
City of 
Richmond Minutes 

Date: 

Place: 

Present: 

Also Present: 

Call to Order: 

Planning Committee 

Tuesday, June 16,2015 

Anderson Room 
Richmond City Hall 

Councillor Linda McPhail, Chair 
Councillor Bill McNulty 
Councillor Chak Au 
Councillor Carol Day 
Councillor Harold Steves 

Councillor Alexa Loo 

The Chair called the meeting to order at 4:00 p.m. 

MINUTES 

It was moved and seconded 
That the minutes of the meeting of the Planning Committee held on 
Tuesday, June 2,2015, be adopted as circulated. 

CARRIED 

NEXT COMMITTEE MEETING DATE 

Tuesday, July 7,2015, (tentative date) at 4:00 p.m. in the Anderson Room 

The Chair advised that Non-Farm Use of Farmland would be considered as 
Item No. 4A. 
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Planning Committee 
Tuesday, June 16,2015 

PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DIVISION 

1. APPLICATION BY G & B ESTATES LTD. FOR REZONING AT 3868, 
3880 AND 3900 STEVESTON HIGHWAY FROM THE 
"NEIGHBOURHOOD COMMERCIAL (CN)", "GAS & SERVICE 
STATIONS (CG2)" AND "SINGLE DETACHED (RSlIA)" ZONES TO 
A NEW "NEIGHBOURHOOD COMMERCIAL (ZC36) 
STEVESTON" ZONE 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-009252/9253; RZ 07-394294) (REDMS No. 4574015 v. 4) 

Wayne Craig, Director, Development, briefed Committee on the proposed 
application, noting that it will facilitate the redevelopment of an existing 
shopping centre located at the intersection of No. 1 Road and Steveston 
Highway, and will include an Official Community Plan amendment to re­
designate portions of the site from "N eighbourhood Residential" to 
"Commercial. " 

In reply to queries from Committee, Sara Badyal, Planner 2, noted that the 
proposed development will be single-storey and will not include a second 
storey for residential apartments. 

Discussion ensued with respect to other potential uses for the subject site that 
may include options for residential use. 

In reply to queries from Committee, Ms. Badyal advised that (i) the subject 
site includes a small portion that is currently zoned for single-family 
residential, (ii) development application signs are erected on-site, and (iii) 
should the proposed application proceed, notification to residents in the area 
would be sent in advance of the Public Hearing. 

David Sprague, representing G&B Estates Ltd., provided background 
information on the subject site and advised that the applicant wishes to retain 
the site's retail uses and not incorporate residential uses. Also, Mr. Sprague 
was of the opinion that the proposed retail development will be beneficial to 
the neighbourhood. 

In reply to queries from Committee, Mr. Sprague noted that the applicant has 
considered the potential to include residential units above the base 
commercial units; however, residential units would require an additional 
parking structure, which is currently economically unfeasible. 
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Planning Committee 
Tuesday, June 16, 2015 

It was moved and seconded 
(1) That Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100 and 9000, Amendment 

Bylaw 9252, 

(a) to redesignate 3868 and 3880 Steveston Highway from 
"Neighbourhood Residential" to "Neighbourhood Service 
Centre" in Attachment 1 to Schedule 1 of Bylaw 9000 (City of 
Richmond 2041 OCP Land Use Map); and 

(b) to redesignate 3868 and 3880 Steveston Highway from "Single­
Family" to "Commercial" in the Land Use Map of Schedule 2.4 
of Bylaw 7100 (Steveston Area Plan); 

be introduced and given first reading; 

(2) That Bylaw 9252, having been considered in conjunction with: 

(a) the City's Financial Plan and Capital Program; and 

(b) the Greater Vancouver Regional District Solid Waste and 
Liquid Waste Management Plans; 

is hereby found to be consistent with said program and plans, in 
accordance with Section 882(3)(a) of the Local GovernmentAct; 

(3) That Bylaw 9252, having been considered in accordance with OCP 
Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy 5043, is hereby found not to 
require further consultation; and 

(4) That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9253, to 
create the "Neighbourhood Commercial (ZC36) - Steveston" zone 
and for the rezoning of 3868, 3880 and 3900 Steveston Highway from 
the "Neighbourhood Commercial (CN)", "Gas & Service Stations 
(CG2)" and "Single Detached (RS1IA)" zones to the 
"Neighbourhood Commercial (ZC36) - Steveston" zone, be 
introduced and given first reading. 

CARRIED 

2. ROAD NAMING FOR THE NEW ROAD CONNECTING ACKROYD 
ROAD TO ELMBRIDGE WAY 
(File Ref. No. 6360-05) (REDMS No. 4583496) 

In reply to queries from Committee, Kathy Tong, Property Records Clerk, 
noted that the new extension of Ackroyd Road is accessible from No.3 Road. 

It was moved and seconded 
That the name "Ackroyd Road" be selected for the extension of the east­
west road located in Section 5 Block 4 Range 6, connecting Ackroyd Road 
to Elmbridge Way. 

