Executive Assistant

‘ ' UNADOPTED MINUTES .
City of Richmond Minutes

Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings

Monday, July 19", 2004

Place: Council Chambers
Richmond City Hall
6911 No. 3 Road

Present: Mayor Malcolm D. Brodie
Councillor Derek Dang
Councillor Evelina Halsey-Brandt
Councillor Rob Howard
Councillor Kiichi Kumagai
Councillor Bill McNulty
Councillor Harold Steves

David Weber, Acting City Clerk
Absent: Councillor Linda Barnes

Councillor Sue Halsey-Brandt

Call to Order: Mayor Malcolm Brodie opened the proceedings at 7:02 p.m.

1. Zoning Amendment Bylaw 7711 (ZT 04-269236)
(Applicant: City of Richmond)

Applicant’s Comments.
None.

Wrirten Submissions.
None.

Submissions from the floor:
None.

PHO4/7-1 It was moved and seconded
That Zoning Amendment Bylaw 7711 be given second and third readings.

CARRIED
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Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings

Monday, July 19", 2004

PHO04/7-2 It was moved and seconded
That Zoning Amendment Bylaw 7711 be adopted.

CARRIED

(3]

Proposed Single-Family Lot Size Policy (Section 23-4-7) and Zoning
Amendment Bylaw 7730 (RZ 04-268683)
(8100 No. 1 Road; Applicant: Shinder Sahota)

Applicant’s Comments.
None.
Written Submissions:

(a) J.P.Desbiens, 4471 Coventry Drive, Richmond (Schedule 1)
(b) Tyla Meyer, 4380 Coventry Drive, Richmond (Schedule 2)

Submissions from the floor:

Doug Symons, 8191 Claysmith Road, inquired about the City’s long term
plan for Coldfall Road. He stated his concermn about the density of traffic
which would occur in the area, and the number of access lanes being built due
to the increase in development in the City.

PHO4/7-3 It was moved and seconded
That Single Family Lot Size Policy 5437 (Section 23-4-7), be amended to
exclude the following properties:

o 8060 No. 1 Road through to and including 8506 No. I Road;
o 4088 Blundell Road through to and including 4380 Blundell Road, and;
o 4171 and 4191 Coldfull Road.

CARRIED
PHO4/7-4 It was moved and seconded
That Zoning Amendment Bylaw 7730 be given second and third readings.
CARRIED
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Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings

Monday, July 19", 2004

3. Zoning Amendment Bylaw 7739 (RZ 04-260971)
(6211 No. 3 Road; Applicant: Andrew Cheung Architects Inc.)

Applicant’s Comments:
The applicant advised that he was available to answer questions.
Written Submissions:

(a) Roger Brandon, 777 Hornby Street, #600, Vancouver (Schedule 3)
(b) Susan, 6088 Minoru Boulevard-#903, Richmond (Schedule 4)

I E. Ching, 6080 Minoru Boulevard-#605, Richmond (Schedule 5).
(d) Joe, 6080 Minoru Boulevard - #607, Richmond (Schedule 6)

(¢) Peter, 6088 Minoru Boulevard-#1207, Richmond (Schedule 7)

Submissions from the floor:

Patrick Chun, 6081 No. 3 Road, stated his concern about the increase of
traffic on No. 3 Road and the possible devaluation of the property which he
manages. He also noted his concern about the quality of life for residents,
and the economic well being of businesses in the area. (Schedule 8)

Ms. J. Chu, 12-6088 Minoru Boulevard, stated her opposition to the
proposed rezoning. She also stated her concern about the location of and
generation of noise from transformers on top of Richmond Centre, which
caused her lack of sleep.

Mr. Len Gray, 6080 Minoru Boulevard, stated his concern about the number
of high rise buildings being developed on No. 3 Road. He stated that these
buildings blocked sunlight, were not aesthetically pleasant, and increased the
density of traffic in the area.

PHO4/7-5 [t was moved and seconded
That Zoning Amendment Bylaw 7739 be given second and third readings.

CARRIED

L)
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Monday, July 19", 2004

4. Zoning Amendment Bylaw 7740 (RZ 04-267103)
(5811 & 5851 No. 3 Road; Applicant: Bosa Properties Inc.)

Applicant’s Comments:

The applicant advised that he was available to answer questions.
Written Submissions:

None.

Submissions from the floor:

None.

PHO04/7-6 It was moved and seconded
That Zoning Amendment Bylaw 7740 be given second and third readings.

CARRIED

5.  Zoning Amendment Bylaw 7741 (RZ 04-263293)
(2191 McLennan Avenue; Applicant: Balaram Ghosh)

Applicant’s Comments:

The applicant advised that he was available to answer questions.
Written Submissions.

None.

Sudmissions from the floor:

None.

PHO4/7-7 It was moved and seconded
That Zoning Amendment Bylaww 7741 be given second and third readings.

CARRIED
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Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings

Monday, July 19'", 2004

6. Zoning Amendment Bylaw 7742 (RZ 04-257429)
(6660, 6760, 6780 and 6784 Lynas Lane; Applicant: Vermillion Properties
Lid.)

Applicant’s Comments:
The applicant advised that he was available to answer questions.

Written Submissions:

(a) Wendy Beckett, 6800 Lynas Lane, #12, Richmond (Schedule 9).

Submissions from the floor:

A resident, 9468 Lvnas Lane, stated her concern about the increase in the
volume of traffic which would occur on Lynas Lane because of this
development. Staff advised that a traffic volume study would be done in this
area in September.

Mrs. Pearl Overhill, 8540 Littlemore Place, requested that traffic lights be
installed at the intersection of Lvnas Lane and Garrison Road to help prevent
accidents.

PHO4/7-8 [t was moved and seconded
That Zoning Amendment Bylaw 7742 be given second and third readings.

CARRIED

7. Proposed Single-Family Lot Size Policy 5456 (Section 2-4-7) and
Zoning Amendment Bylaw 7743 (RZ 04-255365)
(3988 Riverdale Drive; Applicant: Rajinder Takhar)

Applicant’s Comments:

1

he applicant advised that he was available to answer questions.

T
IWritten Submissions:

(a)  Erika Simm, Richmond Resident (Schedule 10)

(by  Harminder Grewal, 4811 Webster Road, Richmond (Schedule 11)

[ Elias Soursos, 4931 Wenster Road, Richmond (Schedule 12)

(&) Piara Singh Katlay, 5967 Riverdale Drive, Richmond (Schedule 13)

o ‘o
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()  Marion Smith, 6580 Mayflower Drive, Richmond (Schedule 14)
()  Shiu S. Woo, 4840 Webster Drive, Richmond (Schedule 15)
g) Josef Becker, 4991 Westminster Highway, Richmond (Schedule

16)
(h)  Grace Mcreedy, 4951 Westminster Highway, Richmond (Schedule
17)

(i)  Peter S. Qi Want, 4931 Westminster Highway, Richmond
(Schedule 18)

()  E.J. Martin, 4871 Westminster Highway, Richmond (Schedule 19)

(k) Sandra & John Hayes, 4851 Westminster Highway, Richmond
(Schedule 20)

(D Richard Chong, 4711 Westminster Highway, Richmond (Schedule
21)

(m) Martha Croucher, 4960 Webster Road, Richmond (Schedule 22)

(n)  Donald & Susan Ho, 4900 Webster Road, Richmond (Schedule 23)

Submissions from the floor:

Mrs. Erika Simm, 4991 Westminster Highway, stated her concern about
the proposed exclusion of properties from the single family lot size policy
5456 (Section 2-4-7). She was also concerned about the type of
development being allowed on this site, and advised that duplexes would a
better fit in the neighbourhood.

Mrs. Barbara Neff, 4911 Westminster Highwav, queried restrictions on
the redevelopment of her propertv. As well. she was concerned that
residents on the south side of Westminster Highway had not been notified
of the Public Hearing on this item.

Mrs. Hewlett, 5820 Murchison Road. stated her concern about the
densification of the area, the lanes which would surround the
neighbourhood because of the City’s arterial road policy, and the
detertoration of the quality of life in the area because of this development.

Mr. Max Ciprut, $320 Littlemore Place. asked for information about the
Lot Size Policy south of Westminster Highway.

1312010
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Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings

Monday, July 19", 2004

Mr. Kailay, 5960 Riverdale Drive, stated his concern about the
devaluation of his property because of this proposal.

Mrs. Erika Simm, 4991 Westminster Highway stated that she was
concerned about the look of the proposed development and the negative
impact it would have on the neighbourhood. She also advised that
properties across the street were being advertised for sale as
“subdividable”.

