To Development Permit Panel[8273 No. 2 Road
Date;_AuUls %0, 2006 ichmond, BC, V7C 3M2
Item #_2 iy 8 August 2006
Re: D os™ - 2R367S INT
Mr. David Weber e ng 21
Director, City Clerk’s Office B, P?Y
City of Richmond _ ' , DAW
6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond o1 6 1 1o THE MINUTES OF VDV%
B.C.. V6Y 2C1 THE  DEVELOPMENT  PERMIT
PANEL MEETING OF WEDNESDAY,
Dear Mr. Weber, AUGUST 30, 2006.
Re: Application for a Development Permit DP 05-293675
The applicant: 359664 BC Ltd. o S9567%
Property Location: 8311 No. 2 Road (formerly 8291&8311 No. 2 Road) DECS -~

Date & Time of the Meeting: Wednesday, August 30, 2006 at 3.30 pm

Thank you in sending me an agenda notice of application for a development permit, DP05-
293675. The agenda notice I received on 19 August. Together with the agenda notice I have
downloaded the DP Panel minute of July 26 and received some information from Mr. Wayne Craig
(with thanks) today before I can write to you.

(1) Concerning the minute of July 26:

a) Under the Gallery Comments: The content should be that both Mr. Lee of 8273 No. 2 Road and
Miss Yu (representing her father) of 8351 No. 2 Road the internal and exit driveways would
have a negative impact on occupants of their homes.

b) Under the Panel Discussion: The City traffic department suggested that the project’s driveway
should be widened from 6 m to 7.5 m. Both the owners of 8271, 8273 and 8351 No. 2 Road
have expressed they would not sell nor develop their homes within 30-40 years. If a narrower
driveway may raise safety concerns, this narrower 6 m driveway would endanger the human
life of 8311 No. 2 Road’s residents, visitors or their neighbors last for 40 years after their
neighbors consider to redevelop their 40 years old properties. Who so cares? Who responses?

(2) Relocation of the driveway to central location:

The reasons of objecting the driveway to be relocated in the central are loss of outdoor amenity
area, increase variances, loss of a visitor parking space, more work to the developer to alter the
site plan, alter house design, future widen the driveway to 7.5 m, a lower lot coverage and the
tandem parking etc. All of these problems arising are because of your decision made and
allowance given to the developer to construct 12 townhouse units.

You can refer to 4 similar townhouse files in your file. Those sites are in the surrounding areas
having the same area land, all in No. 2 Road, between Blundell Road and Colville Road. Some
of the site have two faces to the roads (site 8311 No. 2 Road is one face). You allowed them to
have 10 townhouse units. Those 10 townhouse units developers built their houses at the floor
area between 1400-1500 sf each townhouse (average 1450 sf each). For 10 units, the developer
only have 14,500 sf floor area in the same piece land area as what the architects or the
developer of 8311 No. 2 Road have the same. Those developers easy plan a suitable site plaa
put more amenity area, wide driveway of 7.5 m width, do not asking you for variance bé
the maximum 40% lot coverage to 42%, not to reduce yard sitback from the townhoy 5%
3 mto 1.8 m (note: the 1.2 m is for single/duplex house but not for townhouse, whefe %
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townhouse must have 3 m yard setback because they have more resident living there). The more
important things are those townhouse site plan would not affect the daily life of their neighbors.
That is why you did not receive any complains from the neighbors of the 4 townhouse sites
along No. 2 Road closing to the site of 8311 No. 2 Road.

When you permit Mr. Yamamoto to build 12 townhouse units, the developer plan to build their
townhouses at the average of 1450 sf each. Use 12 multiple by 1450 equal to 16,400 sf floor
area in the same piece of land as what you allowed the former developers to build for 14,500 sf.
You can see what is the result, the architects can not plan a “not so good” site plan, less amenity
areas, narrowed driveway not care of safety, not follow the City bylaw and asking for addition
variance, reducing yard setback etc. all because the architect cannot put 16,400 sf floor area in
the same land as what the former 4 townhouse unit developers can do. (Note: in fact the #8311
applicant claims for 16,466 sf floor area) This would create lot of problems, the architect refuses
to relocate the driveway to the central location because he has used all the allowance given to
him. They claims because of amenity, parking, their works load and townhouse height problems
etc. They do not count that they have claimed for 2% addition variance up to 42% lot coverage
and 41% discount (reduction) on the setback, both yard and front setbacks.

(3) Concerning the intent (content) of the permit:

The applicant claims for lot coverage increase from 40% to 42% and reduce north side yard
setback from 3 m to 1.7 m are all the result of allowing 12 townhouse units and consequence
planning 16,466 sf floor area. If the City mistaking gave allowance to the developer, please
do not give further or continue to give variances and reduction etc. [ strongly object the City
to give variances and reduction allowance to the applicant.

(4) Conclusion:

I understand the council have approve the applicant to build 12 townhouse units, but I know
the council have not approve the development permit. It is my suggestion that you should not
allow the applicant to have totally 16,466 sf floor area. Their architect can plan an average
townhouse unit of 1200 sf each making the total floor area to 14,400 sf floor area same as the
former 4 townhouse developers did. That is in agree with the City Bylaw, safe the public for
a good 7.5 m driveway, more amenity area, good to their neighbors. However the developer
may not earn good profit on this project, | would say sorry.

Yours faithfully,

> ng*\/{fzk’,/

Johnson Lee

cc: Mr. Jean Lamontagne, Director of Deveopment



