City of Richmond .
Urban Development Division Report to Committee

A0 ?lommng» 2ZIul A0,A004 .

To: Planning Committee Date: Jul
From: Raul Allueva RZ 03-232158

Director of Development ?l L5 1R-$00-A0-FH% /2’//}’[7\/ :}QW%/
Re: APPLICATION BY MICHAEL LI FOR REZONING AT 11511, 11551, 11571 AND 9{&9%

11591 STEVESTON HIGHWAY FROM SINGLE-FAMILY HOUSING DISTRICT,
SUBDIVISION AREA E (R1/E) TO TOWNHOUSE DISTRICT (R2-0.6)

Staff Recommendation

1.

(%)

That Bylaw 7663 to amend the Ironwood Sub-Area Plan Development Permit Guidelines be
abandoned.

That Bylaw 7664, to rezone 11551, 11571 and 11591 Steveston Highway from “Single-
Family Housing District, Subdivision Area E (R1/E)” to the “Townhouse District (R2 - 0.6)”,
be abandoned.

. That Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw No. 7712, to update the Development

Permit Guidelines for Area B in the Ironwood Sub-Area Plan, Schedule 2.8A of Official
Community Plan Bylaw No. 7100, be introduced and given first reading.

That Bylaw No. 7712, having been considered in conjunction with:

e the City’s Financial Plan and Capital Program;

e the Greater Vancouver Regional District Solid Waste and Liquid Waste Management
Plans;

1s hereby deemed to be consistent with said program and plans, in accordance with

Section 882(3)(a) of the Local Government Act.

That Bylaw No. 7712, having been considered in accordance with the City Policy on-
Consultation During OCP Development, is hereby deemed not to require further
consultation.

That Bylaw 7713, to rezone 11511, 11551, 11571 and 11591 Steveston Highway from
“Single-Family Housing District, Subdivision Area E (R1/E)” to the “Townhouse District
(R2-0.6)”, be introduced and given first reading.

/N

Raul Allueva

Director of Development

RA;jl
Att J9 CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER
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July 9, 2004 -2- RZ 03-232158

Staff Report
Origin

Michael Li has applied to the City of Richmond for permission to rezone 11511, 11551, 11571
and 11591 Steveston Highway (Attachment 1 shows the site location) from Single-Family
Housing District (R1/E) to Townhouse District (R2 - 0.6) in order to permit the development of
27 townhouse units in a combination of two and three storey structures.

On June 8, 2004, Planning Committee referred the application back to Staff and passed the
following motion:

“That staff conduct a further public process to review the project design with the
community and to identify possible alternatives to lane access for report to Committee in
July.”

A Public Information Meeting was held on July 6, 2004 at City Hall. This report summarizes
lane access options, the latest public consultation process and presents a recommended proposal
to address the lane access issue.

Background

This application has undergone an extensive public process (including one Public Hearing, two
Public Information Meetings and one Public Open House) that has resulted in significant
revisions to the original proposal. Attachment 2 contains a chronology of key events pertaining
to this application.

While many of the neighbourhood concerns expressed early in the process have been resolved,
the main outstanding issue is whether or not to allow permanent vehicular access to an existing
rear lane.

The Staff report dated May 28, 2004, which was considered at the June 8, 2004 Planning
Commuittee, is included as Attachment 3. It contains pertinent background information on the
specifics of the development proposal as well as the results from the previous public
consultation.

Options for Lane Access
There are three options with respect to lane access for the proposed development:
Option 1: No vehicle access to the lane

This option (Attachment 4) was prepared in response to neighbourhood concerns
expressed at the October and December 2003 public meetings. The plan provides
for townhouse units to be sited on either side of an internal east-west drive aisle.
There would be one right-in, right-out access onto Steveston Highway. The units
on the north side of the site would back onto the lane. There would be no
allowance for a vehicular access to the lane.

1300573 1 2 4
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Option 2:

Option 3:

1300573

-3- RZ 03-232158

Pros:

- Strongly supported by the neighbourhood;

- Eliminates the perceived problems (e.g. traffic congestion, parking,
vandalism) that may result from permanent lane access.

Cons:

- No further opportunity to provide an alternate point of access to and from the
development site;

- Contrary to the City’s Lane Policy and could set a precedent in this and other
areas. ‘

- Does not address the May 18, 2004, Planning Committee referral back to Staff
to “ensure that the development has appropriate vehicular access to the lane”.

Provide vehicle access to the lane

The applicant revised the plan, in accordance with Planning Committee’s
direction, and submitted an option (Attachment 5) that includes a developed
access to the lane. A possible modification of this option is to place temporary
bollards to restrict immediate use of the lane. The lane is sited at the west end of
the property, adjacent to the proposed pedestrian walkway, in order to provide a
greater sense of openness to the walkway. The alignment of the access to the lane
1s offset from the access to Steveston Highway in order to discourage short-
cutting through the development. A restrictive covenant was proposed to be
registered against the property in order to allow the City to close the access to
Steveston Highway sometime in the future.

Pros:

- Provides an alternate point of access to and from the development site;

- Even if the access is not opened for use in the short term, it is more cost-
effective to construct the lane access now.

Cons:

- Not supported by the neighbourhood;

- If the access is not required for a long period of time, the paved lane access
area could have provided additional green space on site during the interim

This option was considered at the June 8, 2004 Planning Committee and referred
to staff to conduct further public consultation and identify alternatives to lane
access.

Provide a landscaped lane access right-of-way

With this option (Attachment 6), the lane right-of-way as shown in Option 2
would be landscaped with trees, shrubs and lawn, since access to the lane is not
deemed necessary at this point in time. A restrictive covenant would be registered
against the property that requires Council approval to open the lane access right-
of-way when it is deemed appropriate. The City would also collect funds from
the developer for future construction of the lane access.
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Pros:

- Preserves the ability for Council to open the lane in the future to provide
alternate access to the development site;

- As there is no immediate need to provide a lane access, the area will provide
additional on-site green space;

- The neighbourhood will be notified if Council wishes to exercise its discretion
and open up the lane access.

Cons:
- Residents in the development and along the lane who are not aware of the
right-of-way could be upset when it is constructed and cars begin to use it.

Summary of July 6, 2004 Public Information Meeting

Approximately 35 people attended the Public Information Meeting held at City Hall on July 6,
2004. 24 written responses were received, representing 14 households (Attachment 7). The
main comments raised are summarized below:

Lane Options

Option 1 (no lane access) is still the neighbourhood’s preferred option;

Option 2 (constructed lane access) is not supported at all;

Option 3 (landscaped lane access) is supportable only if the restrictive covenant includes the
following provisions:

- ensure public consultation with the neighbourhood before the lane access is opened; and
- ensure that the opening of the lane access does not happen for a very long time.

Lane Access

The Lane Policy allows exceptions to the policy, including where there is “an alternate
access, such as a frontage road, shared access, or internal road.” Residents indicated that,
as there is an internal road proposed for the development, the exception should apply;
Concerns were expressed about traffic congestion for people using the lane because there is
already queuing along Seaward Gate of traffic getting out of the neighbourhood onto
Steveston Highway;

The area is “naturally funnelling” traffic towards the No. 5 Road/Steveston Highway
intersection. This area should be considered as a special case;

Use of the lane will negatively impact the single-family neighbourhood by allowing traffic to
short-cut through the neighbourhood;

An open and upgraded lane will encourage speeding in the lane, resulting in reduced safety to
residents; '

Even if the lane is used, keep the access to Steveston Highway open as long as possible so
that traffic is split between two access points.

1300573 1 2 t;
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Lane Upgrading

e Concerns were expressed about the “patchy” appearance that would result if the lane along
the frontage of the development site was upgraded and not the frontages of any other
properties in the area;

e The neighbourhood prefers that the entire lane is upgraded at the same time rather than in a
plecemeal manner.

Walkway

¢ Remove the walkway because it brings vandalism and litter to the neighbourhood;

e The proposed walkway location (at the west end of the development site) is inappropriate
because when it reaches Steveston Highway, the pedestrian is not at a controlled intersection.
This encourages jay-walking;

e A better location for a north-south walkway is further west where it can be aligned with
Coppersmith Place;

* Residents in the proposed townhouses would probably prefer privacy rather than live next to
a public walkway.

Public Process

e Community is frustrated with the process because it had reached agreement with the
developer and Staff for no lane access, which was later rejected by Planning Committee;

e Community should be given an opportunity to choose between Options 1, 2 and 3.

Other Comments

e Asthis area is a gateway to Richmond, the City’s Arterial Road and Lane Policies do not
necessarily apply;

e The continual increase in density in Richmond from new development and redevelopment is
contributing to the current traffic situation.

Written comments received after the meeting are included in Attachment 7.
Analysis

Recommendations

Based on the latest public input received, Staff recommend the following course of action:

1. Proceed with Option 3 (Unconstructed lane access).
e While the neighbourhood still prefers Option 1 (No lane access), this option is acceptable
because:
- there is no lane access required in the foreseeable future;
- the opportunity to provide an alternate access to the development site is maintained in
accordance with City policies and Planning Committee direction;
- in the interim, there will be additional on-site green space.

2. Register a restrictive covenant on the property specifying that:
e the lane access will only be opened with Council’s approval;

e there will be public consultation with the neighbourhood prior to the opening of the lane
access; and

27
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e the execution of the revised access to the site will occur in two phases: first, the opening
of the lane access without the closure of the Steveston Highway access; and finally, the
closure of the Steveston Highway access, when the need arises, to achieve the ultimate
condition.

(Area residents are interested in the specific wording of the proposed covenant. Staff will
prepare a draft covenant for public viewing prior to the Public Hearing.)

3. Collect funds from the applicant towards future upgrading of the rear lane.
¢ As more developments adjacent to the lane occur, funds will be collected towards
upgrading the lane. Once there are sufficient funds or more new developments are built,
the entire lane will be upgraded at one time.

4. Remove the walkway from the subject development proposal and relocate it to a future
development so that it aligns with Coppersmith Place.
e From a safety perspective, a walkway that aligns with Coppersmith Place is more
sensible. As properties to the west redevelop, the walkway can be incorporated into the
site plan.

Based on the strong community opposition to the lane access, the above noted measures will
achieve the most optimal compromise that is available to staff, while safeguarding the option for
the lane access to be achieved in the long term. Area residents appear to reluctantly support
these measures, given that the elimination of the lane access does not appear to be an available
option. Nevertheless, community opposition continues to exist and is expected to materialize at
the Planning Committee meeting and Public Hearing.

Implementation

The applicant has submitted a revised site plan and elevations (Attachment 8) that shows:
¢ A landscaped, unconstructed lane access connection (in accordance with Option 3);
e Removal of the pedestrian pathway on the west side of the site.

The Ironwood Sub-Area Plan is proposed to be amended as follows:

» Specify that access to multi-family development sites may have future access to the rear lane.
In the interim, developments may provide an unconstructed, landscaped lane access
connection on the site;

e Specify that any pedestrian pathways that link the single-family neighbourhood to Ironwood
shopping centre should be located close to or aligned with existing pedestrian crosswalks.

The applicant has agreed to the list of conditional rezoning requirements outlined in
Attachment 9 (signed acceptance is on file). Due to changes with the development proposal, the
rezoning requirements differ from those presented in the earlier May 28, 2004 Report to Council
(Attachment 3).

The following condition that was included in the earlier list has been deleted:
1. Grant a Public Rights-of-Passage along the entire length and width of the pedestrian
walkway;

Do
oC

1300573 1



The following conditions have been added:

1. Registration of a restrictive covenant that specifies the conditions under which the
unconstructed lane access connection may be opened for use;

2. Payment of $35,000 in lieu of on-site indoor amenity space or submission of an alternate plan
at Development Permit stage that includes appropriate indoor amenity space;

3. Provide cash for future construction of the lane access right-of-way (amount to be
determined).

Financial Impact
None.

Conclusion

As aresult of substantial public input, the proposed development has been revised to address
local neighbourhood issues and concerns. Staff support the revised development proposal
because it best responds to many of the comments raised by both the neighbourhood and
Council.