Mr. Joseph Becker, 4991 Westminster Highway, asked about lanes in
relation to the subdivision and sale of properties.

Mr. Rajinder Takhar, applicant, stated that he was building 2 affordable
houses rather than a megahouse and did not think it would negatively
impact the area.

PHO4/7-9 It was moved and seconded
That the proposal be referred to staff to conduct a public consultation with
area residents, including those on both sides of Westminster Highway, to

ascertain neighbourhood views on the proposal and Lot size policy options.
CARRIED

Prior to the question on Resolution No. PHO04/7-9 being called, staff were
directed to comment on the traffic flow for the proposed lane, and advise on
whether the proposed lane was a through lane or would end at Riverdale
Drive.

The question on Resolution No. PH04/7-9 was then called and it wzs
CARRIED.

PHO4/7-10 It was moved and seconded
That staff review the Cin’s Arterial Road Redevelopment Policy with
regard to the establishment of new lanes in areas where there are no
existing laneways

CARRIED

1312010
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Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings

Monday, July 19", 2004

Zoning Amendment Bylaw 7745 (RZ 04-270141)
(8411 No. 1 Road; Applicant: Mike Olak)

Applicant’s Comments:

The applicant was not present.
Written Submissions:

None.

Submissions from the floor:

Mr. Doug Symons, 8191 Claysmith Road, stated his concern about the City’s
lane policy, access to arterial roads, and the loss of quality of life in the area
due to increased development.

It was moved and seconded
That Zoning Amendment Bylaw 7745 be given second and third readings.

CARRIED
It was moved and seconded
That Zoning Amendment Bylaw 7745 be adopted.

CARRIED

Zoning Amendment Bylaw 7746 (RZ 04-270541)
(9231 No. 1 Road; Applicant: Mike Milic)

Applicaint’s Comments:

The applicant advised that he was available to answer questions.
Wieitten Submissions:

None.

Submissions from the floor:

None.

It was moved and seconded
That Zoning Amendment Bylaw 7746 be given second and third readings.

CARRIED



City of Richmond Minutes

Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings

Monday, July 19", 2004

PHO4/7-14 It was moved and seconded
That Zoning Amendment Bylaw 7746 be adopted.

CARRIED

10. Zoning Amendment Bylaw 7747 (RZ 04-270555)
(4500 Steveston Highway; Applicant: Vignarajah Sellathurai)

Applicant’s Comments:
The applicant was not present.
Written Submissions:

(a) Sue Alcock, 4475 Steves:on Highway, Richmond — (Schedule 24)

Submissions from the floor:
None.

PHO04/7-15 [t was moved and seconded
That Zoning Amendment Bylaw 7747 be given second and third readings.

CARRIED

11. Zoning Amendment Bylaw 7748 (RZ 04-270504)
(9411 Williams Road; Applicant: Les Cohen/ Azim Bhimani

Applicant’s Conmments:

The applicant was not present.
Wrirten Submissions:

None.

Submissions from the flooy:
None.

PHO4/7-16 It was moved and seconded
That Zoning Amendment Bylaw 7748 be given second and third readings.

CARRIED

9 9.
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Zoning Amendment Bylaw 7749 (RZ 04-270692)
(9591 Williams Road; Applicant: Malhi Construction Ltd.

Applicant’s Comments:

The applicant stated that he was available to answer questions.
Written Submissions:

None.

Submissions from the floor:

None.

It was moved and seconded
That Zoning Amendment Bylaw 7749 be given second and third readings.

CARRIED

Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw 7750 and Zoning
Amendment Bylaw 7751 (RZ 02-199677)

(3900, 3920, 3940, 3960 and 3980 Youngmore Road; Applicant: Dana
Westermark)

Applicant’s Comments:

Dana Westermark, Applicant, advised that the developer was responding to
concerns of residents regarding traffic in the area by providing a special
enhanced signal with countdown pedestrian timer which would allow the
traffic light to trip when there was a queue of vehicles.

Wrirten Submissions:

(a) Nancy and Jay Sakamoto, 3880 Youngmore Road, Richmond
{Schedule 25)
(b) Pearl Overhill, 8540 Littlemore Place (Schedule 26)

10.
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Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings

Monday, July 19", 2004

Ms. Pearl Overhill, 8540 Littlemore Place, stated her concern about the
density of traffic in the area and advised that the proposed development would
bring more traffic. The speaker stated her preference for 5 or 6 single-family
homes instead of the proposed multiple-family development.

Mr. Max Ciprut, 8520 Littlemore Place, stated his concern that the established
covenants were not being honoured. He was also concerned about the density
of traffic in the area and stated that this would only increase with the proposed
development.

In response to a query from Council, Mr. Erceg, Genzsral Manager, Urban
Development advised that the City was not a party to the covenants in
question.

Mr. Rod Booth, 3931 Youngmore Road, stated that his son’s property would
be directly impacted by this development. He advised ihat he was concerned
about the slovenly conditions of the houses that were being redeveloped and
felt that the City should not reward this behaviour with increased density.
Mr. Booth stated that re-development should fit in with the existing
community.

Mr. Jay Sakamoto, 3880 Youngmore Road, stated that -¢ was opposed to the
development and that his covenant stated that only singis-family houses could
be built in the area.

Mr. Westermark, representing the applicant, stated ::at the covenants in
question were established to prevent the unregulatzd expansion of the
shopping centre. He stated that the proposed project met with the City’s
Arterial Road Policy Redevelopment, advising that this site was 1dzeal for the
tvpe of density proposed. He also stated that some of t22 owners were willing
to release their covenants.

Mr. Corry Goumans, 8311 Littlemore Place advised t=a: the area is made up
of singie family residences and that the covenants shou!d be honourad.

Mr. Max Ciprut, 8320 Littlemore Place stated that the covenants had been
established to protect the area and that the subject oroperties should be
redeveloped as single-family homes.

11.
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Regular Council Meeting for Public Hearings

Monday, July 19", 2004

It was moved and seconded
That Zoning Amendment Bylaws 7750 and 7751 be DEFEATED.

The question on Resolution PH04/7-18 was not called as the following
referral motion was introduced

It was moved and seconded
That the Zoning Amendment Bylaws 7550 & 7551 be referred to staff to
explore other options for single-family development.

DEFEATED

QPPOSED: Mavor Rrodie

WNIRIAF . ALVAG UL A1V

Councillor Rob Howard

The question on PH04/7-18 was then called and it was CARRIED with
Councillor Howard opposed.

Zoning Amendment Bylaw 7752 (RZ 04-268857)
(9491, 9531 & 9551 Ferndale Road and 9520 & 9540 Westminster Highway;
Applicant: Palladium Development Corp.)

Applicant’s Comments:

The applicant advised that he was available to answer questions.
Written Submissions:

None.

Submissions from the floor:

Mr. Doug Parmenter, 9571 Ferndale Road, stated that he was concerned about
the increase in traffic which would occur due to the proposed development.
He queried the means of ingress/egress to this development. He asked for a
reconsideration of this development because of safety concerns, accessibility
into the property and the devaluation of his property. In response to a query
from Council, staff advised that the installation of traffic lights on Ferndale
and Alberta Road would be examined.

12.
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Mr. Leonard Brady, 9611 Ferndale Road, stated his concern about
ingress/egress into the development.

Mr. Doug Parmenter, 9571 Ferndale Road, requested that staff perform a
traffic study in the Ferndale Road area.

In response to a query from Council, staff advised that traffic monitoring
could be done in this area.

It was moved and seconded
That Zoning Amendment Bylaw 7752 be given second and third readings.

CARRIED

Zoning Amendment Bylaw 7754 (RZ 04-266049)
(7571 & 7611 Alderbridge Way; Applicant: Century Holdings Ltd.

Applicant’s Comments:

Mr. Larry Doyle, representing the applicant, advised that he was available to
answer questions.

Written Submissions:

(@) Doug Ashcroft, 7680 Alderbridge Way, Richmond- (Schedule 27)

Submissions from the floor:

Mr. Malcolm Grey, 7380 Alderbridge Way, stated his concerns about the
height and size of the proposed building, the expected increase in traffic, its
impact on the area, and lack of street parking which would result because of
the development. In response to a query from Council, staff advised that
these issues could be addressed at the Development Permit stage.

It was moved and seconded
That Zoning Amendment Bylaw 7754 be given second and third readings.