CARRIED 

3. 
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Planning Committee 
Tuesday, June 16, 2015 

3. APPLICATION BY FIRST RICHMOND NORTH SHOPPING 
CENTRES LTD. FOR A ZONING TEXT AMENDMENT TO THE 
"NEIGHBOURHOOD COMMERCIAL (ZC32) - WEST CAMBIE 
AREA" ZONE FOR THE BUILDING AT 9291 ALDERBRIDGE WAY 
(ON THE PROPERTY AT 9251 ALDERBRIDGE WAY) 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-009256/9258; ZT 14-677144) (REDMS No. 4582072 v. 2) 

Mr. Craig briefed Committee on the proposed application, noting that it will 
facilitate the relocation of an existing private liquor store to the SmartCentres 
site, and a neighbourhood survey was conducted in accordance with Policy 
9307. 

In reply to queries from Committee, Mr. Craig spoke of the proposed 
relocation of an existing private liquor store to the subject site and provided 
the following information: 

• the Richmond RCMP and the Liquor Control and Licensing Branch 
have not advised the City of any issues associated with the private 
liquor store at its current location; 

• the Parks Department and the Richmond RCMP have expressed no 
concern with respect to the proposed relocation of the private liquor 
store; 

• although Garden City Park is within 500 metres of the proposed 
relocation of the private liquor store, Alderbridge Way is a major 
arterial road and as such, will act as a buffer between the store and the 
Park; 

• a vegetative buffer on the subject site will further separate the liquor 
store from the Park; and 

• the proposed relocation of the private liquor store will be more than 
300 metres from the West Cambie Park. 

It was moved and seconded 
(1) That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9256, for a 

Zoning Text Amendment to the "Neighbourhood Commercial (ZC32) 
- West Cambie Area" zone to allow a type 2 retail liquor store to be 
located in the building at 9291 Alderbridge Way (on the property at 
9251 Alderbridge Way), be introduced and given first reading; and 

(2) That Richmond Zoning Bylaw 8500, Amendment Bylaw 9258, for a 
Zoning Text Amendment to the "Downtown Commercial (CDT1)" 
zone to remove type 2 retail liquor store as a permitted use at 8088 
Park Road (on the property at 8080 Park Road), be introduced and 
given first reading. 

CARRIED 
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Tuesday, June 16, 2015 

4. PROPOSED ZONING BYLAW AMENDMENTS TO REGULATE 
BUILDING MASSING AND ACCESSORY STRUCTURES IN 
SINGLE-FAMILY DEVELOPMENTS 
(File Ref. No. 12-8060-20-009249; 08-4430-01) (REDMS No. 4574786 v. 3) 

Barry Konkin, Program Coordinator-Development, and James Cooper, 
Manager, Plan Review, provided an overview of the proposed zoning bylaw 
amendments to regulate building massing and accessory structures in single­
family developments and provided the following information: 

II the proposed amendments are not anticipated to reduce the overall 
Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of new dwellings; 

II two-storey dwellings will be limited to nine metres to the roof peak, 
thus eliminating the use of the roofs mid-point for measurement 
purposes on two storey dwellings; 

II maximum ceiling height will be tied to the structural component of the 
floor above, eliminating the use of dropped ceilings to achieve the 
height requirement; 

II there is a trend towards higher ceilings in new dwellings; 

II the proposed amendments will reduce overall building massing on the 
upper floors, which will increase adjacent properties' daylight and 
privacy; and 

II the proposed amendments will reduce massing on second floors and 
will complement recent zoning bylaw amendments, which regulated the 
building massing for 2.5 storey single-family dwellings. 

Mr. Konkin then briefed Committee on the proposed amendments related to 
accessory buildings and highlighted the following: 

II detached accessory buildings up to 70.0 m2 may be located within the 
rear yard; 

II all detached accessory buildings located entirely or partially in the rear 
yard, may cover no more than 40% of the rear yard's area; 

II the setback from the front lot line must be at least 20.0 metres; 

II the setback from the exterior side lot line must be at least 7.5 metres; 

II the maximum height for detached accessory buildings less than 10m2 

is 3.0 metres for a detached accessory building with a pitched roof, and 
2.5 metres for a detached accessory building with a flat roof; and 

II the maximum height for a forward proj ecting attached garage 
constructed as part of a principal building is 6.0 metres to the roof ridge 
for a garage with a pitched roof, and 4.5 metres for a garage with a flat 
roof. 

5. 
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Tuesday, June 16, 2015 

Mr. Cooper spoke to the enforcement of the proposed amendments, noting 
that the City will be able to suspend any suspected illegal construction 
activities until the builder is able to prove compliance. 

Mr. Konkin commented on the possible alternative bylaw options for interior 
ceiling height. He noted that Bylaw No. 9265 would reduce the maximum 
permitted ceiling height to 3.7 metres and would maintain the 10m2 floor area 
exemption for over-height areas used for entries and stairs. Bylaw No. 9266 
would permit a maximum ceiling height of 5.0 metres prior to over-height 
area being counted as part of the floor area, and would maintain the 10m2 

exception for entries and stairs. 

In reply to queries from Committee, Mr. Craig noted that, should the proposed 
amendments advance, they would be considered at a Special Public Hearing 
tentatively scheduled for July 6, 2015. 

Discussion ensued with regard to the effectiveness of the proposed 
amendments and in response to queries from Committee, Mr. Craig advised 
that proposed amendments, including lower ceiling heights, will impact the 
form of development and will reduce the overall massing in single-family 
dwellings. 