It is recommended that the application be approved.

wt AL

~Janet Lee
Planner 2

JL:cas

Addendum:

At the July 20, 2004 meeting, Planning Committee selected Option 1 (No Lane Access) .
instead of Option 3 (Landscaped Lane Right-of-Way). As a result of Planning Committee’s
decision, several of the requirements of rezoning have changed and are outlined below:

There are requirements to be dealt with prior to final adoption:

1. Ministry of Transportation and Highways approval,
2. Consolidate the lots into one development parcel; and
3. Registration of a 7.5m Public Rights of Passage (PROP) Right-of-Way (ROW) from Steveston Highway,

that can taper at a 5:1 ratio starting at Sm from Steveston Highway, getting down to a 6m PROP at the
interior intersection, -and-extending-to-the-rearlane. A 6 m wide PROP is also required for the East-West
portion of the internal roadway that runs to each Property Line (ROW document to be vehicles only - no
utilities or servicing agreement is required);

4. Registration of cross-access agreements at each end of the East-West internal roadway;

6. Processing of the Development Permit application to an acceptable level according to the Director of

Development;
7. Payment of $35,000 in lieu of on-site indoor amenity space, or submission of an alternate plan at the

Development Perrmt stage that mcludes approprlate indoor amemty space

1312813 129



July 7, 2004

ATTACHMENT 1:

ATTACHMENT 2:

ATTACHMENT 3:

ATTACHMENT 4:

ATTACHMENT 5:

ATTACHMENT 6:

ATTACHMENT 7:

ATTACHMENT &:

ATTACHMENT 9:

1300573

RZ 03-232158

LIST OF ATTACHMENTS
Location Map
Chronology of Events

Report to Council from the Director of Development (dated May 28,
2004)

Option 1 — No Lane Access

Option 2 — With Lane Access

Option 3 — Unconstructed Lane Access Right-of-Way

Comments and Correspondence Received from the Neighbourhood
Revised Site Plan and Elevations

Conditional Rezoning Requirements
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July 7, 2004 RZ 03-232158

ATTACHMENT 2
Chronology of Events
11511, 11551, 11571 and 11591 Steveston Highway (RZ 03-232158)

Date Event

August 19, 2003 Planning Committee considered the initial proposed development which:

- Requested rezoning to R2 — 0.7;

—- Consisted of only 3 lots (11551, 11571 and 11591 Steveston Highwayy);
- Proposed 21 townhouse units with a floor area ratio of 0.7;

—~ Provided access to the rear lane.

September 15, 2003 Public Hearing, where Council passed the following resolution:

“That Zoning Amendment Bylaws 7547 and 7571 be referred to staff in
order to allow the developer to work in conjunction with the community on
a revised plan.”

Prior to the question being called, direction was given that the
delegations’ comments and the precedent for near-by properties be
considered in conjunction with the revised plan, and that a review be
undertaken for:

i) locations where the proposed R2-0.7 zone could be supported; and,
ii) townhouse units fronting a lane.

October 21, 2003 Public Information Meeting held at Woodward School
The purpose of the meeting was to explain some of the City’s policies and collect
information on neighbourhood issues.

December 9, 2003 Public Open House held at City Hall

The purpose of the Open House was to present several options to the
neighbourhood based on their input from the October 21, 2003 Public Information
Meeting.

March 2, 2004 Planning Committee considered a revised plan which:

-~ Reduced the floor area ratio from 0.7 to 0.6;

— Reduced the number of townhouses from 21 to 16;
— Had no access to the rear lane.

March 8, 2004 Council gave First Reading to amending bylaws and also made the following
referral motion:
“That staff request the developer to address the following issues at the Public
Hearing on the rezoning of 11551, 11571 and 11591 Steveston Highway (RZ
03-232158)
(a) the design and need for the proposed pedestrian walkway;
(b) Vvisitor parking overflow;
(c) safety issues with respect to the proposed pedestrian walkway and the
unimproved lane;
(d) the possibility of the developer upgrading the existing lane, particularly to
address drainage problems; and
(e) whether the developer would provide any other funds to the City.”

Prior to the Public Hearing, the applicant withdrew the application in order to
incorporate 11511 Steveston Highway into the application proposal.

1300573 1 3 2



July 7, 2004 RZ 03-232158

Date ) Event

May 18, 2004 Planning Committee considered a revised proposal which:

— Consisted of the four lots that are the subject of this application;
~ Proposed 27 townhouse units with a floor area ratio of 0.6;

— Had no access to the rear lane.

Planning Committee made the following referral:
“That Bylaws 7712 and 7713 be referred to staff to ensure that the
development has appropriate vehicular access to the rear lane.”

June 8, 2004 Planning Committee considered a revised plan which:

— Provides access to the rear lane;

- Includes a restrictive covenant that allows the City to close the access to
Steveston Highway at some point in the future.

Planning Committee passed the following motion:
“That staff conduct a further public process to review the project design with
the community and to identify possible alternatives to lane access for report to
Committee in July.”

July 6, 2004 Public Information Meeting held at City Hall

133
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ATTACHMENT 3

City of Richmond _
Urban Development Division : Report to Committee

o mou\r\:r\o) Joa ¢, 2009

To: Planning Committee Date: May 28, 2004
From: Raul Allueva RZ 03-232158
Director of Development e V2 ¥0Lo-a0- T3, 1712,
3, 76
Re: APPLICATION BY MICHAEL LI FOR REZONING AT 11511, 11551, 11571 AND 763, 76cd

11591 STEVESTON HIGHWAY FROM SINGLE-FAMILY HOUSING DISTRICT,
SUBDIVISION AREA E (R1/E) TO TOWNHOUSE DISTRICT (R2-0.6)

Staff Recommendation

That:

1.

|88

/Raul Allueva

That Bylaw 7663 (Attachment 10) to amend the Ironwood Sub-Area Plan Development
Permit Guidelines be abandoned.

Tha' Bylaw 7664 (Attachment 11), to rezone 11551, 11571 and 11591 Steve:ton Highway
from “Single-Family Housing District, Subdivision Area E (R1/E)” to the “Townhouse
District (R2 - 0.6)”, be abandoned.

That Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw No. 7712, to update the Development
Permit Guidelines for Area B in the Ironwood Sub-Area Plan, Schedule 2.8 A of Official
Community Plan Bylaw No. 7100, be introduced and given first -zading.

That Bylaw No. 7712, having been considered in conjunction with:

e the City’s Financial Plan and Capital Program;

o the Greater Vancouver Regional District Solid Waste and Liquid Waste Management
Plans;

is hereby deemed to be consistent with said program and plans, in accordance with
Section 882(3)(a) of the Local Government Act.

That Bylaw No. 7712, having been considered in accordance with the City Policy on
Consultation During OCP Development, is hereby deemed not to require further
consultation.

That Bylaw 7713, to rezone 11511, 11551, 11571 and 11591 Steveston Highway from
“Single-Family Housing District, Subdivision Area E (R1/E)” to the “Townhouse District
(R2 - 0.6)”, be introduced and given first reading.

@Z\_/ FOR ORIGINATING DIVISION USE ONLY

CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER

Director of Development ﬂ/ /

. LTl
RV:dcb Y/ - /
Att. 12 /
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Staff Report
Origin

Michael Li has applied to the City of Richmond for permission to rezone 11511, 11551, 11571
and 11591 Steveston Highway (Attachment 1 shows the site location) from Single-Family
Housing District (R1/E) to Townhouse District- (R2 - 0.6) in order to permit the development of
27 townhouse units in a combination of two and three storey structures. (Attachments 2 & 3
provide the proposed site plan and elevations).

An earlier version of the application with 21 units on 11551, 11571 and 11591 Steveston
Highway at 0.7 FAR was reviewed by Council at the Pubic Hearing in August 2003 where the
following motion was passed:

That Zoning Amendment Bylaws 7547 and 7571 be referred to staff in order to allow
the developer to work in conjunction with the community on a revised plan.

Prior to the question being called, direction was given that the delegations’ comments
and the precedent for near-by properties be considered in conjunction with the revised
plan, and that a review be undertaken for:

i) locations where the proposzd R2-0.7 zone could be supported; and,

ii) townhouse units fronting a lane.

A second version of the application with 16 units on 11551, 11571 and 11591 Steveston
Highway at 0.6 FAR was reviewed by Council at their regular meeting on March &, 2004.
At that meeting Council ‘ntrc Zuced and gave first reading to Bylaw 7663 (amending the
Ironwood Sub-Area Plan Development Permit Guidelines) and Bylaw 7664 (rezoning the
properties R2-0.6) and also made the following referral:

That staff request the developer to address the following issues at the Public Hearing on
the rezoning of 11551, 11571 and 11591 Steveston Highway (RZ 03-232158)

(a) the design and need for the proposed pedestrian
walkway;

(b) visitor parking overflow;

(c) safety issues with respect to the proposed pedestrian

walkway and the unimproved lane;

(d) the possibility of the developer upgrading the existing
lane, particularly to address drainage problems; and

(e) whether the developer would provide any other funds
to the City.

The current application has been modified by the applicant to include a fourth adjacent
property (11511 Steveston Hwy) to accommodate an additional 11 units over the second
previous application. The density has been maintained at 0.60 FAR.

1291230 1
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y 28, RZ 03-232158

[F8)
1

Ma

At the meeting of May 18, 2004, Planning Committee made the following referral:

That Bylaws 7712 and 7713 be referred to staff to ensure that the development has appropriate
vehicular access to the rear lane. " ‘

This report addresses the referral items and presents the latest modifications to the
apphcatlon (Note that the changes made from the earlier report that was presented to

D] smyisie O nmpittos ORn ’ 7 Q[ 7n/)/l aves in jtaline _ s o tho mavt naraocrarnh)
ri LL‘l‘r’l‘v"ro k/UII‘r”lLLLCC Ui lyl'v‘v’}/ y LVVUT, Wi T Ll‘ L‘L‘LL‘/J <. 5 ILC T A }/L‘—’ usl LGIJIF/

With specific reference to Planning Committee’s referral of May 18, 2004, the application
has been modified to provide vehicular access to the rear lane. The access to Steveston
Highway is retained but a covenant applied to allow the City to close the access at some
point in the future. Provision for covenants has also been added to the Ironwood Sub-Area
Plan Development Permit Guidelines.

The applicant has provided a written response to Council’s referral request of March 8, 2004
(see Attachment 9).

Findings of Fact

ltem =xisting Proposed
Owner 11511/11551/115671/11591 - Five and To be determined
Steveston Development Ltd,. Inc.No. 676465
Applicant Michael Li No change
Site Size 11511 - 2207 m (23,756 ft° )approx *
11551 - 1101 m (11,851 ft° -) approx.* - 5, 632.7 m? (60,632 ft°) approx.
11571 - 1102 m (11,862 ft* )approx (based upon the application)

11591 — 1218 m® (13,111 ft?) approx.*
(*Based upon the City's GIS data)

Land Uses Single-Family Multi-Family
OCP Designation | Low Density Residential No change
Zoning R1/E R2-0.6

Development Historv

There were two other townhouse applications that were approved in this block (Attachment 4).
In 1998, the site beside the gas station was proposed for 27 townhomes at 0.55 FAR with a right-
in, right-out access (RZ 96-00057). In 2000, there were 9 townhomes proposed at 0.55 FAR on
11511 Steveston Hwy with a temporary right-in, right-out access (RZ 98-140477). While they
both received 3™ reading, for various reasons the developments were not completed.

Surrounding Development

Currently, single family homes are located on either side and behind the subject site. The
existing single family lots north of the site are likely to be permanent. However, in the future it
is likely that other multi-family developments may be considered adjacent to the site along
Steveston Highway on the basis of the Arterial Road Redevelopment Policy. The Ironwood
Shopping Centre is located across Steveston Highway.

136
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Ironwood Sub Area Plan Design Guidelines

There are design-guidelines in the Ironwood Plan which address the Steveston Highway frontage
and the lane. It is often desirable to orient units and front doors toward the street in order to
create an attractive streetscape. However, due to the high traffic noise and activity along this
stretch of Steveston Highway, the Ironwood guidelines suggest a berm along the Steveston
Highway frontage in order to buffer the residential units.

The guidelines also currently call for vehicular access from the lane and encourage units to be
oriented toward the lane where a sidewalk and street trees are proposed. Following the public
process where concerns were expressed in these areas. Several modifications have been
incorporated into the guidelines to address these concerns to the extent possible. This is
discussed in more detail later in this report.

Arterial Road Redevelopment Policy
The Arterial Road Redevelopment Policy encourages densities of up to 0.70 floor area ratio
(FAR) for properties that are near Neighbourhood Services Centres. The purpose of this
additional density is to:
e focus redevelepment near neighbourhood centres to provide s focal point for the
community;
e vrovide opperinnities for different types of housing to accommodate residents in various
life stages;
e support transit service; and
e suppert the commercial services available at Shopping Centres.