CARRIED

13.
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Subject: RZ 04-268683 DB
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Name:
Address:

J.P. Desbiens

4471 Coventry Drive

SubjectProperty Bylaw: RZ 04-268683

Comments:

rtt]

I disagree with the proposed rezoning bylaw. I prefer that this area remain as it is.

Also we should stop the overcrowding of Richmond.

Thank you.

Schedule 1 to the Minutes of the
Public Hearing meeting held on
Monday, July 19, 2004
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To(Public Hea;;s_ng
D te:Nﬂ /(0
n:m U2 4380 Coventry Drive

Re:_%c"‘” 7930 Richmond, V7C 4R2
July 13, 2004

g1/e1

Regarding Proposed Single Family Lot Size Policy 5437 (Section 23-4-7) ~

——— oy -

JRM ©

Zoning Amendment Bylaw 7730 (RZ 04-268683)

I have been a homeowner in this area since 1983,-1 would like to voice my objection to the
IeZoning.

318)5)2]2

This is at least the third time that I have seen the rezoning of these lots come before city council.

In November 1989, a property owner wanted to rezone lots from R1/E to R1/B in this section, t

permit the creation of 12 metre lots in our subdivision.

A survey was mailed to homeowners.

The results of the survey were sent to us in January, 1990. 71% of the respondents preferred
RI1/E lot sizes.

Here is what the then Director of Planning, Ron Mann, wrote to us: “As part of the study,
school, and park capacity, servicing capability and transportation implications were considered
in the area. Based on this technical analysis, it was determined that certain physical
infrastructure improvements and additional park space would be required before a policy for
smaller lots could be introduced in the study area.”

Since that time period, there have been no upgrades to servicing capability. There have been no
transportation improvements. There has been no increase in park capacity.

In December, 1993 an applicant wanted to make smaller lots once again on Blundell Road beside
Grauer school . The applicant did not want to pay to replace the storm sewer and sidewalks even
though these would be damaged by the construction of extra houses. The city did not want to
pay, so only three houses were built on two lots (the applicant wanted five houces on two lots).
Once again no improvements were made to servicing capability.

In 2004, an applicant wants to build houses on lots even smaller than R1/B along No.1 Road.
This will increase the traffic on No. 1 Road. In particular, when I drive from my house to
Safeway, the left turn from Coldfall Road onto No 1 Road will be even harder to negotiate. It is
not an easy turn to make as there is no light and a lot of traffic. Besides traffic concerns, there
will be a need for school and park capacity and physical infrastructure improvements.

Before these lots get rezoned, perhaps some of the lots should become parkland, and the ditches
should be filled in along Coldfall Road. Then you could argue that the improvements warrant
smaller lot sizes.

I'have one other comment. I phoned David Brownlee, the City Contact listed on the Notice of
Public Hearing, on July 9 to ask what a R1-0.6 lot size meant. Imagine my surprise to hear that
Mr. Brownlee was on vacation and would not be back until Monday July 19, which is the day
that the hearing is scheduled. The planning department told me to try calling Cecelia. [ left a

message with her on July 9, and am still waiting for a reply. Wb\

Yours truly, ’7??4;,EKWQQ;77x_~“* /€§>//6K§?\€%?
-8692 '

Tyla Meyer (604) 27

sent by fax to City Clerk. 604 278-5139 \ {43 et 2004

S};?fédule 2 to the Minutes of the
Public Hearing meeting held on
Monday, July 19, 20604.




rﬂ To Public Hearing =
= Date: W13, ZooY JRM
P item #__-22> DW_ |y
Re: BY[ﬂuf‘/ 7739 };:SY
June 18, 2004 L2 Mo.3 RA 6
. . W8
Richmond City Hall
6911 No. 3 Road
Richmond, B.C.
VoY 2C1
Attention: Urban Development Division TO60-20 77319

To Whom It May Concern:

RE: FILE # R2-04-260971 [REZONING APPLICATION]

With respect to the Rezoning Permit Application by Andrew Cheung Architects Inc. re: 6211 No. 3 Road,
Richmond, B.C. from G2 to Downtown Commercial C7 Mixed Use Retail/Commercial/Residential tower
which includes a parkade:

As Agent for the Owners of the Strata Corporations residing in Three West Centre (the adjoining
property) where there is a residential tower (The Wellington — LMS 3017) comprised of 62 suites at 7878
Westminister Highway; a mixed use retail/commercial complex (LMS 3045) comprised of 24 units at
7900 Westminister Highway & 6061 No. 3 Road; and an office tower (LMS 3085) comprised of 203
units located at 6081 No. 3 Road, - all of which utilize and depend on the parkade facility located on the
adjoining Three West Centre property (of which the owners contribute towards the maintenance and
upkeep of same) which is owned and managed by Crestwell Realty (120 — 6011 No. 3 Road, Richmond,
B.C. V6Y); we note the following concern:

The parking facilities provided for in the C 7 re-zoning application (6211 No. 3 Road/Saba Road) in our
owner’s and tenant’s viewpoint, are not sufficient for this type of proposed project. Accordingly, it is
expected that the tenants, owners, clients, customers, etc., of this project will be also using the Three West
Centre parking facility (which is open for public use as required by easement agreement with the City of
Richmond) whereupon there will not be enough spaces left for the owners, tenants, customers and
employees of Three West Centre. The Three West Centre parkade is currently running at 90/95% percent
capacity.

As such, as Agent for the Owners, on behalf of the owners of Three West Centre, we strongly
oppose the C 7 rezoning application for the above noted address.

Yours truly,

CROSBY PROPERTY MANAGEMENT LTD.
Agent for the Owners

Ro ger‘ Brandon

Senior Property Manager Schedule 3 to the Minutes of the

Direct Line: (604) 689-6952 Public Hearing meeting held on
Monday, July 19, 2004.

S OLMS243 Condd Richmondestyhalllet doce

CROSBY PROPERTY MANAGEMENT LTD.  LsBic 500, 777 Hormby strast vancouver, 8.C., Canada vez 4

Tal: (604) £82-8900 Fax: (604} £89-4829 Website: www.Crosbypm.comm



MayorandCouncillors

To Public Hearing

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

web2@city.richmond.bc.ca
July 19, 2004 12:28 PM
MayorandCouncillors
Bylaw 7739

| #J M
tem #_ 3
Re

. B/J‘o\w 7739
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Name :
Address:

Comments:

Susan

903-6088 Monoru Blvd,Richmond, BC
SubjectProperty Bylaw: Bylaw 7739

This residential tower will block our view and cause traffic.

Schgdule 4 to the Minutes of the
Public Hearing meeting held on
Monday, July 19, 2004.
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: To Public Hearing
MayorandCouncillors . \ Y
_— ' tem #_2
From: web2@city.richmond.bc.ca =
Sent: July 19, 2004 11:42 AM Re: 621 No. 3 Reod
To: MayorandCouncillors Bolaww 7739
Subject: 7739 <

dhkhkkhhkhkhkhkhkhkhkrdhhhkhhkdhdhhhdahhkhhkhdhhkhkhhhkrhkdbhkdhhkhhhrhhbhrxrhd kb ddkdbhrrhhdhhhhhdrkhk

Name : Ching E
Address: 605-6080 Minoru Blvd, Richmond,BC V6EY 4A7
SubjectProperty Bylaw: 7739

Comments:

This residential tower will cause traffic jam and most importantly block our view

Schedule 5 to the Minutes of the
Public Hearing meeting held on
Monday, July 19, 2004.
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From: web2@city.richmond.bc.ca item &
Sent: July 19, 2004 11:56 AM Re:_6ZU_No, 3 £d

To: MayorandCouncillors E ‘! w ZZZ‘]
Subject: 7739
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Name : Joe
Address: 607-6080 Minuru Blvd, Richmond, BC VéY 4A7

SubjectProperty Bylaw: 7739
Comments :

This building should not be too tall.

A tall tower will distroy our view and affact the value of our apartment.
Therefore, the building should not be higher than Richmond Shopping Centre.
Thank you.

Schedule 6 to the Minutes of the
Public Hearing meeting held on
Monday, July 19, 2004.




To Public Hearing

MayorandCouncillors Jw\y 9, Zoc
Y item #_ =

From: web2@city.richmond.bc.ca :

Sent: July 19, 2004 12:19 PM Re:_&Z2U  Mo. 3 €d

To: MayorandCouncillors 77
Subject: Bylaw 7739 ‘57"!”“” 729
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Name : Peter

Address: 1207-6088 Minoru Blvd, Richmond, BC

SubjectProperty Bylaw: Bylaw 7739

Comments:

There are already too many high rise buildings around Richmond Shopping Centre. when we
moved in our home the proposed rezoning property was a gas station which did not block
our view.

