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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are being replaced because they are small, outdated, inefficient and impractical for the needs of homeowners 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 
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