Discussion then took place on the role of architectural design in the increased 
massing in new developments. 

In reply to queries from Committee, Joe Erceg, General Manager, Planning 
and Development, noted that the proposed amendments, in combination with 
regulations for 2.5 storey dwellings, should effectively control the overall 
volume of new developments; however, the proposed amendments are not 
intended to address issues related to dwellings perceived to have poor 
architectural design. Moreover, he noted that Council may consider 
alternative bylaw options that would further restrict or lessen the proposed 
massing regulations. 

In reply to queries from Committee, Mr. Craig advised that the proposed 
amendments have provisions for exemptions to the 3.7 metre ceiling height 
limit, including a 10m2 area for the entries and stairwells, and a 15 m2 area 
that could be located elsewhere in the dwelling, provided that specific setback 
requirements are met. 

In reply to queries from Committee, Mr. Erceg noted that the base single­
family zoning will apply once overlying Land Use Contracts are terminated; 
therefore staff are advising that the proposed amendments be implemented 
prior to addressing issues related Land Use Contracts. 

Discussion ensued with respect to enforcement options for the proposed 
amendments and Mr. Craig noted that no additional enforcement powers are 
required; however, the bylaws will clearly state the building regulations and 
staff will be requesting additional submissions during the Building Permit 
process to verify zoning compliance. 

6. 
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Planning Committee 
Tuesday, June 16, 2015 

In response to queries from Committee, Mr. Craig noted that staff do not 
recommend the use of volumetric measurements to establish building 
parameters, and accessory buildings larger than 10m2 will be considered part 
of the overall floor area. Also, Mr. Cooper noted that a dwelling's stairwell 
does not necessarily contribute to reducing overall massing. 

In reply to queries with regard to height measurements of 2.5 storey 
dwellings, Mr. Craig noted that the purpose of allowing the additional height 
is to conceal the upper half storey within the sloping roof. 

Discussion ensued with regard to reducing the overall massing by reducing 
the second floor ceiling height, and Mr. Craig noted that, by tying the ceiling 
height to the structure, false dropped ceilings are eliminated and the floor area 
is accommodated in an effective manner. 

In reply to queries from Committee, Mr. Cooper noted that the proposed 
amendments will not restrict a builder from building higher ceilings; however, 
should builders choose to construct higher ceilings, the building'S footprint 
and overall size would then be reduced. 

In response to queries from Committee with regard to historical changes to 
Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500, Mr. Craig noted that the adoption of the 
flood protection bylaw and concerns associated with 2.5 storey dwellings led 
to the amendment to measure height to the roofs mid-point. 

Discussion ensued regarding construction violations related to space above a 
garage and Mr. Craig noted that staff has seen a trend to accommodate high 
interior spaces within dwellings. He added that based on staff assessments, the 
most common unpermitted conversions would be converting space over the 
garage into habitable space. 

In reply to queries from Committee, Mr. Erceg noted that the current trends in 
architectural designs involve higher ceilings in single-family dwellings. He 
added that the proposed amendments should reduce possible mis­
interpretation of the bylaw. 

In reply to queries from Committee, Mr. Craig advised that staff are currently 
not aware of a three-storey dwelling in the city and that 2.5 storey homes with 
flat roofs may be perceived as three-storey homes. He added that bylaw 
amendments adopted earlier this year would address issues related to building 
height in 2.5 storey dwellings. 

7. 
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Planning Committee 
Tuesday, June 16,2015 

Discussion ensued regarding the alternative bylaw options and Mr. Craig 
noted that Bylaw No. 9265 would be more restrictive than the proposed 
amendments as it would reduce the maximum permitted ceiling height to 3.7 
metres and maintain the area exempt from the floor area calculation at 10 m2

. 

Bylaw No. 9266 would be more permissive compared to the proposed 
amendments as it would permit a maximum ceiling height of 5.0 metres 
before the over-height area is counted twice for floor area, and would leave 
the exemption area at 10 m2

. He added that the exemption areas of 10 m2 and 
15 m2 were based on a review of issued permits and the space designed by 
builders, and that this could be modified if required. 

In reply to queries from Committee. Mr. Erceg noted that under the proposed 
amendments, builders would be able to build the permitted densitr and FAR; 
however, if more over-height space is preferred beyond the 10m and 15 m2 

exemptions, the size of the house would be reduced. 

Mark Sakai, representing the Greater Vancouver Home Builders' Association, 
expressed concern related to the proposed amendments and read from his 
submission (attached to and forming part of these minutes as Schedule 1). 

In reply to queries from Committee with regard to zoning regulations in other 
municipalities, Mr. Sakai noted that zoning policies are not necessarily 
transferrable from one municipality to another due to varying environmental 
factors. Mr. Sakai then commented on the amendment process and was of the 
opinion that more community consultation and policy review was needed to 
fully address issues. 

Neil Cumming, 5771 Gannet Court, spoke on the proposed amendments and 
expressed concern with regard to (i) the possible misinterpretation of the 
regulations, (ii) the timeline of the possible termination of Land Use 
Contracts, (iii) the footprint of dwellings under the proposed amendments. 
Mr. Cumming suggested that new developments should reflect the state of the 
current neighbourhood and that new zoning be created where larger homes 
may be built. 

