

Attention: Director, City Clerk’s Office

Dear Sirs/Mesdames:

Re: Application RZ 15-703150 by Maryem Ahbib for Rezoning at 9131 Steveston Hwy -
Amendment Bylaw 9505 to Zoning Bvlaw 8500 - Public Heaxing December 15, 2015 - 7PM

We have been consulted by Qaiser Igbal and Naureen Qaiser, the owners of 9093
Steveston Highway, and by M. Anandraj Dorairaj and Nisha Cyrilthe owners of 9097 Steveston
Highway, with respect to this rezoning application.

This letter will not address the mexits of the rezoning application generally; our
clients and other neighbours have done that separately. ,

However, our clients have consulted us more specifically about the significance of
Statutory Right of Way (“SRW™) BW406323 to the rezoning application, Our clients have
expressed surprise at the recent change in the City’s interpretation of the SRW. City staff have
always looked at the SRW as simply for sewers, drains, etc., and what our clients and their
neighbours otherwise did with the SRW area over their property was up to them.

~ Now, however, the City seems to be viewing the SRW as a public roadway,
available to the current applicant, for example, to use for access instead of their own driveway.

In our opinjon, this is an nntenable interpretation of the SRW, as well as an
unrealistic one, , _

[t is instructive to read the SRW carefully.
In Part 1, setting out the objectives of the SRW
“(b) Richmond desires to obtain fiom the Owner a siatutory right of way
fo construct certain Works on, over and under the hereinafier described
portion of the land;

(c) The statutory right of way is necessary for the operation and
maintenance of Richmond’s undertaking.”

www.goodmark.ce



Dec, 14, 2015 9:47AM No. 0524 P

2.

~ This is the whole of the purpose of the SRW. There is no other purpose or
objective.

In Part 2, the specific grant is stated;

“_..the Owner does hereby grani unto Richmond the full, free and
urinterrupred right of way for Richmond, its licensees, servants, officials,
workmen, machinery and vehicles, at any fime and at theiy will and
pleasure for the benefir of Richmond.”

Again, the grant itself does nothing to expand the purpose set out in Part 1.

Part 3 then merely sets out the usual specific ways in which Richmond can
exercise the grant given in Part 2, for the purpase set out in Part 1. Anything in Part 3 must be
interpreted as merely implementing Parts 1 and 2, and not as expanding them. If the intent of the
SRW was to establish a public roadway, that would have been stated in Parts 1 and 2.

Or, in the normal way, in a wholly separate SRW, not imbedded in two or three
words buried away in a sewer and drainage SRW.

In fact, in 40 years of practice, 1 don’t believe [ have ever seen one single
combmcd SRW used for both purposes, rather than separate SRWs,

And a SRW intended for a public roadway would have considerably more
provisions specific to such use.

To illustrate the impracticality of this being intended for a public roadway,
consider the very limited restrictions placed upon the Owner. He is not required to do any
maintenance of a roadway, or even to provide one at all. In fact he is plolubltcd from having a
concrete driveway. u

There is nothing to prevent him from removing all existing ground cover and
replace it with grass, bushes or other vegetation (as long as he does not diminish or increase the
depth), and allowing children 1o play in the whole area.

There is nothing to prevent him from parking vehicles across the SRW area, or
installing a fence (so long as he allows Richmond access for its “Works™.) .

There is a “Lane “ across the North end of the Lots, and perhaps the Applicant can
access that from the West end. But, in our opinion, Richmond has no right to purport io allow the
Applicant the use of the SRW, .

If you have a legal opinion to the contrary, please provide a copy, and we would
be pleased to address it.

Yours truly,
GOODWIN & MARK LLP

Mo, S 9

ALEX SWEEZEY

www.goodmark.ca
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Jansson, Michelle Tuesday, December 15, 2015. | ‘w‘:ﬂ PR

From: Qaiser Igbal <g_igbal@hotmail.com>

Sent: December-14-15 11:27 AM

To: Jansson, Michelle; MayorandCouncillors

Subject: Public ROW Access on Private Properties (9093 & 9097) - Rezoning application at 9131
Steveston Hwy (RZ 15-703150)

Attachments: _ LtrToRichmond.Dec11.15.signed.pdf

Michelle,

Please find attached the independent legal interpretation of the SRW Document # BW406323 obtained from
an independent lawyer. This attached legal interpretation is completely different-what City legal department
has imposed on us. Over and above our lawyer has demanded in writing from the city legal department to
disclose the City's version of legal interpretation of this document. Our lawyer has already faxed directly this
document to the city on December 11th, 2015, please furnish the requested details as soon as possible.

Thanks,
Qaiser

From: MayorandCouncillors <MayorandCouncillors@richmond.ca>

Sent: November 17, 2015 1:57 PM

To: 'Qaiser igbal'

Subject: RE: Public ROW Access on Private Properties (9093 & 9097) - Rezoning application at 9131 Steveston Hwy (RZ
15-703150)

This is to acknowledge and thank you for your email of November 16, 2015 to the Mayor and Counciliors, in connection
with the above matter, a copy of which has been forwarded to the Mayor and each Councillor for their information and will
be available at the Planning Committee Meeting today at 4pm.

In addition, your email has been referred to Wayne Craig, Director, Development. If you have any guestions or further
concerns at this time, please call Mr. Craig at 604.276.4000.

Thank you again for taking the time to make your views known.
Yours truly,

Michelle Jansson, CMC

Manager, Legisiative Services

City of Richmond, 6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC VeY 2C1
Phone: 604-276-4006 | Email: mjansson@richmond.ca

From: Qaiser Igbal [mailto:q_igbal@hotmail.com]

Sent: November-16-15 6:45 PM

To: Lussier, Cynthia; MayorandCouncillors

Cc: 'anandnisha.dc@gmail.com'’; 'anand.dorairaj@yahoo.com'

Subject: Public ROW Access on Private Properties (9093 & 9097) - Rezoning application at 9131 Steveston Hwy (RZ 15-
703150)

Cynthia,



Then how.we would know what is the "legal interpretation" builder has put forward? How come without
disclosing to us the planning committee unilaterally decided to move forward with the application. How come
all our information related to this SRW is available to builder but we have no access to his "Legal
Interpretation”? It seems we have been blindfolded and city is putting gun on our heads asking us to accept
this decision. This is not fair on our part, we even don't know what is this "Legal Interpretation”, To us its just
a "Miss-Interpretation" that’s why city is hiding from us under the blanket Called "Legal Interpretation”. When
we bought these houses we were clearly told that these are temporary SRW given to these four houses only
and no public access is allowed accept for the city maintenance staff. This same understanding we got it from
you when we had meeting with you on July 31st, 2015.