As the subject site is located directly across from the Ironwood Shopping Centre, densities of up
to 0.7 FAR can be considered from the Arterial Road Redevelopment Policy perspective.

Lane Policy
As there is a rear lane already servicing the subject site, the Lane Policy requires the subject site
to upgrade its frontage along the lane.

Public Process & Concerns

Public Hearing — September 15, 2003
At the Public Hearing there was concern expressed about:
- the proposed density;
- the 3 storey building height and overlooking;
- insufficient visitor parking;
- the use of tandem parking;
- school capacity;
- the use of the lane for vehicular access and front doors of units;
- ability to use Steveston Highway for access;
- the impact that would result from increased use of the lane;
- parking and increased traffic on Seahurst Road and adjacent streets;

oy -
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- the already existing traffic congestion on Steveston Highway;
- lighting in the lane;

- the implications for further redevelopment;

- drainage; and

- traffic safety.

Public Information Meeting — October 21%, 2003

In order to better understand the concerns of the neighbourhood, staff held a public Information
Meeting at Woodward School. Four City staff facilitated the meeting which was attended by
approximately 70 residents, many of whom voiced strong opposition to the proposal.

The purpose of the meeting was to explain some of the city’s policies and then to listen to the
concerns expressed by the neighbourhood. Attachment 5 provides the complete list of
concerns. In summary, the following were the most contentious issues expressed at the meeting:

- area wide traffic issues;

- neighbourhood traffic issues;
- transit operations; '
- the use of the lane;

- pedestrian access;

- density;

- parking; and

- building height.

Public Open House — December 9", 2003

Following the Information Meeting, staff met over the course of almost two months to review the
concerns and propose appropriate solutions to address the issues. The proposed responses were
presented at a subsequent Public Open House held at City Hall. There were five staft in
attendance at the meeting in addition to the developer, architect and the transportation consultant
hired by the applicant. There were information stations set up for each of the above mentioned
1ssues where a suggested response was provided with staff or consultants available to answer
questions.

From the comments expressed at the Open House and from the comment sheets that were handed
in afterward, staff were able to ascertain if the public was satisfied with the proposed responses.
Attachment 6 is a summary of the comment sheets. In some cases, respondents were satisfied
with the solutions proposed and in other cases further refinements were required to both the
architect’s scheme and to the Sub Area Plan.

Staff met again to discuss further refinements that were necessary to the proposal and to the Sub-
Area Plan in order to respond to the public’s concern from the Open House. The following
section of this report outlines the responses to all of the issues. Staff believe that the majority of
the issues that relate to the proposal have now been satisfactorily addressed. Prior to the
application amendment (i.e. adding the lot at 11511 Steveston Hwy), a letter summarizing these
changes and informing the residents that the application would be proceeding to Planning
Committee was sent to the community (Attachment 7). Some of these residents attended the

e
QC
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March 2, 2004, Planning Committee meeting. Generally speaking, they were quite satisfied with
the process and proposed outcomes. However, some concerns were still expressed about the
pedestrian walkway, lack of upgrading the lane, and visitor parking. These concerns led to the
referral motion at the March &, 2004, Council meeting.

Response to Issues

The following sections elaborate on some of the major concerns that were identified by the
neighbourhood. The “Issue” section is a brief description of the concern and of the action taken
as of the date of the Open House. The “Response” section summarizes any changes that have
been made following the Open House. The “Implication” section is provided where necessary to
highlight any downside to the proposed course of action. The issues are arranged from area wide
to the more specific. it should be noted that although many of the issues appear to have been
addressed in the comments below, at the writing of this report the community has not had the
opportunity to review the most recent application amendments.

Area Wide Traffic Issues

Issue #1: At the Information Meeting, there were concerns about both the Steveston
Highway Interchange and when the new interchange at Blundell would b built to
alleviate traffic pressure on the area.

Response: At the Open House, city staff indicated that they are continuing to discuss these
issues with the Ministry of Transportation. No timing has been established by the
Province in this regard.

Issue#2: Concerns were expressed at the Open House about the Steveston and No. 5 Road
intersection in terms of the length of the left hand turn bay from Steveston onto
No. 5 as well as the need for an advance left green on No. 5 to Steveston
eastbound.

Response: City Transportation Department staff noted that the length of the left hand turn
bay is adequate to store the left turn traffic and advise that an advance left is not
desirable as it would attract more traffic which would be difficult to accommodate
in the peak hours without traffic blocking the intersection.

Neighbourhood Traffic Issues

Issue#3: There was a concern expressed at the Information Meeting that due to the traffic
congestion in the area there was shortcutting through the neighbourhood and that
more development would cause more cars to shortcut through the neighbourhood.

Response: The developer hired Hamilton Associates, transportation consultants, who
conducted a trip generation study during the evening rush hour to examine the
issue of shortcutting through the neighbourhood. The results, which were
presented at the Open House, indicates that shortcutting is not a significant issue
in the area (Attachment 8). For example, of the 228 cars entering the
neighbourhood via Seaward Gate, 202 were local, leaving only 26 shortcutting
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vehicles at this location. A total of 42 short cutting vehicles were identified from
all five monitoring stations which is an average of 14 per hour, which is
considered a low number.

There were concerns expressed at the Information Meeting about the difficulty in
exiting the neighbourhood while turning left onto Steveston Highway from

~ Seaward Gate. For vehicles to activate the signal, 4 vehicles need to queue for 30

Response:

Issue#s:

Response:

seconds on Seaward Gate.

Following the Open House, at which traffic operations staff were in attendance,
the intersection was modified so that only 2 cars are now needed to trigger the -
light.

There were questions as to when there would be a signal at Seacliff Road and
No. 5 Road.

Information was provided at the Open House that a pedestrian activated crosswalk
is anticipated to be installed in May or June of 2004, which will address this
concern.

Transit Operations

While these issues are nct directly related to the subject proposal, they were concerns expressed
by the neighbourhood in terms of liveability. Therefore, in order to make an attempt to alleviate
some of the concerns, City staff contacted Translink who declined to be involved in the Open
House but provided the following written responses. Recognizing that these issues are out of the
City’s jurisdicticn, the City’s roie was as an intermediary in Translink’s absence.

Issue#6:

Response:

Issue#7:

Response:

Issue#S:

Response:

1291230

Buses are idling while parked along Steveston Highway.

Translink responded that Steveston and Seaward is a relief point for some transit
runs and buses may stop at this location for up to 15 minutes.

Buses drivers are parking in the neighbourhood.

Translink responded that there is ample parking on the transit lot and a notice has
been posted requesting that employees park there and not in the neighbourhood.

There were questions about why the cedar hedge that was shown in the drawings
for the bus barn site wasn’t actually built.

Transhnk responded that the hedge was not planted because of the impact on
useable space and the negligible impact on reducing noise.
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Use of the Lane

Issue#9: There were strong concerns expressed about the use of the lane for vehicular
access to the site. A compromise that was proposed at the Open House was that
temporary access to Steveston Highway would be provided to developments until
the lane was upgraded. This approach was previously approved with an earlier
rezoning. While there is no technical reason that the lane could not be used for
access once it is upgraded (ie, lane width, expected volumes), there was still
strong opposition expressed by the neighbourhood to increased traffic in the lane.

Response: On May 18" 2004, while noting the neighbourhood concerns regarding access to
the lane, Planning Committee directed staff to ensure that the proposed
development has appropriate vehicular access to the rear lane. Committee
expressed concerns that Steveston Hwy. will continue to become busier over time
and that the City will need to maintain the ability to close accesses to Steveston
Hwy. should it be required at some point in the future due to traffic volume and
safety concerns. The Ironwood Shopping Centre Development Guidelines have
been amended to provide for covenants for all new developments requiring
interim access to Steveston Hwy.

In the interim, up to three tcmporary access points to Steveston Hwy from
townhouse developments between No. 5 Road and Seaward Gate will be
considered. All such accesses will be right-in, right-cut only — reinforced by the
existing centre median on Steveston Hwy and appropriately spaced away from
existing intersections.

é gl |msall ]

Approximate Locations of Shared Access Points

- all future single family lot subdivisions will be required to access to the lane;
and
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Implications:

Issue#10:

Response:

Implications:
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- the builder has agreed to upgrade the lane along his site’s frontage to include
new paving, drainage and new lighting.

- Although up to three vehicle access points will be provided for, overall, there
will be fewer vehicle access points between No. 5 Road and Seaward Gate as
the existing driveway accesses are removed with redevelopment.

There were concerns expressed at both the Information Meeting and Open House
about the front doors of the new units fronting on the lane and creating a
pedestrian oriented laneway with a sidewalk and street trees.

The proposal and Sub-Area Plan are amended to reorient the units inward.

- re-orientation away from the iane will remove the feeling of “ownership” that
the new residents may have over the lane. This “Ownership” contributes to a
neighbourliness and a tendency to be watchful over potential criminal
situations.

Pedestrian Access

Issue#ll: _

Response:

Density
Issue#12:

1291230

The sub-area plan currently calls for pedestrian access to permit residents in the
neighbourh:cod to walk easily to Ironwood. Concerns were expressed si the
Information Meeting about gathering spots and crime around the pedestrian
walkways. At the Open House, staff proposed that the requirement for pedestrian
access he removed from the plan based on the neighbourhood concerns. A
number of responses from the Open House indicated dissatisfaction with this
response. This concern was again raised at the March 2, 2004, Planning
Committee by some residents. The applicant has agreed to provide a public right
of passage right of way along the western side of 11511 Steveston Highway to
accommodate a pedestriart walkway. This pedestrian access will include a 2.4 m
wide paved walkway from Steveston Hwy. to the interior drive aisle, then a 1.5.m
wide paved walkway to the rear laneway. Several lights and low fences and
ground cover shrubs will be incorporated to address safety concerns (see
Attachment 3). Staff are satisfied with the proposed design, which will be
further refined through the Development Permit process.

The proposal will provide a pedestrian access through the site and the area plan
will continue to encourage that pedestrian access points are desired and that care
should be taken to utilize CPTED principles in the design of these walkways.

The original proposal was for 21 units at 0.7 FAR. The neighbourhood had
serious concerns about this density. The developer reduced the units to 17 and the
FAR to 0.6 for the Open House but there were still concerns expressed about the
number of units.
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Response:

Implications:

Parking
Issue#13:

Response:

Issue#14:

Response:

Height
Issue#15:

Response:

1291230
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The developer has subsequently added an extra property to the application and has
reduced the overall density of the development to 0.6 FAR. With the additional
lot the developer is now seeking approval for 27 units. The Sub-Area Plan will be
amended to restrict the site to a maximum density of 0.6 FAR.

The Arterial Road Redevelopment Policy promotes densities in excess of 0.6 FAR
close to neighbourhood centre, such as Ironwood, to increase the amount and
forms of housing that are located close to a wide range of services, support transit
use and local commercial areas, and promote pedestrian activity around a
neighbourhood focal point. The proposal for 0.6 FAR does not fully achieve
these objectives, however, the proposed density and overall plan has been
modified to address specific issues and objectives identified by the community at
this location.

The original proposal utilized tandem parking for all cf the 21 units. The
residents had concerns that the tandem parking woxld not be utilized leading to
parking in the lane and on adjacent streets. At the Open House the applicant
reduced the number of tandem spots to 4 of the 17 units, however there were still
concerns expressed.

The developer has eliminated all tandem parking and has provided two standard
resident parking spaces per unit. The Area Plan will be amended to restrict all
tandem parking. :

Each of the various versions of the proposal has provided the minimum number of
visitor parking spaces. The residents have concerns that there would not be
enough visitor parking resulting in parking in the lane and on adjacent streets.

The proposal now provides:

- Seven visitor parking spaces which exceeds the zoning bylaw requirement
of 5.4 visitor spaces; and

- an additional 10 overflow parking spaces have been included in the
“aprons” in front of the garage doors. '

The original proposal was for three storey townhouse units. For the Open House
the applicant amended the proposal so that the majority of the units were two
storeys with only 6 units along Steveston Highway remaining at three storey.
There were still concerns about the height.

There are six units in portions of structures which extend up to three storeys. The
remaining 21 units are in two storey structures. All of the units adjacent to the
rear lane are in two storey structures. The Sub-Area Plan will be amended to
permit only a maximum of 2 storey units along the lane.
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Policy Planning

The details of the subj ect and future proposals such as density and access will be secured using a
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combination of zoning and Development Permit Guidelines (in the Ironwood Sub-Area Plan) as
shown on the following chart.