This is the reason I oppose to this project of bylaw 7739.

Schedule 7 to the Minutes of the
Public Hearing meeting held on
Monday, July 19, 2004.




KZ cF-2047

™
Greenwood
Ftichmond City Hali
e: QL,ZOFIi"Ig Aprlication on Saba and No. 3 Road
umﬂ 2004 Schedule 8 to the Minutes of the

Public Hearing meeting held on
Monday, July 19, 2004.

Dez sir,

We are the progerty owners at Thres West Centre, located at 6081 No. 3 Road. We

are opposed to the proposal of a hign-rise tower on the old Esso Station property at

the cornar of Saba and No. 3 Road. It will be too much of an “in your face”

arrangerment fcr the two buiidings. In addition, it will further aggravate the already

unacceptable traffic condition here. We believe any land development should take

top priority the enhancement of quality of life of current residents and business

cwnears, not the degradation of it.

Details:

<

5 car be observed currently in Richmond, most high-rises are built either relatively far
a;.!ar:, azde-by--azu\-,; or diagonaily-facing so as to allow for least amount of blocking. No
doukbt this is cne of the factors contributing to the high desirability of Richmond as both a
pizce for business and home.

Tha vizw of the vast expand of lm xing scuth onto Richmond Centre and City Hall is one of

?'m= most desirabla features at Three West. The view is a valuable piece of asset for many
Four property owners Bu; .l '5(.: a high-rise tower face-to-face against Three West would

craraticaily lowar s desiratility and wouid, in the long run, certainly cause a noticeable

dronin the ozcmﬁrty values, The f:. irther lowering of ﬁommermal property values of this

pzlure in 2n aready depressed cormmearcial property environment is counter-productive for
shawendin tae long run.

Furhermors, a high-rise towsar 2t such close proximity to another high-rise is mutually

disruptive. The nn‘wny focking of both towers results in a less-than-optimal property
L»

VAR 0 00h

2 ntair R.chmond to be an excellently planned community, and
4 7 / diferent from, say, the Vancouver downtown, we would
auggast wa sh :u,d or* y aitow highi-rises interspersed non-intrusively.

by

ty Lving should be bacause of people's own choice, not because they

sawood Canada
HC. Canada VBY 2B2 Tel: (604)231-8197 Fax: (604)231-8039
ood.ca web: www.Greenwood.ca
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Three West Centre Property / Business Owners
Against building a high-rise on the old Esso Station
between Saba Road and No. 3 Road

Company Name : %(WM e  CFA

Unit Number at Three West Centre: ?//
Phone: W’27ﬁ- 55//

Signatures— 4)//2“,’./ 4 -
Name (please print): 522715’7—&&/—/ ,z&

Date: \Jees ¥ (7 205,

Return this petition to:

Patrick Chun
Greenwood Canada
914-6081 No. 3 Road
Tel: (604) 231-8197

for the delivery to Richmond City Hall.

ﬁS. There ¢ a.//so “ /;L&Z/«'c /Leou-fnj

/Manﬂ(ot// 6(/6:’«{:&7 42‘ [’(9/ /7[&1,// , (ounc:.//s

Chomber ﬁ«// 1, 2ec4  Please

&ffénﬂ( .



Three West Centre Property / Business Owners
Against building a high-rise on the old Esso Station
between Saba Road and No. 3 Road

, - (
Company Name : 75{ [/l[’\ ()%6?[46‘7//@ G)ﬂp/
Unit Number at Three West Centre: é/ﬁ/ é/f/
Phone: /Q@ - (20 L—

Signature: M |

Name (please print): %f@ £ L/Eféf_ .

et % 196

Return this petition to:
Patrick Chun
Greenwood Canada
914-608171 No. 3 Road
Tel: (604) 231-8197

for the delivery to Richmond City Hall.

/?S. 7—/‘€f€ N a//so & /Jwé/{c /Lea,m)xj

/l//omﬂ(m/v eo-/em‘,j at (,-é, /7/4/// Coemerd %
Chamber f“j/ 1f, 2eed  Please altend

oS
e



Three West Centre Property / Business Owners
Against building a high-rise on the old Esso Station
between Saba Road and No. 3 Road

Company Name : ‘}("f W\ C [’\ cKYo(\? R C,{\L\Q

Unit Number at Three West Centre: é( 7>

Phone: LOM— 20 —(202-

sgnane e ifla. (i Yo/

Name (piease printy_D>r - [f oiTlon M Aeod
Date:@% /j?(, Doo Y

Return this petition to:

Patrick Chun
Greenwood Canada
914-6081 No. 3 Road
Tel: (604) 231-8197

for the delivery to Richmond City Hall.

/.DS. TAefﬁ is ﬂv/so 17 focé/f‘c /Lectrfnj

/’/lonﬂ(%// 66’6:&:‘:\] azL ﬂé/ /7/4// , CounCl‘/ /S
Chomber ) ﬁ‘// '?, Zoe /’)/mse affenﬂ(.

24



Three West Centre Property / Business Owners
Against building a high-rise on the old Esso Station
between Saba Road and No. 3 Road

Company Name : Rowell Invetments Ll

Unit Number at Three West Centre: 703

Phone: 60%-2/4-7807

v
Signature: L;/MK O
o T T

Name (please print): _JIN C. LuH

Date: /Y- J“l}/‘ 2004

Return this petition to:
Patrick Chun
Greenwood Canada
914-6081 No. 3 Road
Tel: (604) 231-8197

for the delivery to Richmond City Hall.

ﬁS. There s a//so A /Jué/«'c /Lea.l’fnj

Mgﬂﬂ(7 QV@W“y JLZL ﬂé’ /‘/ﬁ,// ) Cootﬂcf/ o
Choamber fu// 1, 204 Please  altend



Three West Centre Property / Business Owners
Against building a high-rise on the old Esso Station
between Saba Road and No. 3 Road

Company Name : OP/}L_ TRA\}EL | L—@ .

Unit Number at Three West Centre: ?020
Phone(é‘*’) go’“* IQ—Y’O

Signature: @M/Q —
Name (please print): ?M LP

Date: I*L / ’f, 200‘]?

Return this petition to:

Patrick Chun
Greenwood Canada
914-6081 No. 3 Road
Tel: (604) 231-8197

for the delivery to Richmond City Hall.

ﬁS. 7_/‘€f€ i< a,/so & /;océ/«c /Lecu-z}xj

/V[omﬂ(ot/f ec;’ei«f:\j 42" [’:9/ /7[4// ) Coowtcf/ /.?
Chamber JTAJ/ 17, 2ec4  Please affenﬂ(.
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Three West Centre Property / Business Owners
Against building a high-rise on the old Esso Station
between Saba Road and No. 3 Road

Company Name : Qo’(q_o G%\(%'D\A\A?\ AU SN

Unit Number at Three West Centre:  \ A~ N 420\ \k\@\v ) &2 2
J

Phone: _ 6 o L% 2@] C‘Lzél

Signature: =< - SM\U g'\,\,;)g ~

Name (please print): > A RAAN TS K. SN\, S "N &\

Date: ——S_\/\\‘j\ \Cl io‘cl_\

Return this petition to:

Patrick Chun
Greenwood Canada
314-60871 No. 3 Road
Tel (604) 231-8197

for the delivery to Richmond City Hall.



Three West Centre Property / Business Owners
Against building a high-rise on the old Esso Station
between Saba Road and No. 3 Road

Company Name Thee Jdest Centre :BWDPV\N&C('S (£d.

|Co ( — 1029 120l —{ Q_Lﬁ
Unit Number at Three West Centre: \lo( =11 29

-062-)

St Ma

Name (please print): = (&EW C lon

pate: ___frwly /7 Do f

Phone:

Signature:

Return this petition to:

Fatrick Chun
Greenwood Canada
914-6081 No. 3 Road
Tel (604) 231-8197

for the delivery to Richmond City Hall.