Dana Westermark, representing the Urban Design Institute, commented on the 
proposed amendments and expressed concern with respect to (i) possible 
misinterpretation of the regulations, (ii) the potential for the regulations to 
create poorly designed homes, and (iii) the possible homogeneous appearance 
of homes. Also, he was of the opinion that the design of adjacent homes be 
taken into account in the approval of new dwellings, noting that the interface 
of the new dwellings should gently transition to the existing adjacent homes. 
Further, he added that the majority of builders follow the City's regulations 
and that the building community would be eager to participate in a discussion 
with stakeholders. 
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Tuesday, June16, 2015 

Discussion ensued with regard to (i) reducing instances of possible 
misinterpretation of zoning bylaw regulations, (ii) blending new dwellings 
into existing neighbourhoods, and (iii) placing a moratorium on new 
construction during the bylaw amendment process. 

In response to queries from Committee, Mr. Erceg noted that the City cannot 
impose a moratorium on new construction, and the City of Vancouver has 
additional powers to control the design of new construction that are not 
available to the City. 

Sam Sandhu, 4691 Tilton Road, spoke on the effect of immigration on 
housing in the city and expressed concern with regard to the short timeline of 
the bylaw amendment process, and the potential division between builders 
and residents. 

CUr. Au left the meeting (5:40 p.m.) and returned (5:42 p.m.). 

Vancouver Resident, 6526 Dawson Street, commented on the proposed 
amendments and was of the opinion that the proposed amendments will not 
decrease massing. He suggested that the exterior design of potential new 
developments in relation to adjacent homes be considered prior to approval, 
and additional community consultation be done on the matter. 

CUr. Day left the meeting (5:47 p.m.) and returned (5:48 p.m.). 

In reply to queries, Mr. Craig noted that the City's regulatory abilities differ 
from those of the City of Vancouver. He added that the City cannot deny 
applications based on the exterior architectural design of the development. 
Also, he noted that amendments to Area Plans, extended public consultations 
and significant City resources would be required should the City wish to 
pursue designating all single-family areas as Development Permit Areas. 

John ter Borg, 5860 Sandpiper Court, expressed concern related to building 
massing in the city and read from his submission (attached to and forming 
part of these minutes as Schedule 2). In reply to queries from Committee, Mr. 
ter Borg noted that the City does not provide builders with a design drawing 
checklist and that said checklist would work in parallel with the zoning bylaw. 

In reply to queries from Committee, Gavin Woo, Senior Manager, Building 
Approvals, advised that there is an informal checklist available for staff use to 
check design drawings to ensure zoning bylaw and BC Building Code 
compliance. 

In response to queries from Committee, Mr. Craig advised that the exterior 
designs of new townhouse developments are reviewed by staff, the Advisory 
Design Panel, and by Council. Also, he added that along arterial roads, lots 
adjacent to townhouse developments are typically designated in the Official 
Community Plan for townhouses. 

9. 
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Amit Sandhu, 9751 No.6 Road, expressed concern with regard to the possible 
effects of the proposed amendments on smaller lot developments and read 
from his submission (attached to and forming part of these minutes as 
Schedule 3). 

Bob Ethier, 10471 Truro Drive, expressed concern with regard to the 
proposed amendments and noted that there is market demand for larger 
homes. He was of the opinion that more time be allotted for community 
consultation between stakeholders. 

Graham Taylor, 8571 Fairhurst Road, expressed support for the proposed 
amendment and expressed concern with regard to (i) demolition of homes in 
the city, (ii) the effect of larger dwellings on local real estate prices and (iii) 
the inspection and enforcement process. 

Kathryn McCreary, 7560 Glacier Crescent, expressed concern related to 
building massing in the city and read from her submission (attached to and 
forming part of these minutes as Schedule 4). 

In reply to queries from Committee, Ms. McCreary was of the opinion that 
builders circumvent the zoning bylaw and has reported suspect developments 
to the City. 

John Roberts, 9120 Chapmond Crescent, commented on the historical aspects 
of Richmond Zoning Bylaw No. 8500 in relation to building massing. He 
expressed concern with regard to (i) the incremental changes to zoning bylaw, 
(ii) the need for further community consultation on the proposed amendments, 
and (iii) the negative effects of large dwellings on adjacent homes. Also, Mr. 
Roberts was of the opinion that builders do not respect local residents and that 
the proposed amendments should move forward to Public Hearing. 

In reply to queries from Committee, Mr. Roberts described the negative 
effects of large dwellings on existing adjacent homes including (i) a loss of 
sunlight from shadowing, (ii) a loss of privacy, and (iii) the lack of integration 
of new developments into the existing neighbourhood. 

Khalid Hasan, 12220 Westminster Highway, distributed images of new 
dwellings adjacent to existing homes (attached to and forming part of these 
minutes as Schedule 5). He noted that builders generally follow the City's 
regulations and was of the opinion that new developments are relatively the 
same size as the existing adjacent homes. Also, he was of the opinion that 
more time should be allotted for further community consultation on the 
proposed amendments. 