R2-0.6 Zone Development Perm|t Proposal
i Requirements - - B
Density 0.6 FAR 0.6 FAR 0.6 FAR
Lot Coverage 40% n/a 38%

Front: 6.0m (19.7 ft)
Rear & Side: 3m (9.8 ft)

Front: 6.0m (19.7 ft) or
12.0m (39.4 ft) with no

Front: 10.7m (35.1 ft)
Rear: 5.5m (18.04 ft)

Setbacks berm Side: 3 to 4.4m (9.8 to
Rear & Side: n/a 14.43 ft)

Height Three storeys but notto | Maximum of 2 storey All units but 6 are in two
exceed 11m (36 ft) units along the lane storey structures.
(Section 400 of Zoning - No tandem parking - Resident - 2 spaces per
Bylaw) - Provide additional visitor | unit for a total of 54 stalls
Resident - 1.5 spaces parking - Visitor — 0.259 spaces

Parking per unit per unit for a total of 7

Visitor — 0.2 spaces per
nit

stalls plus an additic:al
10 overflow spaces o
the garage aprons.

- No tendem peking

Unit Orientation n/a Focused inward rather Focused inward rather
than toward the lane than toward the lane
n/a Amended as follows: Tempcrary access from
Temporary access from Stevesion Highway
Vehicular Access | Steveston Highway — permanent vehicular
— permanent vehicular access to lane required
access to lane required
n/a Encourage pedestrian Pedestrian connection

Pedestrian Access

connections from
Steveston to lane

from Steveston to lane

In order to ensure that subsequent developments conform to the standards that have been
achieved in the subject proposal, some changes, as indicated in the previous chart, are proposed
to the Ironwood Sub-Area Plan to:

* keep the green, treed streetscape along Steveston Highway with the berm providing some

buffering to the residential area;
* add restrictions related to maximum heights, densities and tandem parking, and ;
* require new multi-family developments to provide access to the rear lane, allow up to

three temporary vehicle access points to Steveston Highway and remove comments on the

orientation of units to the lane.

Development Applications - Engineering Review

Prior to final reading of rezoning, the developer must:
1. Consolidate the lots into one development parcel;

1291230
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2. Grant a 7.5m Public Rights of Passage (PROP) ROW from Steveston Highway, that can
taper at a 5:1 ratio starting at Sm from Steveston Highway, getting down to a 6m PROP
at the interior intersection and extending to the rear lane. A 6 m wide PROP is also
required for the East-West portion of the internal roadway that runs to each Property
Line, (ROW document to be vehicles only - no utilities or servicing agreement is
required);

3. Grant cross access agreements at each end of the East-West internal roadway;
4, Grant a (PROP) ROW along the entire length and width of the pedestrian walkway, and;
5. Grant a covenant allowing the City to close the temporary driveway access to Steveston

Hwy. at its discretion.

Prior to the issuance of the future building permit, the developer is to enter into the City's
standard Servicing Agreement to design and construct Steveston Highway frontage and the rear
lane (north edge) as per the design guidelines in the sub-area OCP (Bylaw 7100 Schedule 2.8A).
Highlights of the works include, but are not limited to:
e removing the existing sidewalk, creating a 2.3m grass and treed boulevard,
adjusting/adding davit arm street lights on Steveston Hwy as required to better align with
the works done at Ironwood and providing a 1.5m concrete sidewalk at the property line.

e "North" Lane: rebuild lane base, complete. with storm sewer and laneway street lighiing
and roll curb and gutter on both sides.

e Also required is a deposit for reinstatement of the existing access to Steveston Hwy when
the City deems that it can be closed. Based on current rates and design policies, that
amount is $4,410.

o The applicant has cbnﬁrmed his agreement to the development requirements (Attachment
12).

Urban Design Planner Review
At the Development Permit stage the developer will be required to address the following:

a) provision of indoor amenity space or cash in lieu;

b) demonstrate sufficient outdoor amenity space size;

¢) provision and details for mailbox kiosk, recycling/garbage enclosures (if required) and
signage;

d) provision for two accessible parking stalls (2% of parking stalls provided);

€) restrict small parking spaces to no more than 30% of the total parking stalls;

f) The pedestrian walkway could be improved by either relocating it to align with the
internal amenity area, or widening and enhancing the walkway with landscaping and
lighting. In either case, the applicant will be asked to show Crime Prevention Through
Environmental Design principles (CPTED) will be employed;

g) Improve the outdoor amenity space - Consider improving pedestrian link to and visibility
on manoeuvring aisle Extend special paving to manoeuvring aisle edge to extend
landscaping and minimize apparent width of aisle. Provide passive surveillance.
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There are 21 single family properties located between No. 5 Road and Seaward Gate which have
development potential. Even though there have been two earlier applications along this stretch,
they were submitted prior to the adoption of the Arterial and Lane policies which provided more
guidelines in terms of the objectives and expected densities. Therefore, the development of the
subject site will set a precedent for the surrounding sites.

There are a number of options for the redevelopment of the subject property ranging from
smaller lots to high density townhouses. The following chart illustrates the number of units that
would result under different development options if all of the lots between No. 5 Road and
Seaward Gate were to develop as well as the main benefits and issues associated with each.

# units

single family
homes and 54
coach houses

storey units

storey units

TSmallLot | Coach House | Low Density |-
- | Single Family | < | Townhouses | Density.
o (subject “*| Townhouses ™|
~ | proposal) = | (0.7 FAR, two -
| (0.6 FAR, two " | and three -
, storeys) storeys)) o
54 |ots 108 units; 54 approx 120 two | approx 140 two | approx 160 two

and three storey
units

Least dense Provides a Still relatively - Supports the | - Supports the

option may be legal second low number of | Neighbourhood | Neighbourhood

the most unit (mortgage | units compared | Centre Model Centre Model
Benefits acceptable helper) on each | with coach - Will have - Will have berm

option for the property house but will berm and and design

neighbourhood have berm and | design control | control

design control

- Will result in Will result in Appears More density Would be the

long skinny lots | long skinny lots | acceptable than the least acceptable

and under- and under- - Temporary neighbourhood | option for the

utilization of the | utilization of the | access to wishes neighbourhood

deep lots deep lots Steveston Hwy. | - Temporary - Temporary
Issues - Would notbe | -Would not be | - Permanent access to access to

able to provide | able to provide | access to the Steveston Steveston Hwy.

berm or design | berm or design | rear laneway. Hwy. - Permanent

control contro! - Permanent access to the

- All traffic on - All traffic on access to the rear laneway.

laneway laneway rear laneway.

Following the public consultation that occurred, on balance, the Low Density Townhouse Option
seems to address the neighbours concerns about density.

In addition to addressing the neighbour’s concerns, the benefits of the low density townhouse
option are that:
. Townhouse design and site layout provide opportunities to mitigate the impacts
associated with the site’s location on a busy section of Steveston Highway and across
from the Ironwood Shopping Centre;
) The deep lots lend themselves to townhouse design;
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. The subject properties are located on the edge of an established single-family
neighbourhood. The change in use to townhouses supports the residential uses in this
area while allowing for a different housing form;

. The applicant is permitting a pedestrian access through the site to permit the residents in
the area easier access to Ironwood shopping centre;
. Townhouses will provide a transition or boundary between the quiet, low density

residential uses on the north side of Steveston Highway and active commercial and
business park uses including Ironwood Shopping Centre on the south side of
Steveston Highway, and;

. Townhouses provide a scale of development that is compatible with the other large scale
uses at this Richmond gateway and will therefore provide a balanced streetscape.
. The properties on either side of the proposal have the potential to redevelop. Should this

redevelopment take place, under the revised area plan the townhouses fronting the
laneway would built at approximately the same height as the single-family horxes.

. Appropriate two-storey massing and height will provide a reasonable interface to single-
family uses across the lane.

) No additional traffic on the lane for multifamily.

. The revised site layout with a ‘jogged” driveway will discourage through traffic using

this driveway to access the rear laneway.
Financial Impact

None determined.
Concliusion

The proposal is to construct 27 townhsuse units in two and three-storey structures with
temporary access from Steveston Highway, and permanent access to the lane as directed by
Planning Committee. Changes are aiso proposed to the Ironwood Sub-Area Plan consistent with
the details of the subject application. Staff are supportive of the application and the amendment
as it is consistent with the Arterial Road Redevelopment Policy, and has been the result of an
extensive public process.

/ .
/ 2
5 2 . .
2 e \g/.u J_____\

David Brownlee
Planner 2

DCB:cas
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ATTACHMENT 9:

ATTACHMENT 10:

ATTACHMENT 11:

LIST OF ATTACHMENTS

Location Map

Proposed Site Plan

Proposed Building Elevations and Public Walkway Plan
Map Showing Previous Townhouse Applications in Area

Detailed List of Concerns Raised at the Public Information Meeting —
October 21, 2003

Summary of the Comment Sheets Received (Oct 21, 2003)

City Letter to the Community

Trip Generation Map: Seaward Gate Exaniple

Applicants Response To Council’s Referral Request of March 8, 2004
Bylaw 7663 — To be abandoned

Bylaw 7664 — To be abandoned

ATTACHMENT 12: Conditional Rezoning Requirements
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ATTACHMENT 4

ATTACHMENT 4
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|_RZ03-232158
~ SUBJECT APPLICATION T
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RZ 96-000057 ",
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Development Status
11,000 Blk Steveston Highway

Adopted Date: 07/14/03

Amended Date:

Note: Dimensions ar¢ in METRES
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ATTACHMENT 5

Public Information Meeting Notes
Shelimont Area — Woodward School (October 21, 2003)

General Traffic Concerns

Access In and Out of Neighbourhood

o Pedestrian activated light at Seaward Gate does not work properly — light is not being
activated even though a line of cars is down Seaward Gt.

o General dislike of having to get out of car to trigger the light — safety concerns
with this too.

o Others wanted to impose left turn restrictions (using either signage or a concrete
median.)

o Similar concerns voiced at Seacliff Road access to No. 5 Road (ie. difficulty
turning left).

e Concerns were voiced about pedestrian access (via. path or walkway) from the
neighbourhood - thru the iane and townhouse development — to Sreveston Hwy and
[ronwoed.

o Traffic congestion causing people to access the neighbourhood via Shell or Williams.

Problems Associated with Btisv Arterials and Traffic Congestion

o Traffic noise associated with the heavy use of arterial roads

e Left hand turn boy to head from Steveston Hwy to No. 5 Road (northbound} is
insufficient.

e Health related issue associated with existing and future traffic congestion (ie. air auality).

e Need to create another access to Hwy. 99 to alleviate pressure on existing access et
Steveston Hwy and Nc. 5 Road (ie. Blundell Road access).

o “Bottleneck” created by bridge over Hwy. 99. _

e There was the realization from some that traffic congestion is a problem now — and that
traffic congestion will be a problem in the future. :

Traffic Thru the Neighbourhood
e Concerns with existing overall volume of traffic thru the neighbourhood as well as the
potential increase in this form of traffic caused by townhouse development along
Steveston Hwy.
e Speed of existing traffic travelling thru the neighbourhood.
e Use of arterials (Steveston Hwy) to get from point ‘A’ to ‘B’ is not the case — Cars will
still use local roads thru the neighbourhood.

Lane Jssues
» Some wanted to know how people were going to be encouraged to use the lane rather
than the neighbourhood local roads.
e Concemns over lane safety (ie. Crime created by increased access and use of the lane).
e Many had problems with the proposed lane access off Steveston Hwy and No. 5 Road
stating that it would only make traffic congestion and existing problems worse.

154
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Lane is too narrow as it currently exists — Will the upgraded lane address the increased
use Generateu oy the ‘pi‘OpGSGu townhouse ucvelopﬁ]t‘:lu

Some felt that the lane needed to be blocked off — this is to prevent cars from using the
lane to access the local roads in the neighbourhood.

The safety of alternative modes of transportation (peds. & bikes) is compromised by
increased traffic in the lane.

Many people (1/2) did not want the proposed townhouses to have any access to the lane

(access to townhouses via Steveston Hwy. only).

New Development and Associated Traffic Volumes

L

Proposed traffic volumes associated with the medium-density build out scenario are too
high with regards to potential cars that will be using the lane.