We are still unable to understand why the city is listening to one side only and trying to impose the decision
on us. We should also be given fair trial before its too late. Your report even does not mention about our last
meeting in which we had shown great opposition to this idea of using our property for public access. Your
report casually mentioned that we are not supportive of this decision. Why would we support this? we are
strongly opposing that the city is moving forward with builder application.

Please forward our objection to your superior chain of command so that our voice could be heard. | hope
proper information will be given to us in due course. Thanks for listening

Qaiser

From: Clussier@richmond.ca

To: g _igbal@hotmail.com

CC: anandnisha.dc@gmail.com: anand.dorairaj@vahoo.com

Subject: RE: Public ROW Access on Private Properties {9093 & 9097) - Rezoning application at 9131 Steveston
Hwy (RZ 15-703150) '

Date: Tue, 17 Nov 2015 01:08:49 +0000

Hi Qaiser

The direction that {'ve been given is that the legal interpretation obtained by the applicant, is not available to the public.

The staff report includes all of the information that is available to the public. Please review my staff report available via
this link: http://www.richmond.ca/agendafiles/Open_Planning 11-17-2015.pdf

Please let me know if you have any questions about any of the information that I've inciuded in my staff report.
Thanks,

Cynthia Lussier

Planner 1

Development Applications Division
City of Richmond

Tel: 604-276-4108

Email: clussier@richmond.ca
www.richmond.ca

From: CLussier@richmond.ca

To: g igbal@hotmail.com; DevApps@richmond.ca

CC: anandnisha.dc@gmail.com; anand.dorairaj@yahoo.com

Subject: RE: Public ROW Access on Private Properties (9093 & 9097) - Rezoning application at 9131 Steveston

2



Hwy (RZ 15-703150)

Date: Mon, 16 Nov 2015 20:55:34 +0000

Hi Qaiser

{ was not able to provide you with a response late Friday afternoon.

I'am currently looking into whether the legal interpretation of the right-of-way is available to the public. If so, then you
would be welcome to view the file here at City Hall.

I will find out and let you know as soon as possible.

Cynthia Lussier

Planner 1 ;
Development Applications Division
City of Richmond

Tel: 604-276-4108

Email: clussier@richmond.ca
www.richmond.ca

From: Qaiser Igbal [mailto:q_igbal@hotmail.com]

Sent: Friday, 13 November 2015 4:43 PM

To: Lussier, Cynthia; DevApps

Cc: 'anandnisha.dc@gmail.com’; 'anand.dorairaj@yahoo.com’

Subject: Public ROW Access on Private Properties (9093 & 9097) - Rezoning application at 9131 Steveston Hwy (RZ 15-
703150)

Thanks Cynthia,

Can you refer to us which legal interpretation (Document #, Clause #, etc), we would like to know how City has
unilateralty decided to proceed with this without involving the residents. We'll bring that document in the
meeting if you could refer us to the right document. '

Thanks,

Qaiser

From: CLussier@richmond.ca

To: g igbal@hotmail.com; DevApps@richmond.ca

CC: anandnisha.dc@gmail.com; anand.dorairaj@yahoo.com

Subject: RE: Public ROW Access on Private Properties (9093 & 9097) - Rezoning application at 9131 Steveston
Hwy (RZ 15-703150)

Date: Sat, 14 Nov 2015 00:31:47 +0000

Hi Qaiser and Nisha :

As discussed today by phone, the staff report on the proposed rezoning application at 9131 Steveston Hwy {RZ 15-
703150) will be available hopefully this evening through a link on the City’s website at

: http://www.richmond.ca/cityhall/council/agendas/planning.htm

The staff report is scheduled to be presented at a Planning Committee meeting to be heid on Tues Nov 17 in the
Anderson Room at Richmond City Hall at 4pm, next week.

The meeting is open to the public, and there will be an opportunity to speak to the Committee when they are
considering the application. A copy of the Meeting Agenda will also be available through the above fink.



tunderstand your concerns regarding use of the right-of-way over your properties, however a legal interpretation has
been provided to staff which indicates that the right-of-way may be used for-the purpose of utilities and public-right-of-
passage, and that it was envisioned at the time that your lots were created that the right-of-way provide temporary
vehicle access to access adjacent lots in this block until such time that a permanent lane access is made available. It is
on this basis that staff is recommending that the application ke moved forward to the Planning Committee for their
consideration. The outcome of the proposal will be determined by Council with consideration given to the public’s
comments.

If the Planning Committee decides to move the application forward to the next step, there will be an opportunity for
you to provide comments at a subsequent Council meeting and Public Hearing.

Cynthia Lussier

Planner

Development Applications Division
City of Richmond

Tel: 604-276-4108

Email: clussier@richmeond.ca
www.richmond.ca

From: Qaiser Igbal [mailto:g_igbal@hotmail.com]

Sent: Friday, 13 November 2015 3:47 PM

To: Lussier, Cynthia; DevApps

Cc: anandnisha.dc@agmail.com; anand.dorairaj@yahog.com

Subject: Public ROW Access on Private Properties (9093 & 9097) - Rezoning application at 9131 Steveston Hwy (RZ 15-
703150) ;

Cynthia,
We need a little bit of more clarity on the rezoning "board" being displayed at the property of 9131 Steveston
Hwy for Rezoning application number RZ15-703150. We made it very clear to the applicant (Maryem Ahbib)
that we are not giving any kind of public/Vehicle access to the rear lane through the lane between 9093 &
9097 properties but display sign board is somewhat confusing with the wording"To permit a subdivision to
create (2) Lots, with Vehicle access from a Proposed Extension to the existing rear lane" | am also attaching
the display board photos. We all know that the extension of existing rear lane is not possible until all the
houses are sold, under current situation access to the existing lane is not possible because we are not

- prepared to give any kind of public access through our ROW. Our this decision was clearly communicated to
Maryem Ahbib and her partner (see below emails). A copy of that decision was also sent to City of Richmond
on August 1st 2015. We also had a meeting with you at the city hall on July 31st, 2015, in which we made it
clear that we don't want to give any public access through this lane.