Lynda ter Borg, 5860 Sandpiper Court, expressed concern related to building 
massing in the city and read from her submission (attached to and forming 
part of these minutes as Schedule 6). 

Cllr. Loa left the meeting (6:47 p.m.) and did not return. 

10. 
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Raman Kooner, representing the Richmond Small Builders Group, expressed 
concern related to the proposed amendments and read from his submission 
(attached to and forming part of these minutes as Schedule 7). 

Gursher Randhawa, 3311 No. 6 Road, expressed concern related to the 
proposed amendments, and was of the opinion that the proposed amendments 
needs further community consultation and refinement, and there is a market 
demand for homes with higher ceilings. 

Charan Sethi, 10571 Granville Avenue, expressed concern related to the 
proposed amendments and was of the opinion that (i) the proposed 
amendments require further review, (ii) the proposed amendments should not 
be effective city-wide, and (iii) most of the issues related to building massing 
stem for poor architectural design. 

In reply to queries from Committee, Mr. Craig confirmed that the zoning 
bylaw is effective city-wide with the exception of site-specific zoning. 

Anne Piche, 11800 6th Avenue, expressed concern with regard to the proposed 
amendment in relation to (i) the need to protect existing neighbourhoods, (ii) 
the need for more bylaw enforcement, (iii) the trend of more infill homes 
within the neighbourhood, and (iv) the ability to rebuild damaged portions of 
existing homes under the proposed amendments. 

John Montgomery, 5880 Sandpiper Court, expressed support for the proposed 
amendments and was of the opinion that the said amendments should proceed. 

In reply to queries from Committee, Mr. Craig noted that staff can examine 
the potential implication of the proposed amendments on the vertical 
envelopes of narrow lots, and an open discussion of the proposed amendments 
in the form of a workshop with Council is not possible under the Local 
Government Act. 

In reply to queries from Committee, Mr. Erceg advised that (i) should the 
proposed amendments proceed, there will be further opportunities for public 
consultation prior to the Public Hearing, (ii) there are provisions for the 
reconstruction of damaged dwellings that do not conform to the proposed 
amendments, (iii) the proposed amendments were thoroughly reviewed by 
staff, (iv) the proposed amendments can be refined in the future, (v) should 
the proposed amendments be deferred, the City will continue to issue building 
permits under the existing bylaw, (vi) approximately 25 to 35 building 
permits are issued every month, (vii) the proposed amendments will be 
complementary to the amendments brought forward addressing flat roofs on 
2.5 storey dwellings, and (viii) the proposed amendments will address false 
ceilings and reduce building massing. 

The staff recommendation was introduced, but failed to receive a seconder. 
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As a result, the following referral was introduced: 

It was moved and seconded 
(1) That the staff report titled Proposed Zoning Bylaw Amendments to 

Regulate Building Massing and Accessory Structures in Single­
Family Developments, dated June 10, 2015, from the Director, 
Development, be referred back to staff; and 

(2) That staff report back to the July 21,2015 Planning Committee. 

The question on the referral was not called as discussion took place on the 
following: 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

II 

the potential to further refine the proposed bylaw amendments; 

the introduction of a building permit checklist; 

the effect of large dwellings on adjacent existing homes; 

options to enforce the proposed bylaw amendments; 

the potential for further public consultation and a workshop with 
stakeholders, including information published in the local newspaper; 

the effect of the proposed amendments on sites under Land Use 
Contracts; 

the feasibility of a workshop with stakeholders in light of the proposed 
Public Hearing's timeline; 

adherence to the current massing regulations' intent; and 

the potential number of building permits issued under the current 
regulations should the proposed amendments be deferred. 

In reply to queries from Committee, Mr. Erceg noted that a staff review of the 
amendments and a potential workshop cannot be completed within a two 
week timeframe. 

The question on the referral was then called and it was DEFEATED with 
Cllrs. Au, Day, and Steves opposed. 

The Chair advised that the staff report titled "Proposed Zoning Bylaw 
Amendments to Regulate Building Massing and Accessory Structures in 
Single-Family Developments," dated June 10, 2015, from the Director, 
Development, would proceed to the Regular Council meeting on June 22, 
2015, without a recommendation. 

As a result of the discussion, staff were directed to provide Council with 
information related to the items discussed at Committee and in particular, 
options for the enforcement of the proposed amendments. 

In reply to queries from Committee, Mr. Erceg advised that a building permit 
checklist is not something that is typically embedded in the zoning bylaw. 
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4A. NON-FARM USE OF FARMLAND 
(File Ref. No.) 

Discussion ensued regarding the reported sale of health products, derived 
from a closed health supplement store, at a farm near the intersection of 
Blundell Road and Sidaway Road. 

As a result of the discussion, the following referral was introduced: 

It was moved and seconded 
That staff investigate the reported sale of non-farm products at the farm 
located near the intersection of Blundell Road and Sidaway Road and 
report back. 

CARRIED 

Discussion ensued with regard to the movement of dirt along the west side of 
Sidaway Road between Blundell Road and Steveston Highway. The Chair 
advised that the City has issued permits for that site. 