Negative Impacts from Surrounding Developments (ie. Ironwood)

The use of buses along Steveston Highway.

1. Noise associated with buses generally travelling down Steveston Hwy.

2. Buses stopping along Steveston Hwy for extended periods of time is creating further
traffic problems.

Negative Externalities from Ironwood and Coppersuiith

1. Noise is too high (particularly in evening).

2. Garbage spilling out into residentiai neighbourhood.

Generally Oppose the future Buddhist Temple east of No. 5 Road.

Concerns with the noise generated by the Bus Depot (Translink).

Concerns with Proposed Development (3-Storey Townhouses)

1081817

The density of the proposed townhouse (3-Storey) is out of character with the existing
residential development (Single-Family) in the neighbourhood.
Some people noted that for houses that front along Steveston Hwy where townhouse
development is slated or proposed — Townhouse development will be the only way that
the frontage will get improved (ie. implementation of the landscaped berm and grass &
treed boulevard).
Problems with incremental development and upgrading of the lane along Steveston Hwy.
(ie. Lane will not be fully upgraded and to standard without a significant amount of
development, but in the meantime — as first few developments go in, people will be using
(for the most part) a substandard lane.
There was a dislike of the use of individual garages (facing inward) within the proposed
townhouses.
Opposition to front doors in the lane for proposed townhouse.
Visitor parking issues:

o Are visitor parking numbers sufficient?

o Spill out of parking into the lane and/or neighbourhood.



Concerns over who would pay for the upkeep and maintenance of lane, landscaping along
the lane and landscaped berm along Steveston Hwy, which are requirements of the
proposed development. ’

Residents wanting another form of development (Single-Family Housing Only).
Concerns that existing drainage (which is bad now) may be made worse from the
proposed townhouse.

“Tone Done” proposed townhouse development (about a 2/3 majority supported this).
TANDEM vs. CONVENTIONAL parking on the development site.

Miscellaneous

One individual noted that Council had an overall ‘dislike’ of the development and
therefore questioned the legitimacy of the overall proposal for townhouses along
Steveston Hwy. _

A few individuals suggested a frontage road that would go between Steveston Hwy and
the proposed townhouse development and that this frontage road would provide any and
all access to the future townhouses.

Questioning why development along arterial roads is supported and/or permitted rather
than in areas within the neighbourhood.

Concerns were voiced about how to ensure that what was approved at the rezoning stage
(and Development Permit process) is what actually gets built.

Preparsd by Kevin Eng, City of Richmond
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ATTACHMENT ¢

Summary of Top Responses
Supporting Comments

Support given to the establishment of a formal pedestrian walkway from the lane to
Steveston Highway.

Support given to proposed upgrades along Steveston Hwy (i.e. Implementation of a
landscaped berm; sidewalk widening and grass & treed boulevard).

General view that the proposed townhouses will improve the aesthetics of the area and

land ownership (vacancy vs. rental). Townhouses were a good fit considering the context
— Ironwood.

Opposition Comments

H1100CS

No proposed townhouse development should be able to access and use the lane.
Permanent vehicle access shall be by Steveston Hwy only.

The upgraded lane will not be able tc handle the traffic volumes if in the future,
development of townhouses occurs along this block.

" Sensor for the Pedestrian activated light at Seaward Gate needs to be reviewed and

adjusted to lessen the waiting time and decrease the amount of queuing cars 1eguired to
trigger ihe light.
Despite reductions in density — proposal is still too high. A range of 11 to 14 townhouse
units was proposed as being more acceptable.
2 2 storeys along the back lane is still too high. The back should be no higher than2
storeys with the front being no higher than 3 storeys.
The maximum height of &!! bui'dings should be 2 storeys.
Parking concerns were numerous with comments about:

o Visitor parking being insufficient; and

o People using tandem parking incorrectly.

o People believe that townhouse parking will spill out onto neighbourhood streets
and lanes.
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ATTACHMENT 7

February 10, 2004 Urban Development Division
1 ; ", 3 Fax: (604) 276-4052

File: RZ03-232138 ax: (604)

Dear :

Re: "APPLICATION BY MICHAEL LI FOR REZONING AT 11551,11571 AND 11591
STEVESTON HIGHWAY

Following the Open House that was held on December 9% 2003, staff have now summarized the verbal
and written comments that were received. Based on these commerts, further amendments have now been
made to the applicants proposal and are proposed for the Ironwood Sub-Area Plan.

This letter is to summarize those changes and to inform you that the application vl likely be reviewed by
Planning Committee on either March 2", 2004 or March 16, 2004 at 4:00pm in the Anderson Room. To
obtain a copy of the staff report and to confirm the mesting Cate, view the Fianning Committee Agenda
on cr after February 27" or March 127 on the City’s web page at

http://www citv.richmond.be.ca/council/planning/2004/p12004 list.htm. Assuming that Planning
Commutiee and Council accepts the staff recommendations, this application will proceed to a Public
Hearing on Monday, April 19®, 2004 at 7:00 pm in the Council Chambers.

Summary of applicants proposal (see Attachment 1):

- the applicant has reduced the number of units from 21 to 16,

- the heights for all but three units along Steveston Highway have been reduced from 3 to 2
storeys;

- there is a permanent access to Steveston Highway and no vehicular access to the lane;

- the front doors of the rear units have been re-oriented inward away from the lane;

- there are no tandem parking spaces; and

- the proposal now provides the three standard visitor parking spaces required by bylaw, and one
additional standard visitor stall plus 6 informal visitor spaces in the “aprons” in front of the
garage doors,

Summary of changes to the Ironwood Sub-Area Plan:

- there will be no vehicular access to the lane on a temporary or permanent basis for townhouse
developments. Only three access points will be permitted in the whole block to Steveston
Highway which will result in some shared access points. Single family developments will be
permitted access to the lane;

- both vehicular and pedestrian access are to be oriented inward rather than to the lane;

- the maximum permitted density will be 0.6 FAR;

- the maximum permitted height will be 2 storeys at the rear and 3 storeys along Steveston
Highway:
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no tandem parking will be permitted;

additional visitor parking spaces are encouraged;

there will be pedestrian access points connecting the lane to Steveston nghway These
walkways are to be designed according to CPTED principles for safety; and

there will be no changes to the requirement for a landscaped berm along Steveston Highway.

Also of note is the fact that, based on concerns expressed about the difficulty in turning left from Seaward
Gate on to Steveston Highway, the intersection was modified to trigger the light on two cars.

If you have any questions or comments you can reach me at 604-276-4212.

Yours truly,

Jenny Beran, MCIP
Planner, Urban Develcpment

JMB:jmb

159



[po—

TRAFFIC SURVEY STUDY IN THE SHELLMONT AREA
RICHMOND, BRITISH GOLUMBIA

ATTACHMENT 8

Williams Rd.

_ Station C Station E

. o Seabrook Cr
N

Woodward Y ¢ Station B
Elementary . 2 (1%)
School

Shell Rd. West

s (‘n')ifl@[L’,\(e{'Og’d/, Réu'lway
Seaham Cr.

Seahaven Dr.

Local Traic
2072 (88%)

Seahurst Ad.

—

81100%)

Station A Steveston Hwy.

Seaward Gt.

Legend
XX (YY%)

- Percert of entering vehicles from Station A
-~ Total number cf vehicles between 3:00pm and §:CCpm

FIGURE 3 PROPORTIONS OF SHORT-CUTTING
AND LOCAL TRAFFIC FROM STATION A

HAMILTON ASSOCIATES .. 5
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tomizo yamamoto architect inc.
954 baycrest dilve, north vancouver, b.c. V7G 1N8 phone: 604-929-8531 fax: 604-929-8591
e-mall: tyarch@sahaw.ca

April 15, 2004

Mr. David Brownlee

City of Richmond
Re: 11511, 11571, 11591 Steveston Highway
Richmond, B.C.

Dear Mr. Brownlee,

The following outlines our approach for adressing the issues raised by the Public Hearing with respect to
this project.

Point (a) the design and reed for the proposed pedestrian vialkway:

The developer iz including a walkway along the western edge of the development. The walkway has
been located along the edge of the development in order to maximise the privacy of its residents. The
design of the walkway is in accordance with the Ironwood Sub-Area Plan described by the Richmond
Official Community Plan. As described by the Ironwood Sub-Area Plan, the pathway inciudes a 2.4 m wide
paved surfaze with landscaping on either side, and the proposal includes light posts to provide security
lighting for the pathway. By situating the pathway on the edge of this property, we anticipate that
development of the site to the west will further enhance the landscaping of this pathway and increase the
overall width of its cpen space.

Alternatively, should the City of Richmond prefer to locate the pedestrian pathway at Coppersmith Way
as described in the Ironwood Sub-Area Plan, the developer would contribute money for its future
development in lieu of providing the pathway on the subject property.

Point (b) visitor parking overflow;

The proposal exceeds the 5.4 visitor spaces required per zoning calculations. 7 visitor parking spaces
have been provided. Additionally, 10 short-term, overflow parking spaces have been provided in front of
the A, A1, and F units of the development.

Point (c) safety issues with respect to the proposed pedestrian walkway and the unimproved lane;

The proposal includes security lighting for both the public walkway and lane. In addition to security

lighting, the units B1 and A1 adjacent to the walkway will incorporate windows that overlook the pathway,

increasing surveillance and enhancing security. We have segregated the public pathway from the private
amenity and play area in order to increase the privacy and security of residents of the development.
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AEXOLT €4 LO-D TRNIHTIVIVY mRUALICC) e

tomizo yamamoto architect inc. |
954 Dbaycrest drive, north vancouver, b.c. V7G IN8 phone: 604-929-8531 fax: 604-929-8591
e-mall: tyarch@shaw.ca

Point (d) the possibility of the developer upgrading the existing lans, particularly to address drainage
problems;

The developer has agreed to upgrade the lane to include new paving and drainage, and new lighting.
Design of the improved lane will be submitted to the City of Richmond for approval.

ide any other funds to the City;

Point (e) whether the

The developer has agreed to improve the public lans to the North of the development. As this
development is not served by this lane, improvement to the lans is for the benefit of the greater community.
Additionally, and as outlined in response to point (@), the developer is willing to contribute money for the
development of a public walkway offsite of the development in lisu of providing the pathway on the subjzct
property.

Please feel free to contact me with any quesﬁons,

/4 .
[/’ ) M‘
Tomizo Yamamoto MAIBC

. Tomizo Yamamoto Architect, Inc.
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COUNCILLOR J
MayorandCouncillors {FROM: A/CITY CLERK

From: Edward Kroeker.[eakroeker@shaw.ca]
Sent: February 29, 2004 8:00 PM

To: MayorandCouncillors

Subject: Planning Committee Meeting - Mar.02/04

Re: Planning Committee Meeting - Mar.02/04
Agenda item #7 - Application for rezoning at 11551, 11571, 11591 Steveston Hwy.

To: Planning Committee,
My name is Edward Kroeker and } own and live at 11640 Seahurst Rd.

In looking at the reports and recommendations of the planning committee with regard to pedestrian access from
the back lane of the properties along Steveston Hwy. to Steveston Hwy, | noticed that although concerns were
raised regarding pedestrian access, the committees’ proposal is that they will continue to encourage that
pedestrian access points are desired.

| would like to take issue with this response since my property backs onto the iane right across from the
proposed development.

| know that ‘irere have been a number of responses at the last Open House that indicated dicsatisfaction with the
proposal to remave pedestrian access to Steveston Hwy. None of those people that oppos= the removal of
pedestrian access live right on the lane. They are from other properties in the subdivision and see pedestrian
acces* as a convenient way to get to Ironwood Plaza.

They are also not the ones that have had to deal with the vandalism that has been caused by pedestrian traffic
past our property.

I have had my fance kicked in 7 times in the past 2 years - most recently 2 weeks ago. (the frech boards are still
vig:Dle at the back of my property) | have also had my garden hose stolen frem the side of house against the
lane. One other issue that pedestrian traffic has caused is a constant littering of gaibage along the lane and on
my own lawn and boulevard.

| know this vandalism is riot caused by those homeowners who wish to use a convenient shortcut to Ironwood.
They have always been done by teenagers or young adults that have no respect for anyone's property. If it was
only responsible homeowners who used this pedestrian access, | would have no problem with it.