Therefore please do not approve their rezoning application permitting the subdivision with Vehicle access
from the rear lane as there is no way they can access to the proposed properties through rear lane.

We already left detail messages at your answering machines, feel free to contact us to discuss this if
necessary. -

Thanks,
Qaiser ‘
604-839-3011 (Cell)



From: Igbal, Qaiser

Sent: 2015, August 09 12:14 PM

To: Lussier, Cynthia {CLussier@richmond.ca)
Cc: 'Khalid Hasan (info@khalidhasan.com)’

Subject: Public ROW Access on Private Properties (9093 & 9097) - Rezoning application at 9131 Steveston Hwy (RZ 15-
703150)

For your information

From: Qaiser Igbal [maiito:q Igbal@hotmait.com]

Sent: 2015, August 01 10:36 AM

To: mahbib@sutton.com; bpanesar@sutton.com

Cc: anand.dorairaj@yahoo.com )
Subject: Public ROW Access on Private Properties (9093 & 9097)

Attention: Maryem Ahbib and Bhajan Panesar - Sutton Group {Seafair Realty)

Please be informed that we the owners of properties 9093 Steveston Hwy & 9097 Steveston Hwy jointly
decided not to give/allow any kind of public access through our properties as shown on Plan BCP # 13121.
Therefore no further meetings/visits to our houses are necessary to pursue this matter with us. This matter

deemed closed hereinafter.

Thank you,

Qaiser/Naureen owner of 9093 Steveston Highway, Richmond BC
Anand/Nisha owner of 9097 Steveston Highway, Richmond BC

From: Lussier, Cynthia [mailto:Clussier@richmond.ca]
Sent: 2015, July 27 3:42 PM

To: Igbal, Qaiser

Subject: RE: Temporary Public Access on Private Property

Hello,

Thanlc you for taking the time to inquire about the proposed Rezoning application at 9131 Steveston Hwy (RZ 15-
703150).

Maryem Ahbib has submitted an application to request permission from City Councif to rezone the land to enahle a
subdivision to create 2 lots with vehicle access from an easthound extension of the existing City-owned lane along the
north property line of 9051/9093/5097/9059 Steveston Hwy {see the map helow showing your property and the City-
owned lane along the north property line} . City staff are currently reviewing the rezoning application. One of the
issues that City staff need to review is the proposed vehicle access to the site. - '

i think it would be worth discussing the redevelopment history of the lots at 9091/9093/9097/9099 Steveston Hwy in
person. Are you able to attend a brief meeting with me to discuss this? Please let me know your availability to meet
with me. tam in the office this week and then out of the office next week, returning on Monday August 10™



Thank you,

Cynthia Lussier

Planning Technician

Development Applications Division
City of Richmond

Tel: 604-276-4108

Email: clussier@richmond.ca
www.richmond.ca

From: Igbal, Qaiser [mailto:Qaiser.Ighal@bchydro.com]
Sent: Monday, 27 July 2015 12:41

To: DevApps

Cc: InfoCentre

Subject: Temporary Public Access on Private Property

Attention; The Land Title Manager

I have heen approached by two realtors from Sutton group (refer attached file} asking me to sign an authorization
granting them a temporary public access to develop the property in the block of 9100 (east side} giving them access from
back lane to the future residents as well. My understanding is; this lane between my house at 9093 Steveston Hwy and
our neighbour at 9097 Steveston Hwy is not public property. This vehicle access is provided jointly by us and our
neighbour so that vehicles can access the garages at the rear of the 4 houses in this complex only. Since builder is
developing the adjacent block they should have their own private lane similar to us instead of asking us to provide the
access. By giving access traffic in this lane is going to be increased, over and above this lane is not built for heavy and
more traffic. Over the past number of years we have noticed that this lane is already sinking due to current traffic
conditions. Before we sign or refuse to sign, we would like to know, what are our legal rights in case we refuse to grant
any additional public access through this lane? VWhat are the legal implications for refusing to give access.? Does City
support us in any decision we would like to put forward in future?

Can we get our previously signed copy of the access that we have given to the current property owners? Please advise in
detail. If you are not the right person to deal with such inquires please forward our request to the concerned department.

Regards,

Qaiser Igbal/Naureen Qaiser
Folio Number; 074-841-012



Civic Address: 9093 STEVESTON HWY RICHMOND, BC V7A 1M6

Tel: 604-528-1777 (W) Cell: 604-839-3011

Email: gaiser.ighal@bchydro.com
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Mayor/Councillors

City of Richmond

6911 No. 3 Road

Richmond, B.C.
VeY 2C1

Attention: Director, City Clerk’sOffice

‘Dear Sirs/Mesdames:

Re: Application RZ, 15-703150 bv Marvem Ahb:b or Rezoning st 9131 Steve ton Hwvy -

TELEPHONE (604) =22-9884
FAX (B04) 526-8044 -
E-mail: elex@goodimark.ca

217 WESTMINST ER.BUILDING
713 COLUMBIA STREET
NEW WESTMINSTER, B.C. vamM 182

* December 11, 2015

Fax to: (604)278-5139

Amendment Bylaw 9505 to Zoning Bvlaw 8500 - Public Hearing Deeember 15, 2015 - 7PM

We have been consulted by Qaiser Igbal and Naureen Qaiser, the owners of 9003
Steveston Highway, and by M. Anandraj Dorairaj and Nisha Cynlthe owners of 9097 Steveston .

Highway, with respect to this rezoning application.

This Jetter will not address the merits of the rezoning application generally, our

clients and other neighbours have done that sepatately.