5. MANAGER'S REPORT 

(i) YVR Master Plan 

Terry Crowe, Manager, Policy Planning, updated Committee on the upcoming 
2017 - 2037 YVR Master Plan. He noted that staff have established a City 
Team and have held discussions with YVR staff. He added that the YVR 
Master Plan will be prepared in four phases: (i) a Public Survey, in the Fall of 
2015, (ii) Scenarios and Options, early in 2016, (iii) Draft Plan, late in 2016, 
and (iv) Finalization, early in 2017. Also, he noted that YVR will be 
conducting approximately ten consulting opportunities for Richmond 
residents until the Fall of2016. 

Discussion ensued with regard to the piles of dirt reported north of Larry Berg 
Park. 

As a result of the discussion, staff were directed to investigate the said piles of 
dirt and report back. 

The Chair advised that some members of Council had an opportunity to tour 
the McArthurGlen Outlet Mall. Also, she noted that there are plans for the 
outlet mall to connect to the City's dike trails. 

(ii) Lingyen Mountain Temple Open House 

Mr. Craig advised that the Lingyen Mountain Temple has an Open House 
scheduled for June 23, 2015 and staff will be in attendance. 

13. 
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ADJOURNMENT 

It was moved and seconded 
That the meeting adjourn (7:54 p.m.). 

CARRIED 

Certified a true and correct copy of the 
Minutes of the meeting of the Planning 
Committee of the Council of the City of 
Richmond held on Tuesday, June 16, 
2015. 

Councillor Linda McPhail 
Chair 

Evangel Biason 
Auxiliary Committee Clerk 
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Khalid Hasan 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Parm Dhinjal <parmdhinjal@shaw.ca> 
Tuesday, June 16, 2015 9:53 AM 
Ajit Thaliwal; info@khalidhasan.com; 'Raman I(ooner'; 'Charan Sethi'; 'Sal Bhullar'; 
gordonsommerfeld@shaw.ca; 'Gursher Randhawa'; 'Mark Sakai' 
FW: meeting 

From: Rod Lynde [mailto:lynde@telus.net] 
Sent: June-16-15 7:26 AM 
To: 'PARM DHINJAL' 
Subject: Fw: meeting 

Th is is a message I sent to James Cooper after the first meeting I attended . I guess it didn't make any 

difference. 

Rod 

From: Rod Lynde 
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2015 12:21 PM 
To: Cooper, James 
Subject: Re: meeting 

Hi James: 

Thanks for inviting me to Tuesday's meeting regarding residential massing concerns. I would like to make 

some comments which I wasn't able to at the meeting. 

I design homes for a variety of client s. Some are builders wanting a plan that wi ll sell well to the immigrating 

Chinese buyers which are the main driving force behind Richmond's real estate market . There are also many 
other home owners who want to live in Richmond and want to create a home that will maintain it's value as 
well as provide an enjoyable environment to live in. Some of these clients wi ll demolish the house they were 
living in to build a new one because they want to stay in the neighbourhood. 

I have never had someone ask me to design a new home with an 8'-0" main floor and a 7'-6" upper floor to 
preserve the character of the existing older homes in the neighbourhood. These existing homes which were 
built about fifty years ago were tract housing built to provide affordable housing and were basically three 
plans ... the Woods bungalow, the same bungalow plan on an unfinished lower floor and the Seafair split. The 
only significant difference between rows of these similar homes was the co lour of the siding. These homes 
are being replaced because they are small, outdated, inefficient and impractical for the needs of homeowners 
today. They are also nearing the end of their life without expensive renovations. Preservation of this 
neighbourhood character is unrealistic. I appreciate that the opposition to new construction originates from 

owners of these older homes but there is a much larger silent majority that would much rather have newer 
homes of better quality. To preserve this character would be like returning to rotary dial telephones or black 
and white television. 

The Westwind subdivision and other land use subdivisions are anomalies because many of the lots are 
governed by a land use contract which limits site coverage but not floor area and allows a maximum height of 
35 feet. The original homes there are about 40 years old and were built to standards that would not comply 
to the existing building code or market demand. 

I'd like to address the proposed envelope for lots more than 18 metres wide which wou ld be zoned RIlE. The 
houses I have been designing in the last few years have typically been two storey with the main floor height of 
10'-0" and the upper floor height of 9'-0" . If you add in the joist space of 1'-3" and 8" min imum from the main 
floor slab to finished grade, the total height would be almost 21 feet or 6.4 metres minimum. The definition of 

fin ished site grade would increase the height depending on the existing lot grade. To create a building 
envelope that penalizes the typical new home by forcing the upper wall in to comply with the new envelope 
seems excessive especially if the angle of the upper portion is 30 degrees instead of 45 degrees. 

I propose that the envelope shape would be measured from the highest adjacent crown of road to be 
consistent with the flood plain measurement and follow the principal of the existing enve lope shape. The 



envelope would be measured 1.2 metres from the side lot line and rise 5 metres vertically to the top of the 
wall plate then at 1.8 metres for lots up to 20 metres wide and 2.0 metres for wider, the envelope would ri se 
vertically to a height of 6.5 metres to the top of the wall plate then ri se at a 45 degree angle to a maximum 
height of 9.3 metres. This would ensure a level field for new construct ion competing with existing 

construction. 