Although a pedestrian walkway between the lane and Steveston Hwy. is convenient, those that choose to walk to
Ironwood would only need to walk one block further to cross Steveston Hwy. at the Seaward Gate

intersection. We use this route ourselves because the whole purpose of walking instead of driving is to get some
exercise - not just to get there quickly.

| have reviewed the rest of the issues and committee responses and am pleased with how these have been dealt
with. The whole process that has taken place so far has shown good cooperation between the developer, city
planning, and the neigbourhood.

Although I may be a minority voice in this isssue of pedestrian access, | feel | must express my concerns to you
and | know they are also the concerns of those who live directly against the lane along Seahurst Rd.

Sincerely,
Edward & Agnes Kroeker
11640 Seahurst Rd.
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ATTACHMENT 10

City of Richmond . Bylaw. 7663

Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100
Amendment Bylaw 7663 (RZ 03-232158)

The Council of the City of Richmond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows:

1. The Shellmont Area, Ironwood Sub-Area Plan, Bylaw 7100 Schedule 2.8A is amended
by:
a) deleting the Table of Contents and pages 9 through 14;
b) substituting a new Table of Contents and pages 9 through 14 which are attached
as Schedule 1 to this bylaw; and

2. This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100,
Amendment Bylaw 7663”.

FIRST READINC [ cnver !
I PICHMOND
: APPROVED
PUBLIC HEARING fo;::irr\lf;;;y
dept.
SECOND READING
. APPROVED
for legality
THIRD READING by Solicitor
ADOPTED
MAYOR CITY CLERK
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ATTACHMENT 14

City of Richmond . Bylaw 7664

Richmond Zoning and Development Bylaw 5300
Amendment Bylaw 7664 (RZ 03-232158)
11551, 11571 AND 11591 STEVESTON HIGHWAY

The Counci! of the City of Richmond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows:

1. The Zoning Map of the City of Richmond, which accompanies and forms part of
Richmond Zoning and Development Bylaw 5300, is amended by repealing the existing
zoning designation of the following area and by designating it TOWNHOUSE
DISTRICT (R2 - 0.6). '

P.ID. 003-899-331
Lot 394 Section 36 Blcck 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 45716

P.ID. 005-965-250
Lot 393 Section 36 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Vvzstminster District Plan 45716

P.ID. 016-268-768
Lot "B" Section 36 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 86247

2. This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Zoning and Development Bylaw 35300,
Amendment Bylaw 7664”.

FIRST READING RICHMOND
APPROVED

A PUBLIC HEARING WAS HELD ON Codgiating”

dept.

SECOND READING e
for legality

THIRD READING | by Solicitor

MINISTRY OF TRANSPORTATION APPROVAL

OTHER REQUIREMENTS SATISFIED

ADOPTED

MAYOR CITY CLERK



Conditional Rezoning Requirements
11511, 11551, 11571 and 11591 Steveston Highway RZ 03-232158

Prior to final adoption of Zoning Amendment Bylaw 7713, the developer is required to complete the
following requirements:

There are requirements to be dealt with prior to final adoption:

1.
2.
3.

W

Ministry of Transportation and Highways approval;

Consolidate the lots into one development parcel; and

Grant a 7.5m Public Rights of Passage (PROP) ROW from Steveston Highway, that can taper ata 5:1
ratio starting at Sm from Steveston Highway, getting down to a 6m PROP at the interior intersection
and extending to the rear lane. A € in wide PROP is also required for the East-West portion of the A
internal roadway that runs to each Property Line, (ROW document to be vehicles only - no utilities or
servicing agreement is iequired);

Grant cross access agreements at each end of the East-West internal roadway;

Grant a (PROP) ROW along the entire length and width of the pedestrian walkway;

Grant a covenant allowing the City to close the temporary driveway access to Steveston Hwy. at its
discretion, and;

Frocessing of the Development Permit application to an acceptable level according to the Director of
Development.

Prior to the issuance of the future building permit, the developer is to enter into the City's standard Servicing
Agreement to design and construct Steveston Highway frontage and the rear lane {(north edge) as per the

IaYal »Wass AN~ O

design guidelines 1 the sub-area OCP (Bylaw 7100 Schedule 2.8A). Highlights of the works incluce, but are
not limited to:

1293123

removing the exisiing sidewalk, creating a 2.3m grass and treed boulevard, adjusting/adding davit
2. saeet lights on Steveston Hwy as required to better align with the works done. at Tionwood and
providing a 1.5m concrete sidewalk at the property line.

"North" Lane: rebuild lane base, complete with storm sewer and laneway street lighting and roll curb
and gutter on both sides.

Also required is a deposit for reinstatement of the existing access to Steveston Hwy when the City
deems that it can be closed. Based on current rates and design policies, that amount is $4,410.

166



MH NO1S3A3LS

. Q3NN A O3
WLaG02 o334t 11613 o B
. . R —f- e -

ATTACHMENT 4

OLe AN INIE _ .
NV1d 3116 aIvAN0d WEZ  °*
. - 1% ) ‘ RIS S
. TNWRIAS WY ol N e S P I A N/ W, W e
N == ) I e e r i b
s v 334 %&mwzﬁ 78 134 axavasaiyd - L
T WA - ~ e il
e ZA W — - - |
NE s VRS IS ¥
‘ , A Sa s (RE T :
3 I = 1 ! \_ i | i1 { _.
- ~r ! — e !
HI

v

NOISNYAXT VMY VA TAMLAS JOM WZ1 =

IR S s
m 1 R
% g
R

g

ONMI3AMA =
ANWY3-2IONIS m

=

k3

3

ll—. )

R s D TR PR arl

- 6632V ANV ON T'NOLLLO

1

167



ATTACHMENT 5

TMH NOLS3AALS
o [3] -
v W30 03vsaivt e it 1
T ] m._
B . b )
’ A NCASE
W + ._HT __ :///,
; 1
w=AN j; : i
HEREY:
d % : Q 23
s voiow gl Ll g
i3
a et 32
2 ,. — i wm Qo
| vz e (g T « Lo
ONITIAMG- S 3 G A 3PS \_wvuuuwu ) Ept ﬁ.\.n-nu/_ |.an M
awvaaionss || et [N _ * sy | ) _w | svay vino
..... : i 9933Y N1 o A ¢ 30 2UNII
rl\._ _ 65300V qw:;ats::w._w s »ﬁ g
u..m?.taa N\ axand N *l /././
//

e e e

PN 7 (SR S

—3

AVMRLTd NYIALS303d 404

V4G AIAvVY QM NG L

'
—

|
]
3
i

56370V aNv1 HLIM *ZNOILdO



ATTACHMENT 6

‘AMH NOL163AdLS

. > > \el / |
NV1d 3116 «. v * e W guva :oni.m/‘wgr«ﬂ A P &
Se e e o -~ WWJ@—G ~ T ....>|||!y // 1 TN ! N _ ik
1 - SR V G U T2l 2 7 2 NE oS =X 2, J_»“r
.‘ aA v PI¥Tg A3JYISANYT oy “_ I
S SR S ] «”
S = gl 1 g2 e A\
() AR |
iR I S
- ! 1 >
R R Ea T
3 e s
; I ] _ e 3
o ~ 4 Y ooy -
f ~ { 2
ONMIIMG ‘ r\_ ...... i 3
ATWYS-3TONIS ] e
N\ ;QW
I15tY 2410 SSOTY DPWIIONONd
30 W1UNIDY B0 AYM 3O JHOLI WS
.{lll:— —
\— ﬁ Ww
g g m
a
3
3
T i

AVYM-40-1HOR-INVYT a3dVOSAaNY1:2-NOILLdO

FVYLING 0L Igm N T

&

FIVAINC Q3uvd Jaim W



ATTACHMENT 7

City of Richmond
Fax (604) 276-4052

Attention: Janet Lee

1In response to Public Information Meeting for
11511, 11551, 11571 & 11591 Steveston Highway
Tuesday, 06 July 2004

This exercise will be repeated at the Public and Planning Committee hearings where there are
councilors present. This meeting was strictly another venting session by the neighborhood.

You must keep this MAJOR problem in mind when you declde...Steveston Highway and No. 5
koad is not any other major residential and commercial intersection in the city. I would say
special situations calls for special solutions. You have NO case study or any similar developments
in Richmond where we can see what probleins the proposed developments will cause.

However, given the 3 proposed modci- of 1. No Lane Access 2. Lane Access and 3. Lane
Access with a covenant, I am still inclined to go with No Lane Access, the original proposal
agreed to before the committee reneged on their decision.

The developer has changed the!r plans to abide with changes. They have done thelr part. We,
the community have participated in the public process and thus have done our part. Why is the
City of Richmond changing their minds again?

Except for the City of Richmond thinklng about precedents, there is no other reason for them to
reject the No Lane Access proposal. The third proposal is just the second proposal with a
disguise. You can't fool us with the addition of a covenant opening up the lane access at a future
date.

How can you expect us to believe the planning committee now when they changed their minds
after it was decided previously that there would be NO LANE ACCESS?

Consider this. When development Is completed along Steveston Highway and No. 5 Road, there
will be close to 200 extra cars In the neighborhood. If a lane access is available, people will use
it to head Northbound or Eastbound. This becomes a major safety issue. A lane is NOT a street.
It is a service access road. Children and animals will be vulnerable because they will be playing
in the lanes if they can't play In their front yard. Yes, there is a school and a park a couple of
blocks away but they won't go there. NO LANE ACCESS PLEASE.

The existing neighborhood will be accessing the lanes to their properties as well. Imagine the
increased congestion as well as the accidents that will happen when proposed vehicles use the
lane as 2 thoroughfare.

A proper community safety plan would consider protecting the existing neighborhood from crime,
disorder, mall garbage, traffic and other added problems. Having the iane access precedent will

170
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cause more of these problems not solve them. When all developments are completed, problems
will get worse not better,

The traffic department should do some research. Time and time agaln we have complained with
the traffic lights at Seaward Gate and Steveston Highway as well as the lack of a light at Seacliff
Road and No. 5 Road. Still nothing has been done. Untll the traffic department start
communicating with one another and solve the current traffic problems, how can they solve the
future increase of traffic with the new developments? I propose they physically go the lanes and
intersections in question and see for themselves what we, In the neighborhood have to put up
with. Imagine what lanes will look like with STOP signs at each end. Imagine cars using lanes
as a thoroughfare. Imagine traffic snarls in lanes. Imagine that. NO LANE ACCESS PLEASE!

The Installation of speed bumps will have to be installed In the lanes nevertheless to slow down
the highly expected traffic using the lanes. These speed bumps must also be instalied on
Sezhurst and Seamount because of the expected Northbound and Eastbound traffic heading to
Seacliff and No. 5 Road. This must be done ragardless of what is going to happen with the
developments,

The problem of overflow parking for all of the developments still has not bezn addressed. Where
oh where are visitors going to park when the minimal parking spaces are full? If you have that
lare access, they will park there. They will also park on Seahurst Road. You may have to put
up residential parking signs like they have in Vancouver.

In most other developments, having one entrance and one exit is enough. Safety is maintained
because you can control cars and pedestrians by not baving a lane access and walkway. The
children and animals are contained within the compiex. It just makes sanzty sense by not having
a lane access. Each future development will also be contained. Opening a lane access for each
of these means trouble with safety, extra traffic and crime.

This meeting would have been completed avoided if the City had stayed with their original plan
of NO LANE ACCESS. Many of the councllors had agreed with this. I strongly propose that the
councilors that did not agree to the decision to spend some time in the Shellmont area and see
for theinselves the massive problems that will be created If they do not revert tack to their
original decision of NO LANE ACCESS.

Change to the Shelimont area is imminent. Why can't the CITY of RICHMOND agree to what the
developers and community have already agreed to?

Norman Chiu
10691 Seamount Road
Richmond BC
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To The Planning Committee July 6,04

Regarding Townhouse development 11511 .1 1551,11571,and
11591 Steveston Hwy by
Mr. Micheal Li....

February 10th 2004 ( See attachment 7)  the Urban Development
Division agree in the summary

"there is a permanent access to Steveston Highway and no
vechicular access to the lane”

At that time the residents where happy to support the new townhouse
development because there would be’Rars driving past our homes to
the new townhouse site. One neighbourhood should not be sacrificed
to make another one.

Since that time the game has changed and now Harold Steeves and
the rest of the planning committee present decided to change the
plan to ONLY ACCESS TO THE LANE. This is totally unacceptable
to the home ownners in this area.

| am asking the Planning Commitee to refer to the POLICY MANUAL
for the lane policy, under section #4 it states that

Exceptions to the policy, which would be determined with each
application include where there is , or the City approves, an
alternative access, such as a frontage road, shared access, or
internal road.