However, our clients have consulted us mors specifically about the significance of
Stamtory Right of Way (“SRW”) BW406323 to the rezoning apphca‘uon Qur clxents Have
expressed smgnse at the recent change in the City’s interpretation of the SRW. City staffhave -

always looke

at the SRW as simply for sewers, drains, etc., and. what our clients and their

- neighbours otherwise- did with the SRW area over their pmpcrty was up to them..

Now however, the City seems to be viewing the SRW as a public roadway, .
available to the cuurrent apphcant for examp]e to use foraccess instead of their own driveway.

In our opinion, thisis an untcnable mterpreta’r.\on of the SRW as well as an

u.nreallstxc ofe.,

It is instructive to read the SRW carefully.

In Palt 1 , setting out the ob_l ectives of the SRW

“(b) Richmond desires to obiain Jrom the Owner a statutory right.of way
to construct cerfain Works on, over and under the hereinafier described

portion.of the land;

(¢) The statutory right of way is necessar)» Jor the operatxon and
maintenance Qf Richmond s undertaking.”

YWww.gopdmarg.ca
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This is the whole of the purpose of the SRW, There is no other purpose ot
objective. ' : o

In Pa.rt 2, the speclﬁc grant-is stated:

.the Owner does hereby grant unte Richimond the full, ﬁ ee and
urzmterrupted right of way for Richmond, fts licensees, servants, officials,
workmen, wachinery and vehicles; at any time and a their will and
pléasw e for the benefit of Richmond.”

Again, the grant i1self does not]nng to expand the purpose set out in Fart 1.

Part 3 then merely sets out the usual specific’ ways in which Richrmond can
exercise the grant given in Part 2, for the purpose set out in Part 1. Anything in Part 3 must be
_interpreted as merely 1mplemcntmg Parts | and 2, and not as expanding them. If the intent of the
SRW was to establish a public readway, that w ould have been stared in Parts 1 and 2.

Or, in the normal way, in a wholly separate SRW, not imbedded in two or three
words buried away in a sewer and drainage SRW.

' In fact, in 40 years of practice, I don’t believe | have ever seen one single
combined SRW used for both purposes; rather than separate SRWS

And 4 SRW intended for a pubhc roadway would have cons1derably more
prox isions specific to such use

To illustrate the: impracticality of this bemg intended for a public roadway,
.consider the very limited restrictions placed upon the Owner. He is not required to do any
maintenance of a roadway, or even 1o provide one at all. In fact he i is prohlbned from having a
concrete drweway :

There is nothing to prevent him from rémoving all existing ground cover aod
replace it with grass, bushes or other vegetation (as long as he does not d1mm1>h or increase the
depth), and allowing chlldreu to play in the whole area..

There is nothing.to prevent him ﬁom parking vehicles across the SRW area, or
installinig a fence (s0 loﬁg as he allows Richmound access for ifs “Works™.)

' ' There is a “Lane * across the North end of the Lots, and perhaps the Apphcant can
access that from the West end. But, in our Oplnl()ll Richmond has no right to purpart to allow the
Apphcant the use of the SRW. -

If you have a legal. 0p11’).101) to the contra:y p]ease provide a copy, and we wou!d
be pleased to address it. :

Yours teuly,
GOODWIN & MARK LLP

Al Sty

ALEX SWEEZEY;’

v geodmark.ca
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| SUBMISSION FOR PUBLIC HEARING ON DEC 15™. 2015
FAX NO. 604-278-5139

To Pubhe Hearing
Date: 4f€ :Dee,( / 1>

Attn: The Mayor and Councillors — Director, City Clerk’s Office

City of Richmond:

the Public Hearing meeting of

Richmond City Council held on '

December 121" 2015 - - Tuesday, December 15, 2015.

RE: Objectlon to Re-zoning Application No. RZ15-703150 relating to 9131 Steveston Hwy
property — Right of Way/Public Access over our Private properties

Objections to Re-zoning application RZ 15-703150 on the ground that it poses serious risk to
adjacent homeowners and | increases the possibility of accidents due to increased traffic in an
unsuitable private lane (Between 9093 & 9057 Steveston Hwy)

Dear sirfmadam,

We are in receipt of public hearing notice scheduled for December 15%, 2015. As we have been to
two earlier public hearings with the same city staff. | am not sure what else the city wants us to
present that we had not already presented. We still strongly object to giving public passage over
our private properties based on all the svidence we previously presented.

We have now obtained an independent legal interpretation on document # BW406323. We have
also attached the copy of this letter for your consideration. Qur ‘Iawyer has already faxed the letter
directly to the City Clerk Office on December 11", 2015. This letter is self-explanatory and clearly
states that this Statuary Right of Way (SRW) is only permitted for utility mamtenance and NOT for-
public passage or access.

We are not objecting city re-zoning Bylaws, the city can very well re-zone but not at the expense of
our private properties. We are expressing our strong objection because city is forcefully entering
onto our private propertfies and trying to give public access through aur private properties. The city
must wait until the back lane is through before allowing re-zoning. Alternatively city could allow to
keep atleast one access from Steveston Hwy to 9131 because 3131 property have already two
approved entrances from the Steveston Hwy.

| drove all the way from Dyke to the Watermania and there are no such lanes fike this one that
exists on Steveston highway which has public excess. There are some roads but those are owned
by the city. We also offered the city an option of buying this lane from us at the market rate value

‘but it seems the city is adamiant in grabbing our land for free of cost and use as public passage

based on an interpretation of the easement that it was not intended for (i.e. public access).

Back in 2011, l made a complaint against my neighbour's off-leash dog in this SRW lane. The
letter from the City Bylaw manager to me clearly indicated that Bylaws are not applicable to this

lane because the lane is private property; it's NOT a PUBLIC ROAD. | am attaching the relevant

script of that letter for your consideration. | am sure your City Bylaw Manager must have consulted
your legal department before issuing that firm statement.