To Public Hearin

MayorandCouncillors . ) 9
From: web1@city.richmond.bc.ca Itel.'n ¥ /0 @*
Sent: July 9, 2004 10:36 AM Re: 7742 DW
To: MayorandCouncillors KY
Subject: 7742 (RZ 04-257429) QSB

WB
KAk khhkdxkhkhkhkhkhkhkhkhkhkdbhkhkhhkhkhdhkhhhkhbhdhdkdkhkrhdrkhkdhhkhdkhkdhkhkhokkdhkhkhkkhkhdkohhkdkhhdkkdhkhdkkkhkkkdk
Name: Wendy Beckett
Address: 12-6800 Lynas Lane

SubjectProperty Bylaw: 7742 (RZ 04-257429)

Comments:

L. 20 7/
I have no problem with this rezoning with the following provisos. i A
1) That the mature trees at the rear of these properties be left, affording privacy to

we residents living behind them.

2) A traffic light at the intersection of Lynas Lane and Granville is put in. It is
getting harder every day to make a left turn from here, especially when School lets out.
An extra 19 residences will only make the situation worse.

Schedule 9 to the Minutes of the
Public Hearing meeting held on
Monday, July 19, 2004,
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To Public Hearing
Date: Nw\, |4 200y
Item #

July 19th, 2004 Re: 51R8  Rierdal

Mayor Brodie and Councillors,

my name is Erika Simm. I live at 4991 Westminster Hwy, and I have lived at this address
since 36 years.

I have been asked by several residents to be the spokesperson for them, and to present
their concerns and letters to you tonight.

I am here to speak to an item on the agenda, - namely the proposed amendment of
policy 5456 to exclude the properties fronting Westminster Hwy from Riverdale Drive to
McCallan Road from the rest of the Riverdale neighbourhood for the purpose of rezoning
these properties from Subdivision Area E ( R1/E ) to Single Family Housing District
(R1-0.6 ) in order to permit properties to be subdivided into two new single family
residential lots with access to a proposed 20 foot wide lane along the northerly property
line.

For the record:

I am opposed to this proposed zoning amendment and to the proposed exclusion of the
properties fronting Westminster Hwy from Riverdale Drive to McCallan Road from the
rest of the Riverdale neighbourhood. I am opposed to the proposed rezoning of these
properties from R1/E to R1-0.6. which would aliow the subdivision of these properties
into two new single family residential lots. And I am opposed to the proposed creation of
a 20 foot wide lane along the northerly property line.

This proposed amendment is not for the benefit of the present property owners, monetary
or otherwise. It is for the benefit of the applicant only.
It would affect all of the home owners and some in a very negative way.

I am asking Mayor and Council tonight to reject this particular proposal.

Thank you

Eiba S

Schedule 10 to the Minutes of the

Erika Simm Public Hearing meeting held on
Monday, July 19, 2004.

AQRL Lo Shimisier hu % !
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FROM © ERIKA 3IMM Fax 273 3240 PHONE NO. : 273 3282 Jul. 13 2884 91:17PM PL

To F:yb!ic Hearing
Date:_u /4 /Oj‘/o s
item # Oﬁ

Fe: 77 4
to Mayor & Counc|l : /écopy o fﬁeseé_x or|) June 13, 2004

" Neighbourhood under siege "

SEREE

There is a stretch of Westminster Highway just west of the Municipal Works Yard which
is quite unique. The " rancher " style homes here where built in the 1950's and are of a
solid post-and beam construction, The houses are quite different from other homes : the
open 4 x 6 ceiling beams make them look cosy and comfortable.

The houses are not the only thing that is unique * this neighbourhood is one thatisvery 09~ 2§ 536!
stable. The people that reside here have lived here since a long time . There aremany  §o40-10 - 774
residents that bought their houses in the 1960's and 1970's. I moved to this location in

1968. Most of our homes where added on to and renovated over the years, but we

took care not to destroy the character of these last reminders of the great 1950's.

Even though some of the ranchers have been torn down and replaced with large new
houses, many of us have no desire to sell and leave our neighbourhood.

Then into the picture comes one builder. He wants to subdivide one comer lot into two
skinny pieces to accommodate two long and narrow houses that look like army barracks.
For that he is willing to give up 20 feet at the back of the property for a access lane. Not
caring that this will impact the whole peighbourhood, reduce our property size and create
a hodge podge of styles, the builder wants to amend our R1E zoning to facilitate narrow
lots to accommodate army barracks ( 60% ) and blacktop ( 35 %), covering 95 % of the
lot, leaving some postage stamp size front lawns.

Having to live next to that ? Hell no!

Now I am not against densification along arterial roads. But the city should do it by
considering the existing homes in neighbourhoods. ! For instance in our case the city
could allow a up/down duplex zoning. These duplexes could look like the already existing
large houses on this street. ( Example: the duplexes west of the Vancouver Austria Club).
With an ageing population in Richmond such up/down duplex houses would be in demand
by allowing adult children to live in the suite upstairs while taking care of their parents
who live in the wheelchair accessible bottom suite. Or- retirees could live in the bottom
suite of the duplex while renting out the upstairs suite for an additional retirement income.
That would increase the density on this road without destroying the feel of the
neighbourhood. It would still leave space for gardening which is getting so popular these
days, for trees and shrubs to shelter the many birds in the area. There would also be less
water run-off which impacts the neighbours.

The public hearing for this is coming up next Monday Most of us don't want this builder’s
proposal. Let's see if we, the long time citizens of Richmond who helped shape this
community , are still being considered - or if we are tossed aside!

Erka Simm
Richmond

13 JuL 2004

RECEIVED /&
Y
QERK‘SOQ

31



To Public Hearing

MayorandCouncillors Date: Ny \A, 200y
0 s 7

From: web2@city.richmond.bc.ca Re: 5988 Riverdale

Sent: July 19, 2004 10:18 AM Lot So - -

To: MayorandCouncillors Bl = ‘%"j’) 5454

Subject: 5988 Riverdale dr ;1 aw 77493

R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R FEEE R R RS EEEEEEEEEEEEE R R EE S E RS RS R SRS RS S S
Name : Harminder Grewal
b % - R, A0 Tyl e 2 T
AUULCLED C “40ll1 WwWCDhbLer XU

SubjectProperty Bylaw: 5988 Riverdale dr
Comments:

I am opposed of the possible rezoning at this property.

Schedule 11 to the Minutes of the
Public Hearing meeting held on
Monday, July 19, 2004.
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To Public Hearing

MayorandCouncillors Date:_Ja\y 4, 2ooy
item #

From: web2@city.richmond.bc.ca Re: 5988 R:verdale

Sent: July 19, 2004 9:26 AM L e ~

To: MayorandCouncillors Lot Stae ‘P‘)“"’ k7

Subject: Bylaw 7743 (RZ 04-255365) + BJ lavw 7743

LA RS R SRR REEEEE SRS SRS EERERSERERSESEE RS EREREEEEEEREEER R R EEEEEERE RIS E RS

Name : Elias Soursos
AAAvaca . AQ21 Joahatar+ DA
Address: 4931 Webster R4.

SubjectProperty Bylaw: Bylaw 7743 (RZ 04-255365)

Comments:

Dear Sir or Madam:

I would like to express my objection in regards to the rezoning application for 988
Riverdale Drive.

I see no benefit to the neighbourhood and to the people who take pride in living in one
of Richmond’s most desirable areas for so many years.

The only benefit seems to be to the applicant who most likely will split the lot, sell
the units and "SPLIT" with the cash, not once considering how it might impact the
neighbourhood and the people who intend on living in it for years to come.

Sincerely,
Elias Soursos Schedule 12 to th i

e Minutes of the
4931 Webster Rd. Public Hearing meeting held on

Monday, July 19, 2004.

RECEIVED /&)



To Public Hearing

MayorandCouncillors PSR T AL W 7o Y

- -7
From: web2@city.richmond.bc.ca ttem £
Sent: July 18, 2004 10:34 PM Re: 5988 Ryerdale

To: MayorandCouncillors L Size. folooy 545%
Subject: 5988 Riverdale Drive Bylaw 7793
7

LR R RS E S EEEEE SRR S S ER SRR LRSS SRR SR R R R R R R R R R R R E R EE R R R R RS R R RS

Name: Piara Singh Kailay
Address: 5960 Riverdale Drive

SubjectProperty Bylaw: 5988 Riverdale Drive
Comments:

The value of our home will be negatively impacted if the zoning is changed for this
property. There will be an alley alongside our property that will increase traffic and
possibly criminal activity. This zoning amendment has significantly reduced the price of
our house ALREADY!! Our house is on sale now but nobody is buying it because of this
proposed zoning change. Every time somebody is interested in purchasing our house they
ask what is happening next door and they walk away. There are NO lanes on westminister
and this should not change. This is an area for large homes, if you want small homes
just look at the rest of richmond and they are popping up everywhere. If you drive
through our area it is full of grand homes/mansions and this proposal will do nothing but
depreciate the whole area. Ask yourself what you would do if your house was on sale and
you cant get even one offer because your neighbours have decided to build a lane and two
tiny houses. Nobody wants the traffic or hasle. You must realize that people who want
to live in this area expect nice "grand" homes. There is a place for small homes and a
place for large homes. Our neighborhood is a place for large family homes, please do not
allow this zoning amendment.