In all the plans provided by Mr. Micheal Li there has been a frontage
or intemnal road so | simplgrask that the city use this existing
exception and allow Mr. Lf to develop his parcel into a townhouse
development with NO lane access.

Thank you for your time and please do the right thing....

Moyiizin Chud
{OU‘?( -g{f.Z-’W\,O\,;\_ﬁ‘/"f
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To The Planning Committee July 6,04

Regarding Townhouse development 11511 ,11551,11571,and
11591 Steveston Hwy by
Mr. Micheal Li....

February 10th 2004 ( See attachment 7) the Urban Development
Division agree in the summary

"there is a permanent access to Steveston Highway and no
vechicular access to the lane"

At that time the residents where happy to support the new townhouse
development because there would be no cars driving past our
homes to the new townhouse site. One neighbourhood should not be
sacrificed to make another one.

Since that time the game has changed and now Harold Steeves and
the rest of the planning committee present decided to change the
plan to ONLY ACCESS TO THE LANE. This is totally unacceptable
to the home owners in this area.

| am asking the Planning Commitee to refer to the PCLICY MANUAL
for the lane policy, under section #4 it states that

Exceptions to the policy, which would be determined with each
application include where there is , or the City approves, an
alternative access, such as a frontage road, shared access, or
internal road.

In all the plans provided by Mr. Micheal Li there has been a frontage
or internal road so | simplg/ask that the city use this existing
exception and allow Mr. Li to develop his parcel into a townhouse
development with NO lane access.

Thank you for your time and please do the right thing....

Carol Day '
11631 Seahurst Rd. .
Richmond, B.C. Cyo Qz:)

V7A 4K1
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COMMENTS SHEET
Public Information Meeting — July 6, 2004
11511, 11551, 11571 and 11591 Steveston Highway

If you have any comments about the development proposal, please fill out this form and return it in
the box provided at the meeting or fax to Janet Lee at (604) 276-4052 by Thursday, July 8, 2004.
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Name: J&mej D Address: /1(03‘ SQ\L\W* {Zal

Thank you for taking ch time to provide us with your comments.

174

1307737



— \ “|Q [_\n-

Oy . UP Tisa Lo e

COMMENTS SHEET

Public Information Meeting - July 6, 2004
11511, 11551, 11571 and 11591 Steveston Highway

If you have any comments about the development proposal, please fill out this form and return it in
the box provided at the meeting or fax to Janet Lee at (604) 276-4052 by Thursday, July 8, 2004.
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To The Planning Committee July 6,04

Regarding Townhouse development 11511 ,11551,11571,and
11591 Steveston Hwy by
Mr. Micheal Li....

February 10th 2004 ( See attachment 7) the Urban Development
Division agree in the summary

"there is a permanent access to Steveston Highway and no
vechicular access to the lane"

At that time the residents where happy to suppo:t the new townhouse
development because there would be'cars driving past our homes to
the new townhouse site. One neighbourhood should not be sacrificed
to make another one.

Since that time the game has changed and now Harold Steeves and
the rest of the planning committee present decided to change the
plan to ONLY ACCESS TO THE LANE. This is totally unacceptable
to the home ownners in this area.

| am asking the Planning Commitee to refer to the POLICY MANUAL
for the lane policy, under section #4 it states that

Exceptions to the policy, which would be determined with each
application include where there is , or the City approves, an
alternative access, such as a frontage road, shared access, or
internal road.

In all the plans provided by Mr. Micheal Li there has been a frontage
or internal road so | simpl¥ ask that the city use this existing
exception and allow Mr. Li to develop his parcel into a townhouse
development with NO lane access.

Thank you for your time and please do the right thing....
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COMMENTS SHEET
Public Information Meeting — July 6, 2004
11511, 11551, 11571 and 11591 Steveston Highway

If you have any comments about the development proposal, please fill out this form and return it in
the box provided at the meeting or fax to Janet Lee at (604) 276-4052 by Thursday, July 8, 2004.
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Name: /7%/} / /J/ {/2/4 Address: L0 F5 {/é/f%’&w’%/u/

Thank you for taking the time to provide us with your comments.
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COMMENTS SHEET
Public Information Meeting — July 6, 2004
11511, 11551, 11571 and 11591 Steveston Highway

If you have any comments about the development proposal, please fill out this form and return it in
the box provided at the meeting or fax to Janet Lee at (604) 276-4052 by Thursday, July 8, 2004.
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Name:’zh Wﬁj\ Address: 10980 %;WUNT (TS,

Thank you for taking the time to provide us with your comments.
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To The Planning Committee July 6,04

Regarding Townhouse development 11511 ,11551,11571,and
11591 Steveston Hwy by
Mr. Micheal Li....

February 10th 2004 ( See attachment 7) the Urban Development
Division agree in the summary

"there is a permanent access to Stevestor Highway and no
vechicular access to the lane"

At that time tine residents where happy to support the new townhouse
development because there would beléars driving past our homes to
the new {ownhouse site. One neighbourhood should not be sacrific:ad
to make another one.

Since that time the game has changed and now Harold Steeves and
the rest of the planning committee present decided to change the
pian to ONLY ACCESS TO THE LANE. This is totally unacceptable
to the home ownners in this area.

| am asking the Pianning Commitee to refer to the POLICY MANUAL
for the lane policy, under section #4 it states that

Exceptions to the policy, which would be determined with each
application include where there is , or the City approves, an
alternative access, such as a frontage road, shared access, or
internal road.

In all the plans provided by Mr. Micheal Li there has been a frontage
or internal road so | simply ask that the city use this existing
exception and allow Mr. Li to develop his parcel into a townhouse
development with NO lane access.

Thank you for your time and please do the right thing....
CarotDay
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COMMENTS SHEET

Public Information Meeting — July 6, 2004
11511, 11551, 11571 and 11591 Steveston Highway

If you have any comments about the development proposal, please fill out this form and return it in
the box provided at the meeting or fax to Janet Lee at (604) 276-4052 by Thursday, 'JuQ» 8, 2004.
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Thank you for taking the time to provide us with your comments.
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;ﬁroposal that provided access both from
Steveston Highway and the lane on June 8", 2004. The application was referred to
to conduct Public Information Meeting with Neighbourhood regarding lane access
options.
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Various options for future lane access will be provided at the meeting followed by your

comments and qu@ions. .
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COMMENTS SHEET

Public Information Meeting — July 8, 2004
111511, 11551, 11571 & 11591 Steveston Highway

Janet Lee - Fax- 604 ~ 275-4052

According to traffic engineer, Donna Chan, the lane will be only 5.1m wide. My vehicle is
2.45m wide, so if | was trying to pass an on-coming vehicle of similar size it just wouldn't
happen. Far less a garbage truck on garbage day. Alane/alley is a lane not a street.

The lane upgrade shouid be done with the first davelopment, winether Option 1 or 3. If
you check the new house on the same block itis much higher then the rest of the land
around it. | imagine this is to bring the lane to the same height as Steveston Hwy. Therels a
resulting swimmir:y pool in the lane, so we can conclude that the balance of the lane would
be the same without upgrading and proper drainage.

Please leave the walkway connecting Steveston to the lane out of the development.
The inner neighbourheoad survived quite nicely for 25-35 vears without it, it was enly when the
vacant lot allowed them to cut through that they had the existing patiiway. At the meetings |
altenc 27 it was mostly the miast innermost peaple that favored the walkway, but they dor't
nave tc contend with the vandalism to their propety, the garbage thzt is left behind from the
fast fcod outlets, the noise late at night etc.. The pesple purchasing the new townhousses
would surely prefer that there be no walkway, better security and none of the negatives that
were [isted above.

Opening Coppersmith into the new development and leavina the lane out of use for the new
d~velopments is an idea that should be investigated. This would enable the pecplie from the
new developments to turn ekt much ez2ier then Seaward Gate, which will be lined up and
therefore making it impossible for the new development people to join in. They would then
turn right and be running through the existing neighbourhood, creating safety hazards.

Option 3 — only with a two-tiered covenant — decision to be made by Council afler the
neighbourhood has been notified by public notice and been involved in the decisiocn making
process.

In summary | feel that the Planning Staff have been listening, and been trying very hard to
come to a satisfactory solution far the neighbourhood, the developer and the City in this very
unique corner of Richmond. However the Planning Committee made up of elected members
has sabotaged the process, making a mackery of the whole process. Having watchsed the
process, | was somewhat surprised that one alderman could put the whole process back to
square one, wasting a lot of peoples time and effort.

Please Save Our Neighbourhood.

Linda King
11500 Seahurst Road
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COMMENTS SHEET
Public Information Meeting — July 6, 2004
11511, 11551, 11571 and 11591 Steveston nghway

If you have any comments about the development proposal, please fill out this form and retumn 1t in
the box provided at the meeting or fax to Janet Lee at (604) 276-4052 by Thursday, July 8, 2004.
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Thank you for taking the time to provide us with your comments.
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COMMENTS SHEET

Public Information Meeting — July 6, 2004

145449 448814 4418571 and 141501 Qftavactan H!
FIJad, 119V, 1191 1 QLU 1 9¢ 1 SWEVESLO H

If you have any comments about the development proposal, please fill out this form and return it in
the box provided at the meeting or fax to Janet Lee at (604) 276-4052 by Thursday, July 8, 2004.
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Thank you for taking the time td provide us with your comments.
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COMMENTS SH‘EET
Public information Meeting — July 6, 2004
11511, 11551, 11571 and 11591 Steveston Highway

If you have any comments about the development proposal, please fill out this form and retum it in
+ the box provided at the meen"ng or fax to Janet Lee at (604) 276-4052 by Thursday, July 8, 2004.
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Thank you for taking the time to provide us with your comments, |
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COMMENTS SHEET

Public Information Meeting — July 6, 2004
11511, 11551, 11571 and 11591 Steveston Highway

If you have any comments about the development proposal, please fill out this form and return it in
the box provided at the meeting or fax to Janet Lee at (604) 276-4052 by Thursday, July 8, 2004.
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Thank you for taking the time (o provide us with your comments. /
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COMMENTS SHEET

Public Information Meeting — July 6, 2004

11511, 11681, 11571 and 11591 Steveston Highway

If you have any comments about the development proposal, please fill out this form and
return it in the box provided at the meeting or fax to Janet Lee at (604) 276-4052 by
Thursday, July 8, 2004.

L.

Our first and most vehement comment deals with the ‘issue of lane access for gny
of the high density developments planned for the porth side of Steveston Highway
between No. 5 Road and Seaward Gate. We realize that city planning encourages
these high density developments along arterial roads. It is, however, not
reasonable nor practical to expect the traffic generated by these developments to
be absorbed by the existing, or even upgraded existing lans, particularly at peak
traffic periods in the moming and late afternoon. A limited number of (perhaps a
maximum of three) direct right turn only Steveston access lanes would more
efficiently Jisperse the traffic generated by these developments without
impacting on the existing residential community trafSc and exits. These Steveston
access lanes should be shared by all developments for this block. Given the
controlled intersection at No. 5 and Steveston, there should be no congestion
within the developments. West bound Steveston traffic itself, west of No.5, is
never congested.

A second issue which will be partially addressed by not allowing lane access to
the developments is the issue of limited local street parking in the community
adjacent to these developments.

W would also like the city to clarify the issue of development density. When the
original proposal for the initial three lots was made, the density agreed to by the
community was R2 —0.6 (March 2, 2004). As a result, the number of units on the
three lot development was decreased from 21 units to 16 units. Now the developer
has added one additional lot to the development and the unit density is now at 27
units. This is an increase in unit number by 56% with only what looks like a 33%
increase in lot area. Is the restriction to R2-0.6 being met?

We still don’t believe that the developer has allowed for sufficient secondary
parking within the development in the latest July plan.