- We are sure that this current controversial decision could be challenged in the court of law but

unfortunately we are working people with limited resources (family expenditures, mortgage, tuition

“fee, etc) It is unfair that the city's legal department is usmg our tax money o give this controversial

interpretation of SRW document # BW406323 which is kept hidden from us under the blanket of so
called “Privileged information. If you talk about fairness, then give us some budget from the City




14 2015 11530 - o 0525 7. 2

* public contingency fund to challenge this legal interpretation in the court of law. All we are asking is
that you be fair to these homeowners rather than to the developer that stand to gain financially at
our expense. Please don't play with our lives as we are similar to all other residents of Richmond

who are paying your salaries. Put yourself in our shoes befare deciding and please think about that
before making your final dectszon

This is very unfortunate that we voted for these councillors who are supporting this re-zoning.
These councillors supposed to be protecting our rights but unfortunately they blindly decide to go
along. with their legal and planning department’s advice.

We are really expecting proper justice from the city in this case. Council really needs to connect
with people and broaden their vision. One day you could also be in the same situation. It's very
easy to do the postal service; you really need to analyze the whole situation -before making your
final decision. There should be a third independent party with no influence from city hall to handle
such controversial cases.

Therefore we are requesting the city council to re-consider and reject this re-zoning application
under the current situation.

Below are the main points that we have been highlighting to the council, pIease do consider these
genuine facts before making your final decision on this issue;

1. Loss of pnvacy and intrusion to local commumty '
2. Increased property damage. due to vehicle hitting the walls (we have already seen 3 hits on our
retaining walls by non-residents)

3. Inadequacy of parking, traffic generation and endangerment to resident safety

4. Noise and disturbance resulting from increased local traffic

5. Unfounded grounds for the appl;cauon This new one sided legal mterpretanon of our right of
way does not provide evidence of giving the access to public through our properties. The SRW
Document # BW406323 does not automatically allow City to give public access over our private
property. City does need our consent to do that which we have already declined many times.

The intent of this document (SRW document # BW406323) was to provide the City of Richmand
the "right of way" for occasional access to maintain the back-lane. The City of Richmond has now
taken the position 1o treat this “right of way” as a public road and provide access to the back-lane
for general public. There are many safsty concerns if this lane is to be treated as a public road with
regular twa-way traffic. This private lane is connected directly to Steveston Hwy where vehicles are

moving at 65 km/hr and so the turning radius used by some drivers is quite large and the speed at
which they turn is alarming.

This is a narrow lane which poses potential dangers of vehicle colliding with the walls of our home.,
Wooden retaining walls have already seen three vehicle hits. City/Builder should re-build these
retaining walls of both houses (9093 & 9097) with concrete material if this re-zoning application
goes through. :

It i$ a sharp nght turn into this lane wi th not much advance visibility of any cars coming out at the
time someone is going in.

The traffic on Steveston Highway is much heavier than 10 years ago and the city should revisit this
. declsmn to reflect the real traffic situation.

Who is liable for a traffic accident on this pnvate lane due to the increase of traffic imposed
by the City of Richmond and Department of Transportation?
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The City of Richmond planner and planning committee dismissed our concemns and deem the lans
to be fit for two way traffic because it'is as wide as the back-lane. The back-lane does not connect
to Steveston Hwy, but this fane does.

Request for tnformataon/c!anﬁcatlon.

1. ls there any other city road that enables a right turn from Steveston Hwy that has the same -

wide with no pavement? There’s NONE as far as we discussed with. City planning
depariment? -

2. Did transportation authority run any safety trlals before approvmg this plan for increased
traffic? (Like having someone drive out and another person turn in at the same time) We
would fike to know the results of these safety assessments and credible reasons why this is
considered safe regulation of traffic for the public and if there are any other similar roads
(precedents) on Steveston Highway. If not we would like a proper safety assessment. That

~ itis the same width as the back lane is a poor reason and does not make us feel safe.

3. Is it acceptable means and method to use private road not design to regular city road
standard as a mean to connect city road (‘the back lane”) and the Steveston Hwy?

4, If damage or accidents occur on our pnvate properties will the City's insurance cover-off the
costs? Will it be ICBC? Will it be the owner's property insurance?

The traffic in our private property lane will confinue to increasa if this re-zoning application is
accepted as more builders will use this precedent on sither side of our property. Please reassess
and consider the appropriateness of this transport planning by the City transport department.

We do need piece of mind for our families. This is very unfair imposition. We feel like we are being
victimised by the City’s interpretations of this SRW document. Our original objection to give access
to builder over our properties from July, 2015 still stands, and we had earlier forwarded you all the

related email correspondence in this regard. This is very narrow lane and has many blind spots for .

turning traffic.

A few years back a pedestrian was hit by a visitor while turning onto the Steveston Hwy from this
lane meaning more traffic more chances of hitting the pedestrian.

My neighbour “George”, resident of 9091, was also involved in an accident. He was coming out of

this lane slowly and a fast moving west bound car hit his car on the front side. These are real -

events that the city must re-cansider.

We trust our objections will be taken into consideration in this final hearing.

‘Sincerely, W
</

Qaiser Iqbal and Naureen Qaiser - owner of 9093 Steveston nghWay, Richmond BC
Phone: 604-277-6493, Email: q_igbal@hotmail.com

pox

Taha Qaiser and Yusra Qaiser - Children above 18 years of age at 9093 Steveston Highway

Attachment: 1. Copy of the Letter from the City ByLaw Manager dated Sept 6th, 2011
2. An independent legal interpretation letter on the SRW document# BW406323 from
Goodwin & Mark LLP



Dec. 14, 2015 T1:53AM . . No. 0525 7. ¢4

Goodwin & Mark rip

Barristers & Solicitars: : :

Trade Mark Agents ' TELEPHONE (604) 522-9884
_ FAX (804) 526-8044

JOHN R, GOODVIN (Ret) ©  DONALD T, MARK (Ret) : E-maii. alex@goodmark.ca

ALEX SWEEZEY VIRGINIA HAYES {Ret)

PETER J, GOODWIN HERMAN C. CHEUNG

MICHELLE J. RANDALL PATRICK J, MARCH 217 WESTMINSTER BUILDING

713 COLUMBIA STREET
NEW WESTMINSTER, B.C. VaM 1B2

REPLY ATTENTION OF:  Alex Sweezey
OUR FILE #41,403s

December 11, 2015
Mayor/Councilors | e . I
City of Richmond : Fax to: (604)278-5139
6911 No. 3 Road ‘
Richmond, B.C.
V6Y 2C1
Aftention: Director, City Clerk’siQfﬁcc

‘Dear Sirs/Mesdames:

Re: Application RZ 15—703150 by Mm;vem Ahbxb for Rezanm at 9131 Steveston Hswvy -
Amendment Bylaw 9305 to Zoning Byla: i

We have been consulted by Qaiser Igbal and Naureen Qaiser, the owners of 9093
Steveston Highway, and by M. Anandraj Dorayaj and Nisha Cyrilthe owners of 9097 Steveston -
Highway, with respect to this rezoning application.