Schedule 13 to the Minutes of the
Public Hearing meeting held on
Monday, July 19, 2004.




MayorandCouncillors To Public Hearing

From: web2@city.richmond.bc.ca Item #£_7

Sent: July 18, 2004 12:36 PM Re: 59

To: MayorandCouncillors .

Subject: Lot size policy 5456; Bylaw 7743 Lot Scee. Bolie, 5456

EQ\uwu 7743

LR R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R E R R E R EE R R EE R R R R R RS R
Name : : Marion Smith

Address: 6580 Mayflower Drive

SubjectProperty Bylaw: Lot size policy 5456; Bylaw 7743

Comments :

Schedule 14 to the Minutes of the
Locally known as 0ld Riverdale, this is Public Hearing meeting held on
a long-established neighbourhood of new Monday, July 19, 2004.

and older homes, many of which are
renovated. This neighbourhood is
undergoing a natural renewal process.
Rather than cause the degredation of
this neighbourhood with a change in lot

size, the City of Richmond should let
the natural renewal process take its
course.

We have returned to the days when every
house over ten years old is viewed as
a tear-down. Every day, perfectly good,
and affordable, dwellings are being
replaced by smaller, more expensive
housing. This does not help families
who increasingly find Richmond too
expensive to live in.

The plan for two new houses at the
corner of Westminster and Riverdale
includes a lane on the northern border.
Both the neighbouring houses are new,
and highly unlikely to agree to giving
up their backyards in order to extend
any laneway.

35



. To Public Hearin

MayorandCouncillors | 200 g
—————

From: web1@city.richmond.bc.ca item #_Z >
Sent: July 17, 2004 1:39 AM Re: S 188 Kverdole,
To: MayorandCouncillors Lok Size P\ SusE
Subject: Same as above glyluw? 774%
LEE SRR R RS E R R EESS SR SRS EEE R R RS R SRR R R R R E R EEEEE RS EE SRR R EERER S
Name: Shiu S. Woo
Address: 4840 Webster Road, Richmond BC V7C 1L3
SubjectProperty Bylaw: Same as above
Comments:
Shiu S. Woo and Wai L. Ip Schedule 15 to the Minutes of the
4840 Webster Road Public Hearing meeting held on
Richmond, BC Monday, July 19, 2004.
V7C 1L3

July 18, 2004.

City of Richmond

Urban Development Division
6911 No. 3 Road

Richmond, BC

vey 2C1

Dear Ms. Beran,
Re: Against the Change of Single Family Lot Size Policy 5456
We are writing to express our concerns regarding the above Policy.

Increasing the number of single house residences in our area could potentially result in
increase traffic and noise. We truly appreciate our present living environment and would
be very disappointed to see any negative changes to our quiet and pleasant neighbourhood
as a result of this policy.

‘Split-up’ lots or smaller lot sizes are obviously lower in value than larger lots. As
real estate appraisals are done in comparison to the value of surrounding lots/homes, an
increasing number of lower value homes may de-value our present home/house. As a result,
we may suffer from a lower re-sell value if we choose to sell our house in the near
future.

Due to our planned vacation, we could not come in person to express our thoughts at the
hearing on this matter. Please take this letter as our strong voice against this Policy.

Sincerely,

Shiu S. Woo

Wai L. Ip

36



To: Mayor and Council July 18th, 2004

City of Richmond To Public Hearing
tem # 7Y

re: proposed rezoning application
" to exclude the properties fronting Westminster Hwy from
Riverdale Drive to McCallan Road. "

I am voicing my opposition to staff's recommendation of a zoning
amendment from Subdivision Area E ( R1/E ) to single Family Housing
District ( R1-06) " in order to permit the properties to be subdivided
into two new single family residential lots with access to a newly
constructed tane along the northerly property line."

Such a proposal is not to the advantage of the property owners as the
proposed lane would remove from 1320 square feet up to 1572 square
feet from each property. This is a substantial loss for the home
owner- as upon the sale of the property the purchaser would
consider the loss of square footage to the lane and therefore lowering
the purchase price accordingly.

The properties would be sliced in half and given a 60 % site coverage
instead of the usual 55%. Such narrow lots are of interest to builders

and developers only, and therefore would reduce the vast majority of
the home buying public from offering proper market value.

It needs to be said that the majority of the homeowners are opposed
to this recommendation. Many have no intentions of selling - neither
the owners of the older homes nor the owners of the new houses on
this block.

This proposal may look good on paper, however it is not practical in
reality . It is to the advantage of a certain applicant only.

AN

N
}
sincerely: (g(,lg/ [ =>4

Josef Becker
4991 Westminster Hwy
Richmond, V7C 1B7

Schedule 16 to the Minutes of the

Public Hearing 2@&éting held on
Monday, July 19, 2004.




To Public Hearing
Date: N\ v\, (9 2004
To: ttem #_7~ ’

0. Re: 5988  Roerdate.

Mayor and Councillors
City of Richmond July 18th, 2004

Schedule 17 to the Minutes of the

Public Hearing meetj
tin
Monday, July 19, 2004, held on

Dear Mayor and Council,

this letter is written regarding the proposed rezoning of the area fronting
Westminster Hwy from Riverdale Dr. to McCallan Road.

I would like to voice my opposition to this zoning amendment as well as the
development of a back lane, for which I have safety concerns.

I am a long term resident of this neighbourhood ( 40 years ) and have no
intention of moving away anytime soon.

Please take the wishes of the residents into consideration.

Yours truly

e ‘7/7& @M%

Grace Mcreedy
4951 Westminster Hwy
Richmond, B.C.

L2
0.0)



Schedule 18 to the Minutes of the

Public Hearing meeting held on To Public Hearing
Monday, July 19, 2004. Date: R\\A\M 19, 2oo4| B
-~
item #
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Schedule 19 to the Minutes of the
Public Hearing meeting held on
Monday, July 19, 2004.

To Public Hearing
Date: 3—‘*\;/ |9, Zooq
em #__1
Re:.5 988 Rierdale
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0 & To Public Hearing
”Wéé 25 Date: M\ 14 | 2004
/f@ /@7 om & =52
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Schedule 20 to the Minutes of the
Public Hearing meeting held on
Monday, July 19, 2004.




Schedule 21 to the Minutes of the
/S Y e 1
KIGBALL (o000

Public Hearing meeting held on
Monday, July 19, 2004.
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Schedule 22 to the Minuies of the

Public Hearing meeting held on

Monday, July 1 )
4960 Webster Rd. ay, July 19, 2004

Richmond, B.C.

VIC 1L3 To Public Hearing

Dete: T\, 19, Zooy
item #_7—

Re: 598K Riedals

July 17, 2004

Honourable Mayor and Councillors

Dear Sirs:

I am very opposed to rezoning the area from Riverdale to McCallan Road along
Westminster Highway.

Even though it does not directly involve us who live on Webster Road for the
time being, it would definitely have an impact on us.

The tall skinny houses with driveways between them and black top back lanes are
not only unsightly, but will certainly encourage more vandalism with destruction to our
properties. Alleyways would inevitably allow for the breaking of fences, damaging of
trees, scattering of litter and destruction of garbage cans throughout the neighbourhood.
Safety of residence is also a major concern.

Our homes were bought in this area because of the beautiful neighbourhood. By
instituting back lanes to large properties, there would be an elimination of space available
for trees and gardens.

The majority of us are seniors with no intention of moving away. These are our
retirement homes. I have been in my home for over forty-four years and do not want to
see our area destroyed with this proposal.

Please, consider this matter carefully for us who have lived here for so many
years.

Thank you,

. v 5
A/_/ﬁ’-‘d_,a(f/u(; : /’5_4<./L‘i~L"J7/

Martha Croucher
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Schedule 23 to the Minutes of the To Public Hearing
Public Hearing meeting held on o T\ 14, zoo
Monday, July 19, 2004. Dateo:

em &1L
R:‘.“ngg KWJ“‘\—&-

4900 Webster Rd.
Richmond, B.C.
V7C 1L3

July 17, 2004
Dear Members of Council:

As long time residents of the area. my family and I were disheartened when we
learned that there had been an application for rezoning the homes from Riverdale to
McCallan Rd. along Westminster Highway. To try and change the uniform structure of
not only our neighbourhood, but our community, by adding back lanes to a property
almost seems obtuse. How would allowing this rezoning benefit the neighbourhood in
any way? It does not. The sole benefactor in this situation is the applicant of the
proposal. The decision on this proposal, with all things, must be for the greater good.