Name: Brian and Mary Ho Address: 11651 Seahurst Road
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11511, 11551, 11571 and 11591 Steveston Highway 3

If you have any comments about the development proposal, please fill out this form and return it in
the box provided at the meeting or fax to Janet Lee at (604) 276-4052 by Thursday, July 8, 2004.
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COMMENTS SHEET
Public Information Meeting — July 6, 2004
11511, 11551, 11571 and 11591 Steveston Highway

If you have any comments about the development proposal, please fill out this form and return it in
the box provided at the meeting or fax to Janet Lee at (604) 276-4052 by Thursday, July 8, 2004.
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Thank you for taking the time to provide us with your comments. |
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If you have any.comments about the development proposal, please fill out th:sfohn and return it in .'
the box provided at the meeting or fax to Janet Lee at (604) 276-4052 by Thur:
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Thank you for taking the time to provide us with your comments.
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COMMENTS SHEET
Public Information Meeting — July 6, 2004
11511, 11551, 11571 and 11591 Steveston Highway
If you have any comments about the development proposal, please fill out this form and return it in

the box provided at the meeting or fax to Janet Lee at (604) 276-4052 by Thursday, July 8, 2004.
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Thank you for taking the time to provide us with your comments.
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COMMENTS SHEET
Public Information Meeting — July 6, 2004
11511, 11551, 11571 and 11591 Steveston Highway

If you have any comments about the development proposal, please fill out this form and return it in
the box provided at the meeting or fax to Janet Lee at (604) 276-4052 by Thursday, July 8, 2004.
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Thank you for taking the time to provide us with your comments. /{/O,“W % @
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COMMENTS SHEET

Public Information Meeting — July 6, 2004
11511, 11551, 11571 and 11591 Steveston Highway

If you have any comments about the development proposal, please fill out this form and return it in
the box provided at the meeting or fax to Janet Lee at (604) 276-4052 by Thursday, July 8, 2004.
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Thank you for taking the time to provide us with your comments.
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COMMENTS SHEET
Public Information Meeting - July 6, 2004
11511, 11551, 11571 and 11591 Steveston Highway

If you have any comments about the development proposal, please fill out this form and retum it in
the box provided at the meeting or fax to Janet Lee at (604) 276-4052 by Thursday, July 8, 2004.
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Thank you for taking the time to provide us with your.comments.
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ATTACHMENT 9

Conditional Rezoning Requirements
11511, 11551, 11571 and 11591 Steveston Highway RZ 03-232158

Please fax this form back to Janet Lee at (604) 276-4052.

Prior to final adoption of Zoning Amendment Bylaw 7713, the developer is required to complete the
following requirements:

There are requirements to be dealt with prior to final adoption:

1.
2.
3.

Ministry of Transportation and Highways approval,;

Consolidate the lots into one development parcel; and

Registration of a 7.5m Public Rights of Passage (PROP) Right-of-Way (ROW) from Steveston
Highway, that can taper at a 5:1 ratio starting at Sm from Steveston Highway, getting down to a 6m
PROP at the interior intersection and extending to the rear lane. A 6 m wide PROP is also required for
the East-West portion of the internal roadway that runs to each Property Line (ROW document to be
vehicles only - no utilities or servicing agreement is required);

Registration of cross-access agreements at each end of the East-West internal roadway;

Registration of a restrictive covenant to allow:

a. the unconstructed lane access connection to be opened for use; and

b. the Steveston Highway access to be subsequently closed;

Processing of the Development Permit application to an acceptable level according to the Director of
Development;

Payment of $35,000 in lieu of on-site indoor amenity space, or submission of an alternate plan at the
Development Permit stage that includes appropriate indoor amenity space;

Payment of a deposit for reinstatement of the existing access to Steveston Highway when the City
deems that it can be closed. Based on current rates and design policies, that amount is $4,410; and
Payment (amount to be determined) for the future construction of the lane access right-of-way in the
development site.

Prior to the issuance of the future Building Permit, the developer is to enter into the City's standard Servicing
Agreement to design and construct Steveston Highway frontage and the rear lane (north edge) as per the
design guidelines in the sub-area OCP (Bylaw 7100 Schedule 2.8A). Highlights of the works include, but are
not limited to:

1308719

removing the existing sidewalk, creating a 2.3m grass and treed boulevard, adjusting/adding davit
arm street lights on Steveston Highway as required to better align with the works done at Ironwood
and providing a 1.5m concrete sidewalk at the property line.

provide cash (amount to be determined) for the future upgrading of the lane to the north of the site,
which includes rebuilding the lane base, complete with storm sewer, laneway street lighting and roll
curb and gutter on both sides.
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City of Richmond Bylaw 7712

Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100
Amendment Bylaw 7712 (RZ 03-232158)

The Council of the City of Richmond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows:

1. The Shellmont Area, Ironwood Sub-Area Plan, Bylaw 7100 Schedule 2.8A is amended
by:
a) deleting the Table of Contents and pages 9 through 13;
b) substituting a new Table of Contents and pages 9 through 13 which are attached
as Schedule 1 to this bylaw; and

2. This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Official Community Plan Bylaw 7100,

Amendment Bylaw 7712”,
FIRST READING CV OF
RICHMOND
[~ APPROVED |
I)[JIBIJI(: }{ISf\I{IPJ(} ﬂgggxgz::y
dept.
SECOND READING
APPROVED
for, fpgality
THIRD READING biﬁ?m
ADOPTED 4
MAYOR CITY CLERK
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Schedule 1 attached to and forming part of
Bylaw No.7712
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City of Richmond

8.3.1 SETTLEMENT PATTERNS

a) Place emphasis on the establishment of a green, treed and
landscaped streetscape along Steveston Highway
punctuated by entranceways to individual townhouse
clusters;

b) Accommodate three vehicular access points between
Seaward Gate and No. 5 Road in the approximate
locations shown on the shared vehicular access diagram;

c) These vehicular access points will provide right in/right
out access to the development sites and will be the only

' form of vehicular access for new townhouse developments
Centre boulevard across from (e.g. no lane access);

Ironwood d)

These vehicular access points will be linked by an internal
private east-west driveway through the multi-family sites.

s Public rights-of-way will be used to secure shared access
Eg g—u éw of the east-west driveway and the vehicular access points;

N ; and
g e) Encourage multi-family development on the north side of
z i , Steveston Highway to facilitate compatible land use and
LTI , coordinated vehicle access.
L E\E\TOV T [ ‘ T T .
% ; J\*[H;E 8.32  MASSING AND HEIGHT
[£ =
} ' E Eg a) Permit townhouses at a maximum density of 0.6 FAR;
b E ‘F b) Setback 6 m (19.69 ft.) along Steveston Highway,
[ (% @ = EXCEPT that where a berm is not provided (as described
Sﬁ - under Landscape Elements) the minimum setback shall be
ared vehicular access 12 m (39.37 ft.); and
c) Multi-family units along the lane are to be a maximum of
2 storeys.
8.3.3 ARCHITECTURAL ELEMENTS
a) To address noise-related traffic impacts and establish a
pedestrian-friendly streetscape, new development should
be designed to maintain an acceptable ambient noise level
of 35 dB for indoor spaces and 55 dB for outdoor private
spaces.
8.3.4 LANDSCAPE ELEMENTS
a) Along Steveston Highway, contribute a lush, green and
pedestrian oriented landscape by accommodating:
¢ Installation of a 2.3 m (7.55 ft.) wide grass boulevard
(complete with a single row of Pin Oaks) at the back
of curb and a 1.5 m (4.92 ft.) wide concrete sidewalk;
Original Adoption: March 10, 1997 / Plan Adoption: February 19, 2001 Ironwood Sub-Area Plan 9
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City of Richmond

Berm on south side of
Steveston Highway

Within the minimum 6 m (19.69 ft.) building setback,
a 1 m (3.28 ft.) wide grass strip at the back of sidewalk
and a continuous landscaped berm at least 1.2 m

(3.94 ft.) high (measured from the adjacent curb),
EXCEPT as required to maintain existing mature trees
(See diagram: Steveston Highway frontage),

Any fencing incorporated as part of the berm should
be located at a minimum of 4.4 m (14.43 ft.) from the
south property line and not higher than 1.5 m (4.92 ft.)
(measured from the curb) EXCEPT where a fence is
adjacent to private outdoor space it may be as tall as’
1.8 m (5.90 ft.);

Significant planting within the berm area, including
large growing trees and plant material chosen for its
seasonal colour, screening abilities, and visual interest;

MINtMUM
il
o g
OFENOBCE |

05 HeH MAGNRY
RETAINING WAL

Steveston Highway frontage

Original Adoption: March 10, 1997 / Plan Adoption: February 19, 2001 Ironwood Sub-Area Plan 10

1312731/ 8060-20-7100

201



City of Richmond

Crosswalk at Coppersmith Place
8.3.5

A minimal width and number of breaks in the berm for
pedestrian and where necessary, vehicular access.
Pedestrian access should be shared by a number of
units and typically be confined to a 3 m (13 ft.) break
in the berm; and

There may be pedestrian pathways linking the single-
family neighbourhood to the north of Area B to the
Ironwood shopping centre. Such pathways require a
minimum of 2.4 m (7.87 ft.) of paved surface to
accommodate pedestrians and bicycles with a
minimum of 0.8 m (2.6 ft.) landscaping on either side
for a total width of 4 m (13.12 ft.). The pathways
should be close to or aligned with existing pedestrian
crosswalks (e.g. Coppersmith Place). Pathways
should be designed according to CPTED principles.
These guidelines may be varied due to specific site
conditions.

PARKING AND SERVICES

a) No tandem parking will be permitted; and

b) Additional visitor parking is encouraged.

Original Adoption: March 10, 1997 / Plan Adoption: February 19, 2001 Ironwood Sub-Area Plan 11
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City of Richmond

BICYCLE PARKING AND APPENDIX 1
END OF TRIP FACILITIES

New development should accommodate the bicycle parking
and end-of-trip facility needs of multiple-family residential
dwellers, workers, and visitors.

a) CLASS 1 Parking

Secured, long-term bicycle parking shall be provided for
the use of residential use and non-residential tenants in
the form of waterproof bicycle lockers, or bicycle rooms
complete with bicycle racks.

) Parking facilities shall: be at-grade; have
uniform 160 lux (min.) lighting which yields
true colours; and, be within sight of building
entry, elevator, and/or security.

(i) Bicycle rooms shall provide: lockable door(s)
with window(s); tamper-proof, motion-activated
security lighting; and unobstructed view of each
room from its entry; and, facilities for no more
than 20 bicycles per room (enabling owners to
identify one another).

(ii1) Bicycle lockers shall: be constructed of solid,
opaque, weather-proof and theft-resistant
material, with no exposed fittings or connectors;
have lockable doors which open to the full
height and width of each locker; be grouped
together; not be located at the head of parking
spaces; and, have clear minimum dimensions of:

Length 1.80 m (5.91 ft.)
End Width at Door 0.60 m (1.97 ft.)
End Width Opposite Door 0.22m (0.72 ft.)
Height 1.20m (3.94 ft.)

b)  CLASS 2 Parking

Unsecured, short-term bicycle parking shall be provided
for visitors in the form of bicycle racks located within
15 m (49.2 ft.) of a principal building entry.

(1) Parking shall be situated in well-lit locations,
clearly visible from principal building entries
and/or public roads.

Original Adoption: March 10, 1997 / Plan Adoption: P'Zb@ag 19,2001 Ironwood Sub-Area Plan 12
1312731/ 8060-20-7100



City of Richmond

Bicycle racks shall be made of sturdy,
theft-resistant material, securely anchored to the
floor or ground.

Bicycle racks shall be designed to support the
bicycle frame, not the wheels, and allow both
the frame and the front wheel to be locked to the

rack with a U-style lock.

Original Adoption: March 10, 1997 / Plan Adoption: February 19, 2001

1312731/ 8060-20-7100
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City of Richmond Bylaw 7713

i an Nay n ) £200
Richmond Zoni i"g and uéf&lﬁpi‘ﬁﬁﬁt D‘yla‘v‘v JIVV

Amendment Bylaw 7713 (RZ 03-232158)
11511, 11551, 11571 AND 11591 STEVESTON HIGHWAY

The Council of the City of Richmond, in open meeting assembled, enacts as follows:

1. The Zoning Map of the City of Richmond, which accompanies and forms part of
Richmond Zoning and Development Bylaw 5300, is amended by repealing the existing
zoning designation of the following area and by designating it TOWNHOUSE
DISTRICT (R2 - 0.6).

P.ID. 025-418-491
Parcel C Section 36 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan LMP
54148

P.LD. 003-899-331
Lot 394 Section 36 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 45716

P.LD. 005-965-250
Lot 395 Section 36 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 45716

P.ID. 016-268-768
Lot “B” Section 36 Block 4 North Range 6 West New Westminster District Plan 86247

o

This Bylaw may be cited as “Richmond Zoning and Development Bylaw 5300,
Amendment Bylaw 7713”.,
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