This letter will not address the merits of the rezoning application general[y, our
clients and other neighbours have done that separately.

' However, ‘our clients heve consulied us more specifically about the swmﬁcance of
Statutory Right of Way (“SRW") BW406323 to the rezoning apphcatmn Our chents have
expressed swrprise at the recent change in the City’s interpretation of the SRW. City staffhave -
always look‘tl:?at the SRW as simply for sewers, drains, etc., and what our clients and their
neighbours otherwise did with the SRW area over their propcrty was up to them..

Now however, the City seems to be viewing the SRW as a public roadway,
available to the current apphcant for examplf: to use for-access instead of thelr own driveway.

In our opinion, this is an untenable mterpretanon of the SRW as well as an
um‘eahsnc one,

It is instructive to read the SRW carefully.

In Part 1, setting out the objectives of the SRW
“(b) Richmond desires 1o obtain from the Owner a statutory right of way
to construct certain Works on, over and under the hereinafier described

portion.of the land;

(¢) The statutory right of way is niecessary for the operation and
maintenance Qf Richmond’s undertaking.”

www.goodmark.ca
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This is the whole of the purpose of the SRW. There is no other purpose ot
objective, .

In Part 2, the spectﬁc grant-is stated:

.the Owner does hereby gramt unto Richmond the full, ﬁ ee and
unmterrzgpred right of way for Richmond, its licensees, servants, officials,
workmen, machinery and vehicles; at any time and at rhen will and
pleasure for the benefit of Richmond.”

Again, the grant itself does nothing to expand the purpose set out in Part 1.

Part 3 then merely sets out the usual specific ways in which Richmond can
exercise the grant given in Part 2, for the purpose set out in Part 1. Anything in Part 3 must be
_interpreted as merely jmplementmO Parts | and 2, and not as expanding them. }f the intent of the
SRW was to establish a public readway, that would have been stated ig Parts 1 and 2.

Or, 111 the normal way, in a wholly separate SRW, not imbedded in two or three
words buried away in 2 sewer and drainage SRW.

In fact, in 40 years of practice, I don’t believe | have ever seen one single
combined SRW used for both purposes, rather than separate SRWS

And 4 SRW intended for a public roadway would have consid erably more
prouswm specific to such nse

To illustrate the impracticality of this being intended for a public roadway,
. consider the very-limited restrictions placed upen the Owner. He is not required to do any
maintenance of a roadway, or ¢ven 10 provide one at all. In fact he is proh1b1tad from having a
concrete drwcway ‘

There is nothing to prevent him from rémoving all existing ground cover and
replace it with grass, bushes or other vegetation (as long as he does not d1m1msh or increase the
depth), and allowing chlldmn to play in the whole area. .

There is nothing to prevent him from parking vehicles across the SRW area, or
installing a fence (so lontg as he allows Richmond access for its “Works™.)

' ' There is a “Lane * across the North end of the Lots, and perhaps the Applicant can
access that from the West end. But, in our 0p1mon Richmond has 10 right to purport to allow the
Applicant the use of the-SRW,

If you have a legal opmlon to the contrary,, p]ease provide & copy, and we would |
be pleased to address it. ,

Yours truly,
GOODWIN & MARK LLP

Al Seipy

ALEX SWEEZEY/

vvw, Joodmerk,ca
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Igbal, Qaiser , e ‘ A
Lo

To: ' Mercer, Wayne

Ce: ‘ MacKinnon, Deb; MayorandCeouncitlors; Toews, Curt

Subject: - © RE: Alleged Dogs Off Leash - 9000 bik Steveston Hwy

From: Mercer, Wayne Emailto:WMgrgr@righmgnQ,'gg]
Sent: 2011, September 06 2:49 PM

To: Igbal, Qalser
Cc: MacKinnon, Deb; MayosrandCouncillors; Toaws, Curt,
Subject: Alleged Dogs Off Leash - 9000 blk Steveston Hwy

Mr. Igbal:

Your message to the Mayor’s Office has been referred to my office for investigation and response.
Thank you very much for forwa rding the video as you did — it makes it very clear as to where your neighbc;urs are
removing the leashes from their dogs’ collars.

In reviewing the area between your house at 9093 Steveston Hwy and your neighbour at 9097 Steveston Hwy, where
the unleashing took place, this is not public property. This vehicle access is provided jointly by you and your neighbour
50 that vehicles can access the garages at the rear of the 4 houses in this complex. | would expect that, when you
purchased your home, you agreed to provide such access as part of the purchase agreement.

"Because this is private property, evenly split between you and your neighbor, the leashing requirements for dogs
under the City’s Animal Control Regulation Bylaw do not apply - they only apply on City-owned property. Therefare,
your neighbours are not acting contrary to the Bylaw in releasing thelr dogs from their leashes in this area and we will
not be pursuing any enforcement for these actions.