There are many potential problems which will arise from going through with the
proposed course of action. First off, adding an unprecedented alleyway to the existing
neighbourhood would disrupt the entire community. One lot subdivided with a lane in
the middle of a side-by-side lot area seems extremely unnecessary. Our community is a
paradigm for what old Richmond was like, and throwing that away so that an individual
can financially benefit from it is absolutely absurd. Council cannot allow there to be two
houses built on a single lot which would disturb the uniform appearance of the existing
large homes in the neighbourhood.

Secondly, alley ways promote unwanted, unruly behaviour. It is certain that no
one in this community welcomes a criminal element, no matter how minor. Destruction
of property and vandalism are almost synonymous with back alleys. Even more
disturbing would be the creation of an area to harbour and transport drugs. The
possibilities of unlawful activities are endless, varying in degrees. It may seem
presumptuous, yet we all know that it is a possibility. Ergo, this possibility must be
prevented and kept, literally, out of our backyards.

Third, Richmond has been named the most beautiful city in the world, historically
known as the Garden City. With the creation of lanes along the backs of residential lots,
there would also have to be the removal of many hedges. trees and other types of
important, not to mention costly, green space. It is no secret that the City cannot afford to
remove healthy plant life that cannot be replaced. It would be political suicide to replace
grass with asphalt, trees with power poles and hedges with fences. One of Richmond’s
mantras is that it is a City within a park, adding unnecessary roadway to our City would
definitely go against this perspective.

Finally, the biggest problem deals with money. By rezoning one property along
Westminster Highway, there is a tacit agreement to add lanes throughout the properties
along Westminster Hwy. How does the City propose to add a lane through existing lot ,Cl 0
Moreover, is it feasible to spend large amounts of money to create something dearly /O
unwanted by the community in question? An addition would undoubtedly cause a chai
reaction throughout the surrounding neighbourhoods to create laneways. Insurmountable 19 JyL 2004
debt would be imminent, stemming solely from a single individual. An individual whgi}
out for a “quick buck” by being able to build two homes where there should only be ong

F RIC4
DATE %o
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By now it should be clear that our family is absolutely against the rezoning of
property in our area. This is our home, and has been for almost forty years. It would be a
travesty to have our home tainted by an awkward and unrealistic creation such as the
proposed structuring.

Our family implores council to try and understand the vast impact that something
that may seem trivial will inevitably have on our neighbourhood. Please, consider all of
the above stated points in deliberation and revoke the application to rezone in our
community.

Sincerely,

Ngar

Donald and Susan Ho & Family

47



- ‘o

MayorandCouncillors To Public Hearing i

— - el /9 DW
From: web1@city.richmond.bc.ca tem #_/57 KY
Sent: July 12, 2004 6:55 PM Re: AS
To: MayorandCouncillors )
Subject: 7747 (RZ 04-270555) WB
dhkhkdkhkhkhkhkhkhkhkhkdhkdrhhdhkdhhkhkhdhdhkhhkhbhkhbdhdhbhbhbhhbhkhbdhhbhkdhbh bk r bk dkhhkhkkdhhkdkhhkhkhhkhhdkhkdhdkdhkhkddkhk ;
Name: Sue Alcock i —
Address: 4475 Steveston Highway -
SubjectProperty Bylaw: 7747 (RZ 04-270555) E
Comments:
There are two trees on the property that are protected and marked as 'heritage'. I do
not see reference to keeping these trees in the documents. _I believe that the new

property should be designed around keeping these trees.

Schefdule 24 to the Minutes of the
Public Hearing meeting held on
Monday, July 19, 2004.
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To Public Hearing INT
Dato::rvk\:)\ \9, ZedM

Mrs. Nancy Sakamoto |ttem & 13 : Mr. Jay Sakamoto C4LTTEDYY
3880 Youngmore Rd. “";,83““‘“5;7@:3’5’ 3880 Youngmore Rd. X
Richmond, B.C. e Richmond, B.C. 2]
V7C 1R6 604-277-642 V7C 1R6 604-842-7326
City of Richmond
Janet Lee, Planner
6911 No. 3 Rd.

Richmond, B.C. V6X 2Cl1

re: Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw 7750 and Zoning Amendment
Bylaw 7751 (RZ 02-199677)

My name is Jay Sakamoto, and I live with my mother Mrs. Nancy Sakamoto, at
3880 Youngmore Rd., next to the 5 properties (3900, 3920, 3940, 3960 and 3980
Youngmore) that are the subject of this Public Hearing.

We are the original purchasers of the property at 3880 Youngmore Rd., and have a
copy of the Schedule of Restrictive Covenants protecting the properties on both
Youngmore Rd. and Kelmore Rd., that bordered the commercial construction that
became the Seafair Shopping Centre and later, Seafair Apartments. This Schedule
was put in place to prevent the redevelopment of the properties from single-family
residences, and maintain a buffer zone between the commercial development and
the side streets in the neighbourhood.

There seems, however, to be some misconception that it only applies to the
commercial redevelopment of the residential properties.

Restrictive Covenant 5 of the Schedule states:
“ Not more than one dwelling for one family or household unit with such
further structures as may be necessary for the accomodation of any servants of
such one family or household or incidental to the use of such family or
household, shall be erected on any one parcel or lot save and except pursuant to
Restrictive Covenant 3 hereof.”

Where Restrictive Covenant 3 states that no building can be used for commercial
purposes, with the exception of schools and in-home offices for certain
professionals. (Paraphrased)

Schedule 25 to the Minutes of the
9 Public Hearing meeting held on
4 Monday, July 19, 2004.




SCHEDULE OF RESTRICTIVE COVENANTS

Referted to in the attached Conveyance

1. There ghall not be erected, constructed, or made on the lands any residence, buildings, fence or other improvement,

addition or alteration thereof unless and until the proposal to erect such buildings, or make such {mprovements, ad-.

dition or alteration, and proper plans, elevationg and specitications thereof (setting forth all materinls tv de used.

with details as to their quantities and qualities) shall have been first submitted to. and approved in writing by, the *
Grantor who shall have the right and power to approve or reject the same,

2. No poultry, swine, sheep, cows, cattle or livestock shall be kept on the premises.

3. No buiMing or part thereof on the Iands shall be used as a boarding house, rooming house, hotel, beer parlour,
resort, atore, restaurant, shop or place of trade or business and no trade ar business of any kind shall be carried on on .
the said iands, provided however, that (subject to the other restrictions In this Schedule) this restriction shall not pre-
vent physicians, lawyers, writers, artista or other professional men or women from having their officen or studios on
the premises, nor prevent the erection or use of any huliding or part of any building, or the use of the premises or
any part thereof, for a achool for children, PROVIDED such erection and use shall first have received the sanction .

*  and approva! of the Grantor.

4. The Crantee will not ersct. exposs or maintain or permit to be erected, exposed or maintained upon the said land
any placard, or advertising sign other than the usual door plate of any professiona! man or womsn save and except
those incidenta! to any pisce of business, worship, congregation or otherwise as may be determined pursuant to res-
trictive covenant J hereof,

8. Not more than one dwelling for nne family or household unit with such further structures as may bo‘ Necorsary
for Lhe accommodation of any servants of such ons family or househeld or incidental to the use of such one family or ~ .- .-..
household, shall be erected on any ons parcel or 1ot save and except pursuant to Restrictive Covenant 3 hercof.

6, The Crantee shall not erect on the sald lands any dwelling, house, or other building closer to the road or roads
on which such land f{ronts than the bullding lines estadlished by the suthority confirmed in Restristive Covenant 1

hereof.

7. No water from any stream, culvert, ditch, pond or collection of water shall be dive-ted, darnmed or dralnsd,
nor shall any culvert, ditch, stream or water flow be altered or Interfered with without tle consent in writing of the
authorities provided in Restrictive Covenant I hereof.

8. No trees, shrubs, or other growth shall be allowed to grow, be or remain on any par: of the said lands (n any
manner that shall or may interefer with any poles ar wires erected for the conveyance of electrical enargy or the csrry-
ing of telephone wires, or that may in any way interfere with any guy wires necessary to s pport axny such poles.