The 45 degree angle would allow design of "Craftsman" style homes which are very popular but include steep 

roof lines to accent the gables. A 30 degree angle would not allow this type of home and would limit the 

shape of houses to a strict template that would make the new houses look the too sim ilar. Design by 
legislation might not be what Council intends to achieve. 

Height of attached garages could be contro lled by a second envelope that would be measured from the 
. highest adjacent crown of road and measured from the 1.2 metre setback and rise to 4.3 metres vert ically 
then rise at a 45 degree angle to a maximum of 7.3 metres. This envelope would only app ly to the portion of 
the garage that does not have a habitable floor space above it. 

The issue of dropped ceilings in overheight rooms can be solved easily. One storey maximum height would be 
5.0 metres from the main floor slab elevation to the top of the wall plate of the highest wall in the room. This 
is not difficult to design into typical plans and would take away the option of a second floor being added. 

Limiting the depth of new houses might be too restrictive if the lot depth is smaller than average. If the one 
storey portions at the front and rear were excluded from the restricted depth that could be a solution. 

I hope you consider my comments even though they are unsolicited. I wanted to make sure I was heard and 
that I could still design houses in Richmond that clients want. 

Thanks, Rod 
From: Cooper, James 
Sent: Monday, May 25, 2015 1:29 PM 
To: 'Rod Lynde' 
Subject: meeting 

Good afternoon, Rod 

The agenda package for tomorrow's meeting will be avai lable at the front counter at City Hall after 2.30 pm today. 

James 
James Cooper, Architect AIBC 

Manager, Plan Review 
City of Richmond I 6911 No.3 Road, Richmond BC V6Y 2C1 
Direct (604) 247-4606 I jcooper2@richmond.ca 

2 



Schedule 6 to the Minutes of the 
Planning Committee meeting 01 
Richmond City Council held on 
Tuesday, June 16, 2015. 

I am Lynda ter Borg and I reside at 5860 Sandpiper Court in Richmond. From my perspective as a 

realtor, I see hundreds of homes each year, and I have extensively studied the issues before us. I am 

able to speak to your choice amongst the 3 amendment options, presented to you by staff today, to 

control massing and height issues of new house construction. 

You will need to ask staff to provide a few more tools to be able to better control the massing and 

height issues. Maximum lot depth and envelope articulation are tools left in the backroom for future 

consideration. The Design Advisory Design Panel expressed support for a 50% maximum lot depth but 

we don't see that recommendation in any of the 3 proposals. The tools must be applied as a whole to 

houses being built in order for these controls to be successful. Houses that are too high, too wide, or 

too deep simply do not fit in a lot. 

The processes used by staff were ones of expediency. Public consultation was token and superficial. 

We asked to meet to review these proposals to evaluate how the changes affect current building 

practices but were refused. The bundling of choices in the recomme~dations is not supportable 

without additions to these amendment proposals. 

There is no choice in the three proposals to control the height issues. All three proposals separate 2 

storey height and 2 and a half storey height to 29.5 feet and 34.5 feet respectively. No other 

municipality separates these two styles of houses. We need to remember these zoning bylaws will 

eventually have to fit the 4000 smaller and shorter to depth LUC properties. Staff suggested at the 

builder's forum, if a two and a half storey house on farm land, or a property with view, and has a specific 

need, they can best proceed by way of a variance request with neighbourhood consultation. 

The following is an example from the MLS of a house built after the 2008 height change to 34.5 feet. 

The lot size has a maximum allowable FAR 3120 sq. ft. One year later it sold at 3950 sq. ft. with realtor 

comments "all available space is maximized into bonus living area." But that is not the end of the 

storey. That same house was back on the market at 4380 sq. ft. with now the realtor comments 

describing "3 expansive levels" and with a "registered plan showing 3116 sf., builder added 3rd level 

with no permits." 1264 sq. ft. or 40% added FAR! 

Here is an example of a house being built at 8291 Fairfax Place (SHOW PICTURE). I call it the "attic with 

view windows." This house has huge windows into the attic space and you can see clearly from the 

street all the roof trusses. I was walking by yesterday and was invited'inside to view. The gentlemen in 

the house told me the room and staircase to the attic would be added later. This is a zoning house, not 

LUC, and has a very tiny 2% pitch. Is this not a flat roof? 

This last example on Bates shows a house built with the entire first floor at 16 ft (5m). (SHOW PICTURE) 

We have a problem in Richmond applying the zoning bylaws as they are intended to be interpreted. In 

the public consultation "Attachment 3" page PLN-l72 the record says I presented "legal" double height 

examples. How ridiculous, I would like the minutes corrected to read that all my examples showed 

illegal, unrestricted ceiling, double height in completed homes. These examples were not to some 

lowered ceiling trying to comply with the current 16ft ( 5 m )standard but were full one storey 20 feet 



interior and exterior height and definitely, inspected and approved in breach of the City's zoning 

bylaws. 

How can we have such a disjoint from intention and enforcement of our Bylaws? Freely gifting 

additional double height bonus space or what is now being called {{exception space" is in direct 

opposition to our intention to control massing and building height. Tlie staff recommended proposal is 

the only proposal that makes this gift to increase to interior massing. The issue is how the volume 

inside a house affects those who live next door. The rules should be simple and clear. Gifting an extra 

160 ft 2 of floating double height space is working against the intention to control massing. 