Wayne G. Mercer
Manager, Community Bylaws

City of Richmond
68171 No 3 Road
Richmond, BE VBY 2C1

direct; €04,247,4501

fax; 604,276.4036

emsil; wmercer@rnchmond.ca

web: www.richmond.cz
2000 —
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Nisha Anand
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Letter to the Council with strong objections to the
re-zoning application (RZ 15-703150)

Comments

SUBMISSION FOR PUBLIC HEARING ON DEC
15TH, 2015 FAX NO. 604-278-5139 Attn: The
Mayor and Councillors — Director, City Clerk’s
Office City of Richmond 6911 No. 3 Road
Richmond BC V6Y 2C1 From: The residents of
9091, 9093, 9097 and 9099 Steveston Hwy,
Richmond, BC December 14th, 2015 Letter to the
Council with strong objections to the re-zoning
application (RZ 15-703150) Dear Mayor and
council, Since the last council meeting on Nov
23rd, we have had opportunity to consult a lawyer
with respect to the use of the SRW between 9097
and 9093 as a public road as proposed by this re-
zoning application. We have been advised by a

" reputable law firm that the Statutory Right of Way

document for our properties is for public utilities
only. A different document needs to be registered
for the use of the SRW as a public road. Our
lawyer has faxed this information to council directly
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on December 11th, 2015, The reason our notaries
told us the wording indicated maintenance of public
works is because that is the way the document is
drawn. We no longer believe that it was our
mistaken impression, lack of due diligence or the
ignorance of our notaries that ied us to believe this
was not a public road. Further to the legal aspect,
law requires that a certain distance must separate
a home from a public road. This law exists for good
reason. Only a driveway can exist right off
someone’s living room. So why are we wrong to
have thought this was a private driveway with
courtesy access for 9099 and 9091 that were built
at the same time? If this SRW was intended to be
used as a public road, why did the original plan
allow the homes to be built right up to the edge of

. the road? Why was a serious law over-ridden in the
name of SRW? We are told repeatedly by staff that
this is a temporary access pian. There are NO
other homes in the entire line with a back-lane at
this time. When we try to get more information on
what plan is in place to ensure that this is
temporary, the planning staff have no answers for
us. Staff's response to our questions: No we
cannot stop anyone from building a larger single
family home, blocking the anterior lane and making
this access permanent. No we have no information
on how many other homes are ready to implement
this. No we cannot wait to implement this solution
by bringing the lane in from Mortfield Gate or
Roseland Gate. No we cannot do anything about
the risk of the lane getting blocked at any time. So
we have come to the conclusion that no work or
planning has been done to ensure the
implementation of the anterior lane. In the private
sector, when we prepare a “temporary plan” we are
required to support it with feasibility studies, risk
assessments, time line for implementation of
permanent solution, budgets and actions for
implementation. It comes as a BIG disappointment
that the same standards do not apply in the public
sector. That all it takes to constitute a “PLAN” is a
color print-out presented by the staff at the
planning meeting (Nov 17th} with purple paint
depicting where they WISH the anterior lane to
eventually appear. We now present a real case to
show the outcome of such planning - Mr Qaiser
Igbal (9093) and Mr. Anand Dorairaj (9097) spoke

* to the owner affected by a similar situation that Ms.
Cynthia L (staff) told us about on No 2 road and
Colville road. The owner expressed that he was
told that the anterior lane would work its way out
and he would have his land back. Many years have
gone by and increased numbers of homes are
using the lane but a large home on both sides has
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stopped the lane-progress and made the so-called
temporary solution permanent. His words were |
will not get my land back in this lifetime”. He
expressed his dissatisfaction and helplessness at
the situation. When asked why he did not fight
back at that time, the answer brought the true
- helplessness of the Richmond resident to the fore.
Many residents are not native English speakers,
not only do they find speaking in front of Council
too daunting, they also are not able to understand
fully what goes on and express themselves well
enough to be convincing. Today we speak for this
gentleman as well (Ms. Cynthia L who told us
about him knows the address) as the voice of the
voiceless. The elected council is intended to be the
voice of the voiceless. The average resident is not
a trained lawyer or a leader who can communicate
well in public. In a city like Richmond, we need a
-council who can visualize the common man'’s pain
beyond what mere words can convey because the
sad truth is that the common man often cannot
convey, At the last meeting, we spoke of the city
acquiring the land to Mortfield gate, constructing
the lane now and having future builders reimburse
the city later. We hear there are only 3 homes in
the way. His Worship turned to the staff and said “if
this goes to public hearing, can we see some
options?” To us this meant that even if the Council
voted in favour of this application (going to public
hearing) the options would be looked at. Despite
the Mayor’s words, no staff has communicated to
us that they even called any of the homeowners to
Mortfield Gate asking if they are amenabie to
selling the city the last 6m of unused jungle on the
back of their lots. Or that even 15 minutes was
spent by the staff considering any other option. The
only communication we had was regarding traffic
regulation during construction. We have expressed
safety concerns that while turning in from a fast
road like Steveston hwy, a large turning radius is
required, and another car waiting to come out
makes for a very difficult situation. The only answer
we receive is that “22ft meets requirements”. No
one has advised us that the staff/ transportation
have tried out this scenario to see the merit in our
concern. To check if it is possible to turn in without
coming to a complete stop on Steveston Hwy while
another car is trying to come out. Transportation
can look up the chances of being rear-ended in
such situations. it does not matter whose fault it is
when a bus or truck hits a small car from the back
on a dark, rainy night — the folks in the car will be
the ones getting hurt. No one seems to consider it
worth trying out despite all of us saying that we are
having difficulty with the existing situation, so we
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wonder if we are not significant enough in the large
scheme of things to be considered. We feel truly
sorry for the buyers of the proposed new homes if
this goes forward. They will not know what they are
getting into till they move in and start using this
access. Just like we did not realize how difficuit this
type of access would be for us. To summarize, we
completely object to this re-zoning application on
the grounds that it is immature with no proper
access plan. The access should be made first
before the homes. We object to the use of our
private property as a public road. We further object
to the road width being measured from the start of
our iiving room wall and not 3 feet away as all
public roads should be. We also state that the
current access is not even safe for the existing
homes, that the lane from Mortfield Gate should be
built at the earliest, and we should be allowed the
safety of enclosing our property (subject to allowing
the city in for maintenance works).- Finally we
strongly object to the mis-use of the word
TEMPORARY to sell a poor plan (if this can even
be called a plan without steps for implementation)
when there is no by-law/ plan in place to ensure
the temporariness. Everyone agrees that the
anterior lane from Mortfield Gate is the solution.
Perhaps the reason no steps are being taken to
implement that is because there appears to be a
free and easy out. Please stop this free and easy
out now. That and ONLY that will make the
interested parties spend the money, time and effort
to implement the better solution. A solution that will
benefit not just us, but the future owners of the
proposed homes, the builders (can sell the new
homes for a better price), the city (guaranteed
anterior lane), the owners of the properties on the
way to Mortfield Gate (who are listing but are
unable to sell possibly due to access issues) and
will also benefit the owners of the properties to the
West. The city's buying out the lane area can be
the catalyst to the development of the entire area.
Please stop this re-zoning application in a
conclusive way, so that no new builder files a
similar application. The staff has told us that they
understand our frustration but the staff and Council
have a duty towards the greater public. We are
having the hardest time believing that the greater
public of Richmond wants this. Thankfully getting
public opinion is not difficult. As we belong to
Facebook groups of Richmond parents, Richmond
furniture resale, Richmond Toy swap and several
other community based ones; we may be able to
cover most residents between 18 and 45. After we
know the outcome of this case being delivered in
the name of the greater public of Richmond, we
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would like to know what the true public sentiment is
for the below questions — 1) If the councii is
presented with opposing legal positions from the
city legal department and private residents through
a reputable firm, which one should they favour? 2)
With the cost of land making it aimost impossible
for the growing family to afford land for their own
home, is it acceptable anymore for the city to use
private property for public roads in the name of
SRW? 3) Is it acceptable for a public road to start
at the wall of someone’s residence? 4) Is it
acceptable for the city to take over SRW land
without owner consent and direct more and more
traffic on someone’s property and not take any
steps to ensure that it is returned in any fixed time
or even “in their lifetime”? The staff has advised us
that we cannot communicate with council about
this case if it is approved at public hearing so we
may not be able to send you the results but if the
resident poll is different from the case outcome, we
may publish them in the Richmond paper for your
information. Thank you! Qaiser Igbal/ Naureen
Qaiser owner of 9093 Steveston Highway,
Richmond BC Phone: 604-277-6493, Email;
g_igbal@hotmail.com M Anandraj Dorairaj/ Nisha
Cyril owner of 9097 Steveston Highway, Richmond
BC Phone: 804-288-6067, Email:

anand filmfx@gmail.com Jianxing (George) Zhuo
Jie (Soly) Feng owner of 9091 Steveston Highway,
Richmond BC Phone: 604-295-7166, Emait:
george.zhuo@grupobimbo.com /
solyfeng@hotmail.com Peter Tsang / Wing Yee
Lam owner of 9099 Steveston Highway, Richmond
BC Email: petertsangB@hotmail.com Attachment:
1. An independent legal interpretation letter on the
SRW document # BW406323 from Goodwin &
Mark LLP




Schedule 21 to the Minutes of the
Public  Hearing meeting of
Richmond City Council held on
Tuesday, December 15, 2015.

SUBMISSION FOR PUBLIC HEARING ON DEC 15™, 2015 (RZ 15-703150)
FAX NO. 604-278-5139

To Public Hsaring

Attn: The Mayor and Councillors — Director, City Clerk’s Office pste: ec. 1S /1S
City of Richmond X

6911 No. 3 Road ftem #

Richmond BC VBY 2C1 Re: 3 5

L2 151020

L

December 14™ 2015

Re: Feasibility study of anterior lane from 9131 Steveston Hwy to Mortfield Gate.
Dear Councll,

This is not to repeat our concerns but one page to explain the feasibility of the anterior lane from 9131
Steveston Hwy to Mortfield gate as we understand it. There are 4 homes in the way — 9151, 9171, 9211
and 9231.

1) 9231 ~ Corner lot at intersection of Mortfield gate and Steveston hwy. Sold twice in 2015!!
(Please see Figure 1) Sold in June 2015 for 750k and then resold in Sept 2015 for 790k. Have
the staff contacted the buyer to see if his plans line up with the city’s plans through this re-zoning
application? If yes, that leaves only 3 homes.

2) 9211 - Listed twice for sale in 2015 and remains unsold!! (Pls see Figure 2). If we were the
owners unable to sell our property, we would be very happy if the city approached us with a fair
offer to buy unused land at the back of our lot as that would make the rest of the property,
saleable to future developers.

3) 9151, 9171 —~ We hear one of them wants to sell their property and one of them wants to continue
to live there, The same reascning as in Point 2 applies if one wishes to seli as this is a ‘middle
home’ with access issues as well.

As for the one who wishes to stay, we are not endorsing forcing them out. But if someone were to explain
to them that selling the last unused 8m of their lot could mean they get money, that they can live
peacefully in their long-term home without anyone trying to force them out to get access and eventually if
they ever wish to, they can sell their property for good money with the back-lane in place, they might be
convinced to join this plan.

We have seen the power and persuasion of the city staff over the past month. We believe in their ability to
make this happen if they want to, and if the Council directs them to. Please do not settle for poor solutions
by approving the current re-zoning application. Even the builders of the current re-zoning application
expressed that the anterior lane access from Mortfield Gate would be preferable to them, when they first
spoke to us.

Timing is very important. Great concepts can become obsolete. In 5 years, land and building costs for
new homes would have appreciated to the level that a builder may see no value in 5 million dollar
“compact homes”. Then, it may only make sense to build townhomes (more affordable) or monster homes
(price will not matter), Today is the best time to implement this lane and give the development of this area
a push. -
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Days ois Markat: S List Diata: 9/18/2015 Expiry Dats: 12/31/2015
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Figure 2: Sold corner home! What is the buyer planning?

Ligt Dater 1/23/2015
$8OB000  Crigiesd Price: $868,0000  Sold Date:

B Frasdous Prica:

} Meaz Type: Faet Frontage {featy  71.00 Approx. fear Built: 9999
Depth f Size: 120 Frontage [metess) DOG Agz: 999

Lot Afsa {52ty 8,520,00 Bedrooms: 5 Zoming R51/E
© . Flocd Plaing Bathroomns: 2 Gross Faxes: £2,754.00
Apmroval Ragk Full Bathar 2 For Tax Yaar 2014
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iF pey, GET/HST inc?y : PLO: B0g-237-021
1 H Tolr:

Complax [ Subdiv
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Figure 3: Owner trying to sell middle home.
Thanks and regards, ‘

M Anandraj Dorairaj and Nisha Cyril (9097 Steveston Hwy)