9. Nbo fence shall be erected or hedge maintained extending beyond the front of the hous- or bullding at a height
greater than thirty (30) inches nor at the rear or si’s of any house or dullding higher than live () feet.

10. Wherever and whenever the approval or consent of the Grantor is required to be obtained, such approval or consent
may be given by such officer, agent, committee, parson or persons as may from time to time be nominated or appoin-
ted in writing by the Grantor for such purpose and such power or appointment or right of nominstion may be delegs-
\ ted by the Grantor, and such appointee or nomines shall have the right to withhold approval of, or their consent to, and

may reject any matter or thing submitted for approval or consent.

* 11, The restrictions and stipulations herein contained shall not be deemed to be exclusive either of other restrictions
or stipulations contained {n this Indenture or of the requirement of the by-laws of The Corporation of the Township of
Richmond or of the obligations or itabllities imposed by 8iatute or the common Isw on owners or occuplers of Jand,
all of which shall be duly observed and complied with. ;

12. Nothing herein contained shall be construed or implied ay imposing on the Grantor any liabllity In the event >f
non-compifance with or non-fulfillment of any of the covenants, conditions, or sttpulations herein contained or
contained in any conveyance or other agreement for the sale of any parcel of land within the nald subdivision.

13. The Grantor and Its successors {n title, owner or owners faor the time being of the part or parts of the sald sub-
division remaining unsold shall have power, in its abso'ute discretion, from time to time Ey any e or Deeds or dy
writing under its hand to walve or vary or release any of the said stipulations in respect of the land and premises
hereby conveyed or xny other land forming part of the ssid subdivision or to sell and convey any Prrt thereof which
has not been sold prior to the dale hereof free from anyor all of the sald restrictions and stipulations and either
subject or not to any differcnt restrictions or stipulations. Provided nevertheless that the power hertby reserved shall
not be exercisable 3o as to create A radical alteration in the scheme of development comprised in the stipulations herein
contained, and that any purported exercise of the same c:ntrary to this proviss shall be void. Provided neverthelers
that the power herehy reserved shall not be exercisable without having first obtalned the approval of The Corporation
of the Township of Richmond in writing to the exercising of the sald power.

14. Wherever the wnrd “premises” is used in this Schedule or in the said Deed the same shall mean the lands des-
cribed in the szald Deed and which are the subject of Lhe sale hereunder.

:‘"’ﬁ. The Grantee, his heirs, and assigns covenant and agree that he or she will fully participate in and zontribute his or her
A /h:re to any local sewerage scheme for the provision of trunk sewers in the event that 609% of the owners of land« or of lands
and improvements (other than owners of any parcel of the said lands herein) in any relevant sewcerage district shall approve
/ of the same.

This Schedule shall be read with and form part of the within Deed to the same extent as {f embodlad therein,
and the restrictions and stipulations herfein contained shall not be deewncd to be exclusive either of other restrictions
r stipulations contained in the sald Deed or of the obligations or liabilities Imposed by Statute or the common law

on owners or occupiers of land, sll of whiah shall be duly observed and complied with.




Also Restrictive Covenant 6 of the Schedule states:

“The Grantee shall not erect on the said lands any dwelling, house or other
building closer to the road or roads on which land fronts than the building lines
established by the authority confirmed in Restrictive Covenant 1 hereof.”

It is clear that the purpose of the Schedule of Restrictive Covenants was to

Pvf\lll‘lfl\l mQIanIﬁ Ciﬂﬂlp_‘r‘)m‘]‘l T‘PGI{'IDI'\{‘DQ n'Frnlahvn]v fhp came 01'79 ll’\ fth area
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ThlS would maintain a uniform look to the nelghbourhood and keep access to the
commercial development along the major roadways, No. 1 Rd. and Francis Rd.
Over the years, the developer has been trying to obtain the release of the
Restrictive Covenants from those properties still held by the original purchasers,
but a number of us have held firm in maintaining the Covenants, in order to have
some control over any redevelopment proposals for our neighbourhood. It is
apparent that the developer is trying to circumvent the Covenants by applying
directly to you for this zoning change, effectively cutting us out of the process.

We have lived in this neighbourhood for 44 years and now are faced with the
intrusion of an unwanted development next door. We maintained the Restrictive
Covenant in order to protect ourselves from such a disaster. We realise that we
will not be here forever, but while we are, we would like to be able to live in a
manner that we prefer, rather than one foisted on us. We are not interested in all
the extra hassles that come with increased density. The extra noise, traffic issues
and parking among the many irritations we don't want to have to tolerate.

We therefore strongly urge you to reconsider the actual purpose of the Restrictive
Covenants placed on the properties, as it was designed to protect the integrity and
livability of the area. Allow us to control our future. It's our neighbourhood and
we have to live in it. Reject the rezoning application and let us keep it single-
family residences only, as it was originally planned.

Thank you for your consideration.

Yours truly,

S - AR Vi
/i ey Sy Ll gt M
J .

Nancy Sakamoto / éy Sakamoto
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To Public Hearing

MayorandCouncillors Data;szu\\a |4, 2004
tem #_L2

From: web2@city.richmond.bc.ca . 3900 -390 e
Sent: July 17, 2004 8:41 AM Re: 3% Yo ,b‘*“.f“"“" \
To: MayorandCouncillors B;l laws 775 "‘775
Subject: RZ 02-199677 3900-3980 Youngmore Road
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Name : Pearl Overhill

Address: 8540 Littlemore Place

SubjectProperty Bylaw: RZ 02-199677 3900-3%80 Youngmore Road
Comments:

Greetings to City Hall.

I have been a resident of Richmond and particularly a resident on Littlemore Place for 20
years. With the Public Hearing coming this Monday for the above noted properties I
wanted to take a moment and express my concerns.

This area of the "Mores" is in a state of transitions like most other residential areas
of Richmond. We have homes dating back to the late 50's/ early 60's mixed in with new
mega home construction. I am not opposed to this. I myself live in a 40 year old home -
believe me new construction would be good. My concern is the number of homes. I totally
disagree with changing the single family dwelling to anything other than single family
dwelling.

Youngmore is already a busy street. Youngmore is a major lead to Gilmore School which is
a French Immersion School. Many of the students do not live in the area and get driven
to school using Youngmore as their main access. Students who attend Hugh Boyd (in the
other direction) alsoc use Youngmore as their main access. If you intend to put this new
development in - it will only increase the risk of injury to these students and parents.
I live there I see how cars drive down that street and the poor visibility when cars are
parked on the road (with no sidewalk). I've walked my kids down that street for 11 years
- I know the risk.

Single family dwelling is what Youngmore needs. The current homes are in desperate need
of TLC. 1In fact I believe they are beyond repair. They need replacement. Don't let the
applicant wave those dollar bills of more tax and revenue in your face. There are other
places to gain that money. Think about the people in the community, the people- who live
in that neighbourhood. Do my 20 years as a faithful Richmond Resident mean nothing? Do
the other residents in this area who have called and expressed their concerns, not give
you a sense of what is best for this neighbourhood. I have faith in you, the council,
that you will consider our feelings in this matter. Let's keep Richmond a city with
heart.

Thank you for your time - see you Monday Night.

Schedule 26 to the Minutes of the
Public Hearing meeting held on
Monday, July 19, 2004.
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To Public Hearing

MayorandCounciiiors Date:jwuly I9 , Zoo:

m .
From: : web2@city.richmond.bc.ca Re: 7571 + 740 A\d ] ‘\th
Sent: July 19, 2004 11:26 AM
To: MayorandCouncillors —%’)l“"‘) 77354
Subject: RZ 04-266049
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Name: Doug Ashcroft
Address: 7680 Alderbridge Way
SubjectProperty Bylaw: RZ 04-266049

Comments:

In the zoning amendment, the new road along the northern side of the site connecting
Alderbridge Way and Gilbert Road. This road is currently a lane called Landsdowne. We
currently use this lane as access for our waste removal. This waste currently includes
material for the landfill and renderable material for pick-up by WestCoast reduction.As
well as a receiving dock for our maintenance and engineering. The design of the plant and
regulations placed upon us as a Federal meat inspected plant does not permit us to move
this material through the plant other than the current procedure. If this road denies us
access to this access point to our plant, it would seriosly cripple us in our ability to
manufacture. I would be avaliable for a site inspection in which I could then have an
oppurtunity to show our concerns.

Schedule 27 to the Minutes of the Public
Hearing meeting held on Monday, July 19,
2004.