Our Bylaws already grant 10m2 of double height space that is specifically attached to staircase and 

entrance foyer functions. This creates the grand entrance of a finely designed home. I can assure you 

the City is already being very liberal in this interpretation, as the majority of entrance foyer's are well in 

excess of a 10ft X 10 foot space. A new freely floating additional space, 150% more than currently 

allowed, is governed by additional setback requirements and will be a problem for staff to administer 

and enforce. Why create more problems? The staff proposal doesn't even have the additional setbacks 

properly and accurately written. For this reason alone this proposal cannot be accepted without 

corrections required. 

Corrections for errors and omissions must also be made to setbacks for accessory buildings. The 

deletions in all three proposals have removed setback requirements for rear lot and interior side lot 

lines. Good fences make good neighbours but I don't think a 700 sq ft building measuring, 13 feet tall, 

and covering 40% of your backyard is a good neighbour substitute for a 6 foot backyard fence. 

Speaking of setbacks and Vertical lot width envelope. My 1970's house has side yard setbacks of 2 

meters or 6 feet. We are 12 feet from our neighbour, wall to wall. Today's current Zoning Bylaw 8.1.6.3 

(a) says the minimum interior side yard is 2.0 m (6.5 feet) for lots greater than 65 feet wide. Sounds 

great however, this is now translated as 1.2meters minus 0.6m for projections for fireplaces we no 

longer build, for dining room buffets, bayed windows, inter alia. Resulting in 2 foot wide sideyards that 

are narrower than a door way. No space for a wheelbarrow or wheelchair to pass thru to the backyard. 

Please support the 3.7 meter ceiling/storey height option. Bylaw 9265, with no additional bonus to 

double height, and make the necessary corrections to bring all houses to a common building height of 

29.5 ft. (9m) , add those set back corrections for accessory buildings ... and please also correct the 

front page so you are recommending the correct amendment Bylaw (see front page for error). 

Earn back the credibility, the transparency and the accountability this municipality needs by introducing 

one year completion inspections, conducting random audit inspections during construction and after 

completion by different inspectors, and by instituting stringent design check lists for plan checkers and 

builders to follow. 

I could go on but I won't. A Public Heating should not be the place to have to hammer out these 

housekeeping issues. Enforce not only the Bylaws but also their intent. 







Schedule 7 to the Minutes of the 
Planning Committee meeting of 
Richmond City Council held on 
Tuesday, June 16,2015. 

My name is Raman Kooner I live at 3399 Moresby Dr in Richmond Be. I am here as a representative of 

the small builders group in Richmond. 

I just wanted to start off by thanking staff for the long hours invested in the report brought forward. At 

planning committee on May 5th I was a delegate and spoke on the referral from council on this massing 

and construction of high ceilings. Councillor Day had asked me a question if as a representative of the 

building community was I willing to compromise and my answer to that was, yes we would. 

In that spirit we attended a meeting with representatives from the small builders group and the 

westwind rate payers group. In this meeting we had good discussions amongst the people that were 

there. Towards the end of the meeting it seemed like there was very good progress made as to concerns 

and issues that needed to be addressed it really felt like the two parties were coming to agreements on 

many things and some things that still needed to be worked on. 

Durring our Second meeting with staff that included UDI, Greater Vancouver Home Builders Association 

and The Small Builders group, We once again discussed with staff the proposed changes and expressed 

to them where we were willing to make compromises and significant adjustments to the current bylaw 

to address the massing and ceiling height issue. 

In both of these meetings we pointed out to staff that we thought that the process was moving along 

very quickly and we did not have enough time to digest the information that was coming out. The 

informal report that staff had given us had three versions of what they said was going to come forward 

in the report one of which was going to be recommended. In that informal report we pointed out many 

errors that were made. 

We feel that there has been a real disconnect here with staff, although they did meet with us on two 

different occasions and fielded many phone calls from us they also told us they would be going forward 

with these three options and one of those options has been Qooopletely or:+littsQ from the report. 
~htlft~~ 

Although we have some real major issues with what staff has recommended here there are other things 

in the recommended bylaw that we are completely comfortable in making the compromise on. 

One of these major issues is the second floor setback. On the RS1/ A, RS1/B, Rl,K this drastically changes 

the upper floor of the homes that can be built in these zones. On the RS1/ A zone if this is allowed to 

pass it will effectively destroy that type of home. 99% of the homes in Steveston Village are RS1/ A, Here 

I have a drawing of a Home in Stevenson Village; if the change to the bylaw is made the shaded area on 

the upper floor plan will be lost, ~is home will be left with 2 bedrooms and maybe an open denlJ ~ rY\... 
-1 _~ h~~ Ge,\t\\N\ .la~S ~ ~~ .. 
t f1.s a represehtative of the- SJ:Jall builaers group we respectfully ask committee to refer this back to staff 

as a community we need more time to look at this bylaw and make sure it is clear and concise and free 

from these mistakes. We also ask that staff be instructed to take their time in this process and that they 

give all stakeholders including residents enough time to review information that they gather. The last 

thing we want to see is this coming back in 6 months to a year from now for changes again. 

Thank You 


